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 Abstract 
 

Multilingualism and multiculturalism are increasing around the world, and as a result, classrooms are 

becoming more linguistically and culturally diverse.  This dissertation examines how young plurilingual 

children communicate in one Francophone preschool in British Columbia, Canada.  In this province of 

Canada, French is a minority language with most people speaking English.  There are also many other 

languages present, such as Mandarin, German, Punjabi, and Tagalog.  Speakers of these languages are 

often higher in number than French home language speakers (Statistics Canada, 2016).  Therefore, the 

children at the Francophone preschool are in contact with multiple, diverse languages.  The diversity 

present in this preschool classroom raises questions about how the linguistic resources available to 

children influence their classroom interactions.  The aim of this study was to identify the linguistic 

resources demonstrated by the children and determine how they utilised these resources to negotiate 

meaning in classroom interactions – specifically, interactions during child-initiated play.   

Research has shown that participation in social interactions is necessary for children to develop language 

and social skills.  In addition, play is an important context in which young children communicate and 

negotiate meaning.  Many studies on classroom interactions have focused on educator-child 

interactions.  In contrast, there are limited studies on peer interactions despite research advocating their 

benefits in children’s development.  In a multilingual classroom, children have a choice of language which 

often depends on the interactants.  Despite educators attempting to separate languages, children usually 

code-switch and draw upon a range of linguistic resources to communicate.  These linguistic resources 

include the use of multimodal language such as gestures, a recent focus of study in the field of second 

language acquisition.  Considering the diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds of children in preschool 

classrooms, it is vital to understand how they incorporate multiple linguistic resources in their 

communications.  By understanding children’s use of linguistic resources, we can further understandings 

of their language learning processes in the classroom.  

A conceptual framework drawing on sociocultural and interactionist theories was used to explore how 

young plurilingual children communicate.  Within these two theories, language is a social action in which 

an interaction is co-constructed by the participants.  The two concepts of plurilingualism and multimodal 

language were part of this framework.  From this perspective, each child in the study were considered to 

possess a unique linguistic repertoire consisting of verbal and nonverbal resources.   
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As a participant-observer, I collected data in one preschool classroom over a 3-month period.  The 

primary data source was video recordings from two cameras – a camcorder and a GoPro camera.  In 

addition, I collected field notes, school-related documents, and a questionnaire completed by the 

children’s parents/guardians.  These data contributed background information on the preschool and 

participants.  Interactions occurring during child-initiated play were analysed in order to answer the 

research questions.  I used a computer software program, ATLAS.ti, to assist with the data analysis.  The 

analysed interactions involved 13 children (3- and 4-year-olds), the classroom teacher, the teaching 

assistant, and me (as the participant-researcher).  

The findings of the study showed that the children employed multiple resources in their play 

interactions.  They used French spoken resources, English spoken resources and non-verbal actions, as 

well as translanguaging (French and English) and non-verbal actions combined with spoken language.  

The children’s choice of linguistic resources related to the interactant, the purpose of the interaction, 

and their own motivations to exercise agency.  Through the use of various linguistic resources, the 

children practised their interactional and social skills, organised and advanced their own learning through 

translanguaging and peer teaching, and enacted agency.  The children’s use of multiple linguistic 

resources in play interactions demonstrated their emerging plurilingual competencies.  

This study has highlighted the importance of educators and researchers considering individual children’s 

linguistic resources in a holistic manner.  By adopting a holistic approach, educators can understand how 

children’s use of multiple linguistic resources is beneficial to their learning.  Researchers can increase 

understandings of children and their learning processes by considering how children employ their 

multiple linguistic resources.  The findings of this study demonstrate that young children are resourceful, 

engaged, creative, and agentive in their use of linguistic resources during play interactions.  These skills 

should be considered as plurilingual assets and educators should provide opportunities for children to 

practise and develop these skills in the classroom.   

  



iii 
 

 Statement of Originality 
 

 

This work has not previously been submitted for a degree or diploma in any university. To the best of my 

knowledge and belief, the thesis contains no material previously published or written by another person 

except where due reference is made in the thesis itself. 

 

Signed __

Kelly Shoecraft 

  



iv 
 

Table of Contents 
Abstract ........................................................................................................................................................... i 

Statement of Originality ................................................................................................................................ iii 

Acknowledgements ........................................................................................................................................ x 

Chapter 1 Introduction .................................................................................................................................. 1 

1.1 The study ....................................................................................................................................... 1 

1.2 French language education in British Columbia ............................................................................ 3 

1.3 Motivation for this study ............................................................................................................... 7 

1.4 The research questions and research methodology ..................................................................... 8 

1.5 Conceptual framework .................................................................................................................. 9 

1.6 The significance of the study ....................................................................................................... 10 

1.7 Thesis structure ........................................................................................................................... 13 

Chapter 2 Literature Review........................................................................................................................ 15 

2.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................................. 15 

2.2 Communication ........................................................................................................................... 15 

2.2.1 Multimodal communication ................................................................................................ 16 

2.2.2 Multilingual communication ............................................................................................... 20 

2.3 The development of children’s communication ......................................................................... 22 

2.3.1 Communication and language development ...................................................................... 22 

2.3.2 Play and language development ......................................................................................... 25 

2.3.3 Children’s multilingual communication ............................................................................... 30 

2.4 Interactions in classrooms ........................................................................................................... 32 

2.4.1 General classroom interactions ........................................................................................... 32 

2.4.2 The use of nonverbal actions in classroom interactions ..................................................... 34 

2.4.3 Multilingual classroom interactions .................................................................................... 37 

2.4.4 Patterns of classroom interactions and purposes of interactions during child-initiated play

 40 

2.5 Summary ...................................................................................................................................... 42 

Chapter 3 Conceptual Framework .............................................................................................................. 45 

3.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................................. 45 

3.2 Sociocultural theory .................................................................................................................... 45 

3.3 Interactionist theory .................................................................................................................... 47 

3.4 Plurilingualism and plurilingual competency .............................................................................. 49 

3.5 Multimodal language................................................................................................................... 51 



v 
 

3.6 Summary ...................................................................................................................................... 52 

Chapter 4 Research Methodology ............................................................................................................... 54 

4.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................................. 54 

4.2 Philosophical worldviews ............................................................................................................ 54 

4.3 Research design ........................................................................................................................... 55 

4.3.1 Case study ............................................................................................................................ 55 

4.3.2 Flexible design ..................................................................................................................... 56 

4.3.3 Data collection instruments ................................................................................................ 57 

4.3.4 Context and participants ..................................................................................................... 58 

4.4 Research method ........................................................................................................................ 62 

4.4.1 Ethical approval ................................................................................................................... 62 

4.4.2 Participant recruitment ....................................................................................................... 62 

4.4.3 Collecting primary data ....................................................................................................... 65 

4.4.4 Collecting secondary data ................................................................................................... 69 

4.5 Data analysis ................................................................................................................................ 71 

4.5.1 Analysing primary data ........................................................................................................ 71 

4.5.2 Analysing secondary data .................................................................................................... 78 

4.6 Ethical considerations of the research design ............................................................................. 80 

4.7 Summary ...................................................................................................................................... 83 

Chapter 5 Interactions During Child-Initiated Play ...................................................................................... 84 

5.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................................. 84 

5.2 Background information .............................................................................................................. 84 

5.3 Patterns of interactions ............................................................................................................... 87 

5.3.1 Child – child interactions ..................................................................................................... 87 

5.3.2 Child – educator interactions .............................................................................................. 90 

5.3.3 Types of interactions ........................................................................................................... 93 

5.4 Purposes of interactions .............................................................................................................. 95 

5.5 Children’s linguistic repertoires ................................................................................................... 96 

5.5.1 French spoken language ...................................................................................................... 96 

5.5.2 English spoken language ..................................................................................................... 97 

5.5.3 Translanguaging ................................................................................................................... 98 

5.5.4 Nonverbal action only ......................................................................................................... 99 

5.5.5 Nonverbal action with spoken language ............................................................................. 99 

5.6 Sociocultural awareness .............................................................................................................. 99 



vi 
 

5.6.1 Social skills ......................................................................................................................... 100 

5.6.2 Children’s own experiences influencing their play ............................................................ 102 

5.6.3 Game playing ..................................................................................................................... 107 

5.7 Educators’ language use ............................................................................................................ 108 

5.8 Typology of nonverbal actions used in the classroom .............................................................. 109 

5.9 Summary .................................................................................................................................... 110 

Chapter 6 Negotiating Entry into Child-Initiated Play ............................................................................... 113 

6.1 Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 113 

6.2 French spoken language ............................................................................................................ 113 

6.3 English spoken language ........................................................................................................... 116 

6.4 Translanguaging......................................................................................................................... 119 

6.5 Nonverbal action only ............................................................................................................... 122 

6.6 Nonverbal action and spoken language .................................................................................... 124 

6.7 Summary .................................................................................................................................... 130 

Chapter 7 Negotiating During Child-Initiated Play .................................................................................... 131 

7.1 Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 131 

7.2 French spoken language ............................................................................................................ 131 

7.3 English spoken language ........................................................................................................... 137 

7.4 Translanguaging......................................................................................................................... 147 

7.5 Nonverbal action only ............................................................................................................... 151 

7.6 Nonverbal action and spoken language .................................................................................... 156 

7.7 Summary .................................................................................................................................... 164 

Chapter 8 Discussion ................................................................................................................................. 166 

8.1 Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 166 

8.2 Children’s use of various resources to practise their interactional and social skills ................. 166 

8.2.1 Maintaining and advancing interactions ........................................................................... 168 

8.2.2 Negotiating meaning ......................................................................................................... 171 

8.2.3 Considering the interactant ............................................................................................... 173 

8.2.4 Broadening sociocultural awareness ................................................................................. 178 

8.3 Children’s use of various resources to organise and advance their own learning .................... 180 

8.3.1 Peer teaching ..................................................................................................................... 181 

8.3.2 Translanguaging practices ................................................................................................. 182 

8.3.3 Gesture as a learning strategy ........................................................................................... 185 

8.4 Children’s use of various resources to enact agency ................................................................ 187 



vii 
 

8.5 Summary .................................................................................................................................... 191 

Chapter 9 Conclusion ................................................................................................................................ 192 

9.1 Introduction ............................................................................................................................... 192 

9.2 Main findings ............................................................................................................................. 193 

9.2.1 The resources incorporated in plurilingual children’s linguistic repertoires ..................... 193 

9.2.2 How plurilingual children use the resources in their repertoires ..................................... 193 

9.2.3 The impact of plurilingual children’s use of their linguistic resources on their interactions

 194 

9.3 Contributions of this study ........................................................................................................ 197 

9.3.1 An holistic view of children’s unique linguistic repertoires .............................................. 197 

9.3.2 Children’s use of multimodal resources in a Francophone preschool .............................. 198 

9.3.3 Using multiple linguistic resources in the classroom is beneficial to children’s learning . 200 

9.3.4 Preschool children’s use of nonverbal action in play interactions .................................... 201 

9.4 Implications of my findings ....................................................................................................... 201 

9.4.1 Pedagogical implications ................................................................................................... 201 

9.4.2 Implications for policymakers ........................................................................................... 203 

9.4.3 Methodological implications ............................................................................................. 203 

9.5 Limitations of the study ............................................................................................................. 204 

9.6 Future research directions ........................................................................................................ 204 

9.7 Summary .................................................................................................................................... 206 

References ................................................................................................................................................. 207 

Appendix A: Parent and Guardian Questionnaire ..................................................................................... 224 

Appendix B: Consent Forms ...................................................................................................................... 225 

Appendix C: Transcription Conventions .................................................................................................... 235 

Appendix D: Full Transcripts of Interactions ............................................................................................. 236 

 

  



viii 
 

List of Tables 
 

Table 4.1 Daily Preschool Routine ............................................................................................................... 58 

Table 4.2 Round 1 of Coding in ATLAS.ti Software ...................................................................................... 73 

Table 4.3 Round 2 of coding in ATLAS.ti Software ...................................................................................... 74 

Table 5.1 Children’s Home Language and languages in Contact ................................................................. 83 

 

  



ix 
 

List of Acronyms 
 

B.C. – British Columbia 

CSF – Conseil Scolaire Francophone (The education organization for Francophone students in B.C.) 

L1 – First language 

L2 – Second language 

SLA – Second language acquisition 

SPA – Séquences potentiellement acquisitionnelles (potential acquisition sequences) 

ZPD – Zone of proximal development 

 



x 
 

 Acknowledgements 
 

I must first thank my supervisors, Dr Minglin Li, Dr Bev Flückiger, and Dr Cécile Sabatier.  Their invaluable 

advice, expertise, and feedback contributed to a smooth PhD journey and a final thesis document which 

exceeds my original expectations.  A huge thank you to Minglin and Bev for adapting to our “long-

distance” working relationship across continents and time zones.  You both pushed my thinking and 

writing further and always provided insightful and helpful feedback, and with quick turnarounds.  I want 

to thank Cécile for the thesis conversations over a coffee, often with my child in tow.  Cécile encouraged 

my entry into the world of Francophone and European research which enriched my study enormously.  

Thank you to Dr Peter Grootenboer and Dr Gary Woolley who assisted greatly in the first stages of my 

PhD journey.   

Another thank you to Elizabeth Stevens who copy edited the final version of my thesis.  Thank you for 

your quick and efficient work to help me meet my ever-changing deadlines. 

I also thank my many friends across the globe who have encouraged and supported me in so many ways 

along this journey.  Many friends listened to my research ideas and my complaints, babysat my children, 

or offered encouraging words to help make life as a grad student (and mum) easier.  There are too many 

of these friends to list, but there are a few I must mention: Julia, Lydia, Nöelle, Koichi, Sim, Rach, and 

Cindy.   

Thank you to my family in Australia, particularly my Mum and Dad, who have always encouraged me to 

achieve my goals and are always so proud of me.  I love you and appreciate your support so much.   

Finally, my biggest thanks go to my husband, Pete, and my two little girls, Amelia and Sarah.  Thank you 

for understanding all the weekends and evenings when Mummy was working and could not play or read 

a bedtime story.  I hope that my girls will see me and this accomplishment as an example of what they 

can also achieve in their lives and that nothing is impossible.  Pete, my love, thank you for your tireless 

support during all the crazy times over the past 5 years.  And for being my tech support!  I literally could 

not have completed this thesis without you.  The majority of our life together has also included my PhD; 

thank you for accepting this “third wheel” into our lives.  I look forward to our future adventures without 

thesis writing happening in the background.  Pete, Amelia, and Sarah, I love you all so much and thank 

you for all your cuddles that make me feel so happy each and every day. 

 

 



1 
 
 

Chapter 1 Introduction 
 

1.1 The study 
This case study investigated how young children with diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds 

communicate and negotiate meaning in interactions with peers and adults in a Francophone 

preschool.  The emphasis of the study was on the resources in the children’s individual and unique 

linguistic repertoires and how they employed these resources when they communicated during 

child-initiated play.  The case study was conducted in a Francophone preschool in British Columbia 

(B.C.), Canada, which caters for children aged 3 and 4 years.  The preschool is located within a 

Francophone primary school but is governed by a board comprised of parents and the teachers, 

making it autonomous.  In this particular preschool a classroom teacher and an assistant teacher are 

present in the classroom.  Classes for the 4-year-old children are held on Monday, Wednesday and 

Friday mornings from 9 a.m. to 11.30 a.m., while classes for the 3-year-old children are held on 

Tuesday and Thursday mornings from 9 a.m. to 11.30 a.m.  The Friday morning class is also open to 

3-year-old children.  The preschool offers a day-care service as well from 11.30 a.m. to 3 p.m. in 

conjunction with the primary school finishing time.  This service is offered so that parents can access 

full-day childcare.   

For many children, preschool is their first experience in an educational setting and at this time they 

are often developing competencies in their home language, along with social skills, confidence, and 

independence.  The development of these skills is included in the British Columbia Early Learning 

Framework (Ministry of Education, 2008).  The four key areas included in this framework are: 1. 

Well-being and Belonging, 2. Exploration and Creativity, 3. Languages and Literacies, and 4.Social 

Responsibility and Diversity (Ministry of Education, 2008, p. 17).  The key area of languages and 

literacies identifies literacy as an essential competency for children in early learning settings.  

Furthermore, one of the common set of principles that the framework is based on is that “language 

plays a central role in connecting thought and learning” (Ministry of Education, 2008, p. 16).  

Therefore, a key objective of the preschool is to develop children’s language skills.   

Language development is also relevant in the other key areas of the British Columbia Early Learning 

Framework, which is evident in the document’s vision:  

The vision for children aged 0-5 is that they will experience physical, emotional, social, 

intellectual and spiritual well-being.  All children will feel safe, secure, and enjoy a sense of 

belonging in their homes and communities.  They will be able to communicate their own 
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thoughts and feelings, and to listen to, acknowledge, and empathize with the thoughts and 

feelings of others. (Ministry of Education, 2008, p. 14) 

The final sentence of this vision highlights the importance of children’s ability to communicate.  This 

communication involves the use of language to express their own ideas and feelings while being 

empathetic to others.  This specification relates to the first key area of well-being and belonging, and 

the fourth key area of social responsibility and diversity.  In order to develop this ability, the children 

also need to have language and communication skills to understand what others are thinking and 

feeling.  Therefore, the framework indicates that a key objective in the preschool classroom is to 

develop communication competencies in children as well as to help them learn to socialize.  In other 

words, an objective of preschool education is to develop children’s interactional competencies.   

In a Francophone preschool, educators have the added task of developing children’s French 

language competencies.  The context of the preschool in this study is a minority French environment 

where the children in the class are in contact with languages other than French.  What is more, 

French may not be the main language spoken in the home.  As noted by Litalien, Moore, and 

Sabatier (2012), children from English-speaking homes and immigrant families also attend 

Francophone schools in B.C.  Therefore, the children’s language competencies when attending the 

preschool are quite diverse.  This diversity poses a challenge for educators to simultaneously 

develop the skills children need to learn in preschool as well as develop their French language 

competencies.   

The potential diversity of languages spoken among children in the Francophone preschool raises 

questions about children’s communication in the classroom – specifically, what resources do the 

children use and how do they use the resources to participate in classroom interactions?  In order to 

address these questions, the focus of this study was on classroom interactions occurring during 

child-initiated play.  The play context in the preschool was expected to yield numerous interactions 

as play is an important aspect of the preschool curriculum.  As stated in the British Columbia Early 

Childhood Framework (Ministry of Education, 2008), play is a significant and necessary part of a 

young child’s learning and development.  Thus, many of the preschool activities were play based, 

and contain interactions between members of the classroom.  

More specifically, interactions occurring during child-initiated play are expected to contain child-

child interactions.  Child-initiated play occurs when a child has chosen the activity – spontaneously 

or through planning – and plays alone or with other children.  Other types of play activities are 

educator led, meaning the educator participates in the play and encourages the child’s learning 
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through specific activities.  Other play activities are chosen by the child, but the educator 

participates and turns the play into a teaching moment (thus reverting to educator led).  Still other 

play activities are chosen by the educator, who directs the child to the activity and then leaves the 

child to continue the play individually or with other children.  The focus of this study was on 

children’s interactions in the classroom.  Therefore, I wanted to maximise the possibility of capturing 

children’s self-initiated interactions.  During child-initiated play, children often interact with each 

other and, occasionally, with an educator – without the educator “leading” the play.  

1.2 French language education in British Columbia  
The case study was situated in a Francophone preschool in B.C., a province of Canada.  This area of 

Canada is predominately English speaking despite the official federal languages in Canada being 

French and English.  Outside of Quebec, the provinces of Canada are generally considered to be 

Francophone minority communities, with the exception of New Brunswick, which is considered 

bilingual.  In B.C., of a total population of 4,598,410 people, English is identified as the mother 

tongue1 for 3,170,110 people and French as the mother tongue for only 57, 425 people (Statistics 

Canada, 2016).  Moreover, 1,267,460 people identified their mother tongue as a non-official 

language, where Cantonese, Mandarin, Punjabi, German, and Tagalog all had mother-tongue 

speakers greater in numbers than French mother-tongue speakers (Statistics Canada, 2016).  These 

statistics demonstrate the multilingual and multicultural aspect of B.C.  Moreover, despite the two 

official languages of Canada, B.C. remains predominantly English speaking with at least five other 

languages being spoken more frequently than French.  

A law adopted in 1982 – Section 23 of The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms 2 – guarantees 

minority education rights to French-speaking communities outside Quebec and, to a lesser extent, 

English-speaking minorities in Quebec.  Therefore, even though Francophone speakers are a 

minority in B.C., they still have the right to an education in French for their children.  Similarly, in 

Quebec, where English is the minority language, Anglophone speakers have the right to an education 

in English for their children.  As a result of this law, Francophone schools exist in B.C., even though it 

is an English majority province. 

The Francophone preschool in my study is part of the Conseil Scolaire Francophone (CSF), which was 

established in 1995.  The CSF is the education board for Francophone students in B.C.  The 

                                                           
1 “Mother tongue” is the term used by Statistics Canada; however, in this thesis, the term “home language” is 
used (see Literature Review for discussion).    
2 Full Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms law available online: http://laws-
lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/Const/page-15.html  

http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/Const/page-15.html
http://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/Const/page-15.html
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organisation originally served Metro Vancouver, but, since 1998, it has served the entire province of 

B.C. – it is the only Francophone education board in Canada to function at a provincial level.  Many 

other school councils serve one particular region, whereas the CSF serves a large, geographically 

diverse province which includes urban and rural areas.  According to the CSF website, in 2017 there 

were 40 schools and nearly 6,000 students in the CSF organisation (https://www.csf.bc.ca/).  The 

vision of the CSF is to serve the Francophone community and preserve the French language and 

cultures by providing French education programs to Francophone minority members of the 

province.   

The criteria for admission into a CSF school is that at least one parent is a Canadian citizen who has 

French as a first language or who has received primary or secondary schooling in French in Canada.  

Immigrants who meet these same criteria and who would have the rights of Section 23 if they were 

citizens are also eligible to send their children to a CSF school.  In addition, if one child in the family 

receives French schooling then other children in the family also have the right to education in French 

(Conseil Scolaire Francophone, n.d.).  Conversely, the admission criteria for a Francophone school do 

not include a child’s competency in the French language.  Therefore, the French language 

competencies of the children attending CSF schools are diverse (Pilote & Magnan, 2008).  Spriet 

(2009) claimed there were two types of clients in CSF schools – French dominant and English 

dominant.  The French dominants have a working knowledge of French when they arrive at the 

school, and French is generally the language spoken at home.  The English dominants have limited or 

nonexistent French language and the dominant language in the home is English.  In her study in a 

Francophone school, M. Martin (2014) found that the major reason parents chose a Francophone 

school was for their child to be educated in French.  On the other hand, Moore and Sabatier (2012a) 

stated that many Francophone parents choose French immersion for their children and, vice versa, 

some parents choose a Francophone school (as is their right under Section 23 of the charter), even if 

French is not really spoken in the home.  The reason for these choices is often due to the proximity 

of the school to their home.  

There has been concern expressed over the decline in the population of Francophone minority 

communities in Canada (Iacovino & Léger, 2013; Landry, 2010).  According to a report published by 

Statistics Canada (2012), international immigration has the greatest impact on the development of 

the French language in Canada.  Of the estimated 235,000 immigrants who arrive in Canada each 

year, more than 80% do not speak French or English as their mother tongue.  Generally, of the two 

official languages, these immigrants know and use only English in work and everyday life (outside 

Quebec) (Statistics Canada, 2012).  Immigration has also increased in B.C. in particular (Jacquet, 
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Moore, & Sabatier, 2008) which has led to the population becoming more linguistically and culturally 

diverse.  Dagenais (2013) stated that Vancouver, B.C. was one of the three largest urban areas in 

Canada where multilingualism is most visible.   

There are also French-speaking immigrants arriving in Canada. However, these immigrants usually 

choose to settle in the French majority province of Quebec (Iacovino & Léger, 2013).  A government 

initiative was adopted in 2003 to place French-speaking immigrants in provinces outside Quebec in 

an effort to contribute to the vitality of the French minority communities (Pilote & Magnan, 2008).  

Iacovino and Léger (2013) raised concerns about this government initiative, stating that forcing 

Francophone immigrants into a minority context provides a false promise for both the Francophone 

communities and the immigrants.  This false promise is that the Francophone communities would 

thrive with new immigrants and the new immigrants would easily settle into the minority 

communities. Iacovino and Léger claimed that, in reality, the immigrants would not have an easy 

transition in a minority context and the communities do not necessarily have the resources to 

accommodate newcomers.  Nevertheless, in 2013, the Canadian government renewed funding for 

an initiative entitled Education Immigration Communities: Roadmap for Canada’s Official Languages 

2013-2018 (Government of Canada, 2013).  This initiative identified three key areas for developing 

Canada’s two official languages: education, immigration, and communities.  Part of this initiative 

focused on Francophone immigrants being settled in Francophone minority communities.  The 

initiative also included provisions for language training in French and English for immigrants.    

Dagenais’s (2013) review of relevant literature found that immigrant parents encouraged their 

children to be multilingual in their home language as well as in English and French.  The reason for 

this was for children to self-identify with family and local communities, in addition to “gaining access 

to the imagined French-English bilingual communities in Canada” (Dagenais, 2013, p. 292).  Such 

choices by immigrant parents and other factors mentioned (such as mixed couples, English-

dominant families, bilingual children [to varying degrees] and the English majority context) mean 

that Francophone schools have become very diverse (Pilote & Magnan, 2008).  In other words, the 

Francophone minority population in Canada, and subsequently Francophone schools, are not 

homogenous, but consist of people from different historical, sociopolitical, demographic, and 

linguistic backgrounds (Pilote & Magnan, 2008).  Prasad (2012) also claimed that the increase in 

population of people speaking languages other than English or French was “increasingly 

transforming Francophone minority communities” (p. 190).  Litalien et al. (2012) found similar 

diversity in their study in a Francophone primary school class in B.C., with none of the children in the 

class having two Francophone parents:  rather, they were all mixed couples.  Even the type of French 
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spoken was diverse.  For example, there were speakers from Quebec, France, Morocco, Romania, 

and Egypt in the study (Litalien et al., 2012).   

Educational rights of Francophone Canadians is a big focus in minority contexts (Cardinal, Gilbert, & 

Thériault, 2008) as schools are considered the main institution for protecting the French language 

and cultures in these contexts in Canada (Pilote & Magnan, 2008).  Furthermore, the roadmap for 

Canada’s official languages states that “education plays a key role in strengthening official language 

minority communities” (Government of Canada, 2013, p. 5).  Both Landry (2010) and Pilote and 

Magnan (2008) highlighted the importance of the early learning period (0-5 years) in the 

maintenance of the French language.  Pilote and Magnan explained that the first 5 years of a child’s 

life are important for any child with regards to their cognitive, social, and emotional development, 

but even more important for children in Francophone communities.  They explained that during the 

early years, Francophone children are developing their cultural identity as well as developing their 

French language skills and integrating into minority school settings.  These early years are 

considered pivotal for the development of children’s French language habits, becoming familiar with 

French culture, and developing attachment toward the Francophone community (Landry, 2010; 

Pilote & Magnan, 2008).  

The expectation that Francophone schools will maintain French language and culture, especially in 

the early years, is complicated by the linguistic and cultural diversity present in Francophone 

minority contexts in Canada.  These tensions exist for both policymakers and educators (Pilote & 

Magnan, 2008; Prasad, 2012), partly due to education policies that have not been adapted to suit 

these multilingual and multicultural classrooms (Byrd-Clark, 2012; Dagenais, 2013).  For example, 

Dagenais (2013) argued that existing language policies do not match the recent research on 

multilingualism or the increase in multilingual speakers in Canada.  Pilote and Magnan (2008) 

indicated that Francophone minority communities need to acknowledge that today’s children live in 

a different world from that of previous generations and to recognise that the Canadian Francophone 

community is now a multicultural community.  Similarly, the rights of other language speakers (non-

English, non-French speakers) should be reviewed within education policy and practice (Dagenais, 

2013).  Prasad (2012) observed that culturally and linguistically diverse children have little support in 

maintaining their home language or accessing Canada’s bilingual possibilities – to learn both English 

and French.  Furthermore, these children’s plurilingual capabilities are rarely accessed in the 

classroom, nor are they regarded in a positive manner (Prasad, 2012).  

Francophone educators who support children’s plurilingual development are also facing increasing 

challenges, which are often paradoxical.  These educators must simultaneously ensure that French 
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remains the language of instruction – as per the curriculum policies – whilst also supporting 

plurilingual development (Prasad, 2012).  In a study conducted in a Francophone primary school in 

B.C, M. Martin (2014) investigated the attitudes of teachers, parents, and children towards the 

children’s plurilingualism and the benefit of multiple languages in the learning of French.  The results 

showed that some teachers and parents believed that knowledge of other languages helped the 

children learn French, whereas others considered other languages to hinder the development of 

French.  Interestingly, the children considered all their languages to be part of their identity and 

believed they used all their languages to learn French.  Similarly, Pilote and Magnan (2008) argued 

that the children in Francophone minority contexts moved easily across languages.  Martin’s study 

highlights the differences between children’s perceptions of their plurilingualism and the varying 

perceptions of teachers and adults, and advocates for further studies on the benefits of a holistic 

approach to multilingual education. 

In order to address these tensions and embrace diversity in classrooms, Cavanagh, Cammarata, and 

Blain (2016) and Forget and Sabatier (2014), among others, advocated for a new pedagogy and new 

approaches to teacher training.  These approaches would allow for the inclusion of children’s 

linguistic and cultural diversities in the Francophone classroom.  Within these diverse linguistic 

classrooms, where the children possess unique linguistic repertoires, it is important to understand 

how the children communicate – with each other and with the educators.  My case study attempted 

to provide evidence of how children communicate in a (diverse) Francophone classroom.  By 

understanding how children communicate in these classrooms, teachers and policymakers may be 

better informed to create new pedagogies and new approaches to teaching that better support 

children.   

1.3 Motivation for this study 
This study on young children’s communication in a Francophone preschool was inspired by my 

personal experiences teaching languages in various countries.  I began my teaching career in 

Australia as a Japanese teacher in primary and secondary schools.  Later, I worked in France in a 

bilingual (French and English) school.  I spent the majority of time at this school teaching preschool 

children, aged 3 to 5.  These children had come from a variety of countries around the world and 

there was an array of languages spoken in their homes.  Some of them spoke English or French at 

home whereas others spoke neither of the school’s official languages before arriving at the school.  

Some of the children spoke two different languages (e.g., Portuguese and Spanish) prior to beginning 

their schooling and thus by the end of their 3 years in the preschool, were conversationally fluent in 

four languages (having learnt French and English at the preschool).   
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Despite the barrier of not always sharing a similar language, the children managed to communicate 

and play with each other.  At this bilingual school there were two teachers in every composite class 

(preschool 3- to 5-year-old, Years 1 and 2, Years 3 and 4, and so on).  One teacher taught and 

interacted with the children in French whilst the other teacher interacted in English.  There was an 

established expectation that children would interact with each teacher in the language spoken by 

that teacher.  This meant that the children were used to switching between French and English quite 

regularly, while some children even translated for each other if they shared a third or fourth 

language.  This ability of the children to switch between languages, depending on with whom they 

were interacting and their various motivations for learning a language, fascinated me, along with 

their ability to communicate even when they did not share a common language.  

I then moved to Vancouver, Canada, which is quite a multicultural city.  I wanted to study children’s 

language use and interactions in a multilingual setting similar to the preschool in France.  Due to the 

multiculturalism present in Vancouver, children in all schools come from quite diverse backgrounds 

with differing home languages and are potentially in contact with a variety of languages.  This was 

particularly evident in Francophone schools in the province, where the clientele were Francophone 

families so French was the language spoken in class.  I was interested to know how these children 

communicated with each other and the educators based on their home language/s, as well as the 

language of the classroom (French) and the majority language of the society (English).  Included in 

this concept of language was the use of gestures, a relatively new concept in second language 

acquisition (SLA) research.  This interest in how children communicated in the preschool classroom 

using a variety of language knowledge and gestural use was the motivation for this study.  

1.4 The research questions and research methodology 
The aim of this research project was to investigate how young plurilingual children communicate in a 

Francophone preschool classroom, through the observation and recording of the children’s 

classroom interactions.  The specific classroom for this study, situated in a French minority province, 

consisted of children who were generally emerging bilinguals (or multilinguals), with this preschool 

sometimes being their first exposure to the French language.  It was a diverse, multilingual context 

with the children (and the educators) possessing various linguistic skills – in other words, they 

possessed a plurilingual repertoire.  The overarching research question guiding this investigation 

was: How do young children with diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds communicate and 

negotiate meaning in classroom interactions in a Francophone preschool?  Additional questions that 

informed this overarching question were: 
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1. What Anglophone and Francophone resources are incorporated in plurilingual children’s 
linguistic repertoires?  

2. How do children use the resources in their repertoires (when and with whom)? 

3. What impact does the use of these resources have on children’s interactions? 

In order to answer the research questions, a qualitative case study was conducted in the classroom 

of one Francophone preschool in B.C. in Canada.  To gather background information about the 

children in this preschool class, a questionnaire was sent to the parents and guardians.  Video 

recordings, as well as field notes, and observations, were used to collect data on the children’s 

classroom interactions.  These data were collected over a 3-month period.  Interactions specific to 

the research questions were transcribed and analysed using a data analysis software program called 

ATLAS.ti.  Detailed data-collection instruments and procedure and data-analysis techniques are 

discussed in Chapter 3. 

1.5 Conceptual framework 
The conceptual framework employed for this study is embedded in a sociocultural perspective, 

drawing upon activity theory and interactionist theory to study the interactions of the preschool 

children (details are presented in Chapter 3).  From this perspective, children’s interactions are co-

constructed and require the negotiation of meaning.  Children are viewed as possessing a linguistic 

repertoire that is unique for each individual child.  They draw from this unique linguistic repertoire 

to participate in interactions.    Their social knowledge of setting, participants, and purposes of an 

interaction inform the linguistic resources chosen by children.  Moreover, the needs and motivations 

of the children contribute to their choice of linguistic resources.  Within this framework, an 

interaction should be regarded in its entirety as well as considering the context in which it occurs.  

By participating in co-constructed interactions, children are simultaneously practising their linguistic 

skills and developing these skills.   

There are two key concepts to this framework: (a) plurilingualism, and (b) multimodal language.  

Plurilingualism is defined as “the study of an individual’s repertoire and agency in several languages” 

(Moore & Gajo, 2009, p. 138).  In this thesis, a “plurilingual child” will refer to a child in the study 

who possesses linguistic knowledge of more than one language.  Also, the term “home language” 

will be used to identify a language spoken in the child’s home.  Sometimes this may be two 

languages if the child is being raised bilingually, where, for example, each parent speaks a different 

language to the child.  Due to the age of the children and the fact that, for many of them, the 

Francophone preschool may be their first exposure to the French language, these children are also 

considered to be “emerging bilingual”’.  This term means that the children are in the process of 



10 
 
 

developing their linguistic and communication skills in all their languages.  By focusing on the 

children’s use of their plurilingual repertoire, it is easier to understand how they are using their 

linguistic repertoires in preparation for life in a multilingual society. 

The second concept in this framework is multimodal language.  Multimodal language refers not only 

to the spoken or written language, but also to a variety of other communication methods including 

nonverbal language.  This nonverbal language assists in communicating during interactions and 

cannot be separated from the spoken language used (Kendon, 2004; McNeill, 2005).  In this thesis, 

the term “nonverbal action” will be used to identify nonverbal language used during the children’s 

interactions, particularly focusing on gestures such as head nods and pointing.   

1.6 The significance of the study 
This study will provide further understandings on multilingualism among children, particularly 

children learning languages in schools.  According to Lüdi and Py (2003), multilingualism is the norm 

for many children and there are numerous reasons why children are multilingual (these reasons will 

be discussed further in Section 2.3.3).  Subsequently, there are many advantages for bi/multilingual 

education such as: to increase cognitive benefits, to reflect specific social attitudes, and to increase 

self-esteem (Baker, 2007; Tucker, 1998).  There are many types of bi/multilingual education 

programs around the world (Cavalli, 2005) which have different goals that may or may not promote 

multilingualism (Baker, 2001; Cavalli, 2005; Cenoz & Genesee, 1998; García, 2009).   

Researchers (such as Cenoz & Gorter, 2015; Cummins, 2007; García, 2009; Moore & Sabatier, 2014) 

have advocated for a holistic approach to multilingual education.  This approach would replace the 

previous separation of languages and ameliorate negative attitude towards code-switching.  Often 

within educational contexts, an attempt is made by educators to separate languages and language 

learning.  This approach is based on the belief that by separating languages and creating clear 

boundaries between them, children will develop each language separately and better.  Following the 

same notion, code-switching has previously been regarded as a negative aspect of bilingualism and 

language learning.  Code-switching (or code-mixing) was considered an indicator of a lack of 

language competency.  More recent research has identified positive aspects of code-switching in 

relation to language learning and language use.  

An holistic approach to language learning incorporates various languages into the curriculum and 

softens language boundaries.  This means that instead of strict boundaries between languages, 

languages can be used flexibly and fluidly in such a way that children can move between them 

depending on their communication needs.  This approach permits multilingual children to use their 
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resources and repertoires when learning language as well as other curriculum content (Cenoz & 

Gorter, 2015).  Cummins (2001) created the concept of common underlying proficiency where a 

child can easily transfer skills learnt in one language, such as literacy and numeracy, into another 

language, without needing to relearn the skill.  Therefore, not only linguistic skills but also cognitive, 

cultural, and social knowledge can be transferred from one language to another, regardless of the 

language in which it was learned (Ballinger, 2015; Marshall & Moore, 2013).  For example, Ballinger 

(2015) implemented a biliteracy project with Grade 3 and 4 French immersion children, which, from 

both the teachers’ and students’ perspectives, “benefited students’ overall understanding of the 

language and content of the lessons” (p. 54).  These findings demonstrate the importance of 

providing a space for children to access and use their multilingual and plurilingual repertoires during 

classroom activities.  In turn, this approach can assist children’s language learning and curriculum 

content learning.  Furthermore, softening language boundaries could also form a bridge between 

the language teaching in school and the real-life communication involved in multilingualism outside 

of school (Cenoz & Gorter, 2015). 

The holistic approach towards multilingual education has also been discussed in Francophone 

minority education in Canada (Cavanagh et al., 2016; Dagenais, 2013; Prasad, 2012), in particular, in 

the province of B.C. (Forget & Sabatier, 2014; Moore & Sabatier, 2014).  Litalien et al. (2012), in their 

study of a Francophone primary class, provided examples of teachers incorporating children’s 

diversities into the classroom and pedagogy, which led to increased cultural knowledge, creating 

global citizens, as well as assisting in French language learning.  They outlined strategies used by the 

teacher to incorporate the children’s diversity and their own cultural knowledge into everyday 

classroom activities.  These various activities (e.g., the talking stick and cultural artefacts brought 

from home) were created through collaborative negotiation and provided the children space to 

share their own knowledge and experiences with their peers through the medium of the French 

language.  These activities motivated children to speak in French and participate in listening to 

others speak (Litalien et al., 2012). 

Similarly, Moore and Sabatier (2012b, 2014) explored how teachers incorporated the children’s 

linguistic and cultural differences to develop literacy in Grades 2 and 3 in three French immersion 

schools and four Francophone schools in B.C.  Their study focused on the incorporation of 

bi/multilingual books for the children’s own reading time, as well as for pedagogical instruction, for 

example, discussing special events around the world, reflecting on local and international diversity, 

as well as the children’s own histories.  Moore and Sabatier (2014) concluded that the use of 

bi/plurilingual books provided an opening into French literacy development by providing children 
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with a desire to read and write.  In addition, they found that these plurilingual practices allowed for 

a crossover between families, schools, and communities, as well as encouraging the children to 

develop as global citizens.  Other studies conducted by Forget and Sabatier (2014) and Spriet (2009) 

also found that incorporating children’s diverse and plurilingual repertoires into classroom activities 

assisted rather than hindered the children’s French language development.  

The present study contributes to the understanding of an holistic approach to language learning.  As 

outlined in the previous section, the conceptual framework for this study incorporates a plurilingual 

perspective towards language use.  From this perspective, children draw from unique linguistic 

repertoires which include all language competencies in a global capacity, rather than as separate 

language systems.   By exploring children’s use of all their linguistic resources in classroom 

interactions, the findings of this study will inform the research on the use of, and benefits from, an 

holistic approach to language learning.  

Moreover, this study will be the first conducted in a Francophone preschool since the inception of 

the CSF.  The limited studies conducted in the context of Francophone schools in B.C., such as those 

mentioned above (Forget & Sabatier, 2014; Litalien et al., 2012; M. Martin, 2014; Moore & Sabatier, 

2014; Spriet, 2009) were situated in primary or high schools.  Martin’s (2014) study, investigating 

how educators, students, parents, and administrators viewed the plurilingual repertoires of students 

within teaching and learning of French in a B.C. school providing French education, was conducted 

with Kindergarten (5-year-old) to Year 8 children.  McCarthy (2009) also conducted a study on the 

inclusion of children with special needs in Francophone schools in B.C.  Despite the CSF having a 

program for kindergarten and preschool children, no studies can be found that focused on 

preschool-aged children and their use of linguistic resources in interactions.  Therefore, the present 

study will enrich empirical data and gain understanding in this specific context. 

This study is also significant because it provides empirical evidence for research on children’s 

classroom interactions.  Many studies on classroom interaction in multilingual settings have focused 

on teachers’ language use in an effort to determine how their use of language and interactions with 

students affects the students’ learning and development (Martin-Jones, 2000).  This focus on teacher 

language may be because many of the classes studied were dominated by teacher-led discourse.   

Analysing how children interact and communicate in classrooms can lead to a better understanding 

of learning and teaching practices (Pekarek Doehler, 2000; Pennycook, 2010; Sert, 2015).  Within a 

multilingual context, it is of particular importance to understand how children make use of their 

various languages to communicate.  There is a need to research how children and educators manage 
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the use of multiple languages in real classroom interactions (Sert, 2015) and how they utilise their 

emerging multilingual competence, particularly in the preschool classroom (Björk-Willén, 2007).     

The addition of nonverbal actions in this study as a means of interacting and communicating 

broadens the scope of children’s linguistic resources previously found in research on plurilingual 

children’s interactions.  An earlier study (Gullberg, 2010) found that children regularly incorporate 

nonverbal language, such as gesture, into their interactions.  These gestures are seen to assist in 

communication and are used in a variety of ways, often in conjunction with spoken language.  The 

field of SLA is becoming more complex with studies of multimodal interactions in language learning a 

relatively new area of focus and the use of gestures being only recently incorporated (Gullberg, 

2010; Sert, 2015).  Very little is known about the use of gestures in children over 2 years of age 

(Guidetti, Fibigerova, & Colletta, 2014).  This study is unique in that it addresses both the 

multilingual resources of the children and their use of gestures and other nonverbal action during 

their classroom interactions.   

It is expected that the methodology of this study will enhance understandings on methods 

researchers use to effectively collect and analyse data on classroom interactions.  The data-

collection methods in this study were selected based on the need to accurately capture nonverbal 

actions used by children.  The use of video recordings was considered vital to capturing the use of 

nonverbal actions as well as the spoken language.  As stated earlier, the gesture use of children in 

SLA contexts has not been studied until recently, and many previous studies of plurilingual children’s 

interactions relied solely on audio recordings, or ignored the visual components of video recordings 

(e.g., J. Hall, 2004; Hamilton, 2004).  The method of analysing the video data allowed many aspects 

of classroom interactions to be considered – including both spoken language and nonverbal actions.  

Sert (2015) stated that a microanalytic approach to studying classroom interactions that includes 

nonverbal talk is necessary to gain an in-depth understanding of what is actually happening in 

language classrooms in order to inform language learning and teaching practices.   

1.7 Thesis structure 
Chapter 1 of this thesis has introduced the topic of the study, the conceptual framework, the 

research questions, and the methodology.  The significance of this study has also been explained in 

this chapter.  The second chapter presents a review of the relevant literature related to 

communication, children’s communication, and interactions in the classroom.  Chapter 3 outlines 

the conceptual framework employed for this case study, based on sociocultural theory, 

interactionist theory, plurilingualism, and multimodal language.  Chapter 4 provides details of the 
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qualitative case study methodology chosen for this study, as well as the methods used to collect, 

analyse, and present the data.  

Chapters 5, 6, and 7 provide the findings of my study.  Chapter 5 is a general overview of the findings 

related to how the children communicate in the preschool classroom.  Chapter 6 focuses on the use 

of the children’s linguistic resources during interactions involving the negotiation of entry into play.  

Chapter 7 presents interactions where the children were negotiating during their child-initiated play.  

Chapter 8 presents a discussion on the findings of this study.  Finally, Chapter 9 presents the 

conclusions and recommendations of the study. 
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Chapter 2 Literature Review 
 

2.1 Introduction 
In the first section of this chapter the concept of communication is introduced, and literature 

specifically addressing multimodal and multilingual communication reviewed.  The second section 

focuses on literature related to the development of communication in children and includes 

language development (both verbal and nonverbal), play and language development, and 

multilingual communication development.  The literature highlights the importance of interactions 

in communication and language development, as well as the ways in which young children learn 

languages through interactions and play.   

In the third section, research related to classroom interactions is introduced, beginning with a brief 

introduction to general classroom interactions, followed by research on the use of nonverbal actions 

in classroom interactions.  Next, multilingual classroom interactions are discussed, in both 

multilingual schools and monolingual schools.  Finally, examples of patterns and purposes of 

interactions are outlined.  This chapter concludes with a summary of the literature as it relates to the 

present study.    

2.2 Communication 
Human socialisation occurs primarily through social interaction, through spoken language and 

nonverbal language (Sert, 2015), and language is seen as a result of this local interaction as opposed 

to being a prerequisite for it (Pennycook, 2010).  It is “in and through these interactions with other 

people we teach, learn, understand, discuss, reject, agree, allow, criticise, and constantly negotiate 

identities” (Sert, 2015, p. 10).  Face-to-face interaction is the main context in which language 

emerges, where participants in the interaction must be able to understand, to some degree, what 

each other is doing, and the nature of the context/events they are involved in together (Bavelas, 

Chovil, Lawrie, & Wade, 1992; Streeck, Goodwin, & LeBaron, 2011).  In other words, all participants 

need to be aware of, and understand, all modes used in their interactions with others, such as 

spoken language and gestures, for successful communication.  According to Keating and Egbert 

(2004), when interactions are regarded as a whole, meaning can be considered as negotiated by at 

least two participants rather than as something controlled by a speaker.  In this way, two (or more) 

people jointly communicate and, together, negotiate meaning across spoken, gestural, and cultural 

awareness (Bavelas, Coates, & Johnson, 2002; Pennycook, 2010; Sert, 2015).  The section that 

follows outlines multimodal communication, in particular the use of gestures, as well as multilingual 

communication – the use of multiple languages.   
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2.2.1 Multimodal communication 
All interactions are multimodal, where verbal language is produced in coordination with, for 

example, body posture, eye gaze, and gesture (Flewitt, 2006; Hutchins & Nomura, 2011; Norris, 

2004; Pennycook, 2010; Seyfeddinipur & Gullberg, 2014).  The terminology used for these 

multimodal aspects of communication in the literature is varied.  For example, Gumperz (1982) 

referred to “contextualisation cues”, while Lantolf (2000) used the term “symbolic tools” and 

Keating and Egbert (2004) used “semiotic codes” to refer to multimodal aspects of interactions.  

There are also terms in use such as “body language” and “nonverbal language” which include 

kinesics (e.g., body movement, facial expressions), proxemics (seating arrangements and amount of 

personal space), physical contact (hugging, kissing, shoving), chronemics (signals respect, eagerness, 

attention, and so on), physical appearance (make-up, clothes, body type), and paralanguage (e.g., 

tone, volume, intonation, pauses) (Chamberlin Quinlisk, 2008).  Whilst this review of the literature 

uses some of these terms interchangeably, depending on the terms used by the authors of the 

literature, the term “gesture” will be used to describe the nonverbal aspects of communication.   

There have been many definitions of gesture proposed by researchers.  For example, Nicoladis, 

Mayberry, and Genesee (1999) defined gesture as “empty handed hand and arm movements used 

for intentional purposes” (p. 515) while Gullberg (2010, p. 75) described gestures as “the symbolic 

movements that speakers perform while they speak”.  Jungheim’s (2008, p. 158) interpretation of 

gesture is “a communicative body movement, including manual gestures, head movement, bowing 

and facial expressions”.  Chamberlin Quinlisk (2008) highlighted the fact that some nonverbal 

behaviour is not related to linguistic meaning and that body language is not the same as gesture.  

For instance, a speaker’s putting their hand over their mouth when yawning is not considered a 

communicative action.  In addition, Goldin-Meadow (2000) proposed that gestures are not always 

deliberate, but rather they can be spontaneous, subconscious actions that accompany speech.  

However, many researchers (e.g. Bavelas et al., 1992; Goodwin, 1980; Mayberry & Nicoladis, 2000; 

McNeill, 2005; Mondada & Doehler, 2004) have confirmed that most gestures are related to 

meaning.  The specific gestures and other nonverbal actions included in the present study were 

those that were directly associated with the communication within the interaction when children 

used them for negotiating meaning, for example, pointing, head nods, turning away from the 

speaker, and gaze.  

While various researchers have attempted to categorise gestures (Bello, Capirci, & Volterra, 2004; 

Kendon, 2004; Millet & Esteve, 2010), McNeill’s (1985) typology of four types of gesture is often 

referred to in gesture studies.  These four types are iconic, metaphoric, deictic, and beats.  Iconic 
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gestures mimic what is being said verbally, making the spoken words more vivid.  Metaphoric 

gestures represent abstract ideas and give these ideas shape.  Deictic gestures are pointing gestures 

which indicate people or objects in the physical space or abstract ideas as if they had a physical 

space, while beat gestures are like musical beats where there are two short, quick movements, such 

as up and down.  Bavelas et al. (1992) added interactive gestures to this list.  These are used as 

interactional tools that assist the continuation of the interaction and do not relate to the topic of the 

interaction (Bavelas et al., 1992), and include four aspects: “1. Citing the other’s previous 

contribution, 2. Seeking agreement, understanding, or help, 3. The delivery of new versus shared 

information, and 4. Events around the speaking turn, such as taking a turn” (Bavelas et al., 1992, p. 

473).  In addition, interactive gestures serve the function of including the listener in the interaction 

(Bavelas et al., 1992).  However, as gestures are multifunctional (Gullberg, 2006a, 2010) and 

multidimensional (McNeill, 2005), often these categories “do not represent all the subtleties of the 

imbrication of speech and gesture in interaction” (Guidetti et al., 2014, p. 365).  Given the difficulties 

in categorising gestures, the present study will not refer to these categories.  Instead, the specific 

gestures or nonverbal actions will be identified, and their individual names used.   

Many researchers, such as McNeill (1985) and Kendon (1990), have insisted on the existence of an 

inseparable link between language and gesture.  Communication was first accomplished by humans 

in the form of symbolic movements (e.g., gestures), long before speech appeared (Corballis, 2014; 

Roth, 2002).  Often these studies on early humans indicated that communication through gesture 

occurred first and then switched to speech, rather than a continued parallel use of both modalities 

(Goodwin, 2014; Kendon, 1991, 2010).  Corballis (2014), however, claimed that there was a gradual 

change in the balance between gesture and speech.  When studying infants, it is clear that gesture is 

a precursor to language as gesture is a child’s first entry into human interaction (Tomasello, 2003).  

In addition, Roth (2002) acknowledged that cross-cultural evidence (where all languages and 

cultures employ some form of gesture and words in interaction) supports the notion that words and 

gestures are both innate features of human interaction.    

Due to this link between language and gesture, multimodal aspects of communication need to be 

considered in language studies (Haviland, 2004).  Similarly, Kress (2000) stated that it is necessary to 

understand all the communication modes co-present in texts, written and oral, in order to 

understand language.  Streeck et al. (2011) claimed that by closely analysing multimodal interaction 

(which they refer to as “embodied interaction”), it is possible to see how “people interactively draw 

on a wide range of social and material resources to negotiate and constitute their institutional lives – 

which are intellectual and relational, artefactual and technological, cultural and political” (p. 11).  
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According to Gullberg (2006a, p. 116), “gestures are everywhere and affect all human interaction”; 

they are particularly present in the negotiation of meaning making (McCafferty & Stam, 2008) where 

meaning occurs verbally as well as gesturally (McNeill, 2005).  From this perspective, gestures are 

considered an indispensable resource as interactants negotiate social worlds (Aoki, 2011; Haviland, 

2004).   

Gestures serve various functions in interactions and the negotiation of meaning.  For instance, when 

learning new topics and concepts, gestures are often used to transmit information not available in 

talk (Goldin-Meadow, 2000; Roth, 2002).  Gestures, however, are not always used to replace spoken 

language.  Instead, they are generally believed to mutually elaborate each other (Flewitt, 2006; 

Goodwin, 2000; Gullberg, 2006a; Hutchins & Nomura, 2011; Stivers & Sidnell, 2005; Streeck et al., 

2011).  Stivers and Sidnell (2005) argued that while the various communication modes perform their 

own function, they are also integrated and cooperate together within social interaction.  In this way, 

different modes may complement or extend the function of another mode (Stivers & Sidnell, 2005), 

and in particular, gestures may parallel speech or accompany speech (McCafferty & Stam, 2008; 

McNeill, 2005). According to Stivers and Sidnell (2005, p. 9), “the coordination of different modalities 

serves an important interactional function”.  For this reason, it is important to understand how the 

different modalities work together in order to fully understand social interaction.   

Gestures are also used as input by the hearers (Goldin-Meadow, 2000; Hutchins & Nomura, 2011; 

McNeill, 1985) as part of the negotiation of meaning within an interaction.  Gestures are used by 

speakers to convey meaning, while hearers use them to understand the accompanying speech 

(Gullberg, 2010; Stam, 2008).  Hence, gestures can be both interactional (strategic) for the hearer 

and cognitive for the speaker (Gullberg, 2006a, 2010), sometimes serving both functions at the same 

time (McCafferty & Stam, 2008).  Enfield (2011) further claimed that it is the hearer who, through 

interpreting what the speaker says (or gestures), plays the key role in how meaning is understood in 

an interaction.  Therefore, it is important to consider both the speaker and the hearer in studies on 

interaction, in particular, how the use of gesture assists the negotiation of meaning.  

Some of these studies conducted on the use of gesture and other nonverbal actions in 

communication focus on culturally specific gestures (e.g., Brosnahan & Okada, 1990; McCafferty & 

Ahmed, 2000).  However, the focus of the present study is not on cultural gestures, but gestures 

used to communicate or assist in communicating during an interaction (regardless of whether they 

were potentially cultural gestures or not).  Studies on nonverbal actions used for communication 

relevant to the present study include the use of gaze and pointing – as Streeck et al.’s (2011) study 

has shown, gesture and gaze are a vital part of human communication.  Kendon (1975) also studied 
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the face during interactions, showing that facial gestures function as a “delicate tuning device” (p. 

330).  Bavelas, Gerwing, and Healing (2014) highlighted the many functions of facial gestures during 

interactions – such as referential, pragmatic, interpersonal, and interactive functions.   

There have been numerous studies on the use of gaze in interactions.  Kendon’s (1967) early study 

on the speaker’s use of gaze found that gaze served two functions.  The first one these is monitoring 

functions, in which the speaker, by either looking or not looking at the hearer, controls how much 

the hearer’s behaviour is monitored.  The second function is a regulatory and expressive function, 

where by looking or not looking at the listener, the speaker “can seek to control the behaviour” of 

the listener (p. 53).  Kendon also considered mutual gaze, or eye-contact, which “depended upon 

how much only one of the participants was looking” (at the other) (p. 58).  He concluded that eye-

contact indicated that the speaker was being listened to, and that he was affecting the listener in 

some manner.  Therefore, the speaker could determine that he was making progress in his aims of 

the interaction. 

More recently, Goodwin (2006) found that speakers tend to pause when they do not have the gaze, 

and thus the attention, of the hearer.  Similarly, the study by Bavelas et al. (2002) demonstrated 

gaze was used to monitor and perhaps regulate the other’s actions and to guide their own 

subsequent actions.  Another study by Streeck et al. (2011) found that gaze was used to indicate the 

place or object being spoken about by the speaker.  In contrast, Bavelas et al. (2014) focused 

specifically on the hearer’s use of gaze in interaction.  They found that “speakers and listeners 

together created and used the gaze window to coordinate their actions, … to regulate turn 

exchanges, but also to seek and provide listener feedback without signalling a turn exchange” (p. 

577).  These studies indicate the important role of gaze in interactions and the varying purposes of 

gaze as a nonverbal action. 

Pointing is another gesture that has received specific attention in gestural studies.  As previously 

mentioned, Tomasello (2003) found that infants use pointing as their first entry into the world of 

human interaction.  Kita (2003) edited an entire book on the various uses and forms of the pointing 

gesture in interaction, demonstrating the extensive use of this type of gesture.  Kita (2003) and 

Kendon (2004) claimed that pointing is a specific behaviour that is used naturally in order to 

communicate – with or without speech.  Liszkowski (2006) elaborated by stating that “for pointing to 

convey meaning … interlocutors need to share a joint context and mutually understand the relations 

between each other and the environment” (p. 153).  This indicates that pointing as a common 

gesture in communication contributes to interactants’ understandings of the interactions for 
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successful communication to occur when all interactants have a shared understanding of this 

gesture.   

In addition to communication being multimodal, communication can also include the use of multiple 

languages.  The next section will address multilingual communication.  

2.2.2 Multilingual communication 
Multilingualism is becoming more common around the world and has become the norm rather than 

the exception (Auer & Li, 2007), largely due to “globalization, transnational mobility of the 

population, and the spread of ICT” (the Internet) (Cenoz & Gorter, 2015, p. 1).  There are many 

reasons why individuals and groups are, or become, multilingual.  Sometimes multilingualism is not a 

choice but a product of situation and context, such as having parents who speak different languages, 

migration, immigration due to work or study, or perhaps for political reasons (Cavalli, 2005).  Others 

choose to become multilingual for economic reasons (Cavalli, 2005) or “as a result of increasing 

communications among different parts of the world and the need to be competent in languages of 

wider communication” (Cenoz & Genesee, 1998, p. vii).  Multilingualism may also provide better 

opportunities, for instance, for employment, but it is also related to identity and the perceived need 

or want to belong to a particular speech community.  In this regard, sometimes individuals choose to 

learn a language used for wider communication (e.g., English or Mandarin), whereas other languages 

learned may be those used in an individual’s sociolinguistic environment (Cenoz & Gorter, 2015).   

A multilingual person may switch languages during interactions, for a variety of reasons. The concept 

of code-switching (also known as code-mixing or language alternance) is not new in SLA studies, 

where it is defined as moments when a bilingual person changes language during an interaction 

(Holmes, 2008).  Until recently, code-switching was considered a negative trait of bilingualism, or a 

flaw in the learner’s language ability (Creese & Blackledge, 2010; Holmes, 2008; P. Martin, 2003; 

Moore & Gajo, 2009).  This view was held in conjunction with the monolingual bias present in 

bilingual research and the associated terminology (Moore & Gajo, 2009).  However, more recent 

studies suggest that bilinguals code-switch for a variety of reasons.  These reasons include their 

language knowledge, the social context of the interaction, and the language knowledge of other 

participants in the interaction (Holmes, 2008).  While code-switching generally indicates a clear 

border between two or more languages, García (2009) coined the term “translanguage” to explain 

the holistic nature of code-switching, in which there are no clear-cut boundaries between languages.  

Bilinguals consider themselves to possess one linguistic repertoire as opposed to separate language 

systems used in alternation (García, 2017).  Translanguaging stems from the notion that bilingualism 
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is about “mixing different aspects of fractions of language behaviour as they are needed, to be 

socially meaningful” (García, 2009, p. 48).   

Multilingual speakers generally have a choice to code-switch (Holmes, 1992), due to the linguistic 

resources they draw upon when participating in interactions (Cenoz & Gorter, 2015; Heller, 1995).  

In this sense, “they are using language to take action in a complex world, to react to their experience 

and to create it anew” (Heller, 1995, p. 164).  Generally speaking, multilingual speakers tend to use 

different languages in different situations for different purposes (Cenoz & Genesee, 1998), and 

sometimes need to negotiate the language of interaction depending on the participants – their 

identities and language competence (Auer, 1995). 

Grosjean (1995, 2007) proposed the concept of a monolingual-bilingual mode continuum.  At one 

end of this continuum is the monolingual mode in which an individual accesses only one of their 

languages.  At the other end of the continuum is the bilingual mode in which both (or multiple) 

languages are accessed and used during an interaction.  This concept views a multilingual’s language 

mode to be situated on the continuum according to the context of the interaction.  In this regard, 

while the individual possesses multiple linguistic resources, they may need to access only those from 

one language due to the contextual constraints, such as when the other interactant is monolingual.  

In another context where the other interactant is also bilingual, language switching may be 

appropriate.  This does not mean that the individual turns off their other linguistic resources during 

“monolingual mode”, but rather, that these resources are not used in the spoken interaction.   

Cenoz and Gorter (2015) also proposed a continuum theory for differentiating between the concepts 

of being multilingual and becoming multilingual (or when learners are in language learning mode as 

opposed to language using mode).  According to Cenoz and Gorter it is not always easy to separate 

these two concepts as they are dynamic and “interact and develop over time” (p. 7).  Block (2015) 

further elaborated on these two concepts, stating that it is possible to find being and becoming 

multilingual in the same context.  This is because once any language learner begins to speak in an 

additional language rather than his/her home language in an interaction, they are being multilingual.  

At the same time the language learner is perhaps learning new vocabulary or grammar and is 

therefore also becoming multilingual.  Even monolingual speakers are in a constant process of 

learning as they pass through life: there is always potential for more learning to occur (such as 

reading instructions or learning new skills) which means that the process is never completely 

finished (Block, 2015).  Similarly, it is difficult to be certain that a multilingual speaker would ever 

cease to learn new language as long as they are using the language in interactions.  
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In all of these various interactions involving multiple languages, “successful communication comes 

less from knowing which communication strategy to pull off at which point in the interaction than it 

does from choosing which speech style to speak with whom, about what, and for what effect” 

(Kramsch & Whiteside, 2008, p. 646).  In this regard, the competency of multilingual speakers is 

different from monolingual speakers (Cenoz & Gorter, 2015) as they have different metalinguistic 

awareness and different cognitive processes (Cook, 1992, 1995).  Cook (1992, 1995) proposed the 

term “multicompetence” to incorporate the use of two languages in a person’s repertoire.  The 

proficiency of each language will change depending on the speaker’s communication needs in each 

language (Cenoz & Genesee, 1998).   

Another concept that builds upon the notions of bilingualism and communicative competence is 

plurilingualism and plurilingual competency (Coste, Zarate, & Moore, 1997).  Studies of 

plurilingualism incorporate the entire linguistic repertoire of an individual’s everyday interactions, 

including the varying use of language resources in different contexts based on the needs of that 

context (Moore & Gajo, 2009).  This ability to draw from a linguistic repertoire in order to 

communicate is known as plurilingual competency.  The conceptualisation of the present study 

includes these concepts of plurilingualism and plurilingual competency, which are explained further 

in Chapter 3 (Conceptual Framework).  

The following section specifically explores the nature of children’s communication.  

2.3 The development of children’s communication 
Children have an innate ability to learn a language (Cameron, 2001; Gordon, 2007); doing so is a 

prerequisite to belonging and functioning successfully in society (McLean & Snyder McLean, 1999).  

Even before children learn to speak they need to engage with an “interactionally organised social 

world” (Lerner, Zimmerman, & Kidwell, 2011, p. 44).  Children accomplish this interaction through 

gestures and initial sounds (babbles) (Bialystok, 2001; Bruner, 1987; Deprez, 1994), and through 

adults modifying their language when communicating with children (Sokolov & Snow, 1993).  This 

section addresses three aspects of children’s communication: language development, including 

spoken language and nonverbal actions; play and language development; and multilingual 

communication.  

2.3.1 Communication and language development 
Many studies of children’s language development and communication have focused on spoken 

language only (as will be discussed further).  However, children’s early communication begins with 

gestures (Liszkowski, 2006; Tomasello, 2003).  Liszkowski (2006) found that children as young as 12 

months used gesture for three communicative intentions: objective retrieval, to share attention and 
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interest with an adult, and to provide information for the other person.  Guidetti et al. (2014) 

observed young children (aged 16, 24, and 36 months) during interactions at home with their 

mothers.  Findings showed the children used pointing as well as many other gestures related to 

agreement and refusal.  Guidetti et al. concluded that gestural communication is an important 

consideration when studying language as it is not only a substitute system prior to spoken language 

but also an alternative system when spoken language is not possible, or to reinforce spoken 

language. 

In one of the few studies concerning preschool children’s interactions that included nonverbal 

actions, Flewitt (2006) demonstrated how “young children use the full range of material and bodily 

resources available to them to make and express meaning” (p. 2).  She found that the children’s 

choice of modes was “motivated by a complex web of interconnecting personal, institutional and 

social factors” (p. 23).  Furthermore, children are often more knowledgeable than they are able to 

demonstrate using spoken language, indicating the importance of looking beyond what children say 

in order to understand all that they know (Goldin-Meadow, 2000).  In a study of 13-year-old 

children’s use of multimodal resources in a science class, Kress (2000) found the children 

represented their knowledge and understanding of science concepts in their drawn images more 

than in their written words.  These findings confirmed that even older children use multimodal 

language to portray their knowledge and to communicate, thus highlighting the importance of 

considering gestures and other multimodal resources when conducting studies of children’s 

interactions.  

Researchers (Guidetti et al., 2014; Mayberry & Nicoladis, 2000; Tellier, 2005) have argued that 

children’s use of gesture is related to language and cognitive development.  For example, in a study 

on French-English bilingual children aged 2 to 3.5 years old, Mayberry and Nicoladis (2000) found 

that children used pointing gestures more than adults did, and that they began using iconic and beat 

gestures simultaneously with sentence-like structures appearing in each of their languages. 

Mayberry and Nicoladis concluded that since gesture is part of language, then surely gesture must 

develop alongside language.  

Despite a more recent emphasis on multimodal communication, earlier studies on children’s 

language development have focused primarily on the spoken language.  According to Bialystok 

(2001), the first recording of a child’s speech was in 1939, and since then many studies have been 

conducted on the subject of children’s language development.  It has been found that even though 

children acquire language at different rates, they generally follow the same natural progression 

(Bialystok, 2001), particularly in areas such as phonology and syntax (Cameron, 2001) as well as 
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grammatical development (Gordon, 2007).  Furthermore, children have been found generally to 

become relatively proficient in their first language by the age of 4 or 5 (Gordon, 2007; Lightbown & 

Spada, 2006) although they are still in the early developmental stages of language acquisition in 

certain language areas, such as formal literacy skills and discourse skills (Cameron, 2001).     

Chomsky (1967) claimed that young children have an innate ability to learn language.  He believed 

children possessed a language function called a language acquisition device which is activated when 

children are exposed to language during interactions with other people (Gordon, 2007).  There have 

been many discussions on whether there is a critical age for language acquisition, as well as on the 

age that this language acquisition device no longer exists or functions – for which the critical period 

hypothesis (Lightbown & Spada, 2006) offers an explanation.  Since researchers will not deliberately 

deprive children of language and interaction for experimental purposes, it is difficult to determine 

the accurateness of the critical period hypothesis (Curtiss, 1977; Gordon, 2007; Lightbown & Spada, 

2006).  

However, there have been some extreme cases, where children have been deprived of social 

interaction until their adolescent years, which have provided insight into this issue.  For example, 

one case involved Genie (Curtiss, 1977) who was rescued in 1970 at the age of 13 and a half from a 

highly abusive home, where she had been kept in isolation from the age of 2.  After 5 years of 

rehabilitation, Genie had acquired language, but her language skills were not developed sufficiently 

to compare with those of an average 5-year-old.  While some of Genie’s language development was 

similar to that of other children, there were some major differences.  For example, the gap between 

her comprehension and production of language was much greater than for average children, and she 

had inconsistent use of grammar forms, overused routine speech, and was also unable to read.  The 

importance of early exposure to social interactions for learning social interactional skills as well as 

for general language use was evident in this case, as Genie did not demonstrate appropriate 

sociolinguistic behaviour, even after the 5 years.  Curtiss’s (1977) study thus demonstrates the 

importance of social interaction for young children to develop their language skills as well as their 

communicative competence, and strengthens the case for the critical period hypothesis.  

Another aspect of Genie’s language and communication development relevant to the present study 

was her use of gestures.  In the early days of her rehabilitation, Genie began to communicate 

through the use of gestures that she had invented.  She also appeared to understand what the 

doctors and nurses were saying to her, but only when these utterances were accompanied by 

gestures or other contextual cues.  Thus, she depended critically on these gestures and contextual 

cues to understand those interacting with her.  Later in her rehabilitation, Genie was taught sign 
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language which she tended to always use with her speech, although she still used some of her own 

gestures (Curtiss, 1977).  These developments in Genie’s use of gestures to communicate initially 

and then to continue communicating are similar to findings from the research on how young 

children use gesture to begin participating in interactions.   

Two prominent researchers on children’s development were Piaget (1959) and Vygotsky (1962).  

Piaget (1959) observed how children learn from the external influences of the world around them.  

He concluded that children learn as they solve problems present in their environment and that this 

action is fundamental to cognitive development.  However, Piaget’s work has been criticized as 

underestimating the natural learning capabilities of children (Cameron, 2001).  For instance, 

Donaldson (1978) demonstrated that children are capable of much more than Piaget claimed they 

could do.  Both Piaget and Vygotsky saw children as “actively constructing meaning from their 

experiences in the world” (Cameron, 2001, p. 38); however, Vygotsky placed much more importance 

on the social and cultural aspects of learning and thus recognised the importance of language and 

interaction in a child’s world.  Vygotksy believed that enhanced learning occurs in social contexts, in 

which adults help children to do and understand more than they are capable of on their own.  This 

belief led to Vygotsky’s concept of the zone of proximal development (ZPD), where educators 

scaffold the child’s language learning development (see, for example, Rogoff & Wertsch, 1984 for 

more on ZPD).   

As mentioned in the Introduction chapter, children’s language development is a key area of the 

preschool curriculum pertinent to my study.  Given that interactions with educators and peers play 

an important role in language development, it is necessary to study these interactions within 

classroom contexts.  Moreover, play is a common activity in preschool settings (see Introduction 

chapter) which indicates that many of the children’s interactions occur during play periods.  The 

following section will explore the relationship between children’s play and language development.   

