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Abstract: Much research has highlighted broad differences between Standard French (SF) and
Colloquial French (CF). This contribution investigates three variable forms in adult L1, child L1 and
early L2 (eL2) between 2;6 and 5;11, compares the distributions of the variants in each group, and
examines the contexts for the emergence of the SF variants in the children. The results strongly suggest
that L1 and elL2 kindergarteners predominantly utter the CF variants first: doubled rather than
singleton noun phrases (NPs), elided rather than full il clitics in preconsonantal contexts, and simple
rather than combined negation. SF emerges second, unevenly and non-linearly as from 2;9 in L1. The
singleton NPs appear first, complex negation is often second, and full preconsonantal il clitics mainly
come later. L1 children seem more spontaneous and advanced than eL2 children in integrating SF
variants into their daily speech. Rote-learned nursery rhymes and songs may represent the crucial
initial trigger to SF in L1 but not in eL2. Shared reading seems central in eL2 and takes over from non-
spontaneous contexts in L1. L1 but not eL2 children utter SF variants in their personal narratives. In
line with previous work on diglossia, we claim that CF and SF emerge as two distinct grammars, but
the results point to broad individual differences regarding the mastery of SF. We hope that these
findings will be useful for linguistic, educational and clinical purposes to give attention to the children
who are less at ease with early oral SF before they start learning written SF in primary school.

Keywords: kindergarten; French; morpho-syntax; developmental sociolinguistics; diglossia

Corresponding author: Katerina Palasis, BCL, UMR CNRS 7320, Maison des Sciences de 'Homme et
de la Société Sud-Est, Campus universitaire St Jean d'Angély, 5 rue du 22éme BCA, 06300 Nice, France.
Email: Katerina.Palasis@univ-cotedazur.fr.

ORCID ID: Katerina Palasis https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9115-654X; Mar  Cordero-Rull
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1424-2847

Citation: Palasis, K., & Cordero-Rull, M. (2026). Learning to shift: How and when L1 and early L2
kindergarteners acquire the variability between Colloquial and Standard French. Language
Development Research, 6(1), 208-257. https://doi.org/10.34842/1dr2026-966

Volume 6, Issue 1


mailto:Katerina.Palasis@univ-cotedazur.fr
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9115-654X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1424-2847
https://doi.org/10.34842/ldr2026-966

Language Development Research 209

Introduction

Acquiring a language consists in developing multidimensional skills, which include
the ability to adapt to variable linguistic forms, contexts and/or addressees (e.g.,
Clark, 2004; Taguchi, 2019). Among many other capacities, the ability to switch
between formal and informal registers within a language attests of such skills, and
one perfect language to study variation is contemporary Hexagonal French, which is
the variety of French spoken in the European part of France (also known as the
‘Hexagon’). Indeed, much fieldwork in sociolinguistics has highlighted broad
phonological and morpho-syntactic differences between formal Standard French (SF)
and informal Colloquial French (CF). Table 1 illustrates three main discrepancies
between the two varieties: optional doubling of the noun subject with a clitic pronoun
(e.g., Lambrecht, 1984; Blanche-Benveniste, 1994), the variable suppression of [l] in
the clitic il ‘he/it’ before a consonant (e.g., Ashby, 1984; Morin, 1979), and the variable
omission of the preverbal negative marker ne (e.g., Ashby, 1976; Coveney, 2002).

Table 1. Phonological and morpho-syntactic variation between Colloquial and
Standard French

Colloquial French Standard French

Subjects le chien il aboie le chien aboie ‘the dog (he) barks’
Clitics idort il dort ‘he sleeps’
Negation i dort pas il ne dort pas ‘he (neg) sleeps not’

Native (L1) adult speakers switch from one variety to the other according to socio-
pragmatic factors (i.e., literacy, context and/or addressee, Armstrong & Smith, 2002;
Blanche-Benveniste, 2003). Research in second language (L2) acquisition has shown
that L2 adults also generally acquire the linguistic variants and the socio-pragmatic
factors that condition the three alternations presented in Table 1 (e.g., Nagy et al.,
2003; Howard et al., 2006; Donaldson, 2017, respectively). The questions we address
in this study deal with kindergarten children and their acquisition of these three
alternations in L1 and early L2 (eL2) development. L1 development refers to children
who grow up with one single spoken language in their infancy and early childhood
(i.e., from birth to about age 6), whereas elL2 refers to children who grow up
monolingually but start to regularly hear a second language (L2) in late infancy and/or
early childhood through daycare and/or kindergarten (De Houwer, 1990).