2.3.2 Play and language development 
Since the German educator Froebel introduced kindergarten in the 18th century, play has been 

recognised as integral to young children’s learning.  Vygotsky (1976, 1978) regarded play as a crucial 

component of a child’s cognitive, language, and social development, suggesting that “play creates a 

zone of proximal development for many areas of intellectual development” (Bodrova & Leong, 2007, 

p. 131).  Today, play is still a prominent activity in preschool settings (Fleer, 2010) and is seen as 

instrumental in children’s learning development (Björk-Willén & Cromdal, 2009; Mori, Nezu, Samizo, 

Naito, & Ishizuka, 2009; Piker, 2013; Pramling-Samuelsson & Carlsson, 2008).  Pramling-Samuelsson 

and Carlsson (2008) argued that play is how children make sense of the world; they “learn through 
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discussing, arguing, and exploring each other’s ideas and ways of thinking” (p. 267). These 

researchers claim that there are “play dimensions in learning and learning dimensions in play” (p. 

635).  To determine if pretend play is essential to children’s development and learning, Lillard et al. 

(2013) conducted a thorough review of the literature.  They found that there is some evidence to 

support the role of pretend play in language and reasoning domains of development, but argued 

that other areas of development were potentially equifinal – that play assists in children’s 

development but isn’t the only means.   

Play, however, is difficult to define (Fleer, 2010) and can have a multiplicity of meanings (Weinberg 

& Chicquette, 2009).  Fesseha and Pyle (2016) conducted a study on the perceptions of play of 

teachers in Ontario and found that there was disagreement among them around a definition of play-

based learning.  Notably, while summarising a number of studies on children’s play, Fleer (2009) 

found that almost all behaviours and activities of children can be classified as play.  This observation, 

while describing the difficulty in defining play, also demonstrates the significance of play in young 

children’s lives if nearly every activity they partake in represents some form of play.  Others have 

described children’s play as multidimensional, abstract, and fluid (Weinberg & Chicquette, 2009) and 

as involving children in exploring, creating, and taking risks (White et al., 2009).  Whilst definitions 

and theories of play have changed over time (Fleer, 2010), recent publications on play have 

described it as being essential for children (Mori et al., 2009) and a right of children as they enter 

into the adult world (White et al., 2009).  Play is also viewed as culturally specific (Fleer, 2009), and a 

means through which culture is transmitted (White et al., 2009).   

There are also many labels given to the types of play in which children engage.  These include 

physical play, pretend play, role play, fantasy play, and imaginary play (Dunn, 2003; Fleer, 2009).  

Rogers and Rose (2010) explained that the first type of play evident in very young children is 

exploratory play which is then followed by pretend play or role play at age three to five.  Around 

four years of age, when children usually develop empathy, their imaginative play becomes more 

complex, as well as “more linguistically and socially expert” (Rogers & Rose, 2010, p. 86).  The term 

dramatic play was used by Dunn (2003) to describe “improvised experiences in which children have 

control over the direction of the emerging text” (p. 212) – that is, self-structured experiences.  

Bodrova and Leong (2007) also outlined the socially oriented imaginary play of preschoolers, stating 

that the objects are not the focus of the play but rather, the actions (e.g., washing pots and stirring 

dishes) provide the context.  During this socially oriented play, “the roles are negotiated and enacted 

for an extended period of time … [and] … the child becomes the character she is playing” (Bodrova & 

Leong, 2007, p. 136).   
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According to Bodrova and Leong (2007), another play-like interaction that occurs with preschool-

aged children is game playing, which is similar to imaginary play in that it contains explicit and 

detailed rules for the players.  However, unlike the imaginary play described above, in game playing 

“the imaginary situation and the roles are hidden” (Bodrova & Leong, 2007, p. 136).  Bodrova and 

Leong further clarified the difference between imaginary play and game-playing by stating that 

during imaginary play, “the roles are explicit, and the rules are not ... [while] ... games have explicit 

rules” (p. 137) which cannot be broken.   

For the present study, I will use two of these terms – imaginary play and game playing – to refer to 

the specific play in which the children participate.  Imaginary play will refer to children’s play 

involving the use of their imagination to create play scenarios (e.g., playing at the doll’s house or 

with the dinosaurs).  Game playing will refer to specific play activities that require following 

predetermined rules.  This type of play includes playing simulated ice-hockey and puzzle activities.  

Research on play has also contemplated specific categories of play indicative of the level of 

engagement of the children.  This includes the child’s engagement with the play and engagement 

with other play participants.  A prominent study on play conducted by Parten (1932) determined six 

categories of play:  

1. Unoccupied (not engaged in play);  

2. Solitary/Independent (separated from others);  

3. Onlooker (focused on the children playing, but not actually doing);  

4. Parallel (playing next to another child and with similar objects but not engaging in 

interaction);  

5. Associative play (playing with others but with no organisation); and 

6. Cooperative play (coordinated play with a peer, sense of team work, an end goal). 

Parten (1932) claimed that children moved through these categories of play in order, from one to 

six.  However, more recent studies (e.g., Xu, 2010) attempting to replicate Parten’s work found 

differently.  Xu (2010) ascertained that children move back and forth between these categories of 

play throughout their development, rather than moving distinctly from one to the next.  

Xu (2010), as well as Rogoff (2003), advocated for a sociocultural perspective on play, based on 

Vygotsky’s (1978) work on play and its relation to social development.  From this perspective, 

children’s play will be affected by additional cultural, social, and environmental factors (to name a 
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few), as well as children’s participation in sociocultural activities (Rogoff, 2003; Xu, 2010).  In other 

studies on children’s play, it was found that children’s games mirror their cultural surroundings 

(Aedo et al., 2009), and children often incorporate experiences from home into their play at school 

(Fleer, Tonyan, Mantilla, & Rivalland, 2009).  According to White et al. (2009), play is a “natural 

vehicle for transmitting the values and beliefs of a society, and culture” (p. 47).  Therefore, the 

cultural aspects of children’s lives as well as the classroom environment will also have an impact on 

their play and, subsequently, social development (Fleer, 2010; Mori et al., 2009). 

Socializing with peers through play is seen as an important aspect of children’s learning (Björk-Willén 

& Cromdal, 2009; Pramling-Samuelsson & Fleer, 2009; Weinberg & Chicquette, 2009; Xu, 2010).  This 

type of social play is a form of interaction that “provides a means for children to interact with others 

and learn social skills” (Xu, 2010, p. 490).  Moreover, Leach, Howe, and Dehart (2015) ascertained 

that children’s social relationships with their peers were important contexts to examine play and 

children’s development of social understanding.  Pramling-Samuelsson and Fleer (2009) maintained 

that children interact with toys and with each other, as well as teachers, in order to explore the 

world through their play.  Bodrova and Leong (2015) explained this social interaction as follows: 

The unique feature of the relationships between players is that they engage in play-specific 

communication, stepping into and out of the roles they are playing. This allows children to 

maintain the flow of play by setting the rules and monitoring how these rules are followed. 

(p. 380) 

In addition, children co-author their imaginary play, which involves both implicit and explicit 

complex negotiations (Dunn, 2003).  In this sense, play is of a collaborative nature where the play is 

co-constructed (Leach et al., 2015).  During imaginary play, children also negotiate their roles.  They 

move easily in an out of these roles fluidly (Long, Volk, & Gregory, 2007), acting as both playwrights 

and actors (Dunn, 2003).  Likewise, the children move between expert and apprentice, taking roles 

of teacher and learner within the play and often demonstrating sensitivity towards other children’s 

needs (Long et al., 2007).  

Vygotsky (1976) described play as a meaning-making process.  Recent research has focused on the 

negotiation of meaning and communication during play (Pramling-Samuelsson & Carlsson, 2008), 

thus highlighting the importance of spoken interactions during play.  Numerous researchers have 

promoted the legitimacy of language development occurring through play (e.g., Bodrova & Leong, 

2007; Stagnitti, Bailey, Stevenson, Reynolds, & Kidd, 2016).  For instance, in a study of four- to six-

year-old children in Australia, Stagnitti et al. (2016) found that a play-based curriculum significantly 
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improved the play skills and oral language skills of children, particularly their acquisition of grammar.  

Leach et al.’s (2015) study of kindergarten-aged children’s interactions during play found the 

interactions were rich and varied.  Children used shared meaning strategies for their sophisticated 

play interactions, with these strategies becoming more complex at age three to four.  Shared 

meaning strategies include adding a new element to the play, agreeing or disagreeing with the play 

partner, teaching, and helping.  Similarly, children increased the range of strategies they used.  

These examples demonstrate the role that interactions occurring during play have on a child’s 

language development.   

Finally, the educator’s role is an important consideration in children’s learning and play.  The 

educator should be “giving support and inspiration, for challenging and encouraging the child’s 

willingness and desire to continue the process of making sense of the world” (Pramling-Samuelsson 

& Carlsson, 2008, p. 638).  To do so, educators afford children opportunities to explore freely 

through play (Bodrova & Leong, 2007; White et al., 2009), whilst recognising when to support and 

challenge the children’s meaning making (Pramling-Samuelsson & Fleer, 2009) through “sustained 

shared thinking” (Fleer, 2010; Rogers & Rose, 2010).  Sustained shared thinking occurs when the 

educator is aware of the children’s interests and maintains intersubjectivity between the teacher 

and children.  From this perspective of sustained shared thinking, play is an opportunity for the 

educator to “learn more about the complex world of the child, and to respond appropriately” (White 

et al., 2009, p. 47). 

The scope of the educator’s role in play embraces before, during, and after play (Dunn, 2003).  

Bodrova and Leong (2015) argued that children need to be taught how to play, and thus, scaffolding 

and providing direction before, during, and after play are key elements to children’s play 

development.  Firstly, educators need to provide enough time for play (Bodrova & Leong, 2007; 

Wright, 2003) as well as ensuring that the play environment is purposeful and safe for children to 

“take risks with languages, literacies, and cultural roles and routines” (Long et al., 2007, p. 254).  

During the play, educators provide feedback, help children plan their play, scaffold play, monitor the 

progress of play, and model play (Bodrova & Leong, 2007; Wright, 2003).  Educators should also be 

aware of the need to step back and watch children interacting with their peers in order to recognise 

their capability in various social contexts (Bodrova & Leong, 2007).  By observing children’s play, 

educators have a unique view of children’s expertise (Long et al., 2007).  After play, educators can 

also provide feedback and ask questions that extend the children’s thinking and understanding 

(Wright, 2003).  Within the field of SLA, the educators are also scaffolding, modelling, and providing 

feedback on children’s language use in the additional language.   
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The relationship between play and language development may have significance for second 

language development.  However, very few studies have been conducted on this specific subject 

(Piker, 2013).  One study conducted by Fassler (1998) in an ESL kindergarten found that the children 

were motivated to play with each other and this motivation helped them learn English as well as 

teach it to one another.  In her study, the children displayed many diverse personal resources to 

improve each other’s oral expression in English and their meaning construction, which was 

considered surprising, as earlier research had generally focused on “maximizing the impact of the 

teacher’s interaction with children” (Fassler, 1998, p. 203).  In a more recent study on Spanish 

children learning English in the USA, Piker (2013) found that children learnt the second language 

(English) through social interactions with their peers, and stated that “play became a vehicle for 

children’s practice and learning of their English language” (p. 196).  Similarly, Axelrod’s (2017) study 

on 4-year-old emergent bilinguals emphasized that through peer interactions during play and their 

explorations with language, the “children made sense of their emergent language skills and their 

multiple languages” (p. 109).   

The discussion on children’s play in this section has highlighted the importance of interactions 

occurring during children’s play.  These interactions often involve complex negotiations between 

children, and sometimes with educators.  Children negotiate the rules of play, the storyline, and 

their roles in and out of the play.  They also act as peer educators.  During these negotiations, 

children draw upon their linguistic skills to communicate, experiment with language, and teach 

language.  Within a multilingual context, these play interactions become even more complex, with 

children drawing upon a larger range of linguistic resources from two or more languages.  This 

multilingual communication among children is discussed in the next section.   

2.3.3 Children’s multilingual communication 
In an attempt to understand the developmental language processes in children learning more than 

one language, research has been conducted in a variety of fields, for example, in the field of 

neurolinguistics (e.g., Abutalebi, Cappa, & Perani, 2007; Gordon, 2007), and has focused on 

particular aspects of language acquisition, such as vocabulary learning (e.g., Gordon, 2007; Paradis, 

2007), comprehension (Cameron, 2001), and errors (Gürsoy, 2011).  Still others (e.g., Bialystok, 

2001; García, 2009; Lightbown & Spada, 2006) have explored particular stages or milestones in 

language development.   

As discussed earlier (see Section 1.6) parents will often choose for their children to be raised 

multilingually, for a variety of reasons.  When children are exposed to additional languages, they 

generally perceive language as being secondary to social and affective factors (Cameron, 2001).  For 
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example, a study of 3-year-old English speakers conducted by Locke (1993) found that the children 

were happy to respond to an adult who spoke to them in Spanish – a language they did not 

understand – but that they used the social context and intonation as guides to understanding.  Locke 

highlighted the need to “be aware that young children must inevitably have to operate with only 

partial understanding of much of the language that they hear every day but that this does not stop 

them interacting” (p. 38).  In this way, young second language (L2) learners may portray similar 

developmental stages to first language (L1) learners.  

While some researchers (e.g., Genesee & Nicoladis, 1995; Gursoy, 2011; Lightbown & Spada, 2006) 

found that there are similarities between children learning an L1 and an L2, other researchers (e.g., 

Baker, 2001; Bialystok, 2001; Paradis, 2007) reported significant differences between L1 and L2 

learning processes in children.  The similarities reported in these studies included similar 

developmental stages between L1 and L2 learners (Eng, Gan & Sharpe, 1997; Genesee & Nicoladis, 

1995) and similar development errors (Gursoy, 2011).  In contrast, the child’s linguistic and cultural 

background was seen as impacting on differences between L1 and L2 acquisition (Baker, 2001).  

Additionally, the sociocultural context in which L2 is learnt will impact on L1 and L2 acquisition in 

various ways (Paradis, 2007).  Moreover, bilingual children are conceived as living in different 

cognitive worlds from monolingual children, which exposes them to a variety of linguistic 

environments requiring the use of different resources to communicate (Bialystok, 2001).  As a 

consequence, bilingual children have an increased metalinguistic awareness (Bialystok, 2001). 

A final consideration when discussing children’s multilingual communication is code-switching.  

Multilingual communication in children’s everyday life is similar to the general multilingual 

communication discussed earlier (see Section 2.2.2) where multilingual children choose from their 

many linguistic resources in order to communicate.  This choice of resources leads to switching 

between languages depending on numerous factors, including the context of an interaction, with 

whom they are speaking, and so on.  Code-switching was once viewed as problematic (as mentioned 

in Section 2.2.2) but is now recognised as part of a bilingual child’s language development and 

contributes to their language acquisition (for examples of related studies, see Barron-Hauwaert, 

2003; García, 2009; Moore, 2002; Moore & Sabatier, 2014).  Axelrod (2017) stated that “research on 

the language practices of emergent bilingual children indicates that children are drawing from their 

full linguistic repertoire, translanguaging, as they develop language” (p. 105).  The numerous studies 

on bilingual children’s language use provide evidence that, even though some aspects of SLA may be 

similar to learning a first language, the subsequent use of these language resources is inevitably 
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different – notably through children’s use of code-switching (translanguaging) during interactions, 

which will be discussed further in Section 2.4.3.   

The following section will outline literature on children’s classroom interactions, specifically the use 

of nonverbal actions and multiple languages.   

2.4 Interactions in classrooms 
There are various types of general classroom interactions for different purposes, particularly in the 

early years.  Nonverbal actions play an important role in these classroom interactions.  In a 

multilingual classroom, such interactions also involve the use of multiple languages.   

2.4.1 General classroom interactions 
Classroom interaction is one type of social interaction (Sert, 2015); according to sociocultural theory, 

“learning occurs most effectively within social interactions” (Wright, 2003, p. 66).  It is through 

interactions with adults and their peers that children participate in shared learning (Wright, 2003).  

Keating and Egbert (2004) discussed how studies of language acquisition have shown that children 

are not passive learners, but “actively organise the sociocultural information they acquire through 

participating with others in interactions” (p. 173).  Within classroom contexts throughout the world, 

interactions are collaborative (Cromdal, 2001; Pekarek Doehler, 2000) and “both teachers and 

learners collectively create space and use that space to negotiate and achieve meaning” (Seedhouse 

& Walsh, 2010, p. 146).  Often, these interactions are considered to involve only oral language 

(Cazden, 2001; Stagnitti et al., 2016).  However, in the present study, interactions are considered to 

be multimodal and to include nonverbal actions, such as gestures (see Sections 2.2.1 and 2.4.2).   

There have been many studies of classroom interactions from various perspectives (see Rex, 

Steadman, & Graciano, 2006 for a comprehensive overview), including a focus on educator-child 

interactions.  The reason for this focus is perhaps because the educator is often asking questions or 

allocating turns to the children (Sert, 2015).  In addition, the traditional classroom roles of “teacher” 

and “student” have meant that children have limited control over classroom discourse (Moore & 

Simon, 2002).  Jingbo and Elicker (2005) conducted a study on educator-child interactions in a 

Chinese kindergarten (with children aged 3 - 6) and found that educators initiated interactions twice 

as often as the children.  Their study showed that the purposes of 80% of educator-initiated 

interactions were for giving directions, maintaining discipline, and taking care of children’s needs.  

The most common reason for children to initiate interactions with the educator was tattling, or 

telling tales.  The younger children in this study also initiated interactions to ask for the educator’s 

attention and to express their own experiences.  Other studies on educator-child interactions have 

been conducted in kindergartens (with children aged 5, e.g., Duval, Bouchard, & Hamel, 2016) and 
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day-care centres (with children up to 4 years old, e.g., Mehus, 2011).  Often, these studies of 

educator-child interactions have demonstrated that educators have to scaffold interactions with 

children in order to continue and extend interactions (e.g., Mehus, 2011), indicating that young 

children are not capable of sustaining an interaction.  In contrast, Garvey’s (1990) study found that 

children as young as 3 can engage in focused interaction.  Furthermore, he clarified that young 

children draw on various resources to maintain participation in interactions.  

Despite this focus on educator-child interactions, teaching and learning are not always considered 

limited to adult-child relationships (Sahlström, 2011).  Cazden (2001) noted that there are more 

child-child interactions occurring in classrooms.  He also stated that the difference between learning 

through educator-led lessons and learning in peer groups is less distinguished.  Drawing on data 

from primary schools (with children aged 7 and upwards), Cazden found various roles that children 

take on in pairs or in small-group activities.  These roles included helping one another, teaching one 

another, and collaborating on an assigned task.  In her study on primary school children in France, 

Lusetti (2004) also found that children assumed different roles during their small-group interactions.  

These roles included group leader, group mediator, and distributor of tasks.  The absence of an 

educator in small-group work means that children must organise themselves.  Furthermore, even 

though it is expected that children have equal positions in the classroom (from an institutional 

perspective), in reality, children position themselves in different, unequal positions within their 

interactions (Lusetti, 2004).  Lusetti highlighted the need to study classroom interactions between 

children to understand how they organise themselves in small-group work and subsequently, how 

they organise their learning through these interactions.  

Preschool is a more informal setting than primary school, where children have more freedom over 

their choice of playmate (and interactant) (Hickey, 2007).  In early childhood education, interactions 

between educators and children as well as between children themselves are considered necessary 

for organising their learning processes (Pramling-Samuelsson & Carlsson, 2008).  Since play is a 

common activity in early childhood (Fleer, 2010), many of these interactions occur during play 

periods.  Björk-Willén (2007) explained that numerous studies of children’s play have shown that 

“participation in peer play is a matter of continuous interactional effort” (p. 2134).  This effort 

requires children to firstly gain access into the play area or the play materials, and then maintain 

participation during the play activity.  Gaining access to play allows children to choose activities and 

playmates as well as negotiate his/her role in the play activity and the larger classroom community 

(Björk-Willén, 2007).  For example, Piker’s (2013) study identified how children “negotiated and 

attempted new strategies for joining and sustaining play with these new members, which in turn 
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helped in learning the social norms and appropriate behaviours associated for interacting with the 

other” (p. 197).  These findings indicate the importance of examining children’s interactions during 

play, as play is the prominent context for interacting and it is usually through play that young 

children learn (see Section 2.3.2).   

2.4.2 The use of nonverbal actions in classroom interactions 
As outlined earlier, nonverbal actions, including gestures, are considered an important aspect of 

communication in general.  The use of nonverbal actions in classroom interactions allows for 

different communication methods, particularly when children find it difficult to express ideas with 

spoken language (Roth, 2002).  Even with older children (high-school age) who have high levels of 

spoken language ability, gestures are often used to “replace unknown or not yet understood 

language or phenomena” (Roth, 2002, p. 551).  Therefore, the inclusion of gestures and other 

nonverbal actions in studies on classroom interactions is necessary to fully understand children’s 

communication.  

Nonverbal actions as a communication resource are also evident in multilingual interactions.  

However, the use of gesture (and other multimodal resources) in multilingual contexts, particularly 

L2 learning, has only recently emerged in related research fields (Chamberlin Quinlisk, 2008; 

Gullberg, 2011) such as SLA (Gullberg, 2006b; Stam & McCafferty, 2008; Tellier, 2010).  More 

specifically, there is an emerging focus on the role of gesture in classroom interactions.  For 

example, Sert (2015) highlighted the need to examine the role of gestures in negotiating meaning in 

classroom interaction, stating that gestures are used as an interactional resource to assist in 

teaching and learning.  For example, students use gestures in explanation sequences, elicitation 

sequences, and when making corrections.  In another study, Thoms (2012) maintained that students’ 

knowledge of an additional language is influenced by spoken language as well as multimodal tools, 

such as gesture, during classroom interactions.  Gullberg (2006b) outlined three specific reasons for 

studying gesture in SLA.  Firstly, gesture is part of what a learner can acquire in the target language 

and should be treated as a system in itself.  Secondly, studies on gesture can also provide 

information on the processes of language acquisition.  The third reason for studying gesture is that 

gesture plays a role in both L2 production and comprehension. 

In addition, educators can learn about children’s language acquisition and knowledge by being 

attentive to their use of nonverbal actions.  Stam (2008) advocated for the inclusion of gestures used 

by L2 learners because verbal and nonverbal communication is part of a learner’s communicative 

competence.  Therefore, understanding L2 learners’ use of gestures will help gain an understanding 

of the learner’s progress and proficiency in the L2.  In other words, educators can assess what 



35 
 
 

children know and understand in relation to the L2 through listening to their spoken language as 

well as paying attention to their nonverbal actions, specifically gestures (Goldin-Meadow, 2006; 

Goldin-Meadow, Wein, & Chang, 1992), and can adapt the curriculum accordingly (Goldin-Meadow 

& Singer, 2003).  There have been studies of gestures used in interactions in the language classroom 

that highlighted specific nonverbal actions used by children that assisted the educators in their 

teaching.  For example, Sert (2015) found that the educator relied on nonverbal cues from the 

children, such as gaze aversion or smiles, as well as long silences, to check for understanding before 

continuing with the lesson.  Mortensen (2008) also identified children’s use of gaze, or gaze 

aversion, to show their willingness (or not) to be chosen as the next speaker.   

The link between words and gestures has been extended to include the hearer’s use of gesture as 

input (Goldin-Meadow, 2000; Stam, 2008), which encompasses compensatory strategies, but could 

also be used as comprehensible input for the language learner to improve language acquisition 

(Gullberg, 2006b).  A study outlined by Gullberg (2010) showed that language learners (both adults 

and children) retained more expressions in the target language when the instruction included 

gesture as opposed to instruction without gesture.  Gullberg (2010) concluded that gesture as input 

can highlight linguistic forms as well as meanings and gesture in production can improve language 

acquisition.   

From this viewpoint, educators’ gestures and other nonverbal actions may impact children’s 

meaning-making process in a language-learning classroom (Chamberlin Quinlisk, 2008; Sert, 2015).  

However, these gestures, and their potential impact on L2 learning, are often ignored by researchers 

(and educators) but are probably not ignored by the children (Goldin-Meadow, 2000; Sert, 2015).  

The few studies focusing on educators’ use of gesture have emphasized the impact of gesture on 

children’s comprehension.  For instance, McNeil, Alibali, and Evans (2000) conducted a study in 

preschool and kindergarten on adults’ gestures use, examining the effect of reinforcing and 

conflicting gestures on children’s understanding of spoken language.  Reinforcing gestures “convey 

the same semantic content as speech” (McNeil et al., 2000, pp. 132-133), such as pointing upwards 

and moving the finger in an upward motion when saying “up”, whereas conflicting gestures “conflict 

with spoken language by conveying different or additional information” (McNeil et al., 2000, p. 134), 

such as pointing upwards while saying “down”.  McNeil et al. found that “reinforcing gestures are an 

effective scaffold for children’s comprehension of complex spoken messages because they guide 

comprehension toward the meaning of the spoken message” (p. 143).  Reinforcing gestures (in 

contrast to conflicting gestures) contributed information to the spoken language.  McNeil et al. 

concluded that children’s comprehension of spoken language was impacted in various ways by the 
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use of reinforcing or conflicting gestures.  In her study in a language classroom with 5-year-old 

children, Tellier (2010) found that teachers used gesture to illustrate action or language and, more 

spontaneously, when they noticed students were unresponsive.  The findings of her study confirmed 

that the gestures used by the teacher helped students in their understanding of spoken language 

and in vocabulary recall.  These studies indicate the important role of gestures on children’s 

comprehension of spoken language.  

Educators’ use of gestures also contributes to children’s learning.  For instance, Sert (2015) explained 

that hand gestures used by educators during explanation sequences were rich interactional 

resources that had the “potential to take a student from a state of not knowing to a state of 

understanding” (p. 110).  This means that educators’ use of gestures contributed to the students’ 

understanding of new concepts.  Similarly, in their study on a sixth-grade maths class, Alibali and 

Nathan (2007) found that teachers’ use of pointing gestures (to indicate objects locations, students) 

and representational gestures (to depict a concrete object/event or an abstract idea) increased 

when introducing new material or instructing on more abstract ideas.  Their results indicated that 

educators’ use of gestures served to scaffold teaching and learning, and was pervasive in 

instructional communication.   

In the field of SLA, gestures are considered to serve a range of functions for language learners, such 

as helping them to “negotiate social identity and to develop a sense of shared physical, symbolic, 

psychological, and social space” (Chamberlin Quinlisk, 2008, p. 26).  Gestures may also be used as a 

compensatory strategy by language learners (Gullberg, 2006a, 2011).  For example, the L2 speaker 

may use spoken language with gesture in order to gain lexical help from the other participant – as 

opposed to using gesture only to replace spoken language (Gullberg, 2011).  Gullberg (2006a) 

reported that these types of compensatory gestures were used strategically by L2 speakers in 

maintaining interaction as well as in promoting output and opportunities to use the L2.  In addition, 

these types of gestures disappear as language improves (Gullberg, 2006a), demonstrating their use 

as a language-learning tool.   

Gestures can also serve communicative and cognitive functions (as with native speakers, as 

mentioned earlier in Section 2.2.1) (Stam & McCafferty, 2008).  Gullberg (2011) studied L2 learners’ 

use of gestures to overcome communication difficulties and found that the use of gestures in the 

home language was similar to gestures used in an L2, except that “the communicative practices in L1 

are expanded and employed more overtly and more often in L2” (p. 146).  Gullberg found the use of 

gestures allowed learners to maintain the interaction despite difficulties with grammar or 

vocabulary.  For example, when searching for a word, the speaker may make the gesture that 
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corresponds to the word, like a hammering gesture to indicate the word “hammer”.  The speaker 

may also use circumlocution to describe the word while also gesturing, such as saying “wants to give 

the house new colour” while performing a painting gesture (Gullberg, 2011, p. 139).  Gullberg’s 

findings demonstrated how L2 speakers co-construct meaning through the use of gesture and 

spoken language, and use these resources to resolve problems in the interaction. 

Gullberg (2011) promoted further investigation into “what L2 studies [could] gain from considering 

learner data in a multimodal and interactional perspective, as well as what gesture studies might 

gain from data from multilingual, L2 speakers” (p. 137).  This frequent use of nonverbal actions, such 

as gestures, by children and educators in communicating reinforces the need to include nonverbal 

actions in an analysis of young children’s classroom interactions.  The following section will present 

literature on multilingual classroom interactions.   

2.4.3 Multilingual classroom interactions 
Interactions in language learning classrooms are beneficial for children’s development of language 

and interactional skills.  Children use and develop their linguistic repertoires during interactions 

more than when working alone (Thoms, 2012).  In other words, when children participate in 

interactions they are inevitably using their linguistic resources to communicate.  In addition, they are 

receiving comprehensible input from the interactant (J. Hall, 1995; Kramsch, 1985).  Therefore, 

through participation in interactions and use of linguistic resources to co-create meaning, children 

are also developing their linguistic resources (J. Hall, 1995; Kramsch, 1985; Sert, 2015). 

Furthermore, participating in classroom interactions prepares children for communication in natural 

settings (Kramsch, 1985) outside the classroom.  As Hellermann (2008) suggested, children need to 

adapt their language use and language practices for many different contexts depending on the 

setting, the purpose, and the interactants in an interaction.  Participation in classroom interactions 

provides opportunities for children to practise their interactional skills, which in turn is likely to 

increase the possibility for meaningful interactions, thus enhancing children’s interactional skills.     

In particular, when multiple languages are present in a classroom, children and educators have a 

choice of which language to use.  This choice can be influenced by several factors, such as to whom 

they are speaking or personal preference, and can include the use of code-switching.  On the other 

hand, Stephen, McPake, Pollock, and McLeod (2016) claimed that in potentially multilingual 

contexts, English tends to dominate during interactions due to English speakers having low levels of 

competence in the other language and English being assumed the lingua franca for everyone else.  

These assumptions have also been found in very young children, such as in the study by Stephen et 
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al. (2016) in a Gaelic immersion preschool.  In this study, the children used English in the majority of 

their play interactions with one another, even though some were proficient in Gaelic.  In addition, 

the children often responded to the educators in English, even when the educator spoke to them in 

Gaelic.  These findings are indicative of children’s understandings of majority and minority languages 

from their own perspective of the language.   

In a context similar to the French minority education in B.C., Hickey (2001, 2007) found that in both 

Irish immersion and two-way immersion (English and Irish) programs in Ireland, the language of peer 

interactions was often English.  Despite the target language being Irish, and Irish being the L1 for 

some of the children, they tended to use English – the majority language and the language with 

higher prestige – often to gain peer approval.  Hickey (2007) concluded that these findings pose a 

problem for encouraging the use of Irish (the minority language) in informal settings outside the 

school. 

Similarly, in the context of B.C. where the minority language is French, Forget and Sabatier (2014) 

found that in both Francophone and French immersion classrooms, French is not always the 

language used in communication – despite French being the target language in both school systems.  

Forget and Sabatier stated that there is a variety of language contact that affects the use of the 

French language in Francophone schools in B.C.  For instance, the majority language in the province 

is English, and there are a high number of immigrants with languages other than English or French.  

Some researchers, such as Hickey (2007), may view this language contact as a problem that 

interrupts interactions.  However, Forget and Sabatier reported that the use of English 

demonstrated the children’s multiple language resources, which assisted their learning.  Castellotti 

(2001) also maintained that second language learners use multiple linguistic resources to explore 

unknown languages and this is often the learning objective of their interactions. 

There are several reasons for the use of children’s home language in an L2 classroom, such as 

ensuring children’s feelings of security.  For example, educators may use a child’s home language to 

emotionally support children if they are unhappy or distressed (Hickey, Lewis, & Baker, 2014; 

Stephen et al., 2016).  Furthermore, permitting children to use their home language can reassure 

them and reduce anxiety (G. Hall & Cook, 2012).  The use of children’s home language also allows 

children to communicate as normal human beings (G. Hall & Cook, 2012) and assists in their 

understanding of educators’ utterances (Hickey et al., 2014; Stephen et al., 2016).  Other reasons for 

teachers to code-switch include classroom management issues, the expression of social identity, 

providing or asking for an L1 translation, providing metalanguage information, and encouraging 

participation (Üstünel & Seedhouse, 2005).  Sert (2015) added to this list with his findings that 
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teachers code-switch to the L1 after a pause of more than a second, to make the meaning clear, and 

when two words are similar in the L2.  G. Hall and Cook’s (2012) review of the literature on home 

language use found that there was overwhelming evidence of children using their home language 

and code-switching in language classrooms.  This use of code-switching was beneficial for 

pedagogical functions and as a positive resource for the children.  G. Hall and Cook concluded that 

learning was often scaffolded through home language use.  However, they also cautioned on the 

difficulty in finding the right balance between the amount of home language use and the necessary 

input from the L2. 

Many studies have demonstrated the positive use of code-switching or translanguaging by children 

in classrooms to facilitate interactions and for the benefits for language acquisition (e.g., Björk-

Willén & Cromdal, 2009; Fuller, 2015; García, 2011; Lüdi, 1999; Lüdi & Py, 2003; Mondada & 

Doehler, 2004; Moore, 2002; Unamuno, 2008).  Shin and Milroy (2000) studied code-switching 

among Korean-English children and found they used it to negotiate the language of interaction and 

to accommodate other participants’ language competencies.  Similarly, Creese and Blackledge’s 

(2010) study at two bilingual schools in Britain found successful translanguaging among teachers and 

children, in which they used all signs and forms within their repertoires to connect with each other, 

to highlight discrepancies in knowledge, and to create new allegiances.  Moore (2002) found code-

switching to be a communicative resource which assisted in meaning making during interactions and 

learning new concepts.  In contrast, Grosjean (1982) stated that children who are proficient in both 

languages will rarely code-switch and will use the same language in certain contexts with certain 

people.  Piker (2013) provided an example of this language separation from her study, where the 

children (aged 4 and 5) spoke Spanish to her (as a participant observer) even though they knew she 

also understood English.  Piker described this as a Spanish-language relationship between herself 

and the children, instigated by the children themselves.     

In a study conducted in a kindergarten dual-language class (English and Spanish) in New York, García 

(2009) found that, even though the teachers separated the languages, the children did not.  The 

children co-constructed meaning through translanguaging and subsequently developed their 

languages skills through the use of both languages.  Moreover, children’s use of translanguaging 

enabled language acquisition without having to wait for the educator’s intervention, which was 

evident in several ways.  For example, children provided each other with missing vocabulary, 

modelled language use, and translated for each other, which led to another child acquiring new 

language.  In addition, children translanguaged to themselves, thus trying out new vocabulary.  

Based on data from the same study in New York, García, Maker, Starcevic, and Terry (2011) found 
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that children, as well as teachers, translanguage for five reasons: to mediate understanding, to co-

construct and construct meaning,  to purposefully include other participants in the interaction, to 

purposefully exclude other participants from the interaction, and to show knowledge. 

In a similar study on 4-year-old children in a Head Start program (English and Spanish) in New York, 

Axelrod (2017) found that both children and educators used translanguaging strategies in their 

classroom communication.  Axelrod concluded that the hybrid language practices in the classroom 

supported children’s language development, increased their understanding of how language 

functions, and learned to use their language in ways which were meaningful to them.  Moreover, he 

observed that “the children appeared to be aware of language differences among their peers based 

on their deliberate choices of language use with their peers; their moving back and forth between 

languages was purposeful” (p. 109).  This purposeful use of languages and switching between 

languages highlights plurilingual children’s enactment of agency with regards to language choice in 

classroom interactions (see, for example, Moore & Gajo, 2009 for discussion on agency).      

These studies demonstrated that during their classroom interactions, plurilingual children use their 

multiple languages to assist in their language development.  Furthermore, plurilingual children 

possess a repertoire of linguistic resources, similar to a linguistic tool box (Lüdi, 2014) that they draw 

upon during interactions (Beacco, 2005; Coste et al., 1997; Lüdi, 2014).  As part of this tool box, 

plurilingual children utilise their language resources interchangeably and flexibly to assist in their 

communication and language development (Mondada, 1999).  Therefore, as stated by García (2009, 

p. 308), “it is important for bilingual educators and bilingual students to recognise the importance 

and value of translanguaging practices”.     

2.4.4 Patterns of classroom interactions and purposes of interactions during child-

initiated play 
There are many types of interactions occurring in classrooms; between the educator and the 

children, and between peers (two or more children).  Storch (2002) created a patterns-of-interaction 

framework to describe participants in dialogue and explain the effect this position has on knowledge 

construction.  The four patterns of interaction were (a) collaborative – participants work together 

equally; (b) expert-novice – one participant is knowledgeable and is teaching the other participant; 

(c) dominant-dominant – both participants participate equally in the negotiations; and (d) dominant-

passive – one participant is controlling the negotiation and the other is accepting all suggestions 

without further negotiation.  Ahmadian and Tajabadi (2017) applied this framework to their study in 

an early childhood setting, where they found that it could be applied to young children during any 

activity; all four patterns of interaction were present in their study.  They found that collaborative 
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and expert/novice interactions were the most beneficial for children’s learning as they contained 

mutual scaffolding.  Conversely, children did not always take on these roles naturally, but may have 

resorted to dominant or passive roles.  Similarly, in a study on primary school children in France, 

Lusetti (2004) found that certain types of interactions, such as discussions, afforded children 

opportunities to incorporate and develop their linguistic competencies.  The children involved in this 

type of group work made progress in their linguistic and interactional competencies.  Based on their 

findings, both Lusetti and Ahmadian and Tajabadi recommended that teachers attempt to mediate 

roles within children’s interactions and scaffold group work. 

There are also many reasons for interactions to occur during child-initiated play.  Two examples that 

are most closely related to the present research are disagreement in talk and negotiating entry into 

play.  Disagreements in interactions are common occurrences that create negotiations and 

controversy.  However, how L2 speakers cope with disagreements has not been widely studied 

(Pekarek Doehler & Pochon-Berger, 2011).  In a study on bilingual children’s interactions, Cromdal 

(2001) found that there were “various ways of ‘doing bilingual negotiation’” (p. 540) and that 

“negotiations of play often border on disputes and other conflict situations” (p. 516).  These findings 

indicate the need for young children to acquire strategies for dealing with disagreement, particularly 

during play.   

Another form of interaction studied was the negotiation of entry into play.  Entering play is also a 

collaborative task as there is negotiation between the person wishing to enter the play and the child 

or children already playing.  During their entry into play interactions, children use many interactive 

and linguistic resources in their negotiations (Cromdal, 2001).  According to Cromdal, studies in 

monolingual settings indicate that children can be very restrictive in regards to allowing other 

children to enter ongoing play activities.  Cromdal’s study in a bilingual school context (children aged 

6 - 8.5) demonstrated that not all play activities were difficult for children to enter, yet there were 

occasions when the negotiations were longer and sometimes unsuccessful.  The children in 

Cromdal’s study used interactive and bilingual resources to negotiate entry into play.  The 

interactive resources included negotiating role position and agent work in play entry (another child 

speaking on behalf of the child wanting to enter play).  The bilingual resources included cross-

linguistic borrowing and bilingual routines – over two thirds of the play entry events in this study 

used a version of “Can I play with you?” in English or Swedish, and code-switching, in which case the 

children adapted their language use to suit the other child’s language preference, or purposely 

changed from the other child’s language preference in order to refuse entry.  Cromdal concluded 

that “switching between languages at precisely coordinated points in the interaction … display[ed] 
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the children’s recognition of relevant aspects of the context, such as the escalating conflict, the 

participants’ language preferences, and shifting communicative focus” (p. 538).  These findings 

demonstrate children’s ability to employ all their communicative and linguistic resources in their 

repertoire to negotiate entry into play.   

2.5 Summary 
Within this chapter, a review of the literature related to plurilingual children’s communication was 

presented.  Several key findings of the review are important to the current study. First, 

communication involves negotiation of meaning between at least two people during social 

interaction.  Such negotiation means that all participants need to understand all modes used in the 

interaction.  These modes consist of nonverbal actions as well as spoken language.  There are many 

nonverbal actions used in interactions, such as gaze and pointing, and they are used for different 

purposes within an interaction.  Both speakers and hearers utilise nonverbal actions in their 

negotiation of meaning.  

Second, within multilingual communication, interactants have a choice of which language to use.  

The interactants move between monolingual and bilingual modes depending on the context of the 

interaction.  A monolingual mode means the speaker requires the use of only one language whereas 

a bilingual mode permits more than one language to be used for communication.  This bilingual 

mode includes code-switching or translanguaging, which, despite previously being considered a 

negative aspect of language acquisition, is currently viewed as a normal part of bilingualism.  

Third, children use both spoken language and nonverbal actions when communicating.  Studies on 

children’s language development have demonstrated the significance of gestures in children’s 

communication.  Moreover, participation in social interactions plays an important role in children’s 

language development.  Social interactions are necessary for children to develop their language skills 

as well as their social interaction skills.  

Fourth, it has been claimed that play is beneficial to children’s language development.  Children 

participate in many types of play, including imaginary play and game playing.  During their play, 

children are often involved in social interactions in which they negotiate meaning and communicate 

with one another as well as with educators.  These interactions contribute to children’s language 

development and socialisation.  Peer interactions during play may also be significant for second 

language learning.  

Fifth, multilingualism is becoming more common among children with parents recognising the 

benefits of knowing more than one language in a multilingual world.  There are some similarities and 
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differences between children learning a first and a second language.  Primarily, plurilingual children 

learn to use multiple linguistic resources depending on the context and develop a greater 

metalinguistic awareness.  Plurilingual children often use their multiple resources to communicate, 

which results in code-switching or translanguaging.  

Sixth, plurilingual children use all their language competencies during classroom interactions.  Many 

studies on classroom interactions have focused on educator-child interactions.  However, peer 

interactions in the classroom – particularly during play – also benefit children’s language and social 

development.  In addition, children use nonverbal actions, particularly gestures, to communicate in 

their interactions.  These nonverbal actions are used to communicate one’s own meaning and as 

input for understanding another interactant’s utterance.  Specifically, language learners use gestures 

and other nonverbal actions to assist in their communication and language learning.  However, 

studies on gestures in SLA are only recently emerging.   

Multilingual classroom interactions involve a choice of language.  This choice depends on the 

interactant and personal choice, and can include translanguaging.  Often, children choose to speak in 

the majority language of their environment rather than the target language of the school.  Similarly, 

children sometimes use their home language in classroom interactions.  Incorporating the home 

language of children in the classroom has benefits for children’s well-being and self-esteem.  

Children generally code-switch or translanguage in classroom interactions despite educators’ 

attempts to separate languages.  Generally, studies have found code-switching and translanguaging 

has benefits for children’s communication and learning.  Moreover, it demonstrates children’s 

plurilingual competency – to choose appropriate linguistic resources based on their communication 

needs.  

Finally, there are numerous patterns of classroom interactions and various purposes of interactions 

occurring during child-initiated play.  Classroom interactions can be collaborative, expert-novice, 

dominant-dominant, and dominant-passive.  Assuming these roles is part of children’s negotiation.  

Two of the numerous purposes of interactions are negotiating entry into play and dealing with 

disagreements.  During play, children are required to first access the play and then negotiate rules of 

play, their roles in the play, and the play scenarios.   

The key findings of the literature review informed the conceptual framework used for this study, in 

particular, the notion that meaning is negotiated in interactions and that children have a choice of 

resources – both verbal and nonverbal – to utilise during their interactions.  Children’s choice of 

resources depends on the context of the interaction.  Another important contribution to the 
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conceptual framework is the conclusion that participating in play interactions contributes to 

children’s language and social development.  The next chapter introduces the conceptual framework 

employed for the present study.   
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Chapter 3 Conceptual Framework 
 

3.1 Introduction 
In order to explore how young plurilingual children communicate in a Francophone preschool, 

various pertinent theories and concepts in the literature were drawn on to create a conceptual 

framework.  Within this frame children are presented as agentic, having the ability to draw on their 

unique linguistic repertoires to communicate.  These repertoires are unique to each child and are 

seen to have been developed through children’s engagement in various sociocultural environments.  

First, sociocultural theory and interactionist theory provide insight into the importance of 

interactions for children’s language development.  Within these theories, interactions are viewed as 

a negotiation that is co-constructed by the participants.  In addition, activity theory plays a role in 

conceptualising language learning in regard to the motivations of participants in an interaction.  

The concepts of plurilingualism and multimodal language have also been utilized to describe the 

unique linguistic repertoire of children.  Plurilingualism provides a distinctive perspective on 

emergent bilingual children, in which children’s language competencies are considered one global 

entity.  Children draw upon these competencies depending on their communication needs.  In 

addition to multiple spoken languages, children’s linguistic repertoires include multimodal aspects of 

communication, such as nonverbal actions such as gestures.  These nonverbal actions are used by 

children during their communication and may be used on their own or with accompanying spoken 

language.  From this conceptual framework, children are perceived as actively and deliberately 

drawing upon an array of skills and knowledge within their unique linguistic repertoire to 

communicate and negotiate meaning during their interactions.  

In this chapter, an account of sociocultural theory will first be presented, followed by interactionist 

theory.  Next, the concept of plurilingualism and plurilingual competency is explained.  In the section 

that follows, multimodal language is outlined.  The final section provides a summary of the 

conceptual framework.  

3.2 Sociocultural theory 

Sociocultural theory was created from Vygotksy’s (1978) views on children’s development and the 

important role society plays in that development.  Vygotsky perceived that language acquisition 

occurs during interactions with others, and that development is not possible without these social 

interactions.  In other words, language learning (both written and oral) takes place as part of 

learning to participate in social interactions.  In addition, the language used in social interactions is 
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informed by the social knowledge brought by the participants, that is then shared (Vygotsky, 1978).  

Drawing on these notions, sociocultural theory suggests that this social knowledge, or sociocultural 

knowledge, includes the setting, the participants, and the purposes of the interaction (J. Hall, 1993).  

The most important contexts in which social interactions occur with young children are family, peer 

groups, workplace, and schools (Romaine, 1984).  In the present study, a goal of the Francophone 

preschool was for the children to learn language (specifically French language).  Sociocultural theory 

is relevant to this study as it is focused on how children use linguistic resources during their social 

interactions in the classroom.    

Activity theory emerged from sociocultural theory, and provides a framework for understanding 

language and language learning. It suggests that utterances should be understood through an 

activity in its entirety (Lantolf, 2000).  In this activity framework, activity is not just an action, but it is 

an action motivated by a biological need, and these needs “become motives once they become 

directed at a specific object” (Lantolf, 2000, p. 8).  In a classroom setting, the children may be 

engaged in the same task but not the same activity, since their motivations differ.  Similarly, in a 

classroom interaction, children’s (or educators’) needs and motivations may differ.  These 

motivations will be related to the specific task, but also to children’s roles in the classroom (or the 

role they are trying to establish – such as a leadership role) and the relationship between the 

children involved in the interaction.  By understanding children’s motivations during interactions, it 

is possible to understand better their choices of linguistic resources.  Often, children’s motivations 

are related to their need to communicate.  Sometimes their motivations are to participate in play 

and (co)construct their play scenarios.   

Another aspect of Vygotsky’s theory of development relates to children’s play.  Vygotsky (1976) 

believed that when participating in play activities and the accompanying collaboration with other 

children, children extend their current abilities, in accordance with the ZPD (see Section 2.3.1).  This 

collaboration usually presents itself as an interaction, in which children negotiate meaning and 

negotiate the play.  During this collaboration, children learn social skills and develop their cognitive 

skills (Xu, 2010).  Furthermore, they experiment with, and develop, their language skills (Lillard et al., 

2013).  Seedhouse and Walsh (2010) found that the most interesting learning (through interaction) 

occurred when the learners had freedom in the organisation of the interaction and negotiated 

meanings themselves (as opposed to controlled interactions focused on linguistic form) (see Section 

2.3.2 for literature review on play and language development).  Similarly, with the children in this 

study, it would be expected that during child-initiated play – in which the play is organised by 
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children rather than by the educator – children have the freedom to explore language (multimodal 

language) and use it in creative ways.  

Sociocultural theory has been applied to studies in SLA, in which language learning and language 

development in a classroom setting are closely connected to the interactions between peers, and 

between learners and educators (Thoms, 2012, p. 8).  Firth and Wagner (1997) were the first to 

argue for a shift in SLA from a cognitive to a sociocultural orientation, stating that meaning is “a 

social and negotiable product of interaction, transcending individual intentions and behaviours” (p. 

290).  Furthermore, they claimed that through adopting this sociocultural orientation in SLA, it 

would be easier to understand “how language is used as it is being acquired through interaction, and 

used resourcefully, contingently, and contextually” (Firth & Wagner, 1997, p. 296).  Therefore, from 

a sociocultural perspective, it is vital to study children’s interactions in order to understand their 

language learning, and language use, within a multilingual educational context (a classroom).  

3.3 Interactionist theory 

Interactionist theory and sociocultural theory are formed from the same concept – that language 

development is naturally linked to social practice – yet, there is not much interchange of ideas 

between the two theories (Pekarek Doehler, 2000).  Interactionist theory was developed in the 

1980s and consists of the following three key concepts: the critical role of interaction in language 

development; the importance of context in language competency; and the idea that interaction, and 

therefore language development, is co-constructed by the participants based on their 

communicative experiences as well as their views on the world (Pekarek Doehler, 2000).  Generally 

speaking, interactionist theory suggests that social interaction is essential to acquiring the ability to 

use language for communication purposes (Kramsch, 2013), and through these social interactions, a 

learner can elaborate on his/her own unique repertoire as adapted for communication needs 

(Pekarek Doehler, 2000). 

An interactionist approach to examining children’s communication involves studying the interactions 

occurring in the classroom – the interaction in its entirety, rather than studying each utterance 

separately.  According to J. Hall (1995), within an interactionist approach, utterances have relevance 

on two levels, local and global.  The local utterance is linked to the previous utterance and the global 

utterance relates to the topic being discussed, or the larger story.  Similarly, contributions to an 

interaction are context shaped and context renewing (Seedhouse & Walsh, 2010), where the 

meaning of an utterance or action can be understood by considering the preceding talk and the 

particular utterance (or action) also sets the scene for what happens next.  By studying the entire 
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interaction, including both the local and global aspects, children’s ability to use language in the 

negotiation of meaning becomes apparent.   

All interactions are seen as situated in various social contexts and are influenced by these same 

contexts (Pekarek Doehler, 2000).  Hence, how children communicate also depends on the context 

of classroom interactions, which include the larger classroom context, the context of the specific 

interaction, and prior interactions.  The importance of context is also evident in Rogoff’s (2003) 

three planes of analysis for analysing classroom activity: the individual, the interpersonal, and the 

cultural-institutional focus of analysis.  Within Rogoff’s methodological framework, it is not sufficient 

to focus on the individual; the other people involved in the activity must also be considered 

(interpersonal), along with the context in which the activities occurred (cultural-historical).  Rogoff 

argued that “together, the interpersonal, personal, and cultural-institutional aspects of the event 

constitute the activity” (p. 58), and that these aspects cannot be studied in isolation. In regards to 

studying multilingualism, the experiences of multilinguals as well as the contexts in which their 

practices occur must be considered in order to understand multilingual development and processes 

of language learning (Cenoz & Gorter, 2015). 

Interactionist theory also emphasised the importance of communicative competence in using 

language for communication purposes (Kramsch, 2013).  The concept of communicative competence 

was first coined by Hymes (1971), and is defined as the “ability to convey meaning to successfully 

combine a knowledge of linguistic and sociolinguistic rules in communicative interactions” 

(Sauvignon, 1983, p. v).  Therefore, the focus of interactionist theory is not only on what learners 

could produce, but also on what they are capable of in certain situations and contexts (Pekarek 

Doehler, 2000).   

Communicative competence is an individual approach to defining this ability to convey meaning, 

whereas interactional competence – originally coined by Kramsch (1986) – is considered “context-

specific and concerned with the ways in which interactants co-construct meanings together” 

(Seedhouse & Walsh, 2010, p. 140; italics in original).  The interactional competence of a learner is 

developed through the continual process of adapting to language in action and communicative 

needs.  It also involves routinely using language patterns in social interaction, which leads to 

competencies that are adaptive, flexible, and sensitive to specific contexts (Pekarek Doehler, 2000; 

Sert, 2015).   

Within interactionist theory, L2 learners co-construct their complex interactional repertoires in the 

L2 (Markee, 2008).  These repertoires include spoken language knowledge of semiotic systems (e.g., 
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turn taking) and multimodal features (e.g., gestures) (Markee, 2008).  In the conceptual framework 

used for the current study, the two key aspects of children’s unique linguistic repertoire are 

plurilingualism and multimodal language.  The next section will discuss plurilingualism and 

plurilingual competency.   

3.4 Plurilingualism and plurilingual competency 

Plurilingualism is a concept originating in Francophone research in Europe (Coste et al., 1997), which 

has since been adopted by the European Council and is now a fundamental principle informing the 

Council of Europe language education policy (Council of Europe, 2006).  According to this policy, a 

plurilingual person has two key characteristics: (a) “a repertoire of languages and language 

varieties,” and (b) “competences of different kinds and levels within the repertoire” (Council of 

Europe, 2006, p. 5).  This view is opposed to previous research in the field of SLA that compares a 

multilingual’s language competency to that of a monolingual.  The concept of plurilingualism was 

developed from the notion of bilingualism and provides a new and more inclusive term for 

describing situations in which two or more languages are involved.   

The terminology used traditionally to discuss language and language acquisition has been fraught 

with problems.  For example, Lüdi and Py (2003) as well as Dabène (1994) stated that it was difficult 

to define terms such as maternal language, language of origin, and native tongue.  Many of these 

terms, such as additive bilingualism (learning a second language while maintaining the home 

language) and subtractive bilingualism (losing some or all of the home language while learning the 

second language) (Lightbown & Spada, 2006), also have a monolingual bias (Gajo, 2001; Grosjean, 

2008; Heller, 2007) which is evident when bi/multilinguals are considered to be the sum of two 

monolinguals.  This indicates that their language competencies are separate entities.  However, a 

more holistic approach considers multilingual speakers to possess specific configurations of linguistic 

competencies that reflect unique interactions of the languages they know (Grosjean, 1989).  With 

this view, multilingual speakers are considered to possess a common underlying proficiency 

(Cummins, 2001) (see Section 2.4.2), which enables a child to easily transfer basic literacy and 

numeracy skills learnt in one language to a second or third language.   

Compared with other terms used to describe individual bilingualism where monolingual bias exists, 

the term plurilingualism provides a new way to discuss related matters.  Plurilingualism is defined as 

“the study of an individual’s repertoire and agency in several languages” (Moore & Gajo, 2009, p. 

138).  All languages acquired by an individual become integrated into their unique linguistic 

repertoire, and as such, plurilingual speakers’ knowledge of one language cannot be studied without 
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considering their competencies in all languages in their repertoire (Coste et al., 1997).  In addition, 

plurilingual speakers develop their language competencies differently depending on their 

communication needs, and therefore, these competencies do not resemble the competency of a 

monolingual speaker (Coste et al., 1997).    

According to Moore and Gajo (2009), there are two key aspects of plurilingualism.  First, plurilingual 

speakers use two or more languages in different situations and with different people.  Second, 

because of this varied language use, they develop their language competencies to different degrees, 

depending on the needs of each language.  Due to these varying needs, an individual’s plurilingual 

competency is usually imbalanced.  Moreover, even with only a small amount of language 

knowledge, the plurilingual speaker manages to communicate by employing various strategies to 

negotiate the sense and form of the interaction (Coste et al., 1997).  Plurilingual (and pluricultural) 

competency is “concerned with the social actor’s ability to operate in different languages and 

cultures, to play a linguistic and cultural intermediary role, and also to control and reorganise this 

plural competency throughout their personal life journey”3 (Coste et al., 1997, p. 9).  Plurilingual 

competency is not considered the “sum of competencies in distinct languages, but rather, as one, 

global, but complex capacity” (Coste & Simon, 2009, p. 174).  As a result, plurilingual competency is 

simultaneously complex and dynamic, as well as facilitating new phenomena such as “parler 

bilingue” (bilingual speech) (Coste et al., 1997).  Parler bilingue occurs when plurilinguals switch 

languages in an interaction – this switch can even occur during a single utterance (see Section 2.2.2 

for further discussion on code-switching).   

Plurilinguals switch languages strategically depending on the situation.  They also switch languages 

among themselves to negotiate meaning or provide information about the speaker’s social or 

cultural identity (Coste et al., 1997).  As with previous perceptions of code-switching (within the 

monolingual bias), a plurilingual’s switching of languages is not indicative of the speaker’s inability in 

the language.  Rather, this switch demonstrates their ability to appropriately use all the language 

systems in their repertoire.  In other words, within each utterance, each language used corresponds 

to its own rules (Coste et al., 1997).  Li (2015) suggested that this flexibility to move between 

languages demonstrates the multilingual’s language knowledge within their environments and their 

ability to understand specific social situations.  Switching languages permits the maintenance of a 

distinct language system while it is simultaneously used as a strategy within the context of the 

                                                           
3 I completed the translation from the original : « Parler de compétence plurilingue et pluriculturelle c’est donc 
s’intéresser à la compétence à communiquer d’acteurs sociaux en mesure d’opérer dans des langues et des 
cultures différentes, de jouer des rôles d’intermédiaires, de médiateurs linguistiques et culturels, a même aussi 
de gérer et de remodeler cette compétence plurielle au cours de leur trajectoire personnelle » 
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interaction.  Code-switching, or translanguaging, can be used to solve language related problems, to 

exclude a participant, to quote an utterance that was in another language, or to change the topic of 

conversation (Coste et al., 1997).   

Through this lens of plurilingualism, children draw on their unique linguistic repertoire to 

communicate and make meaning, to make sense of their world, and to have their needs, goals, and 

wishes met.  Consequently, children develop their plurilingual competency (including 

translanguaging strategies) within their everyday classroom interactions and in the negotiation of 

meaning. As emerging bilinguals (those in the process of developing their linguistic and 

communication skills in all their languages), children are expected to incorporate all the linguistic 

knowledge in their repertoire strategically in order to negotiate meaning within classroom 

interactions.  The language choices of children begin with their unique linguistic repertoire (based on 

previous knowledge and experience) and are also influenced by the context, that is, the person they 

are speaking to and the situation in which the interaction is occurring.  In addition to the language 

choices available, there are also choices in the use of other multimodal aspect of language – 

gestures in particular.   

3.5 Multimodal language  

The final component of this conceptual framework is the concept of multimodal language, which 

refers to the notion that communication is not solely based on spoken or written language, but also 

includes a variety of other communication methods (Streeck et al., 2011) such as image, music, and 

gesture (Kress, 2011).  Stivers and Sidnell (2005) asserted that “face-to-face interaction is, by 

definition, multimodal interaction in which participants encounter a steady stream of meaningful 

facial expressions, gestures, body postures, head movements, words, grammatical construction, and 

prosodic contours” (p. 2). These modalities work together in a variety of ways. For instance, one 

modality performs the communicative work while another supports or extends this work (Stivers & 

Sidnell, 2005).  An example could be a pointing gesture used with the words “over there” to indicate 

the specific place of discussion.  In addition, the meaning conveyed through the use of these 

modalities depends on other participants “who share an understanding of these symbols and who 

may or may not interpret them as we intend” (Sauvignon, 1983, p. 5).  The main modalities at the 

centre of my study are spoken language and nonverbal actions, particularly gestures.  

The nonverbal actions included in this study are predominantly gestures but include those that 

contributed to the meaning making during the children’s interactions, for example, pointing, head 

nodding, gaze, turning away from another person, and so on.  According to Kendon (2004) and 
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McNeill (2005), language and gesture are intertwined and cannot be separated.  Gestures – and 

other nonverbal actions - are integral to children’s unique linguistic repertoire, and are therefore an 

important aspect of their communication in the preschool classroom.  During an interaction, children 

use and understand verbal as well as gestural signs (Lantolf, 2000) and, in an educational context, 

children’s gestures can help teachers to understand children’s thoughts that they are incapable of 

expressing in words (Goldin-Meadow, 2006).  In particular, gestures have been found to be related 

to language development (Mayberry & Nicoladis, 2000) and are particularly important for children’s 

communication (Goldin-Meadow & Singer, 2003).  (See Section 2.3.1 for more details on gesture in 

children’s communication.)   

3.6 Summary 
This chapter has outlined the conceptual framework that informs this study on plurilingual children’s 

communication.  The underpinning theory of this framework is sociocultural theory, in which social 

interaction (in this study, classroom interaction) is considered vital for language development and 

meaning is negotiated during these interactions.  This negotiation will be influenced by the children’s 

sociocultural awareness as well as the context and the purpose of the interaction.  The specific 

context of the interactions in this study was child-initiated play in a preschool classroom.  Vygotsky 

(1976, 1978) is the important link between sociocultural theory and play because he considered play 

and the interactions occurring during play to be vital to children’s language development.  

An interactionist approach was also included in this framework.  Within interactionist theory, 

similarly to sociocultural theory, interaction plays an essential role in language development and is 

co-constructed by the participants.  Interactionist theory also highlights the importance of social 

interaction in developing communicative and interactional competence.  In addition, the context of 

interactions is a key element in language development.  An interactionist approach means studying 

the interaction in its entirety, including the specific context, and potentially, prior occurring 

interactions.  

The children in this study are plurilingual.  They possess unique linguistic repertoires which are 

developed depending on their specific language needs in various situations.  In order to 

communicate with one another, children develop a plurilingual competency, using various strategies 

to negotiate meaning in an interaction.  In this negotiation, children will employ all their language 

knowledge and will potentially code-switch or translanguage.  This switching of languages is not 

considered a deficit, but rather a demonstration of their ability to use more than one language code 

and their ability to understand the specific context of the interaction.  
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The unique linguistic repertoire of children also consists of multimodal language – all aspects of 

language such as spoken, written, images, music, and nonverbal actions.  Language and gestures 

cannot be separated, due to their intertwined usage during interactions:  for example, gestures can 

replace spoken language, or enhance the spoken language.  Similarly, to the need to produce and 

understand spoken language in an interaction, children also need to be able to produce and 

understand gestures in order to communicate and negotiate meaning.   

The purpose of my study was to determine how young plurilingual children communicate in a 

Francophone preschool.  I was specifically concerned with the linguistic resources that the children 

used in their communication, including the spoken languages as well as the nonverbal actions (such 

as head nodding, pointing, and gaze).  The research methodology I adopted to explore the 

plurilingual children’s communication will be presented in the next chapter.  
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Chapter 4 Research Methodology 
 

4.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, the methodological decisions in relation to the conduct of this research are 

presented.  I chose a qualitative research design to investigate how young plurilingual children 

communicate in a Francophone classroom because I considered such a design the best way to collect 

naturalistic data on children’s interactions occurring in the preschool context.  The overarching 

research question to be answered from this study was: How do young children with diverse linguistic 

and cultural backgrounds communicate and negotiate meaning in classroom interactions in a 

Francophone preschool?  Additional questions that inform the overarching question were: 

1. What Anglophone and Francophone resources are incorporated in plurilingual children’s 
linguistic repertoire?  

2. How do children use the resources in their repertoire (when and with whom)? 

3. What impact does the use of these resources have on children’s interactions? 

To answer these questions, a qualitative case study design was selected in order to collect rich data 

from multiple sources.  The case study was conducted in a Francophone preschool class in B.C. over 

a period of 3 months.  The primary data collected were video recordings of the children’s classroom 

interactions.  Secondary data were also collected, including field notes, a questionnaire, and 

documents.   

This chapter begins with the philosophical worldviews underpinning this study.  This is followed by 

an explanation of the research design – a case study with a flexible design.  In addition, an overview 

of the data collection instruments as well as of the context and participants is provided.  Next, the 

research method is outlined.  This section includes ethical approval, participant recruitment, and the 

collection of primary and secondary data.  The following section describes the analysis process for 

the primary and secondary data.  The chapter concludes with a discussion of the ethical 

considerations of the research design as well as a summary of the research methodology. 

4.2 Philosophical worldviews 
As explained in the Introduction chapter, I had previous experience with young children from 

differing linguistic and cultural backgrounds speaking multiple languages in the classroom.  This prior 

experience helped shape the research design and underlying epistemology and ontology for this 

study.  The fact that, previously in my experiences, children had demonstrated an ability to 

communicate despite language barriers and had developed an ability to incorporate their linguistic 

knowledge into their everyday interactions encouraged me to hope that I would be able to 
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document and study these language and interactional skills within a specific context – the preschool 

classroom.  In this regard, the philosophical worldview of this study was constructivism, where the 

data collected were open ended or naturalistic and where I paid close attention to what the children 

did (in this case, how they interacted) in their own classroom context (Cresswell, 2009).  This 

viewpoint differs from positivism, where the researchers begin with a theory and the study proves or 

disproves this theory (Cresswell, 2009).  Rather than beginning with a theory or a hypothesis, my aim 

was to understand the participants’ context by visiting and gathering information personally, 

collecting and analysing the data with the particular classroom context in mind, followed by 

interpreting the findings – which would be shaped by my personal experiences (Cresswell, 2009).   

From a constructivist viewpoint, knowledge and meanings “are constructed by human beings as they 

engage with the world they are interpreting” (Cresswell, 2009, p. 8).  Therefore, the interpretation of 

the data presented in this thesis is one of many possible interpretations, or “versions of knowledge” 

(Yazan, 2015).  This interpretation is a result of the researcher assuming the role of a “bricoleur” – 

using the various tools (knowledge and skills) at her disposal to make sense of the data (Wicks, 2010) 

and developing a constructed theory or pattern of meaning (Cresswell, 2009).   

4.3 Research design  

4.3.1 Case study 
A qualitative case study was the research approach chosen for this study.  A case study investigates a 

naturally occurring event in a real-life context and asks a “how” question (Yin, 2003).  This approach 

provides the opportunity for the phenomenon to be understood from within its own unique context 

(Aaltio & Heilmann, 2010; Evers & van Staa, 2010).  Van Lier (2005) explained that a case study 

“zeros in on a particular case in great detail, within its natural context of situation, and tries to probe 

into its characteristics, dynamics, and purposes” (p. 195).  My research aim was to understand how 

young plurilingual children communicate in the Francophone preschool classroom.  By implementing 

a case study approach, I could conduct an in-depth examination of the phenomenon of children’s 

communication within their natural classroom context.   

A single case study was considered an appropriate approach as the aim of the study was to develop 

an in-depth understanding of children’s communication in one preschool, as opposed to a 

comparative study across multiple preschools or multiple cases.  Stake (1995) described a qualitative 

case study as a “study of the particularity and complexity of a single case, coming to understand its 

activity within important circumstances” (p. xi).  Case studies are generally viewed as a bounded 

system (Merriam, 1998) or an integrated system (Stake, 1995) which can be a person, a program, a 

group, or a specific policy (Merriam, 1998).  The case for the present study was the group of children 
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in the Francophone preschool.  The specific units of analysis were the classroom interactions 

involving these children.  Whilst there are numerous types of case studies, such as intrinsic and 

instrumental cases (Stake, 1995), the research design for the present study incorporated a general 

view of case study due to its appropriateness for the in-depth study of the phenomenon.  

Case study protocols promote the collection of data from multiple sources.  The data from these 

various sources can be corroborated to provide more consistent and convincing findings and 

promote reliability and validity (Yin, 2003).  In addition, multiple sources of data contribute to the in-

depth understanding of children’s communication by adding background information and contextual 

information (see Section 4.3.2).  The inseparable link between the phenomenon and the related 

contexts needs to be considered by case study researchers (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2003).  In order to fully 

understand children’s communication, we must also have a clear understanding of the contexts in 

which their interactions occur (Pekarek Doehler, 2000).  Therefore, with a case study approach, data 

from multiple sources relating to both the participants and the classroom context can be included in 

the data collection.   

The case study approach has the potential to create knowledge and understanding, which can be 

particularly beneficial within an educational setting.  This approach can contribute to understanding 

a particular phenomenon in the classroom which may inform policy development and 

implementation, leading to improved teaching practice (Timmons & Cairns, 2010).  Moreover, van 

Lier (2005) advocated for case study research within the field of SLA, stating that “case studies are a 

powerful way of showing some of the complexities of acquiring a second language” (p. 203).  A case 

study approach to children’s communication will inform educators of what is actually happening in 

classrooms during children’s interactions.  By providing these insights, the findings of this study may 

challenge educators and policymakers’ assumptions on language learning and language use.  In turn, 

these reflections can improve teaching practices.    

4.3.2 Flexible design 
Case study protocols permit a flexible approach to the research design.  Stake (1995) proposed 

developing a flexible design which can be changed even after data collection has commenced.  One 

benefit of a flexible design is the possibility to maintain an open mind to the emerging data, thus 

allowing for the inclusion of interesting or unexpected data that were perhaps not the original goal 

of the research (Aaltio & Heilmann, 2010; Timmons & Cairns, 2010).   

A flexible research design was consistent with the constructivist worldview underpinning this 

research.  I wanted to explore the children’s communication and interactions within their natural 
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classroom setting without preconceived notions.  Therefore, I did not begin the study with a theory.  

Instead, I wanted to discover what the children’s linguistic resources were and how they were used 

in their everyday classroom interactions.  The data collection processes are detailed in Section 4.4 

Research method. 

4.3.3 Data collection instruments 
Observation was chosen as the key instrument for data collection. One characteristic of case studies 

is that they are empirical (Stake, 2005), meaning that researchers employ observation methods to 

gain knowledge of the phenomenon.  Richards (2003) suggested that children’s behaviour (i.e., their 

interactions) constitute data that can be collected through observations.  In order to explore how 

plurilingual children communicate in the preschool classroom, I required knowledge of children’s 

classroom interactions.  The most appropriate method to acquire this knowledge was through 

carefully observing (Merriam, 1998) children’s interactions and these observations would inform the 

answers to the research questions.  I used various tools to record these observations: video 

recordings, and field notes.  In accordance with the flexible approach to the research design (see 

Section 4.3.2), I did not create an observation checklist.  Instead, the observations were focused on 

the general aim of understanding children’s communication.  Furthermore, the non-specific focus of 

the observations permitted unexpected or surprising data to be included in the analysis (Aaltio & 

Heilmann, 2010; Timmons & Cairns, 2010).    

As mentioned, case study research requires the consideration of the context in which the 

phenomenon occurs (Section 4.3.1).  Therefore, to fully understand children’s use of linguistic 

resources, I gathered data on the children’s linguistic backgrounds as well as the context of the 

preschool and the preschool community.  Documents are considered an important source of 

evidence in case study research (Cresswell, 2008; Yin, 2003) and can be used to gain a better 

understanding of the larger societal and cultural contexts of the research site (Silverman, 2000), in 

this case, a preschool.  For this purpose, I collected various documents, such as letters sent home to 

parents, and I consulted the preschool website (see Section 4.4.4.4).   

In addition, I created a brief questionnaire for the parents and guardians to complete (see Appendix 

A).  Questionnaires are an instrument for collecting basic personal or demographic information from 

study participants (Cresswell, 2008).  Usually, the participants answer the questions on the form and 

return it to the researcher (Cresswell, 2008).  In this study, the parents were asked to complete the 

questionnaire in order to provide accurate demographic information about their children.  There 

were four questions in total and the answers were either open ended or multiple choice.  The 

purpose of the questionnaire was to gain insight into the languages children were exposed to in their 
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homes.  This information would provide a broader picture of the potential resources in children’s 

repertoires and the languages they were in contact with outside the preschool.  The purpose of 

collecting these data was to inform understanding of how and why children used specific linguistic 

resources.  In addition, I included a question concerning the parents’ reasons for sending their child 

to this particular preschool.  This knowledge would provide a better understanding of the context of 

the preschool classroom and parents’ expectations.   

4.3.4 Context and participants 

4.3.4.1 The Francophone preschool 
As mentioned earlier, the context in which a phenomenon occurs is an important consideration 

when conducting case study research (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2003).  In this study, understanding the 

preschool context was expected to contribute to a deeper comprehension of children’s 

communication occurring in this context.  In addition, by presenting a “thick description” (Geertz, 

1973) of the classroom context I hoped to provide the reader with a sense of being in the space.  

According to Stake (1995, p. 63), “the physical space is fundamental to meanings for most 

researchers and most readers”.  The description of the classroom context which follows provides 

detailed information of the preschool context.  This information was gathered from field notes, 

preschool documents, and the preschool’s website.  Due to ethical considerations and the need for 

anonymity, the preschool website has not been cited. 

The mission of the preschool included the provision of an environment in which children could learn, 

grow, and develop in French.  The mission also mentioned supporting the linguistic and social 

development of the children.  In order to achieve this mission, various aspects of the preschool were 

outlined, which included offering a French-speaking environment, play-based learning, and 

socialising activities.  The inclusion of these aspects in the preschool environment highlights the 

focus on French language development as well as other early childhood education goals such as 

opportunities for play-based learning and social development.  These goals, particularly play-based 

learning, were evident in the organisation of the daily activities (see Table 4.1). 

Throughout the morning classes, there were many opportunities for interaction between the 

children and educators. Table 4.1 shows the daily routine for these morning classes.  The children 

arrived at 9 a.m., and then had circle time during which children sat on the carpet and an educator 

led activities, such as singing, storytelling, or counting.  After circle time, the children participated in 

creative activities and games which generally took the form of child-initiated play.  However, 

sometimes the educators encouraged children to undertake a particular activity for which they 

received instruction.  Making Valentine’s Day cards for friends is one such example.  At the end of 
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this period, the children spent some time tidying up the play areas, washed their hands, and then 

had snack time where they all sat at a table together.  Once each child had finished their snack, they 

put away their lunchbox and sat on the carpet for reading time – individually or in pairs.  The final 

activity was outdoor play, which was sometimes structured.  At 11.25 a.m., the children prepared to 

go home and then left once their parent or guardian had arrived.   

Table 4.1. Daily Preschool Routine 

Time                                  Activity 

9.00 a.m. Children arrive 

9.10 a.m. Circle time: Stories, singing, counting, etc. 

9.35 a.m. Creative activities: drawing, painting, play dough, building 
blocks, etc. 
Games: board games, cubes, puzzles, dress-up, etc. 

10.15 a.m. Tidy up time and wash hands 

10.35 a.m. Snack (provided by the parents) 

10.50 a.m. Reading on the carpet (once children finish their snack) 

11.00 a.m. Outdoor play 

11.25-
11.30 a.m. 

Goodbye friends 

 

As can be seen in the daily routine (Table 4.1), this preschool classroom was play based with minimal 

structured activities.  The teacher preferred this teaching approach as she believed that children this 

age needed space to play, and that this was how they learned best (Field Notes).  The main 

structured activity was circle time, where the teacher or the assistant teacher led the children in 

whole-class games, songs, or stories.  There were often teacher-led activities during the creative 

activities time also, but the children were seldom obliged to participate in these.  However, children 

were expected to be doing an activity during this time, so the two educators ensured that all 

children were involved in some form of play activity.  The educators responded to children’s 

requests for help or to play during this time and ensured appropriate classroom behaviour – in 

alliance with the goals of offering age-appropriate activities and encouraging self-esteem, autonomy, 

and respect for others and the environment.  

Throughout the year, the teacher organised the classroom activities based on continually changing 

themes.  For example, when I first began data collection the theme was winter.  The carpet activities 

and table activities generally followed this theme, as did the selection of books on the bookshelf.  

Later during the data collection period, the theme was numbers, and then letters.  Additionally, 

special occasions were also discussed and celebrated.  While I was present in the classroom the 

children participated in activities related to Valentine’s Day and Chinese New Year.  These themes 
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were chosen based on their relevance to the British Columbia Early Learning Framework (Ministry of 

Education, 2008), the time of year, and the children’s interests.  

Since this was a Francophone preschool, the expectation was that the classroom language was 

French (see Introduction chapter).  This expectation was also evident in how the preschool’s mission 

is achieved – a total Francophone environment.  In addition to providing a French speaking 

environment, the role of the educators was to provide an early childhood education for the children, 

while ensuring their safety and well-being.  The children in the classroom were expected to follow 

classroom rules regarding safety and participation in the class activities.   

The preschool classroom was situated on the ground floor of the primary school building.  Upon 

entering the classroom, one was exposed to an immediate scene of crafts, colour, and activity.  At 

the entrance was a row of coat hooks, small cubicles, and boxes.  This was where the children placed 

their coats, shoes, and other belongings on arrival in the mornings.  On top of their small cubicles 

were the boxes where children put completed artefacts to take home.  Educators also placed notes 

for parents in these boxes.  Further in the classroom was a small bench for children to sit on to put 

on their shoes, behind which was an activity table.  Next to the activity table was the dress up 

clothes and a baby doll with various accessories.  At the back of the room was a carpeted area which 

contained the igloo (a tent covered with a white sheet) and dinosaurs, wood, blocks, and musical 

instruments.  There was a second carpeted area next to this one, separated by low bookshelves and 

an activity table usually reserved for drawing.  The second carpeted area, which had a colourful mat 

with many pictures, was where the whole-class circle activities occurred.  Books and cushions were 

kept in this area and it was where reading activities occurred.  There was also the whiteboard for 

drawing, a CD player with headphones for listening to story books, and other games such as the Mr 

Potato head activity, the linking flowers, and construction sets.  Along the back wall of the classroom 

were windows.  On the opposite side of the main carpeted area another low bookshelf nearly 

enclosed the space.  On the other side of this bookshelf were the doll’s house and a small activity 

table.  The activities at this table changed every 2 weeks, depending on the classroom theme.  For 

instance, the children played ice hockey there for 2 weeks in January, and later in March, it was the 

location of the play with keyboards.   

The rest of the classroom space contained three larger activity tables which were used for puzzles, 

playdough, and so on.  Two of these tables were joined together for snack time so the children ate 

together.  There was also the science box in this space which did not have any chairs around it.  On 

the wall by the science box was one blackboard for drawing and one for painting.  On one side of the 

blackboards was the doorway to the teacher’s office area which contained a fridge, a desk, and 
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bookshelves full of resources sorted into boxes based on classroom themes (St. Valentine’s Day, 

numbers, winter, and so on).  On the other side of the blackboards was a doorway into the disabled 

toilet for the school, with two entrances.  The preschool children generally used this toilet 

throughout the morning classes.  Against the wall beside the front doorway were storage shelves 

and a sink.  The GoPro camera was placed on one of these shelves during the data collection period 

(see Section 4.4.3).  The walls of the classroom were full of posters with educational prompts such as 

the days of the week and numbers, as well as many examples of the children’s arts and crafts.   

At the beginning of each day, the educators would place resources (games or specific activities) on 

the activity tables in preparation for the creative activity period of the morning.  These activities 

were usually related to the current theme (e.g., winter).  Sometimes a table remained empty and the 

children could choose a puzzle or game from the neighbouring shelf to play at the table.  Regularly 

throughout the year, the educators would rearrange the room slightly to accommodate different 

play scenarios.  For example, in the last week of the data collection period, the room arrangement 

changed and instead of the igloo and dinosaur activities in the carpeted area, there was a kitchen 

area.  This new area had a play kitchen, a table and chairs, and many kitchen toys such as pretend 

food, plates, and cutlery. 

4.3.4.2 Participants 
The participants in this study were 13 children from the 4-year old preschool class, one teacher, one 

assistant teacher, and me as a participant-researcher.  All participants provided their consent to 

participate in the study (see Section 4.4.2).  In addition, the parents and guardians of the children 

provided consent for their children to participate.  I collected data from both the 3- and 4-year-old 

preschool classes.  However, I only used data from the 4-year-old class for the analysis and this 

dissertation due to the higher number of interactions between children occurring in this class (see 

Section 4.5.1 for further explanation).  Eleven of the 13 child participants were 4 years old and two 

were 3 years old at the time of data collection.  These children were given written permission from 

their parent or guardian and gave verbal consent themselves to participate in the study (see Section 

4.4.2).  For anonymity purposes, the children’s names are pseudonyms.   

The classroom teacher is French Canadian and had been teaching at the preschool for over six years, 

having previously been a volunteer there for a further 6 years.  She has a diploma in Early Childhood 

Education and regularly attended professional development activities.  The assistant teacher was 

originally from Lebanon where she spoke Arabic and French at school.  She migrated to Canada with 

her husband “many years ago” (Field notes).  For anonymity purposes, these two participants are 

referred to in this thesis as “teacher” and “assistant”.  The general term “educator” is used 
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throughout this thesis to refer to the classroom teacher, the assistant teacher and myself (the 

researcher). 

4.4 Research method 
In line with the flexible design of this case study, I chose to commence with a broad approach to 

data collection which encompassed collecting as much data as possible.  The guiding premise at the 

beginning of the data collection period was the exploration of plurilingual children’s communication.  

Subsequently, an iterative process (Cresswell, 2009; Hesse-Biber & Leavy, 2011; Streb, 2010) of 

systematically reviewing the data and performing preliminary analyses during the data collection 

period would inform relevant changes to the research design; these could include the focus of the 

data collection or the types of data collected.  

This section will outline the research method for this study.  It begins with an outline of the ethical 

approval to conduct the study, followed by a detailed overview of the participant recruitment 

process.  Finally, the methods for collecting primary and secondary data are presented.  

4.4.1 Ethical approval 
Before beginning data collection, I firstly gained ethical approval from the Griffith University Ethics 

Committee (Griffith University, 2008).  The ethics application for this research study was approved in 

June 2013 and was valid for data collection until 30 June 2017.  This application included consent 

forms for the director of the preschool, the teacher, and the children’s parents/guardians.  In 

addition, a spoken blurb used for gaining consent from the preschool children was included (see 

Appendix B for consent documents).   

I also gained ethical approval from Simon Fraser University (SFU), Canada.  This second ethical 

approval was deemed necessary as I conducted the study in Canada.  Also, because I lived in Canada 

but not in my home country while conducting this research, an external supervisor was invited to be 

on the research team.  This external supervisor worked at SFU and I had the status of Visiting 

Research Scholar at SFU.  This ethical approval from SFU was granted in December 2014 and was 

valid until 25 November 2017. 

4.4.2 Participant recruitment 
I chose the preschool for this study through purposeful sampling – a common strategy in qualitative 

research (Cresswell, 2008).  Purposeful sampling involves identifying a setting in which a 

phenomenon is most likely to occur (Silverman, 2013).  As stated in the Introduction chapter, the 

province of B.C. is linguistically diverse due to French minority communities and a large immigrant 

population.  Therefore, the children at preschools in the area were also in contact with several 
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languages.  A Francophone preschool was chosen because French is a minority language in B.C., 

where children are in contact with French in school but English in the community.  Moreover, many 

children attending Francophone schools were from mixed families; thus, French was not always the 

main language spoken in the home.  Consequently, a Francophone preschool in B.C. provided a 

setting in which the phenomenon of young plurilingual children’s communication could be explored.    

Purposeful sampling is also guided by time and resources (Silverman, 2013).  This means that 

choosing a preschool for this study was limited by the proximity of the preschool to my home and 

the resources available to find a suitable preschool whose members agreed to participate in my 

study.  Therefore, the first Francophone preschool board (within reasonable driving distance from 

my home) to respond positively to my request was chosen as the research site for this study.  In 

addition, the time spent in the preschool collecting data was constrained – I was pregnant during the 

data collection period and, therefore, wanted to have the data collection completed before the baby 

arrived.  I negotiated with the teacher to enter the classroom as a participant-observer (see Section 

4.6) 3 mornings per week over a 3-month period – January to March 2015.  I regularly visited the 

preschool every Monday, Wednesday, and Thursday throughout this 3-month period.  The only 

change in this routine was when the class was out on a field trip on one of these days and I visited 

the preschool on a Friday instead.   

According to many researchers (e.g., Cresswell, 2008; Heath, Hindmarsh, & Luff, 2010; Silverman, 

2013), it can be difficult to gain access to research sites involving young children because of 

gatekeepers.  These gatekeepers may be parents, teachers, or other legal guardians (Flewitt, 2006), 

who may be more cautious about allowing children to be included in a research study.  In the case of 

the Francophone preschool in my study, the gatekeepers were also the preschool board – consisting 

of parents/guardians and educators.4  

The first step was to contact the preschool.  A friend of mine had sent her child to this preschool and 

volunteered to speak to the preschool teacher about my study first, as well as to act as a referee.  

This recommendation from a parent was probably vital in gaining access.  Next, I contacted the 

preschool via the general email address to which one of the board members (a parent) responded.  

Through this contact, the preschool teacher invited me to a meeting at the site.  At this meeting, I 

explained the research project in detail to the preschool teacher, who then spoke to the preschool 

board on my behalf.  Once I received verbal agreement from the school board, I asked a 

                                                           
4 This preschool was privately run and so permission was not needed from an external governing body. 
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representative on the school board to give written permission (The Head of School consent form, 

Appendix B).   

The next step was giving the consent forms to the educators (see Appendix B for consent forms), 

followed by giving consent forms to the parents and guardians of the children in the preschool class.  

I gave these forms to the teacher who sent them home with other preschool notices.  The teacher 

collected these consent forms from the parents and guardians and notified me when they had all 

been received.  At this point, I had not chosen a specific class for the focus of the study and, 

therefore, consent forms were completed by all parents and guardians in both the 3- and the 4-year-

old classes.  To ensure the parents and guardians were fully informed of the details of the study, all 

consent forms included detailed information about the study and its purpose.  These forms included 

contact information for the research team and the ethics committee at the university (see Appendix 

B).  This information was also included on the consent forms for the educators and the preschool 

board representative.  

Another way to ensure the participants were well informed was to meet with the teacher prior to 

the data collection period.  These two meetings took place in the preschool classroom and were 

generally during the school day.  The first meeting was to explain the research project in detail, so 

the teacher could then speak to the preschool board about it.  The second meeting was brief, and 

the main purpose was to give the teacher the consent forms for the teachers and guardians. Before 

the official start of data collection, I also communicated via telephone and email with a 

representative of the school board and the teacher, to clarify details of the study and to organise 

commencement dates for data collection.  Before commencing data collection, the teacher 

confirmed that she had received the completed consent forms from all the children’s guardians. 

I verbally asked the children at the preschool (those whose parents and guardians had consented) 

for their consent to participate in the project and this verbal asking for consent was ongoing 

throughout the data collection period.  Many researchers (Clark, 2011; Flewitt, 2006; Harcourt & 

Conroy, 2011; Henward, 2016; Smith, 2011) advocate that children should be presumed capable of 

giving their consent, in order to ensure their rights and agency are respected.  In alliance with the 

suggestions of Harcourt and Conroy (2011) and Clark (2011), I asked the children to provide their 

verbal consent at the beginning of each data collection day, or when I placed the camera in a 

position to film them specifically.   

I was also aware of power imbalances in the preschool classroom (Harcourt & Conroy, 2011; Smith, 

2011) – specifically, that the researcher was an adult and participant-observer (see Section 4.6), and 
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consequently considered by the children to have more power than they had.  In an attempt to 

reduce this power imbalance and ensure the children did not feel compelled to give their consent, I 

paid attention to nonverbal cues from the children indicating that they did not wish to be filmed 

(which fit well with this study’s inclusion of nonverbal actions in interaction).  These nonverbal cues 

included shaking the head or turning away from the camera.   

Another method I used to decrease this power imbalance was to involve the children in the research 

process and create dialogue about the research (Harcourt & Conroy, 2011).  Henward (2016) and 

Tarr and Kind (2016) advocated for research on children to listen to children’s voices by attempting 

to understand their experiences of the world, rather than to consider these experiences from an 

adult’s perspective.  In order to listen to the children’s voices, I included them in the research 

process as much as possible.  At the beginning of the data collection period, the teacher and I 

explained the reason for my presence in the classroom.  In addition, I permitted the children to 

perform for the camcorder and manipulate it (under my supervision) if they showed interest.  

Towards the end of the data collection period, I compiled a short video from the data to show the 

class.  These interactions between myself, the camcorder, and the children allowed for mutual 

collaboration and created a “between-space” (Tarr & Kind, 2016), a shared space in which the roles 

of children and researchers become blurred and children’s voices can be more easily heard (Tarr & 

Kind, 2016).  In this way, I worked “with” the children rather than “on” them (Smith, 2011).    

4.4.3 Collecting primary data 
The primary data collected and analysed for this study were video recordings.  There were three key 

reasons for this choice.  Firstly, video recordings are considered a good method for a qualitative case 

study when studying interactions because of the rich detail provided (Cohen, 2010; Erickson, 2006).  

Video recording methods facilitate a greater understanding of the complexities and dynamics of 

interactional processes (Silverman, 2000).  This increased understanding emerges from the visual 

aspects associated with interactions, such as nonverbal communication, as well as the physical 

environment of the interaction.     

Secondly, I could repeatedly watch the recordings to ensure an accurate transcription of all the 

interactional aspects, rather than relying on hurriedly written observations.  Video recordings 

provide a precise record of the interactions (Silverman, 2000), which can be repeatedly watched for 

the purpose of microanalysis (Ting, 1998) before the data are reduced to categories or codes.  In this 

way, the interactions were reviewed and analysed in their entirety, rather than as excerpts from 

coding patterns.  This advantage of replaying the video recordings meant that I could repeatedly 
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watch the video to pay close attention to all the details of the interactions, both spoken and 

gestural.    

The third reason for using video recordings was that I wanted to learn how the children used all the 

linguistic resources in their repertoire, including nonverbal actions.  Nonverbal actions are visual, so 

they could only be recorded accurately through the use of video recordings.  Capturing spoken 

language and nonverbal actions accurately would have been nearly impossible with other forms of 

data collection, such as audio recordings or observations only. By including nonverbal actions in my 

analysis, I incorporated visual aspects of video recordings that have not previously been included in 

other studies on children’s interactions.    

A potential limitation when using video cameras is the children’s reaction to the camera, which may 

disrupt the collection of “natural” data.  Mackey and Gass (2005) stated that children will sometimes 

perform for the camera.  However, Heath et al. (2010) claimed that this idea of reactivity to the 

camera is often exaggerated, and stated that the camera is often “made at home”, meaning that it 

becomes an accepted part of the classroom environment.  Indeed, Moore and Sabatier (2012b) 

found that the children in their study soon forgot about both cameras – the tripod camera and the 

handheld camera.  In order to combat this potential reactivity, I showed the camcorder to the 

children and explained the research project prior to commencing data collection.  In addition, I 

allowed them to manipulate the camcorder or watch the footage (under my supervision) in an 

attempt to demystify the camcorder (Mackey & Gass, 2005).  I also left the camcorder on the tripod 

and moved away so the children would not notice the camera as much.  

Another potential disadvantage when using video recordings is the time it takes to review the data 

and transcribe the recordings, due to the rich information (Cresswell, 2008). Video methods produce 

an extremely large amount of data (Cohen, 2010) which are often messy data (Flewitt, 2006), and 

this type of data can be difficult to interpret (Cresswell, 2009).  In this study, I collected over 70 

hours of data from both cameras.  However, after systematically reviewing the data during the data 

collection process, I narrowed the focus of the study to interactions occurring during child-initiated 

play.  Only these interactions chosen for the study were reviewed in depth and transcribed as 

recommended by Silverman (2013).  I also used qualitative data analysis software (ATLAS.ti) to assist 

in the analysis process (see Section 4.5.1 for further explanation). 

To obtain the video recordings, I used two battery-run cameras – a handheld camcorder and a GoPro 

camera.  The use of battery-run cameras meant that there were no potentially dangerous cords in 

the classroom, and there was no need to locate power points.  The handheld camcorder was used to 
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record specific interactions occurring in the classroom, and a tripod for the camcorder was also 

introduced during the data collection period.  The camcorder recorded the audio sound well enough 

that there was no need for extra microphones.  The GoPro camera was placed in the same position 

every morning and was not moved throughout the day; it had a wide-angle lens which captured 

almost the entirety of the classroom.   

The use of two cameras assisted in fully capturing the interactions (i.e., all aspects and participants) 

(Mackey & Gass, 2005).  In addition, Sert (2015) claimed that multiple cameras were crucial when 

conducting classroom research.  Research studies (e.g., Moore & Sabatier, 2012b) have shown the 

great effect of using both a camera fixed on a tripod and a hand-held camera.  In their study, Moore 

and Sabatier (2012b) used a fixed camera to capture the whole class whilst a hand-held camera 

provided flexibility to move around the room and move close to the participants.  In the same way, 

the GoPro footage in my study provided an overall sense of the movements around the classroom 

and the children’s activities, whilst the camcorder allowed flexibility to capture specific interactions.  

The GoPro camera was also necessary as I was the only researcher in the field and as such, could 

only manipulate one camera.  The use of the GoPro camera in a fixed place allowed an extra lens to 

capture the interactions and movement in the classroom, without requiring an extra researcher.     

On the first day of data collection, the teacher introduced me to the children and briefly explained 

my presence – to observe and record the children talking while they were at preschool.  On this first 

day, I experimented with positions and angles of both cameras, and allowed the children to look at 

the cameras in an attempt to demystify them.  This demystifying process was constant throughout 

the data collection period.  While the children had been instructed not to touch any of the cameras, 

they did occasionally interact with them in interesting ways, such as incorporating the camcorder 

into their play, reading a story “on camera”, and watching a replay of a recording on the camcorder 

with me. 

On Day 2 of the data collection, I continued experimenting with the recording equipment.  After 

these 2 days of experimentation, I chose the best spot to position the GoPro camera.  The final place 

was on a shelf against one wall of the classroom, sitting amongst painting equipment.  From this 

position, the GoPro captured the entire classroom apart from the entrance to the room.  During 

these 2 initial days, I familiarised myself with the names of the children, and spent time interacting 

with them during the various activities throughout the morning periods.  In addition, I watched the 

footage from the cameras to assess their adequacy in capturing the interactions occurring in the 

classroom – paying attention to sound as well as visuals.  
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Every morning, before the children arrived, I turned on the GoPro camera and placed it on the shelf.  

I turned it off once the children had left for the day.  I used the camcorder to capture specific 

interactions throughout the morning.  As I moved around the room, I chose specific interactions to 

record.  These decisions were made when I noticed two or more children engaged in interactive 

play.  Often, I set the camcorder on the tripod to record the interaction while I moved away to 

observe or interact with other children.  I frequently turned the camcorder on and off at the 

beginning and end of an interaction with the intention of having separate files for different 

interactions.  If I was manipulating the camcorder, I sometimes used the zoom function or moved 

the camera to capture more details of the interaction.   

Not all of the decisions on what to film were influenced by the purpose of the study and research 

questions because I was also mindful and respectful of the classroom rules, the educators, and the 

children.  Flewitt (2006) mentioned the need for researchers (conducting qualitative research with 

young children) to make decisions on what is appropriate to film, and when to stop filming – or 

when not to transcribe and present data.  These decisions depend on “individual researchers’ 

personal understandings of privacy and respect” (Flewitt, 2006, p. 8).  Occasionally, a child was in 

potential danger, and the need to enforce classroom rules was more important than filming.  For 

example, when a child began to swing a toy around himself, dangerously close to another child, I 

intervened to remind him to be careful of others.  There was another occasion where the teacher 

intervened in play as the children were arguing amongst themselves.  One of these children began to 

act out and the teacher needed to reprimand him.  In this instance, I chose to stop recording this 

interaction as it did not feel appropriate.   

When arriving home each day after the data collection morning I transferred the video footage to 

my computer.  I then watched each interaction recorded on the camcorder and labelled it (date, 

class, and name of activity in the interaction).  I created a folder for each day of data collection in 

which I saved all footage from the camcorder and GoPro collected on that day.  This process of 

immediately transferring the footage to my secure laptop ensured that the data were securely 

stored and would not be accidentally lost or erased.  After transferring the footage to the computer, 

I deleted it from the cameras and recharged the camera batteries in preparation for the next data 

collection day – I always carried spare batteries for the camcorder.  These precautions were 

necessary to ensure smooth data collection and prevent missed opportunities to collect rich data.  

However, even with these precautions, there were still one or two difficulties, such as when the 

GoPro camera battery ran out early due to having been turned on accidently in the bag, and when 
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both the camcorder battery and the spare were not fully charged.  On these days, I relied on the one 

remaining camera and my field notes for data.  

Watching the video footage each day meant I could conduct a preliminary analysis of the data.  This 

was part of the iterative process in the flexible research design for this study (see Section 4.3.2).  The 

preliminary analysis informed changes made to the data collection process.  For instance, I noted 

any logistical issues that needed revising, such as the positioning of the camera.  Moreover, I 

identified specific play areas that produced richer interactions amongst children.  This knowledge led 

to more focused choices on which interactions (and play spaces) to observe and record.  The 

preliminary analysis also informed the collection of some of the secondary data, as will be described 

in the next section.   

4.4.4 Collecting secondary data 
In addition to the video recordings, I collected various secondary data during the data collection 

period.  Some of these data were predetermined during the research design process, such as the 

questionnaire to obtain contextual information on the children’s linguistic backgrounds.  Other data 

were informed by the preliminary analysis of the classroom interactions.  The secondary data 

consisted of field notes, questionnaire, and document collection.  

4.4.4.1 Field notes 
I recorded field notes during the data collection period which were both descriptive and reflective 

(Cresswell, 2008).  The descriptive field notes described my observations of the various events and 

activities occurring in the classroom.  Furthermore, they included observations and notes from 

conversations with the participants in the study.  These types of field notes added details to the data 

that were perhaps not captured by the camera (Silverman, 2000), such as information about a 

participant or the nature of a specific interaction.  I recorded these notes either directly after 

observing them, or as soon as it was possible.  I kept my notebook and a pen just inside the teacher’s 

office for quick access.   

The reflective field notes provided a means to record my personal thoughts on the broad ideas and 

themes emerging during the data collection period (Silverman, 2000).  Occasionally I made reflective 

field notes whilst at the preschool, if my observations provoked ideas relating to the study and if 

time permitted.  However, I usually wrote these types of notes while reviewing the data after each 

day at the preschool (see Section 4.5.1).  I recorded the preliminary analysis of the data in the field 

notes.  These types of field notes assisted in determining further secondary data to be collected that 

would be beneficial to the study, such as specific documents.  They also provided insight into the 

play areas in the classroom where meaningful interactions occurred between children, leading to 
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future choices on camera placement to collect rich data.  Both descriptive and reflective field notes 

were recorded in the same notebook with the date the notes were taken clearly marked.  

4.4.4.2 Questionnaire 
I asked the parents and guardians of the children to answer a short questionnaire (see Appendix A).  

The purpose of the questionnaire was to determine the social representation of the children, as is 

often the case in interactionist theory (Pekarek Doehler, 2000).  This information contributed to the 

overall understanding of the children and the context of the study.  The questionnaire was sent 

home with the children during the first month of data collection with a requested return date.  The 

questions included in the questionnaire focused on how long the family had lived in British 

Columbia, which language/s the guardians could speak and which language/s they generally used 

when speaking to their child, and why they chose to enrol their child at this preschool.  As not all 

questionnaires were returned, I asked the teacher’s permission to look at the children’s school 

records in order to complete some of the missing information.  The parents and guardians 

completed a form at the beginning of the school year with information about the home language 

and other languages spoken by the children and their parents/guardians.  This information was also 

gathered and used in this study. 

4.4.4.3 Document collection 
I collected various documents during the data collection period in order to gain a better 

understanding of the larger societal and cultural contexts of the preschool (Silverman, 2000).  

Documents are an important source of evidence and can be public– such as minutes from meetings, 

records in the public domain, websites – or private– such as letters, diaries, personal notes 

(Cresswell, 2008; Yin, 2003).  I began to collect preschool documents that seemed relevant to my 

study after data collection had begun. For example, I asked the educators for a copy of all notes sent 

home with the children.  I also gathered documents that were available to the parents at the 

preschool, such as brochures on French schooling and raising bilingual children.  These documents 

would potentially provide further details about the context of the Francophone preschool and its 

members.    

Similarly, I accessed websites to gain additional contextual information.  Prior to data collection, I 

accessed the preschool’s website in order to learn more about the preschool.  During the analysis 

process, I referred to the website again to find information on the preschool objectives and 

curriculum-related issues.  This information was relevant to gaining an overall picture of the 

preschool context.  For the same reason, I located another website relating to the Francophone 

school district to develop a greater understanding of the Francophone school context in British 
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Columbia.  The information from this website included enrolment procedures and Francophone 

school objectives. 

In addition, I collected documents related to the Brindami program (outlined in Section 5.5.1).  This 

program was frequently referred to by the educators in conversation with me and when talking to 

the children.  After observing a lesson from the Brindami program, I decided it would be beneficial to 

collect more data on it and how it related to the classroom environment and the children’s learning.  

I asked the teacher about the program and recorded notes from this conversation in my field notes.  

I also photocopied pages from the teacher’s program guide and accessed the Brindami program 

website.  The purpose of these documents was to create a better understanding of this program and 

its impact on children’s use of their linguistic resources.  

4.5 Data analysis 

4.5.1 Analysing primary data 
The primary data for this study were the video recordings of the children’s interactions.  A total of 33 

hours, 53 minutes of camcorder footage and 40 hours 57 minutes of GoPro footage were collected.  

The main data analysed were particular interactions from the camcorder footage.  The footage from 

the GoPro camera added contextual information to the camcorder interactions.  This footage also 

provided information that had not been captured on the camcorder, such as nonverbal actions used 

by an interactant off screen.  I used a computer software program (ATLAS.ti) to assist in coding and 

analysing the data and transcribed specific interactions to be included in the study.  The 

transcriptions were used to analyse the interactions for emerging themes and patterns, which 

informed the findings of the study.  

4.5.1.1 Choosing interactions 
It was not possible to include all the hours of video footage and substantial amounts of secondary 

data in this study and thesis due to the large quantity.  Therefore, I chose the data for my analysis 

from this raw footage and, in accordance with Silverman (2013), only the interactions chosen for the 

study were transcribed and reviewed in depth.  In order to decide which interactions to include in 

the study, I firstly reconsidered the study’s purpose which was to explore how young plurilingual 

children communicate in a Francophone preschool.  This purpose meant that I chose interactions 

involving the children.  However, I was also aware that the educators were present in the classroom 

and played a significant role in children’s interactions.  Therefore, I was willing to include 

interactions between educators and children as well as between children only.   

I then made three key decisions on the specific types of interactions to include in the study.  The first 

decision was that only data collected from the 4-year-old class would be included in the study.  The 
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reason was due to my observations that most of the play in the 3-year-old class involved parallel 

play (as discussed in Section 2.3.2) which did not involve interactions with each other.  On the other 

hand, the 4-year-old children participated in more associative and cooperative play, and interactions 

during this type of play – interactions between the children themselves and with the educators – 

provided ample data for this study.  

The second decision was to include only interactions occurring during child-initiated play – instances 

where the child had chosen the activity and was in control of the play (see Section 2.3.2).  As 

described in the Introduction chapter, this study was focused on how the children communicated, 

rather than on the educators.   Many of the activities during the morning were teacher led, meaning 

that most of the interactions occurring during these activities were also teacher led.  In contrast, 

during child-initiated play, the children themselves usually instigated the interactions, which 

provided rich examples of how children communicate in a Francophone preschool.  This type of 

child-initiated play generally occurred during the creative activities and games portion of the 

morning (see Table 4.1).   

The third decision was more logistical.  I chose not to include certain interactions for several reasons 

related to logistics.  One reason was poor sound quality: If the audio was too difficult to decipher 

and subsequently transcribe, then it was not included.  A second reason was because of limited 

interaction.  Sometimes children were engaged in child-initiated play, but it was parallel play rather 

than associative or cooperative play (see Section 2.3.2) and therefore did not consist of interactions 

between two or more people.  Occasionally, children switched between parallel play and associative 

or cooperative play.  In these cases, if the children interacted with each other during a portion of the 

captured footage, I chose to include the interaction in the data.   

On occasion, the educators were also part of this child-initiated play.  As mentioned earlier, these 

interactions were also important to this study as educators are an integral part of the preschool 

context. These data included interactions of the children with me as I was an educator in the 

classroom as part of the participant-observer role (see Section 4.6).  However, these interactions 

were not automatically included for analysis in this study.  When reviewing interactions involving an 

educator, I carefully determined whether the activity remained child-initiated play or if the 

interaction became a teacher-led activity.  If the interaction was part of the child-initiated play, then 

it was analysed for the study.  However, the interaction was not included if the teacher took control 

of the play. 
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4.5.1.2 Coding the interactions 
Once the interactions were chosen, they were added to the ATLAS.ti software – a computer-assisted 

qualitative data analysis software (CAQDAS).  According to Silverman (2013), CAQDAS allows a 

researcher to “record emerging ideas about the research materials ... [and] ... perform comparative 

analysis” (p. 267).  I wanted to use the software to review the interactions and record my notes and 

ideas on the emerging themes, as well as to compare the interactions with each other.  I reviewed 

various CAQDAS and chose ATLAS.ti as it appeared to be the most appropriate for analysing large 

quantities of video data.  This software allowed for detailed and specific coding of the data, cross-

comparisons of the interactions and codes, as well as a straightforward way to record and save this 

analytical information.     

One disadvantage of using CAQDAS for qualitative data analysis can be the time needed to learn 

how to manipulate the software (Silverman, 2013).  Therefore, I chose to spend time learning about 

this software prior to starting the analysis process.  This learning time was spent attending an online 

tutorial on manipulating the software as well as running a small trial analysis on one video segment.  

Throughout the analysis process, I continually learnt new ways to use the software – through the 

user manual and a help service at ATLAS.ti – and integrated this knowledge into the analysis process.  

This analysis software became an essential part of the analysis for this study and so the time spent 

learning to manipulate it was considered beneficial.  

I initially added 65 video segments to the ATLAS.ti software.  These segments were from when the 

camcorder started and stopped recording, which sometimes contained more than one interaction in 

the video segment.  I completed two rounds of coding using the software.  The first round is 

presented in Table 4.2.  This was an initial round of coding using the broad codes related to linguistic 

resources such as nonverbal action, French, English, and code-switching (later changed to 

‘translanguaging’).  I also coded for child-initiated play and free reading on the carpet.  I included 

interactions during reading time as they were also child-initiated interactions.  However, later in the 

analysis process I decided that I had sufficient data from the other play activities and chose not to 

code the reading interactions further or include them in the final analysis and study.  In addition, I 

created codes to identify who was involved in the interactions: interaction between children; 

interaction with teacher; interaction with assistant; and interaction with researcher.     

  



74 
 
 

Table 4.2. Round 1 of Coding in ATLAS.ti Software 

Code name Description 

Nonverbal action One or more nonverbal actions are used during the interaction 
by one or more interactants 

French French used by an interactant during part or all of the 
interaction 

English English used by an interactant during part or all of the 
interaction 

Code-switching Code-switching occurred during the interaction – language 
change by interactant, change occurring during utterance, if 
another person enters interaction and language changes 

Child-initiated play An interaction occurring during the creative play period of the 
morning  

Child reading on the carpet Interactions while children are reading on the carpeted area 

Interaction between children Interaction involving children only 

Interaction with teacher Interaction involving one or more children and the teacher 

Interaction with assistant Interaction involving one or more children and the assistant 

Interaction with researcher Interaction involving one or more children and the researcher 

 

The results from this first round of coding indicated that there were many interactions involving the 

children only and the children with the educators in my data set.  Moreover, these interactions 

involved a large variety of linguistic resources used by both the children and the educators.  I then 

completed a second round of coding which involved a more specific coding system (see Table 4.3).  

The main codes from the first round of coding became the names of the code families and I added 

new codes within these families.  The five family code names were code-switching, English, French, 

nonverbal action, and type of interaction.  The code-switching family included code-switching by an 

adult and code-switching by a child.  Similarly, the English and French families included the language 

being used by an adult or a child.  The nonverbal action family included nonverbal actions by an 

adult and gestures by a child; however, there were also codes for specific types of nonverbal actions 

such as gaze, pointing, nodding head, and so on (see Table 4.3 for complete list).  Finally, the type of 

interaction family included negotiation during play and various entry into play interactions – asking, 

inviting, refusing, and educator assisted.   
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Table 4.3. Round 2 of Coding in ATLAS.ti Software 

Code family Code name Description 

Code-switching Code-switching by adult An educator code-switches during 
interaction 

Code-switching by child A child code-switches during interaction 

English English by adult English is used by one or more educators 
during the interaction 

English by child English is used by one or more child during 
the interaction 

French French by adult French is used by one or more educators 
during the interaction 

French by child French is used by one or more children 
during the interaction 

Nonverbal actions  Nonverbal actions by 
adult 

One or more educators use one or more 
nonverbal actions during the interaction 

Nonverbal actions by child One or more children use one or more 
nonverbal actions during the interaction 

Gaze When gaze is being used to include an 
interactant in the interaction – either 
speaker or hearer; also used when gaze is 
averted from the speaker or hearer  

Gesturing an action Using part or all of the body to demonstrate 
an action 

Nodding head A gesture to indicate “yes” 

Palms face up Two hands are shown palms facing up to 
indicate a question – who, where, etc. 

Pointing One finger is used to indicate a place, person, 
or object 

Shaking head A gesture to indicate “no” 

Touching another person When one person in the interaction touches 
another person in the interaction for any 
reason  

Turning away from 
speaker 

When a person turns their face or body away 
from another interactant during the 
interaction   

Fingers used for counting Fingers are used to aid in counting – either 
by pointing to each finger at a time or by 
opening/closing the fingers one at a time  

Fingers used to show 
numbers 

When the number of fingers are held up to 
indicate that number, e.g., two fingers are 
held up for the number 2  

Whole hand used to 
indicate something 

Similar to pointing, however the whole hand 
is used to indicate the object, person, etc.  

Type of interaction Entry into play – asking Someone asking to enter into the play 
explicitly or trying to insert themselves 
through some other means 

Entry into play – invitation An interactant invites someone else to enter 
into the play 
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Entry into play – refusal When a child is trying to enter play, but is 
refused by another child 

Entry into play – educator 
assisted 

When an educator assists with children 
entering into play with other children  

Negotiation during play An interaction involving children negotiating 
the rules of the play or game 

 

4.5.1.3 Transcribing the interactions 
Once the coding of interactions was complete, I transcribed the interactions.  I considered several 

transcription conventions prior to finalising the transcriptions.  Transcribing multimodal interactions 

can be a difficult but necessary task (Norris, 2004).  This is due to the final product representing 

reality while also representing decisions that have been made on what information to include and 

what information to leave out (Walsh, 2011).  In order to decide on what information to include in 

the transcriptions, I firstly considered which aspects of the interactions would answer the research 

questions.  For instance, the children used both spoken and gestural language in their 

communication; they also used French and English spoken language.  Therefore, the transcripts 

needed to contain both languages as well as nonverbal actions.  Secondly, any spoken utterance in 

French needed to be translated into English, and both versions needed to be in the transcript to 

demonstrate the children’s (and educators’) use of the French language.  Based on the need to 

include two different spoken languages, French translations, and nonverbal actions in the 

transcripts, I created my transcription conventions adapted from Norris’s (2004) example.  This 

transcription convention included the spoken language – with an English translation where 

necessary – and nonverbal actions.  The layout of the transcriptions also indicated where the 

nonverbal action occurred in relation to the spoken language – considered an important distinction 

when discussing the role of nonverbal actions in interaction (see Section 2.4.2).  A full list of 

transcription conventions can be found in Appendix C. 

For the purpose of this thesis, all French utterances were translated into English.  As a French 

speaker myself, I translated any French in the interactions into English (similarly to quotes in the 

Introduction and Literature Review chapters).  I used the back-translation procedure suggested by 

Weber (1990, p. 78) to sustain the validity of the translations.  This meant that I translated the 

English text back into French to compare with the original.  My translations were also verified for 

accuracy by my supervisor at SFU.   

I included contextual information in the transcriptions, such as where the interaction occurred, the 

date it occurred, the play activity, relevant prior events to the interaction, and what occurred after 

the interaction.  This information was an important part of the interaction, as interactions do not 
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occur in isolation from one another, but are influenced by context as well as prior events, and will 

potentially have an impact on future events (Stake, 2005).  Erickson (2007) found that a potential 

disadvantage when using video recording methods can be the limited view of the interaction.  

Erickson (2006) advocated for a reader being “tree-wise” and “forest-wise”, so not only do readers 

need to be aware of the details of an interaction (tree-wise), they also need to understand how 

these interactions are important analytically – where the interaction fits into the overall patterns or 

across similar examples (forest-wise).  Therefore, the readers need to understand both levels of 

analysis.  By understanding the specific contexts in which an interaction occurs, the researcher, and 

subsequently the readers, will have a better understanding of the interactions and those involved in 

the interactions. 

Not all of the relevant contextual information was evident in the camcorder footage of the 

interactions.  In these instances, I referred to the GoPro footage from that day.  Occasionally the 

GoPro footage revealed a nonverbal action or an utterance that had not been caught on the 

camcorder.  Moreover, the GoPro footage contributed information on children’s movements around 

the room and interactions occurring before or after the interaction being transcribed.  Field notes 

also provided additional information to the transcriptions and analysis process (see Section 4.5.2.1).  

All interactions included in the study have been transcribed and assigned a number in chronological 

order (see Appendix D).  The date an interaction occurred was included in the transcriptions.  The 

date was considered important contextual information as some analysis and discussion involved 

comparisons between interactions occurring on different days or at various times of the day.  Some 

of the general contextual information, such as the preschool classroom space, was presented in an 

earlier section of this chapter (Sections 4.3.4).  More specific information related to each interaction 

was included in the transcription for accurate data analysis and interpretation.  When transcribing 

the interactions I did not correct children’s language use.  In addition, I used minimal punctuation, 

such as full stops and questions marks.  These were used when it appeared evident that the 

utterance was complete, or when it was a question.  The relevant extracts from the interactions are 

included in the main body of the text in the Findings chapters.  The full transcripts contain line 

numbers to relocate the extracts within the main transcript, as well as for ease of reference.  On 

occasion, I decided that an extract was unnecessary to include in the Findings chapters, so only the 

interaction number is referenced.  Throughout the Findings chapters the interactions are referred to 

using the word “Interaction” and the corresponding number – for example, Interaction 2 – or with 

the abbreviation “Int” when the reference is in brackets – (Int. 2).  
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4.5.1.4 Emerging themes and patterns 
Once the interactions had been transcribed, I reviewed them for emerging themes and patterns.  

These themes were based on the coding system used in the ATLAS.ti software (see Tables 4.2 and 

4.3).  The first research question concerned what Anglophone and Francophone resources are 

incorporated in the children’s linguistic repertoires.  Accordingly, I grouped the interactions 

according to the linguistic resources of French, English, translanguaging, nonverbal action only, and 

nonverbal action and spoken language.  I then searched for patterns related to the linguistic 

resource used in what type of interaction, with whom, and for what purpose.  These themes and 

patterns guided the presentation of the findings for this thesis.   

4.5.2 Analysing secondary data 
At the completion of data collection, I had a notebook full of descriptive and reflective field notes.  In 

addition, I had collected 16 questionnaires completed by the children’s parents or guardians, 13 

brochures and pamphlets available for parents and guardians at the preschool, and five letters sent 

home to parents and guardians.  The analysis and contributions these secondary data made to the 

study varied depending on the data and their purpose.  

4.5.2.1 Analysis of the field notes 
The various field notes I made during data collection contributed in different ways to the findings of 

the study.  When I was choosing which interactions to include in the study, I referred to the field 

notes for additional information to inform these decisions.  For instance, during the review of the 

footage each day, I made field notes on the initial data analysis.  These notes contained evidence of 

interesting and rich interactions to include in the study.  Similarly, my reflective notes – taken while 

observing in the classroom or watching the footage – indicated potential ideas for the coding system 

as well as the emerging themes.  When reading through my field notes, both during and after the 

data collection period, I highlighted emerging themes and ideas that would contribute to the overall 

analysis of the data.  

I referred to the field notes during the decision-making process of which interactions to include in 

the study.  This was part of an iterative process.  When reviewing the footage of an interaction, I 

referred to the date of the interaction in my field notes in search of notes relating to that 

interaction.  In the same way, when reviewing the field notes if I found mention of an interesting 

interaction, I then searched for the footage in my files and reviewed it for inclusion in the study.   

The descriptive field notes were analysed for useful contextual information for the transcriptions 

and overall understanding of the participants and the preschool classroom.  When transcribing the 

interactions, I referred to the field notes on the date of the interaction for additional contextual 
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information.  If it was relevant to the understanding of the interactional context then this 

information was added to the transcript.  

The field notes also provided data useful for the analysis of an interaction.  I often took notes related 

to a specific child in the classroom.  This information came from my observations or notes from a 

conversation with an educator.  Developing a broader understanding of a child meant I could 

conduct a deeper analysis of an interaction and the child’s choice of linguistic resources.  Similarly, I 

took field notes on events or activities when they were observed by me or if I discussed them with 

an educator.  These data also contributed to a deeper analysis of the interactions.  In the Findings 

Chapters (Chapters 5, 6, and 7), data obtained from the field notes are indicated with the words 

“Field Notes” in brackets – (Field Notes). 

4.5.2.2 Analysis of the questionnaires 
The questionnaire completed by the parents and guardians provided background information on the 

children’s contact with languages in the home as well as other contextually relevant information.  I 

sent the questionnaire home to parents and guardians of children in both the 3- and 4-year-old 

classes.  However, I only analysed the questionnaires from the participants in the study (those in the 

4-year-old class).  I compiled the data from the questionnaire in a spreadsheet and manually 

analysed them for relevant information.    

Data pertaining to parents’ reasons for choosing this particular preschool contributed to creating an 

overall picture of the preschool context.  Information on the languages spoken in the home 

contributed to an understanding of the linguistic context of the classroom.  This information also 

informed certain aspects of the analysis of the children’s classroom interactions.  For instance, 

knowledge of the main home language provided insights into children’s language competencies and 

their language choices in the classroom.   

4.5.2.3 Analysis of the documents collected 
The purpose of the documents collected in this study was to “provide data on the context within 

which research participants operate” (Bowen, 2009, p. 29).  In this sense, the information found in 

the documents contributed to the thick descriptions of the preschool context, the participants, and 

specific aspects of the classroom activities.  During the data analysis and writing of the thesis, a 

systematic review of the documents provided useful information on the context of the Francophone 

preschool.   

I mined the documents collected (Merriam, 1998) for relevant data when writing the description of 

the preschool and writing the Findings chapters.  I referred to the documents sent home to parents 
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and guardians to determine which language or languages were used in correspondence between the 

preschool and the families.  The brochures available to the parents provided contextual information 

on the Francophone context of B.C. and the Francophone community.  I consulted the Brindami 

program documents to create a description of this program in relation to its use in the classroom as 

a teaching tool and a source of specific French phrases.  

4.6 Ethical considerations of the research design 
The ethical approval from the universities attached to this study, as well as the informed consent 

given by the participants, was outlined previously in this chapter (Sections 4.4.1 & 4.4.2).  As stated 

on the consent forms (see Appendix B), participation in the study was voluntary and the participants 

could withdraw at any time.  The children were asked for their verbal consent each day of data 

collection and could at any time refuse to be filmed– verbally, or through non-verbal means such as 

turning away from the camera.  I ensured the anonymity of the participants by not including the 

name of the preschool or specific documents identifying the preschool.  Furthermore, throughout 

this thesis I have given generic names to the preschool and the educators: “Francophone preschool”, 

“teacher”, “assistant”.  The child participants in the study were assigned pseudonyms. 

One child in each of the preschool classes was not given consent to participate by their parents.  

Therefore, I took specific actions to exclude these children from the study.  Firstly, I avoided filming 

these children with the camcorder.  This meant stopping the recording if the child entered the play 

or positioning the camera so the child was not in the camera frame (usually during whole-class 

activities).  Occasionally these children were incidentally filmed, so I deleted that specific footage 

during the review process at the end of the day (see Section 4.5.1).  The GoPro camera was 

recording the whole class constantly which meant incidental recordings of the children without 

consent were inevitable.  Like the camcorder footage, any data from the GoPro involving the 

children without consent were neither included nor referred to in the study.  In addition, the 

secondary data collected did not include data on those children without consent – they were not 

mentioned in the field notes. 

Furthermore, I ensured there was no risk or harm to any of the participants.  The video cameras I 

used during the study – the camcorder and GoPro camera – were battery operated and therefore 

did not require power cords which may have posed a danger for members of the class.  There was 

no other immediate physical danger to the participants during the study.  The data collected – the 

video footage – were transferred each day onto my laptop and then deleted from the recording 

device.  The laptop was password secured and kept in a locked filing cabinet.  At the end of the data 

collection period, the data were transferred onto an external hard drive which was also kept in the 
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locked filing cabinet.  In order to maintain anonymity, the data collected, particularly video 

recordings with children’s images, were only accessible to the research team.  

Another ethical consideration of data collection related to my role as a participant-observer.  A 

participant-observer approach is a “tool used regularly for learning about children’s worlds and 

social encounters” (Clark, 2011, p. 44) which allows the researcher to interact with the participants 

and perform unstructured observations (Clark, 2011).  This approach contributed to gaining an 

insider’s perspective which can be “invaluable in producing an ‘accurate’ portrayal of a case study 

phenomenon” (Yin, 2003, p. 94, inverted commas in text).  Through this approach, I also gained 

access to events or instances that may otherwise have been inaccessible (Yin, 2003).  In this sense, I 

could become another member of the classroom environment, rather than a stranger, and make 

more insightful observations from an insider’s perspective.  In order to achieve this insider status, I 

first needed to gain acceptance into the group and then develop my participant status (Corsaro & 

Molinari, 2000; Flick, 2009).  This was achieved gradually over the 3-month data collection period 

through my continued presence in the classroom as well as my interactions with the children and 

allowing them to be part of the research process (see Section 4.4.3).   

By becoming an accepted member of the classroom, I could avoid the problems posed by the 

observer’s paradox (Labov, 1972).  The observer’s paradox is when “the goal is to collect data as 

unobtrusively as possible, but the presence of an observer can influence the linguistic behaviour of 

those being observed” (Mackey & Gass, 2005, p. 176).  Mackey and Gass (2005) argued that 

adopting the role of a participant-observer can limit the effects of the observer’s paradox.  In order 

to limit the effect my presence had on the everyday interactions of the children, I integrated myself 

into the classroom environment by taking the role of a classroom assistant.  I subsequently 

interacted with both the children and the educators in this role.  I hoped that my presence would 

become a normal, accepted part of the classroom and thus, the context would be as routine as 

possible.  

Furthermore, the participant-observer role provided an opportunity for me to contribute to the 

preschool community in return for their permitting me to access the site.  Undertaking a classroom 

assistant role was possible as I am a qualified teacher with experience teaching in early childhood 

settings.  In this capacity I could contribute to classroom activities, assist the educators with their 

teaching, and help the children with their learning.  Such active participation in the classroom 

permitted access to children’s classroom activities and facilitated close observation of their 

classroom interactions.   
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There are also challenges to the participant-observer approach.  One challenge was that the roles of 

participant and observer were occasionally conflicting roles.  By assuming the role of an educator, I 

was sometimes required to participate in activities that distracted me from observations and took 

time away from observations.  For example, as an educator I was often involved in assisting the 

children with their activities which meant that I missed the opportunity to observe other children’s 

interactions.  Another potential challenge was being in the right place at the right time, if the group 

was physically dispersed (Yin, 2003).  These challenges did occasionally pose a problem during the 

data collection for this study; however, the use of the GoPro camera and the tripod for the 

camcorder (see Section 4.4.3 for details) allowed me to record interactions while also participating in 

the classroom activities as a classroom assistant.   

Another challenge with adopting the participant-observer approach was the need to conform to the 

preschool’s French only policy.  As part of the participant role, I viewed myself as an educator and 

was generally perceived by the classroom members as an educator.  Due to this educator role, I 

chose to conform to the French only policy.  This decision potentially contributed to my acceptance 

into the group (by educators, children and parents) and permitted me to integrate into the setting 

with minimal disruption.  Moreover, by speaking French with the children I was contributing to the 

French immersion setting and thus, providing the children with additional French language input.   

In order to “minimise the misrepresentation and misunderstanding” (Stake, 1995, p. 109) of the data 

and participants, I provided “thick descriptions” (Geertz, 1973) of many aspects of the study.  I 

described the context of the Francophone preschool in detail (see Introduction chapter) including 

the physical space (see Section 4.3.4).  I produced a detailed transcript of each interaction included 

in the study to provide a better understanding of the context of each interaction.  I documented 

each step of the research design and procedures to provide a transparent explanation of how I 

collected and analysed the data.  Within constructivist research, the interpretations of the data are 

one of many possible interpretations (Stake, 1995).  Therefore, I outlined my decision-making and 

analysis processes for an external observer (or reader) to clearly understand my interpretation.   

By providing these thick descriptions I was limiting researcher bias and providing validity of the 

study.  Particularly when using video methods, the researcher may influence the data collected 

through choosing to film certain interactions from certain angles.  This influence may also be evident 

in the data analysis through the researcher’s choice of interactions to analyse (Cresswell, 2008; 

Jewitt, 2012).  While not being able to avoid these influences completely, I did attempt to limit them 

by describing the decisions made in the data collection process and data analysis, particularly how I 

chose the interactions to include in my analysis.   
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In addition, my personal preconceptions may have influenced the data collection and subsequent 

analysis. To help better understand how I treated the data, I have provided background information 

on my own experiences and knowledge (see Section 1.3) which may potentially influence my 

perception of the data. Furthermore, due to the constructivist nature of this study, my 

interpretation of the data presented is only one of many possible interpretations (as discussed in 

Section 4.2).  In order to limit the researcher bias, I was transparent in the data collection and 

analysis processes through thick descriptions.   

4.7 Summary 
The research design for this study was a qualitative case study with a flexible approach.  This meant 

that some aspects of the design were decided upon or revised during the data collection phase.  I 

conducted the study in a Francophone preschool and included data from the 4-year-old class in the 

study.  I collected primary data of video recordings using a camcorder and a GoPro camera.  

Secondary data collected consisted of field notes, a questionnaire completed by the children’s 

parents and guardians, and documents.  The data were systematically analysed for findings in 

relation to the research questions.  Analysis of the video recordings involved the use of ATLAS.ti 

software.  The research design also accounted for numerous ethical considerations in order to 

ensure the safety and anonymity of the participants.   

The following chapters (Chapters 5, 6, and 7) present the findings of the study, beginning with 

Chapter 5 which provides a general overview of the children’s interactions.    
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Chapter 5 Interactions During Child-Initiated Play 
 

5.1 Introduction 
This chapter will provide an overview of the types of interactions occurring during child-initiated play 

at the Francophone preschool.  First, relevant background information on the children is presented.  

During the data collection period, the parents and guardians completed a questionnaire I developed 

(see Appendix A).  The information gathered from this questionnaire is discussed in this section as 

well as information from the children’s school files (relating to language use in the home).  Second, 

patterns of interactions are outlined, followed by descriptions of the various purposes of these 

interactions.  Next, the children’s linguistic repertoires are discussed and examples of each of the 

resources in their repertoires are presented.  Then the following section addresses the sociocultural 

awareness evident during children’s interactions.  The educators’ language use is also examined, 

including a discussion on why it was an important consideration when studying the children’s 

linguistic repertoires.  Finally, a typology of the nonverbal actions used in the interactions and their 

purposes is presented, followed by a summary of the chapter.   

5.2 Background information 
The children in this study were in contact with numerous languages in their home environments.  

Table 5.1 presents information gathered from the questionnaire completed by the children’s parents 

and guardians and from preschool documents.  Not all questionnaires were returned so some 

information is incomplete.  The final column on reasons for choosing the preschool contains some of 

the multiple-choice answers as well as the parents’ direct quotes in response to the question about 

why they chose this preschool.   

Table 5.1. Children’s Home Language and Languages in Contact 

Name of 
child 
(Pseudonym) 

Age Main home 
language 

Other 
languages 

Languages known by 
parents/guardians 

Why parents/guardians 
chose this preschool 

Marie 4 French 
 

English Mother: French and 
English 
Father: English 

“So she can develop in her 
primary language”  

Rhys 4 English 
 

French Mother: French and 
English (speaks French 
to Rhys) 
Father: English 

“To improve his French and 
allow more opportunity, time 
to speak French since I am 
working full time.  I speak 
French with my children 
every evenings and 
weekends”. (Mother) 

Kieran 4 English 
 

French Mother: English, 
French 
Father: English 

“I’m Francophone, to keep 
my culture, help Kieran with 
eventually go to school in 
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French.  Help Kieran 
communicate in French with 
my family and teach him 
that there are other 
situation to speak French, 
not just with me.” (Mother) 

Tariq 4 Arabic 
 

French, 
English 
 

Parents both schooled 
in French 

Unknown 

Oliver 4 English 
 

French 
 

Neither parent speaks 
French, but older 
siblings do 

Unknown 

Jade 4 English 
 

French, 
American Sign 
Language 
(ASL) 

English, French, ASL 
Father is Francophone 

To learn French  

Sofia 4 English 
 

French Father is 
Francophone, also 
speaks English 
Mother speaks 
English, plus French as 
second language.  

To learn French, preschool 
has good reputation. “In 
preparation for Francophone 
primary school.  At the time 
we were concerned that the 
amount of French spoken at 
home was not sufficient 
preparation.” 

Brandon 4 French 
 

English Unknown Unknown 

Adam 4 English  
 

French 
 

Mother: English and 
some French 
Father: English, French 

To learn French  

Camille 4 English 
 

French, 
Spanish 

English, French, 
Spanish (not specified 
who speaks which 
language) 

To learn French.   
“My eldest child attends 
school at [name of school 
attached to preschool].” 

Anna  4 English French, 
Tagalog 

English, French, 
Tagalog (not specified 
who speaks which 
language) 

To learn French, preschool 
close to home, prepare for 
French primary school, 
preschool has good 
reputation 
“It’s their heritage.” 

Juliette  
(Anna’s 
sister) 

3 English French, 
Tagalog 

English, French, 
Tagalog (not specified 
who speaks which 
language) 

To learn French, preschool 
close to home, prepare for 
French primary school, 
preschool has good 
reputation 
“It’s their heritage.” 

Lucile 3 English 
 

Russian 
 

English, French, 
Spanish, Russian, 
Ukrainian (not 
specified who speaks 
which language); 
Mother and 
Grandmother are 
Francophone 

To learn French 
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Only two of the children who participated in the study were identified as having French as the main 

language spoken in the home (see Table 5.1).  English was the most common language identified as 

the home language.  The other languages identified as being spoken in the home were Spanish, 

Tagalog, Arabic, Russian, and American Sign Language. These other languages were not evident 

during the analysed interactions so they have not been included in the discussion of findings.   

The main reason the parents and guardians chose to send their children to this preschool was for 

their children to learn or improve their French.  Specific reasons for choosing this preschool 

included: to prepare the child for primary school in French; to maintain the French culture for their 

child (because it was the culture of at least one of the parents, or because it was considered the 

child’s culture because one parent was Francophone); and to provide the opportunity to speak 

French with people other than the Francophone parent.  One mother stated that the choice to 

attend the preschool was to help her child communicate with her Francophone family and so that 

her child could recognise that French was a means of communication in various contexts.  These 

responses were in alignment with the preschool’s mission to maintain the French language and 

culture for the Francophone community.   

During the data collection phase of the study, there were numerous letters and brochures sent 

home to the guardians by the school.  This correspondence was about school activities and school 

events and there was a monthly newsletter, as well as various brochures from the education system 

for Francophone students on matters concerning the Francophone community (e.g., schooling and 

French-speaking resources in the area).  This correspondence was often in both French and English.  

The choice to communicate in two languages was likely to ensure it was inclusive of all 

parents/guardians with children at the preschool, since some of them did not speak French (see 

Table 5.1).  For each child, one parent/guardian was expected to take a role in the running of the 

preschool, such as cleaning, buying resources, and attending committee meetings.  One of these 

roles, as a French-English translator, ensured that correspondence sent to parents was available in 

both languages.  Similarly, the preschool website was in both French and English.  This consideration 

for bilingual resources demonstrated that the preschool (and the larger Francophone community) 

recognised that the province was a French minority and the families at the preschool were 

bi/multilingual.  By including English with French resources, they were including non-French speaking 

members of their community and ensuring the parents/guardians could understand and participate 

in the preschool and the community activities.   

The information in this section highlighted the language contact of the children and demonstrated 

their plurilingualism in the wider community, their home life, and the context of the classroom.  This 
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background information provided insight into the larger contexts of the children’s everyday lives 

that contributed to their linguistic repertoires and choices of resources during their interactions.  

The next section will present the patterns of interactions during child-initiated play.  

5.3 Patterns of interactions 

Included in this section are the patterns of interactions that occurred during child-initiated play.  As 

described in Chapter 4, some patterns of children’s interactions were identified during the data 

analysis phase when coding who was involved in the interactions and the purposes of the 

interactions.  Sometimes there were three or more children involved in child-initiated play and 

subsequent interactions, which often occurred on the carpeted area with the dinosaurs and wood, 

or with the animal dress up clothes.  Some activities in the classroom permitted only two children to 

play at one time, which was a class rule (Field Notes).  Sometimes the children chose not to 

participate in associative or cooperative play during an activity, but were engaged in parallel play, for 

instance, at the playdough table (Field Notes).  At other times the play involved more than two 

children but only two children interacted with each other at one time.   

This section is presented in three subsections: child-child interactions which involved only children; 

child-educator interactions which involved children and an educator; and the types of interactions.  

Extracts from interactions are included in each section to illustrate the patterns of interactions being 

discussed.   

5.3.1 Child – child interactions 

There were many examples of children interacting with other children during their play.  The 

children participated in many types of play, similar to the categories presented by Parten (1932): 

unoccupied, solitary, onlooker, parallel, associative, and cooperative (see Section 2.3.2).  Associative 

and cooperative play are the two categories which involve (and require) interactions with one 

another, which were the focus of the analysis for this study.  The children also moved in and out of 

these categories of play.  For example, a child could move from being an onlooker to participating in 

the play.  Another example was when two children were involved in parallel play but then began an 

interaction with each other.  This interaction revolved around the play and thus turned the play into 

associative or cooperative play.    

The first example presented in this section is an extract from Marie and Sofia’s interaction during 

imaginary play at the doll’s house.  
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Extract from Interaction 22 (23 February) 

Marie and Sofia are playing at the doll’s house.  Marie is taking dolls out of their storage 
box and putting them down in front of her, in front of the doll house.  
 
1 Sofia: We need to have one girl and one boy.  
2            (Looking at the dolls Marie has taken out of the box) 
3 Marie: (Takes more dolls from the box) 
4 Marie: We need a family. 
5    (Looking down at the dolls in front of her)  
6 Sofia: But we need two mum and dads. 
7           (Looking at the dolls in front of Marie) 
8 Marie: No. 
9  (Looking down at dolls) 
10 Sofia: One mum and one dad. 
11  (Looking at Marie) 
 

 

In this example, Marie and Sofia were involved in cooperative play and were working together 

towards a common goal in their imaginary play.  This was one example of children negotiating a 

certain aspect of their imaginary play in order to advance the play.  The following extract is also an 

example of children negotiating in play.  This interaction between Rhys and Tariq occurred while 

they were playing (simulated) ice hockey.  They were negotiating the rules of the game, which were 

influenced by their knowledge of the rules of a real ice hockey match.      

Extract from Interaction 5 (21 January) 

Rhys and Tariq are sitting at the ice hockey table.  They are hitting the ball back and forth 
when Rhys hits the ball backwards to his end: 
 
1 Rhys:  One for me and not you. 
2    (Looking at Tariq and holding the ball in place with the stick)  
3 Tariq: No that is my score and this is your score.  
4   (Pointing to Rhys’s end, pointing to his own end) 
5                             (Looks where he is pointing) 
 
They continue playing with Tariq making sound effects when he hits the ball. Rhys then 
pulls the ball back to his end (as before) and this time says: 
 
 
6 Rhys: I’m the goalie. 
7    (Holding the ball at his end, smiling and looking at Tariq) 
8 Tariq: No that one is my score, I didn’t score. 
9  (Leaning over table to point to the ball using stick)  
10 Tariq: That is the only reason we score. 
11  (Sitting down and starting to put stick in the ice around the edges) 
12          Rhys: (Sits quietly for a few seconds) 
13          Rhys:  I’m going to score. 
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14    (Hitting the ball to Tariq)  
 
They continue to hit the ball back and forth. 

 

This negotiation was similar to the previous example, except that instead of involving imaginary play, 

it reflected the “real-life” rules of an ice hockey game.  Therefore, some of the rules were 

predetermined rather than being a negotiation about children’s imagined ideas.  Of course, since it 

was not a real ice hockey game, there were aspects that involved the children’s imagination, such as 

having only two players and not having goals marked on the ice.   

The next extract occurred at the small whiteboard, which was used by children to write or draw.    

Extract from Interaction 15 (2 February) 

Kieran is drawing on the whiteboard.  Rhys is beside him and further away from the 
whiteboard. 
 
1 Rhys: Jouer avec toi?  [Can I play with you?] 
2  (Looking at Kieran) {Kieran is looking at the whiteboard} 
3 Kieran: Oui. [Yes.] 
4             (Nodding his head while still looking at whiteboard) 
5            Kieran: (Continues to draw on the whiteboard) 
6             Rhys: (Picks up a marker but sits and looks at Kieran) 
 
A few seconds later 
 
7             Rhys: (Begins drawing on the whiteboard) 
8             Kieran: No. 
9                          (Moving so he can draw where Rhys was trying to draw) 
 
When Kieran has finished drawing, Rhys moves to the whiteboard again. 
 
10           Rhys: (Begins drawing on the whiteboard) 
11           Kieran: No, no.  Draw the blood, draw the blood. 
12                       (Taking the marker from Rhys and drawing on the whiteboard himself) 
 

This was an example of children interacting with each other using French language.  In this extract, 

Rhys asked to enter the play with Kieran and thus explicitly entered associative or cooperative play.  

This part of the interaction was conducted in French whereas the rest of the interaction at the 

whiteboard occurred in English.  Kieran agreed that Rhys could enter the play and appeared to want 

to engage in cooperative play by both of them working on the same drawing.  However, Rhys’s 

involvement in this cooperative play was dictated by Kieran and, in this part of the play, Rhys did not 

actively participate in drawing on the whiteboard.  This example demonstrated how the negotiations 
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during cooperative or associative play were not always simple, as will be discussed in Chapters 6 and 

7.  

The final example was an interaction among three children.   

Extract from Interaction 4 (19 January)  

Kieran and Adam are playing ice hockey.  Tariq had been given a role of referee and was 
putting the ball in position on the ice.  However, the game has continued, and Tariq is 
standing at the table watching them. 
 
29 Kieran:  I need a…  
30  (Stands up) 
31          Adam: (Continues to play and the ball hits Kieran’s end of the container) {a goal} 
32 Kieran:  No, cheater. 
33               (Picking up the ball and looking at Adam) 
34 Adam:  What’s this called? 
35  (Pointing to the crack in the ice) 
36 Tariq: What is this? 
37  (Also touching the crack in the ice) 
38           Kieran: (Moves Tariq’s hand away)  
39 Kieran: That’s called a slide and the slide is for, to, and then…  
40             (Puts his stick in the crack) 
41 Tariq:  Oh. 
42  (Pointing to the crack) 

 

In this extract of the interaction, Adam and Kieran were involved in ice hockey play together while 

Tariq was an onlooker.  Tariq joined in the interaction when Adam moved from playing ice hockey to 

asking about the crack in the ice.  Kieran attempted a response to Adam’s and Tariq’s question, to 

which Tariq also responded with an “oh” remark.  This was a short part of an interaction that 

demonstrated how children’s play interactions sometimes involved more than one child.   

The next section will present child-educator interactions.   

5.3.2 Child – educator interactions 

As mentioned in the research methodology chapter (see Section 4.3.3), the educators present in this 

classroom were the teacher, the assistant, and the participant researcher.  The educators also 

participated in interactions with the children during child-initiated play.  As will be demonstrated in 

the following examples, these interactions were sometimes child initiated or educator initiated, and 

occasionally involved more than one child and an educator.   

Interaction 25 (4 March) 
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The researcher is filming; Jade comes over to her to show her the playdough she has 
made. 
 
1 Jade:  C’est un taco.  [It’s a taco.] 
2  (Holding up the taco and looking at the researcher)  
3 Researcher:  C’est un taco?  [It’s a taco?] 
4 Jade: (Nods head) 
5 Researcher:  Mmm  et qu’est qui a dedans? [Mmm and what is in it?] 
6 Jade:                                          Le fromage.   [Cheese.] 
7  (Looks at the taco then looks at researcher) 
8 Researcher: Le fromage?  Mmm j’adore le fromage.  [Cheese? I love cheese.] 
9 Researcher:  Est-ce qu’il y a aussi la viande ?  Il y a la viande ?   
10            [Is there meat as well?  Is there meat?] 
11 Jade: (Shakes her head) 
12 Researcher:  Non, pas la viande.  C’est que le fromage. [No, no meat.  Just cheese.] 
13 Jade:  Le fromage.  [Cheese.] 
14  (Looking at researcher) 
15 Researcher: C’est que le fromage, d’accord.  C’est super. 
16                                       [Just cheese, ok. That’s great.] 
17 Researcher:  Je peux le manger ?  [Can I eat it?] 
18 Jade: (Nods head and holds out the taco to the researcher) 
19 Researcher:  Mm mm, oh c’est énorme ce taco.  [Mm mm oh this is a great taco.]   
20 Jade: (Looks at researcher, smiling) 
21 Researcher:  Mm merci c’est délicieux. [Mm thank you it’s delicious.]       
22          Researcher: Merci beaucoup.  [Thank you.] 
23                        (Hands taco back to Jade) 
 
Jade takes the taco and returns to the playdough table.   

 

In the first example, Jade initiated the interaction with me (the researcher).  In this instance, Jade 

wanted to show me the playdough taco she had made, so she came over and presented it.  This 

interaction also involved imaginary play and both Jade and I entered imaginary roles.  

The following interaction was initiated by an educator.  

Extract from Interaction 10 (26 January) 

Rhys is playing with the linking flowers on the carpeted area.  The assistant is sitting 
nearby and had been interacting with Rhys earlier. Assistant turns attention back to Rhys. 
 