L1 children mostly hear Colloquial French daily, through child-directed speech (CDS),
adult-directed speech (ADS), and speech by other children. There are exceptions
though, at home with television and shared reading, and in school where teachers’
CDS can be more formal than their speech to peers (Buson et al., 2022). L1
kindergarten children are thus exposed to a mixed environment in terms of
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sociolinguistic variants, both at home and in school. Research has shown that
children, sometimes as early as age 2, show sensitivity to phonological and morpho-
syntactic variation, although the results vary according to language, age, linguistic
component, task, and other factors (e.g., Johnson & White, 2020; Samara et al., 2017).
As far as French is concerned, whereas L1 children’s sensitivity to phonological
variables and early morpho-syntax is documented (e.g., Nardy et al., 2013; Parisse &
Le Normand, 2000, respectively), L1 kindergartener’s sensitivity to morpho-syntactic
variation seems less studied. Early L2 kindergarten children are exposed to the same
mixed environment as L1 children in school, whereas their input at home with
television and shared reading inevitably varies according to the language(s) used in
each household. Less is known about this configuration: the acquisition of variability
in eL2 acquisition altogether is described as an ‘underdeveloped’ area of investigation
(Taguchi, 2019), and studies on linguistic variation across registers in L2 acquisition
in comparison with L1 speakers are described as still very limited and inconclusive
(Gan, 2024).

Furthermore, the theoretical problematization of linguistic variation represents a
long-standing and still lively debate between two main approaches in sociolinguistics.
On the one hand, diglossia hypothesizes that the alternating forms belong to two
distinct —nevertheless cognate— grammars. Ferguson (1959) initially described the
relationship between the standard and colloquial varieties of Arabic, Modern Greek,
Swiss German and Haitian Creole. Among others, this hypothesis was recently
extended to Cypriot Greek, African American English and Hexagonal French (e.g.,
Grohmann et al., 2016; Washington & Seidenberg, 2022; Massot & Rowlett, 2013,
respectively). Generalizing from his adult dataset, Massot (2010, p. 90) further
suggested the very strict constraint that a speaker would never switch from one
grammar to the other within an utterance, hence suggesting a very strong pattern of
co-occurrence between the variants of each grammar. A sentence with a SF subject
and a CF negation such as *Le chien aboie pas ‘the dog does not bark’ is therefore ruled
out within this approach. Although strong, this generalization presents the advantage
of being testable against new datasets. On the other hand, variationism hypothesizes
that the alternating forms belong to the same grammar and that variation depends on
socio-stylistic factors (Labov, 1963). Among others, Coveney (2011) applied this
framework to Hexagonal French and described the variability of subject types and
negation in adult speech in terms of frequencies and co-occurrences between variants
that both change from one speaker to another. In this approach, SF and CF variants
can emerge within the same utterance according to a combination of linguistic,
stylistic and pragmatic factors (Coveney, 2011, p. 75). The extent to which speakers
select and cluster variants has also been addressed in this framework, and the
covariation of variables is described as weak (Guy, 2013; Guy & Hinskens, 2016). In
sum, diglossia posits that speakers manage two separate grammars with strong intra-
grammar coherence, whereas variationism argues for one grammar with
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multidimensional sociolectal cohesion.