1 Assistant:  Rhys tu as fini?  [Rhys, have you finished?] 
2                    (Looking at Rhys) 
3 Rhys: (Shakes head) 
4 Assistant: Non. [No.] 
5    (Moving over to sit with Rhys) 
6 Assistant:  Encore, est que tu veux mettre encore?   
7                                 [More, do you want to add more?] 
8        (Looking at Rhys) 
9 Rhys: Oui.   [Yes.] 
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10  (Looking at container then at Assistant) 
11 Assistant:  Oui. Ok continue.  [Yes. Ok, continue.] 
12                     (Looking at Rhys) 
13 Rhys: (Adds a flower link) 
14 Assistant:  Encore?  [More?] 
15      (Looking at Rhys) 
16 Rhys: Encore. [More.] 
17   (Looking at Assistant then at the container) 
18 Assistant:  Encore, combien tu peux ajouter?  
19                             [More, how many more do you want to add?] 
20                     (Looking at Rhys) 
21 Rhys: Mmmm quatre.  [Four.] 
22    (Holding a link and looking at Assistant) 
23 Assistant:  Quatre.  [Four.] 
24 Rhys: Quatre.  [Four.] 
25 Assistant:  Allez, donne moi quatre.   [Ok, give me four.] 
26 Rhys: (Gives one link to Assistant) 
  
The interaction continues as they build the flower links. 

 

This interaction was between the assistant and Rhys when Rhys was playing with the linking flowers.  

The assistant initiated the interaction to ask if Rhys had finished and to help him advance his play.  

They then worked together to complete the structure Rhys was building.  Rhys’s play was considered 

child initiated as he had chosen the flower linking activity himself and began it on his own (Field 

Notes); the assistant then joined in his play and assisted in completing the structure.   

The final example in this section is an interaction that involved two children and an educator.  

Interaction 18 (16 February) 

Tariq and Adam are playing near a potted plant, with a lizard.  The researcher is holding 
the camcorder and filming them.  
 
1 Researcher:  C’est quoi? [What is it?] 
2 Adam:  It’s a little bug. 
3  (Holding palm out towards the lizard) 
4 Tariq:  Wah. 
5  (Holding palm towards the lizard sitting on a leaf) 
6 Adam: (Hits the plant and the lizard falls) 
7 Researcher:  Ah non, il tombe.  Il fait mal? [Oh no, he fell.  Is he hurt?] 
8 Adam:  Ah no, it’s a lizard. 
9  (Looking at lizard) 
10 Tariq: (Puts lizard back on plant) 
11          Adam: It goes high and low. 
12             (Hand gesturing up, hand gesturing down) 
13          Researcher: En haut et en bas. [High and low.] 
14 Adam:  (Looks at researcher) 
15 Adam: And it goes up anywhere.  
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16  (Looking at the lizard higher in the plant) 
17          Adam: (Hits leaf again and lizard falls but is caught on another leaf) 
18 Tariq:  AOOH. 
19          Researcher: Uh oh. 
20          Adam: (Pointing to lizard) 
21          Researcher: Il s’attache.  [He’s caught.] 
22          Tariq:  Ah non. 
23               (Looking at lizard) 
24          Tariq: (Takes lizard and puts it higher in the tree) 
 
Filming ends. 

 

During this interaction, Adam and Tariq were playing with a toy lizard in the classroom plant.  I 

joined their interaction by asking what the animal was in the tree.  While interacting with me, Adam 

and Tariq continued their play while also explaining some of the play to me.   

These three examples demonstrated the numerous ways in which educators were involved in 

interactions with the children during their child-initiated play.  Similar interactions between child 

and educator have been included in the following chapters which provide a deeper analysis of the 

various interactions.     

5.3.3 Types of interactions 
The children moved in and out of their roles in an interaction during the negotiation process.  Storch 

(2002) described four types of interactions with the participants taking on distinct roles: 

collaborative, expert-novice, dominant-dominant, and dominant-passive (see detailed description in 

Section 2.4.4).  These four types of interactions were also evident in the analysed interactions 

occurring in my study.  To use the example interactions from the previous section (Section 5.3.1), 

Interaction 22 involved collaboration between Sofia and Marie in which they were working towards 

a common goal of setting up the play at the doll’s house.  Interaction 5 was an example of an expert-

novice interaction: Tariq was in the role of an expert on the ice hockey rules and was teaching Rhys 

(the novice) how to play.  The following extract is an example of a dominant-dominant interaction.   

Extract from Interaction 14 (26 January) 

Marie and Jade are playing at a table with some toys and small dolls.  They had been 
interacting and negotiating their play for some time before this extract. 
 
115        Jade:  I need to go to Mexico too. {different voice} 
116  (Looking at the two dolls in her hand) 
117 Marie: (Looking at Jade’s dolls) 
118 Jade:  We all need to go to Mexico. 
119  (Looks at dolls then looks at vehicles) 
120        Marie: (Looks back at vehicles) 
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121 Marie:  But there’s too much friends in here. 
122      (Looking down at the vehicles) 
123 Jade: But I need to go.  I need to go to Mexico, I need to go to Mexico. 
124  (Holding one doll up to Marie, then holding another doll up to Marie) 
125 Marie:  You could go um go with the skateboard. 
126      (Touching the doll with the skateboard) 
127 Marie:  In case she would bring you.  She should bring you.  
128      (Looking at Jade’s dolls then back to vehicles) 
129 Jade:  I can’t go to Mexico on my skateboard. 
130  (Looking at dolls) 
 

 

During this interaction, Marie and Jade were both wanting to control the imaginary play for the dolls 

and were negotiating whether Jade’s dolls could go to Mexico.  Both Marie and Jade had dominant 

roles during this interaction.  An example of a dominant-passive interaction was during Interaction 4.  

 

Extract from Interaction 4 (19 January) 

Kieran is playing ice hockey with Adam.  Tariq is standing at the table watching.  
 
14         Kieran: There I’ll get a goal for him. 
15                     (Takes the ball and puts it against his side of the container)  
16         Kieran: There now you are going to drop it in the middle.  
17                     (Giving the ball to Tariq, then pointing to the middle of the ice with his stick)  
18         Tariq: (Puts the ball down on the ice) 
19         Kieran:  No, before you do that, put it right here. 
20  (Pushing Tariq’s hand away, then helping Tariq put the ball down) 
21                        (Looking at Tariq)  
22 Kieran: In the middle, ok.  
23                      (Puts ball in the middle then looks at Tariq then gives ball back to Tariq)  
24          Tariq: (Puts ball down on the ice) 
25          Kieran and Adam: (Holding hockey sticks in the middle of the ice)  
26          Kieran:  No, the middle.  Like go here for you.  
27            (Looks at Tariq then picks up ball and repositions it) 
28          Tariq: (Looking where Kieran is putting the ball) 
 

 

In this interaction, Kieran had taken the dominant role and was directing Tariq on his role and how 

he should position the ball.  Tariq did not contest Kieran’s dominant role, but took on the passive 

role.  Tariq continued to follow Kieran’s instructions on where to place the ball and did not negotiate 

with Kieran.   
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These various roles played by the children indicated their possible choices in how they positioned 

themselves in an interaction.  Within their peer interactions the children could negotiate these roles 

and switch between them if they chose.  The children used their linguistic repertoires to negotiate 

how they positioned themselves in their play interactions.  

As seen in the examples in this section, the children interacted with each other and with the 

educators during child-initiated play.  These interactions occurred during diverse types of play, such 

as game playing and imaginary play.  The children also took on distinct roles during their interactions 

and sometimes negotiated these roles.  The various purposes of the children’s interactions will be 

discussed in the next section.    

5.4 Purposes of interactions 
Within the data set, the interactions amongst children and between educators and children during 

play served varying purposes.  Often there was more than one purpose throughout a single 

interaction, as the play progressed and changed.  A key purpose was the negotiation of entry into 

play.  These types of interactions occurred quite frequently in the interactions analysed, as it was 

often the beginning of an interaction between two or more children.  In order to play together, a 

child needed to first gain entry into the play.  This negotiation required both sides to participate in 

the interaction, either as the child asking to enter the play, or as the child, already playing, accepting 

or refusing the entry request.  These specific interactions will be presented and analysed in Chapter 

6.     

There were also other purposes for the children’s interactions, which will be explored in more detail 

in Chapter 7.  These purposes included: 

• the negotiation of imaginary play – the play itself and their own roles in the play; 

• the negotiation of the rules of play – particularly in game playing; 

• assigning roles; 

• giving directions; 

• asking for help – from a peer or an educator; 

• the reinforcement of classroom rules; 

• peer teaching; and 

• showing an educator a finished artefact (a drawing or a craft activity). 

The following section outlines the various resources that the children utilised from their unique 

linguistic repertoire during their interactions.  
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5.5 Children’s linguistic repertoires 

The children in this study were in contact with a variety of different languages which were expected 

to form part of their linguistic repertoire (see Table 5.1 for a full list of the children’s contact with 

languages). However, for the purposes of this study, only those languages that were used in the 

analysed interactions were included in the outline of the children’s linguistic repertoires.   

Being a Francophone preschool, the general classroom language was French – as per the objectives 

of the preschool (see Introduction chapter) and the reason the guardians chose this preschool (see 

Table 5.1).  However, similarly to other studies presented in the literature review (Chapter 2) (e.g., 

García, 2009), the children in this study made use of their many linguistic resources to communicate 

and did not always conform to the classroom expectation.  This section will outline each linguistic 

resource, or combination, that the children used during their interactions.  These were French 

spoken language, English spoken language, translanguaging, nonverbal action only, and nonverbal 

action with spoken language.  There is a range of terminology to describe the use of more than one 

language in an interaction (see Chapter 2), but for the purposes of this thesis, the term 

translanguaging has been chosen to encompass any interaction which involved the use of both 

English and French spoken language.   

5.5.1 French spoken language 

Many of the children spoke French with the educators.  As will be discussed in Section 5.7, the 

educators always spoke French to the children, so the children may have been responding in the 

same language being spoken to them.  Another reason may have been that the goal of the classroom 

and the expectation for the classroom language was French, and therefore, the children were 

perhaps conforming to this expectation.   

In general, the children spoke English with one another during their peer interactions, although they 

often incorporated routine French phrases – with both educators and peers. These routine phrases 

were used frequently by the educators and the children were often encouraged to repeat them 

(Field Notes), for example, « bonjour » (hello), « oui » (yes), « non » (no), « regarde » (look), « fini » 

(finished), and « jouer avec toi » (can I play with you).  Other than a small number of children, for 

example, Marie, who demonstrated a high competency in French, the children’s French utterances 

were generally short and their negotiations in French were quite simple due to the level of their 

French competency.  The children used their French language for several negotiation strategies.  For 

example, they used calls for attention, such as « regarde » (look), and simple responses to 

negotiations, such as « oui » (yes) and « non » (no).   
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In alignment with the preschool goal, the educators used various strategies to encourage the use of 

French.  During whole-class activities and circle time, the educators introduced many songs, games, 

and books in French that were then revisited regularly.  Children were encouraged to join in the 

singing, playing, and reading (Field Notes).  During child-initiated play interactions, there was further 

evidence of this encouragement (Field Notes).  For example, the educators scaffolded the repetition 

of phrases in French during an interaction.  The educators also praised children when they were 

heard speaking to each other in French.  An extrinsic reward system was also in place, in which 

children received a sticker for speaking in French with their friends.  When children had been 

awarded 10 stickers they received a prize.  The educators were often heard encouraging the use of 

French and reminding the children about the stickers.   

Another extrinsic award system was from the Brindami program.  This is an American program that 

was translated from English into French in Quebec for French Immersion and Francophone 

preschools in Canada.  The program aims to teach children about social skills through a mouse 

puppet called Brindami who visits the children every two or three weeks in the classroom.  The 

program comes with a lesson plan for each lesson taught, such as playing with others and waiting 

our turn, and includes an activity – either a physical activity or a craft project.  After Brindami’s visit, 

a handout which explained each lesson (in both French and English) was sent home to parents. The 

educators at the preschool often repeated the French phrases and social lessons from this program, 

and encouraged the children to use the French phrases during their interactions.  A Brindami award 

(a photocopied paper) was given to children to take home if they were heard using one of the 

phrases or employing one of the social skills.  The educator wrote the reason for the award on the 

paper, and the award was given to the children during the data collection period.  Often when a 

child observed another child receiving the award, that child then used the same phrase for his/her 

next interaction (Field Notes), thus demonstrating the positive influence that praise can have on 

children’s use of a particular language or behaviour.           

5.5.2 English spoken language 
English was the main language spoken among children during their child-initiated play.  As outlined 

in Section 5.4, there were many reasons for the children’s interactions during play.  Generally, they 

were negotiating various aspects of the play, such as the rules of a game, each of their roles, and the 

imaginary play.  During these negotiations, the children often used longer sentences and more 

complex language than in their French spoken interactions.  During negotiations using English 

spoken language, the children used the simple shared meaning strategies of calling for attention and 

simple responses to negotiations, as with French interactions, but they also used many more of the 
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negotiation strategies identified by Leach et al. (2015) and Lusetti (2004).  Some of the common 

negotiation strategies were introducing a new play theme, extending on a partner’s previous idea, 

justifying suggestions or decisions, asking questions, asking for help, compromising, making social 

statements (“we” statements), and directing another child.  They also used words related to goals 

(e.g., “I want”) and words related to cognitions (e.g., “pretend”).   

The use of this type of negotiating language meant the children’s interactions and negotiations in 

English were more complex than those in French.  They incorporated this language into their play 

and negotiations in order to decide on the various aspects of the play.  For example, when 

negotiating the “rules” of imaginary play, the children used phrases such as “let’s pretend”.  The 

children also used phrases like “we are going to” to indicate they were involved in shared play.  

Another example was phrases used to indicate compromise, such as “no but”, which was often 

followed by “okay” to seek agreement or acknowledgement.  Due to this complex English language, 

the children’s utterances were longer than those in French. Similarly, the length of their negotiations 

and, therefore, their interactions were also longer than those in French. 

5.5.3 Translanguaging 
The children’s interactions during child-initiated play were not always conducted in one spoken 

language only.  The children often switched languages during their negotiation of meaning and 

demonstrated their plurilingual competency.  This switching occurred to varying degrees.  

Sometimes a child spoke in English to a peer and then changed into French when speaking to an 

educator.  Sometimes the educator spoke French to a child, who responded in English.  The children 

also switched languages within an interaction.  For example, a child stated one utterance in English 

followed by another utterance in French or inserted an English word in a French sentence.  The 

children sometimes switched languages depending on the interactant, the most common occurrence 

being when a child spoke in French to an educator and then switched to English to speak to a peer.  

Another occasion when the children switched language was when they were interacting in English 

but switched to French when counting.  They also switched from English to French to use routine 

phrases, such as « regarde » (look) and « Jouer avec toi » (Can I play with you?).  Occasionally it 

appeared that a child was enacting agency when they made the choice to switch languages, perhaps 

disrupting classroom norms of speaking French in the classroom, or to demonstrate their language 

skills in French or English.  In addition, children also switched language (usually from French to 

English) if they were trying to explain a concept and had difficulty explaining it in French.  It was also 

apparent that the children understood that there was shared language (both French and English) 

among classroom members, and thus, their meaning could be understood in either language.   
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5.5.4 Nonverbal action only 

The children regularly used nonverbal actions (particularly gestures) during their play interactions.  

Often these nonverbal actions were combined with spoken language (as will be discussed in Section 

5.5.5), but there were also examples of children using nonverbal actions only.  These occasions 

usually occurred when a child was responding to a question asked by the partner in the interaction, 

either an educator or another child.  The gestures used in this way were usually head nods to 

indicate “yes”, head shakes to indicate “no”, or pointing to indicate an object or place as the 

response to a question.  The children frequently used gaze to demonstrate their involvement in the 

interaction or to ensure they had the listener’s attention.  This use of nonverbal action only was 

generally a successful communication method.  However, for this success to occur, there needed to 

be some form of spoken language in the interactions, for example, a question asked by the other 

participant to which a child responded with a gesture.   

5.5.5 Nonverbal action with spoken language 
There were many nonverbal actions used by the children during their play interactions and these 

were usually accompanied by spoken language.  The commonly used gestures were head nodding, 

head shaking and pointing, as well as the nonverbal action of gaze.  A full typology of nonverbal 

actions can be found in Section 5.8.   These nonverbal actions were used in combination with French 

spoken language and English spoken language.  Sometimes the use of a nonverbal action was for the 

benefit of the hearer, for instance, pointing to indicate a place.  The nonverbal actions provided 

further information to the spoken language, replaced spoken language, or reinforced the spoken 

language.  At times the use of nonverbal actions benefited the speaker.  For example, when pointing 

at objects to count, a child was assisting his/her own ability to count objects accurately.  In addition, 

the nonverbal actions helped children to maintain the interaction and make meaning.  For example, 

when they did not know a word for an object, they pointed at the object.   

5.6  Sociocultural awareness 
During their interactions during play, the children demonstrated their social and cultural awareness.  

There was also evidence of the children’s development of their social knowledge and social skills.  

The three key areas in which this sociocultural awareness was most prominent were (a) the 

children’s developing social skills on how to play appropriately together, (b) evidence of the 

children’s play being influenced by their own experiences and sociocultural awareness from home 

and in the community, and (c) children’s game playing being influenced by their knowledge of real-

life games. 
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5.6.1 Social skills 
Through various pedagogical activities in the classroom and the children’s own experimentation 

when playing, they were learning how to socialise with one another.  This socialisation included how 

to play appropriately and how to negotiate play.  For instance, the children demonstrated their 

developing social skills through their understanding of the need to ask to enter into play.  The use of 

incentives and teaching strategies such as scaffolding, modelling, and prompting enabled the 

children to develop their understanding of how to join another child’s play appropriately.  As will be 

discussed further in Chapter 6, the children used a range of strategies to enter into play with other 

children.  These strategies included using taught phrases such as « jouer avec toi » (Can I play with 

you?), or asking in English to play with someone.  

The children were also becoming aware that they could choose with whom they played and who 

they allowed to enter their play.  A child attempting to enter another child’s play was not always 

successful because the child playing already either accepted their entry into the play or refused it.  

For instance, using the phrase « jouer avec toi » was presented as the “correct” way to enter into 

play but sometimes the child playing chose to refuse entry (e.g., Int.6 when Jade asked Marie « jouer 

avec toi » repeatedly but Marie turned away from her and did not respond).  In this sense, entry into 

play became a negotiation between the child wishing to enter and the child already playing (see 

Chapter 6 for further examples and analysis).    

During their child-initiated play, the children negotiated various aspects of the play and within these 

negotiations, they demonstrated their developing social skills.  For example, in the following extract 

between Adam and Oliver, Adam taught Oliver appropriate language to use when speaking with 

friends, and modelled strategies for dealing with conflict. 

Extract from Interaction 30 (4 March) 

Adam and Oliver are playing with blocks on the carpet.   Oliver was upset with Adam 
because he wrecked the castle.  They had been talking about this for a few minutes, then 
they played on their own for a few seconds before Adam resumed the interaction.       
  
31            Adam: Ok. 
32  (Looking at Oliver) 
33            Oliver:  I hate you. 
34        (Looking at Adam then down at blocks) 
35            Adam: Don’t say you hate someone. 
36    (Looking down at blocks) 
37  Oliver: But you breaked my castle. 
38      (Looking at Adam) 
39  Oliver: It’s not fair. 
40     (Looking down at his blocks) 
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41  Adam: But {inaudible} makes me mad too. 
42   (Moving closer to Oliver and looking at Oliver) 
43           Oliver:  It makes me mad too. 
44          (Looking at Adam) 
45           Oliver: Yeah well I’m not doing that. 
46      (Looking away from Adam) 
47          Oliver:  But I’ll break the castle three times. 
48     (Knocking over his new structure which nearly hits Adam’s structure) 
49           Adam: Oh no no, you’re going to wreck the castle. 
50                        (Pointing to the structure while looking at structure then looking at Oliver) 
51          Oliver: (Knocks over Adam’s structure) 
52 Adam: Ah.  {Laughs} 
53  (Looking at the structure then at Oliver) 
54 Oliver: {laughs} 
55 Adam:  Let’s do one just right. 
56  (Putting a block on top of another and looking at the block) 
57 Oliver: Yes, just right. 
58    (Adding another block to Adam’s structure) 
59 Adam:  Hey we can do some sticking up. 
60  (Holding up two long blocks) 
 
Another child enters the interaction and the play.  

 

During this interaction, the strategies Adam used to resolve conflict with Oliver are evident.  At the 

beginning of the extract, Adam used peer teaching to explain to Oliver that it was not appropriate to 

say, “you hate someone”.  Oliver justified his reasoning for saying he hated Adam by telling him that 

he had broken his castle.  It appeared that Oliver was not going to easily forget that Adam had 

wrecked his castle.  Adam remained calm during the interaction and attempted to diffuse the 

conflict by saying that it “makes me mad too”.  Perhaps Adam was empathising with Oliver and 

letting him know that he wasn’t the only one who had these types of feelings.   

Oliver then pushed the conflict further by purposely knocking over Adam’s castle.  At first, Adam 

reacted by saying “oh no no, you’re going to wreck the castle”, indicating that he would be unhappy 

if the castle was wrecked.  However, when Oliver knocked over the castle Adam reacted by laughing.  

Oliver also joined in the laughter.  Adam’s use of laughter as a nonverbal action diffused the conflict 

with Oliver.  Adam then suggested that they build another castle together, which was another 

strategy to resolve the conflict and maintain the interaction, and consequently, the cooperative play.   

Oliver did not always find it easy to interact and play with other children in the classroom and often 

conflicts arose, which led the other child to leave the play or an educator was required to intervene 

(Field Notes).  However, Adam used several resources and strategies during this interaction to 

resolve the conflict between himself and Oliver.  Firstly, he tried to reason with Oliver by saying that 
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it was ok that the castle had fallen, then he told Oliver that he shouldn’t say he hated someone.  

Next, Adam tried to empathise with Oliver saying that he had similar feelings to Oliver and finally, 

Adam seemed to break Oliver’s focus on the conflict by laughing when Oliver knocked over his 

structure.  Oliver joined in the laughter and the conflict was diffused.  Throughout this interaction, 

Adam demonstrated his sociocultural awareness of how to deal with conflict with friends and 

problem-solve to diffuse the conflict.  Adam chose to persist in resolving the conflict in order to play 

with Oliver rather than reacting negatively to Oliver’s words or moving away.   

5.6.2 Children’s own experiences influencing their play 
The children’s play was also influenced by their own experiences and sociocultural awareness of the 

world – from their own culture, their home life, or the environment outside the preschool.  For 

instance, during imaginary play, the children’s choice of activity or type of imaginary play appeared 

to reflect their own home life and home routine, or their individual experiences.  The following 

interactions provide examples of children incorporating their sociocultural awareness into their play 

negotiations.  The first extract was from an interaction between Jade and Camille when they were 

playing at the doll’s house.  

Extract from Interaction 16 (4 February) 

Camille and Jade are playing at the doll’s house.  They have been interacting about the 
imaginary play. 
 
16 Jade: I want to play with it, it’s my baby. 
17  (Looking at and trying to take the doll) 
18 Camille: (Leaning away from Jade and keeping the doll from her) 
19 Camille: (Puts baby into the house) 
20 Jade: Noooo.   
21  (Looking at the doll) 
22 Camille: (Looking at Jade then moving the dolls) 
23 Jade:  You can have that baby and I can have this baby. 
24  (Pointing to a doll and taking another one) 
25 Jade: I mean, I have this baby. 
26  (Giving back one baby and taking the other one) 
27 Camille: This is a dark-skinned boy, umm, has a dark skinned baby 
28                         (Holding up another doll next to her baby) {Both dolls are “dark skinned”} 
 
They continue to play with their dolls. 

 

At the beginning of this extract, Jade wanted to play with a specific doll in the doll’s house.  She 

wanted the baby doll that Camille was playing with.  Instead of playing with the baby doll she had 

picked up, she traded it with Camille.  Jade negotiated that they each have a baby doll but was 

specific about which baby doll she wanted to have.  There were many dolls to play with at the doll’s 



103 
 
 

house, with a range of hair colour and skin colour.  Also, there were boy dolls, girl dolls, and baby 

dolls.  In this interaction, Jade chose to play with the white skinned baby doll and gave the dark-

skinned doll to Camille.  Camille then picked up another doll which also had dark skin and made the 

comparison between the two dolls, saying that the dark-skinned boy had a dark-skinned baby.  This 

utterance demonstrated Camille’s awareness or assumption about the colour of people’s skin and 

the make-up of families with similar colouring.   

Another interaction at the doll’s house, between Sofia and Marie, also involved a discussion on the 

make-up of a family.   

Extract from Interaction 22 (23 February) 

Marie and Sofia are playing at the doll’s house.  Marie is taking dolls out of their storage box 
and putting them down in front of her, in front of the doll house.  
 
1 Sofia: We need to have one girl and one boy.  
2            (Looking at the dolls Marie has taken out of the box) 
3 Marie: (Takes more dolls from the box) 
4 Marie: We need a family. 
5    (Looking down at the dolls in front of her)  
6 Sofia: But we need two mum and dads 
7           (Looking at the dolls in front of Marie) 
8 Marie: No 
9  (Looking down at dolls) 
10 Sofia: One mum and one dad. 
11  (Looking at Marie) 
 
They continue playing with the dolls and negotiating the imaginary play. 

 

Sofia began this interaction by stating they needed a boy and a girl doll for the imaginary play at the 

doll’s house.  Marie then clarified that they needed a family to which Sofia said they needed “two 

mums and dads”.  Perhaps Sofia meant they needed one mum and dad for herself and one for 

Marie.  Marie simply replied “no”, indicating that she disagreed with Sofia’s suggestion.  Sofia then 

compromised by saying “one mum and one dad”.  Sofia’s suggestions for the imaginary play 

indicated her understanding of the make-up of families.  Sofia began with simply a boy and a girl but 

changed this to mum and dad when Marie said they needed a “family”.  

Similar to their understandings of families, the children also made comments based on gender in 

their imaginary play.  For example, later in their play at the doll’s house, Camille and Jade discussed 

the difference between boy and girl dolls.  

Extract from Interaction 16 (4 February) 



104 
 
 

Camille and Jade had been involved in imaginary play with their dolls.  The following 
extract is a break in the imaginary play. 
 
97         Camille:  I need more people. 
98  (Standing up and moving around Jade to the box with the dolls) 
99 Camille:  That’s a boy. 
100  (Looking at the doll Jade is holding) 
101 Jade: No it’s a girl. 
102  (Looking at and playing with doll’s hair) 
103 Camille: This is a boy. 
104  (Holding up a doll from the box) 
105 Jade: (Looking at Camille’s doll) 
106 Camille:  He has no eyelashes. 
107  (Looking at the doll) 
108 Jade: (Takes the doll from her) 
109 Camille:  This is also a boy. This is also a boy. 
110    (Taking another doll from the box, and another) 
 
They continue to play with the dolls and interacting about the imaginary play. 

 

During this extract, Camille and Jade discussed these socially constructed gender norms in relation to 

the dolls.  In the beginning they disagreed on whether Jade’s doll was a girl or a boy.  Then Camille 

took another doll, saying it was a boy and justifying her statement by saying that he had no 

eyelashes.  This observation demonstrated Camille’s belief that boys, or boy dolls, did not have 

eyelashes and this was perhaps the distinguishing feature between boys and girls.   

Another discussion on the gender of dolls occurred during an interaction between Marie and Sofia, 

when they were playing with the baby doll (Int.24, see Appendix D for full transcript).  Early in the 

interaction, Marie used a female pronoun “her” to refer to the doll’s pyjamas, then she said, “its 

pyjamas” followed by “her” again.  Later she said, “if he’s cold”, changing the pronoun to indicate a 

boy.  Shortly after this last utterance, Sofia interrupted the imaginary play to tell Marie, “it’s a girl”, 

clarifying the gender of the doll.  Sofia then said “ok”, perhaps to make sure that Marie agreed with 

her on the gender.  Marie next referred to the doll as a girl, but later used a male pronoun again.  On 

this occasion, Sofia did not appear to react to the male reference and the imaginary play continued 

without further reference to the gender of the baby.   

These two examples of children referring to the gender of the dolls (Int.24 and Int.16) demonstrated 

the children’s awareness of gender differences, as well as the perceived need to differentiate 

between male and female dolls.  The children also made distinctions between physical differences 

such as skin colour (Int.16) and they had preconceived ideas on the make-up of families (Int.16 and 

Int.22).  This awareness may have stemmed from the school environment, home environment, or 
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their community.  The children’s own experiences also influenced their notions and assumptions of 

these various physical and cultural aspects.  It is interesting that the children felt the need to identify 

these differences and incorporate this knowledge into their play.   

During the next interaction, the children’s own home experiences appeared to influence their 

imaginary play.  

Extract from Interaction 28 (4 March) 

Sofia and Marie are playing at the doll’s house. 
 
1 Sofia:  Ok children, but Daddy’s going away for {inaudible}. 
2            (Moves the daddy doll in front of the doll box)  
3            Marie: (Turns her head to continue looking at Sofia’s doll) 
4 Sofia: Ok, he took the aeroplane. 
5          (Tossing the doll into the box)  
6 Sofia:  Now the children have to stay in the apartment. 
7  (Holding the dolls and looking at Marie) 
8 Marie: We want to go to sleep. 
9    (Looking at Sofia then looking at the dolls) 
10          Sofia:  No but it’s almost time to sleep.   
11           (Looking at her dolls) 
12 Sofia: We just have to have dinner, then take a bath, and THEN we can sleep. Ok? 
13            (Looks at dolls, then looks into house then looks at Marie) 
14 Sofia: Here, we’ll have dinner. 
15          (Moves her dolls into the kitchen area) 
16           Marie: (Also moves her dolls to the kitchen) 

 
They continued to the imaginary play.  

 

In this extract, Sofia controlled the imaginary play most of the time, beginning when the daddy had 

to leave on an aeroplane.  Perhaps this had happened sometimes with her Daddy, and therefore, 

this was a normal scenario for Sofia’s family.  Despite the daddy doll having been manipulated as a 

“real” person by Sofia as he was leaving the house, as soon as he left on the aeroplane, she simply 

tossed the doll into the basket.  This action was indicative of her understanding of the imaginary play 

– Sofia did not need to enact the aeroplane part of Daddy’s journey and he was no longer part of the 

imaginary play occurring in the doll’s house, so the doll returned to being just a toy that could be 

tossed aside and forgotten.   

There were other aspects of the play in this extract that indicated Sofia was referring to her home 

experiences to create the imaginary play.  For instance, Sofia referred to the doll’s house as an 

apartment, possibly indicating that Sofia also lived in an apartment.  Also, when Marie added to the 

imaginary play, taking on the role of the children and saying “we want to sleep”, Sofia did not agree 
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with her.  Sofia responded with “no”, but then conceded that it was “almost time to sleep”, thus 

suggesting a compromise with Marie.  Sofia clarified further by stating the activities that had to 

happen before sleeping – dinner, bath, then sleeping.  This order of events suggested by Sofia was 

possibly the order of events in her own home in the evenings.    

The next extract was also an interaction between Marie and Sofia that occurred on a different day 

when playing with the baby doll.  In this extract, the children’s own experiences and real life once 

again influenced their imaginary play. 

Extract from Interaction 24 (27 February) 

Marie and Sofia having been playing with the baby doll and getting ready to go for a walk.  
 
122 Sofia:  Do we have everything we need?  Oh and we’re going to bring the doggie. 
123            (Looking at the bag)                                 (Looking back at the doll) 
124 Marie: No. 
125  (Looking at the bag) 
126 Sofia: Why? 
127          (Still looking at doll) 
128 Marie:  Because doggies are not babies.  
129    (Still looking at the bag) 
130 Sofia: But we have a doggie in our family. 
131 Marie:  No we don’t have a doggie in our family 
132    (Standing up with bag then trying to take dog leash) 
133 Sofia: (Holding dog leash) 
134 Sofia: I want to. 
135           (Pulling dog leash away from Marie’s hand) 
136 Marie:  Ok. 
137    (Looking at Sofia) 
138 Sofia:  I’ll carry it. 
139           (Taking dog leash and walking away) 
140 Sofia:  You have the, oh. 
141           (Off screen, then on screen picking up the blanket) 
142 Sofia:  Here you carry it. 
143            (Handing blanket to Marie) 
 
Both girls move away from the area with the doll, the dog and the bag.   

 

This extract involved a small conflict between Marie and Sofia as to whether the dog should be taken 

on the walk with the baby.  Sofia introduced the idea by saying, “oh and we’re going to bring the 

doggie”.  This was not posed as a question, however Marie responded with “no”. Sofia asked “why” 

they could not bring the doggie.  Marie’s justification was that the dog was not a baby and it seemed 

that their play was about the baby only.  Sofia continued to insist on bringing the dog by saying “but 

we have a doggie in our family”.  She was perhaps referring to her own family having a dog (it was 
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not known if Sofia’s family had a dog or not) and therefore assumed that this imaginary family also 

had a dog.  Marie replied that her family did not have a dog, indicating that Marie’s family did not 

have a dog at home and therefore she did not relate to the dog being in this imaginary family.  Sofia 

insisted on taking the dog, and made it a personal choice by stating “I want to”.  Marie then 

conceded and said “ok” to the dog joining them for the walk.   

This negotiation about the dog was another example of real life influencing the imaginary play of 

children.  Moreover, this extract demonstrated the interactional skills of the two girls in their ability 

to negotiate and find resolution.  The two girls also moved out of their imaginary play to negotiate 

the issue of the dog going for a walk and used various linguistic and sociocultural resources.  For 

example, they justified their reasons for wanting to take the dog or not, and they compromised.  

There was a clear conclusion to this negotiation and the conflict was resolved – Marie agreed to the 

dog going for a walk.  As seen in previous interactions, the children did not always need conflict 

surrounding imaginary play to be resolved, but might simply continue the play, or end the 

cooperative play.  However, in this interaction between Marie and Sofia, they both demonstrated an 

understanding of how to appropriately negotiate this conflict and come to an agreement.  

5.6.3 Game playing 
The children’s sociocultural awareness was also evident in their game playing, particularly at the ice 

hockey table.  Ice hockey is a very popular sport in Canada and the children probably had experience 

watching and playing the game.  Many of the interactions occurring during ice hockey play were 

related to the rules of the game.  For instance, during Interaction 4 (see Appendix D), when Kieran 

and Adam were playing, Kieran was telling Adam the rules of ice hockey.  Similarly, in the same 

interaction, when Tariq arrived Kieran included him in the game and assigned him the role of 

referee.  Tariq was expected to follow the rules of how to restart the game.  There was also the rule 

that there needed to be at least two people playing hockey, as seen when Kieran asked me to play 

hockey with him when Marie had left (Int.2).  Kieran then proceeded to explain to me how to play 

the game (see Int.3 in Appendix D).  Similarly, in Interaction 5, Tariq was explaining to Adam how to 

play ice hockey.   

These varied examples of interactions during child-initiated play indicated some of the ways the 

children incorporated their sociocultural awareness into their play-related interactions.  Sometimes 

this knowledge manifested itself as appropriate behaviour when playing with friends and negotiating 

the imaginary play.  Other examples demonstrated children’s awareness of differences between 

people (as related to the dolls), such as gender, skin colour, and families.  On numerous occasions, 

the children’s real-life experiences and home life influenced their imaginary play and the decisions 
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they made during the play.  Examples of these include activities occurring in the doll’s house and 

Daddy having to leave on an aeroplane, or whether a dog was part of the imaginary family.  The 

children’s play was also influenced by rules from real games, particularly the rules on how to play ice 

hockey.  When negotiating these sociocultural aspects of their play, the children moved easily in and 

out of their imaginary roles in order to negotiate the rules of their imaginary or game play.    

The next section examines the educators’ language use and the ways it influenced children’s 

linguistic repertoires and own language use.   

5.7 Educators’ language use 
The educators’ use of language was considered appropriate to discuss in this study, as their language 

use provided models and support for the children.  During interactions with educators, the children 

demonstrated their understanding of language and nonverbal actions used by the educators (as will 

become evident in the following chapters).  Children’s language use was also influenced by tactics, 

scaffolding, and modelling used by the educators.   

The educators generally used spoken French to communicate with the children.  English was rarely 

used by the educators, although one example of its use was when an educator spoke in English to 

reassure a new child who was very upset that her mother had left (Field Notes).  The educators also 

made use of many nonverbal actions to accompany their speech and thus to assist a child’s 

understanding of an utterance in French.  In addition, certain gestures, such as pointing to objects 

while counting or holding up the number of fingers, were often modelled.  The educators 

encouraged the children to use similar gestures in their own learning and communicating.  This 

modelling was often evident in whole-class circle time or focused activities in small groups (Field 

Notes).  However, the gestures were also used by the educators during child-initiated play 

interactions for the purpose of communication and contributing to the children’s understanding of 

the French utterance.   

There were many examples of play being scaffolded and modelled by educators.  Similarly, the 

educators often scaffolded and modelled French language use.  For example, the educators often 

repeated a child’s English utterance in French, or encouraged the child to repeat a French phrase, as 

in the following interaction. 

Interaction 17 (11 February) 

At the playdough table.   A number of children are playing – parallel play - and the assistant is 
also at the table.   
 
30          Assistant: Oliver, est-ce que tu veux faire un petit gâteau?  
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31                             [Oliver, do you want to make a small cake?] 
32          Oliver: Non. [No.] 
33                           (Looking down at his playdough) 
34          Assistant: Est-ce que tu veux faire une petite voiture? [Do you want to make a small car?] 
35          Oliver: I’m building a whale. 
36                   (Still looking at playdough) 
37          Assistant: D’accord. [Ok.] 
38          Assistant: Tu sais, sais quoi ça?  Une baleine.  [You know what that is?  A whale.]  
39 Assistant:  (Leans over to touch Oliver’s shoulder) 
40 Oliver:  Baleine. [Whale.] 
41 Assistant:  Baleine. [Whale.] 
 

 

During this interaction, the assistant encouraged Oliver to repeat the word for whale in French.  Her 

nonverbal action of touching him on the shoulder appeared to be to gain Oliver’s attention and 

perhaps an indicator for him to repeat the word she had used.  Oliver seemed to have understood 

the expectation to repeat the French spoken language used by the assistant and the nonverbal 

action was perhaps a prompt or a reminder for him to repeat the French word.  Not only did the 

assistant encourage Oliver to repeat the French word, but she also repeated it herself to reinforce 

the vocabulary.  As discussed in Section 5.5.1, the educators also encouraged the use of French 

language with other tactics such as encouragement, praise, and rewards.  

5.8 Typology of nonverbal actions used in the classroom 
This typology was created with the relevant nonverbal actions used by the children and educators 

during the analysed play interactions.  The nonverbal actions included were those that contributed 

to the meaning negotiation during the interaction.  The majority of nonverbal actions in the list are 

gestures.  Other nonverbal actions, such as gaze, were also included as they contributed to the 

negotiation of meaning.   
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Table 5.2. Typology of Nonverbal Actions used by Children and Educators in Francophone Preschool 

Nonverbal Action Purpose 

Pointing  1. To indicate a place 
2. To indicate an object 
3. To indicate a person 
4. While counting objects (point at each object) 

 

Head nods To indicate yes.  Used on its own or with spoken “yes” 
 

Head shakes To indicate no.  Used on its own or with spoken “no” 
 

Gaze 1. When looking at speaker: To demonstrate participation in 
interaction – listening to speaker 

2. When looking away from speaker: To demonstrate not 
participating in interaction or not wanting to participate 

3. Looking at object or place being spoken about 
 

Turn body away 
from speaker 

1. To refuse the other person’s entry into play 
2. To refuse the other person’s actions in the play 

 

Holding up fingers 
(e.g. 3 fingers) 

To indicate a number – e.g. 3 
 

Hand movement 
mimicking what is 
said verbally 

Example: “goes high and goes low” with hand going up and then 
down 
 

Holding hands palm 
up 

1. When asking a question and waiting for a response 
2. To indicate “I don’t know” 

Shrugging shoulders To indicate “I don’t know” 
 

Mimicking an action Example: pretending to knock on a door 
 

Lightly touching 
another person 

To gain attention of the other person 

Smiling/laughing To indicate pleasure, happiness. 
 

 

5.9 Summary 

This chapter has outlined the interactions occurring during child-initiated play and the linguistic 

resources and communication strategies the children used to negotiate meaning during these 

interactions.  The first section of this chapter provided details of children’s contact with languages 

outside the preschool and parents/guardians’ motivation for choosing this preschool.  As shown in 

Table 5.1, the children and their parents/guardians were in contact with at least two languages.  

Many of the children did not identify French as their home language, which may have influenced 

their language choices in the classroom.  Any correspondence from the preschool to the 
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parents/guardians was bilingual – in English and French – to ensure understanding by non-French-

speaking parents/guardians.  The reasons parents chose this preschool were varied, but the majority 

of parents/guardians wanted their children to either maintain or improve their French through 

attendance at a Francophone preschool.  Children’s language contact potentially influenced their 

language choices in the classroom. 

The children participated in different types of interactions which occurred between peers or with an 

educator.  The four main types of interaction were collaborative, expert-novice, dominant-dominant, 

and dominant-passive.  The children used their linguistic resources to switch between these roles 

and types of interaction during a play period, across diverse types of play, or with different children.  

Similarly, the purposes of play interactions potentially influenced children’s use of linguistic 

resources.  The main purposes for the interactions during child-initiated play were to negotiate the 

entry into the play, negotiate the imaginary play or the rules of game play, assign roles, ask for help, 

reinforce classroom rules, and peer teach.  The children also interacted with educators for the 

purposes of asking for help, showing finished artefacts, and reinforcing classroom rules.  Children 

incorporated their sociocultural awareness into their interactions.  This awareness included 

children’s understanding of appropriate behaviour when playing with others, gender differences, 

and differences in skin colour.  Children’s home environments and own experiences also influenced 

their play, such as the types of activities the dolls participated in at the doll’s house.   

During their interactions, the children drew upon a variety of resources from their unique linguistic 

repertoire.  The children were in contact with different languages (see Table 5.1), although not all 

these languages were evident during the interactions in the preschool.  These resources were part of 

their linguistic repertoire; however, they were not used by the children (in an obvious way) during 

the analysed interactions, and therefore were not included in this study.  The resources that the 

children used in their interactions were French spoken language, English spoken language, 

translanguaging, nonverbal action only, and nonverbal action and spoken language.  The children 

used these resources flexibly and in creative ways to communicate and achieve their interactional 

objectives.  

The children also used their linguistic repertoires to understand what another person was saying or 

gesturing.  In this way, the educators’ language use was also considered important as it was part of 

the input the children received in the classroom.  The educators used mostly French spoken 

language as well as many nonverbal actions to facilitate communication with the children.  During 

their interactions with the children, the educators modelled and scaffolded French language use as 

well as encouraged the children to use spoken French – through repetition, praise, and rewards.  The 
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educators also modelled and encouraged social skills in the classroom, such as how to play together 

and how to enter into play with another child.  The educators’ language use and the classroom 

expectations potentially impacted upon children’s own use of linguistic resources.   

The next two chapters will provide more detailed analysis on various interactions occurring during 

child-initiated play.  Chapter 6 focuses on the entry into play, which is considered important as it was 

how a child first entered into play interactions.  Chapter 7 focuses on the negotiations occurring 

during children’s play.  Both chapters present these interactions in relation to the specific linguistic 

resources that were used during the interactions.   
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Chapter 6 Negotiating Entry into Child-Initiated Play 
 

6.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents interactions occurring during child-initiated play that involved the children’s 

negotiation of entry into play.  As Björk-Willén (2007) stated, the interactional effort of children’s 

play first requires children to gain entry into the play.  This entry is considered a negotiation as it 

involves not just the child wanting to enter the play but also the children already playing (Björk-

Willén, 2007; Cromdal, 2001).  Throughout this chapter, I will present examples of the linguistic 

resources the children used from their repertoires during these negotiations.  Each section of the 

chapter will examine different resources or combinations of resources (as presented in the previous 

chapter in Section 5.4) used by the children to attempt entry into play, accept entry, or refuse entry.  

These sections are French spoken language, English spoken language, translanguaging, nonverbal 

action only, and nonverbal action and spoken language.  The concluding section is a summary of the 

findings presented in this chapter.   

6.2 French spoken language 
As mentioned in Chapter 5, the children generally spoke English with each other during their play 

negotiations.  However, they often used routine phrases in French throughout the day and 

sometimes when negotiating the entry into play.  Two of these entry-into-play phrases were « Jouer 

avec toi » (Can I play with you?) and « regarde » (look).  The phrase « jouer avec toi » was taught to 

the class during a Brindami lesson earlier in the year (see detailed information about the Brindami 

program in Section 5.5.1). 

The first example of this phrase being used was when Rhys asked Kieran to play with him on the 

whiteboard.  

Extract from Interaction 15 (2 February) 

Kieran is drawing on the whiteboard.  Rhys is beside him and further away from the 
whiteboard: 
1 Rhys: Jouer avec toi?  [Can I play with you?] 
2  (Looking at Kieran) {Kieran is looking at the whiteboard} 
3 Kieran: Oui [Yes] 
4             (Nodding his head while still looking at whiteboard) 
 
The rest of their interaction during the play is in English. 

 

This short extract demonstrated Rhys’s use of the French phrase « jouer avec toi ».  He used this 

routine phrase to enter into play with Kieran, as had been taught to the class and reinforced by the 
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educators through verbal praise and awards (Field Notes).  On this occasion, the negotiation into 

play was successful and straightforward, in which Kieran responded with “yes” to Rhys’s request.  

Interestingly, Kieran chose to respond in French rather than in English, which was usually his chosen 

language in the classroom (Field Notes).  Whilst both Kieran and Rhys’ home language were 

identified as English, both of their mothers spoke to them in French (See Section 5.2).  Their 

exposure to French in the home may explain their use of French spoken language in this interaction.  

When replying to Rhys, Kieran chose not to look at him, his gaze remaining on the whiteboard even 

though he was interacting with Rhys.  

The children also used the phrase « jouer avec toi » when asking an educator to join their play.  An 

example was Marie asking me to join in her play.  Prior to this extract, Marie had shown me the 

house structure she had built and interacted with me in French (see Appendix D for full transcript).  

Extract from Interaction 1 (19 January) 

After a short interaction with the researcher, Marie returned to playing with a structure 
she had built on the carpet.  She then turns back to the researcher. 
 
18          Researcher: Ah il est tombé?  La maison est tombée, Marie ?  
19                       [Oh it fell down?  Did the house fall down, Marie?] 
20 Marie:  (Looks back at the building block) 
21 Marie:            Jouer avec toi? [Can I play with you?] 
22    (Turns to face researcher) 
23 Researcher:  Tu veux jouer avec moi?  Oui ?  OK..  
24            [Do you want to play with me? Yes? OK.] 
 
The recording ends. 

 

In this interaction, Marie used the French phrase « jouer avec toi » to invite me into her play.  She 

usually spoke French with the educators (Field Notes) so it was not unusual for her to choose French 

to communicate with me.  Moreover, Marie’s home language was French (See Section 5.2).  

However, it was interesting that Marie chose to use the routine phrase « jouer avec toi ».  Marie had 

demonstrated a high level of French competency and could have chosen to phrase this question in a 

number of ways.  Yet, she chose the routine phrase which was usually reserved for interactions 

among children in the classroom.  Marie also used gaze to indicate that she was talking to me and 

asking me to play.   

Another phrase the children used to enter into play was the expression « regarde » (look).  Often 

this utterance was accompanied by a nonverbal action, so more examples will be presented later in 

this chapter (see Section 6.6 Nonverbal action and spoken language).  However, during one 
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interaction, Kieran used this expression to join in the play with Adam and he added another French 

phrase.  

Interaction 19 (18 February) 

Adam is lying down, playing on the carpet with the dinosaurs.  Kieran goes over to the box 
of dinosaurs beside him. Adam looks up at Kieran as he sits down.  
 
1 Kieran: Regarde, regarde, qu’est qu’il fait là? [Look, look, what is he doing there?] 
2  (Pulling dinosaur out of the box then looking at Adam) 
3 Adam: (Looking at dinosaur he is playing with)  
4 Kieran: AHHHHHHH {sound effect} 
5  (Putting dinosaur on the ground near Adam) 
6 Adam: (Looks at Kieran’s dinosaur) 
 
Adam joins his dinosaur to Kieran’s dinosaur and they continue the imaginary play, mainly 
with sound effects of fighting dinosaurs.  The camera moves away from them.  In the 
background, the boys can be seen continuing their play.  Near the end of the recording, 
the camera goes back to the two boys.  They are now speaking in English to each other 
while playing with the dinosaurs.  
 

 

Rather than using the phrase « jouer avec toi », Kieran used another routine phrase « regarde » 

(look) to gain entry into Adam’s play.  This phrase was probably intended to gain Adam’s attention 

and subsequently insert himself into Adam’s play.  Kieran then followed with a question, “what is he 

doing there?”  Kieran had retrieved a dinosaur from the box, so he was most likely referring to the 

dinosaur when he said “he”.  Adam did not respond to Kieran’s utterance but continued his own 

play.  Perhaps this was an indication that Adam did not want to play with Kieran.  However, when 

Kieran started to make sound effects and moved his dinosaur closer to Adam, Adam turned towards 

him and allowed Kieran to enter the play.  Or perhaps Adam entered Kieran’s new play, as it seemed 

that Adam had been playing a different game with the dinosaurs previously.  Either way, Kieran’s 

negotiation of entry into the play was successful.    

Kieran’s use of spoken French in this interaction was intriguing as it was unusual for Kieran to speak 

French in the classroom, despite his mother speaking to him in French at home (See Section 5.2).  He 

generally spoke English to his peers and the educators (Field Notes).  As will be seen in other 

examples, Kieran did not follow the usual classroom habits of the other children as discussed in 

Chapter 5.  Whilst most children generally spoke English to each other and French to the educators, 

Kieran’s use of French was less predictable.  In this example, Kieran used the French routine phrase 

« regarde » similarly to other children including routine phrases in their interactions.  However, he 

then elaborated on his use of French by saying the rest of his utterance in French – (“what is he 
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doing there?”).  This French phrase was not one of the routine phrases regularly used in the 

classroom (Field Notes) and therefore, demonstrated Kieran’s French competency.  Due to his usual 

choice to interact in English, Kieran did not often employ his French competency to communicate in 

his classroom interactions.  This example highlighted the linguistic choices made by children and the 

sometimes “hidden” resources of a child’s repertoire.  After this initial entry into play, both children 

continued the play interaction in English.   

The examples presented in this section have shown how the children incorporated their French 

language resources to negotiate entry into play.  Generally, the children chose to use routine 

phrases to enter into play with other children, as well as with the educators.  During these examples, 

the entry into play was generally successful, thus indicating the children’s ability to accurately use 

taught French expressions in their interactions when negotiating entry into play.  The use of French 

was a choice made by the children as the subsequent play was often in English, even if this choice 

was encouraged by the educators and often accompanied with praise (because the educator’s role 

was to encourage the use of French in the classroom).  As will be seen in the following section, 

during some interactions, the children also chose to use English to negotiate entry into play.  

6.3 English spoken language 
Despite the children often using a routine expression in French to enter into play, there were also 

occasions when they chose to use spoken English to enter into play.  These instances sometimes 

occurred when the child could have used the expression « jouer avec toi », but instead chose to use 

an English equivalent.  The children also used other strategies involving the use of spoken English to 

allow another child to enter the play, or to refuse entry into play.   

One example of a child using English to enter play occurred in an interaction on 2 February (Field 

Notes) when Rhys invited Oliver to play with him.  Rhys said, “Come and play with me Oliver” rather 

than « jouer avec toi », which Rhys had previously used that same day when asking if he could play 

with Kieran (Int.15, see Section 6.2).  On the earlier occasion, Rhys had received a Brindami award 

for using « jouer avec toi » with Kieran (Field Notes); however, he chose to use English with Oliver 

during this later interaction.  It is not clear why Rhys chose to use French when asking to join the 

play and English when inviting someone to play with him.  It is possible that this language choice 

related to Oliver’s limited contact with French as opposed to Kieran’s mother speaking French to him 

(See Section 5.2).  Rhys also said Oliver’s name while looking at him, which seems to indicate he was 

ensuring that Oliver knew he was talking to him and not to another child.  Oliver showed that he had 

heard by looking at Rhys.  However, Oliver did not respond in any other way and did not then play 

with Rhys.  This interaction between Rhys and Oliver was an example of a child using English to 
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attempt entry into play.  The interaction also demonstrated that a child’s asking to play with 

someone did not always result in that child successfully entering the play.   

Another example of using English to enter into play occurred with Kieran.  Kieran had previously 

used the phrase « jouer avec toi » to enter the play (Field Notes), but in another interaction (Int.2, 

see Appendix D) he said, “Can you play hockey with me?” when asking me to play with him.  As 

explained earlier (in Section 6.2), Kieran was an intriguing case in this study as he often exercised 

agency in his choice of language and did not conform to the standard language use in the classroom.  

In the example of Interaction 2, Kieran used English to ask me, an educator, to play with him.  This 

choice of English spoken language was unusual because often the children spoke French to the 

educators (including myself) and Kieran had previously used French (« Jouer avec toi ») to enter play 

with other children.  These language choices by Kieran demonstrated an ability to understand the 

use of both languages and an ability to freely switch between them – even when classroom 

expectations differed from his language choices. 

In order to refuse another child’s entry into the play, the children employed a variety of English 

language strategies.  For example, they used English to enforce the rule on how many children were 

permitted to play in each area.  The teacher had previously explained to the children that a 

maximum number of children were permitted to play in certain play areas at one time (Field Notes); 

at the doll’s house and the science box, only two children were permitted.  One example of a child 

using this strategy to refuse entry into the play was when Sofia and Marie were playing at the 

science box (Field Notes).  Another child came over and started to join in the play.  Sofia turned to 

him and said, “Only two people”, and the other child then moved away.  In this instance, Sofia was 

using English spoken language to enforce a classroom rule to refuse another child’s entry into play.  

Her refusal was successful as the other child immediately left the play area.  On other occasions, 

children refused another child’s entry into play by saying “no”, which was often accompanied with a 

nonverbal action (see Section 6.6).   

Occasionally, the negotiation to enter play was a longer process, and was not always successful 

either. For example, in the following interaction Sofia and Marie were playing on the carpet and Jade 

wanted to join in.   

Extract from Interaction 6 (21 January)  

All three girls are sitting on the carpet together 
 
16 Marie:  We’re going to {inaudible}. 
17                               (Stands up to get a toy) 
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18          Jade: (Moves over to box with dinosaurs) 
19 Jade: How about I get a dinosaur out and you {cut off by Marie}. 
20  (Looking at the dinosaur box) 
21 Sofia: (Looks at Jade) 
22 Marie: (Looks at Jade)   
23 Marie:  No, we don’t want monsters in our house. 
24     (Turning away from Jade to get another object) 
25          Jade: (Looks vaguely in Marie’s direction, then back at the box) 
26 Jade: But I want dinosaurs in my house. 
27  (Looking at the box of dinosaurs) 
 
Marie and Sofia continue to play together building the house while Jade stays by the 
dinosaur box and plays with a dinosaur.   

 

At the beginning of this interaction, it seemed that Jade had successfully joined in the play as she 

was sitting with Marie and Sofia when Marie began to explain the play.  Jade then made a suggestion 

for the play by saying, “How about I get a dinosaur and you  ...” but was cut off by Marie responding 

with “No, we don’t want monsters in our house”.  Marie’s use of “we” and “our house” was perhaps 

inclusive of her and Sofia, or perhaps the dinosaurs with which she was playing.  Marie also turned 

away from Jade, probably signalling that she did not want to play Jade’s game, or that she did not 

want to play with Jade.  Jade looked at Marie briefly and then turned back to the dinosaur box, 

saying, “But I want dinosaurs in my house”.  This utterance appeared to be a confirmation (or 

resignation) that Jade was going to play on her own, as she used the vocabulary “I” and “my house”.  

It may also have been an attempt to continue the negotiation with Marie.  However, the final result 

was that Jade played alone while Marie and Sofia continued their play together.   

In this interaction, both Marie and Jade had different goals in the play, as evidenced through their 

use of “we want” and “I want”.  Therefore, despite Jade wanting to play with Marie and Sofia, her 

goals for the play differed so much from Marie’s goals that Jade was excluded from the play.  During 

this interaction, even though she was present in the play area and involved in the play with Marie, 

Sofia did not participate in the negotiation of the play, or the negotiation of Jade’s entry into play.  

This interaction was an example of a negotiation to enter play using English spoken language (and 

some nonverbal actions) that was longer than a simple yes or no response to a child asking to enter 

play.   

Furthermore, this interaction demonstrated the complexities of the friendships that existed in the 

preschool.  Marie and Jade often played together, as well as with Sofia (Field Notes).  However, 

during this play period they did not succeed in negotiating Jade’s entry into the play.  This may have 

been because Marie did not want to play with Jade on this occasion, or perhaps because they did 
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not agree on the game to be played.  While Sofia was part of the play with Marie, she did not 

interact with Jade other than through gaze, and allowed Marie to be in control of allowing Jade to 

enter the play or not.  Sofia permitted Marie to have the role of the leader and decision maker in 

their joint play and playmates.  

In this section, examples in which children used English spoken language to negotiate entry into play 

were presented.  The children sometimes chose to use an English equivalent of the French 

expression« jouer avec toi ».  They also used English to include another child into the play, or to 

refuse entry.  Longer negotiations (such as Int.6) also occurred using spoken English.  These 

interactions using English often involved more complex language and negotiation than simply asking 

to play and replying yes or no, probably due to the children being more proficient or comfortable 

using English rather than French.  For example, in Interaction 6, Jade was not explicitly told she could 

not play with the Marie and Sofia, but as a result of their attempted negotiation of the play, Jade did 

not continue to play with the other girls.  There were also occasions when negotiating entry into play 

involved switching between French and English.  These interactions will be presented in the 

following section. 

6.4 Translanguaging 
As seen in Section 6.2, the children used the French expression « jouer avec toi » or « regarde » to 

enter into play with another child.  However, they often then switched back into English for the 

remainder of their play together.  The following two examples demonstrate the children using both 

English and French during the negotiation of entry into play.  Both interactions involved Kieran, who 

played a different role in each of these negotiations – one as the person refusing entry into the play, 

and a second as the person entering the play.  In the first example, Oliver demonstrated his 

plurilingual competency through the use of English and French when attempting to enter into the 

play with Kieran.  In the second example, Sofia translanguaged while refusing Kieran’s entry into her 

play.    

Extract from Interaction 8 (21 January) 

Oliver runs across in front of the dice and tries to get it. Kieran grabs the dice away from 
him and holds it to his chest.  Oliver then moves to where Brandon had been standing 
while playing the game with Kieran.     
 
35 Oliver:  You hit it over to me, ok Kieran. 
36       (Hands palm up, waiting for the dice, looking at Kieran) 
37 Kieran:  If you want to play, you have to ask. 
38  (Holding the dice to his chest and looking at Oliver) 
39 Oliver: Ok.  Do you want to watch me? {pause} Do you want to watch me? 
40     (Hands still palm up)  
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41 Researcher:  Allez, Kieran. Kieran, Kieran.  Tu veux le faire avec Oliver? 
42     [Go, Kieran. Kieran, Kieran. Do you want to play the game with Oliver?] 
43 Kieran:  No, he didn’t ask me.  {off camera} 
44          Oliver: (Turned away from Kieran and looking at other children) 
45 Researcher:  Ah Que est-ce qu’on dit?  Que est-ce qu’on dit Oliver? 
46           [Oh, what do we say?  What do we say Oliver?] 
47          Oliver: (Turns to look at researcher when she says his name} 
48 Researcher: Dites.  Jouer avec toi. [Say it.  Can I play with you.)      
49 Oliver:  Jouer s’il te plait,  Jouer avec toi ? [Please play, Can I play with you?) 
50      (Looks at researcher, then looks at Kieran) 
51 Researcher:   Il te demande Kieran, tu joues avec Oliver?  
52                                 [He asked you Kieran, will you play with Oliver?] 
53 Kieran: (Rolls the dice to Oliver) 
 

 

At the beginning of the interaction, Oliver was trying to enter the play with Kieran by instigating an 

interaction with him and by telling Kieran to roll the dice to him.  Oliver stood in the same spot 

where Brandon had been for the game (see full transcription, Appendix D), perhaps in order to 

(easily) replace Brandon and continue the same game with Kieran.  However, Kieran refused to roll 

the dice until Oliver had said the phrase « jouer avec toi ».  Prior to this interaction, Brandon had 

said this phrase to Kieran in order to play with him and the dice.  Brandon had received a Brindami 

award for using the French phrase (Field Notes), which is probably the reason Kieran was insisting on 

Oliver using the same phrase.   

Through assistance from myself, Oliver attempted to enter the play by using different phrases.  First, 

Oliver tried another phrase in English – “Do you want to watch me?”  When this phrase did not 

work, I intervened to assist the boys in playing together.  I encouraged Oliver to ask to play and 

reminded him of the French phrase « jouer avec toi ».  Oliver then used French to ask to enter the 

play, firstly with a slightly different version, « jouer s’il te plait » (“Please play”) followed by the 

actual phrase « jouer avec toi ».  Oliver demonstrated his plurilingual competency in this interaction 

through his use of both English and French to gain entry into Kieran’s play.  Neither of Oliver’s 

parents spoke French, however his older siblings attended Francophone school (see Section 5.2).  

My participation in the interaction influenced Oliver’s switch to French.  Oliver tried a different 

phrase to the routine « jouer avec toi » which was also a correct and appropriate phrase to enter 

play, thus highlighting his competency at using both French and English phrases to express himself.  

It was only when Oliver said the exact phrase of « jouer avec toi » that Kieran began playing.  This 

was perhaps an indication of the “routineness” of the phrase.  By encouraging the children to ask to 

enter the play with each other, the educators had provided the language resources to do so – hence, 

« jouer avec toi ».  Yet, this seemed to have led to Kieran only accepting this phrase as a means of 
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entry, as opposed to other – also acceptable – phrases for entry into play, such as “Do you want to 

watch me?” or « jouer s’il te plait » (“Please play”).  On the other hand, Kieran may have been 

asserting his (self-perceived) role as leader in the game by controlling Oliver’s entry into the play.  

Later in this interaction, Kieran again controlled the game and refused to play with Oliver until he 

played the game according to Kieran’s rules (see Appendix D).  This action confirmed Kieran’s 

tendency to play a dominant, leader role during play.    

The following example occurred 5 days after Kieran’s interaction with Oliver, and after receiving the 

Brindami award.  This time, Kieran was the child being refused entry into the play by Sofia who used 

a quote in French to refuse Kieran’s entry.  

Extract from Interaction 11 (26 January) 

Sofia is playing at the puzzle table.  Kieran arrives and starts to take puzzle pieces from the 
box.  
1 Sofia: No, you have to ask.  You have to say Jouer avec toi [Can I play with you] 
2          (Trying to take puzzle piece out of Kieran’s hand) 
3 Kieran: (Takes more pieces out of the box) 
 

 

During this interaction, Kieran did not ask to join in Sofia’s play with puzzles in any way, but just 

inserted himself in the play.  This was often a strategy used by the children to enter play that 

sometimes led to conflict (Field Notes).  It perhaps explains why the educators introduced and 

encouraged the use of « jouer avec toi » as a means to avoid conflict when children did not want 

others to play with them.  Sofia was quite clear in saying “no” to Kieran’s joining the play, and 

clarifying that he had to ask to join.  She then told him that he had to say « jouer avec toi ».  Sofia 

used the French expression that they had been taught to use for entering play, despite the rest of 

her utterance being in English.  Sofia’s father is Francophone but her main home language was 

identified as English (See Section 5.2).  Sofia was simultaneously refusing Kieran’s entry into the play 

while also teaching Kieran the correct way to enter play.  Despite Sofia’s attempt to refuse Kieran 

entry into the play, or at least ensure he asked to enter the play correctly, Kieran did not respond to 

her but continued to play with the puzzle pieces.   

In this interaction with Sofia, Kieran was in the opposite role to the previous example (Int.8) where 

he was in control of the game and thus insisting that Oliver say « jouer avec toi ».  This time it was 

Sofia who insisted on Kieran saying « jouer avec toi »; however, Kieran chose not to comply with 

Sofia’s request and continued to play with the puzzle.  Unlike Oliver, who tried many different 

expressions to enter the play with Kieran, Kieran did not attempt to gain permission from Sofia to 
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join her play, even when she explicitly told him what he should say.  Instead, he continued to play 

with the puzzle pieces and attempted to insert himself into Sofia’s play.  The following part of this 

interaction involved nonverbal action only and is presented in the next section (Section 6.5).  

These examples demonstrated how the children sometimes switched from English to French to 

incorporate the routine French expression « jouer avec toi ».  This translanguaging was used as a 

strategy to accept or refuse entry into play.  On both occasions, one child was insisting that another 

child ask to enter the play.  Similarly, both instances involved the expectation that the child entering 

the play used the expression « jouer avec toi ».  However, Sofia was more direct and articulate in 

explaining this to Kieran than Kieran was when explaining it to Oliver.  In the interaction between 

Oliver and Kieran, Oliver asked in both English and French to enter the play, demonstrating that his 

repertoire consisted of both languages.  Similarly, Sofia switched from English to French to teach 

Kieran which French phrase he needed to use to enter the play.   

The children in the study also used nonverbal actions from their repertoire to negotiate entry into 

play.  The following section presents examples where only nonverbal actions were used.  

6.5  Nonverbal action only 
In addition to spoken language, the children also used nonverbal actions to negotiate entry into play.  

One common example was a child turning away from the other child to indicate that they did not 

want that child to enter the play.  For example, in Interaction 6, Marie and Sofia were playing with 

the dinosaurs and blocks on the carpet when Jade arrived and repeatedly said « jouer avec toi » to 

Marie in an attempt to enter the play.  Marie, however, only responded by turning away from Jade.  

Later, Jade made a different attempt to join in the play but was again unsuccessful (see Section 6.3 

for analysis and Appendix D for full transcript).  

Another example of a child turning away in order to refuse entry into play was Sofia refusing to play 

with Kieran.  The first part of this interaction was presented and analysed in the previous section on 

French and English mixed (see Section 6.4).  

Interaction 11 (26 January) 

Sofia is playing at the puzzle table.  Kieran arrives and starts to take puzzle pieces from the 
box.  
1 Sofia: No, you have to ask.  You have to say Jouer avec toi [Can I play with you] 
2          (Trying to take puzzle piece out of Kieran’s hand) 
3 Kieran: (Takes more pieces out of the box) 
 
Sofia then watches Kieran as he puts some of the puzzle pieces in place, then starts to 
take more pieces from the box herself 
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4 Kieran: You have to…  An easy way to… 
5  (Looking at Sofia) 
6 Sofia: (Turns her body away from Kieran)  
7                     (Removes the pieces of puzzle Kieran had placed) 
8            Kieran: (Puts down two more pieces of the puzzle, then moves away) 
 

 

Despite Sofia having attempted to tell Kieran how he should enter the play at the beginning of the 

interaction, Kieran continued to play without her consent.  Sofia did not seem happy with the outcome 

but did not say anything more to Kieran; rather, she just watched him.  Kieran continued his attempt to 

insert himself in the play by explaining what needed to be done with the puzzle pieces and potentially 

negotiating the rules of the play.  This time Sofia tried a different strategy to refuse Kieran’s entry into 

the play by using the nonverbal action of turning away from him.  She then removed the puzzle pieces 

that he had put down.  She did not respond to Kieran with spoken language, but these nonverbal 

actions appeared to be enough for him to understand that she did not want him to play with her, as he 

decided to leave the play area. 

Sometimes the children also used a nonverbal action to attempt entry into the play, for example, in 

Interaction 4 (previously used as an example in Section 5.3.3).  In this interaction, Kieran and Adam 

were playing ice hockey when Tariq arrived at the ice hockey table.  Tariq did not say anything but 

stood watching Kieran and Adam playing.  His position at the table and his gaze probably indicated 

to Kieran and Adam that he wanted to join in the play, or at least have a turn at playing when one of 

them had finished.  Kieran chose to include Tariq in the play by assigning him a role in the game – 

referee.  Kieran gave Tariq instructions on where to put the ball on the ice (see Section 7.6 for 

further analysis).  

Oliver used a similar strategy to attempt entry into the play with Kieran and Rhys at the whiteboard.  

Extract from Interaction 15 (2 February) 

Kieran and Rhys are playing at the whiteboard.  Oliver arrives in the play area. 
 
13 Oliver: (Standing and watching Kieran drawing) 
14 Oliver: (Sits down behind Kieran and Rhys and picks up a pen) 
15 Kieran:      No 
16                      (Turns around to Oliver and takes the pen from him) 
17          Oliver: (Picks up another pen) 
18          Kieran: Stop it Oliver. {loudly} 
 
The teacher intervenes to organise taking turns in the play. 
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In this interaction, Oliver attempted to enter the play by physically sitting with Rhys and Kieran and 

taking a pen.  He was probably preparing to join in the drawing on the whiteboard.  However, unlike 

in the previous example (Int.4), Kieran did not permit Oliver to join in the play.  Kieran took the pen 

from Oliver and said “no”.  Oliver then persisted in trying to join the play by taking another pen, to 

which Kieran continued to refuse his entry.  Due to the rising conflict between Oliver and Kieran, the 

teacher intervened and organised the turn taking at the whiteboard.   

The examples presented in this section were children using nonverbal actions to negotiate entry into 

play.  The first examples demonstrated how children used nonverbal actions to refuse another 

child’s entry into play.  The nonverbal action of turning away from another child was often a strategy 

used by the children to refuse entry of another child (Field Notes).  The last two examples were 

children attempting to enter the play using nonverbal actions.  Tariq’s attempt was successful, but 

Oliver was not successful.  This demonstrated that despite a strategy or resource being successful on 

one occasion, it was not guaranteed to succeed during another interaction. Other nonverbal actions 

were also used by the children during the negotiation of entry into play.  However, these nonverbal 

actions often accompanied spoken language and are therefore presented in the following section.  

6.6  Nonverbal action and spoken language  
During their negotiations for entry into play, the children used nonverbal actions, particularly 

gestures, with their spoken language.  This spoken language was either French or English.  For 

example, as discussed in Section 6.2, the children sometimes used the phrase « regarde » (look) to 

negotiate their entry into play.  This phrase was often accompanied by a pointing gesture to indicate 

where the listener should be looking.  For instance, in Interaction 1 (see Appendix D), Marie said 

« regarde » to me while pointing to the structure she had built for the baby dinosaur.  Marie also 

used gaze to firstly look at me (probably to indicate who she was talking to) and then looking back at 

the structure she was pointing at, to show me where to look.   

Another example of using a pointing gesture with the word « regarde » was when Brandon wanted 

to join in dinosaur play with Kieran. 

Interaction 26 (4 March) 

Kieran and Adam are engrossed in their dinosaurs fighting each other, they are speaking in 
English and making sound effects.  Brandon moves into the space and stands watching the 
others play for about one minute.  He then moves closer and sits down while still 
watching them.  Kieran has put some of the dinosaurs on top of a piece of wood.  One of 
these dinosaurs falls off the wood. 
 
1 Brandon: Regarde  [Look] 
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2  (Pointing at the fallen dinosaur) 

3            Kieran: (Looks at Brandon then looks at dinosaur) 

4 Kieran: I’m not getting it now, I’m fighting {inaudible}. 

5  (Looking back at the other dinosaurs) 

6 Kieran: Look, you have to tag all the … to get all the…    

7  (Pointing the dinosaur toward Brandon and looking at him) 

8 Brandon: (Looks at Kieran) 

9 Kieran: (Turns dinosaur and his body back towards Adam, away from Brandon) 

Kieran and Adam continue playing together while Brandon looks on. 

 

Brandon stood back from the play and watched for about one minute, then moved closer for a few 

more seconds before sitting down with the other boys.  Brandon was a quieter child and often 

enjoyed sitting by himself listening to books read on a CD (Field Notes).  In this moment, Brandon 

was an onlooker in the play.  Despite having a dinosaur in his hand and looking towards the 

imaginative play happening between Kieran and Adam, Brandon was not part of the play.  However, 

it appeared that Brandon wanted to join in the play and an opportunity presented itself when the 

dinosaur fell.  The fallen dinosaur was an opportunity for Brandon to begin an interaction with 

Kieran and potentially join in the play.  

It is interesting that Brandon used French spoken language to interact with Kieran, even though the 

interaction between Kieran and Adam was happening in English.  Perhaps this was because                

« regarde » was a routine phrase used often in the classroom.  Brandon’s home language was French 

(See Section 5.2) which may also be the reason he chose to speak in French.  Brandon did not 

elaborate on what to look at but used the pointing gesture to indicate where and what he was 

talking about.  He remained with his hand in the pointing gesture until he was satisfied that Kieran 

understood his meaning – when Kieran moved himself around to look directly where Brandon was 

pointing (at the fallen dinosaur).  The combination of the spoken language and the gesture led to 

Kieran understanding what Brandon meant.  It is possible that the utterance « Regarde » played two 

roles – one in wanting Kieran to understand that his dinosaur had fallen, and secondly, to get the 

attention of Kieran in order to join in the play.  Kieran chose to reply to Brandon in English even 

though Brandon had used French.  It is possible that Kieran was allowing Brandon to join in the play 

when he gave directions on how to manipulate the dinosaurs.  However, it was not clear to whom 

Kieran was speaking, and Brandon did not respond.  Kieran turned back to Adam and continued their 

original play.  

In this interaction, Brandon attempted to enter the dinosaur play with Kieran and Adam.  He was 

briefly successful when Kieran continued the interaction with him about the fallen dinosaur and then 
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proceeded to explain some of the dinosaur play.  However, Brandon did not enter the play as Kieran 

turned back to Adam and continued their play together, thus excluding Brandon.  In this case, 

Brandon’s initial attempt at entering the play was successful but he did not follow up in any way and 

did not respond to Kieran’s utterances which led to a breakdown in the communication and 

eventually to Brandon not remaining in the play.  

The children also used nonverbal actions and spoken language to refuse entry into the play. In the 

next example, Kieran and Tariq both used the word “no” along with the nonverbal action of turning 

away in order to refuse entry into play, or refuse the play suggested by the other child.  

Interaction 12 (26 January) 

Kieran and Tariq are playing with the Mr Potato Head toy on the carpet.  They are 
engaged in parallel play.  Tariq takes a piece of the game and moves to the other side of 
Kieran at the beginning of the recording.  Kieran then moves himself around the other side 
of the Mr Potato Head so he is facing Tariq: 
 
1 Kieran:  Look at this, this man is going to go super high. 
2  (Lifting toy in the air, while standing up and moving towards Tariq) 
3  (Looking at toy) 
4 Tariq: I want to… {inaudible}. 
5    (Looking at toy then standing up to reach for it.)   
6 Kieran:  Noooo. 
7  (Turning his back on Tariq) 
 
Kieran moves to the other side of carpet area while Tariq stays in the same place, playing 
with a different piece of toy.  He sits down and then Kieran, who has looked back at Tariq, 
moves back towards him, carrying the toy. 
 
8 Kieran: Hah ah ha. {sound effects}. 
9  (Moving towards Tariq and placing potato head down in front of him) 
10 Tariq: Nooo. 
11  (Grabbing a toy from the floor and moving away from Kieran) 
12 Kieran:  I ate ya. 
13  (Looking at toy) 
14 Tariq: No. 
15  (Standing away from Kieran but looking towards him) 
16 Kieran: Pretend someone came and that’s, and that’s when all the potatoes die. 
17  (Looking at potato head then looking at Tariq) 
18          Tariq: (Turns away from Kieran and continues his own play)  
 
The two boys then play on their own in parallel play.  

 

At the beginning of this interaction, Kieran used the English word “look” to attract Tariq’s attention, 

probably because he wanted to play with Tariq rather than continue the parallel play.  Tariq 

responded to Kieran by saying “I want” and reaching for the toy.  By using this type of language, 
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Tariq was trying to express his goal within the play with Kieran.  By reaching for the toy, Tariq was 

perhaps going to demonstrate what he wanted to do within the play.  However, Kieran refused 

Tariq’s part in the interaction by saying “no” and turning away from him.  This reaction was perhaps 

because Kieran only wanted Tariq to look at what he was doing, rather than join in the play or take 

the toy as Tariq tried to do.  Kieran tried to play with Tariq again by moving his toy towards Tariq and 

using sound effects.  Despite Tariq turning away from Kieran and saying “no”, Kieran persisted in 

trying to play with Tariq.  Kieran continued to explain his game to Tariq, despite Tariq refusing to 

play.  Eventually, Kieran accepted that Tariq did not want to play his game and the two boys played 

alone.  

In this interaction, Kieran was attempting to enter and create play with Tariq.  Kieran’s intention 

seemed to be more Kieran wanting Tariq to play his own idea for play, rather than to join in Tariq’s 

play.  However, after initially interacting with Kieran and attempting to play together (which was 

unsuccessful), Tariq then refused Kieran’s entry into his play by using spoken language and 

nonverbal actions.  Tariq’s home language was identified as Arabic (See Section 5.2), even though he 

was only observed using French and English in the classroom.  In the above interaction, Tariq 

repeatedly said “no” to Kieran and turned away from him.  Both linguistic resources suggested that 

he did not want to play with Kieran.  Kieran persisted in trying to play with Tariq, but eventually gave 

up and continued to play on alone.      

The following interaction is an example of the strategy children used to negotiate the entry into play, 

in which they insert themselves into the existing play.   

Extract from Interaction 22 (23 February) 

Sofia and Marie are playing at the doll’s house, when Oliver arrives and starts moving the 
dolls in the box: 
 
12  Oliver: You need the two there 
13  (Touching the dolls in the box and looking at the dolls)  
14 Sofia: (Turns to look at Oliver) 
15 Sofia: Only two people. 
16          (Holding up two fingers and looking at Oliver) 
17             Oliver: (Walks away from the doll’s house) 
 
Sofia turns back to the doll’s house and Marie. 

 

When Oliver arrived at the doll’s house he began an interaction with Sofia and Marie, by giving them 

instruction on the play – “you need the two there”.  He was looking at the dolls and touching them, 

which indicated which “two” he was talking about.  He did not look at Sofia or Marie when he spoke, 
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but the use of “you” at the beginning of the sentence probably meant he was talking to the two girls.  

It seems that Oliver was trying to enter the play by being helpful and suggesting how the play should 

happen.  This was another strategy used by children to enter into play, similar to Brandon’s attempt 

to enter the play in Interaction 26 (see above). 

Sofia turned to Oliver when he spoke and continued to look at him when she told him “Only two 

people”.  This use of gaze as a nonverbal action allowed Oliver to know that she was talking to him in 

her utterance.  When Sofia said, “only two people”, she also held up two fingers to reinforce the 

word “two”.  This gesture for indicating a number with the fingers was often used by the educators 

and the children when talking about numbers (Field Notes).  Sofia also used this reason for refusing 

another child to play at the science box, but did not use the gesture during that interaction (see 

Section 6.3).  At the time, however, she had her hands immersed in the science box, so it was not 

possible to gesture with her hands.  Despite Sofia’s utterance being quite short, on both occasions, 

the other child understood her meaning and left immediately.  This understanding probably came 

from the repetition by educators and other children (like Sofia) who regularly mentioned and 

enforced this classroom rule.   

Sofia, however, was making a choice to refuse Oliver’s entry into the play.  This choice was evident in 

a following interaction when Jade arrived and sat in the same seat as Oliver.  

Extract from Interaction 22 (23 February)  

Jade sits down on a chair next to Sofia, looking at the two girls.  Marie looks at Jade then 
turns back to the doll’s house.  Sofia looks up at Jade. 
 
54          Sofia: Hi Jade. 
55                   (Looking at Jade)  
56 Jade: You’re coming over to my house today. 
57 Sofia: I am? 
 
Sofia says something else to Jade but is drowned out by Marie saying very loudly 
 
58          Marie: Today is my dad’s birthday. 
59              (Looking at Jade) 
60 Sofia: But I don’t think I’m going today. 
61            (Shaking her head and looking at Jade) 
62 Jade: (Nods head) 
63 Marie:  Sofia, today’s my dad’s birthday. 
64     (Tapping Sofia on the head then on the shoulder) 
65 Sofia: (Turns to look at Marie) 
66 Jade: (Stands up and leaves the area) 
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Sofia’s reaction to Jade’s arrival was very different from her reaction in the interaction with Oliver.  

Sofia used English and nonverbal actions to tell Oliver that only two people were allowed to play at 

the doll’s house, thus refusing his entry into play.  However, when Jade arrived, Sofia turned to her 

and said, “Hi Jade”, which seemed to be an invitation to join the play, or at least, it was not a refusal 

to play.  Either way, Jade did not seem interested in playing at the doll’s house, but wanted to talk to 

Sofia.  Jade disrupted Sofia’s play with a statement unrelated to the play.  

Jade told Sofia that she was going to Jade’s house that day, and Sofia replied, “I am?”, indicating that 

she wasn’t aware of this arrangement.  Their conversation was interrupted by Marie who said quite 

loudly that it was her dad’s birthday.  Marie seemed to be trying to change the subject or return 

Sofia’s attention to her.  In any case, Sofia did not respond to Marie, but responded to Jade, saying 

that she did not think she was going to her house today.  Sofia used a head-shaking gesture to 

accompany the negative aspect of her utterance.  Jade responded with a nod of her head, probably 

indicating that yes, Sofia was going to her house.  Marie interrupted their conversation again to 

restate that it was her dad’s birthday.  On this occasion, Marie said “Sofia”, thus reinforcing to whom 

she was talking.  Marie also tapped Sofia on the head and shoulder in a further effort to gain Sofia’s 

attention.  Previously, Sofia had ignored Marie’s statement about her dad’s birthday, but the second 

time Sofia turned to face Marie and continued the interaction with her.  Jade then left the play area 

– perhaps because she had finished her interaction with Sofia, or perhaps because Sofia had 

indicated the end of the interaction by turning back to interact with Marie.   

During this interaction, it seemed that Marie did not want Jade to be part of the play, or at least not 

interacting with Sofia.  Marie did not directly refuse Jade’s entry into the play, but she did make an 

effort to direct Sofia’s attention away from Jade.  Jade was talking about Sofia going to her house 

which may have led to Marie’s reaction, as she may have been jealous of Sofia and Jade’s friendship.  

It is interesting that Marie did not try to redirect Sofia’s attention back to the doll’s house play, but 

rather engaged her in another topic unrelated to the play – similar to Sofia’s interaction with Jade.  

Marie used nonverbal actions with her spoken language to gain Sofia’s attention, such as tapping 

Sofia on the head and shoulder in order to ensure Sofia was listening to her.  Marie also excluded 

Jade from the play and interaction by not looking at her or interacting with her, but rather focusing 

on Sofia – saying Sofia’s name and only including Sofia in her own interaction.  

These successful and unsuccessful negotiations for entering into play involved the children 

combining nonverbal actions with spoken language.  These linguistic resources were used both by 

children wanting to enter into play, and children accepting or refusing this entry into play.  Often the 

nonverbal action reinforced the spoken language, such as turning away when saying “no”.  Other 
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times the nonverbal action added extra information to the spoken language, such as pointing to 

where they wanted the person to look when saying « regarde ».  In addition, these examples 

demonstrated the children’s use of various strategies to enter the play or refuse entry into play.  A 

common strategy to enter play was to insert oneself into the play by being helpful through pointing 

out a fallen dinosaur or giving advice for where the dolls belonged.  Strategies for refusing entry into 

play included saying “no” and turning away from the other child and reinforcing the classroom rule 

of how many children were allowed in each play area.   

6.7 Summary  
This chapter presented examples of the children using their various linguistic resources to negotiate 

the entry into play.  The entry into play was not solely achieved by the child wanting to enter the 

play but involved the acceptance or refusal of that child to enter the play by the children already 

playing.  The children chose various linguistic resources during the negotiations of entry into play.  

Sometimes the French expressions « jouer avec toi » and « regarde » were used.  Other times, 

English spoken language was used.  Negotiations involving English were often more complex and 

involved a discussion on the rules of play.  The children occasionally switched languages when 

negotiating entry into play, thus demonstrating their flexibility in language choice and motivation to 

achieve their communication purpose.  On numerous occasions the children also included nonverbal 

actions in their negotiation of entry into play.  The use of nonverbal action was sometimes 

accompanied by spoken language. 

These example interactions demonstrated the children’s ability to draw appropriate resources from 

their unique linguistic repertoire to negotiate the entry into play.  They also reflected the complexity 

of children’s classroom interactions and conscious choices to use specific linguistic resources.  The 

children’s emerging plurilingual competencies were evident through their ability to choose resources 

(and combine resources) depending on the context and the interactant.  They also switched 

resources and strategies if one was not working.  The following chapter explores how the children 

used these linguistic resources to negotiate meaning during their child-initiated play.   
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Chapter 7 Negotiating During Child-Initiated Play 
 

7.1 Introduction 
This chapter will present and analyse multiple examples of the children’s negotiations during their 

child-initiated play.  This play included both imaginary play and game playing.  Some of the play 

activities included playing at the doll’s house, dinosaur play, (simulated) ice hockey, building blocks, 

baby dolls, and so on.  The interactions occurring during this play were sometimes between children, 

or between a child and an educator.  As outlined in Chapter 5 (Section 5.4), there were many 

reasons for these interactions and the subsequent negotiations were often, but not always, 

successful.  The children negotiated the rules of game playing as well as the rules or nature of their 

imaginary play.  They also negotiated the rules in and out of the imaginary play or games and asked 

each other for help.  These negotiations varied in length and were sometimes simple and sometimes 

complex.  In addition, multiple negotiations often occurred during a single play episode.  

This chapter is organised by the linguistic resources the children used in their negotiations, similarly 

to Chapter 6.  Accordingly, the sections are French spoken language, English spoken language, 

translanguaging, nonverbal action only, and nonverbal action and spoken language.  Each section 

contains examples of interactions in which the children used these resources, either with one 

another or with an educator.  The chapter concludes with a summary of these findings.  

7.2 French spoken language 
As mentioned in the Introduction chapter, the children in this study had varying degrees of French 

competency.  Therefore, even though the expectation in the Francophone classroom was to speak in 

French, the children did not always use French during their interactions, especially interactions with 

one another.  Many of the children spoke French with the educators but chose to use English with 

their peers (see Chapter 5).  This section will present examples of the children drawing upon their 

French language resources to communicate in their interactions.  Other interactions involving 

children using French spoken language are presented in Sections 7.4 and 7.6 as they include a mix of 

languages or nonverbal actions.   

The first example in this section is Adam interacting with the teacher to ask for help with his play.  

The focus of the analysis is on the use of French spoken language despite the interaction including 

the use of nonverbal actions.  

Extract from Interaction 4 (19 January) 

Adam and some other boys are playing at the ice hockey table.  At one point they lose the 
ball and Adam goes to the teacher to tell her:  
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43 Adam: Le balle. [The ball.] 
44  (Pointing towards hockey area) 
45 Teacher: Le balle…? [The ball?] 
46    (Looking at Adam) 
47          Adam:  Le balle n’est pas là.  [The ball isn’t there.] 
48  (Looking at teacher but pointing behind him towards hockey game area) 
49 Teacher: Le balle n’est pas là ? [The ball isn’t there?]    
50  (Looking towards hockey area) 
51 Teacher: Mais, elle est où le balle ?  [But where is the ball?] 
52      (Looking at Adam) 
53 Adam: Je ne sais.  [I don’t know.] 
54  (Looking at teacher) 
55 Teacher : Mais il faut le chercher, le balle. [But you have to look for the ball] 
56      (Gets up to follow Adam to hockey area) 
 

 

Adam’s main home language was identified as English, but both his parents also spoke French (See 

Section 5.2).  His exposure to French in the home may have contributed to his competency in French 

and his choice to use French when interacting with educators, specifically this interaction.  At the 

beginning of this interaction, Adam used only the noun “the ball” in order to explain to the teacher 

that the ball had been lost.  He also used a pointing gesture to accompany his spoken words and 

perhaps to clarify where the ball was supposed to be, or perhaps to clarify which ball he was 

referring to.  The teacher responded by repeating his words in a questioning tone.  The purpose of 

this utterance was probably to prompt Adam to provide more information on the ball.  In his next 

utterance Adam did so, stating that the ball wasn’t there.  Again, the teacher repeated his words as a 

question and then asked a further question, “but where is the ball?”, to which Adam responded that 

he did not know.  The teacher then stated that they had to look for the ball and she stood up to help 

the boys find it.   

This interaction with the teacher was instigated by Adam who was asking for help to find the ice 

hockey ball.  Despite not actually saying he needed help, Adam achieved his communication purpose 

of informing the teacher that the ball was lost and then receiving help to find it.  Adam’s initial 

utterance was quite short, and the teacher encouraged and scaffolded the interaction by repeating 

Adam’s phrases and questioning him in order to continue the interaction and to understand what 

Adam wanted.  Adam responded positively to this scaffolding.  For instance, he elaborated on his 

initial “the ball” utterance when the teacher repeated his words as a question.   

The following example was also an interaction with an educator, instigated by a child. 

Interaction 23 (27 February) 
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The researcher is filming children playing in the dress up area, when Tariq who is nearby 
on the carpet, engages her in an interaction. 
 
1 Tariq:  Madame Kelly. [Teacher Kelly.] 
2 Researcher:  Oui. [Yes.] 
3 Tariq: Fini. [Finished.] 
4 Researcher:  Qu’est que c’est? [What is it?] 
5            Tariq:  Dinosaure.  
6 Researcher:  Ah c’est la grotte pour les dinosaures?  
7                                    [Oh it is a cave for the dinosaurs?] 
8            Tariq: Oui. [Yes.] 
Tariq returns to his play and the researcher continues filming the other children. 
 

 

In this interaction, Tariq wanted to show me his finished project.  He gained my attention by saying 

my name.  When I turned my attention to him, he said « fini » (finished), a common phrase used by 

the children in the classroom when they had finished their task, their snack, or their own play 

project.  In this instance, Tariq wanted to show me the construction piece he had built.  To continue 

the interaction, I asked him what he had built, and Tariq replied with one word, « dinosaur ».  He 

had obviously not built an actual dinosaur, so I asked for further clarification, thus scaffolding French 

spoken language for him.  I asked if he had built a cave for the dinosaurs.  Tariq replied « oui » (yes), 

indicating that he had understood my French utterance.   

Tariq chose to use French spoken language during this interaction.  This choice was perhaps related 

to the expectation of the classroom to speak French, particularly to the educators.  Tariq’s home 

language was Arabic, but both his parents noted they had also been schooled in French (See Section 

5.2).  When asked what he had built, Tariq provided a short response that did not provide many 

details.  I offered a more complete description of the structure through a question, to which Tariq 

agreed – while still using spoken French.  At the end of this short interaction, Tariq had achieved his 

goal – to show me his finished construction – and thus returned to his play on his own.   

The following interaction occurred when the teacher instigated an interaction with three girls 

playing in the igloo.  During a focus on the winter theme in the classroom, the educators had placed 

a small tent with a white sheet over it to represent an igloo.  Next to the igloo was the dress-up area 

containing several animal outfits.  As will be seen in this interaction, the children often dressed up as 

animals before playing in the igloo.   

Extract from Interaction 9 (21 January) 
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Three girls are playing in the igloo (Marie, Jade and Sofia).  The teacher goes over to the 
igloo to talk to them as Rhys has told her that there should only be two children playing in 
the igloo.  
 
37          Teacher: Toc toc. [Knock, knock.] 
38  (Pretending to knock on igloo, then turning to look at Rhys.)  
39 Teacher:  Il y a quelqu’un? [Is anyone there?] 
40     (Putting ear towards the tent – listening action) 
41 Teacher:  Non, il n’y a personne. [No, nobody.] 
42  (Shaking head, putting hands palm up and shrugging shoulders.  
43                                    Looking at Rhys) 
44 Teacher:  Toc toc. [Knock, knock.] 
45      (Knocking on igloo) 
46 Girls: Non. [No.] 
47 Teacher: Ah beh j’entends les voix. [Oh but I hear voices.] 
48    (Opening the igloo to look inside) 
49 Teacher:  Coucou, ah, qu’est qu’on a, combien des amis on a dit dans l’igloo?  
50                           [Peek-a-boo, what did, how many friends did we say in the igloo?] 
51       (Head is inside the igloo) 
52 Girls: Deux. [Two.] 
53 Noemi: Mais, ah, mais c’est trois animaux dedans à la fois.  
54                               [But, um, but it’s three animals at a time.] 
55 Teacher : Ok, donc trois animaux c’est limite. Trois animaux, un, deux, trois.  
56                            [Ok, so three animals is the limit. Three animals, one, two, three.] 
57      (Head still in igloo) 
 
The teacher then returns to Rhys and continues her interaction with him. 

 

When the teacher arrived at the igloo, she entered the imaginary play with the girls.  This educator 

involvement in imaginary play often formed a part of the child-initiated play in the preschool 

classroom.  Sometimes the educators entered the imaginary play in order to scaffold the play or 

model a form of play (Field Notes).  On other occasions, as in this case, the educator used this 

immersion in the imaginary play to reinforce classroom rules.  In this interaction, the teacher 

knocked on the door (in pretence) and made a knocking sound.  She asked if anyone was there.  The 

teacher obviously knew that the girls were playing in the tent, yet she turned to Rhys to say that 

there was no one there, while using a shaking head gesture and then an “I don’t know” gesture 

(hands palm up, shrugging shoulders).  The teacher knocked again, and the girls replied with « non » 

(no) – perhaps meaning that no-one was home.  The teacher seemed to make this assumption and 

replied with “but I can hear voices”, meaning that someone must have been home because she 

heard voices.   

The teacher then took the liberty to put her head inside the tent to address the girls about the 

number of children playing in the tent, by asking “how many friends did we say in the igloo?”  The 
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girls replied with “two”, in French, indicating that either they knew only two friends were allowed, or 

that they had heard Rhys tell them “only two” earlier (see full transcript in Appendix D).  This 

accurate response from the girls indicated that they understood the teacher’s question in French 

and they knew the classroom rule of two children in the tent at one time.  

Marie took the lead role and negotiated this rule with the teacher.  Taking the lead role was perhaps 

due to Marie’s personality or her French competency level – Marie’s main home language was 

French, whereas the other two girls’ home language was English (See Section 5.2).    Within their 

imaginary play, the girls were dressed as animals, so Marie used this reason to explain why three 

children were allowed to play – because they were animals, not children.  Marie used quite a long 

phrase to explain this to the teacher, saying “but it’s three animals in the tent at a time”.  This use of 

longer French utterances was consistent with some of her other interactions with the educators 

(Field Notes).  In addition, Marie’s main home language was French (see Section 5.2) which probably 

contributed to her language choices in the classroom.  The teacher accepted this reasoning for three 

children to be in the tent and repeated that three animals was the limit.  She counted the animals in 

the tent.   

The teacher probably felt that the rule of only two children playing in the tent was negotiable if the 

circumstances allowed.  In this case, three children did not make a significant difference to the safety 

of the play.  If there had been more than three children playing in the tent, then the teacher may not 

have allowed for the rule to be negotiated for safety reasons.  The teacher returned to Rhys and 

explained why three animals were permitted in the tent (see full transcript in Appendix D).  She used 

the imaginary play scenario as justification, firstly saying there were three, but it was three animals 

so that was acceptable.  Then the teacher elaborated to say they were hiding in the igloo, because it 

was winter.  Finally, the teacher said the girls had put on costumes and asked Rhys if he wanted to 

wear a costume as well.  During her explanation to Rhys, the teacher stayed within the imaginary 

play context until the very end, when Rhys still did not seem convinced.  She then made it clearer 

that the girls were wearing animal costumes, which was why they were animals and three were 

permitted in the tent.   

The next example occurred when Jade and Marie were playing with the keyboards.  On this 

occasion, no educators were involved, yet Jade chose to speak in French for part of the interaction.  

Extract from Interaction 27 (4 March) 

Marie and Jade are sitting at a table with a keyboard in front of each of them.  Their 
interaction until this point was in English. 
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48 Jade:  Un, deux, trois. [One, two, three.] 
49  Hitting the number keys 
50 Jade:  Un, deux, trois, quatre. [One, two, three, four.] 
51  (Pointing to the number keys while counting)  
52 Jade:  Where’s quatre? (Where’s four?] 
53  (Pointing to a key) 
54 Marie: (Leans over to look where Jade is pointing) 
55 Marie:  It’s there. 
56    (Pointing to a key on Jade’s keyboard) 
 
The interaction continues in English.  

 

At the beginning of this extract, Jade was counting the number keys on the keyboard.  She switched 

from spoken English into spoken French while counting.  The children often used French when they 

were counting, even when the rest of their interaction was in English.  This was similar to their use of 

pointing to the objects they were counting (see Section 7.6 for more examples).  Jade then 

interacted with Marie by asking where the four was.  In this question, Jade used both English and 

French within her sentence – « Where’s quatre? ».  This sentence was grammatically correct despite 

containing two languages.  Furthermore, Jade knew that Marie understood both English and French, 

which meant that Jade had considered her interactant in the utterance.  Perhaps Jade was 

demonstrating her French language knowledge or practising her French language skills in context. 

Jade’s home language was English although she was also in contact with French and ASL in the home 

(see Section 5.2). 

Marie responded appropriately to Jade’s question, indicating that she had understood.  Marie chose 

to respond in English, even though Jade had used both French and English.  This language choice was 

consistent with their previous interaction being in English.  In addition, Marie, whose home language 

was French, tended to separate her language use by consistently speaking in English with her peers 

and French with the educators (Field Notes).  It was rare that Marie switched languages during an 

utterance or spoke French to her peers (Field Notes). 

The extracts presented in this section were examples of the children choosing to use French 

language resources in their play interactions.  During these interactions the children maintained the 

communication in French, occasionally with the assistance and scaffolding of an educator, even 

though they did not always use long utterances.  The reason for this choice to use French spoken 

language in these interactions with educators may have been related to the expectation that French 

was the language of the classroom.  Another reason for using French may have been to demonstrate 

French competency or practise French language.  Other examples of French resources being used in 
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play interactions will be analysed in Sections 7.4 and 7.6.  French was often used when interacting 

with educators and occasionally with peers.  On the other hand, the children often used spoken 

English when negotiating play with each other, as will be discussed in the next section.   

7.3 English spoken language 
As mentioned in Chapter 5, the children often spoke English when interacting with each other, which 

meant that many of their negotiations during child-initiated play occurred in English spoken 

language.  Often these negotiations were lengthy and drew upon various linguistic resources.  The 

following examples occurred during three different play negotiations.  As each interaction was quite 

long, specific extracts have been taken to illustrate the resources used by the children during their 

play negotiations.  The full interactions can be found in Appendix D.  The first interaction in this 

section involved three boys who were playing on the carpeted area with dinosaurs and wood.   

Extract from Interaction 30 (4 March) 

Oliver and Adam had previously been interacting with the blocks on the carpeted area.  
Then Tariq joined them and the play moved to the wood and dinosaurs.  
 
75 Oliver:  Let’s make bridges. 
76  (Looking at wood then moving to take wood) 
77 Adam:  No we’re not doing bridges, we’re doing {inaudible}. 
78  (Pointing towards himself with two hands and looking at wood)  
79 Oliver:  Yeah we’re doing a very long bridge. 
80               (Looking at wood)      
81  Adam: Hats. 
82  (Taking hard hats from shelf) 
83 Oliver: I thought I was going to play, that’s not fair. 
84  (Looking at structure made by Tariq. Looking at piece of wood) 
85 Adam: (Puts hard hat on Oliver’s head) 
86 Oliver: Woah. 
87  (Tips backwards and hat falls off) 
88 Oliver: A hat, how does … 
89  (Looking at hat on floor) 
90 Tariq: Where’s my hat? 
91  (Standing up and reaching for a hat from Adam) 
92 Adam: We need a hard hat to keep us safe. 
93  (Touching his hands to his hat, looking at Tariq) 
94 Oliver: Ok, I’ll wear it. 
95  (Putting hat back on his head) 
96 Tariq: Put it here. 
97  (Pointing to the dinosaur on the bridge he built) 
98 Adam: We’re not doing this card, not this card, no we’re not doing this card. 
99  (Looking at Tariq then pointing at piece of wood then looking at Tariq) 
100 Tariq: (Puts another dinosaur on bridge.  Looks at Adam, turns his hat around) 
101 Tariq: I’m wearing my hat the wrong way. 
102  (Looking at Adam) 
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103 Adam: (Smiles at Tariq) 
104 Adam: It goes like this. 
105  (Takes hat off, looks at it, then puts it back on head correct way) 
106 Tariq: (Moves his hat so it is on the correct way) 
 
Oliver soon moves away.  Adam and Tariq continue their play with the wood and 
dinosaurs.  

 

Throughout this interaction, the boys moved between negotiations on various aspects of the play.  

In the beginning, Oliver suggested a new imaginary play around making bridges.  Adam replied with 

a negative “no” and told Oliver what they were actually doing.  Oliver, however, restated the idea 

that they were making bridges.  His use of the affirmative word “yeah” probably related to his 

previous statement on making bridges.  Both boys used “’we” statements, indicating they wished to 

play together in cooperative play, but they needed to decide on the actual play.  Rather than 

continuing the discussion with Oliver, Adam said “hats” and took hats from the shelf.  This was 

perhaps a strategy to distract Oliver from the discussion and just continue with Adam’s play idea in 

the hope that Oliver joined in.  Oliver responded by assuming that this meant he was not going to be 

part of the new play, and stated that it was not fair.  Oliver generally had difficulty playing with other 

children and often used the expression “it’s not fair” during his conflicts with children and educators 

(Field Notes).  In this instance, though, Adam diffused the situation by putting a hat on Oliver’s head, 

perhaps as a gesture to include him in the play.  Oliver seemed a little confused as to why he needed 

the hat and began to ask a question which he did not finish.  Tariq also wanted a hat, perhaps 

because he also recognised the symbolism of being part of the play with the hats.  Adam then 

justified the need for hard hats – “to keep us safe”.  This idea was part of Adam’s sociocultural 

knowledge of construction work, perhaps gained from the home environment.  This justification was 

enough for Oliver to accept the hat, and perhaps accept Adam’s play idea.   

The negotiation then switched to the imaginary play of building some form of construction.  Tariq 

gave a direction about where an object needed to be placed.  Adam disagreed and said that they 

were not doing that card.  Tariq’s suggested action apparently did not fit into the play that Adam had 

in mind.  Rather than further discussion on the play, Tariq returned the attention to the hard hats.  

Tariq put his hat on backwards and told Adam he was wearing it wrong.  Adam demonstrated to 

Tariq the correct way to wear the hat.  Oliver had left the play during this discussion.  Adam and 

Tariq continued to play together, continually negotiating the imaginary play (see Appendix D for full 

transcript).  
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During this extract, Adam seemed to be the leader (or expert) of the play, or at least wanted to be 

the leader and control the play.  He negotiated the play with Oliver and then with Tariq. Even though 

they did not ever really seem to agree on the play, the play continued regardless.  Other than the 

brief conflict with Oliver feeling left out, the boys joined in the play together during their 

negotiations.  They used various resources during these discussions, such as the shared “we” 

statements to include each other in the play.  They used negative responses to others’ suggestions 

which were followed by alternate suggestions or justifications.  The boys also seemed to move easily 

in and out of the imaginary play roles, from the use of hard hats, to the actual construction play and 

back to the hard hats.   

The following four separate extracts occurred during a long interaction between Marie and Sofia 

while they were playing with a baby doll.   

Extract 1 from Interaction 24 (27 February) 

Marie and Sofia are playing with the baby doll and the doll’s clothes. 
 
46          Marie: And this is um baby’s clott ok. 
47      (Holding up a piece of clothing and looking at it) 
48 Sofia: What? 
49          (Looking at Marie) 
50 Marie: (Looks at Sofia) 
51 Marie:  Baby’s clott. 
52   (Looking at the clothing) 
53 Sofia: No, it’s it’s pants. 
54          (Looking at Marie) 
55 Marie: If he’s cold. 
56   (Putting pants in bag) 
57 Sofia: (Looking at Marie and the pants) 
 
They continue their interaction while playing with the baby doll. 

 

In this first extract, Sofia asked for clarification of a word that Marie had used, “clott”.  It is possible 

that Marie was thinking of the French word « culotte », meaning “pants”.  She perhaps was trying to 

make the French word sound English – sometimes French and English words are quite similar and if a 

French word is pronounced a little differently, it makes sense in English.  Generally, throughout the 

data collection period, Marie demonstrated a very high level of language ability in both French and 

English (Field Notes), with her main home language identified as French and her Father speaking 

English (Section 5.2).  However, in this example, she drew upon the resources she had immediately 

available to communicate her meaning to Sofia.  After Marie repeated the word “clott”, Sofia 

corrected her by saying “no, it’s pants”.  This was an example of peer teaching, where Sofia was 



140 
 
 

correcting Marie’s language.  Marie, however, did not seem to react to Sofia’s correction of her 

word, nor did she repeat the word “pants”.  Instead, Marie continued with her clarification about 

the pants, that the baby needed the pants if he was cold.   

There was another moment later in the interaction when Sofia once again asked Marie for 

clarification of something she had said. 

Extract 2 from Interaction 24 (27 February) 

Marie and Sofia are playing with the baby doll.  They are packing a bag for the baby. 
 
112 Marie: And where’s her thing to drink, the pink, to drink. 
113    (Holding up bag and looking inside) 
114 Sofia: The pink, what? 
115           (Turning to look at Marie) 
116 Marie:  Oh here it is. Oh perfect. 
117    (Looking down at the pink thing) 
 
They continue discussing other aspects of the doll play. 

 

In this part of the interaction, Marie was looking for a particular object.  She attempted to describe it 

to Sofia by saying it was a thing to drink and it was pink.  This was an example of a child using the 

circumlocution strategy to communicate (see Section 2.4.1 in Literature Review chapter).  Sofia 

asked for clarification by saying “the pink what?”.  However, Marie did not answer Sofia because she 

found the object for which she had been searching.  Sofia did not continue this part of the 

discussion, perhaps because she saw the object Marie was talking about, or because she felt that it 

was not important in the rest of the play.   

The following extract from the interaction between Marie and Sofia is an example of children asking 

each other for help, as well as negotiating their own roles within the imaginary play.  

Extract 3 from Interaction 24 (27 February) 

Marie and Sofia are playing with a baby doll.  They are dressing the doll and packing a bag 
for the doll. 
 
22 Marie: We still have to put the pyjama. 
23      (Taking clothes off doll) 
24 Sofia: No, you’re putting the pyjama. 
25          (Holding up the pyjamas) 
26 Marie: But I need help. 
27    (Looks at Sofia then continues playing with doll) 
28 Sofia: Ok, I can help you. 
29           (Putting the pyjamas on the floor in front of Marie) 
30 Sofia: I’ll put these clothes in the bag first and then I will come help. 
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31  (Turning to put clothes in bag then moves to Marie) 
32          Sofia: (Takes the doll from Marie and begins to put the clothes on it)   
33          Marie: (Watches for a couple of seconds then takes a blanket and stands up)  
34 Marie:  This is the blanket for the baby. 
35     (Standing up, holding the blanket) 
  
Sofia continues putting clothes on baby while Marie plays with blanket. 
 
36 Marie:  I’m going to put this in the bag. 
37    (Looking at item she has in her hands) 
38 Sofia:  You’re going to do the bag. 
39              (Looking at Marie) 
40          Marie: (Briefly looks at Sofia) 
41 Sofia: Ok you put everything we need in the bag and I’ll put the baby’s clothes on. 
42  (Looking at Marie then putting dolls clothes on)  
 
The girls continue the interaction while preparing the baby doll and bag.  
 

 

At the beginning of this extract, Marie oversaw dressing the baby.  However, when Sofia repeated 

the directive statement that Marie was putting the pyjamas on the baby, Marie said she needed 

help.  Sofia agreed to help her and then explained that she was putting clothes in the bag before she 

helped Marie.  During this first part of the extract, Marie did not directly ask for help from Sofia but 

told her “I need help” which led Sofia to agreeing to help her. 

Once Sofia was dressing the baby, Marie turned her attention to packing the bag.  Sofia directed 

Marie to the role of “doing the bag”.  In her next utterance, Sofia restated their roles – Marie packed 

the bag while Sofia dressed the baby.  Marie did not respond directly to these utterances, although 

she did continue to pack the bag, indicating that she agreed with each of their roles.   

The next extract was also an example of assigning roles during the imaginary play in which Marie 

played a larger role in the negotiation.   

Extract 4 from Interaction 24 (27 February)  

Sofia and Marie have prepared the baby doll and its bag for a walk. 
 
75 Sofia: You can carry the bag and I’ll carry the baby. 
76           (Looking at Marie) 
77 Marie: (Holding up bag and looking at it) 
78 Marie:  Ok and I will get something for the big walk. 
79    (Looking towards the baby accessories) 
80 Sofia: Ok. 
81          (Looking at Marie) 
82 Marie: (Putting something into the bag) 
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They continue organising the items needed for the walk. 

 

In this extract, Sofia again assigned the roles – Marie was carrying the bag and Sofia was carrying the 

baby.  Marie agreed with this statement by saying “ok”, but then added to this role and the 

imaginary play by saying “and I will get something else for the big walk”.  Sofia responded to Marie’s 

suggestion by saying “ok”, which indicated that she agreed with Marie.   

The statement, “I will get something for the big walk” also revealed the purpose of this imaginary 

play and thus the purpose of the interactions and roles being assigned by the children.  They were 

apparently taking the baby out for a big walk, which was why they needed to dress the baby and 

take lots of spare clothes.  This entire interaction was an example of cooperative play, where Marie 

and Sofia were working together and negotiating the play towards a common goal within the 

imaginary play context.   

The next three extracts were from an imaginary play interaction between Marie and Jade who, while 

involved in cooperative play, were having difficulties deciding on how all the dolls could travel to 

Africa or Mexico.  

Extract 1 from Interaction 14 (26 January) 

Marie and Jade are playing at a table with some toys and small dolls.  Marie has the two 
vehicles. 
 
1 Marie:  We’re going to Africa. 
2     (Moving the vehicles and looking at them) 
3 Jade:(Looks at Marie) 
4 Marie: You want to go for yourself? 
5     (Looking at toys) 
6 Marie: You want to go for yourself? 
7     (Still looking at toys) 
8 Jade: Yeah. 
9              (Looking at Marie’s toys) 
10 Marie:  Ok, so we’re going to Africa. 
11     (Still looking at toys) 
12 Jade:  You can come to Mexico, I’ll ride you. 
13  (Moving her doll on a skateboard towards the vehicles) 
14 Marie: (Looks at Jade’s doll) 
15 Marie: No I don’t need help cause we have already got a car, that’s why. 
16    (Shaking her head and looking at her vehicles) 
 
They continue interacting about the play with the small dolls. 
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At the beginning of this interaction Marie appeared to invite Jade into her imaginary play by telling 

Jade, “we’re going to Africa”.  It seemed that Marie’s use of “we” indicated her dolls and that she 

was perhaps asking the following question within her role as one of the dolls.  Marie asked if Jade 

wanted to “go for yourself”.  The exact meaning of this question is unclear but perhaps Marie was 

asking if Jade and her dolls wanted to go to Africa too, either with Marie’s dolls or by finding their 

own way to Africa.  Jade responded with an affirmative “yeah”.  Marie said “ok” as if she agreed to 

Jade (and her dolls) coming.  

However, it seemed that Jade had other ideas for the imaginary play.  She was planning on going to 

Mexico with her dolls.  So, she suggested that Marie go to Mexico and added, “I’ll ride you”.  This 

last part of the utterance was Jade suggesting she give Marie’s dolls a ride on the skateboard to 

Mexico.  Marie replied that “no I don’t need help”, presumably because she did not need a ride to 

Mexico.  Marie also clarified that the reason why she did not need help was because she had a car.  

Marie did not seem concerned that Jade was suggesting they go to Mexico rather than Africa at the 

end of this extract.  However, later in the interaction, Marie returned to the Africa suggestion.  
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Extract 2 from Interaction 14 (26 January) 

Marie and Jade are playing with small dolls and vehicles.  They have been discussing which 
dolls are going to Africa/Mexico. 

 
72         Marie:  So bye, we’re going to Africa.  {Car noises} 
73               (Looking at toys) 
74 Jade:  I need to go to Africa. 
75  (Looking at her own dolls) 
76 Marie: (Looks at Jade’s dolls) 
77 Marie:  Ok, we already have one in a car like that. 
78                (Moving the car around) 
79 Marie: Look, we have already one.  
80              (Displaying the inside of the car to Jade) 
81 Jade: (Looks inside the car) 
82 Jade:  That’s not a car. 
83  (Looking back at her dolls) 
84 Marie:  It’s ok, can we pretend? 
85   (Looking down at the vehicle) 
86 Jade: Ok. 
87            (Trying to put something on the vehicle) 
 
They continue discussing which dolls can go in the vehicle.  

 

At the beginning of this extract, Marie’s dolls were reading to go to Africa and she stated this to Jade 

who replied by saying, “I need to go to Africa”.  It is interesting that Jade had been saying “I” during 

this interaction while Marie used “we”. This was perhaps because Jade was playing with one doll 

while Marie had several dolls in her car ready to go to Africa, although, later in the interaction, Jade 

had two dolls in her hand and still says “I”. Perhaps Jade was speaking as one of the dolls rather than 

referring to them collectively.  Marie replied to Jade’s request to go to Africa by saying “ok”, 

indicating that Jade’s doll could also go to Africa.  However, the next part of her utterance was a 

negative response.  By saying “we already have one in a car like that”, Marie was indicating the fact 

that a doll like Jade’s was already in the car and therefore, there was no need to add another one.  

This was an interesting part of the negotiation as it demonstrated the different states of imaginary 

play between Marie and Jade.  Jade was referring to her doll and her role in the imaginary play in 

particular, whereas Marie was considering a more general view of the play with the need for only 

one of each type of doll to be included in the journey.  This was perhaps a tactic for Marie to refuse 

Jade’s participation in this part of the imaginary play, or at least the participation of Jade’s doll. 

At this point, Marie was showing Jade the inside of the car and Jade stepped out of her role as the 

doll wanting to go to Africa to question the context of the imaginary play.  Jade stated that the 

vehicle Marie was referring to was not actually a car.  Indeed, it was a Cinderella type chariot that 
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was part of the dolls’ accessories.  Until this moment, Jade had seemed content to accept Marie 

referring to it as a car.  Perhaps Jade was unhappy with the progress of the imaginary play and was 

switching out of her imaginary role to attempt to reassert some control over the play in general.  

Marie responded by saying “it’s ok, can we pretend?”.  Marie also stepped out of her imaginary role 

and attempted to reassure Jade about whether the vehicle was a real car.  Marie asked, “can we 

pretend?”, thus recognising the imaginary aspect of their play and establishing a rule for the play – 

that the chariot was a car.  Jade accepted this response and this rule by stating “ok”, as a 

compromise to the minor conflict.  

In the following extract from this interaction, the negotiation again returned to who needed to go on 

the journey and the mode of transport.   

Extract 3 from Interaction 14 (26 January) 

Marie and Jade are playing with small dolls and vehicles.  They have been discussing which 
dolls are going to Africa/Mexico. 
 
115 Jade:  I need to go to Mexico too. {different voice} 
116  (Looking at the two dolls in her hand) 
117 Marie: (Looking at Jade’s dolls) 
118 Jade:  We all need to go to Mexico. 
119  (Looks at dolls then looks at vehicles) 
120 Marie: (Looks back at vehicles) 
121 Marie: But there’s too much friends in here. 
122   (Looking down at the vehicles) 
123 Jade: But I need to go.  I need to go to Mexico, I need to go to Mexico. 
124  (Holding one doll up to Marie, then holding another doll up to Marie) 
125 Marie: You could go um go with the skateboard. 
126      (Touching the doll with the skateboard) 
127 Marie: In case she would bring you.  She should bring you.  
128   (Looking at Jade’s dolls then back to vehicles) 
129 Jade:  I can’t go to Mexico on my skateboard. 
130  (Looking at dolls) 
131 Marie:  Because um, HOW about Jade, I have a good idea. 
132    (Taking doll from Jade) 
133 Marie:  Look. 
134   (Putting doll on top of vehicle) 
135 Jade: (Watching Marie) 
136 Marie: Um, the sisters, um you could bring the purse. 
137  (Reaching into box of toys, picking up objects and looking at them) 
138 Marie: You could bring the purse. The purse. 
139  (Pulling out a purse) 
 
The girls continue to discuss ideas for the imaginary play. 
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At the start of this extract Jade used a different voice to say that she needed to go to Mexico.  The 

different voice indicated that she was speaking in the role of one of the dolls in her hand.  Jade then 

restated that “we all need to go to Mexico”, this time indicating all the dolls needed to go.  The 

location of the journey had switched back to Mexico, despite the previous discussion being about 

going to Africa.  Marie did not seem to notice this difference or perhaps did not care about it as the 

negotiation was focused on whether all the dolls could go, not on exactly where they were going.  

Marie’s response was negative and provided a justification as to why Jade’s dolls could not go – 

there were too many friends in the cars.  Jade continued to insist that she needed to go, by 

repeating the phrase “I need to go” three times.  Each time, she held up a different doll to Marie, 

thus demonstrating the fact that Jade was speaking in the role of each of the dolls in turn.   

Rather than simply refusing to allow Jade to participate in this part of the play, Marie made 

alternative suggestions for Jade’s dolls going to Mexico.  The first suggestion was the dolls go on the 

skateboard.  Jade refuted this suggestion, saying that she could not go to Mexico on her skateboard.  

This was a change in her imaginary play as in the first extract of this interaction, Jade suggested that 

the doll on the skateboard take Marie’s dolls to Mexico.  However, when Marie suggested the 

skateboard, Jade said that this was not possible.  Her reasoning may have been because she was 

considering the reality of riding a skateboard to Mexico, or perhaps she just wanted to be more 

involved in Marie’s part of the play and put her dolls in the car as well.  Marie then tried to suggest 

other options for Jade’s dolls to go to Mexico.  The interaction continued with the girls discussing 

ideas on the imaginary play in general and finished without either group of dolls going to Mexico or 

Africa.   

In the extracts from three interactions presented in this section, the children used English spoken 

language to negotiate during their imaginary play.  Often these negotiations were successful, and 

the play continued.  Other times, part of the negotiation did not seem to be resolved, yet the 

children continued their play regardless.  The latter outcome indicated that children did not need to 

have all rules of imaginary play to be determined or be exact to continue their play.  This was also 

evident in the details of the imaginary play, such as Marie and Jade switching between going to 

Africa and Mexico without clarification of which place it was (I14).  

During their negotiations, the children drew upon various linguistic resources within their English 

repertoire.  These resources included making suggestions on the play, offering alternatives when 

disagreeing with the play, and justifying aspects of the play.  The children also demonstrated peer 

teaching, such as when Sofia corrected Marie’s use of the word “pants” (I24), and asking one 

another for help (e.g., I24).  Another aspect of their imaginary play was the negotiation of roles 
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within it.  For instance, Sofia specifically told Marie what each of their roles was in Interaction 24.  

Sometimes the role negotiation was not as explicit, especially when it involved deciding who was in 

charge of the play.  For example, in Interaction 30, Adam consistently took on the role of leader and 

insisted on what type of imaginary play they were doing.  During these interactions, the children 

used their knowledge of English spoken language to agree or disagree and negotiate their roles and 

their imaginary play throughout long and in-depth negotiations.  The following section provides 

examples of the children switching between French and English during play negotiations with each 

other and with the educators.  

7.4 Translanguaging 
The interactions presented in this section involved children translanguaging during their play 

interactions.  These interactions were between children, as well as with educators.  There were also 

several reasons for this switch in languages.  The first interaction was between Rhys and me.   

Extract from Interaction 21 (18 February) 

Rhys at puzzle table playing with number cakes. Researcher has been interacting with him 
and continues the interaction. 
  
Rhys starts putting candles in another cake, he picks up a blue candle 
 
39 Rhys: Ça c’est mon favourite couleur. [This is my favourite colour.]  
40             (Holding candle towards researcher and looking at her) 
41 Researcher: Ah c’est vrai? C’est quelle couleur ? [Oh really?  What colour is it?] 
42 Rhys:  Bleu.  Ça c’est mon favourite couleur. [Blue. It’s my favourite colour.] 
43                      (Looking back down at cakes) 
44 Researcher :  C’est ton préféré ? Moi aussi.   [It’s your favourite?  Me too.] 
45          Researcher: Moi j’aime bien le bleu. Comme toi, c’est pareil.  
46                                 [I like blue. Same as you.] 
 
The video ends with Rhys still putting candles on the cake.  

 

During this interaction, Rhys wanted to tell me what his favourite colour was, as it was the colour of 

the candle in his hand.  Rhys’ home language was English, and his mother spoke French to him, so he 

was in contact with both languages at home (See Section 5.2).  Rhys chose to interact with the 

researcher using spoken French as he often did with the educators (Field Notes) and in accordance 

with the classroom expectation (outlined in Chapter 5).  However, on this occasion, Rhys used an 

English word, “favourite”, in his French sentence.  This is an example of a child’s plurilingual 

competency, but his sentence flowed, and his meaning was still clear.  This success was partly 

because we were both bilingual speakers and as such understood all the words in the sentence.  

Rhys communicated his meaning to me and the interaction was maintained.  Rhys also indicated his 
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understanding of French spoken language when he accurately responded to my question, “what 

colour is it?”   

The following interaction occurred between Rhys and the teacher and involved Rhys translanguaging 

for communication purposes.  

Interaction 13 (26 January) 

The teacher is working at a small table on an activity with a child.  Nearby Rhys is playing 
with the linking flowers.  
 
1 Rhys:  Madame Teacher [Mrs Teacher.] {off camera} 
2            Teacher: Oui Rhys. [Yes Rhys.] 
3    (Turning to look at Rhys) 
4            Rhys: Je peux pas faire une cercle avec ça. [I can’t make a circle with that.) 
5  (Pointing at the linking flowers and making circle action)  
6  (Looking down at pieces then back to teacher) 
7            Teacher : Tu ne peux pas faire un cercle avec ça ?  
8                              [You can’t make a circle with that?] 
9             Rhys: Non. [No.] 
10    (Still making circle motion) 
11            Teacher:  Pourquoi? [Why?] 
12     (Palm up in questioning gesture and looking at Nathan) 
13            Rhys: (Hands out palm up in “I don’t know” position)  
14            Rhys: Moi [I] because, moi [I], {inaudible} tried …   
15  (Pointing towards the flowers and looking at the teacher) 
16           Teacher: Tu as besoin d’aide? [Do you need help?] 
17           Rhys: Oui. [Yes.] 
18           Teacher: Moi je vais.. [I will …] 
19                  (Nodding head) 
20          Researcher : Moi, je peux t’aider. [I can help you.] 
21          Teacher: Regarde, Madame Kelly va t’aider.  [Look, Mrs Kelly will help you.] 
22                (Pointing at researcher)  
 
Camera is turned off as Researcher moves to help Rhys. 

 

Rhys instigated this interaction with the teacher to ask for her help to build a circle with the 

connecting flowers.  He did not immediately say he needed help but said “I can’t make a circle with 

that”.  The teacher repeated his statement as a question and he responded with a negative “no”.  

The teacher then asked “why” and Rhys attempted to answer her question.  Until this point, the 

interaction had been in French, which was common for Rhys when interacting with the educators 

(Field Notes).  However, Rhys then used his plurilingual competency to tell the teacher why.  He 

began by saying “me” or “I” in French, then used the English word “because”, followed by the French 

for “I” again.  He then said “tried” in English.  In this utterance, Rhys was using his various linguistic 
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resources from both French and English spoken language to communicate his meaning to the 

teacher.  It seems he was saying that he had tried to make the circle, but it had not worked.  The 

teacher asked if he needed help, to which Rhys replied affirmatively with a “yes” in French.   

During this interaction the meaning making was maintained through the cooperative linguistic work 

of Rhys and the teacher.  Rhys generally used French spoken language to interact with the teacher 

except when he was trying to explain why he could not make the circle.  In this instance, he drew on 

his other resources – English spoken language – to explain what he wanted to say.  This was an 

example of switching languages as a compensatory strategy to assist in meaning making.  Even when 

his meaning was not completely clear, the teacher assisted in the meaning making, asking Rhys 

directly if he needed help and thus maintaining the communication.   

The next example involved Kieran translanguaging when interacting with the assistant and another 

child.   

Extract from Interaction 29 (4 March) 

Kieran has been drawing at a table with Sofia.  He stands up with his drawing and takes it 
to the take-home boxes.  The assistant sees him and moves towards him: 
 
14 Assistant: Kieran, Kieran.  C’est pour Maman ?  Est-ce que tu as écrit ton nom ? 
15      [Kieran, Kieran.  Is that for Mum?  Did you write your name?]  
16                   (Walking towards Kieran and looking at him.) 
17 Assistant: Ecris ton nom. Ecris ton nom Kieran. 
18                            [Write your name. Write your name Kieran.] 
19    (Walking back to child she had been working with) 
 
 
Kieran walks back to the drawing table with his drawing.  Sofia is also at the table. 
 
20 Kieran:  Ecris ton nom. [Write your name.] 
21  (Sitting down and looking at Sofia’s drawing) 
22 Assistant:  Ecris ton nom. [Write your name.]  {slight difference in pronunciation} 
23      (Looking at Kieran from across the room) 
24 Kieran:  I’m going to écris ton, mon nom. [I’m going to write your, my name.] 
25  (Looking down at his drawing and beginning to write.) 
26 Kieran:  On here. 
27  (Looking at his drawing) 
28 Sofia: (Looks at what Kieran is writing) 
 
Kieran and Sofia are both distracted by another child talking off camera – they are still 
looking at the other child when the Assistant walks over to take a photo of them working. 
 
29 Assistant:  Kieran, qu’est que tu fais? [Kieran, what are you doing?] 
30 Kieran:  I’m writing my name on here. 
31  (Looking and pointing at drawing)  
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32 Assistant:  J’écris mon nom.  Oh quelle belle écriture.  
33                            [I’m writing my name.  Oh lovely handwriting.] 
34     (Looking at Kieran then walking away.)  
 
Kieran finishes writing his name and then takes the drawing to the take-home boxes.  

 

The children often took home artefacts that they had completed in class.  These artefacts included 

drawings, paintings, craft activities, and activity sheets.  There was a box near the entrance with 

each child’s name on it for them to put their artefacts to take home – as well as letters for the 

parents from the teacher.  The children were also expected to write their names on these artefacts, 

so they could be identified later (although with younger children who could not yet write their 

name, the educators wrote it for them).  This was the reason why the assistant told Kieran to write 

his name on his drawing.   

As with all the children, the assistant spoke to Kieran in French.  Kieran took his work back to the 

table where he had been drawing, to write his name on the paper.  He repeated the phrase the 

assistant had said in French, “write your name”.  Perhaps Kieran was repeating the phrase for his 

own benefit, or perhaps he was giving the same direction to Sofia, as he looked at her drawing when 

he sat down.  The assistant then repeated the phrase, perhaps to correct Kieran’s pronunciation or 

to reinforce the task of writing his name.   

Kieran continued the interaction, perhaps with the assistant or with Sofia, by saying that he was 

going to write his name.  During this utterance, Kieran began by saying in English “I’m going to”.  He 

then inserted part of the French phrase the assistant had used, « écris ton » (write your).  At this 

point, Kieran self-corrected and changed the « ton » (your) to « mon » (my) and finished the phrase 

in French with « nom » (name).  Kieran displayed his competency in both French and English during 

this utterance (his home language was English, but his mother spoke to him in French) (see Section 

5.2).  Firstly, the sentence was grammatically correct, even though it contained both English and 

French.  Secondly, Kieran did not simply repeat the French phrase but changed it so that it was 

accurate in the context in which it was being used: “write MY name”.  In the next utterance, Kieran 

changed back to English to clarify his meaning further by stating where he was going to write his 

name, “on here”.   

When the assistant returned and asked Kieran what he was doing, Kieran chose to respond in 

English, with a phrase that he knew how to say in French (or at least had just demonstrated knowing 

how to say part of the phrase in French).  Kieran’s language choice here demonstrated his ability to 

switch between languages (i.e. use translanguaging strategies) and how he often enacted agency in 
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the classroom.  This interaction highlighted how Kieran often disrupted classroom norms of language 

use.  The classroom norms, as demonstrated by other children in the class, were to speak French to 

educators and English to peers.  There were occasions when these norms were disrupted for the 

purpose of communication and to advance the interaction (as in the previous extracts in this 

section).  However, in this interaction, Kieran is deliberately choosing to disrupt the norms for his 

own purposes and in doing so, enact agency over his language choices.  Throughout the data 

collection period, there were glimpses of Kieran’s French language competency (Field Notes).  On 

occasions, Kieran made the choice to speak in French.  He also demonstrated understanding of the 

French language used by other class members.  In this interaction, Kieran also seemed to be playing 

with the French language through his manipulation of the French phrase used by the assistant.   

In this section, the four examples demonstrated how the children used their emerging plurilingual 

competencies in diverse ways to communicate and negotiate meaning.  These examples showed 

how the children moved fluidly from one language to another, within an utterance, or within an 

interaction.  The use of translanguaging facilitated the flow of the interaction and communication 

was generally successful.  Furthermore, these examples highlighted the conscious choices made by 

children with regard to their language use.   

7.5 Nonverbal action only 
Similarly to their negotiation of entry into play, the children in this study also made use of nonverbal 

actions when negotiating meaning during their play.  Usually these nonverbal actions were 

accompanied by spoken language, as will be discussed in the following section (Section 7.6). 

However, there were also occasions when the children used nonverbal action only to communicate.  

Examples of this use of nonverbal action only are presented and discussed in this section. 

Extract from Interaction 17 (11 February) 

Lucile arrives at the playdough table where the assistant is sitting with other children.  
Lucile puts her finished work on the table in front of the assistant and looks at her. 
 
1 Assistant: C’est fini?   [Is it finished?] 
2                                (Looking at Lucile) 
3 Lucile: (Nodding head and looking at assistant) 
                        
Assistant interacts with other children then turns back to Lucile. 
 
26          Assistant: Qu’est qu’elle va faire maintenant Lucile? Est-ce qu’elle veut jouer, Lucile? 
27       [What is Lucile going to do now? Does she want to play, Lucile?] 
28 Lucile: (Shaking head and looking at assistant) 
29 Assistant: Oui, Non.  [Yes, no.] 
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Assistant continues interacting with another child.  

 

In this example, Lucile was responding to the assistant’s questions during play.  In the first part, 

Lucile arrived at the table and showed her completed craft activity to the assistant. The assistant 

asked if Lucile had finished, using a routine French expression.  Lucile was looking at the assistant, 

using gaze to show she was listening and that she was involved in the interaction.  Lucile responded 

to the assistant’s question with head nodding, a gesture to indicate “yes”.   

The second time the assistant interacted with Lucile, she asked what activity Lucile wanted to do 

next.  As part of their role during the child-initiated play segments of the day, the educators always 

ensured that each child was partaking in an activity.  In this example, the assistant first asked what 

Lucile was going to do now, and then asked a more direct question: if Lucile wanted to play.  It can 

be assumed the assistant meant to play at the playdough table where she was currently sitting.  

Similar to her head-nodding gesture, in response to this question, Lucile shook her head to indicate 

“no”.  She also looked at the assistant while performing the gesture, using gaze again to indicate her 

participation in the interaction and for whom the gesture was intended.   

Lucile often chose to use gesture to communicate with other children and the educators, in the form 

of head nods, head shakes, and pointing.  Lucile’s languages in the home were identified as English 

(main) and Russian even though her mother and grandmother were Francophone (see Section 5.2), 

which perhaps explains her hesitance in using French language to communicate.  The educators 

seemed to facilitate the communication with Lucile by asking her simplified yes or no questions.  For 

example, in this extract (I17) when the assistant asked what Lucile wanted to do, she then asked 

another more specific question, “does Lucile want to play?” which could be answered with a yes or a 

no.  In the next example, Lucile again used nonverbal actions to communicate with an educator, and 

on this occasion the teacher also modelled the spoken French language and encouraged Lucile to 

repeat the phrase.   

Interaction 20 (18 February) 

The teacher is putting away glue from the activity at the main table.  Lucile is standing 
behind her.  The teacher turns to Lucile. 
1 Teacher: Tu veux venir faire la mouton?  [Do you want to come make a sheep?] 
2    (Pointing at the table and looking at Lucile) 
3 Lucile: (Shakes her head) 
4                         (Looking at the teacher)  
5 Teacher: Non? [No?] 
6    (Looking at Lucile) 
7 Lucile: (Shakes head) 
8 Teacher: Non merci. [No?  No thank you.] 
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9 Lucile: Non merci. {very quietly} [No thank you.] 
10  (Looking at teacher) 
 
The teacher turns her attention to children at the main table.  Lucile stays standing where 
she is then heads back to the carpeted area (where she had been playing previously). 

 

During this interaction with the teacher, Lucile used gaze to signify her involvement in the 

interaction and chose other gestures to respond to the teacher’s questions.  Lucile’s first two 

responses were a gesture of shaking her head to indicate “no” when the teacher asked if she wanted 

to make a sheep, and when the teacher checked that her answer was no.  Through her use of 

gestures, Lucile conveyed her meaning to the teacher and the teacher understood that Lucile did not 

want to make a sheep.  

However, the teacher modelled the appropriate response using French spoken language, non merci 

(no, thank you), to which Lucile repeated this phrase in French.  While the teacher did not explicitly 

tell Lucile to repeat the phrase, it was customary practice in the classroom for the educators to 

model a French phrase and expect the children to repeat it – a strategy for the children to practise 

routine French phrases (Field Notes).  In this interaction, Lucile repeated the phrase the teacher had 

modelled, thus demonstrating her understanding of the expectation to repeat French phrases.   

The next extract is another example where a child, Juliette, used nonverbal actions only during an 

interaction with the teacher.  

Extract from Interaction 7 (21 January) 

Juliette is wearing a zebra outfit and talking to the teacher.   
 
3 Teacher: Est-ce que le zèbre va dans l’igloo ?  [Is the zebra going in the igloo?] 
4     (Looking at Juliette) 
5 Juliette :  (nods head, looking at the teacher) 
6 Teacher : Où est-ce qu’il va le zèbre ?  [Where does the zebra go?] 
7 Juliette :  (Points towards the igloo) 
 

 

In this interaction Juliette was wearing the zebra outfit when she approached the teacher.  The 

teacher instigated an interaction by asking if the zebra was going in the igloo.  In response, Juliette 

nodded her head as a gesture for “yes”, thus answering the teacher’s question and continuing the 

interaction.  The teacher asked, “where does the zebra go?”.  This was a rephrased version of the 

original question and was perhaps the teacher’s attempt at eliciting a spoken response from Juliette.  

Juliette’s response, however, was once again a gesture.  This time Juliette pointed towards the igloo 
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to indicate her answer.  Juliette again conveyed her meaning using gesture, not fulfilling the 

teacher’s expectation that spoken language (preferably French) be used to communicate.  At this 

point in the interaction, another child joined the interaction and Juliette soon left (see Appendix D).  

Both Lucile and Juliette were 3 years old when these interactions occurred.  Lucile was the youngest 

member of the 4-year-old class, while Juliette usually only attended the 3-year-old class, but was in 

the 4-year-old class on this day as an exception (Field Notes).  Therefore, their choice to use 

nonverbal actions rather than spoken language may have been related to their developmental age 

or their personality.  Whilst it was true that the children in the 3-year-old class interacted less with 

one another (Field Notes), there were also interactions involving 4-year-old children who chose to 

use nonverbal action only during their communication.   

The following example was an interaction between Sofia and Kieran in which Sofia used nonverbal 

action only to communicate with Kieran and, at the end of the interaction, Kieran also used gesture 

only in his response.  

Extract from Interaction 29 (4 March) 

Sofia and Kieran are sitting at the drawing table and colouring in their own pictures (the 
letter E).  On each side of the table is a cup of pens. 
 
1 Kieran:  You want to take any from my cup.   
2               (Moving his cup and looking at the pens) 
3 Kieran:  I need some of these, I need some of the colour. 
4  (Taking a crayon from Sofia’s cup and holding it up towards her.) 
5 Sofia: (Looks at Kieran and nods.) 
 
Kieran says something else inaudible, then continues to colour his picture.  Sofia looks at 
him, then at his picture, then continues to colour her own picture.  When Kieran has 
finished, he puts the crayon into his cup, then takes it out and puts it into Sofia’s cup 
where it was originally.  
 
6 Kieran:  I don’t have to take this one, I have this one. 
7                          (Holding up a pen in Sofia’s cup, then holding up a pen in his cup.)  
8            Sofia:   (Looks at the pen Kieran holds up from his cup) 
9            Sofia: (Takes a different pen from Kieran’s cup, then looks at Kieran) 
10         Kieran: (Nods) 

 
They continue colouring. 

 

In this interaction, Kieran chose to use English to interact with Sofia.  In the beginning of the 

interaction, Kieran seemed to be negotiating taking one of the pens from Sofia’s cup.  He offered his 

cup of pens to Sofia before saying that he needed some of her pens.  His nonverbal actions provided 
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further clarification of which cup and which pens he was referring to in his utterances.  Kieran’s 

second utterance, “I need some of these, I need some of the colour” may have been a question to 

Sofia, asking to use her pens.  By saying “I need some of the colour”, Kieran was perhaps justifying 

why he needed the pens.  Sofia seemed to respond to his utterance as a question as she looked at 

him and then used the nodding gesture to indicate “yes”.   

Later in the play, Kieran again interacted with Sofia using spoken English and nonverbal action. He 

said, “I don’t need this one, I have this one”.  Kieran most likely meant that he did not need Sofia’s 

pen because he had his own pen, which was perhaps the same colour.  Kieran clarified which “one” 

he was talking about with his use of gesture – holding up the specific pen each time.  Again, Sofia did 

not respond verbally but she did look at Kieran, indicating her participation in the interaction.  This 

time, Sofia must not have seen a need for a response as she did not respond further.  She did, 

however, take a pen from Kieran’s cup.  When she looked at Kieran after taking his pen, Sofia was 

perhaps asking for permission from him to use the pen.  Kieran seemed to read her nonverbal action 

as this exact question and responded with his own gesture of a head nod, indicating “yes”.  Sofia 

then used the pen to continue her drawing.   

There were many other examples of Sofia’s interactions with children in which she chose to use 

spoken language (Field Notes).  However, on this occasion she chose to use nonverbal actions only.  

She communicated her participation in the interaction and her meaning through the nonverbal 

actions of nodding and gaze.  Spoken language was not necessary during this interaction as Sofia 

conveyed her meaning adequately.  Sofia may not have wanted to interact further with Kieran, 

instead preferring to work on her own drawing in parallel play, and therefore she responded to 

Kieran without extending the interaction.  Kieran and Sofia did not play together frequently (Field 

Notes).   

At the end of Sofia’s interaction with Kieran, he also used a gesture only, that of head nodding to 

indicate “yes”.  As in many of the interactions involving Kieran (e.g., I29, I8, I12), he was quite 

talkative and usually used spoken language with his nonverbal actions.  This use of nonverbal action 

only with Sofia indicated his choice and his understanding of the use of this gesture.  During this 

interaction, both children demonstrated not only their ability to use nonverbal actions to 

communicate, but also their understanding of the meaning of nonverbal actions when used by 

another person.   

The interactions in this section have shown how the children used a variety of nonverbal actions to 

communicate their meaning and participate in an interaction.  There were moments of nonverbal 
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action only from younger children (aged 3) which may be explained by their age and development.  

However, there was also evidence of 4-year-old children using nonverbal action only during their 

play interactions.  The reasons for these “nonverbal action only” utterances may be that a nonverbal 

action was sufficient to convey meaning, or an unwillingness to interact further.  Whatever the case, 

the children using nonverbal action only communicated their meaning effectively without disrupting 

the interaction.  The following section presents interactions during child-initiated play where 

nonverbal action and spoken language were used together.   

7.6  Nonverbal action and spoken language 
The children in the study often used nonverbal action with their spoken language to facilitate 

communication during their interactions.  As seen in the previous section, some common gestures 

used by the children were head nodding, head shaking, and pointing.  These gestures were also used 

in conjunction with spoken language, as will be seen in the following examples.  The first two 

examples contain gestures related to counting and numbers.  The first interaction occurred between 

Kieran, Brandon, and two educators during a game invented by Kieran.  

Extract from Interaction 8 (21 January) 

Kieran is holding the dice and counting the dots on the face that landed facing up.  He is 
using his thumb to count.  He then turns his body around to look at the numbers poster 
and begins counting pictures to find the corresponding number.  Kieran is using his finger 
to point at each picture as he counts.  When he finds the correct number, he turns back 
towards Brandon and says: 
 
11 Kieran:  You have quatre.  [Four.] 
12  (Looking at Brandon) 
13 Kieran: (Turns back to poster and points to number four)  
14         Kieran: (Turns back to look at Brandon, while still pointing at number four on poster) 
15 Brandon:  I got quatre. [four] 
16  (Turns to face the teacher) 
17 Teacher: Oh tu as quatre.  Ok, montrez-moi où c’est quatre là-bas.  
18                          [Oh you have four. Ok, show me where four is over there]     
19                   (Pointing towards the numbers poster.) 
20          Brandon: (Turns around to follow her finger and then moves over to the poster) 
21          Keiran: (Still pointing at number 4 on the poster) 
22          Brandon: (Points to the number 4) 
23       Teacher: Oui c’est celle-lui là? Ok, d’accord, vas-y. [Yes, it’s that one? Ok, keep 
playing.] 
 
Brandon runs back to his original position in the game and Noah rolls the dice to him. As it 
stops at his feet, he looks down then looks up to Keiran. 
 
24 Brandon:  Quatre. [Four.] 
25     (Holding up 4 fingers and looking at Kieran) 
26 Researcher: Quatre encore. [Four again.] 
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27 Brandon: (Looks towards the researcher and smiles) 
 
Brandon rolls the dice to Kieran, who looks at the dice, then looks at Brandon, then turns 
to look at the maths poster on the wall. 
 