As far as acquisition is concerned, Ferguson (1959) and Labov (1964) both addressed
the question of when children acquire variation. In the diglossic approach, Ferguson
(1959, p. 331) suggested that children acquire the child-directed, colloquial grammar
first, at home and by implicit transmission, whereas the standard grammar is learnt
later, mainly at school and with more explicit information. In this framework, the
within-grammar consistency suggested for adults by Massot (2010) could be envisaged
as a constraint that alleviates the learnability problem caused by the optionality of two
or more variants in a language (e.g., Sorace, 2003). In the variationist approach, Labov
(1964, p. 91-93) suggested that children are initially monostylistic and that they
introduce socially conditioned, stylistic variation in their speech only when they
reach early adolescence. Although very different, these foundational approaches thus
both suggested a sequential development of variation. More recently, much research
in the field of developmental sociolinguistics has provided evidence in favor of more
parallel views for the acquisition of variation. Children produce alternating forms as
early as age 3, differentiate between colloquial and standard variants as from age 5,
and tend to produce standard variants more frequently as from age 6 (e.g., Chevrot,
forthcoming; Ghimenton et al., 2021; Johnson & White, 2020). Age 6 also represents
the moment when differences in sociolinguistic patterns start to emerge between
boys and girls (review in Chevrot, forthcoming).

The current study aims to contribute to the growing field of developmental
sociolinguistics by examining and comparing adult L1, kindergarten L1 and eL2
datasets between 2;6 and 5;11 in order to document the acquisitional shift between CF
and SF in kindergarteners and the patterns of co-occurrence, if any, between the
variants reported in Table 1. More specifically, the phonological and morpho-
syntactic variation will be investigated in the three groups to shed light on the
distribution of the CF and SF variants in each group and examine the contexts for the
emergence of the SF variants in child speech. In this comparative study, the Method
section begins by detailing the target structures introduced in Table 1 and then
presents the adult (ADS, CDS) and child (L1, eL2) corpora under scrutiny. The
Statistical Analyses section presents the Generalized Linear Mixed-effect Models
(GLMMSs) chosen in this contribution. The Results section then examines and
compares the distribution of the CF and SF variants for each phenomenon and further
investigates the contexts for the emergence of the SF variants in child L1 and eL2
speech. It then reports on the individual acquisition paths for the three SF variants
and the distribution of the contexts that seem to trigger SF throughout the
kindergarten years. The Results section ends with a study of the co-occurrence of the
SF variants. The results lead us to discuss French diglossia and some implications for
educational purposes.
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Method

This section will first detail and illustrate the target structures introduced in Table 1
and then present the adult and child datasets of oral Hexagonal French collated for
this investigation.

Target Structures
Subject Types

In all the corpora examined in this study, we distributed the verbal sentences
according to three subject types (a, b, c), as illustrated in (1) with adult-directed
speech (ADS): (a-a") personal, impersonal and deictic singleton subject clitics, (b-b')
subject clitics with co-occurring noun phrases (NPs) and strong pronouns, and (c)
singleton NPs.

(1) Subject types (Blanche-Benveniste, 1994, p. 82-94):

a. Je suis bien contente.
I am well happy
‘Tam very happy.’

a'. II faut étre raisonnable.
one must be  reasonable
‘One must be reasonable.’

a". ¢ est fait expres.
that is done intentionally
‘That is done intentionally.’

b. Le médecin il est bon.
the doctor he is good
‘The doctor is good.’

b'. Nous on apprend les médicaments.
We one learns the medicine
‘We learn how to prepare medicine.’

c. Mais le probleme est le méme.
but the problem is the same
‘But the problem is the same.’

The crucial condition that distinguishes CF and SF is (1c), because the absence of a
subject clitic uncontroversially belongs to SF only, whereas the use of clitics seems
less conclusive. Nevertheless, the co-occurrences in (1b) have been extensively
studied and debated over the last four decades, because the co-occurrence of a clitic
pronoun and an NP questions the morpho-syntactic status of the clitic in CF versus
SF. Indeed, whereas the clitic is uncontroversially analyzed as a syntactic subject in
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SF (and the NP as a dislocation), there is a debate in CF as to whether the clitic is a
syntactic constituent or a morphological, preverbal agreement marker (e.g., Auger,
1994; Cabredo Hofherr, 2004; Culbertson, 2010; De Cat, 2005; Legendre et al., 2010;
Liang et al., 2024; Palasis, 2015). The latter configuration is labelled doubling and
hence contrasts with dislocation in SF.