28 Kieran:  Un, deux, trois, quatre, cinq. [One, two, three, four, five.] 
29          (Pointing at each object on the poster while counting then turns to look at Brandon) 
30 Brandon: Cinq, cinq. [Five, five] {off screen}  
31 Researcher: Combien?  [How many?]  
32 Brandon:  I got cinq. [Five.] 
33   (Holding up 5 fingers and looking at the researcher) 
34 Researcher: Cinq, woah. [Five, wow.] 
 

 

During this interaction, the children switched between French and English in their sentences, 

consistently using French when saying numbers.  Both Kieran and Brandon were in contact with 

English and French in the home, although Kieran’s main language was identified as English and 

Brandon’s was French.  The children in the classroom often used French when counting, as seen 

previously when Jade counted in French on the keyboard in Interaction 27 (see Section 7.4).  The 

children’s use of French for counting was similar to their use of routine French expressions in the 

classroom (Field Notes).  In the beginning of this extract above (Int.8), Kieran used a pointing gesture 

to count: first the numbers shown on the dice, and then the objects on the numbers chart.  This 

gesture was a counting strategy taught by the educators to assist the children when counting 

objects.  The educators often encouraged the use of this gesture throughout the day, such as during 

circle time activities, or when counting objects during children’s play (Field Notes).  The numbers 

chart on the wall behind Kieran in this interaction was also a key aspect of the educators’ modelling 

of numbers and counting and was often referred to by the educators and children (Field Notes).   

Once Kieran had worked out that Brandon’s dice throw landed on 4, he turned to face Brandon and 

said, “you have quatre”, using the French word for “four”.  Kieran was probably counting to himself 

in French out of habit and then inserted the French number into his sentence.  This mix of French 

and English was successful as Brandon understood Kieran’s meaning.  Kieran also facilitated 

Brandon’s understanding by pointing to the number 4 on the poster.   

Brandon turned to the teacher and said, “I got quatre”, using similar language mixing as Kieran, with 

the French word for the number used with English.  The teacher modelled how to say this entire 

phrase in French, and asked Brandon to show her where 4 was on the numbers chart.  Rather than 

saying the words “number chart”, the teacher used the pointing gesture to indicate where she 

meant by “over there”.  Brandon understood her meaning from both the gesture and spoken 
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language, and went to the chart to point to the number 4.  The teacher checked he was pointing to 

the correct number, said it was correct, and told Brandon to continue the game.   

Next, Kieran threw the dice to Brandon who looked at it and told Kieran he had also landed on 4, 

saying « quatre » in French.  Brandon did not seem to need to point at each dot to count the number 

on the dice, although, when he said « quatre » to Kieran, he held up four fingers to reinforce the 

number 4.  Holding up the number of fingers corresponding to the spoken number was another 

gesture used frequently by the educators and encouraged with children (Field Notes), as will be seen 

in the next example interaction.  The next time Brandon rolled the dice to Kieran, he turned to the 

numbers poster and started counting the numbers in French.  He was also pointing to each object as 

he counted them.  When he arrived at 5, the answer, he turned to look at Brandon to indicate that 5 

was the number he had rolled.  Brandon repeated “five” in French.  I asked Brandon how many, and 

he replied with the same mixed language sentence as earlier with the teacher, “I got cinq”.  On this 

occasion, Brandon also held up five fingers while saying the number 5.  

The use of pointing and holding up fingers in this interaction demonstrated the children’s multiple 

uses of gesture.  Firstly, the gestures reinforced their spoken language, with the number of fingers 

corresponding to the spoken number.  Secondly, the children used the gestures to reinforce their 

own learning, such as pointing to objects to assist their counting.  There was also an example of the 

teacher using gesture to provide further information to her utterance, which was understood by 

Brandon.  During this interaction, the children used gaze to indicate with whom they were speaking 

and when they were including that person in the interaction.   

The next interaction was between Rhys and the teacher and involved nonverbal actions, including 

gestures associated with numbers.  

Extract from Interaction 9 (21 January) 

Rhys has noticed the children playing in the igloo and comes over to the teacher. 
 
1             Rhys: Il y a trois amis, Madame Teacher.    
2                       [There are three friends, Madame Teacher.] 
3   (Pointing at and looking at the igloo) 
4 Teacher: Oui Rhys, oui.  Combien des amis dans l’igloo ?  
5  [Yes Rhys, yes.  How many friends are in the igloo?] 
6 Rhys: Il y a trois.   [There are three.] 
7                 (Pointing at igloo, looking at teacher) 
8            Teacher: Oui Madame Teacher a dit trois. [Yes, Madame Teacher said three.] 
9                            (Holding up three fingers and looking at Rhys) 
10  Teacher:  J’ai pas dit trois amis?  [I didn’t say three friends ?] 
11   (Shaking head and looking at Rhys) 
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12 Rhys: Non. [No.] 
13   (Shaking head) 
14 Teacher: Combien ? [How many?] 
15 Rhys: Deux  [Two.] 
16  (Holding up two fingers)  
17 Teacher: Oh c’est deux amis, j’ai dit ? [Oh, I said two friends?] 
18     (Holding up two fingers) 
19 Teacher :  Alors va dire aux amis, c’est deux amis.  
20      [So go tell the friends that it is two friends.] 
21     (Pointing towards the igloo).  
22            Rhys: (Walks over to the igloo)   
23  Rhys: C’est deux amis. [It is two friends.] 
24  (Looking inside the tent) 
 
There is no response from the girls in the tent.   
 
25          Rhys: (Stands up and heads back towards the teacher)  
26 Teacher: Tu les as dit que c’est deux amis, tu as fait deux comme ça?  
27  [You told them it’s two friends, you did it like this ?] 
28  (Holding up two fingers.  Holding up two fingers again and nodding head.)  
29 Rhys:  Oui.  [Yes.] 
30  (Looking at teacher while nodding head, then turning back to igloo) 
 
The girls can be heard playing in the igloo – they are speaking in English. 
 
31 Teacher:  Elles n’écoutent pas? [They aren’t listening?] 
32 Rhys: Non. [No.] 
33   (Shaking head) 
34 Teacher: Non. Attends, je vais aller voir.  [No.  Wait, I’ll go see.] 
35  (Shaking head ) 
36 Teacher: (Stands up and walks to igloo)    
 
Teacher and girls agree that three animals in the tent is ok.  Teacher returns to Rhys and 
explains why there are three animals permitted in the tent.   

 

Rhys instigated this interaction to inform the teacher that there were three children playing in the 

igloo when there should only be two.  This was another example of a child reinforcing classroom 

rules (as seen with Sofia in Section 6.6, Int.22).  Rhys used French spoken language to inform the 

teacher that there were three friends.  He also added a pointing gesture and gazed towards the igloo 

to indicate where the three friends were located.  Rhys’ main home language was English, and his 

mother spoke to him in French (see Section 5.2) which indicates his French language competency. 

The teacher responded in French, saying “yes” and then asking for confirmation on how many 

friends were in the igloo.  Rhys responded with the phrase Il y a trois (there are three), again 

pointing to the igloo but this time looking at the teacher while he spoke to her.    
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The teacher told Rhys that she had said three friends, while holding up three fingers.  This gesture 

was the same as the one used by Brandon in the previous interaction to reinforce the spoken 

number.  The teacher asked if she had not said three friends, while shaking her head to indicate the 

negative aspect of her question.  Rhys replied by saying “no” which he reinforced by also shaking his 

head to indicate “no”.  The teacher asked, “how many”, to which Rhys replied « deux » (two) while 

holding up two fingers to reinforce the number.  Rhys had not used this gesture previously in this 

interaction, despite having said numbers, so perhaps the teacher’s use of the gesture reminded him 

to use it to reinforce the number he was saying.  The teacher repeated that she had said two friends, 

and again held up two fingers.  She then told Rhys to go tell the children that only two friends were 

permitted.  She did not specifically say the igloo, but pointed towards it to indicate where Rhys 

should go.  

Rhys walked over to the igloo and said, in French, “It is two friends”.  Rhys probably used French 

spoken language because he had just been speaking in French to the teacher and he was aware that 

the teacher was watching.  Otherwise, he may have spoken English to the girls, as it was the regular 

language among the children.  After receiving no response, Rhys went back to the teacher who 

asked if he had told the girls that it was two friends.  She also asked if he had said “two, like this”, 

holding up two fingers.  This was an example of the teacher modelling the use of the gesture to 

indicate numbers.  She was ensuring that Rhys had said two, in relation to the two fingers she was 

holding up.  Rhys replied with “yes” and used the gesture of nodding his head to confirm his answer.  

The teacher then asked if they were not listening, and Rhys responded with “no” and the gesture of 

shaking his head.  

This entire interaction occurred in French spoken language, thus indicating Rhys’s French language 

resources – to use French to communicate, but to also understand French spoken by the teacher.  

Throughout the interaction, Rhys also used a variety of gestures to facilitate the communication, 

such as: pointing to indicate who or where he was talking about, shaking and nodding his head to 

reinforce a negative or positive response to a question, and holding up the number of fingers that 

corresponded to the spoken number.  These gestures either reinforced the spoken language or 

provided extra information.  In addition, Rhys demonstrated an understanding of the gestures used 

by the teacher, such as pointing and holding up fingers for a particular number.  Rhys even copied 

this gesture of holding up fingers for a corresponding spoken number after the teacher had used it, 

thus indicating not only his understanding of the meaning of the gesture, but also the benefit of 

using it during the interaction.   
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The following interaction was in English, with the children involved using a variety of gestures to 

negotiate meaning during an ice hockey game.  

Extract from Interaction 4 (19 January) 

Adam and Kieran are playing at the ice hockey table.   
  
1     Adam: I scored. 
2                (Putting hands together) 
3    Kieran: No, it has to touch here. 
4   (Pointing to the edge of the container.) 
5               Kieran: Touch with your hand on mine. 
6  (Reaching his hand across to touch the ice near Adam’s side) 
7    Adam: (Touches his hand to the ice like Kieran had been doing) 
 
Tariq arrives and stands at the table watching the game.  
 
8 Kieran:  No, if he gets a goal, no that was a … 
9  (Continuing to play the game) 
10          Kieran: If he gets a goal one more, if he gets a goal one more time,  
11                        there I’ll get a goal for him. 
12                  (Putting stick in the crack in the ice)     
13 Adam: (Also playing with the ice) 
14          Kieran: There I’ll get a goal for him. 
15            (Takes the ball and puts it against his side of the container)  
16          Kieran: There now you are going to drop it in the middle.  
17                        (Giving the ball to Tariq) (Pointing to the middle of the ice with his stick)  
18          Tariq: (Puts the ball down on the ice) 
19          Kieran:  No, before you do that, put it right here. 
20  (Pushing Tariq’s hand away) (Helping Tariq put the ball down) 
21                                         (Looking at Tariq)  
22 Kieran: In the middle, ok.  
23                       (Puts ball in the middle then looks at Tariq then gives ball back to Tariq)  
24           Tariq: (Puts ball down on the ice) 
25           Kieran and Adam: (Holding hockey sticks in the middle of the ice)  
26           Kieran:  No, the middle.  Like go here for you.  
27           (Looks at Tariq then picks up ball and repositions it) 
28            Tariq: (Looking where Kieran is putting the ball) 
    
Tariq puts the ball down again.  Kieran is waiting.  Adam has turned around to look at 
something else.  Kieran calls his name, then Adam turns around and joins in the game 
again.   

 

At the beginning of this interaction, Kieran and Adam were playing ice hockey.  There was some 

conflict about the rules of the game and how it should be played.  Adam believed he had scored a 

goal, but Kieran said “no” and then explained where the ball had to touch in order to score a goal.  

To emphasise the location, Kieran used a pointing gesture to indicate where he meant when he said 

“there”.  In the next utterance, Kieran and then Adam moved out of the game and role of hockey 
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players and played with the ice in the tray.  Tariq arrived at the table to watch and Kieran resumed 

the ice hockey game.  Tariq’s entry into the play during this interaction was discussed in Section 6.5. 

Kieran took on the dominant role in the following part of the interaction, while Tariq had a passive 

role (see Section 5.5.3).  Kieran began by telling Tariq where to drop the ball, stating “in the middle”.  

Kieran also pointed to the middle with his hockey stick further clarifying where “the middle” was and 

where Tariq should put the ball.  Tariq put the ball down on the ice but apparently not where Kieran 

wanted it.  Kieran pushed Tariq’s hand away and said, “put it right here” while assisting Tariq to put 

the ball in the correct place.  Next, Kieran took the ball and said, “in the middle, ok” while putting 

the ball in the middle himself, demonstrating how and where Tariq should place the ball.  Tariq tried 

again to place the ball on the ice, but again it was not to Kieran’s specification, so Kieran said “no, 

the middle” and repositioned the ball.  Tariq put the ball down once again and this time the position 

must have satisfied Kieran as he continued the game with Adam.  During this extract, Kieran gave 

Tariq specific instructions on how he should be placing the ball on the ice, using a combination of 

English spoken language and gestures.  In contrast, Tariq did not speak during this interaction but 

continued to place the ball where Kieran was indicating.   

The next interaction is an example of children using spoken English and gestures to negotiate 

imaginary play.   

Extract from Interaction 30 (4 March) 

109        Adam:  We need to move these things ok. {using a different voice} 
110  (Holding one side of wood and looking at Tariq) 
111 Tariq:  No, the dinosaur is staying on here. 
112     (Pointing to the dinosaur on the wood and looking at the dinosaur) 
113 Adam:  Can you take those {changes voice} can you take those things off. 
114             (Pointing to the dinosaurs) 
115        Tariq: (Shakes the wood until the dinosaurs fall off) 
116        Adam:  (Picks up the wood) 
117 Adam:  Now, we have to make something tall.  You take those two. 
118  (Holding up one piece of wood) (Hands another piece of wood to Tariq) 
119                      (Looking at other pieces of wood)   
120 Adam:  Now where’s it gone? 
121  (Looking around on the floor, then looking at Tariq) 
122        Adam: (Puts his wood on the carpet) 
123 Adam:  Put them right here, put those … 
124  (Pointing at wood on floor then pointing at wood Tariq is holding)  
125        Adam: (Takes the pieces from Tariq and puts them on the floor) 
126        Tariq: (Moves some other pieces of wood and goes to the dinosaur box) 
127 Tariq:  We need a, we need a stegosaurus. 
128   (Holding a dinosaur and looking towards the pieces of wood) 
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The two boys continue to play and talk but they do not seem to be interacting with each 
other but rather commentating on their own actions and play.   

 

In this extract, Adam and Tariq were negotiating their imaginary play with the wood and dinosaurs.  

They had conflicting ideas about whether the dinosaurs were involved in the play.  During their 

negotiation, they used spoken English and nonverbal actions to communicate.  In addition, Adam 

changed his voice to take on a role within this imaginary play.  In his first utterance, Adam told Tariq 

that they needed to move some things.  His use of “we” and “ok” indicated that he was making a 

shared suggestion to Tariq rather than giving a direction.  However, other than holding the side of 

the wood, Adam did not clarify the “things” to which he was referring.  Tariq responded by saying 

“no, the dinosaur is staying here”, which showed that he understood that Adam was referring to the 

dinosaur when he said “things”.  Tariq used a pointing gesture with his utterance.  He was pointing 

to the dinosaur so perhaps he was indicating which dinosaur he was referring to, or perhaps he was 

indicating where “here” was exactly.  Adam then changed his strategy and asked Tariq to take those 

things off.  This time, Adam also pointed to the dinosaurs to clarify what he meant by “things”.  He 

paused mid-way through his utterance to change his voice (to the one he used in the first utterance) 

as an indicator that he was in his role within the imaginary play.  Interestingly, Tariq chose to remove 

the dinosaurs at this request.  Perhaps he was agreeing to enter into Adam’s play, or similarly, 

entering the imaginary aspect of the play where Adam’s character had made a request, to which 

Tariq complied.  In any case, Tariq removed the dinosaurs by shaking the piece of wood.  

Adam continued the play in his role as a “boss” and gave directions to Tariq during the play, such as 

to make something tall and then telling Tariq to “put them right here”.  During this utterance, Adam 

also pointed to the floor, and then to the wood that Tariq was holding, probably to indicate which 

pieces of wood Tariq had to put where (on the floor).  Perhaps Tariq didn’t respond fast enough to 

this direction as Adam took the wood from Tariq and placed it on the floor himself.  Tariq then 

moved over to the dinosaur box, took out a dinosaur and said, “we need a stegosaurus”.  This action 

and utterance indicated that, even though Tariq had entered into Adam’s play for a period, he still 

wanted to involve the dinosaurs in the play and thus take a more dominant role in the interaction. 

This interaction demonstrated how the children moved in and out of their roles within the play.  

Sometimes these roles were assigned by another child, such as when Adam began directing Tariq on 

the play.  Tariq initially accepted this passive role but later in the interaction chose to move to a 

more dominant role and challenge Adam’s “rules” of the play – and challenge Adam’s positioning of 

himself (Tariq) in a passive role.  Adam and Tariq both used their linguistic resources in the 

negotiation of their roles and the imaginary play.  By using specific language, such as “we need” and 
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“no”, the children responded to each other’s ideas for the imaginary play and articulated their 

desires for its direction.  They also used pointing gestures to clarify the meaning of their spoken 

language, or to provide further information.   

The interactions presented in this section demonstrated a variety of ways in which the children used 

their resources of spoken language and nonverbal action to communicate and negotiate meaning.  

Nonverbal actions were used by the children when speaking in both French and English, or when 

mixing both languages.  This use of nonverbal action and spoken language occurred during 

interactions with other children when negotiating the rules of imaginary play or the rules of a game 

(such as ice hockey).  They also used nonverbal action and spoken language when negotiating 

classroom rules or responding to questions with educators.  The nonverbal actions the children used 

served a number of functions: they reinforced the language being spoken, for example head nods 

when saying “yes”, or holding up four fingers when saying “four”; they provided further information 

on the spoken language, such as indicating where the child meant when saying “there”, or the object 

the child was referring to when saying “things”; and gaze was also used to include the hearer, or 

indicate when they were speaking directly to the other person.  Throughout the interactions, the 

children also demonstrated their understanding of the combined spoken and gestural language used 

by the other person – child or educator.  They showed this understanding through their appropriate 

responses or by continuing the interaction.   

7.7 Summary 
This chapter presented interactions in which the children used many of their linguistic resources to 

negotiate meaning within their play.  They used these resources to make meaning and to 

understand the meaning of others.  In addition, the children demonstrated their ability to move in 

and out of roles and move in and out of the imaginary play during the negotiations. 

The children’s choice of linguistic resources appeared to be related to various contextual aspects 

within the interaction.  For instance, the children chose different resources depending on the 

interactant: usually French spoken language with the educators and English spoken language with 

peers.  Nonverbal actions were used with both peers and educators.  The children’s choice of 

resources was also related to their communication objective.  On numerous occasions, children 

switched languages to ensure communication, thus employing communication and compensation 

strategies.  Children also switched languages when practising or experimenting with French 

language, such as counting in French.  Translanguaging was a successful strategy in the Francophone 

classroom as the class members were bilingual or emerging bilinguals and the children understood 

that French and English were shared resources.    
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Nonverbal action was also a linguistic resource utilised by children during their play negotiations.  

These nonverbal actions facilitated the communication and negotiation of meaning.  Occasionally, 

children used a nonverbal action only to convey their meaning, for example, head nods, head 

shakes, and pointing.  Nonverbal action was used with spoken language during many of the play 

negotiations.  These nonverbal actions were used for a variety of purposes, for instance to reinforce 

the spoken language, such as nodding the head when saying “yes”, to add information to the spoken 

language, such as pointing to where exactly they meant when saying “there”, and to assist self-

learning, such as pointing to objects when counting.   

These findings highlighted children’s flexible and creative use of linguistic resources when 

negotiating meaning during their play.  They were making conscious choices about which linguistic 

resource or resources to use based on the context of the interaction – the interactant, the purpose 

of the interaction, and classroom expectations.  Through their use of linguistic resources, the 

children were demonstrating their emerging plurilingual competencies.  The next chapter provides a 

discussion on these findings and situates them within the relevant literature presented in previous 

chapters (Chapters 1, 2, and 3). 
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Chapter 8 Discussion 
 

8.1 Introduction 
This chapter discusses the findings presented in the previous three chapters (Chapters 5, 6. and 7).  

The findings of the study indicated the various linguistic resources children utilised and revealed how 

they employed these resources during their play interactions.  Children’s use of multiple linguistic 

resources highlighted their emerging plurilingual competencies.  By examining children’s use of 

these resources, we can better understand language learning processes in the classroom.  In 

addition, the benefits of using multiple resources in the classroom can be examined to determine 

the significance of children’s linguistic repertoires in their overall development.  In this chapter, I 

address three distinct areas in which the children were utilising their linguistic resources.  The 

children used their linguistic resources to (a) practise their interactional and social skills, (b) organise 

and advance their own learning, and (c) enact agency.  Each of these areas will be discussed at 

length, drawing upon examples from the data and relevant literature.   

8.2 Children’s use of various resources to practise their interactional and social 

skills 
It has been established that language is learnt through social interactions (Curtiss, 1977; Pekarek 

Doehler, 2000; Sert, 2015) and that participation in play interactions contributes to children’s 

language development (Bodrova & Leong, 2007; Stagnitti et al., 2016; Vygotsky, 1976, 1978; among 

others).  Therefore, it is essential for children to develop their interactional and social skills in order 

to participate in play interactions which will assist their language learning.  The children in the 

present study employed their various linguistic skills to participate in interactions and subsequently 

to practise their interactional skills.  There are many important interactional skills as described in the 

existing literature, for example, turn taking and interruption (Bialystok, 1990).  However, these were 

not included in my analysis because they were not the focus of the study.  Instead, the emphasis of 

my research was on children achieving their interactional purposes through the use of linguistic 

resources.  The most prominent interactional and social skills evident in the findings of this study 

were: maintaining and advancing the interaction; negotiating meaning, such as negotiating specific 

aspects of the play scenario; and considering the interactant.  The children were also increasing their 

sociocultural awareness during their play interactions.  In the following discussion I focus on how the 

children used their resources effectively to achieve communication objectives, rather than on how 

perfectly or quickly they formulated utterances.  The specific resources examined were spoken 

language and the use of nonverbal actions.  
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The majority of studies that have discussed the benefits of interactions during children’s play have 

been conducted on monolingual children (e.g., Leach et al., 2015) or focused on only one of the 

languages children are developing (e.g., Piker 2013).  In contrast, my study considered both French 

and English spoken resources used by the children – used separately and/or in combination – to 

communicate and develop their language skills in both French and English.  The children in my study 

were motivated to use their spoken resources primarily to participate in play and advance their play.  

This play required the co-construction of meaning among children and with educators.  Leach et al. 

(2015) found children used their English resources to participate in play interactions and advance 

their play, whereas my study highlighted the children’s use of multiple linguistic resources (English, 

French, and translanguaging, as well as nonverbal actions) to achieve the same play purposes.  In 

this way, the children were continually functioning in a plurilingual mode (i.e., accessing multiple 

linguistic resources) and thus, demonstrating their emerging plurilingual competencies.  

By understanding how children used both French and English resources to communicate and play, 

we can understand how they were increasing their plurilingual resources.  During their play 

interactions, the children were practising and potentially increasing their language skills (in French 

and English) simultaneously.  There is evidence from the children’s interactions that they were 

capable of adhering to the linguistic rules of the language in which they chose to speak, whether it 

was French or English.  This adherence demonstrated the children’s language competencies.  As 

stated by Coste, Zarate, and Moore (2009, p. 19), “the ability to switch from one language to 

another implies a mastery of all the systems in contact:  within an alternate sequence, each language 

follows certain rules”.  The children’s use of multiple resources in interactions highlighted that they 

were in bilingual mode – accessing both French and English resources (see Section 2.2.2).  

Furthermore, the children were demonstrating their capability of using these languages within a 

specific social context, or at least were developing this capacity.  Therefore, whilst operating in 

bilingual mode, the children were practising their interactional skills.   

Nonverbal actions, including gestures, were also an integral part of children’s linguistic repertoires 

and plurilingual competencies.  The children’s use of nonverbal actions in their play interactions 

revealed their capacity to engage multimodal resources flexibly and interchangeably to advance 

their play and maintain interactions.  These interactions provided increased opportunities for 

children to draw upon and develop their plurilingual competencies.  The frequent and significant use 

of gestures by the children further highlighted the need to investigate children’s use of gesture in 

the field of SLA (Gullberg, 2011).  Educators should be aware of children’s gestures in their meaning 

making as they provide insights into children’s knowledge and competencies that may otherwise 
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remain hidden (Goldin-Meadow, 2006).  In other words, children may demonstrate their knowledge 

and competencies through the use of gesture or other nonverbal actions when they have limited 

capabilities to do so using spoken language.   

The children’s linguistic resources comprised of spoken language and nonverbal actions were used 

to practise their interactional and social skills.  While children develop many important skills during 

the early years, three of the most prominent interactional and social skills identified in this study are 

presented here: (a) maintaining and advancing interactions, (b) negotiating meaning, and (c) 

considering the interactant.  In addition, the children were broadening their sociocultural awareness. 

8.2.1 Maintaining and advancing interactions 
This study has shown that engaging in interactions with educators assisted children’s practice of 

interactional skills through modelling and scaffolding interactions.  This finding reflects the concept 

of ZPD introduced by Vygotsky (1962; see Section 2.3.1 for more information).  One example of this 

educator scaffolding occurred when the teacher assisted Kieran to articulate how he wanted to play 

the dice game with Brandon (Int.8).  During this interaction, the teacher was providing the necessary 

language for Kieran to explain his invented game to Brandon.  In addition, the teacher was advancing 

the interaction and subsequently, the game itself.  Similarly, the teacher provided scaffolding when 

Adam asked for help to find the hockey ball (Int.4).  Adam simply stated, “the ball” and the teacher 

continued to ask questions to clarify Adam’s meaning and purpose for the interaction – to ask for 

help in finding the ball.  In these two examples, the teacher’s intervention and scaffolding were 

required for the advancement of the interaction and for the communication purpose to be achieved.  

As a result of educators’ scaffolding, it is likely that the children would subsequently apply this 

modelled knowledge and skills to their future interactions and increase their ability to articulate 

their needs and desires to achieve their communication purposes. 

These scaffolded interactions with the educators can be considered “séquences potentiellement 

acquisitionnelles” (SPA) (potential acquisition sequences) (De Pietro, Matthey, & Py, 1989).  This 

term refers to sequences occurring within an interaction which contribute to an interactant 

increasing their language competencies.  Whilst SPA encompass a variety of specific language 

potentially acquired (e.g., syntax, vocabulary, etc.) and can manifest in a variety of ways (related to 

how the sequence is initiated and how the interactant responds), these sequences generally 

comprise of strategies related to language acquisition (De Pietro et al., 1989).  Another example of 

SPA occurred when the assistant was interacting with Oliver at the playdough table (Int.17).  

Through a specific sequence, the assistant explicitly taught Oliver the French word for whale – 

baleine.  This sequence involved the assistant translating Oliver’s use of the English word “whale” 
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into French, followed by ensuring she had his attention and encouraging him to repeat the French 

word.  Finally, the assistant repeated the word herself to reinforce the acquisition of the new 

vocabulary.  In this example, it is possible to identify the explicit teaching of vocabulary when the 

assistant translated from English into French, and the subsequent learning which occurred when 

Oliver repeated the new vocabulary.  Therefore, educators’ scaffolding during play interactions 

potentially contributed to children’s language acquisition.   

The children’s peer interactions reflected their developing skill of maintaining and advancing 

interactions.  Mehus (2011) claimed that most interactions in early childhood settings involving 

young children need to be scaffolded by educators.  Mehus’s finding was reflected on occasion 

during the interactions in the present study.  One example is when the assistant interacted with 

Lucile and Juliette at the playdough table (Int.17).  Whilst Lucile and Juliette both participated in the 

interaction with nonverbal action or very short utterances, the assistant instigated the interactions 

and provided a substantial amount of scaffolding.  However, in this study, there were also numerous 

examples of children successfully initiating and maintaining play interactions without educators’ 

involvement (see Chapters 5, 6, and 7).  These successful interactions may be attributed to children’s 

creative use of their various linguistic resources.  For example, the children used English spoken 

resources to negotiate their play scenarios (see Section 8.2.3) and French spoken resources to enter 

play (e.g., « jouer avec toi »).  During these interactions the children achieved the communication 

purpose of creating and advancing their play scenarios.  Subsequently, they practised their language 

skills, explored the world around them (Pramling-Samuelsson & Carlson, 2008), and developed their 

social skills (see Section 8.3).  Moreover, the children occasionally positioned themselves in the role 

of teacher to undertake peer teaching (see Section 8.3.1), which also contributed to the 

maintenance and advancement of interactions.    

In addition to spoken language, nonverbal actions, particularly gestures, were used by the children 

to maintain interactions and advance their play scenarios.  Without the inclusion of nonverbal 

actions, some of the children’s utterances would not have made sense.  Thus, findings in relation to 

the use of nonverbal actions in this study have contributed to understanding of children’s 

communication through their use of multimodal resources to negotiate and advance their play.  An 

example of a child using multimodal resources occurred when Rhys used nonverbal actions and 

spoken language to communicate to the teacher that there were three friends in the tent (Int.9).  His 

spoken language included only part of the intended message (there were three friends), whilst his 

gesture of pointing to the igloo provided the remainder of the message (the friends were in the 

igloo).  Without the inclusion of this gesture, Rhys’s intended meaning would not have been 
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understood clearly or accurately.  Moreover, without including this gesture in the analysis, it would 

be difficult to understand how meaning had been co-constructed by Rhys and the teacher.  For 

instance, in her next utterance the teacher asked « Combien des amis dans l’igloo? » (How many 

friends in the igloo?).  By referring only to the spoken language in the interaction, it would be 

challenging to explain how the teacher knew to refer to the friends in the igloo.   

To maintain and advance interactions the children employed a variety of communication strategies, 

one being the use of multiple resources to communicate.  These resources included both 

multilingual and multimodal resources.  Communication strategies used by plurilingual speakers 

have been proposed by various researchers, such as Bialystok (1983), Cromdal (2001), and Gullberg 

(2011).  These studies focused on one specific resource used by the learners:  Bialystok considered 

L1 use in L2 acquisition; Cromdal’s study included bilingual resources but focused only on spoken 

language; while Gullberg explored only the gestures used by L2 learners.  The current study regarded 

all resources used by the children during their play interactions as equally important.  The 

plurilingual perspective facilitated a view of children drawing upon multiple linguistic resources as 

and when necessary to achieve their communication purposes, rather than focusing on achieving 

target language acquisition.  The use of multiple resources contributed to children’s practice of 

interactional and social skills.  The children’s strategy of using multiple linguistic resources 

accentuates the need for more holistic approaches to studying children’s communication which 

adopt an inclusive view of all spoken language as well as multimodal language.  Moreover, the 

children’s use of these multiple resources should be a consideration in classroom teaching and 

learning practices.  

A second strategy which emerged from my findings was the children’s ability to switch resources and 

switch strategies in order to achieve their communication purpose.  An example of switching 

resources was evident when Oliver was trying to enter the play with Kieran (Int.8). Oliver first used 

English spoken language to encourage Kieran to pass him the ball (“You hit it over to me, ok Kieran”).  

When this strategy did not work, Oliver tried a different phrase in English (“Do you want to watch 

me?”).  With some encouragement from me, Oliver next tried a phrase in French, « Jouer s’il te plait 

» (Please play), followed by the routine French phrase, « Jouer avec toi ».  These two phrases were 

different from each other in the sense that one was a routine phrase (« Jouer avec toi ») used 

frequently by the children (and educators) whereas the other phrase (« Jouer s’il te plait ») was not 

commonly used by the children in the classroom.  Oliver’s production of an appropriate and correct 

phrase in French (one that was not a routine phrase) demonstrated his emerging plurilingual 
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competencies and his ability to choose appropriate linguistic resources for his communication 

purpose.   

Another example of switching strategies occurred when Sofia did not want Kieran to join the play 

(Int.11).  First Sofia explicitly told Kieran he had to ask to join the play.  When this strategy did not 

work, Sofia used nonverbal actions by removing Kieran’s puzzle pieces and turning away from him.  

These examples revealed the children’s awareness that there was not simply one resource or one 

strategy for achieving communication.  In contrast, they understood that they could choose between 

resources and strategies if one was not successful.  In other words, these interactions provided a 

glimpse of children’s creativity, resourcefulness, and problem-solving skills when faced with the 

challenge of communicating in a multilingual environment.  These skills contributed to the children’s 

developing plurilingual competencies which would facilitate successful communication in the 

multilingual community outside the preschool classroom. 

8.2.2 Negotiating meaning 
Moore and Simon (2002) suggested that during peer interactions, learners in an L2 classroom use all 

their linguistic resources and strategies to reach agreement and must negotiate in and through the 

interaction.  The current study confirmed this to be true also for preschool-aged children.  The types 

of negotiations for the children in the analysed interactions in this study included entry into play, 

negotiating their roles, and negotiating the rules of the game or the play scenario.  These types of 

interactions contributed to children’s practising social skills of sharing, turn-taking, and 

understanding another’s perspective (Whitebread, 2012).  The children creatively used their 

linguistic resources to negotiate and reach agreement in play interactions.     

Before playing together, it was necessary for the children to enter into play.  The decision to play 

together was not a one-sided activity (Björk-Willén, 2007; Cromdal, 2001) but required children to 

negotiate their entry and acceptance (or not) into play.  In this study, children used various 

resources and strategies to negotiate, such as the French expression « jouer avec toi» or the 

nonverbal action of turning away to refuse another child’s entry.  The diversity of resources used 

emphasised the children’s ability to choose a linguistic resource (spoken language or nonverbal 

action) which suited their communication purpose within a particular context.  During such 

negotiations, the children were learning the appropriate social skills to engage in joint play.   

The children were required to use their linguistic resources to negotiate their roles within play 

interactions.  The present study reflected findings from Lusetti’s (2004) study in which primary 

school children positioned themselves in specific roles during their peer interactions.  These roles 
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were often unequal ones, despite institutional norms suggesting that all children in the classroom 

are equal (Lusetti, 2004).  In the present study, in addition to a child positioning themselves in a role 

(for example, as the expert), it was necessary for the other child involved in the play to accept this 

positioning and perhaps subsequently, position themselves (or allow themselves to be positioned) in 

the contrary position (e.g., as the novice).  This positioning of oneself and others required a 

negotiation which was often embedded in the play and interaction itself, and involved the use of 

linguistic resources to convey one’s position in the play.  For example, a child who wanted to be the 

leader gave a direction to another child who, in turn, chose to follow this direction or contest it.  In 

this sense, the children were often simultaneously negotiating their roles and their play scenarios.  

The ability to negotiate roles (and enact them) provided opportunities for the children to teach their 

peers through modelled behaviour (Lusetti 2004; Moore & Simon, 2002), share their experiences 

and understandings (Xu, 2010), and achieve their aim (Lusetti, 2004) which was to advance their 

play.  The use of multiple resources to negotiate roles further highlights the benefits of an holistic 

approach to teaching and learning in classrooms.  

Another type of negotiation occurring during children’s play was negotiation of the play scenarios 

and the rules of play.  Many of these negotiations occurred using English spoken language and 

nonverbal actions.  This language choice meant children used complex language to negotiate.  For 

example, the children used English language to justify their ideas and choices, offer alternatives, and 

compromise.  During these interactions, the children were practising, modelling, and learning the 

specific language necessary for negotiating in English.  Moreover, they were increasing their general 

language skills (Bodrova & Leong, 2007; Stagnitti et al., 2016).  This specific language and the skill of 

negotiating was part of children’s linguistic and social development, preparing them for negotiations 

occurring in the world outside the classroom.  Their play interactions provided an engaging 

environment in which to practise these skills and experiment with them. 

Furthermore, the negotiation skills learnt in English can be transferred for use in other languages, 

such as French (Ballinger, 2015; Marshall & Moore, 2013).  Based on Cummins’ (2001) concept of 

common underlying proficiency most of the skills children learn in one language are available to 

them in any language.  An example of this transference was evident during an interaction between 

Marie and the teacher (Int.9).  The teacher was reinforcing the rule of only two children playing in 

the igloo.  However, Marie used her negotiating skills and French language to negotiate three 

children playing there.  She used the specific word mais (but) and provided an imaginary reason for 

three children to play in the igloos – they were animals (in costume) but not children.  Marie had 

previously used this type of strategy in her play with peers, in English, thus demonstrating the 
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transferability of skills within the boundaries of language competencies.  Therefore, the negotiation 

strategies the children were practising using all their linguistic resources could potentially benefit 

their interactions and negotiations outside the classroom – regardless of the language in which they 

occurred.  The transferability of skills across languages promotes the inclusion of translanguaging 

pedagogies in classrooms for children to draw upon existing language competencies for the 

enhancement of their plurilingual competencies.  Moreover, the children’s use of multiple resources 

for successful negotiation of meaning highlights the need for more holistic approaches to studying 

children’s classroom interactions.  

Sometimes the children appeared to “agree to disagree” during their play negotiations.  There were 

several interactions in which two children disagreed on an aspect of the play scenario which was not 

resolved.  For instance, Marie and Jade engaged in a lengthy interaction about which dolls could go 

on holiday (Int.14).  The holiday destination was consistently referred to by Marie as Africa and by 

Jade as Mexico.  Marie and Jade did not appear concerned that the other was referring to the 

“wrong” country and were apparently ignoring this discrepancy.  Therefore, it seemed the two girls 

were implicitly agreeing to disagree.  The inconsistent reference to the country did not hinder their 

play scenario and their interaction and play continued successfully.  The interaction was successful in 

the sense that the children’s motivation was to play and advance their play scenarios.  Marie and 

Jade achieved this purpose.  Similarly, Adam changed the topic of the play with Oliver when he did 

not agree with his play suggestion (Int.30).  The two boys appeared to be more motivated to play 

together than to agree on the actual play.  These examples demonstrated that the children were 

practising their negotiation skills as well as their skills at conflict resolution – or perhaps conflict 

avoidance.  These skills also required the use of children’s linguistic resources in dynamic ways to 

communicate their desires.      

8.2.3 Considering the interactant 
Plurilingual speakers make language choices based on other interactants and the context of an 

interaction (Kramsch & Whiteside, 2008; Moore & Gajo, 2009).  The children in this study varied 

their use of linguistic resources depending on the purpose of the interaction and with whom they 

were interacting.  There were specific differences between resources used during interactions with 

their peers and with the educators.  This consideration of the interactant when choosing linguistic 

resources was an interactional and social skill used frequently by the children.   

The resources chosen by the children during the analysed interactions were perhaps not the only 

resources in their unique linguistic repertoires.  The resources in evidence were French, English, and 

nonverbal actions because they were the commonly shared resources.  However, some of the 
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children were in contact with other languages outside the classroom (see Table 5.1).  For example, 

Tariq’s home language was identified as Arabic, yet Tariq did not use Arabic in any of the observed 

classroom interactions.  Coste et al. (2009) explained that sometimes a plurilingual speaker’s 

linguistic resources may be hidden: 

In some situations, he may choose to conceal a part of his language repertoire: this is often 

the case, for example, with children who try to conceal one of their languages in the school 

context, to avoid being perceived as different. (p. 20) 

In the case of Tariq, he may have been choosing to hide his Arabic resources because no other 

children appeared to have knowledge of the Arabic language.  Therefore, within his consideration of 

the interactant, Tariq did not need to use this linguistic resource.  Another reason may have been 

that he wanted to fit in with his peers and use the same linguistic codes.  In either scenario, Tariq is 

an example of children who consciously made their choice of language during their classroom 

interactions.  These language choices were made possible by the children’s status as emerging 

bilinguals (and plurilingual speakers) and their choice to consciously activate certain resources, or 

not, depending on their interactant and the interactional context (Grosjean, 1995, 2007; Lüdi & Py, 

2009; Moore & Gajo, 2009).  Furthermore, the children’s language choices were indicative of the 

“plurilingual asset” (also referred to as the “bilingual asset”), defined as “a plurilingual’s strategic 

advantage for further language learning and use” (Bono & Stratilaki, 2009, p. 207).  This means that 

possessing plurilingual resources (multiple resources available for varying purposes) is a benefit to 

children as it provides opportunities for learning and development to occur in and across diverse 

linguistic contexts.  Therefore, within pedagogy and research, children’s plurilingual repertoires 

should be considered as strengths.   

Within the context of the Francophone classroom, the children were using their spoken language 

resources while navigating through various institutional and social frameworks.  Within the 

institutional framework, the children were expected to speak French in the classroom, and 

subsequently develop their French language skills.  On the other hand, the social framework 

established among the peers implicitly demanded the use of English during play interactions due to 

the children’s higher competencies in English.  Despite these apparently “strict” language 

separations between language use with educators and with peers, there was evidence of flexible 

language use and translanguaging within both frameworks.     

The institutional framework of “French only” was in response to the aims of the CSF (see Section 

1.2), which were to provide an education for children in French, implemented by the educators in 
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the classroom.  As stated on the preschool’s website, the goal of the preschool was to provide a total 

French language environment.  Furthermore, the educators consistently spoke French to the 

children.  In order to align with this classroom expectation, the children generally spoke French to 

the educators.  Even children with limited French competency levels seemed content to interact 

with educators who spoke French only.  This finding supported similar findings in other studies, such 

as Cameron (2001) and Locke (1993).  The children in the present study demonstrated their 

increasing French language competencies through their understanding of educators’ utterances in 

French.  This understanding was reflected in children’s appropriate responses – even if the response 

was in English.  The children sometimes disrupted the “rules” of speaking French in order to 

communicate their meaning and to maintain an interaction with educators, for example, when Rhys 

switched to English to explain to the teacher why he could not make a circle with the linking flowers 

(Int.13).  Rhys was motivated by the need (or perhaps desire) to communicate, which surpassed his 

need to conform to the institutional expectation of French language.  In this example, it is possible to 

identify Rhys’s emerging plurilingual competencies through his use of translanguaging as a 

communication strategy to maintain the communication and achieve the interactional objective.   

During these instances of switching languages, the children were still considering the interactant as 

they knew the educators could understand English.  This knowledge stemmed from children’s 

awareness of the cultural context of the Francophone classroom.  In this context the children had 

previously observed the educators demonstrating understanding of utterances in English, and 

perhaps speaking English, during interactions with the children and parents.  For this reason, Rhys 

was considering the teacher’s linguistic knowledge even though he was disrupting the classroom rule 

of using French language.  The children’s translanguaging will be discussed further in this chapter in 

Section 8.4.     

In addition to switching languages, the children employed gestural aspects of their linguistic 

repertoire to navigate the institutional framework of French language expectations.  During their 

interactions with educators, the children used the educators’ gestures and other nonverbal actions 

as input (Goldin-Meadow, 2000; Hutchins & Nomura, 2011; McNeill, 1985) to assist in understanding 

an utterance in French.  The children’s own use of nonverbal actions reflected their consideration of 

the interactant through providing additional information and clarity for spoken language.  In this 

sense, the children were ensuring the interactant could understand their meaning more clearly.  The 

children appeared to use more nonverbal actions when interacting with educators than with their 

peers, perhaps due to the children’s French language competencies.  In order to communicate 
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within the institutional framework, the children were probably choosing nonverbal actions to 

compensate for their limited competencies of spoken language in French.   

Through their use of nonverbal action, the children appeared to be acknowledging the teacher-

student relationship within the institutional context.  They often used gaze as a resource to indicate 

they were listening to the educator and thus participating in the interaction – an expectation in 

traditional classrooms.  This particular use of gaze was not often evident during peer interactions.  

The limited use of gaze among peers was perhaps related to the children’s higher level of English 

proficiency, so they used spoken English language to indicate participation.  Conversely, the lack of 

gaze may imply a peer relationship that does not require gaze (specifically eye contact) in order to 

demonstrate participation in an interaction.  The children appeared to be content to interact while 

immersed in their play, thus looking at the object of the play rather than their peer.  Children’s 

understanding of the teacher-student relationship was also apparent in their responses to an 

educator.  The children always responded to an educator, even if only by using a gesture, such as 

head nodding, whereas during peer interactions children did not always respond directly to another 

child’s utterance.  The absence of gaze and response to utterances may indicate a different type of 

relationship among peers (compared to educators) in preschool classrooms.  Due to the paucity of 

research comparing child-child and child-educator classroom interactions, it is potentially an area for 

further study.  These varied uses of nonverbal actions, specifically gestures, further highlight the 

necessity to include gestures in studies on interactions within SLA.  In my study, the children’s use of 

specific nonverbal actions to indicate participation in interactions with educators illustrated how the 

children used their linguistic resources to consider the interactant – within a specific context.    

The children’s consideration of the interactant within a specific context (the Francophone classroom) 

was also evident during children’s interactions with me.  When I first arrived at the preschool I was 

positioned as an educator by the classroom teacher.  I consistently spoke French to the children and 

as such positioned myself as an educator rather than a peer.  This educator role led to the children 

choosing to use the expected language – French – when communicating with me, as with the other 

educators in the class.  The children who regularly spoke French with the other educators also chose 

to speak French with me.  Their choice to use French in our interactions revealed their 

understanding of the classroom expectation to speak in French – particularly with educators.  This 

language choice emphasised the children’s comprehension of the importance of context in their 

choice of resources in interactions.   

The context of a French language environment potentially had a positive influence on children’s 

language learning and development because they practised their French language in specific 
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interactions.  On the other hand, enforcing French-only rules on children with limited French 

language competencies could negatively impact children’s self-esteem and sense of well-being.  For 

instance, the children may have felt unable to participate in classroom interactions or communicate 

their ideas in a strictly French-only context.  However, the children in my study negotiated within 

this institutional framework and created more flexible boundaries across languages and resources.  

They conformed to French-speaking rules when possible but also included other linguistic resources 

such as English spoken language and nonverbal actions to communicate.  In this sense, the children 

were disrupting classroom norms for their own communication purposes (Moore & Simon, 2002) 

and demonstrating their emerging plurilingual competencies.  They were making conscious choices 

about language use for their own purposes (to participate in interactions and achieve 

communication objectives) whilst navigating an institutionally imposed framework.   

In contrast to this institutional framework, the social framework established by the children 

themselves involved using English spoken language with one another.  Children’s motivation when 

interacting with one another was to play – to join play, to negotiate play, and to advance play.  This 

motivation meant they chose the most efficient resources to achieve the purpose of play.  Usually 

the resource chosen was English spoken language, along with the frequent use of nonverbal actions.  

In contrast to children using French with educators to conform to institutional expectations, the 

children’s use of English with peers revealed their own language competencies and their 

understanding of the competencies of others.  It appears that when children were aware that they 

were more competent in using English than in using French, they were able to engage more quickly 

in more in-depth negotiations of play.  The children were aware that some of their peers were 

capable of interacting using French, yet they still chose to speak English with each other.  This choice 

indicated the social framework co-constructed by the children in which English was the dominant 

language choice.  Therefore, whilst they were considering the interactant and their linguistic 

knowledge, the children were also aware of the social context within which the interaction was 

occurring – a social context which valued and expected English language rather than French 

language.  This social framework in which the children utilised multiple resources was further 

evidence of the children’s challenging the institutional framework and the traditional teacher-

student roles.  The children were making conscious decisions on their choice of linguistic resource 

and were softening the boundaries of language use in the classroom.  Hence, they were enhancing 

their plurilingual competencies.     

Even though English was the most common language choice in peer interactions, the children 

sometimes used other resources to communicate with peers.  Within the social framework of the 
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classroom, nonverbal actions and French language were used occasionally to communicate meaning 

and were accepted methods of communication.  This use of multiple resources revealed children’s 

alternative motivations within interactions, such as to practise French, to conform to classroom rules 

(to speak French), and to enact agency through their language choices (see Section 8.4).  The nature 

and purpose of children’s translanguaging in peer interactions will be discussed further (see Section 

8.3). 

8.2.4 Broadening sociocultural awareness 
During their play interactions, the children in the study were “explor[ing] and learn[ing] about 

family, community and the wider world” (Ministry of Education, 2008, p. 33).  This exploration was 

possible by utilising their linguistic resources to suggest and discuss play scenarios as well as to 

create mutual understanding within their play.  These play scenarios reflected the environment in 

which the children lived and their experiences within that environment.  In this sense, their play 

interactions were a vehicle for children to make sense of their world (Pramling-Samuelsson & 

Carlson, 2008).  These types of interactions occurred most frequently in peer interactions in which 

children were creating their play scenarios based on their own experiences. 

Children’s home experiences were often evident in their play scenarios.  This aspect of children’s 

play was noted by Fleer et al. (2009) as being an important method for children to explore and 

understand their experiences at home.  For instance, on several occasions, Sofia and Marie 

incorporated their home experiences into their negotiations about play scenarios.  At the doll’s 

house, Sofia incorporated the Daddy doll leaving on an aeroplane; it was then absent from the 

remainder of the play (Int.28).  Sofia then insisted on a specific routine for the dolls before bed time.  

During this interaction, Marie accepted Sofia’s version of events in the doll’s house and together 

they role-played these specific scenarios of family life following the routine familiar to Sofia.  This 

type of imaginary play at the doll’s house was perhaps beneficial to the children to explore, examine, 

and extend their understandings of family life and the role of family members.  This exploration was 

possible through the use of Sofia’s linguistic repertoire.  She used a combination of spoken language 

and nonverbal action to communicate her desires for the play, and as such, articulated her own 

home life and understanding of family.   

Another example between Sofia and Marie involved similar play with the baby doll (Int.24).  During 

part of this interaction the girls disagreed about taking the dog on their walk.  Both Sofia and Marie 

had differing opinions on whether the dog belonged in the family.  Their opinions appeared to be 

based on whether or not they had a dog at home.  The girls used their linguistic resources to 

negotiate this issue.  They each articulated their thoughts and ideas on the topic and used 
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negotiation strategies to reach a compromise.  Through this use of linguistic resources, Sofia and 

Marie were using their own understandings of their home environment to negotiate meaning and, 

subsequently, to practise their interactional and social skills.     

The children were incorporating specific rules into their play:  they followed classroom rules, 

complying with the number of children designated to each play area.  In addition, they adhered to 

explicit rules during game playing (Bordrova & Leong, 2007).  This adherence was most evident 

during simulated ice-hockey play.  Children’s knowledge of ice hockey and its related rules was 

revealed during their interactions at the ice-hockey table.  During this play, the children used their 

linguistic resources to position themselves in expert – and novice – roles in order to instruct each 

other on the correct rules for the play.  These interactions included less negotiation and more 

directive language than other types of play in the classroom (such as imaginary play scenarios).  

Moreover, gestures were frequently used to clarify rules related to positioning of the “players”, the 

“goals”, and the “puck”.  In this manner, the children were using their linguistic resources to bring 

their cultural knowledge of a particular sport into their classroom interactions and thus advance the 

game playing.   

Similarly to the cultural aspects of game playing, the children explored their understanding of other 

cultural topics during their play.  Children’s play often mirrors their cultural surroundings (Aedo et 

al., 2009), and in my study the children used their various linguistic resources to include, discuss, and 

explore their cultural experiences and understanding of those experiences.  For example, Camille 

and Jade participated in a discussion on the gender of a doll at the doll’s house (Int.16).  Camille 

used the absence of eyelashes to justify her assumption that the doll was a boy.  She used her 

linguistic resources to make the justification and thus explore her cultural knowledge within the 

play.  During the same interaction (Int.16) Jade and Camille identified and discussed the dark-

skinned dolls.  Camille assumed that two dark-skinned dolls belonged in the same family.  Similarly, 

Marie and Sofia assumed that they needed one mum and one dad for their family in the doll’s house 

(Int.22).  In these examples, the children were revealing their cultural assumptions of people’s 

appearances as well as their notions of what constitutes a family.  By being aware of these 

assumptions, educators have the possibility to address these potential stereotypes (e.g., that all 

families are nuclear families with one mum and one dad) and perhaps present children with 

alternative representations of family and other cultural topics. 

During the above examples, children were using their linguistic resources of spoken language and 

nonverbal action in their play interactions to explore the world around them.  They were 

incorporating their own knowledge and experiences into their play scenarios in order to explore 
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their understanding of the society in which they lived.  In addition to previous research on young 

children’s play (e.g., Aedo et al., 2009; Fleer et al., 2009; Xu, 2010), the present study highlighted 

children’s use of multimodal resources to understand their experiences and make sense of their 

world.  This exploration of cultural aspects of family, diversity, and rule following were contributing 

to children’s understanding of diversity, as per the British Columbia Early Learning Framework 

(Ministry of Education, 2008).  Therefore, by incorporating multiple resources into their interactions, 

the children were better equipped to discuss and explore these sociocultural aspects of knowledge 

and learning.      

Through their use of multiple linguistic resources, the children were practising and potentially 

increasing their interactional and social skills.  These skills were maintaining and advancing the 

interaction, negotiating meaning, and considering the interactant.  In addition, they were 

broadening their sociocultural awareness.  The incorporation of multiple linguistic resources in their 

interactions demonstrated how children were simultaneously practising and increasing their 

linguistic competencies, thus increasing their plurilingual resources.  The children’s use of multiple 

resources to participate in interactions and negotiate meaning highlights the benefits of a holistic 

approach to teaching and learning in classrooms.  This type of approach considers children’s 

plurilingual repertoires as a strength and promotes the inclusion of translanguaging pedagogies in 

the classroom.  Moreover, studies of children’s classroom interactions should adopt more holistic 

approaches to children’s use of multiple resources – both spoken language and nonverbal actions, 

particularly gestures.  The children in this study softened the linguistic boundaries imposed within 

the institutional framework and subsequently, enhanced their interactional and social skills as well 

as their plurilingual competencies.    

8.3 Children’s use of various resources to organise and advance their own learning  
An important aspect of the children’s interactions was their ability to organise and advance their 

own learning without the intervention of an educator.  This learning was evident in various moments 

during children’s play and their use of linguistic resources.  As discussed earlier (Section 8.2), the 

children were practising their interactional skills through the negotiation of their play scenarios.  

They were practising the skills to negotiate the roles and rules of play, develop ideas, create 

scenarios, and generally organise themselves and their play without educators’ interventions.  In 

addition, the children used their linguistic resources to explicitly teach each other language, 

knowledge, and social skills during their play interactions.  Within these interactions the children 

used translanguaging practices for communicating and as a tool to develop their own linguistic and 

cognitive knowledge.  Furthermore, the children used gestures as a learning strategy. 
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8.3.1 Peer teaching 
The traditional roles of teacher and student are often disrupted in language learning classrooms.  

Moore and Simon (2002) reported that young adults adopt the roles of teacher and student in 

multilingual interactions when a teacher is not present.  Similarly, Long et al. (2007) found that 

primary school children in a multilingual classroom participated in peer teaching and took the role of 

“teacher” quite seriously in their play interactions.  My study included many examples of expert-

novice interactions, demonstrating that even young plurilingual children are capable of enacting a 

teacher role in peer interactions.  In doing so, they contribute to each other’s learning and potential 

development.    

The vocabulary and expressions used when negotiating with each other (as discussed in Section 8.2) 

served to model specific language and expressions related to the negotiation of play.  This modelling 

contributed to children’s language acquisition and provided language skills for their future 

interactions.  One example of explicit language teaching was when Sofia taught Marie the English 

word “pants” when Marie referred to the baby’s pants as « clott » (Int.24).  This specific part of Sofia 

and Marie’s interaction was another example of SPA (see Section 8.2.1) in which potential language 

learning occurred.  Sofia was contributing to Marie’s vocabulary knowledge by explicitly reinforcing 

the word “pants”.  Marie did not repeat the word herself, so it was not evident if the learning 

occurred.  However, the interaction highlighted the notion of teaching that occurred between Sofia 

and Marie which was similar to SPA observed between educators and children.     

The children also taught each other social skills during their play interactions.  An example was when 

Adam taught Oliver social skills, saying, “Don’t say you hate someone” (Int.30).  This demonstration 

of appropriate language use was relevant within the context of the classroom rules but also provided 

a valuable lesson for Oliver when socialising in contexts outside the classroom.  This specific 

interaction highlighted how the social skills learnt in a preschool classroom are relevant to children’s 

social interactions outside the classroom and contributes to children being capable of building 

healthy relationships.  

In addition, the children were teaching each other rules during their play interactions.  For example, 

Sofia tried to teach Kieran how to correctly enter play.  She explicitly told Kieran he had to ask, and 

she directed him to use the French expression « Jouer avec toi » (Int.11).   In this interaction, Sofia 

was teaching Kieran the correct language to use as well as the appropriate manner to enter play.  

She also reminded Oliver of the classroom rules when she told him that only two people were 

permitted to play at the doll’s house (Int.22).  These examples of children using their linguistic 

resources to reinforce classroom rules provided insight into how children perceive, and conform to, 
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the rules within the classroom context.  They demonstrated that the children were mindful of the 

rules and expected other children in the classroom to comply with them.    

8.3.2 Translanguaging practices 
The children contributed to their own learning through their use of translanguaging practices. 

Despite the institutional expectation that French only be spoken, the children used all their linguistic 

resources to participate in their play interactions.  As discussed earlier (Section 8.2.3), the children 

generally chose to speak French with educators and English with their peers, although even this 

distinction between educator and child was not a strict linguistic boundary.  Linguistic boundaries 

were not perceived as necessary for these plurilingual children because they were drawing upon one 

linguistic repertoire rather than two separate language systems.  In other words, the children were 

translanguaging (García, 2017).  They often chose to combine or switch their resources in order to 

achieve their communication purpose.  Translanguaging practices contributed to children’s 

development in three distinct ways: (a) by contributing to their participation in interactions, (b) by 

contributing to their French language acquisition, and (c) by contributing to their plurilingual 

competencies.   

The use of translanguaging practices enabled children to participate in their play interactions which, 

in turn, contributed to their cognitive, cultural, and social knowledge.  Many of the interactions 

presented in this study demonstrated the creative ways in which the children used their linguistic 

resources to communicate meaning and achieve their interactional purpose.  The use of multiple 

resources facilitated children’s engagement in more interactions, and in more successful 

interactions, than if the children had conformed to the use of strict French-only resources.  Similarly, 

the complexity of negotiations increased due to children’s capacity to use more complex language in 

English, as opposed to their French language abilities.  In this manner, the skills and knowledge 

practised during play interactions (see Section 8.2) were made possible due to French, English, and 

nonverbal resources being employed flexibly within the interaction.  In other words, the children 

employed translanguaging practices to increase their understanding and deepen their exploration of 

new concepts and cultural surroundings during their play.  

García et al. (2011, p. 45), stated that “children do not simply acquire a separate second language, 

instead they integrate bits and pieces of these new linguistic practices into their complex and 

growing bilingual repertoire”.  As a result, children develop their linguistic abilities by incorporating 

their new knowledge into their existing knowledge and utilising this in their everyday interactions.  

This combination of new and existing knowledge was evident in the children’s use of translanguaging 

practices.  The children were increasing their French competencies whilst increasing their unique 
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linguistic repertoire.  Furthermore, as Pekarek Doehler (2000) claimed, by increasing their linguistic 

repertoire, children are increasing their language acquisition.  Through the use of translanguaging 

practices to negotiate meaning in specific contexts and the use of language for specific purposes, the 

children were also increasing their plurilingual competencies. 

During peer interactions, the children in the present study were using translanguaging practices to 

communicate and negotiate meaning.  In studies within a similar context, Hickey (2001, 2007) 

concluded that the use of the majority language in the classroom hindered the children’s minority 

language learning.  In contrast, my study confirmed that, even though the children regularly used 

English in peer interactions, they were also using some French language and translanguaging for 

compensation and communication strategies.  This finding challenges current teaching policies that 

often promote total immersion, policies which are in contrast to children’s actual classroom 

practices.  The diverse uses of language were evidence of the children’s plurilingual competencies in 

action.  For example, the children used translanguaging practices when switching from English to 

French whilst counting or saying numbers (Int.27, Int.8).  They also practised routine phrases such as 

« jouer avec toi » and « regarde » during peer interactions.  The reason for this use of French 

language and translanguaging was perhaps to conform to the class rule of speaking French and to 

earn an extrinsic award (e.g., a Brindami certificate or a sticker).  The children also switched to 

French spoken language to model language use (e.g., Int.11).   

The choice to use French spoken language may have emerged from a genuine desire to practise their 

language skills.  This desire was possibly motivated by external influences, such as speaking to 

Francophone family members or attending Francophone activities.  Axelrod (2017) and Piker (2013) 

noted that children explore their developing language skills and practise those skills during play 

interactions with peers.  Therefore, it is possible that the children in my study were simply practising 

what they were being taught in the formal parts of the school day – similar to their practice of 

negotiation skills (see Section 8.2.2) and exploration of their cultural experiences (see Section 8.2.4).  

Therefore, even within their English-dominant peer interactions, the children may have been 

demonstrating an understanding of the preschool aims to teach (and learn) French.  In this sense, 

the co-constructed social framework provided a space for “testing out” French language.  The use of 

French language was negotiated and often led to French vocabulary and phrases becoming part of 

the lingua franca.  Subsequently, this specific French language became an accepted aspect of the 

children’s peer interactions during play.  These interactions involving translanguaging did not cause 

disruptions in communication, but rather revealed children’s plurilingual competencies in both 

speaking and understanding the multiple resources present in the interactions.  It has been found by 
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Moore and Sabatier (2014) that primary-aged children’s use of plurilingual resources assists in 

learning French in B.C.  My study has extended their study to highlight that plurilingual resources 

and the use of translanguaging practices can have a positive influence on preschool-aged children 

learning French in B.C.   

Through the use of translanguaging practices to negotiate meaning in specific contexts and the use 

of language for specific purposes, the children were also increasing their plurilingual competencies.  

Plurilingual competency is the ability to use languages to communicate, where a person has differing 

degrees of proficiency in each language.  This competency is viewed as a single, complex, and 

shifting competence rather than as separate competencies combined (Coste et al., 1997, 2009).  

From this viewpoint, the children in my study possessed a unique linguistic repertoire which 

included resources developed to specific needs, modified and used in combination when necessary 

(Lüdi, 2014; Mondada, 2001).   

According to Coste et al. (1997, 2009), children’s language competencies are imbalanced.  Their 

competencies are also developing based on their specific communication needs (Pekarek Doehler, 

2000).  The findings in my study were similar.  For instance, English was the majority language in B.C. 

and was often the dominant language in the home.  Therefore, the children’s English language 

competencies were quite high, as observed in the complex English language being used during peer 

interactions in the classroom.  On the other hand, some of the children had not developed their 

French competencies to the same level, probably due to a lack of exposure to French outside the 

classroom.  However, most of the children did occasionally use French language during their play 

interactions which demonstrated a (perceived) communication need for French language.  This 

communication need potentially resulted from several sources: the explicit classroom expectation to 

speak French and associated awards systems in place; a need to communicate with educators who 

generally spoke French only; or a need to communicate with members of the family and 

Francophone community outside the classroom. 

Another aspect of children’s developing plurilingual competencies was their ability to communicate 

with limited language knowledge.  For instance, some of the children in the preschool class had 

limited French language competencies and yet, they still communicated with the educators when 

the educators spoke only in French.  In these interactions, the children employed all their linguistic 

resources (French, English, and nonverbal actions) in order to communicate with the educators and 

maintain the interaction, for example, the use of head nodding (Int.7) or translanguaging (Int.13).  

Through educators’ scaffolding (as mentioned in Section 8.2.1) and children’s use of multiple 

linguistic resources, these interactions with educators in French were usually successful despite the 



185 
 
 

limited language competency of the child.  The children’s diverse use of linguistic resources to 

achieve communication highlighted their “strategic management of imbalance” according to their 

linguistic competencies (Coste et al., 2009, p. 20), which further demonstrated their emerging 

plurilingual competencies.  Furthermore, these examples of various resources used in interactions 

demonstrated that communication and interactional competencies are not uniquely related to 

spoken language, but also to other modes, such as gestures.   

With translanguaging practices, the children created a new microsystem within the classroom 

environment.  This microsystem was the social framework in which hybrid and flexible language use 

reigned.  It provided a space where children could practise and increase their plurilingual 

competencies.  The children’s perceptions of language meant that strict boundaries between 

languages were not necessary.  They often switched between languages and thus appeared to be 

functioning in bilingual mode within their classroom environment – an environment in which a 

bilingual mode was possible due to shared linguistic resources.  From this perspective, the children 

were drawing upon their unique linguistic repertoire as one complex competency as opposed to 

multiple, separate competencies.  This flexible use of language was part of the creativity of 

plurilingualism in which the children were “creative actors”5 (Lüdi, 2014).  In other words, the 

children were creating their own linguistic realities by taking the risk to vary from traditional means 

of communication (Lüdi, 2014).   

The microsystem co-constructed by the children involving the flexible and fluid use of multiple 

resources and use of translanguaging practices reflected the reality of the environment in B.C.  This 

is a society in which the children were required to speak French in specific contexts but where 

English was the majority language.  In this regard, the children’s co-constructed microsystem was 

similar to the “microsociety” described by Bourdieu and Passeron (1990) in which the children 

recreated a micro version of their own reality outside the classroom.  Within this microsystem they 

could comfortably and safely practise and experiment with their developing plurilingual 

competencies.  These competencies could then be transferred into their everyday lives outside the 

classroom, assisting children to participate in interactions with other members of their society.     

8.3.3 Gesture as a learning strategy 
The children used gestures in various ways during their play interactions to communicate their 

meaning and negotiate play.  Children’s use of gesture is related to language and cognitive 

development (Guidetti et al., 2014; Mayberry & Nicoladis, 2000; Tellier, 2005).  The few studies 

                                                           
5 ‘acteurs-créateurs’ (Lüdi, 2014) 
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conducted on gesture in young children or gesture in SLA have focused on gestures used as 

compensatory strategies (e.g., Gullberg, 2006a), to extend spoken language (Stivers & Sidnell, 2005), 

to accompany speech (McNeill, 2005), and as input for hearers (Stam, 2008).  There were many 

examples in the present study of the children incorporating gestures into their interactions for 

similar purposes, for example, using a pointing gesture to indicate a specific place or a head nod to 

replace the spoken word “yes”.  In addition, children used gestures as input to understand an 

interactant’s utterance.  One example of this was when the teacher held up the corresponding 

number of fingers when saying numbers in French to Rhys (Int.9).  Rhys potentially used the 

teacher’s gestures to help understand her French utterances.  The inclusion of gestures for these 

purposes facilitated children’s participation in interactions which potentially led to an increase in 

their language and cognitive development (see Section 8.2 for further discussion). 

In this study, gestures were not only used for communicating meaning to the hearer, but also to 

facilitate children’s own learning.  A common example was pointing to objects while counting them.  

For example, Jade pointed to the keys on the keyboard while counting them (Int.27) and Kieran 

pointed to the numbers poster when counting during his dice game (Int.8).  During these moments, 

the children did not appear to be counting for the benefit of the hearer, but for themselves.  In the 

case of Kieran, he counted while pointing to the numbers poster then conveyed the specific number 

to Oliver.  Therefore, it can be assumed that before Kieran could continue the interaction (and the 

game) with Oliver, he counted the numbers for his own benefit.  To assist this counting, and ensure 

accuracy, Kieran used pointing to ensure one-to-one correspondence.  This use of gesture facilitated 

Kieran’s practising of, and potential development of, his counting skills in general, and specifically 

counting numbers in French.  Moreover, his use of the pointing gesture to retrieve the 

corresponding number in French provided Kieran the opportunity to use this knowledge to practise 

his French language in an interaction as well as to maintain the interaction.  

Another indicator of gesture used by children as a learning strategy was the educators’ 

encouragement and modelling of specific gestures such as pointing to objects when counting.  One 

example of an educator modelling the strategy of pointing when counting occurred when Rhys 

counted the onion pictures on the number puzzle (Int.21).  Counting objects was evident as a 

developing skill for Rhys when he inaccurately counted the onions.  In my role as an educator, I 

modelled using a pointing gesture while counting and together Rhys and I reached the correct 

answer.  This example highlighted the impact that educators’ use of gestures can have on children’s 

meaning making and subsequent learning (Sert, 2015).  Therefore, in addition to teaching gestures 

for communication purposes, gesture use can be taught explicitly to children to assist their learning.    
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This study has highlighted the positive impact that plurilingual resources and the use of 

translanguaging practices can have on preschool-aged children learning French.  Through the use of 

multiple linguistic resources, the children were teaching and learning from one another.  They were 

also practising and exploring their increasing French (and English) language competencies.  The 

children were including gestures - and other nonverbal actions - in their interactions for their own 

learning and to achieve communication.  The diverse use of their linguistic resources demonstrated 

the children’s plurilingual competencies in action.  The potential positive impacts of children’s use of 

plurilingual resources in classroom interactions challenges total immersion policies which exist in 

language classrooms.  These policies do not reflect the realities of children’s classroom interactions: 

interactions which are benefitting children’s learning.    

8.4 Children’s use of various resources to enact agency 
The children used their linguistic resources to enact agency during their play interactions.  Agency is 

defined as being “contextually produced when learners understand their role and what they can do 

with their linguistic repertoires, and to what extent they want to participate in discourses” (Duran, 

2014, p. 77).  Children exercise agency when adults provide opportunities for them to do so.  In play 

activities, as demonstrated in the current study, there are multiple opportunities for children to 

exercise agency, and the children in this study utilised these opportunities.  As outlined earlier 

(Section 8.3.2), the children had co-created a space in which they incorporated flexible and hybrid 

usage of linguistic resources within the classroom context.  The successful use of translanguaging 

practices demonstrated the children’s understanding of their linguistic abilities and the flexibility of 

language use within the varying contexts of the classroom.  Their agency was evident in their 

language choices in specific interactional contexts and their willingness (or not) to participate in and 

conform to institutional norms and socially established frameworks.   

Enactments of agency can have positive or negative impacts on language learning (Duff & Doherty, 

2014), depending on the type of agentive action and the context in which it occurs.  The agentive 

acts and subsequent impacts may be perceived differently by each interactant.  For instance, 

educators often have predetermined expectations for appropriate student responses (as in the study 

by Pinnow, 2011) or specific language use by students (as outlined by Moore & Simon, 2002).  When 

children do not comply with these expectations, by exercising resistance, questioning, or negotiating 

(Duff & Doherty, 2014), educators may perceive this act as impacting negatively on the child’s 

learning.  For example, in the present study children were exercising agency through their choice of 

spoken language.  When children chose not to speak French in the classroom, this may have been 

perceived by educators (or researchers) as having a negative impact on the child’s French language 
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development.  This perception would originate from the goal of the preschool to teach French and 

create a total French learning environment.   

On the other hand, the children were not motivated in the same ways as the educators.  The 

educators’ motivation was to ensure the children acquired the French language (through creating a 

total French language environment), whereas the children’s motivation was to communicate.  

Therefore, the reason a child chose a resource other than French was to participate in and advance 

the interaction so as to achieve their communication purpose.  One example of a child’s motivation 

to communicate occurred when Rhys switched to English to tell the teacher that he had tried to 

make a circle with the connecting flowers (Int.13).  His language switch was motivated by the need 

to ask for help.  In this interaction Rhys was enacting agency and disrupting classroom norms.  This 

act resulted in successful communication and Rhys receiving the help he was seeking (his 

communication purpose).  This example highlighted the potentially positive impact children’s 

agentive acts can have on their learning.  Furthermore, by participating in this interaction Rhys was 

assisting his language learning.  As mentioned earlier, social interactions are necessary for language 

learning whereby children receive input but also produce output which is a vital aspect of their 

learning (Swain, 2000).  Therefore, Rhys’ use of linguistic resources in this interaction contributed to 

his language learning and more specifically his plurilingual competencies.  

Whilst children’s language choices, and related agentive acts, may not have directly contributed to 

their French language development, they may have positively influenced the children’s learning in 

other areas.  Many of the learning areas discussed in this chapter were made possible through 

successful communication and interactions.  Areas such as interactional skills, sociocultural 

awareness, and cognitive knowledge required children to actively and successfully participate in 

social interactions.  By disrupting classroom norms through translanguaging (Moore & Simon, 2002), 

the children themselves contributed to successful interactions and subsequently contributed to their 

own learning.   

Within the concept of plurilingualism, plurilingual speakers are labelled as “social actors” (Coste et 

al., 1997, 2009).  This term refers to the agentive nature of language choices within plurilingual 

interactions, choices that are determined by the interactants, the context of an interaction, and the 

purpose of the interaction.  The preschool classroom in the present study represented a plurilingual 

space in which the plurilingual social actors (the children) had co-created a microsystem that 

involved flexible and hybrid language use (see Section 8.3.2).  Within this microsystem, the children 

consistently enacted agency with their use of linguistic resources and combinations of these 
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resources.  Individual children chose to exercise agency for diverse reasons and to varying degrees 

during their play interactions.  

For instance, Jade usually spoke English with her peers (e.g., Int.16) and French with educators (e.g., 

Int.25).  However, there were times when Jade spoke French with her peers.  For example, when 

playing with Marie and the dolls, both interacted in English (Int.14).  Yet, on another day, Jade asked 

to join Marie’s play by using the French expression, « Jouer avec toi ».  Similarly, during a play 

interaction with keyboards (Int.27), Jade used both English and French to ask Marie the location of 

the number four (“Where’s quatre?”).  Through her language choices, Jade was enacting her agency 

within peer interactions – interactions which usually involved English spoken language.  These acts 

of agency were contributing to the formation of the social microsystem in the classroom.  By 

regularly including French expressions such as « jouer avec toi » into their interactions, the children 

were simultaneously navigating the institutional expectations of the classroom and negotiating the 

accepted language use within the social framework established by their peers.  

Marie also enacted agency through her language choices.  She had high proficiency in both English 

and French and had clear boundaries on which language she used and when.  Grosjean (1982) 

claimed that children proficient in both languages would consistently use the same language with 

certain people in certain contexts.  This proficiency was evident in Marie’s language choices when 

she spoke French with the educators and English with her peers.  She also switched from speaking 

English with another child to speaking French when an educator became involved in the interaction.  

Even when another child spoke to her in French, Marie responded in English (e.g., Int.27).  Marie 

chose to speak English despite the educators encouraging the use of French in the classroom and 

some of the children also being capable of interacting with Marie in French.  Through her language 

choices, Marie was simultaneously conforming to, or resisting, the institutional expectations.  She 

was conforming through her use of French when communicating with the educators, but resisting by 

speaking English with her peers, even though the educators actively encouraged the use of French 

among children.  Marie was actually reinforcing the socially constructed frameworks within the 

classroom – speaking French to the educators and English to her peers.  Whereas other children 

chose to use translanguaging practices with both educators and peers, Marie appeared to have a 

strict separation of her French and English language.  Her language choices were perhaps due to her 

high competencies in both languages not requiring the use of translanguaging practices.  Or perhaps 

Marie wanted to be accepted by her peers and, accordingly, chose to communicate with them using 

the “preferred” language of communication (English).   
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Kieran was an interesting child whose language choices and agentive acts regularly disrupted 

classroom norms in a more pronounced and possibly more rebellious manner than other children’s.  

His language choices served to accentuate the institutional and social frameworks within the 

classroom.  Other children in the class generally made similar language choices based on their 

individual competencies.  However, Kieran’s language choices were vastly different and did not 

appear to align with his language competencies.  In turn, the difference between his and other 

children’s language choices resulted in the notion that Kieran’s choices were of a rebellious nature.  

Despite a high level of competency in French, Kieran usually chose to speak English in the classroom.  

Not only did he interact with his peers in English, but also with the educators.  Many of the children 

in the class conformed to the institutional expectation to speak French with the educators and 

switched to other resources only when necessary to communicate and maintain an interaction.  In 

contrast, Kieran regularly resisted using French with educators regardless of his French 

competencies.  Instead, he chose to interact with educators in English (e.g., Int.3, Int.8).   

Similarly, Kieran enacted agency and disrupted classroom norms when he chose to speak French 

with his peers.  Usually the children in the class used routine French vocabulary and expressions in 

peer interactions.  This type of language was similar and repetitive in most of the interactions 

analysed (e.g., « jouer avec toi », or using French for numbers).  However, Kieran chose to use other 

French language in some of his peer interactions.  For example, when Kieran wanted to enter play 

with Adam and the dinosaurs he said, in French, « Regarde, regarde, qu’est-ce qu’il fait là? » (Look, 

look, what is he doing there?) (Int.19).  Likewise, he used French language when interacting with 

Sofia at the drawing table (Int.29).  On both occasions, Kieran used French language that was not 

routinely used by the children in their peer interactions.  During these interactions, Kieran was 

simultaneously conforming to the institutional expectation to speak French in the classroom whilst 

disrupting the norms of the social framework.  The social framework allowed for the use of all 

linguistic resources.  However, it appeared that only specific French language was accepted within 

this framework (the routine expressions mentioned above).  Perhaps Kieran was attempting to 

renegotiate the language norms within this social framework and perhaps assert his self-appointed 

position as a leader (Lusetti, 2004) through choosing (or dictating) the accepted language.  

As discussed previously, the children established and co-created a space in which they could practise 

their plurilingual competencies.  An example of the utilisation of this space was provided by Jade, 

who remained comfortably within the institutional and social frameworks with her flexible language 

use.  In contrast, Marie and Kieran were examples of two children who positioned themselves on the 

extremes of these co-existing frameworks.  Marie maintained a clear separation of her languages, 
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which she used depending on the interactant, whereas Kieran pushed the boundaries and (explicit 

and implicit) rules within both the institutional and the social frameworks in the classroom.  The 

children’s use of their linguistic resources to participate in play interactions and enact agency 

confirmed their control over their linguistic repertoires.  Even at the young age of 3 and 4, these 

plurilingual children were capable of consciously choosing which resources to use for specific 

purposes, while simultaneously navigating institutional and social norms and expectations.    

8.5 Summary 
The children’s use of multilingual resources demonstrated their emerging plurilingual competencies.  

In addition, the children were potentially enhancing these competencies by utilising their unique 

linguistic repertoires.  They chose specific resources based on the context of the interaction and 

their communication objectives.  The children switched resources or combined resources fluidly and 

their interactions were dynamic.  A specific aspect of children’s plurilingual competencies evidenced 

in this study was their enactment of agency.  The children made conscious choices on linguistic 

resources to use during interactions.  In addition, they co-created a microsystem within the 

classroom – a shared space – in which to utilise their multiple linguistic resources and practise their 

plurilingual competencies.  This microsystem reflected the reality of communication in children’s 

environments outside the classroom.   

The evidence of children’s plurilingual competencies in action and the potential benefits to their 

learning provide insights for teaching and learning in language classrooms.  These findings indicate 

that children’s plurilingual repertoires should be considered as a strength in the classroom.  

Furthermore, an holistic approach to teaching and learning which includes translanguaging 

pedagogies is beneficial for children.  Studies of children’s classroom interactions should also adopt a 

more inclusive approach to children’s use of multiple linguistic resources in order to understand the 

significance of their linguistic repertoires in children’s development.  Implications of the findings of 

this study for educators and researchers will be discussed in the next chapter, as well as the main 

contributions of this study to the field of SLA. 
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Chapter 9 Conclusion 
 

9.1 Introduction 
Drawing on sociocultural and interactional theories, I examined in this study how young plurilingual 

children communicated in a Francophone preschool.  The purpose of the study was to determine the 

linguistic resources the children demonstrated in their unique repertoires and how they made use of 

these resources in their interactions during child-initiated play.  The overarching research question 

guiding this investigation was: How do young children with diverse linguistic and cultural 

backgrounds communicate and negotiate meaning in classroom interactions in a Francophone 

preschool?  Additional questions that informed this overarching question were: 

1. What Anglophone and Francophone resources are incorporated in plurilingual children’s 
linguistic repertoires?  

2. How do children use the resources in their repertoires (when and with whom)? 

3. What impact does the use of these resources have on children’s interactions? 

The Francophone preschool in this study is situated in a French minority context.  This context 

means that the children in the preschool are in contact with at least two languages, and for some of 

them, the Francophone preschool is their first experience with French language.  In this diverse and 

multilingual classroom environment, it is important to understand how the children communicate 

and negotiate meaning.  Examining children’s communication provides knowledge of their learning 

processes in the classroom.    

In order to answer the research questions, I conducted a case study in one Francophone preschool 

classroom in B.C., Canada.  The participants in the study were 13 3- and 4-year old children and two 

educators, as well as myself as a participant-researcher.  Over a 3-month period, I collected data 

consisting of video recordings of classroom interactions, descriptive and reflective field notes, a 

questionnaire completed by the children’s parents and guardians, and various documents sent home 

to parents/guardians as well as brochures available at the preschool.  I chose interactions occurring 

during child-initiated play segments to analyse for this study.  The coding and analyses of these 

chosen interactions was undertaken with the assistance of a computer software program called 

ATLAS.ti.   

The first part of this chapter outlines the main findings of this study and addresses each of the 

research questions.  This is followed by a discussion on the contributions this study makes to the 

field of SLA and studies on interactions.  Then, implications of this study are presented, including 
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implications for pedagogy, policy, and research methodology.  In the final part of this chapter 

limitations are discussed and areas for future research are outlined.  

9.2 Main findings 

9.2.1 The resources incorporated in plurilingual children’s linguistic repertoires 
The children demonstrated their use of multimodal resources in their play interactions in order to 

achieve their communication purposes.  The linguistic resources in evidence during the children’s 

play interactions were French spoken language, English spoken language, and nonverbal actions.  

The dominant language chosen by children during peer interactions was English, whilst they often 

chose French when interacting with educators.  The usual nonverbal actions children used were 

pointing, nodding and shaking the head, and gaze. Other potential resources in the children’s 

repertoires, identified through the parent/guardian questionnaire, were additional languages used 

in the home.  However, these languages were hidden during their classroom interactions, probably 

because they were not needed for communication purposes when they were at school.  The 

children’s diverse use of multiple linguistic resources demonstrated their emerging plurilingual 

competencies and ability to make conscious choices on which resources to use and when to use 

them.     

The children used French, English, and nonverbal resources separately and in combination in order 

to achieve their communication purpose.  Translanguaging practices provided evidence that the 

children were in bilingual mode during their play interactions.  This meant that they were accessing 

both French and English resources when interacting in the classroom.  Moreover, they were 

demonstrating their emerging plurilingual competencies which incorporated bilingual speech and 

nonverbal actions.  The diversity of the children’s linguistic repertoires and their creative and 

resourceful use of these resources highlight the importance of multilingual and multimodal 

resources in plurilingual children’s communication and interactions.     

9.2.2 How plurilingual children use the resources in their repertoires 
The children used their linguistic resources for different purposes and with different people 

depending on the context of the interaction.  They demonstrated the ability to choose appropriate 

resources for communication purposes.  In addition, they combined resources or interchanged them 

when necessary.  The children’s flexible use of their linguistic resources within different contexts 

revealed their developing plurilingual competencies.   

The children’s choice of linguistic resources differed depending on their interactant.  Generally, the 

children chose to use English spoken resources and some nonverbal actions during peer interactions.  

This choice was likely related to their English competencies and their understanding that English was 



194 
 
 

the majority language spoken in the community of B.C.  Nonverbal actions used during peer 

interactions generally served to clarify spoken language or add information to it.  In addition, the 

children incorporated translanguaging practices into their peer interactions.  They sometimes 

switched languages when they were practising French language and conforming to classroom 

expectations to speak French.  Moreover, through their use of translanguaging, the children were 

exercising agency.  Through their choice of linguistic resources utilised in peer interactions the 

children co-created a microsystem in the classroom in which they could incorporate flexible 

language use.  This microsystem reflected the linguistic environment outside the classroom and thus 

provided a space in the classroom for children to practise the skills necessary to communicate in 

their multilingual and multicultural communities.  

The children used their resources differently when interacting with the educators, usually choosing 

French spoken resources and nonverbal actions.  This choice was likely due to the institutional 

framework in which the expectation was to speak French.  During interactions with educators, the 

children sometimes switched to English to clarify their meaning or to maintain the interaction.  

These language switches reflected that children’s choice of linguistic resource was often motivated 

by the need to communicate, rather than for explicit (language) learning.  The children tended to use 

more nonverbal actions with educators than with peers, which was probably related to their 

emergent French language competencies.  It was also found that the children used the educators’ 

nonverbal actions as input to assist in understanding the educators’ spoken language.    

The use of multiple resources with peers and educators (albeit for differing reasons) demonstrated 

that children were in plurilingual mode when participating in play interactions.  They were accessing 

many of their linguistic resources to achieve their communication purposes whilst operating within 

various institutional and social norms.  The communication purposes for the children’s play 

interactions were generally to participate in and advance the play.  Therefore, the choices children 

made in regard to their linguistic resources reflected these purposes as opposed to conforming to 

strict pedagogical aims.  In other words, the children were using the multiple linguistic resources in 

their linguistic repertoires for communication purposes, to practise their emerging linguistic skills, 

and ultimately to increase their plurilingual competencies.  

9.2.3 The impact of plurilingual children’s use of their linguistic resources on their 

interactions 
In this study, the children’s use of their multiple linguistic resources impacted their interactions in 

three ways: practising and extending interactional and social skills, as well as broadening 
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sociocultural awareness; organising and advancing their own learning; and incorporating agentive 

acts.   

The children practised and potentially extended their interactional and social skills through the use 

of multiple resources in play interactions.  The key skills identified were maintaining and advancing 

the interaction, negotiating meaning, and considering the interactant.  By participating in 

interactions, the children were simultaneously practising these skills and extending them which 

contributed to their overall interactional competencies.  The children’s choice of linguistic resources 

both assisted and enhanced their interactions.  By employing their plurilingual competencies the 

children were successfully participating in interactions and thus, practising their interactional and 

social skills.   

As well as practising their social skills, the children were broadening their sociocultural awareness.  

During their play, children included, discussed, and explored familiar cultural experiences and their 

growing understanding of those experiences.  They used many linguistic resources to incorporate 

their sociocultural experiences and understandings into their play interactions.  Through the use of 

varied linguistic resources, the children had the opportunity for deeper exploration of their world 

and a stronger awareness of the diversity within their world.    

The children were organising and advancing their own learning through their choice of linguistic 

resources.  They regularly positioned themselves as teachers to teach one another language, social 

skills, and classroom rules.  The children’s interactions became séquences potentiellement 

acquisitionnelles and led to children learning from each other.  This finding challenges traditional 

educator-child roles which exist in traditional classrooms and promotes peer interactions in the 

classroom.  Moreover, it highlights the benefits of multiple linguistic resources in the classroom.  Not 

only were the children using their linguistic repertoires in flexible ways to practise their own skills, 

but they were also using them to help and teach each other.  

The children’s use of translanguaging practices also contributed to their learning.  As stated, 

participation in classroom interactions assists children’s learning and development.  Therefore, when 

children in this study switched languages for the purpose of participating in interactions, they were 

contributing to their own learning.  Furthermore, they used translanguaging practices to incorporate 

their developing French language skills in their interactions.  In this sense, translanguaging practices 

demonstrated their evolving plurilingual competency.   

In addition, the children’s use of nonverbal actions assisted in maintaining successful interactions 

and subsequently, facilitated their learning.  Nonverbal actions, particularly gestures, were used by 
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the children in the negotiation of meaning, as both output and input.  In addition, they used gesture 

for their own learning and understanding.  A common example of this specific purpose for gesture 

was pointing to objects while counting them.  This use of a pointing gesture facilitated the children’s 

development of counting skills in general, and specifically, counting numbers in French.  The 

employment of nonverbal actions by children demonstrated the importance of gesture and 

nonverbal action as a resource for their communication and the multimodal nature of children’s play 

interactions.  

Children’s use of multiple linguistic resources meant that their interactions incorporated agentive 

acts.  Individual children enacted agency in their choice of language to differing degrees.  Some 

chose to comply with classroom expectations while others were disrupting classroom norms for 

communication purposes.  Still others were choosing to disrupt classroom norms for their own 

agenda, such as to establish dominance.  The children often used varied resources which disrupted 

and challenged the institutional framework of speaking French.  However, these disruptions often 

led to successful interactions which potentially resulted in children’s learning.  Therefore, sometimes 

the children’s agentive acts contributed positively to their learning and development.   

The children were acting as social agents who were in control of their choice of linguistic resources.  

They created a social framework within which they used their resources flexibly.  This framework 

took precedence over the institutional framework in children’s pursuit of communication and play 

objectives.  In this manner, the children were agentive in their choice to operate in plurilingual mode 

and develop their plurilingual competencies through their play interactions.    

Overall, children’s interactions appeared to be successful because of the multiple linguistic resources 

they employed.  By accessing the resources in their linguistic repertoires, the children could 

participate more actively in play interactions.  Moreover, their interactions were dynamic and fluid: 

they involved flexible use of language as well as compensation and communication strategies.  The 

children used their resources in creative and resourceful ways: they chose appropriate resources, 

combined resources, and switched resources to ensure successful communication.  Their use of 

linguistic resources and communication strategies as well as their agentive acts demonstrated their 

emerging plurilingual competencies.  These competencies consisted of choosing linguistic resources 

to achieve communication objectives and encompassed the various contexts of interactions whilst 

navigating institutional and socially constructed frameworks.   
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9.3 Contributions of this study 
This thesis makes four distinct contributions to the field.  The first of these is the importance of 

adopting an holistic view of children and considering the children’s linguistic repertoire in its entirety 

rather than studying the individual parts.  The second contribution is that this study has provided 

empirical evidence of the reality of what is happening in the preschool classroom and the ways 

children are using their linguistic resources in play interactions.  The third contribution is findings 

supporting the claim that the presence of multiple linguistic resources in the classroom is beneficial 

to children’s learning and development.  Finally, through the inclusion of nonverbal actions, this 

study broadens the scope of children’s linguistic repertoires and contributes relatively unknown 

understandings of preschool children’s use of nonverbal action – particularly, gesture - in 

interactions.  

9.3.1 An holistic view of children’s unique linguistic repertoires 
As discussed in the literature review (Chapter 2), there is a paucity of research which views young 

children in an holistic manner.  Many studies on young children within the field of SLA focus on only 

one aspect of children’s linguistic resources, such as the use and development of the target 

language.  I propose that it is necessary for researchers and educators to consider the whole child 

rather than study children in a narrow manner.  The focus of the present study was on the numerous 

resources in the children’s repertoires and how they were used during interactions.  I viewed 

children’s linguistic repertoires in their entirety.  I did not favour one resource over another but 

considered how the children were using many of their resources for their interactional purposes.  

The findings showed that young plurilingual children use many linguistic resources in play 

interactions and through this use of multiple resources they demonstrate their emerging plurilingual 

competencies.     

From a plurilingual perspective, children’s linguistic repertoires can be viewed as a kitbag of sorts – a 

linguistic capital –which they draw upon to participate in interactions and achieve communication 

purposes.  Children are social agents with the agentive power to choose appropriate resources from 

this kitbag when interacting in the classroom.  The decisions of which resource – or resources – to 

choose are based on many factors, including the interactant, the context of the interaction, the 

purpose of the interaction, and the institutional and social frameworks within the classroom.  The 

children’s abilities to consider these factors when choosing resources are remarkable, and 

demonstrate their developing interactional, social, and plurilingual skills.  To focus on a single 

resource employed by children, or reduce their plurilingual competencies to a single motivation, is to 

commit an injustice to children whose use of multiple resources enhances their learning more than 



198 
 
 

when using isolated resources.  In addition to using their multiple language competencies, children 

incorporated nonverbal actions into their interactions.  Therefore, children’s use of multimodal 

resources should also be included in studies on children.  The findings of the present study have 

shown children are resourceful, engaged, creative, and agentive in their use of linguistic resources 

during play interactions. By regarding children in a holistic manner, we can gain a bigger picture of 

children as a whole and increase our understandings of children and their learning processes.  

Further research is needed to determine why children are choosing particular resources from their 

kitbags, which will contribute to understandings of classroom practices and provide insight into 

appropriate teaching strategies.   

The finding that children use multiple resources in classroom interactions highlights the discord 

between language teaching policies and children’s actual classroom practices.  As discussed in this 

thesis (Chapter 2), language policies usually advocate for the separation of languages in order to 

create an immersion environment for the purpose of (supposedly) creating increased acquisition of 

the target language.  I also supported this immersion style ideology during the data collection period 

through the use of French only when interacting with the children.  However, while completing my 

thesis my ideology shifted as I continually noticed the benefits of translanguaging practices in the 

classroom.  In this study, the young, preschool children, through their agentive acts, did not accede 

to these types of policies.  Instead, they co-constructed a social framework in which multiple 

resources were used for communication and potential learning.  Through their use of multiple 

resources, the children were learning and practising various skills including interactional and social 

skills.  Moreover, they were practising their language skills.  Therefore, it is necessary to reconsider 

language policies which encourage strict boundaries between languages when, in reality, young 

children are crossing linguistic boundaries and practising their interactional, social, and language 

skills, regardless.  The next section discusses children’s classroom practices in further detail. 

9.3.2 Children’s use of multimodal resources in a Francophone preschool 
This study provided empirical evidence on what is happening during young children’s play 

interactions in a Francophone preschool.  At the present time, there appears to have been no 

studies conducted in a Francophone preschool in B.C., and a paucity of studies in Francophone 

preschools across Canada.  Therefore, the present study makes contributions to the field by 

presenting knowledge of interactions occurring in the specific context of a Francophone preschool.  

In particular, this study contributes to a better understanding of how multiple languages are used in 

classroom interactions (as advocated for by Sert, 2015) and how children use their emerging 

plurilingual competencies in preschool classrooms.  
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Young children demonstrate creativity and problem-solving skills when faced with the challenge of 

communicating in a multilingual environment.  These skills include choosing appropriate linguistic 

resources and strategies to suit the interactant, the communication purpose, and the context of the 

interaction.  Moreover, children cross linguistic boundaries to achieve their interactional purposes.  

They switch languages for different purposes depending on whether their interactant is a peer or an 

educator.  They change language during peer interactions to practise their French language, conform 

to the classroom rules, and enact agency, whereas during interactions with the educators, 

translanguaging serves to clarify meaning or to maintain the interaction.  Children also use gestures 

and other nonverbal actions as a resource to negotiate meaning during many of their interactions.   

The children’s use of multiple resources separately and in combination indicates that they are 

functioning in a plurilingual mode.  To build on Grosjean’s (1995, 2007) bilingual continuum, the 

children in this study were viewed as moving along a more complex continuum which included 

multimodal language.  Therefore, children activate the resources that are the most appropriate for 

the specific interaction – incorporating knowledge of the context, the interactant, classroom 

expectations, and ultimately their communication purpose.  In addition, young 3- and 4-year-old 

children use compensation and communication strategies which provide evidence of their 

plurilingual competencies in action.  In this sense, children draw from their kitbag whichever 

resource is necessary to communicate and achieve their interactional purpose.    

Children regularly use their linguistic resources to enact agency during their play interactions.  These 

agentive acts are usually related to language choice and vary depending on the individual.  When 

used to disrupt classroom norms, the children’s agentive acts sometimes have a positive impact on 

their learning.  For instance, switching languages may result in a successful interaction and the 

communication purpose being achieved.  Interactions involving translanguaging may contribute to 

children’s learning and development. 

The children’s use of multimodal resources demonstrates their evolving plurilingual competencies.  

Their ability to choose appropriate resources to participate in play interactions and enact agency 

reveals their control over their linguistic repertoires.  Despite their young age, preschool children are 

capable of taking into consideration various contextual and institutional factors in their utilisation of 

their linguistic repertoires.  Moreover, children demonstrate the ability to manage imbalances in 

their linguistic competencies and use their linguistic resources creatively to achieve communication 

purposes.  The development of plurilingual competencies and the utilisation of multiple resources in 

the classroom demonstrate the benefits for children’s learning which will be discussed further in the 

next section. 
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9.3.3 Using multiple linguistic resources in the classroom is beneficial to children’s 

learning 
Despite recent research emphasising the benefits of code-switching and translanguaging in language 

classrooms, many educators, policymakers, and parents still consider the use of multiple languages 

in the classroom a disadvantage for children’s learning and development.  The present study has 

contributed to this conversation by highlighting how children’s use of multiple linguistic resources 

expands their learning and practice of interactional and social skills.  In turn, the use of multiple 

resources was seen to have a positive influence on preschool-aged children’s language 

competencies.   

Translanguaging practices are regularly used by children, contributing to successful interactions and 

meaning making as well as assisting their cognitive learning.  Children operate in bilingual mode and, 

as such, activate both English and French language resources to participate in interactions.  

Additionally, the knowledge and skills learnt in one or both languages can then be transferred into 

other languages.  Similarly, the use of nonverbal actions assisted children in maintaining interactions 

and negotiating meaning within them (which will be discussed further in the following section).     

The use of multiple linguistic resources in play interactions does not necessarily hinder children’s 

French language development.  Instead, through their own choices, children insert French 

vocabulary and phrases into their peer interactions.  By doing so, they practise their French language 

skills and experiment with their developing language competencies.  Furthermore, these types of 

interactions involving translanguaging demonstrate children practising both English and French 

language simultaneously, thus potentially advancing children’s language competencies in both 

languages.    

By incorporating multiple linguistic resources in the classroom, children recreate their linguistic 

reality outside the classroom.  The world is becoming increasingly multilingual and children require 

skills to interact in multilingual environments.  The children in this study were specifically exposed to 

at least two languages (French and English) in their interactions outside the classroom.  Therefore, 

by learning to communicate within a plurilingual microsystem in the classroom, children are learning 

skills they can transfer to their interactions within the larger community.   

To summarise, the presence of multiple resources in children’s play interactions is potentially 

beneficial to children’s learning in a variety of ways and contributes to their overall development.  

The children in this study were operating in a plurilingual mode which simultaneously provided 

opportunities for language practice and for increasing their plurilingual competencies.  Children 

comfortably practised their emerging French language competencies through the flexible use of 
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language.  During their play interactions, the children were learning knowledge and skills which were 

transferred between languages.  Finally, the realities of children’s environments outside the 

classroom are multilingual, so by developing plurilingual competencies in the classroom children are 

better prepared to participate in society outside the classroom.  

9.3.4 Preschool children’s use of nonverbal action in play interactions 
The study of nonverbal action (and multimodality) in the field of SLA is relatively new, particularly in 

relation to preschool children.  The inclusion of preschool children’s use of nonverbal actions in this 

study has provided empirical evidence of how young children use gestures to communicate in a 

multilingual environment.  Moreover, it has contributed knowledge on how children use nonverbal 

actions, particularly gestures, in addition to and in combination with other linguistic resources.   

The findings of this study illustrated that nonverbal actions are an important resource for young 

children during their play interactions and communication.  Children use nonverbal actions for a 

variety of purposes: to clarify spoken language, to add information to spoken language, and to 

replace spoken language.  Nonverbal actions are also used as input (when in the role of hearer) and 

as a learning strategy to practise skills such as counting.  Nonverbal action as a linguistic resource 

contribute to children’s use of compensation and communication strategies which demonstrates 

their plurilingual competencies in action.  The frequent and varied use of nonverbal actions, 

specifically gestures, by children highlights their value as a linguistic resource in children’s unique 

repertoires.  Therefore, gestures, and other nonverbal action, such as gaze, have great significance in 

young children’s multilingual communication and are an important inclusion in studies in the field of 

SLA.    

9.4 Implications of my findings 
The findings of this study have implications for educators in relation to pedagogy and policy as well 

as for researchers.  The most important implication is how educators and researchers view children 

and their use of multiple linguistic resources in classroom interactions.  Holistic approaches to 

education regard children as a whole rather than focusing on individual aspects.   

9.4.1 Pedagogical implications 
As this is the first study of its kind in B.C., the findings present important information for educators 

in Francophone preschools.  They present a snapshot of preschool children’s interactions during 

play.  In particular, the findings provided insight into peer interactions which are not often accessible 

to educators.  The study revealed how children’s interactions in the classroom involved problem-

solving and the creative use of linguistic resources and strategies to achieve communication 



202 
 
 

purposes.  These findings have implications for educators not only in Francophone schools, but in 

language learning classrooms and preschool classrooms as well.   

My findings challenge strict “target language only” practices in language classrooms which aim to 

create a total immersion environment for children.  Instead, the flexible use of language which 

children are already demonstrating should be considered a strength and a positive contribution to 

children’s language learning. By adopting an holistic approach to language teaching and learning, 

pedagogical strategies which include translanguaging practices can be incorporated in classrooms to 

promote the development of children’s plurilingual repertoires and competencies.  An holistic 

approach integrates children’s diverse plurilingual and pluricultural repertoires and encourages 

children to employ multiple linguistic resources in classroom interactions.  My findings indicated that 

this approach will benefit target language learning – in this case, the French language.  Further, by 

encouraging children to employ their plurilingual repertoires, their classroom interactions can 

contribute to the development of their interactional skills and their social, cognitive, and cultural 

development.   

It is vital for educators to consider the realities of multilingual and multicultural societies in which 

children live and the benefit for children to develop the necessary skills to participate in these 

societies.  As stated by Coste et al. (2009, p. 25),  

[i]n the contemporary world, the school’s task is to give learners an active, thoughtful 

knowledge of several foreign languages and cultures in order to prepare them to live and 

work in a world increasingly marked by international movement and careers, and by 

contacts between languages and cultures. 

Therefore, by providing space for children’s own creative and experimental use of their linguistic 

repertoires, educators can help children develop their plurilingual competencies and prepare them 

for interactions outside the classroom.  Educators can provide opportunities for children to exercise 

agency during their interactions which will further enhance children’s emerging plurilingual 

competencies.    

In addition, by adopting an holistic approach to language learning, educators can encourage children 

to become global citizens.  Children can acknowledge and explore multiple languages and cultures 

and explore their developing understanding of the world around them.  Educators should address 

cultural stereotypes present in the classroom and provide alternatives to these stereotypes.  

Children can then develop these ideas and understandings further during their own play and through 

the use of all their linguistic resources.   
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Finally, educators should be aware of the importance of nonverbal action for children’s 

communication and learning, as part of children’s emerging plurilingual competencies.  The findings 

of this study highlighted the varied and frequent use of nonverbal actions by children during their 

interactions.  The manner in which children use nonverbal action, particularly gestures, provides 

insights into their knowledge and competency which may otherwise remain hidden.  Educators 

should consider children’s use of gestures and other nonverbal actions when assessing these aspects 

of children’s knowledge and development.  Furthermore, gestures can be taught explicitly to 

children.  They can serve various communication purposes as well as assisting in children’s learning 

and development.  In addition, educators should be conscious of their own use of gestures (and 

nonverbal actions) to (potentially) serve as input for children’s understanding and subsequent 

learning.  

9.4.2 Implications for policymakers 
The findings of this study also have implications for policymakers.  First, they should consider holistic 

approaches to education that provide space for children to use all their linguistic resources in order 

to communicate.  If children can communicate in the classroom, they can subsequently learn many 

skills and increase their knowledge.  Furthermore, by accessing their linguistic resources and 

practising them in classrooms, children can prepare for interactions occurring in culturally diverse 

communities.  These communities require multilingual and multimodal resources for 

communication.  

Children’s use of nonverbal action and the encouragement of gesture should be a consideration 

within curriculum guidelines and assessment policies.  As noted in this study, children use all their 

linguistic resources, including nonverbal action, in creative ways to communicate and subsequently 

learn.  Children’s use of nonverbal action assists their communication and their learning.  By paying 

attention to children’s nonverbal actions, assessors can acquire a greater understanding of children’s 

knowledge and skills.    

9.4.3 Methodological implications 
There were several methodological implications arising from this study.  This study contributed to 

the general understanding of classroom interactions.  In particular, it highlighted the importance of 

capturing and including the multiple resources used by children to interact, negotiate meaning, and 

learn.  The use of video recording equipment permitted the inclusion of visual resources used by the 

children.  In this study, the visual resources were nonverbal actions.  Without video data, it would 

have been difficult to accurately record the children’s use of gestures.   
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The findings from this study highlighted the ways in which children creatively used multiple linguistic 

resources to communicate and increase their learning and development.  This finding indicated the 

benefits of a plurilingual perspective when studying children’s interactions and language learning.  

Many studies have shown the presence of multiple languages in classrooms.  These languages 

should be a consideration when analysing children’s language use.  Furthermore, it is crucial to 

include children’s use of gestures and other multimodal aspects of communication in these analyses.  

The inclusion of multimodality in SLA studies has the potential to further uncover ways in which 

children use multimodal resources in their language learning processes and the contributions 

multimodal resources make to language learning and teaching.  It is important to view children’s 

linguistic repertoires in their entirety in order to understand how they use these resources to 

communicate.  Studying how children use all their linguistic resources can inform understandings of 

children’s learning processes occurring in the classroom.   

9.5 Limitations of the study 
This study comprised a small sample and was limited to a group of 4-year-old children in one 

preschool.  This sample was chosen in order to conduct a comprehensive examination of children’s 

interactions in their unique preschool context.  While the results are not generalizable, the study did 

provide an in-depth understanding of preschool-aged children’s communication in the distinct 

context of child-initiated play – an area in which there is a paucity of research.  To fully comprehend 

children’s classroom communication, it was deemed necessary to limit the sample size for a deeper 

analysis of their interactions.  Further study to see if there are broad similarities in other 4-year-old 

children in a similar context would be beneficial.   

In addition, my study was limited to interactions occurring during child-initiated play.  These specific 

interactions provided rich, in-depth data on children’s peer interactions and child-initiated 

interactions with educators.  Whilst a broader study of interactions during other periods of the 

preschool program may provide additional information on children’s use of resources to 

communicate in the classroom, interactions during child-initiated play consisted of numerous peer 

interactions, which was a significant aspect of this study.  These other types of interactions may have 

different purposes to those included in the present study, particularly if they are teacher led.   

9.6 Future research directions 
Future studies on children’s classroom interactions would benefit from adopting a holistic approach 

to language use by considering children’s multiple linguistic resources and plurilingual competencies.  

Moreover, determining why children choose particular resources in interactions would provide 
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knowledge on children’s language learning processes and offer insights into appropriate pedagogical 

strategies to enhance children’s learning.  

Future research on children’s classroom interactions and use of resources in communication is 

needed to examine interactions occurring during all periods of the preschool day.  My study 

highlighted the children’s use of multiple linguistic resources to negotiate meaning during child-

initiated play interactions.  Yet, many interactions also occurred during other preschool activities.  

These interactions may provide further information on the children’s use of resources during 

classroom interactions.  In addition, it would be informative to conduct a longitudinal study of 

children’s interactions over a longer period of time.  Such a study may provide an understanding of 

the development and refinement in children’s linguistic repertoires and of how children change their 

use of these resources over time.   

Further studies are needed to examine the influence of “hidden” languages in children’s classroom 

interactions.  My study included the linguistic resources present during the analysed interactions.  

However, the questionnaire completed by parents and guardians indicated there were other 

languages in the children’s individual repertoires.  Although these languages may not be activated 

during their classroom interactions, they may influence children’s use of other resources or their 

linguistic development.   

Further investigation on children’s use of gesture and other nonverbal action within SLA would be 

beneficial.  My study included nonverbal action as a linguistic resource for communication and 

highlighted its importance.  Therefore, future research is needed to examine children’s use of 

nonverbal action during other types of interactions or interactions in different classroom contexts.  

Specific nonverbal actions should also be studied, such as children’s use of gaze to determine if there 

is an important difference between their use of gaze with educators or with peers.  In addition, the 

many uses of nonverbal action (as input, output, compensation strategy, and a learning resource) 

should be considered with regard to its relationship to children’s language learning and 

development of plurilingual competencies.  Future research would benefit from a longitudinal study 

on how the use of multimodal language facilitates second language learning and acquisition. 

Additionally, the cultural aspects of nonverbal language used by children should be considered.  My 

study focused on how children used nonverbal actions to achieve communication.  Nonverbal 

actions can also be attributed to specific cultures and have diverse meanings in different cultures.  

Culturally specific nonverbal language may influence children’s classroom communication as well as 

how they learn to use various gestures and actions.  
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9.7 Summary 
This study on young plurilingual children’s communication in one Francophone preschool provided 

empirical evidence of children’s use of multiple linguistic resources in play interactions.  They used 

French spoken resources, English spoken resources, and nonverbal actions interchangeably and in 

combination.  The children employed their various linguistic resources based on contextual factors 

within the interaction.  These factors included the interactant, the communication objective, and 

classroom expectations.  Through the use of various linguistic resources, the children practised their 

interactional and social skills, organised and advanced their own learning through translanguaging 

and peer teaching, and enacted agency.  Subsequently, children’s use of their linguistic repertoires in 

classroom interactions contributed to their learning and potentially to their development.   

During their play interactions, the children were operating in plurilingual mode – they were 

activating multiple linguistic resources – in order to communicate and negotiate meaning.  In 

addition, the children demonstrated their emerging plurilingual competencies and their agentive 

power to choose appropriate linguistic resources when participating in classroom interactions.  The 

children were resourceful, engaged, creative, and agentive when employing their linguistic resources 

to engage in play interactions and achieve their communication purposes.   

In sum, the findings of this study highlight the benefits of regarding children as a whole and 

considering children’s linguistic repertoires in their entirety rather than as individual aspects.  

Moreover, these findings demonstrate the benefit of adopting more holistic approaches in 

education and research.  From this perspective, children’s classroom practices and their learning 

processes can be better understood in order to inform teaching and learning strategies.   
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 Appendix A: Parent and Guardian Questionnaire 

 

Parent/Guardian Questionnaire 

     NAME OF CHILD ______________________________ 

Dear Parents/Caregivers,   

Please complete this short survey as part of my PhD study at (Name of Preschool).  These questions 

will assist me in understanding the background of the children’s language knowledge and provide 

extra information on their language use at preschool.  I appreciate you taking the time to help me 

with my research.   Kelly Brennan 

 

QUESTIONS: 

1. Which language/s does your family normally speak in the home? 

 

2. Which language/s are spoken with your child (who attends name of preschool)? 

 

3. Which language/s do the parents/caregivers know how to speak?   

 

4. How long have your family lived in (city)? 

 

5. Where did you move to (city) from?   

 

6.   Why did you choose to enrol your child at this French preschool?  

a) To learn French 

b) It’s close to our home  

c) To increase the chances of my child going to a French primary school 

d)  The preschool has a good reputation 

3) Other ________________________________________________________________  
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 Appendix B: Consent Forms 

                            
 

Students’ language use in a French Immersion preschool classroom 
CONSENT FORM – HEAD OF SCHOOL 

 
Research team: 

Kelly Brennan 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
Ph: (604) 561 2866 
E-mail: kelly.brennan2@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
Dr Minglin Li   
School of Education and Professional Studies  
Griffith University  
Ph: +61 7 3735 3471 

E-mail: minglin.li@griffith.edu.au 
 
By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in particular have 
noted that: 

• I understand that my involvement in this study involves consent to the observation and visual/audio 
recording of the case study participants by one member of the research team between September 
2013 and June 2014. 

• I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

• I understand the risks involved; 

• I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this evaluation; 

• I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the evaluation team;  

• I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty;  

• I understand that if I wish to receive feedback on this research I must provide contact details below; 

• I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University Human Research 

Ethics Committee on +617 3735 5585 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any concerns 

about the ethical conduct of the project; and 

• I agree to participate in the project. 
 

 
Name: _________________________ Signature: _________________________ 
 
Date: __________________________ 
I wish to receive a written summary of the results of the project   Yes      No   
Contact details (e-mail/postal address):__________________________________ 

  

Name 
 
 

Signature  Date  
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Students’ language use in a French Immersion preschool classroom 
INFORMATION SHEET – HEAD OF SCHOOL  

Research team:                   
Kelly Brennan  
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
Ph: (604) 563 1565 
E-mail: kelly.brennan2@griffithuni.edu.au 

 
Dr Minglin Li 
School of Education and Professional Studies  
Griffith University  
Ph: (07) 3735 3471 
E-mail: minglin.li@griffith.edu.au 
 
 
Learning a second language at an early age has been a topic of research for many years.  This 
research involves the benefits for the child’s overall academic development as well as other 
developmental areas.  Current research is seeking to portray multilingual individuals as having a 
hybrid and unique linguistic repertoire and encourages these individuals to be observed and 
assessed with this viewpoint.  This study aims at exploring the developing linguistic repertoires of 
young children through their various interactions in the immersion classroom.  These interactions 
are between the teacher and students as well as peer communication and the study will explore 
when students use which language, with whom and why.  The findings of the study have potential 
to inform the teaching of languages and provide insight into the language development of the 
preschool students in this program. 
 
 
Purpose of Study: The study involves the observations as well as audio and/or visual recording of 
students a French immersion preschool during all types of interaction.  The purpose is to identify 
the language use of the students in various interactions and the features of this language.  The 
observations and recordings will be conducted between September 2013 and June 2014.  Parents 
of the children in the class will also be asked to complete a survey on language use in the home. 
 
Participation in the case study is voluntary and the case study participants have been provided 
with information about the study and have consented to participate or their parents have been 
given consent.  Your participation will involve consenting to the classroom observation and 
recording of the case study participants at work in a classroom in your school.  You may choose 
not to participate without penalty or without providing an explanation. Please note the privacy 
statement at the end of this information sheet. The identity of your school will remain 
confidential and the school name will not be used in any report of results.  Interview and 
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audio/visual recordings, transcripts, and observation data will be stored in locked filing cabinets 
and/or password restricted computer files accessible only to the research team.  
 
You will be provided with a summary of the final study. If you require further information 
regarding the project or your participation in it, please contact the research team. 
 
Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 
Conduct in Human Research (2007). If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical 
conduct of the evaluation project they should contact the Manager, Research Ethics on +617 3735 

5585 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 
 
Privacy Statement 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your identified 
personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third 
parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority 
requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other research purposes. 
However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further information consult the 
University’s Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-
university-privacy-plan or telephone +617 3735 5585. 
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Students’ language use in a French Immersion preschool classroom 
 

CONSENT FORM – CASE STUDY PARTICIPANT, TEACHER 
 
Research team: 
Kelly Brennan 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
Ph: (604) 561 2866 
E-mail: kelly.brennan2@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
Dr Minglin Li 
School of Education and Professional Studies  
Griffith University  
Ph: +61 7 3735 3471 
E-mail: minglin.li@griffith.edu.au 
 
By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in 
particular have noted that: 

• I understand that my involvement in this study will involve myself and students in my class being 
recorded and observed for a maximum of 10 months between September 2013 and June 2014. 

• I understand that only the research team will have access to these recordings 

• I understand that the videotapes and audiotapes will be erased following transcription; 

• I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

• I understand the risks involved; 

• I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this evaluation;  

• I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty;  

• I understand that I will receive feedback on this research; 

• I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the evaluation team; 

• I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University Human Research 
Ethics Committee on +617 3735 5585 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any concerns 
about the ethical conduct of the project; and 

• I agree to participate in the project. 

 

 

 
 
 

  

Name 
 
 

Signature  Date  
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Students’ language use in a French immersion preschool classroom 
INFORMATION SHEET – CASE STUDY PARTICIPANT – TEACHER 

 
Research team:                   
Kelly Brennan 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
Ph: (604) 561 2866 
E-mail: kelly.brennan2@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
Dr Minglin Li 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University  
Ph: +61 7 3735 3471 
E-mail: minglin.li@griffith.edu.au 
 
 
Learning a second language at an early age has been a topic of research for many years.  This 
research involves the benefits for the child’s overall academic development as well as other 
developmental areas.  Current research is seeking to portray multilingual individuals as having a 
hybrid and unique linguistic repertoire and encourages these individuals to be observed and 
assessed with this viewpoint.  This study aims at exploring the developing linguistic repertoires of 
young children through their various interactions in the immersion classroom.  These interactions 
are between the teacher and students as well as peer communication and the study will explore 
when students use which language, with whom and why.  The findings of the study have potential 
to inform the teaching of languages and provide insight into the language development of the 
preschool students in this program. 
 
Purpose of Study: The study involves the observations as well as audio and/or visual recording of 
students a French immersion preschool during all types of interaction.  The purpose is to identify 
the language use of the students in various interactions and the features of this language.  The 
observations and recordings will be conducted between September 2013 and June 2014.  Parents 
of the children in the class will also be asked to complete a survey on language use in the home. 
 
Participation in the case study is voluntary and you may choose not to participate without penalty 
or without providing an explanation. Participation will involve observations and recordings of 
yourself and students in your class. These recordings may be audio and/or visual.  Please note the 
privacy statement at the end of this information sheet. Your identity will remain confidential and 
your name will not be used in any report of results.  Interview and audio recordings, transcripts, 
and any related data will be stored in locked filing cabinets and/or password restricted computer 
files accessible only to the research team.  
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You will be provided with a summary of the final study. If you require further information 
regarding the project or your participation in it, please contact the research team. 
 
Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 
Conduct in Human Research (2007). If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical 
conduct of the evaluation project they should contact the Manager, Research Ethics on +617 3735 
5585 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 
 
Privacy Statement 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your identified 
personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third 
parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority 
requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other research purposes. 
However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further information consult the 
University’s Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-
university-privacy-plan or telephone +617 3735 5585. 
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Students’ language use in a French Immersion preschool classroom 
CONSENT FORM – PARENTS OF CHILDREN IN CLASS 

 

Research team: 
Kelly Brennan 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
Ph: (604) 561 2866 
E-mail: kelly.brennan2@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
Dr Minglin Li   
School of Education and Professional Studies  
Griffith University  
Ph: +61 7 3735 3471 
E-mail: minglin.li@griffith.edu.au 
 
By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package and in 
particular have noted that: 

• I understand that my son or daughter’s involvement in this study involves participation in classroom 
observations between September 2013 and June 2014; 

• I understand that my son/daughter may be recorded during school activities; 

• I understand that only the research team will have access to these recordings; 

• I understand that the recordings will be erased following transcription;  

• I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

• I understand the risks involved; 

• I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my child’s participation in this 
evaluation;  

• I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty;  

• I understand that I will receive feedback on this research  

• I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the evaluation team; 

• I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University Human Research 
Ethics Committee on +617 3735 5585 (or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any concerns 
about the ethical conduct of the project; and 

• I agree to my son/daughter’s participation in the project. 

 

 

 

 

   I agree to my child being recorded with an audio device 

   I agree to my child being visually recorded 

   I agree to my child possibly being the case study student. 

  

Name 
 Child’s 

Name 
 
 

Signature  Date  
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Students’ language use in a French Immersion preschool classroom 
 

INFORMATION SHEET – CASE STUDY PARTICIPANT – PARENT 
 

Research team:                   
Kelly Brennan 
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University 
Ph: (604) 561 2866 
E-mail: kelly.brennan2@griffithuni.edu.au 
 
Dr Minglin Li   
School of Education and Professional Studies 
Griffith University  
Ph: +61 7 3735 3471 
E-mail:  minglin.li@griffith.edu.au 
 
 
Learning a second language at an early age has been a topic of research for many years.  This 
research involves the benefits for the child’s overall academic development as well as other 
developmental areas.  Current research is seeking to portray multilingual individuals as having 
unique language abilities and encourages these individuals to be observed and assessed with this 
viewpoint.  This study aims at exploring the developing language abilities of young children 
through their various interactions in the immersion classroom.  These interactions are between 
the teacher and students as well as peer communication and the study will explore when students 
use which language, with whom and why.  The findings of the study have potential to inform the 
teaching of languages and provide insight into the language development of the preschool 
students in this program. 
 
Purpose of Study: The study involves observations as well as audio and/or video recording of 
students a French immersion preschool during all types of interaction.  The purpose is to identify 
the language use of the students in various interactions and the features of this language.  The 
observations and recordings will be conducted between September 2013 and June 2014.  Parents 
of the children in the class will also be asked to complete a survey on language use in the home. 
 
 
Participation in the case study is voluntary and you may choose for your son or daughter not to 
participate without penalty or without providing an explanation. Participation will involve 
agreeing to the observation and recording of your son/daughter during school hours.   Please note 
the privacy statement at the end of this information sheet. Your child’s identity will remain 
confidential and his/her name will not be used in any report of results.  Audio/visual recordings, 
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transcripts, and any related data will be stored in locked filing cabinets and/or password restricted 
computer files accessible only to the research team.  
 
You will be provided with a summary of the final study. If you require further information 
regarding the project or your participation in it, please contact the research team. 
 
Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 
Conduct in Human Research (2007). If you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical 
conduct of the evaluation project they should contact the Manager, Research Ethics on +617 3735 
5585or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 
 
Case Study 
Please tick the boxes at the bottom of the consent form if you consent to your son or daughter 
being the audio recorded, video recorded and/or the focus of this case study.  Participation as the 
case study student will involve your child possibly wearing a small recording device during the  
observation period – September 2013 to June 2014. 
 
Privacy Statement 
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your identified 
personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third 
parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority 
requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other research purposes. 
However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further information consult the 
University’s Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/about-griffith/plans-publications/griffith-
university-privacy-plan or telephone +617 3735 5585. 
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Transcript for child consent. 

As per the role of participant-observer and educator in the Francophone preschool, I spoke to the 

children in French.  The following is a translation in English of what I said to the children. 

 

My name is Kelly and I want to learn more about what you do everyday at preschool.  I also want to 

know about how you talk to your teachers and to your friends here at school.  Will you let me stay in 

your classroom and watch what you do?  Will you let me record what you say? Will you let me 

record you on video? 

You can tell me anytime you don’t want me to record you if you change your mind. 

Thank you. 
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 Appendix C: Transcription Conventions 
 

Brief contextual information at beginning and end of interaction: in bold.  

Extra contextual information or summary of action in middle of interaction: in bold 

Name of speaker: in bold 

English utterances: normal writing 

French utterances:   in italics 

Translations: [in square brackets] after French utterance or directly underneath 

Inaudible or researcher note: {inaudible}  {very quietly} 

Unfinished phrase/sentence: … 

Nonverbal action: (in parenthesis) 

Nonverbal action occurs at a particular moment:  

1. Nonverbal action occurs with spoken utterance – word/phrase is underlined  

e.g. You put it here 

        (pointing to wall) 

 

2. Nonverbal action occurs separately to utterance – nonverbal action is written before or 

after utterance  

                e.g.                                        If you want to play 

    (Turns to face child) 

 

The majority of the transcripts were transcribed from camcorder footage.  However, additional 

information has sometimes been added from GoPro footage.  

All interactions were transcribed according to exactly what the participant said.  No changes have 

been made to spelling (pronunciation) or grammar. 

The transcripts are presented in Appendix D in chronological order and have been numbered 

according to that order.  Each transcript includes the date it occurred.  Some transcripts include a 

number of interactions that followed each other in the same play space.   
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 Appendix D: Full Transcripts of Interactions 
 

Interaction 1:  19 January 

Marie is playing on the carpet with blocks and dinosaurs. Another child is also playing nearby but 

they are not interacting.  The researcher is behind the camera filming the play. 

Marie: Regarde [Look] 1 

(Points at the structure she built) 2 

(Looking at researcher, then turns back to look at structure) 3 

Researcher: Waooh.  C’est superbe Noémie, qu’est-ce que c’est ? Tu m’expliques ?   4 

[Wow. That’s great Marie, what is it? Can you tell me?] 5 

Marie: (Looking down at structure) 6 

Researcher:  Qu’est-ce que c’est ? Marie ? [What is it?  Marie?] 7 

Marie: (Still looking down at structure)  8 

Researcher:  Tu m’expliques? [Can you tell me?] 9 

Marie: Bébé [Baby] 10 

(Looks at researcher) (Pointing at structure/dinosaur inside) 11 

Researcher: C’est le bébé dinosaure?  [Is it a baby dinosaur?]  12 

Marie: (Nods head)  13 

Researcher: Oui? [Yes?] 14 

Marie: (Nods head) 15 

Marie: (Turns back to her structure) 16 

A couple of minutes pass 

Marie: (Turns back to researcher) 17 

Researcher: Ah il est tombé?  La maison est tombée, Marie ?  18 

                       [Oh it fell down?  Did the house fall down, Marie?] 19 

Marie: (Looks back at the building block) 20 

Marie:  Jouer avec toi? [Can I play with you?] 21 

(Turns to face researcher) 22 

Researcher:  Tu veux jouer avec moi?  Oui ?  OK.  23 

[Do you want to play with me? Yes? OK] 24 

The researcher then looks for a place to put the camera so she can play.  The video recording soon 

ends.  
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Interaction 2: 19 January 

Marie and Kieran are at the ice-hockey table.  Ice-hockey consists of a block of ice in a try, two 

paddle pop sticks for hockey sticks and a ‘ball’ made from tin foil.  They are pushing the ball back 

and forth between them.  There is no other interaction at the beginning of the recording apart 

from the occasional smile or laugh.  However, when the ball goes off the table, the interaction 

begins: 

  

Marie:  Oh no. 1 

(Looking under the table for the ball) 2 

Marie: It’s under um the table 3 

(Looking at Kieran) 4 

Kieran: (Looking at the ice and putting stick into the crack) 5 

Marie: (Stands up to go under the table to find the ball)  6 

Kieran: (Continues to put his stick in the crack) 7 

Marie: (Stands up and puts ball back on ice) 8 

Kieran: Um did you even know that well, that…  9 

(Looking at his hockey stick)  10 

Kieran: Oh no. Ohh. My hockey stick can’t come out.    11 

(Trying to pull stick out).                                    {Stick comes out} 12 

Marie:  I’ll try 13 

(Puts her stick in the crack) 14 

Kieran: (Looks at Marie’s stick) 15 

Kieran: No put it here. 16 

(Pointing to a spot on the crack)  17 

Marie: (Looking at his finger) 18 

Kieran:  No wait, here.   19 

(Pointing at another spot on the ice)  20 

Kieran: But you have to push it all the way. 21 

(Pushing his own hockey stick in crack) 22 

 

At the same time, Marie has resumed the hockey game and hit the ball over to Kieran’s side of the 

container.  This interrupts what he was saying and he moves his attention back to the game.  He 
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picks up the ball and hits it across to Marie. They continue to play, until Kieran starts to move the 

ball around his end only.  Marie watches for a second and then stands up and says “so bye bye”.  

She puts down the hockey stick, pushes the chair into the table and leaves.  

Kieran: (Looks around the space a little and then turned to the camera/researcher) 23 

Kieran: Can you play hockey with me? 24 

(Looking at the researcher) 25 

 

Recording stops but restarts in the following interaction.  

 

Interaction 3: 19 January 

Once Kieran has asked the researcher to play ice-hockey with him, the researcher turns off the 

camera while she sits down. But then turns camera back on to record their interaction while 

playing.  

 

Researcher:  Alors, qu’est-ce qu’on fait? [So, what do we do?] 1 

(Looking at Kieran and holding camcorder)  2 

Kieran: We have to like, I have to...  3 

(Looking at ice and scratching it with his stick)  4 

Kieran: That, that, take the {inaudible}.  5 

(Pointing at other hockey stick)  6 

Kieran: And then we have to walk in here and then… 7 

(Pointing to spot on ice where the ball is)  8 

Kieran: We have to drop it in the middle.  9 

(Repeatedly pointing to the spot on ice using his stick and looking at researcher)  10 

Kieran: And then we can, we have to put our guys here. 11 

(Looking at researcher and pointing to a spot on ice)  12 

Kieran: And then we have to swhoosh.  13 

(Using both hands - one with stick, one with ball - to demonstrate movement)  14 

(Then looks at researcher) 15 

Researcher: Ah ok.  J’ai compris. On est prêt ? [Oh, ok.  I understand.  Are we ready?]  16 

Kieran: Doot do doot do doo. {sound effect} Put your guy here.  17 

(Hands in the air, then puts hockey stick on ice and ball in front of it) 18 
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Kieran: Put your guy here. 19 

(Pointing to a spot on ice with his stick) 20 

Researcher: (Moves her hockey stick to where Kieran is pointing) 21 

Kieran: (Hits the ball over to the Researcher’s end)  22 

 

The ball hits the Researcher’s end and Researcher believes it is a goal:  

  

Researcher:  Ah non. [Ah no.] 23 

 (Hitting ball back to Kieran) 24 

Kieran: No that was a pole. 25 

(Hits the ball back again) 26 

Ball goes off the table. 

Researcher: Uh oh.  27 

(Bending down to find the ball) 28 

Adam: Can I be next? 29 

(Standing next to ice hockey table) 30 

 

Camcorder is turned off, as there is another child, Adam, who has arrived at the table and wants 

to play hockey. The researcher turns to look at Adam and says ‘Tu veux joeur’?  She then gets up 

so he can play with Kieran.  The researcher finds the ball and passes it back to the boys.  Once they 

begin playing she turns the camcorder on again to record their interaction - Following interaction 

 

Interaction 4: 19 January 

Adam and Kieran are playing at the ice-hockey table.  There is minimal interaction between the 

two boys as they hit the ball back and forth.  Until Adam believes he has scored a goal. 

Adam: I scored. 1 

(Putting hands together) 2 

Kieran: No, it has to touch here. 3 

(Pointing to the edge of the container) 4 

Kieran: Touch with your hand on mine. 5 

(Reaching his hand across to touch the ice near Adam’s side) 6 

Adam: (Touches his hand to the ice like Kieran had been doing) 7 
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Tariq arrives and stands at the table watching the game.  

Kieran:  No, if he gets a goal, no that was a… 8 

(Continuing to play the game) 9 

Kieran: If he gets a goal one more, if he gets a goal one more time,  10 

there I’ll get a goal for him.  11 

(Putting stick in the crack in the ice)     12 

Adam: (Also playing with the ice) 13 

Kieran: There I’ll get a goal for him. 14 

(Takes the ball and puts it against his side of the container)  15 

Kieran: There now you are going to drop it in the middle.  16 

(Giving the ball to Tariq, then pointing to the middle of the ice with his stick)  17 

Tariq: (Puts the ball down on the ice) 18 

Kieran:  No, before you do that, put it right here. 19 

(Pushing Tariq’s hand away, then helping Tariq put the ball down) 20 

(Looking at Tariq)  21 

Kieran: In the middle, ok.  22 

(Puts ball in the middle then looks at Tariq then gives ball back to Tariq)  23 

Tariq: (Puts ball down on the ice) 24 

Kieran and Adam: (Holding hockey sticks in the middle of the ice)  25 

Kieran:  No, the middle.  Like go here for you.  26 

(Looks at Tariq then picks up ball and repositions it) 27 

Tariq: (Looking where Kieran is putting the ball) 28 

 

Tariq puts the ball down again.  Kieran is waiting.  Adam has turned around to look at something 

else.  Kieran calls his name, then Adam turns around and joins in the game again.   

Kieran:  I need a… 29 

(Stands up) 30 

Adam: (Continues to play and the ball hits Kieran’s end of the container) {a goal} 31 

Kieran:  No, cheater. 32 

(Picking up the ball and looking at Adam) 33 

Adam:  What’s this called? 34 

(Pointing to the crack in the ice) 35 
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Tariq: What is this? 36 

(Also touching the crack in the ice) 37 

Kieran: (Moves Tariq’s hand away)  38 

Kieran: That’s called a slide and the slide is for, to, and then…  39 

 (Puts his stick in the crack) 40 

Tariq:  Oh. 41 

 (Pointing to the crack) 42 

 

The boys continue to play with the ice.  A few minutes later, Kieran stands up and Tariq takes his 

place.  Tariq and Adam play ice hockey with Kieran watching. After another three or four minutes, 

Kieran asks Adam to swap with him so he can have a turn. Adam then watches while Tariq and 

Kieran play. It seems that the person standing up takes the role of putting the ball in the middle of 

the ice at the recommencement of game, as well as collecting the ball when it goes off the table

    

At one point they lose the ball and Adam goes to the teacher to tell her:  

Adam: Le balle. [The ball.] 43 

(Pointing towards hockey area) 44 

Teacher: Le balle? [The ball?] 45 

(Looking at Adam) 46 

Adam:  Le balle n’est pas là.  [The ball isn’t there.] 47 

(Looking at teacher but pointing behind him towards hockey game area) 48 

Teacher: Le balle n’est pas là ? [The ball isn’t there?]    49 

(Looking towards hockey area) 50 

Teacher: Mais, elle est où le balle ?  [But where is the ball?] 51 

(Looking at Adam) 52 

Adam: Je ne sais. [I don’t know.] 53 

(Looking at teacher) 54 

Teacher: Mais il faut le chercher, le balle. [But you have to look for the ball.] 55 

(Gets up to follow Adam to hockey area) 56 

 

Teacher helps search for the ball.  Once they find it, there is conflict as to whose turn it is to play.  

The teacher uses the sand timer to indicate when it will be Adam’s turn. When sand timer is 
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finished, the teacher facilitates the changeover of children playing – to Adam and Brandon.  When 

the sand timer changes again, more children swap in.  This continues throughout this play period.  

 

Interaction 5: 21 January 

Rhys and Tariq are sitting at the ice-hockey table.  They are hitting the ball back and forth when 

Rhys hits the ball backwards to his end: 

Rhys:  One for me and not you. 1 

(Looking at Tariq and holding the ball in place with the stick)  2 

Tariq: No that is my score and this is your score.  3 

(Pointing to Rhys’s end, pointing to his own end) 4 

(Looks where he is pointing) 5 

 

They continue playing with Tariq making sound effects when he hits the ball. Rhys then pulls the 

ball back to his end (as before) and this time says: 

Rhys: I’m the goalie. 6 

(Holding the ball at his end, smiling and looking at Tariq) 7 

Tariq: No that one is my score, I didn’t score. 8 

(Leaning over table to point to the ball using stick)  9 

Tariq: That is the only reason we score. 10 

(Sitting down and starting to put stick in the ice around the edges) 11 

Rhys: (Sits quietly for a few seconds) 12 

Rhys:  I’m going to score. 13 

(Hitting the ball to Tariq)  14 

 

They continue to hit the ball back and forth.  

 

Tariq:  Boof. 15 

(Standing up and hitting the ball off the table) 16 

 

Rhys bends down to look for the ball and Tariq comes around table to look as well. They can’t find 

the ball. The researcher turns off camcorder and helps them look for the ball. 
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Interaction 6: 21 January 

Marie and Sofia are playing with dinosaurs and wood blocks.  Jade arrives and wants to play with 

Marie and Sofia.   

 

Jade: Jouer avec toi Marie? [Can I play with you, Marie?] 1 

(Looking at Marie) 2 

Marie: (Walks away from Jade) 3 

Jade: Jouer avec toi Marie? [Can I play with you, Marie?] 4 

(Walking towards Marie) 5 

Marie: (Has back to Jade, doesn’t respond) 6 

Jade: Jouer avec toi Marie? [Can I play with you, Marie?] 7 

(Looking at Marie’s back) 8 

Marie: (Turns around to face Jade)  9 

Marie: If you want to play, you {inaudible, then cut off by teacher}. 10 

(Pointing to Jade’s chest) 11 

Teacher: Oo j’ai entendu jouer avec toi. [Oh, I heard ‘jouer avec toi’] 12 

Marie and Jade: (Look towards teacher) 13 

Marie: (Pulls back hand that was pointing at Jade) 14 

Jade: (Smiles at teacher) 15 

 

Jade and Marie walk away from each other.  Jade leaves this play area to have her photo taken in 

the hat she had made.  She then goes back to the Marie and Sofia and sits down with them on the 

carpet area.  

Marie:  We’re going to {inaudible}. 16 

(Stands up to get a toy) 17 

Jade: (Moves over to box with dinosaurs) 18 

Jade: How about I get a dinosaur out and you {cut off by Marie} 19 

(Looking at the dinosaur box) 20 

Sofia: (Looks at Jade) 21 

Marie: (Looks at Jade)   22 

Marie:  No, we don’t want monsters in our house. 23 
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(Turning away from Jade to get another object) 24 

Jade: (Looks vaguely in Marie’s direction, then back at the box) 25 

Jade: But I want dinosaurs in my house.  26 

(Looking at the box of dinosaurs) 27 

 

Marie and Sofia continue to play together building the house while Jade stays by the dinosaur box 

and plays with a dinosaur.   

Interaction 7: 21 January 

Juliette is wearing a zebra outfit and does not appear to be engaged in an activity. 

Teacher: Juliette   1 

Juliette: (Looks at the Teacher) 2 

Teacher: Est-ce que le zèbre va dans l’igloo ?  [Is the zebra going in the igloo?] 3 

(Looking at Juliette) 4 

Juliette: (nods head, looking at teacher) 5 

Teacher: Où est-ce qu’il va le zèbre ?  [Where does the zebra go?] 6 

Juliette: (Points towards the igloo) 7 

Teacher: Où est-ce qu’il va ? En Afrique? [Where does he go? To Africa?] 8 

Brandon: In the zoo. 9 

(Looking at the teacher)  10 

Teacher: Dans le zoo il a dites Brandon. [In the zoo, Brandon said.] 11 

(Hand palm up indicating towards Brandon)   12 

 

Another student also playing dress up in the igloo arrives and leads Juliette back to the igloo by 

holding onto her shoulders.  

 

Interaction 8: 21 January 

Prior to the beginning of this interaction, the teacher was interacting with Kieran and Brandon to 

help them organise their play.  The researcher arrives and begins filming. 

 

Teacher: Oui, tu dites, oui toi tu dites les chiffres et toi, tu lui montres?  1 

[Yes, you say, yes you say the number and then you show him?] 2 
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Teacher : C’est ça que tu veux faire Kieran?  [Is that what you want to do Kieran?] 3 

Kieran: (Nods head) 4 

Teacher : Oui, ok vas-y alors, vas-y Brandon.  [Yes, ok then play, your go Brandon.] 5 

Brandon: (Rolls the large dice towards Kieran) 6 

Kieran: (Moves to where the dice has stopped)  7 

Teacher:  OK, c’est combien alors?  [Ok, what is the number?] 8 

Kieran: (Holds the dice and points to each dot using his thumb to point) 9 

Kieran: (Turns to face the number poster and uses a finger to point to each picture) 10 

Kieran: You have quatre.  [four] 11 

(Looking at Brandon) 12 

Kieran: (Turns back to poster and points to number four)  13 

Kieran: (Turns back to look at Brandon, while still pointing at number four on poster) 14 

Brandon:  I got quatre. [four] 15 

(Turned to face the teacher) 16 

Teacher: Oh tu as quatre.  Ok, montrez-moi où c’est quatre là-bas.  17 

[Oh you have four. Ok, show me where four is over there] 18 

(Pointing towards the numbers poster.) 19 

Brandon: (Turns around to follow her finger and then moves over to the poster) 20 

Kieran: (Still pointing at number 4 on the poster) 21 

Brandon: (Points to the number 4) 22 

Teacher: Oui c’est celle-lui là? Ok. D’accord, vas-y. [Yes, it’s that one? Ok, keep playing.23 

 

Brandon runs back to his original position in the game and Kieran rolls the dice to him. As it stops 

at his feet, he looks down then looks up to Kieran 

 

Brandon:  Quatre [Four] 24 

(Holding up 4 fingers and looking at Keiran) 25 

Researcher: Quatre encore [four again] 26 

Brandon: (Looks towards the researcher and smiles) 27 

Brandon rolls the dice to Kieran, who looks at the dice, then looks at Brandon, then turns to look 

at the maths poster on the wall. 

Kieran:  Un, deux, trois, quatre, cinq. [One, two, three, four, five.] 28 

(Pointing at each object on the poster while counting then turns to look at Brandon) 29 

Brandon: Cinq, cinq. [Five, five.] {off screen}  30 
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Researcher: Combien?  [How many?]  31 

Brandon:  I got cinq. [five.] 32 

(Holding up 5 fingers and looking at researcher)  33 

Researcher: Cinq, woah. [Five, wow.] 34 

 

Brandon and Kieran roll the dice to each other again and then another child, Oliver, enters the 

space and cuts into the play.  Oliver runs across in front of the dice and tries to get it.  Brandon 

leaves the play space.  Kieran grabs the dice away from Oliver and holds it to his chest.  Oliver 

then moves to where Brandon had been standing during the game.  

Oliver:  You hit it over to me, ok Kieran. 35 

(Hands palm up, waiting for the dice, looking at Kieran) 36 

Kieran:  If you want to play, you have to ask. 37 

(Holding the dice to his chest and looking at Oliver) 38 

Oliver: Ok.  Do you want to watch me? {pause} Do you want to watch me? 39 

(Hands still palm up)  40 

Researcher:  Allez, Kieran. Kieran, Kieran.  Tu veux le faire avec Oliver? 41 

[Go, Kieran. Kieran, Kieran. Do you want to play the game with Oliver?] 42 

Kieran:  No, he didn’t ask me.   {off camera} 43 

Oliver: (Turned away from Kieran and looking at other children)  44 

Researcher:  Ah Qu’est-ce qu’on dit?  Qu’est-ce qu’on dit Oliver? 45 

[Oh, what do we say?  What do we say Oliver?] 46 

Oliver: (Turns to look at Researcher when she says his name) 47 

Researcher: Dites.  Jouer avec toi. [Say it.  Can I play with you.)      48 

Oliver:  Jouer s’il te plait,  Jouer avec toi ? [Please play, Can I play with you?) 49 

(Looks at researcher, then looks at Kieran) 50 

Researcher:  Il te demande Kieran, tu joues avec Oliver?  51 

[He asked you Kieran, will you play with Oliver?] 52 

Kieran: (Rolls the dice to Oliver) 53 

Oliver: (Picks up the dice and goes to throw it back to Kieran) 54 

Researcher:  Combien?  C’est combien? [What number? What number is it?] 55 

Oliver: (Throws the dice back to Kieran) 56 

Kieran: No, you have to … 57 

(Rolls dice back to Oliver) 58 
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Oliver: (Picks up dice and throws it to Kieran) 59 

Kieran: No, you have to do it like this, you have to roll it. 60 

(Rolls dice back to Oliver) 61 

 

Kieran then proceeds to act out ‘rolling’ along the floor using his hands and whole body. Oliver is 

holding the dice and is looking at Kieran but does not respond to Kieran, other than to continue to 

throw the dice to him.  

 

Kieran:  Like that. 62 

(Rolls the dice back to Oliver) 63 

 

Oliver then picks up the dice and throws it to Kieran again.  Kieran doesn’t catch the dice but 

continues to look at Oliver and say Nooo.  He then turns to pick up the dice behind him. Kieran 

then sits down with the dice.  The researcher intervenes again: 

 

Researcher:  Explique Kieran, explique qu’est-ce que tu veux. 64 

[Explain Kieran, explain to him what you want] 65 

Kieran: Nooo.   66 

(Looking at researcher) 67 

Researcher:  Explique qu’est-ce que tu veux. [Explain what you want]  68 

Kieran:  I’m trying to help him roll it and then he is just throwing it up in the air.  69 

(Uses dice to demonstrate rolling, stands up and demonstrates throwing dice in the 70 

air. Then sits down and holds dice to chest. Looking at researcher still) 71 

Researcher: Mais c’est ok. [But it’s ok.]  72 

Kieran: No you have to roll it.  73 

(Shaking head slightly then puts dice on the carpet) 74 

Researcher: Ok, tu as compris Oliver? Tu as compris?  75 

[Ok, did you understand Oliver? Did you understand?] 76 

Oliver: (Looks towards researcher then back to Kieran) 77 

Kieran: So you don’t hit anybody.  78 

Researcher:  Allez, montre-lui. [Ok, show him.]  79 

Kieran looks like he is going to roll the dice, but then stops and says: 

Kieran: Now go…. 80 

(Pointing to a spot behind Oliver) 81 
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Kieran doesn’t finish what he is saying but puts the dice down and makes an exaggerated sad face.  

He then turns his body around to face the wall, taking the dice with him and says: 

 

Kieran: I’m not listening now.    82 

Brief pause 

Kieran: Go over there 83 

(Turning partly back around and pointing to the spot where Oliver had been standing 84 

earlier) 85 

 

The recording ends and the researcher helps the children with their game.   

 

Interaction 9: 21 January 

Three girls are playing dress-up and are in the igloo.  The teacher is sitting at the drawing table 

nearby working with two other children.  Rhys has noticed the children playing in the igloo and 

comes over to the teacher:  

Rhys: Il y a trois amis, Madame Teacher    1 

[There are three friends, Madame Teacher] 2 

(Pointing at and looking at the igloo) 3 

Teacher : Oui Rhys, oui.  Combien des amis dans l’igloo ?  4 

[Yes Rhys, yes.  How many friends are in the igloo?] 5 

Rhys: Il y a trois.  [There are three.] 6 

(Pointing at igloo, looking at teacher) 7 

Teacher: Oui Madame Teacher a dit trois. [Yes, Madame Teacher said three] 8 

(Holding up three fingers and looking at Rhys)  9 

Teacher:  J’ai pas dit trois amis?  [I didn’t say three friends?] 10 

(Shaking head and looking at Rhys) 11 

Rhys: Non. [No] 12 

(Shaking head) 13 

Teacher: Combien ? [How many?] 14 

Rhys: Deux.  [Two.] 15 

(Holding up two fingers)  16 
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Teacher: Oh c’est deux amis, j’ai dit ? [Oh, I said two friends?] 17 

(Holding up two fingers) 18 

Teacher :  Alors va dire aux amis, c’est deux amis.  19 

[So go tell the friends that it is two friends.] 20 

(Pointing towards the igloo).  21 

Rhys: (Walks over to the igloo)  22 

Rhys: C’est deux amis. [It is two friends.] 23 

(Looking inside the tent) 24 

There is no response from the girls in the tent. 

Rhys: (Stands up and heads back towards the teacher)  25 

Teacher: Tu les as dit que c’est deux amis, tu as fait deux comme ça?  26 

[You told them it’s two friends, you did it like this?] 27 

(Holding up two fingers.  Holding up two fingers again and nodding head.)  28 

Rhys:  Oui. [Yes.] 29 

(Looking at teacher while nodding head, then turning back to igloo) 30 

The girls can be heard playing in the igloo – they are speaking in English. 

Teacher:  Elles n’écoutent pas? [They aren’t listening?] 31 

Rhys: Non [No] 32 

(Shaking head) 33 

Teacher: Non. Attends, je vais aller voir.  [No.  Wait, I’ll go see] 34 

(Shaking head) 35 

Teacher: (Stands up and walks to igloo)   36 

Teacher: Toc toc [Knock, knock] 37 

(Pretending to knock on igloo, then turning to look at Rhys.)  38 

Teacher:  Il y a quelqu’un? [Is anyone there?] 39 

(Putting ear towards the tent - listening action) 40 

Teacher:  Non, il n’y a personne. [No, nobody] 41 

(Shaking head, putting hands palm up and shrugging shoulders.  42 

Looking at Rhys) 43 

Teacher:  Toc toc. [Knock, knock.] 44 

(Knocking on igloo) 45 

Girls: Non. [No.] 46 

Teacher: Ah beh j’entends les voix. [Oh but I hear voices.] 47 

(Opening the igloo to look inside) 48 
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Teacher:  Coucou, ah, qu’est-ce qu’on a, combien des amis on a dit dans l’igloo?  49 

[Peek-a-boo, what did, how many friends did we say in the igloo?] 50 

(Head is inside the igloo) 51 

Girls: Deux. [Two.] 52 

Marie: Mais, ah, mais c’est trois animaux dedans à la fois.  53 

[But, um, but it’s three animals at a time.] 54 

Teacher : Ok, donc trois animaux c’est limite. Trois animaux, un deux, trois.  55 

[Ok, so three animals is the limit. Three animals, one, two, three.] 56 

(Head still in igloo) 57 

Teacher:  Voilà. [There you go.] 58 

(Head out of igloo, looking at Rhys) 59 

Teacher: (Returns to where Rhys is standing) 60 

Teacher:  Alors Rhys, il y en a trois, mais il y a trois animaux.   61 

[So Rhys, there are three, but it is three animals.] 62 

(Holding up three fingers, bent down to look Rhys in eyes)  63 

Teacher : Alors, s’il y a trois animaux c’est correct.  64 

[So, if there are three animals, it is ok.] 65 

(Holding out hands open, palms down)    66 

Teacher : C’est des animaux. Ils sont dans l’igloo, ils se cachent.   67 

[They are animals. They are hiding in the igloo.] 68 

(Looking directly at Rhys, nodding head slightly).   69 

Teacher : C’est l’hiver. {pause} Ils sont tous mis une costume.  Tu veux en mettre ? 70 

[It is winter. {pause} They put on costumes. Do you want to wear a costume?] 71 

(Head tilted to one side)  72 

Rhys:  Non.  [No.] 73 

(Looking away and turning away from teacher)  74 

Teacher: Non, tu veux pas mettre une costume.  [You don’t want to wear a costume.] 75 

(Looking at Rhys) 76 

Teacher: Tu veux pas faire une ours et aller dans l’igloo. 77 

[You don’t want to be a bear and go in the igloo.] 78 

(Pointing towards bear costume) 79 

Rhys: (Turns back to teacher then looks towards bear costume) 80 

Teacher: Regarde, tu peux mettre le costume d’ours si tu veux. 81 

(Look, you can put on the bear costume if you want.] 82 
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(Gets costume and holds it up to Rhys) 83 

 

Another child comes and takes the bear costume for herself.  The teacher goes back to the 

children at the writing table.  Rhys stands in the same place for a minute or two after the 

interaction.  He does not seem to be satisfied with the outcome.  The teacher interacts with him 

some more, but it is not possible to hear it on the GoPro footage.  He eventually moves away to 

another play area.  

 

Interaction 10: 26 January 

Rhys is playing with the linking flowers on the carpet area.  The Assistant is sitting nearby and had 

been interacting with Rhys earlier. The Assistant turns attention back to Rhys. 

Assistant:  Rhys tu as fini?  [Rhys, have you finished?] 1 

(Looking at Rhys) 2 

Rhys: (Shakes head) 3 

Assistant: Non. [No.] 4 

(Moving over to sit with Rhys) 5 

Assistant:  Encore, est-ce que tu veux mettre encore?   6 

[More, do you want to add more?] 7 

(Looking at Rhys) 8 

Rhys: Oui. [Yes.] 9 

(Looking at container then at Assistant) 10 

Assistant:  Oui. Ok continue.  [Yes. Ok, continue] 11 

(Looking at Rhys) 12 

Rhys: (Adds a flower link) 13 

Assistant:  Encore?  [More?] 14 

(Looking at Rhys) 15 

Rhys: Encore. [More] 16 

(Looking at Assistant then at the container) 17 

Assistant:  Encore, combien tu peux ajouter?  18 

[More, how many more do you want to add?] 19 

(Looking at Rhys) 20 

Rhys: Mmmm quatre.  [Four.] 21 
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(Holding a link and looking at Assistant) 22 

Assistant:  Quatre. [Four.] 23 

Rhys: Quatre. [Four.] 24 

Assistant:  Allez, donne moi quatre.   [Ok, give me four.] 25 

Rhys: (Gives one link to Assistant) 26 

Rhys: (Gives another link to Assistant) 27 

Assistant:  Un. Allez compte. [One. Count.] 28 

Rhys and Assistant: Un, deux, [One, two,] 29 

Rhys: Trois [Three] 30 

(Putting link on carpet) 31 

Assistant: Oui. [Yes.] 32 

(Watching Rhys) 33 

Rhys: Quatre (Four) 34 

(Putting another link down) 35 

Assistant: Quatre, allez. On va aller le mettre ensemble ?  36 

[Four. Keep going. Shall we do them together?] 37 

(Looking at Rhys) 38 

Rhys:  Oui. [Yes.] 39 

(Looking at links) 40 

Assistant: Allez, qui va commencer? [Ok, who is going to start?] 41 

(Looking at Rhys, holding hand palm up) 42 

Rhys: Moi. [Me.] 43 

(Picking up a link) 44 

Assistant:  Et moi, de ce côté-là ? [And me, I’ll do this side?] 45 

(Picking up a link and looking at Rhys) 46 

Rhys:  Oui. [Yes.] 47 

Assistant: Oui, allez. [Yes, ok.] 48 

(Attaches the link) 49 

 

They continue to attach the links.  Camera turns off. 

 

Interaction 11: 26 January 

Sofia is playing at the puzzle table.  Kieran arrives and starts to take puzzle pieces from the box.  
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Sofia: No, you have to ask.  You have to say Jouer avec toi? [Can I play with you?] 1 

(Trying to take puzzle piece out of Kieran’s hand) 2 

Kieran: (Takes more pieces out of the box) 3 

 

Sofia then watches Kieran as he puts some of the puzzle pieces in place, then starts to take more 

pieces from the box herself 

Kieran: You have to…  An easy way to… 4 

(Looking at Sofia) 5 

Sofia: (Turns her body away from Kieran)  6 

(Removes the pieces of puzzle Kieran had placed) 7 

Kieran: (Puts down two more pieces of the puzzle, then moves away) 8 

    

Interaction 12: 26 January 

Kieran and Tariq are playing with the Mr potato head toy on the carpet.  They are engaged in 

parallel play.  Tariq takes a piece of the game and moves to the other side of Kieran at the 

beginning of the recording.  Kieran then moves himself around the other side of the Mr potato 

head so he is facing Tariq 

 

Kieran:  Look at this, this man is going to go super high. 1 

(Lifting toy in the air, while standing up and moving towards Tariq) 2 

(Looking at toy) 3 

Tariq: I want to… {inaudible}. 4 

(Looking up at toy then standing up to reach for it.)   5 

Kieran:  Noooo. 6 

(Turning his back on Tariq) 7 

 

Kieran moves to the other side of carpet area while Tariq stays in the same place, playing with a 

different piece of toy.  He sits down and then Kieran, who has looked back at Tariq, moves back 

towards him, carrying the toy 

Kieran: Hah ah hah {sound effects}. 8 

(Moving towards Tariq and placing potato head down in front of him) 9 
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Tariq: Nooo. 10 

(Grabbing a toy from the floor and moving away from Kieran) 11 

Kieran:  I ate ya. 12 

(Looking at toy) 13 

Tariq: No. 14 

(Standing away from Kieran but looking towards him) 15 

Kieran: Pretend someone came and that’s, and that’s when all the potatoes die. 16 

(Looking at potato head then looking at Tariq) 17 

Tariq: (Turns away from Kieran and continues his own play)  18 

 

The two boys then play on their own in parallel play.  

 

Interaction 13: 26 January 

The teacher is working at a small table on an activity with a child.  Nearby, Rhys is playing with the 

linking flowers.  

Rhys:  Madame Teacher. [Mrs Teacher.] {off camera} 1 

Teacher: Oui Rhys. [Yes Rhys.] 2 

(Turning to look at Rhys) 3 

Rhys: Je peux pas faire un cercle avec ça. [I can’t make a circle with that) 4 

(Pointing at the linking flowers and making circle action.)  5 

(Looking down at pieces then back to teacher) 6 

Teacher : Tu ne peux pas faire un cercle avec ça ?  7 

[You can’t make a circle with that?] 8 

Rhys: Non. [No.] 9 

(Still making circle motion) 10 

Teacher:  Pourquoi? [Why?] 11 

(Palm up in questioning gesture and looking at Rhys) 12 

Rhys: (Hands out palm up in ‘I don’t know’ position)  13 

Rhys: Moi [I] Because, moi [I], {inaudible} tried…    14 

(Pointing towards the flowers and looking at Teacher)  15 

Teacher: Tu as besoin d’aide? [Do you need help?] 16 
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Rhys: Oui. [Yes.] 17 

Teacher: Moi je vais.. [I will…] 18 

(Nodding head) 19 

Researcher: Moi, je peux t’aider. [I can help you. 20 

Teacher: Regarde, Madame Kelly va t’aider.  [Look, Mrs Kelly will help you.] 21 

(Pointing at researcher)  22 

 

Interaction 14: 26 January 

Marie and Jade are playing at a table with some toys and small dolls.  Marie has the two vehicles. 

 

Marie:  We’re going to Africa. 1 

(Moving the vehicles and looking at them) 2 

Jade: (Looks at Marie) 3 

Marie: You want to go for yourself? 4 

(Looking at toys) 5 

Marie: You want to go for yourself? 6 

(Still looking at toys) 7 

Jade: Yeah. 8 

(Looking at Marie’s toys) 9 

Marie:  Ok, so we’re going to Africa. 10 

(Still looking at toys) 11 

Jade:  You can come to Mexico, I’ll ride you. 12 

(Moving her doll on a skateboard towards the vehicles) 13 

Marie: (Looks at Jade’s doll) 14 

Marie: No I don’t need help cause we have already got a car, that’s why. 15 

(Shaking her head and looking at her vehicles)  16 

Marie: (Stands up again and takes another toy from the box in front of them) 17 

Marie:  And sometimes we’ll go for a picnic. 18 

(Putting the new toy inside the vehicle) 19 

Jade:  Where’s strawberry shortcake? 20 

(Hiding the doll off the table, then putting her on the table) 21 

Marie:  You want this one? 22 

(Taking another strawberry shortcake doll from the box) 23 
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Jade: (Looking at the doll Marie is holding) 24 

Jade: No.  Where is strawberry shortcake? 25 

(Looking into the box) 26 

Marie:  Right here. 27 

(Holding up another doll) 28 

Marie:  The white shirt. 29 

(Looking at the new doll) 30 

Jade: Is that strawberry shortcake? 31 

(Taking the doll from Marie) 32 

Marie:  Yep. 33 

Jade:  That’s a strawberry shortcake? 34 

(Looking at the two dolls she is holding) 35 

Marie: Yep and this is strawberry shortcake. 36 

(Giving the third doll to Jade) 37 

Jade: Ooooh. 38 

(Looking at the dolls) 39 

Marie: This is gingersnap. 40 

(Showing Jade doll then throwing it back in box) 41 

Jade:  I’ve got gingersnap {quietly}. 42 

(Playing with dolls) 43 

Marie:  So bye. 44 

(Playing with vehicles) 45 

Marie:  So, is this your little sisters? 46 

(Putting another doll between her and Jade, looking at the doll) 47 

Jade: (Looks at Marie’s doll) 48 

Marie:  Is this your sisters? 49 

(Looking at her doll) 50 

Marie:  And look, she, look, she broke her hand. 51 

(Searching in box, showing another doll to Jade) 52 

Jade: (Looks at the new doll, smiles) 53 

Marie:  Look, I’ll show you where’s her hand. 54 

(Searching in the box) 55 

Marie:  Right here. 56 

(Shows the doll’s hand to Jade then throws it back in box) 57 
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Jade: But I, maybe I can put it back on. 58 

(Starts to reach for the hand) 59 

Marie: (Pulls out another doll) 60 

Marie: And this is your sister too, which one is your sister? 61 

(Holding two dolls beside each other) 62 

Jade: {Pause} Where’s the, where’s the little hand? 63 

(Sitting back and looking at the dolls) 64 

Marie:  I don’t know. 65 

Looking around the table) 66 

Jade:  I think I know where it is. 67 

(Looking down at the floor) 68 

Marie: (Looks down at the floor too) 69 

Marie:  There. 70 

(Pointing to something on the floor) 71 

Marie:  So bye, we’re going to Africa.  {Car noises} 72 

(Looking at toys) 73 

Jade:  I need to go to Africa. 74 

(Looking at her own dolls) 75 

Marie: (Looks at Jade’s dolls) 76 

Marie:  Ok, we already have one in a car like that. 77 

(Moving the car around) 78 

Marie: Look, we have already one. 79 

(Displaying the inside of the car to Jade) 80 

Jade: (Looks inside the car) 81 

Jade:  That’s not a car. 82 

(Looking back at her dolls) 83 

Marie:  It’s ok, can we pretend? 84 

(Looking down at the vehicle) 85 

Jade: Ok. 86 

(Trying to put something on the vehicle) 87 

Marie:  But we have already one. 88 

(Looking at Jade’s doll) 89 

Jade:  But I… 90 

(Looking at her doll) 91 
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Marie:  She can go in here. 92 

(Pointing to the other vehicle) 93 

Jade: (Looks at the vehicles) 94 

Marie:  Ok the door is right here. 95 

(Opening the door) 96 

Marie:  I’ll put her in. 97 

(Taking Jade’s doll and putting her in the car) 98 

Jade:  Mm Marie can you put that door to me? 99 

Marie:  But I put her in.   Her hat is big. 100 

(Looking at vehicle and putting the doll inside)      101 

Jade: (Looking at vehicle and reaching hand out towards it) 102 

Marie:  Her hat is totally big. 103 

(Taking the doll out again) 104 

Marie:  Oh I have a spot. 105 

(Puts doll in a window then takes her out again) 106 

Marie:  She goes here. But her hat is too big. 107 

(Puts doll in another door then forces doll into the vehicle) 108 

Jade:  No it’s not. 109 

(Looking at doll Marie is trying to put in the vehicle) 110 

Marie: Ok let’s see if now it can close.  Ok now it’s safe. 111 

(Closing the door then moving vehicles around) 112 

Jade: (Looks back at her dolls and reaches for another one) 113 

Marie:  No. 114 

Jade:  I need to go to Mexico too {different voice}. 115 

(Looking at the two dolls in her hand) 116 

Marie: (Looking at Jade’s dolls) 117 

Jade:  We all need to go to Mexico. 118 

(Looks at dolls then looks at vehicles) 119 

Marie: (Looks back at vehicles) 120 

Marie:  But there’s too much friends in here. 121 

(Looking down at the vehicles) 122 

Jade: But I need to go.  I need to go to Mexico, I need to go to Mexico. 123 

(Holding one doll up to Marie, then holding another doll up to Marie) 124 

Marie:  You could go um go with the skateboard. 125 
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(Touching the doll with the skateboard) 126 

Marie:  In case she would bring you.  She should bring you. 127 

(Looking at Jade’s dolls then back to vehicles) 128 

Jade:  I can’t go to Mexico on my skateboard. 129 

(Looking at dolls) 130 

Marie:  Because um, HOW about Jade, I have a good idea. 131 

(Taking doll from Jade) 132 

Marie:  Look. 133 

(Putting doll on top of vehicle) 134 

Jade: (Watching Marie) 135 

Marie: Um, the sisters, um you could bring the purse. 136 

(Reaching into box of toys, picking up objects and looking at them) 137 

Marie: You could bring the purse. The purse. 138 

(Pulling out a purse) 139 

Jade: Where is strawberry shortcake’s hat?  140 

(Looking at Marie) 141 

Marie:  Um. In the car, I need it because she’s there, I need her. 142 

(Looking around, looking at vehicle, looking at Jade’s dolls, then at vehicle) 143 

Jade: (Looking at vehicles) 144 

Marie:  I need it. 145 

(Looking at vehicles) 146 

Jade:  But {inaudible} friends. 147 

(Looking at Marie, then at the table) 148 

Marie:  After, you give it back. 149 

(Reaching in to the vehicle) 150 

Marie:  I will, I will unhook this. 151 

(Trying to unhook the two vehicles) 152 

Marie:  I just get it.  Woah. 153 

Jade: I can … 154 

(Starting to reach over) 155 

Marie:  I can do it myself, wait a sec. 156 

(Trying to undo it) 157 
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Marie gets the vehicles apart but one falls to the floor.  They both pick up the pieces, Marie puts 

the vehicles back in the box.  It seems that she has finished playing but Jade is still looking at the 

dolls.  The recording ends.  

 

Interaction 15: 2 February 

Kieran is drawing on the whiteboard.  Rhys is beside him and further away from the whiteboard: 

Rhys: Jouer avec toi?  [Can I play with you?] 1 

(Looking at Kieran) {Kieran is looking at the whiteboard} 2 

Kieran: Oui. [Yes.] 3 

(Nodding his head while still looking at whiteboard) 4 

Kieran: (Continues to draw on the whiteboard) 5 

Rhys: (Picks up a marker but sits and looks at Kieran) 6 

 

A few seconds later. 

 

Rhys: (Begins drawing on the whiteboard) 7 

Kieran: No. 8 

(Moving so he can draw where Rhys was trying to draw) 9 

 

When Kieran has finished drawing, Rhys moves to whiteboard again. 

 

Rhys: (Begins drawing on whiteboard) 10 

Kieran: No, no.  Draw the blood, draw the blood. 11 

(Taking the marker from Rhys and drawing on the whiteboard himself) 12 

 

Oliver also arrives in the play area. 

 

Oliver: (Standing and watching Kieran drawing) 13 

Oliver: (Sits down behind Kieran and Rhys and picks up a pen) 14 

Kieran:  No. 15 

(Turns around to Oliver and takes the pen from him) 16 

Oliver: (Picks up another pen) 17 
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Kieran: Stop it Oliver {loudly} 18 

 

The teacher intervenes to organise taking turns in the play. 

 

Interaction 16: 4 February 

Jade and Camille are playing at the doll’s house.  They are looking at their own dolls who are 

standing next to each other. 

  

Jade: I need to go upstairs. 1 

(Looking at the doll in her hands) 2 

Camille:  I need to go upstairs. 3 

(Moving the doll to the upstairs part of house) 4 

Jade: (Also moves her doll to follow Camille’s doll) 5 

Jade:  Wait for me. 6 

(Looking at the dolls and then takes away the ladder) 7 

Jade: How are you going to get down sister? {Different voice} 8 

(Looking at Camille’s doll) 9 

Camille: (Pulls her doll away from the house) 10 

Jade:  You have to stay up there. 11 

(Looking at Camille and pointing towards the top of the house) 12 

Camille: (Moves the doll back) 13 

Camille: This is my Dad.  This is my Dad. 14 

(Looking at the doll, moving it towards Jade, then back to doll's house) 15 

 

Camille moves one of the dolls over towards Jade and lets her play with it.  She then plays with 

another doll – the baby doll.    

Jade: I want to play with it, it’s my baby. 16 

(Looking at Camille and trying to take the doll) 17 

Camille: (Leaning away from Jade and keeping the doll from her) 18 

Camille: (Puts baby into the house) 19 

Jade:  Noooo.   20 

(Looking at the doll) 21 
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Camille: (Looking at Jade then moving the dolls) 22 

Jade:  You can have that baby and I can have this baby. 23 

(Pointing to a doll and taking another one) 24 

Jade:  I mean, I have this baby. 25 

(Giving back one baby and taking the other one) 26 

Camille:  This is a dark-skinned boy, umm, has a dark skinned baby. 27 

(Holding up another doll next to her baby) {Both dolls are ‘dark skinned’} 28 

Jade:  Honey, please stop doing that. 29 

(Looking at the two dolls she is holding, they are facing each other) 30 

Camille: (Looks at Jade’s two dolls) 31 

Jade:  Shh the baby is sleeping. 32 

(Moves the baby doll to one of the other dolls) 33 

Camille: (Looking back at her own dolls)  34 

 

The two girls continue to play with the dolls.  Generally, on their own.  Jade sings a song to her 

baby while moving the dolls around.  They occasionally look at what each other is doing. Jade puts 

the dolls at the top of the house. 

  

Camille: Oh, no, no that’s not where they {inaudible}. They’re supposed to go here. 35 

(Moving more dolls around) 36 

Jade:  No they’re not supposed to go there, they’re parents.  37 

(Looking down at a doll then up to where the other dolls have been put) 38 

Jade:  No they’re not supposed to go over there. 39 

(Looking at other parts of the house) 40 

Camille: (Moving dolls in the top of the house) 41 

Jade: No the baby can’t go in there. 42 

(Looking at the baby then at the other parts of house) 43 

Camille: Yes, it can. 44 

(Looking at dolls) 45 

 

Jade continues to sing to the baby and takes one of the ‘parents’ away from the area.  

 

Jade:  I need to go to bed now.  46 

Jade: So how about I go in there and we {inaudible} each other. Ok. 47 
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(Putting a doll into the top of the house) 48 

Camille: (Leaning over Jade to take the ladder)    49 

 

Some more individual play, occasionally looking at each other’s dolls. 

 

Camille: That’s where the baby has to go. 50 

(Looking at and moving the baby) 51 

Jade:  And she was in there, right 52 

(Pointing to a spot inside the house then looking at Camille)  53 

Jade:  And where was this guy? 54 

(Looking at the doll she is holding up) 55 

Camille: (Looking at Jade’s doll) 56 

Camille:  Uhh, over here. 57 

(Looking in the house) 58 

Jade:  This guy. 59 

(Moving the doll up and down, looking at doll then Camille) 60 

Camille:  Uh that guy. 61 

(Smiling and looking at the doll. Pointing towards the house) 62 

Jade:  He was over here. 63 

(Moving the doll to other part of house) 64 

Camille: Yeah.   65 

(Playing with another doll) 66 

Jade:  And this goes over here right. 67 

(Looking at another object from the house) 68 

Jade:  I’ll put the ladder up here. 69 

(Manipulating the ladder) 70 

Camille: (Reaches for the ladder) 71 

Jade:  No I’ll put it, I’ll put it. 72 

(Moving the ladder away from Camille then back into the house)   73 

Camille:  Put it straight. 74 

(Looking at the ladder) 75 

 

The ladder falls and Jade laughs.  Then she puts the ladder back again. 
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Camille:  Put it straight. 76 

(Looking at the ladder) 77 

Jade:  There. 78 

(Taking her hands away from the ladder) 79 

Camille: (Moves the ladder, then smiles) 80 

Jade:  And look. 81 

(Moving a doll down the ladder) 82 

 

The ladder falls and they both laugh while looking at each other.  Camille moves the ladder back 

into position.  Jade moves the doll down again and as it falls they laugh again. Camille puts it up 

again and demonstrates how to go down it.  Jade does it again but the ladder falls again.  Camille 

picks it up. They are both still laughing and smiling.  

 

Jade:  Look at this.  Pretend she is walking down. 83 

(Pointing at a doll and then manipulating it) 84 

Camille: (Reaches across Jade to play with the bathroom area) 85 

Jade: {louder voice} Look at this it’s going to be so funny.  Look. 86 

(Pushing Camille’s arm back from the doll’s house) 87 

 

Jade moves a doll down the front of the house, making sound effects.  They both laugh, then 

Camille reaches again for the bathroom area.  They play individually again and occasionally make 

commentary on what they and their dolls are doing but they don’t respond to each other’s 

comments.  Then Jade looks in the shower that Camille is playing with. 

 

Jade:  No she’s not taking a shower, the boy… 88 

(Reaching over to take another doll)  89 

Camille: (Looks at the doll Jade is getting) 90 

Jade: It’s her turn. 91 

(Putting the doll into the shower) 92 

 

The both ‘wash’ the doll in the shower.  Camille then moves the shower back to the bathroom 

area.   

 

Jade:  Oh no, I need to go peepee, I can’t pee in the shower {makes peeing noise}. 93 
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(Looking at the shower) 94 

Camille: (Laughs) 95 

Camille: (Puts another doll onto the toilet) 96 

Camille:  I need more people. 97 

(Standing up and moving around Jade to the box with the dolls) 98 

Camille:  That’s a boy. 99 

(Looking at the doll Jade is holding) 100 

Jade: No it’s a girl. 101 

(Looking at and playing with dolls hair) 102 

Camille: This is a boy. 103 

(Holding up a doll from the box) 104 

Jade: (Looking at Camille’s doll) 105 

Camille:  He has no eyelashes. 106 

(Looking at the doll) 107 

Jade: (Takes the doll from her) 108 

Camille:  This is also a boy. This is also a boy. 109 

(Taking another doll from the box, and another) 110 

 

Camille takes the two dolls and goes back to her seat but doesn’t sit down.  She looks at the 

house. 

 

Camille:  Where’s my other person? 111 

(Taking one doll and looking around the house) 112 

Jade:  Where’s MY other person? 113 

(Looking over at Camille’s side of the house)  114 

 

Camille begins taking dolls out of house and putting them in front of house.  She keeps some for 

herself while Jade takes some. They play individually for a while. 

 

Camille:  Watch, watch this. 115 

(Looking at the doll she is holding in the house) 116 

Jade: (Looks up at Camille’s doll) 117 

Camille: (Lifts the doll up in the air with some sounds effects) 118 

Jade: (Smiles then looks down at her dolls) 119 
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Jade:  Now watch this. 120 

(Looking at her dolls) 121 

Jade:  I can jump super high. 122 

(Looking at her dolls) 123 

Camille: (Puts her doll next to Jade’s dolls) 124 

Jade:  Watch this. 125 

(Looking up into doll’s house) 126 

Camille: (Moves her dolls back in front of her and looks at them)  127 

Jade: (Puts her doll up in the air making sounds effects) 128 

Camille: (Looks at Jade’s doll and smiles)    129 

Jade: You can’t see me up here. 130 

(Puts the doll on the roof of the doll’s house) 131 

 

The assistant can be heard talking to the girls 

 

Assistant:  Tu vas faire tomber Jade. [You are going to fall Jade.] 132 

Jade: (Continuing to manipulate doll on roof of house) 133 

Assistant:  Jade, La fille n’est peut pas aller sur la toile de maison, tu peux tomber 134 

 et te faire mal. 135 

[Jade, the girl can’t go on the roof of the house.  You could fall and hurt 136 

yourself.] 137 

Jade: (Looks toward Assistant then takes the doll off the roof) 138 

Jade: (Continues to play with doll inside the house)  139 

 

The video ends.  

 

Interaction 17: 11 February 

At the play dough table.  A number of children are playing in parallel play. The Assistant is also at 

the table.  Lucile arrives at the play dough table and puts her finished work on the table in front of 

the assistant and looks at her. 

Assistant: C’est fini? [Is it finished?] 1 

(Looking at Lucile) 2 
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Lucile: (Nodding head and looking at Assistant) 3 

Assistant:  D’accord. [Ok.] 4 

 (Nodding head) 5 

Assistant: Ah, Juliette, qu’est-ce que tu fais ?  [Ah Juliette, what are you making?] 6 

 (Looking at Juliette who is sitting next to her) 7 

Juliette: (Looking at her playdough) 8 

Assistant: Un petit gâteau ? [A little cake?] 9 

(Looking at Juliette) 10 

Juliette: Petit. [Little.] {quiet voice} 11 

Assistant: Un petit gâteau, oui. [A little cake, yes.] 12 

(Looking at Juliette and nodding head) 13 

Assistant: Oliver, qu’est-ce que tu fais ? [Oliver, what are you making?] 14 

Oliver: It’s a wheel. 15 

(Looking at his playdough and manipulating it)  16 

Juliette: (Starts to walk away from the play dough table) 17 

Assistant: Juliette, si tu as fini ton petit gâteau tu le ranges, d’accord.  18 

[Juliette, if you have finished your little cake you need to tidy it away, ok.] 19 

Juliette: (Returns to the table and pulls apart the play dough cake) 20 

Assistant: Parce que il y a des amis qui vont venir jouer. 21 

[Because there are other friends that will come to play.] 22 

Assistant: Tu veux manger ton gâteau? [Do you want to eat your cake?] 23 

Juliette: (Looks up at assistant) 24 

Assistant: Mange-le. Miam miam miam.  [Eat it. Yum yum yum.] 25 

Assistant: Qu’est-ce qu’elle va faire maintenant Lucile? Est-ce qu’elle veut jouer, Lucile ? 26 

[What are you going to do now, Lucile? Does you want to play, Lucile?] 27 

Lucile: (Shaking head and looking up at assistant) 28 

Assistant: Oui, Non.  [Yes, no.] 29 

Assistant: Oliver, est-ce que tu veux faire un petit gâteau?  30 

[Oliver, do you want to make a small cake?] 31 

Oliver: Non. [No.] 32 

(Looking down at his playdough) 33 

Assistant: Est-ce que tu veux  faire une petite voiture ? [Do you want to make a small car?] 34 

Oliver: I’m building a whale. 35 

(Still looking at playdough) 36 
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Assistant: D’accord. [Ok.] 37 

Assistant: Tu sais, c’est quoi ça?  Une baleine.  [You know what that is?  A whale.]  38 

Assistant: (Leans over to touch Oliver’s shoulder) 39 

Oliver:  Baleine. [Whale.] 40 

Assistant:  Baleine. [Whale.] 41 

 

Researcher begins interaction with another child at the playdough table and the camera moves to 

focus on new interaction.  

 

Interaction 18: 16 February 

Tariq and Adam are playing near a potted plant, with a lizard.  The researcher is holding the 

camcorder and filming them.  

Researcher:  C’est quoi? [What is it?] 1 

Adam:  It’s a little bug. 2 

(Holding palm out towards the lizard) 3 

Tariq:  Wah. 4 

(Holding palm towards the lizard sitting on a leaf) 5 

Adam: (Hits the plant and the lizard falls) 6 

Researcher:  Ah non, il tombe.  Il fait mal? [Oh no, he fell.  Is he hurt?] 7 

Adam:  Ah no, it’s a lizard. 8 

(Looking at lizard) 9 

Tariq: (Puts lizard back on plant) 10 

Adam: It goes high and low. 11 

(Hand gesturing up, hand gesturing down) 12 

Researcher: En haut et en bas. [High and low.] 13 

Adam: (Looks at researcher) 14 

Adam: And it goes up anywhere.  15 

(Looking at the lizard higher in the plant) 16 

Adam: (Hits leaf again and lizard falls but is caught on another leaf) 17 

Tariq:  AOOH. 18 

Researcher: Uh oh. 19 

Adam: (Pointing to lizard) 20 
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Researcher: Il s’attache.  [He’s caught.] 21 

Tariq:  Ah non. 22 

(Looking at lizard) 23 

Tariq: (Takes lizard and puts it higher in the tree) 24 

 

Filming ends. 

 

Interaction 19: 18 February 

Adam is lying down, playing on the carpet with the dinosaurs.  Kieran goes over to the box of 

dinosaurs beside him. Adam looks up at Kieran as he sits down.  

Kieran: Regarde, regarde, qu’est-ce qu’il fait là? [Look, look, what is he doing there?] 1 

(Pulling dinosaur out of the box then looking at Adam) 2 

Adam: (Looking at dinosaur he is playing with)  3 

Kieran: AHHHHHHH {sound effect}. 4 

(Putting dinosaur on the ground near Adam) 5 

Adam: (Looks at Kieran’s dinosaur) 6 

 

Adam joins his dinosaur to Kieran’s dinosaur and they continue the imaginary play, mainly with 

sound effects of fighting dinosaurs. The camera moves away from them.  In the background, the 

boys can be seen continuing their play.  Near the end of the recording, the camera goes back to 

the two boys.  They are now speaking in English to each other while playing with the dinosaurs.  

 

Interaction 20: 18 February 

The teacher is putting away glue from the activity at the main table.  Lucile is standing behind her.  

The teacher turns to Lucile. 

Teacher: Tu veux venir faire la mouton?  [Do you want to come make a sheep?] 1 

(Pointing at the table and looking at Lucile) 2 

Lucile: (Shakes her head while looking at the teacher)  3 

Teacher: Non? [No?] 4 



270 
 
 

(Looking at Lucile) 5 

Lucile: (Shakes head) 6 

Teacher: Non merci. [No thank you.] 7 

Lucile: Non merci. {very quietly} [No thank you.] 8 

(Looking at teacher) 9 

 

The teacher turns her attention to children at the main table.  Lucile stays standing where she is 

then heads back to the carpet area (where she had been playing previously). 

 

Interaction 21: 18 February 

The researcher is filming children doing crafts at a table.  Rhys is playing at the puzzle table 

nearby.  

Rhys: Sept. [Seven.] 1 

 

Researcher moves the camera to focus on Rhys.  He is pointing at the number puzzle – to the 

number 8. 

Researcher: Ça c’est sept? [That is seven?] 2 

Rhys:  Non. [No.] 3 

(Looks back at puzzle, then back at researcher shaking his head) 4 

Researcher: Non, ça c’est quoi ? [No, what is it?] 5 

Rhys : Neuf. [Nine.] 6 

Researcher : Non. Regarde, compte. Compte les oignons, compte ici. 7 

[No.  Look, count.  Count the onions, count here.] 8 

(Pointing at the onions on the puzzle) 9 

Rhys: Un, deux, trois, quatre, cinq, six, sept. [One, two, three, four, five, six, seven.] 10 

(Pointing to each onion picture as he counts) 11 

Researcher:  Non, t’en ai un qui manque.  Allez, ensemble. Un … 12 

[No, you are missing one.  Ok, count. One …] 13 

(pointing to the first onion) 14 

Rhys: Deux, trois, quatre, cinq, six, sept, HUIT. 15 

[Two, three, four, five, six, seven, EIGHT.] 16 
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(Watching the researcher’s finger pointing to each onion) 17 

Researcher: Huit. C’est la huit. Bien. [Eight, it’s eight.  Good.] 18 

Rhys: (Continues putting puzzle pieces into the box) 19 

Rhys: (Begins to put the puzzle box back on the shelf) 20 

Researcher:  Oh c’est fini? [Oh you are finished?] 21 

Rhys: Oui. [Yes.] 22 

Researcher: Qu’est que tu fais maintenant, Rhys? 23 

[What are you going to do now, Rhys?] 24 

Rhys: (Puts puzzle away and takes the counting cakes puzzle) 25 

Rhys: Ca. [That.] 26 

(While putting puzzle box on the table) 27 

Researcher: C’est quoi ça?  Qu’est-ce qui a dedans ? 28 

[What is it? What is inside?] 29 

Rhys: Les gateaux. [Cakes.] 30 

(Trying to open the box) 31 

 

The researcher helps Rhys open the box 

Rhys: (Takes out one cake and looks at it) 32 

Rhys: Un. [One.] 33 

(Taking one candle to put in the one hole in the cake) 34 

Rhys: On fête un. [We’re celebrating one.] 35 

(Reaching for another candle) 36 

Researcher: Oui. [Yes.] 37 

Rhys: (Starts putting candles into another cake in the box) 38 

 

Camera moves away from Rhys for a few seconds but then moves back again. Rhys has picked up a 

blue candle and is holding it towards the researcher.  

Rhys: Ça c’est mon favourite couleur. [This is my favourite colour.]  39 

(Holding candle towards researcher and looking at her) 40 

Researcher: Ah c’est vrai? C’est quelle couleur ? [Oh really?  What colour is it?] 41 

Rhys :  Bleu.  Ça c’est mon favourite couleur. [Blue. It’s my favourite colour.] 42 

(Looking back down at cakes) 43 

Researcher :  C’est ton préféré ? Moi aussi. [It’s your favourite?  Me too.] 44 
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Researcher: Moi j’aime bien le bleu. Comme toi, c’est pareil.  45 

[I like blue. Same as you.] 46 

The video ends with Rhys still putting candles on the cake.  

 

Interaction 22: 23 February 

Marie and Sofia are playing at the doll’s house.  Marie is taking dolls out of their storage box and 

putting them down in front of her, in front of the doll house.  

Sofia: We need to have one girl and one boy.  1 

(Looking at the dolls Marie has taken out of the box) 2 

Marie: (Takes more dolls from the box) 3 

Marie: We need a family. 4 

(Looking down at the dolls in front of her)  5 

Sofia: But we need two mum and dads. 6 

(Looking at the dolls in front of Marie) 7 

Marie: No. 8 

(Looking down at dolls) 9 

Sofia: One mum and one dad. 10 

(Looking at Marie) 11 

 

Oliver arrives and starts moving the dolls in the box: 

Oliver: You need the two there. 12 

(Touching the dolls in the box and looking at the dolls) 13 

Sofia: (Turns to look at Oliver) 14 

Sofia: Only two people. 15 

(Holding up two fingers and looking at Oliver) 16 

Oliver: (Walks away from the doll’s house) 17 

 

Sofia turns back to the doll’s house and Marie. 

 

Sofia:  How about, no that’s not his bed. 18 

(Standing up, looking at the doll on the bed) 19 



273 
 
 

Marie: No he has to go here. 20 

(Moving a doll and looking at the bed) 21 

Sofia:  (Sits back down) 22 

Sofia: Here’s the mum and dad.  23 

(Putting two dolls in front of her, then looking around room) 24 

Marie: I want to put them in there. 25 

(Taking Sofia’s two dolls and putting them in the house) 26 

Sofia: (Still holding a doll, stands up and leans over Marie) 27 

Sofia: I’ll put that, no that one has to go on that side.   28 

(Still leaning over Marie manipulating dolls) 29 

Sofia: There.  He has to {inaudible}. 30 

(Lifting a doll and putting it into a sitting position) 31 

 

The two girls manipulate the dolls for a little longer.  Then Sofia sits back down. 

  

Sofia: Mummy, I know what mummy’s going to do . 32 

(Putting the doll into the kitchen) 33 

Marie: (Looks at Sofia’s doll) 34 

Marie: What? 35 

(Looking at the doll) 36 

Sofia: To cook some pancakes.   37 

(Looking at and manipulating doll) 38 

Sofia: For tomorrow.  39 

 

Both girls have their heads close together looking into the kitchen.  Then Marie looks up at the 

bedroom again. 

Marie: And after, they have to sleep. 40 

(Looking back towards kitchen) 41 

Sofia moves the mummy doll up to the bedroom, leaning over Marie who has to pull her head 

right back.  

Marie: Sofia, you missed the {inaudible}. 42 

(Smiling at Sofia) 43 

Sofia: Yeah. 44 

(Sitting back down) 45 
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Sofia: They have to … {speaking at the same time as Marie} 46 

Marie: She has … 47 

Marie: (Laughs and pulls doll out of house) 48 

Sofia:  What? 49 

(Looking at Marie) 50 

Marie: (Puts doll back in the house) 51 

Sofia: But that’s their sleep, their sleep.  52 

(Standing up looking into bedroom) 53 

 

Sofia and Marie continue to play with the dolls until Jade arrives.  Jade sits down on a chair next to 

Sofia, looking at the two girls.  Marie looks at Jade then turns back to the doll’s house.  Sofia looks 

up at Jade: 

Sofia: Hi Jade. 54 

(Looking at Jade)  55 

Jade: You’re coming over to my house today. 56 

Sofia: I am?57 

Sofia says something else to Jade but is drowned out by Marie saying very loudly.

Marie: Today is my dad’s birthday. 58 

(Looking at Jade) 59 

Sofia: But I don’t think I’m going today. 60 

(Shaking her head and looking at Jade)  61 

Jade: (Nods head) 62 

Marie:  Sofia, today’s my dad’s birthday. 63 

(Tapping Sofia on the head then on the shoulder) 64 

Sofia: (Turns to look at Marie) 65 

Jade: (Stands up and leaves the area) 66 

Marie: Today is my dad’s birthday. 67 

Looking at Sofia and holding Sofia’s face.  68 

Sofia: {Inaudible} 69 

Marie: Yes. 70 

(Nodding head. Still holding Sofia’s face) 71 

Sofia: Are you sure? 72 

(Looking at Marie) 73 
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Marie: Yes, it is, it’s his birthday.  74 

(Nodding head, then laughing and letting go of Sofia’s face) 75 

 

Sofia then touches Marie’s face in a similar way, Marie takes Sofia’s face again as well.  Both girls 

are laughing.  They then let go and resume play at the doll’s house.  

 

Interaction 23: 27 February 

The researcher is filming children playing in the dress up area, when Tariq who is nearby on the 

carpet, engages her in an interaction. 

Tariq:  Madame Kelly. [Teacher Kelly.] 1 

Researcher:  Oui. [Yes.] 2 

Tariq: Fini [Finished] 3 

Researcher:  Qu’est-ce que c’est? [What is it?] 4 

Tariq:  Dinosaure.  5 

Researcher:  Ah c’est la grotte pour les dinosaures?  6 

[Oh it is a cave for the dinosaurs?] 7 

Tariq: Oui. [Yes.] 8 

 

Tariq returns to his play and the researcher continues filming the other children. 

Interaction 24: 27 February 

Marie and Sofia are playing with the baby doll in the dress up area.  Marie has the doll and Sofia 

has the doll accessories. 

 

Marie:   We’ll dress this one first and after. 1 

(Looking at the doll and starting to take clothes off) 2 

Sofia:  No, ok, and we can give the baby a bath ok. 3 

(Looking at Marie, then looking down at accessories) 4 

Marie:  We need her pyjamas because it’s night. 5 

(Looking down at the doll) 6 
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The two girls talk quietly and Sofia helps Marie take the baby’s clothes off.  Sofia has a nappy 

ready.  But Marie takes the baby’s pyjamas and begins to put them on the baby. 

 

Marie:  Put it’s pyjama on. 7 

(Looking at doll and beginning to dress it) 8 

Sofia: Where is … 9 

(Looking around the floor) 10 

Marie: (Moves to the shelf) 11 

Marie: And where’s it’s pillow? 12 

(Taking pillow from shelf) 13 

Sofia:  I’ll put, I put the pillow bag here. 14 

(Looking down at the bag, pointing at the bag) 15 

Marie:  We have to whisper when it’s night time. {in a quiet voice} 16 

(Looking at Sofia then moving back to the doll) 17 

Neomie:  We can put this on her. 18 

(Holding up clothing) 19 

Sofia:  I’ll put the jammies in here, in the bag, so we can put them on her. 20 

(Looking at the bag in her lap) 21 

Marie: We still have to put the pyjama. 22 

(Taking clothes off doll) 23 

Sofia: No, you’re putting the pyjama. 24 

(Holding up the pyjamas) 25 

Marie: But I need help. 26 

(Looks at Sofia then continues playing with doll) 27 

Sofia: Ok, I can help you. 28 

(Putting the pyjamas on the floor in front of Marie) 29 

Sofia: I’ll put these clothes in the bag first and then I will come help. 30 

(Turning to put clothes in bag then moves to Marie) 31 

Sofia: (Takes the doll from Marie and begins to put the clothes on it)   32 

Marie: (Watches for a couple of seconds then takes a blanket and stands up)  33 

Marie:  This is the blanket for the baby. 34 

(Standing up, holding the blanket) 35 

Sofia continues putting clothes on baby while Marie plays with blanket 

Marie:  I’m going to put this in the bag. 36 
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(Looking at item she has in her hands) 37 

Sofia:  You’re going to do the bag. 38 

(Looking at Marie) 39 

Marie: (Briefly looks at Sofia) 40 

Sofia: Ok you put everything we need in the bag and I’ll put the baby’s clothes on. 41 

(Looking at Marie then putting dolls clothes on)  42 

Marie: (Takes nappy over to put into the bag then picks up another item of clothing) 43 

Sofia:  I put hat and mittens in the bag. 44 

(Looking at bag then back to baby)  45 

Marie: And this is um baby’s clott ok. 46 

(Holding up a piece of clothing and looking at it) 47 

Sofia: What? 48 

(Looking at Marie) 49 

Marie: (Looks at Sofia) 50 

Marie:  Baby’s clott. 51 

(Looking at the clothing) 52 

Sofia: No, it’s it’s pants. 53 

(Looking at Marie) 54 

Marie: If he’s cold. 55 

(Putting pants in bag) 56 

Sofia: (Looking at Marie and the pants) 57 

Sofia:  Let’s put extra pants and clothes just, in case. 58 

(Looking at baby) 59 

Marie:  Pretend this was his um jacket for when it was snowing ok, his jacket ok. 60 

(Looking at Sofia, then looking down at the bag)  61 

Sofia:  But {inaudible}. 62 

(Looking at baby) 63 

Marie: But it’s ok. 64 

(Looking at baby) 65 

Sofia: It’s a girl. 66 

(Looking at Marie) 67 

Sofia: Ok. 68 

(Looking back at doll) 69 

Marie: Ok. 70 
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(Looking at bag) 71 

Sofia: We’re having a little baby.  72 

(Looking directly at Marie) 73 

Marie: (Looking at the bag) 74 

Sofia: You can carry the bag and I’ll carry the baby. 75 

(Looking at Marie) 76 

Marie: (Holding up bag and looking at it) 77 

Marie:  Ok and I will get something for the big walk. 78 

(Looking towards the baby accessories) 79 

Sofia: Ok. 80 

(Looking at Marie) 81 

Marie: (Putting something into the bag) 82 

Sofia:  I already have mittens.   83 

(Looking into the bag) 84 

Sofia:  I just put them in here.  Did I {inaudible} no. 85 

(Rummaging through bag) 86 

Marie:  I’ll find some mittens ok. 87 

(Moves over to the accessories area) 88 

Sofia:  And you need a hat too. 89 

(Looking down at baby and bag) 90 

Marie:  I already put a hat for snowing. 91 

(Looking at Sofia then turns back to bag) 92 

Marie:  I did see … 93 

(Pointing at something in the bag) 94 

A few seconds pass while Marie is looking at accessories and Sofia dresses the baby 

Marie:  I found a hat. 95 

(Moving back to the bag) 96 

Sofia:  Ok.  Put it in there. 97 

(Looking at Marie and the hat. Then looking at bag) 98 

Marie:  Ok. 99 

(Putting hat in the bag) 100 

Sofia:  I dresseded the baby. 101 

(Holding up the baby with her clothes now on) 102 

Marie: Here. 103 
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(Trying to touch the baby) 104 

Sofia: No. 105 

(Cuddles baby and moves her head away from Marie) 106 

Sofia: I can put her in here. 107 

(Lifting up a sleep sack and moving to the floor) 108 

Marie: (Takes hand away from baby and watches Sofia) 109 

Marie: Ok. 110 

(Moving back to the bag) 111 

Marie: And where’s her thing to drink, the pink, to drink. 112 

(Holding up bag and looking inside) 113 

Sofia: The pink, what? 114 

(Turning to look at Marie) 115 

Marie:  Oh here it is. Oh perfect. 116 

(Looking down at the pink thing) 117 

Sofia: (Looks back at Marie briefly) 118 

Marie:  We should put, his clothes are supposed to go here. 119 

(Moving things in the bag) 120 

Sofia: (Looks back at what Marie is doing) 121 

Sofia:  Do we have everything we need?  Oh and we’re going to bring the doggie. 122 

(Looking at the bag) (Looking back at the doll) 123 

Marie: No. 124 

(Looking at the bag) 125 

Sofia: Why? 126 

(Still looking at doll) 127 

Marie:  Because doggies are not babies.  128 

(Still looking at the bag) 129 

Sofia: But we have a doggie in our family. 130 

Marie:  No we don’t have a doggie in our family. 131 

(Standing up with bag then trying to take dog leash) 132 

Sofia: (Holding dog leash) 133 

Sofia: I want to. 134 

(Pulling dog leash away from Marie’s hand) 135 

Marie:  Ok. 136 

(Looking at Sofia) 137 
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Sofia:  I’ll carry it. 138 

(Taking dog leash and walking away) 139 

Sofia:  You have the, oh. 140 

(Off screen, then on screen picking up the blanket) 141 

Sofia:  Here you carry it. 142 

(Handing blanket to Marie) 143 

 

Both girls move away from the area with the doll, the dog and the bag.   

 

Interaction 25: 4 March 

The researcher is filming, Jade comes over to the researcher to show her the playdough she has 

made.

Jade:  C’est un taco. [It’s a taco.] 1 

(Holding up the taco and looking at the researcher) 2 

Researcher:  C’est un taco?  [It’s a taco?] 3 

Jade: (Nods head) 4 

Researcher:  Mmm  et qu’est-ce qui a dedans? [Mmm and what is in it?] 5 

Jade: Le fromage.   [Cheese.] 6 

(Looks at the taco then looks at researcher) 7 

Researcher: Le fromage?  Mmm j’adore le fromage.  [Cheese? I love cheese.] 8 

Researcher:  Est-ce qu’il y a aussi la viande ?  Il y a la viande ?   9 

[Is there meat as well?  Is there meat?] 10 

Jade: (Shakes her head) 11 

Researcher:  Non, pas la viande.  C’est que le fromage? [No, no meat.  Just cheese?] 12 

Jade:  Le fromage.  [Cheese.] 13 

(Looking at researcher) 14 

Researcher: C’est que le fromage, d’accord.  C’est super. 15 

[Just cheese, ok. That’s great.] 16 

Researcher:  Je peux le manger ?  [Can I eat it?] 17 

Jade: (Nods head and holds out the taco to the researcher) 18 

Researcher:  Mm mm, oh c’est énorme ce taco.  [Mm mm oh this is a great taco.]   19 

Jade: (Looks at researcher, smiling) 20 
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Researcher:  Mm merci c’est délicieux. [Mm thank you it’s delicious.]       21 

Researcher: Merci beaucoup.  [Thank you.] 22 

(Hands taco back to Jade) 23 

 

Jade takes the taco and returns to the playdough table.   

 

Interaction 26: 4 March 

Kieran and Adam are engrossed in their dinosaurs fighting each other, they are speaking in English 
and making sound effects.  Brandon moves into the space and stands watching the others play for 
about one minute.  He then moves closer and sits down while still watching them.  Kieran has put 
some of the dinosaurs on top of a piece of wood.  One of these dinosaurs falls off the wood. 

Brandon: Regarde. [Look.] 1 

(Pointing at the fallen dinosaur) 2 

Kieran: (Looks at Brandon then looks at dinosaur) 3 

Kieran: I’m not getting it now, I’m fighting {inaudible}. 4 

(Looking back at the other dinosaurs) 5 

Kieran: Look, you have to tag all the … to get all the…    6 

(Pointing the dinosaur toward Brandon and looking at him) 7 

Brandon: (Looks at Kieran) 8 

Kieran: (Turns dinosaur and his body back towards Adam, away from Brandon) 9 

Adam: No, no.  10 

(Putting dinosaur behind his back and holding other hand to stop Kieran’s 11 
dinosaur) 12 

Kieran: Attack.  Hup, two, three, four.  Hup, two, three, four. 13 

(Walking dinosaur on box and then towards Adam) 14 

Adam: (Continues to block Kieran’s dinosaur and keep his dinosaur behind his back) 15 

Kieran: Roar [dinosaur noises]. 16 

(Puts dinosaur on Adam’s chest) 17 

 

The researcher intervenes to tell Kieran to be careful with his friends.  Kieran and Adam continue 
playing with dinosaurs while Brandon looks on.  Video soon ends. 
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Interaction 27: 4 March 

Marie and Jade are sitting at a table with a keyboard in front of each of them.  They occasionally 

look at each other as they hit the keys. 

Marie:  I have to turn it on. 1 

(Hits the power key and starts typing) 2 

Jade:  That’s not {inaudible}. 3 

(Looking at Marie’s keyboard) 4 

 

Marie doesn’t look up and doesn’t respond.  Jade continues typing on her keyboard. 

 

Jade:  Check. 5 

(Hitting one of the keys on the keyboard.  Looks over to Marie) 6 

Marie: (Continues typing) 7 

Jade:  You want to check on yours? 8 

(Leaning over the table looking at Marie’s keyboard) 9 

Jade:  I’m going to check for yours. 10 

(Looking at Marie’s keyboard) 11 

Marie:  We’re not doing the same thing. 12 

(Still looking down at her keyboard) 13 

Jade: That is check ok. 14 

(Pointing to one of the keys on Marie’s keyboard) 15 

Marie: I , I {inaudible}. 16 

(Still looking at her keyboard) 17 

Jade: (Sits back down) 18 

Jade:  I’m going to turn mine over like this. 19 

(Turns her keyboard face down) 20 

Marie: (Watching Jade, then also turns her keyboard face down) 21 

 

After a few seconds, they turn the keyboards back again. 

 

Jade:  S, A. 22 

(Typing on the keys) 23 

Jade:  Hey where’s my name. 24 
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(Looking at the keyboard) 25 

Marie: (Looking at Jade) 26 

Marie:  I’ll do my name. 27 

(Looking at her keyboard) 28 

Jade: (Watches Marie typing her name then starts typing on her keyboard) 29 

Jade: So my name’s S. 30 

(Typing on keyboard) 31 

 

Some individual typing 

 

Jade:  Check check check check check check check check check check. 32 

(Pressing the same button over and over) 33 

Jade:  That one’s check. 34 

(Leaning over to point at a key on Marie’s keyboard) 35 

Marie: I pressed it already. 36 

(Looking at Jade briefly, then continuing to type) 37 

Jade:  You can’t do check. 38 

(Looking at Marie and shaking her head) 39 

Marie: (Looks at Jade and continues to type) 40 

Jade:  Now you know what I’m doing. 41 

(Looking at Marie and turning her keyboard around to face Marie) 42 

Jade:  I’m doing this {pause} oh wait. 43 

(Hitting a key on the keyboard then moving keyboard back towards herself) 44 

Marie: (Looks at Jade’s keyboard) 45 

Marie: What is that button there? 46 

(Pointing to a button on Jade’s keyboard) 47 

 

Jade turns the keyboard to face her completely and seems to look at the key Marie pointed to.  

However, she doesn’t answer Marie and Marie is already typing on her own keyboard again.  

 

Jade:  Un, deux, trois. [One, two, three.] 48 

(Hitting the number keys) 49 

Jade:  Un, deux, trois, quatre. [One, two, three, four.] 50 

(Pointing to the number keys while counting)  51 
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Jade:  Where’s quatre? (Where’s four?] 52 

(Pointing to a key) 53 

Marie: (Leans over to look where Jade is pointing) 54 

Marie:  It’s there . 55 

(Pointing to a key on Jade’s keyboard) 56 

Marie:  Jade can you do this? 57 

(Leans over her keyboard so her chest is pressing on the keys) 58 

Jade: (Looks at Marie) 59 

Jade:  Yes, watch. 60 

(Pulling her keyboard towards herself and also leaning over the keyboard) 61 

 

The two girls stay in the position and laugh at each other.  The Researcher then intervenes and 

encourages Jade to type her name.  Not long after, the Assistant joins them and leads the girls in 

the activity.   

 

Interaction 28: 4 March 

Sofia and Marie are playing at the doll’s house. 

Sofia:  Ok children, but Daddy’s going away for {inaudible}. 1 

(Moves the daddy doll in front of the doll box)  2 

Marie: (Turns her head to continue looking at Sofia’s doll) 3 

Sofia: Ok, he took the aeroplane. 4 

(Tossing the doll into the box)  5 

Sofia:  Now the children have to stay in the apartment. 6 

(Holding the dolls and looking at Marie)  7 

Marie: We want to go to sleep. 8 

(Looking at Sofia then looking at the dolls) 9 

Sofia:  No but it’s almost time to sleep.   10 

(Looking at her dolls) 11 

Sofia: We just have to have dinner, then take a bath, and THEN we can sleep. Ok? 12 

(Looks at dolls, then looks into house then looks at Marie) 13 

Sofia: Here, we’ll have dinner. 14 

(Moves her dolls into the kitchen area) 15 

Marie: (Also moves her dolls to the kitchen) 16 
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They imitate eating.  Then Marie puts her doll into the shower.   

Sofia: No, I’m going to put in the bath water. 17 

(Taking away Marie’s doll and using her own doll to pour the water) 18 

Sofia:  Ok, we are ready. 19 

(Puts Marie’s doll back in the shower) 20 

During this time Marie has been playing with another doll in the kitchen area. 

Marie:  Yum, Yum, Yum.  I’m done Mummy. 21 

(Takes doll out of kitchen and gives it to Sofia) 22 

Sofia: (Puts the doll into the shower and then moves it to the bedroom) 23 

Marie: (Watches what Sofia is doing with the doll) 24 

Marie:  I will set this up right here and {inaudible}. 25 

(Moving the plants around the house) 26 

Sofia: (Watching what Marie is doing) 27 

Marie: And this one, where does it go? 28 

(Holding a plant) 29 

Sofia: (Points towards a spot in the house) 30 

Marie: (Places the plant where Sofia was pointing) 31 

 

The assistant can be heard counting down to tidy up time.  The two girls look at each other and 

then begin tidying up while the tidy up song is being sung.  

  

Interaction 29: 4 March 

Sofia and Kieran are sitting at the drawing table and colouring in their own pictures (the letter E).  

On each side of the table is a cup of pens. 

Kieran:  You want to take any from my cup.   1 

(Moving his cup and looking at the pens.) 2 

Kieran:  I need some of these, I need some of the colour. 3 

(Taking a crayon from Sofia’s cup and holding it up towards her.) 4 

Sofia: (Looks at Kieran and nods.) 5 

Kieran says something else inaudible, then continues to colour his picture.  Sofia looks at him, then 

at his picture, then continues to colour her own picture.  When Kieran has finished, he puts the 

crayon into his cup, then takes it out and puts it into Sofia’s cup where it was originally.  
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Kieran:  I don’t have to take this one, I have this one. 6 

(Holding up a pen in Sofia’s cup, then holding up a pen in his cup.  7 

Sofia:  (Looks at the pen Kieran holds up from his cup) 8 

Sofia: (Takes a different pen from Kieran’s cup, then looks at Kieran) 9 

Kieran: (nods) 10 

They continue colouring for a little longer. 

Kieran:  Regarde. [Look.] 11 

(Holding up his drawing towards Sofia and looking at Sofia) 12 

Sofia: (Looks at his drawing then goes back to her colouring) 13 

 

Kieran stands up with his drawing and takes it to the take home boxes.  The assistant sees him and 

moves towards him: 

Assistant: Kieran, Kieran.  C’est pour Maman ?  Est-ce que tu as écrit ton nom ? 14 

[Kieran, Kieran.  Is that for Mum?  Did you write your name?]  15 

(Walking towards Kieran and looking at him.) 16 

Assistant: Ecris ton nom. Ecris ton nom Kieran. 17 

[Write your name. Write your name Kieran.] 18 

(Walking back to child she had been working with) 19 

 

Kieran walks back to the drawing table with his drawing.  Sofia is still at the table. 

Kieran:  Ecris ton nom. [Write your name.] 20 

(Sitting down and looking at Sofia’s drawing) 21 

Assistant:  Ecris ton nom. [Write your name.]  {slight difference in pronunciation} 22 

(Looking at Kieran from across the room) 23 

Kieran:  I’m going to écris ton, mon nom. [I’m going to write your, my name.] 24 

(Looking down at his drawing and beginning to write.) 25 

Kieran:  On here. 26 

(Looking at his drawing) 27 

Sofia: (Looks at what Kieran is writing) 28 

 

Kieran and Sofia are both distracted by another child talking off camera – they are still looking at 

the other child when the Assistant walks over to take a photo of them working. 

Assistant:  Kieran, qu’est que tu fais? [Kieran, what are you doing?] 29 
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Kieran:  I’m writing my name on here.  30 

(Looking and pointing at drawing)  31 

Assistant:  J’écris mon nom.  Oh quelle belle écriture. 32 

[I’m writing my name.  Oh lovely handwriting] 33 

(Looking at Kieran then walking away.)  34 

 

Kieran finishes writing his name and then takes the drawing to the take home boxes.  

 

Interaction 30: 4 March 

Adam and Oliver are playing with blocks on the carpet.   Oliver had built a structure with the 

blocks that Adam has accidently knocked over. 

Oliver:  Break my castle.  That’s not fair. Hey. 1 

(Looking back at Adam) 2 

Adam: (Looking at Oliver) 3 

Oliver:  Hey, don’t take my friends, that’s not fair.  4 

(Looking at Adam) 5 

Adam:  It’s ok, I’m going to help you build it, ok. 6 

(Looking at Oliver and talking more quietly) 7 

Oliver: No.  {Pause} You have to do it, like this see. 8 

(Looking structure. Looking at Adam then moving a block on top of structure) 9 

Adam: (Looking at the block in his hand) 10 

Oliver: You wrecked my castle, that’s not fair.  11 

(Looking at Adam and picking up more pieces)  12 

Adam: {Inaudible} I’m going to do these blocks.  13 

(Looking at Oliver then taking more blocks and adding to structure) 14 

Oliver:  No you breaked my castle, that’s not fair.  15 

(Looking at Adam) 16 

 

Adam continues adding blocks to the structure.  

 

Oliver:  No I don’t need to.  You break my force castle. 17 

(Holding blocks and looking at structure) 18 
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Adam: I know but … 19 

(Looking at structure then at Oliver) 20 

Oliver: {interrupting Adam} But now it’s ruined. 21 

(Looking at Adam and throwing a block on the floor) 22 

Adam: But no, we’ll make it again. 23 

(Looking at Oliver the putting on another block) 24 

Oliver:  But that’s not fair.  25 

(Picking up block and throwing it again) 26 

Adam: But, but it’s ok. 27 

(Looking at Oliver and nodding his head) 28 

Oliver:  And we don’t need that one. 29 

(Putting two other blocks together) 30 

 

The two boys spend a few seconds with their own blocks. 

 

Adam: Ok. 31 

(Looking at Oliver) 32 

Oliver:  I hate you. 33 

(Looking at Adam then down at blocks) 34 

Adam: Don’t say you hate someone. 35 

(Looking down at blocks) 36 

Oliver: But you breaked my castle. 37 

(Looking at Adam) 38 

Oliver: It’s not fair. 39 

(Looking down at his blocks) 40 

Adam:  But {inaudible} makes me mad too. 41 

(Moving closer to Oliver and looking at Oliver) 42 

Oliver:  It makes me mad too. 43 

(Looking at Adam) 44 

Oliver: Yeah well I’m not doing that. 45 

(Looking away from Adam) 46 

Oliver:  But I’ll break the castle three times. 47 

(Knocking over his new structure which nearly hits Adam’s structure) 48 

Adam: Oh no no, you’re going to wreck the castle. 49 
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(Pointing to the structure while looking at structure then looking at Oliver) 50 

Oliver: (Knocks over Adam’s structure) 51 

Adam: Ah.  {Laughs} 52 

(Looking at the structure then at Oliver) 53 

Oliver: {laughs} 54 

Adam:  Let’s do one just right. 55 

(Putting a block on top of another and looking at the block) 56 

Oliver: Yes, just right. 57 

(Adding another block to Adams structure) 58 

Adam:  Hey we can do some sticking up. . 59 

(Holding up two long blocks) 60 

 

Another child, Tariq, moves into the screen. 

 

Tariq: Adam. 61 

Adam: (Looks at Tariq) 62 

Oliver:  Hey. 63 

(Looking at Tariq) 64 

Tariq: (Takes box of dinosaurs from shelf) 65 

Tariq: Adam. 66 

Oliver: But you said I was scaring {inaudible} I mean, I don’t know. 67 

(Looking at Tariq then down at the blocks) 68 

Adam: (Moves to take some wood from the shelf) 69 

Oliver: Who is that? 70 

(Pointing towards Tariq) 71 

Oliver: I think that’s gone, maybe, yeah it is. 72 

(Looking away, then back to Tariq pointing at him, looking down at blocks) 73 

Adam: (Moving the wood from the shelf) 74 

Oliver:  Let’s make bridges. 75 

(Looking at wood then moving to take wood) 76 

Adam:  No we’re not doing bridges, we’re doing {inaudible}. 77 

(pointing towards himself with two hands and looking at wood)       78 

Oliver:  Yeah we’re doing a very long bridge. 79 

(Looking at wood) 80 
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Adam: Hats. 81 

(Taking hard hats from shelf) 82 

Oliver: I thought I was going to play, that’s not fair. 83 

(Looking at structure made by Tariq then looking at piece of wood) 84 

Adam: (Puts hard hat on Oliver’s head) 85 

Oliver: Woah. 86 

(Tips backwards and hat falls off) 87 

Oliver: A hat, how does … 88 

(Looking at hat on floor) 89 

Tariq: Where’s my hat? 90 

(Standing up and reaching for a hat from Adam) 91 

Adam: We need a hard hat to keep us safe. 92 

(Touching his hands to his hat, looking at Tariq) 93 

Oliver: Ok, I’ll wear it. 94 

(Putting hat back on his head) 95 

Tariq: Put it here. 96 

(Pointing to the dinosaur on the bridge he built) 97 

Adam: We’re not doing this card, not this card, no we’re not doing this card. 98 

(Looking at Tariq.  pointing at piece of wood, Looking at Tariq) 99 

Tariq: (Puts another dinosaur on bridge.  Looks at Adam, turns his hat around) 100 

Tariq: I’m wearing my hat the wrong way. 101 

(Looking at Adam) 102 

Adam: (smiles at Tariq) 103 

Adam: It goes like this. 104 

(Takes hat off, looks at it, then puts it back on head correct way) 105 

Tariq: (Moves his hat so it is on the correct way) 106 

Adam:  I’ll do, you need to, ok. 107 

(Looking at Tariq) 108 

Adam:  We need to move these things ok. {using a different voice} 109 

(Holding one side of wood and looking at Tariq) 110 

Oliver moves off screen and plays elsewhere 

Tariq:  No, the dinosaur is staying on here. 111 

(Pointing to the dinosaur on the wood and looking at the dinosaur) 112 
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Adam:  Can you take those {changes voice} can you take those things off. 113 

(Pointing to the dinosaurs) 114 

Tariq: (Shakes the wood until the dinosaurs fall off) 115 

Adam: (Picks up the wood) 116 

Adam:  Now, we have to make something tall.  You take those two. 117 

(Holding up one piece of wood then hands another piece of wood to Tariq) 118 

(Looking at other pieces of wood)   119 

Adam:  Now where’s it gone? 120 

(Looking around on the floor, then looking at Tariq) 121 

Adam: (Puts his wood on the carpet) 122 

Adam:  Put them right here, put those … 123 

(Pointing at wood on floor then pointing at wood Tariq is holding)  124 

Adam: (Takes the pieces from Tariq and puts them on the floor) 125 

Tariq: (Moves some other pieces of wood and goes to the dinosaur box) 126 

Tariq:  We need a, we need a stegosaurus. 127 

(Holding a dinosaur and looking towards the pieces of wood)128 

 

 

The two boys continue to play and talk but they do not seem to be interacting with each other but 

rather commentating on their own actions and play.
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