Clitic Elision

The elision of the clitic il ‘he/it’ before a consonant is another well-studied marker that
distinguishes CF and SF (Ashby, 1984; Morin, 1979). The elision is attested as early as
the 12™ Century (Pope, 1934), and the reintroduction of the [l] before a consonant is
attributed to normative pressure and schooling in the 19" Century (Chervel, 2011). A
full il before a consonant, as illustrated with child-directed speech (CDS) in (2a), is
therefore nowadays considered as a marker of SF in contrast with the elided form i in
CF (2b). Consequently and extending the description of the contrast between
dislocation and doubling reported in Subject Types, when a third-person singular
clitic co-occurs with an NP, if the clitic is full in a preconsonantal context, as in (2d),
the co-occurrence belongs to SF (and is dislocation), whereas an elided clitic, as in
(2e), signals that the co-occurrence belongs to CF (in which case it is doubling).

(2) Distribution of il clitics:

a. 1l/_C: II  nage avec les  petits poissons. (CDS2, Palasis, 2012a)
he swims with the small fish
‘He swims with the small fish.’
b.i/_C: Oui i dort. (CDS2, Palasis, 2012a)
yes he sleeps
‘Yes he is asleep.’
c. i/_V: I  est trop gros!(CDS2, Palasis, 2012a)
he 1is too Dbig

‘He is too big!’

d. NP+il: Antonio, il me 1 apprend. (ADS, Ashby, 1988, p. 204)
Antonio he to.meit teaches
‘Antonio teaches it to me.’

e. NP+i: Mat i te donne  les jetons. (CDS2, Palasis, 2012a)
Mat he to.you gives the tokens
‘Mat gives you the tokens.’

Datasets unanimously show that prevocalic il clitics, as in (2c¢), never display [1]
elision. This study will therefore consider preconsonantal contexts only and will focus
on the third singular il clitics in these contexts.
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Negation

Simple, post-verbal negation, as illustrated with ADS in (3a) with the negative adverb
pas ‘not’, is also well documented as a marker of CF, described as gaining ground in
oral French particularly since the 19" Century (Martineau & Mougeon, 2003). ADS
data throughout the 20" Century and the beginning of the 21% Century illustrate the
evolution by reporting (very) low rates of ne retention (e.g., Armstrong & Smith, 2002:
1.1%; Ashby, 1982: 16%; Coveney, 2002: 18.8%). However, the studies also show
variability, and Ashby (1981) suggested that familiarity with the addressee may be a
factor of variation. The simple, post-verbal negation is opposed to the combined, pre-
and postverbal markers ne... pas, as in (3b), which are reported to signal SF (Ashby,
1976, 1981, 2001; Armstrong & Smith, 2002; Coveney, 2002; Hansen & Malderez, 2004).

(3) Simple and combined negation (Ashby, 1981, p. 647-648):

a. C est pas mon ordinateur.
that is not my computer
‘That’s not my computer.’

b. Parce que France Telecom ne s’ occupe  pas[...].
Because  France Telecom neg itself deals not

‘Because France Telecom does not deal with [...].’

This study will therefore examine the omission and the retention of the preverbal
marker ne in negative verbal sentences.

Adult Data

The adult counts for the three linguistic phenomena reported in this study come from
L1 adult-directed speech (ADS) and child-directed speech (CDS) corpora.

ADS

The ADS stems from sociolinguistic research on the three variables shown in Table 1.
The occurrence counts are gathered in Table 2.

The dataset on subject types comes from ten minutes of an oral conversation between
two friends analyzed in Blanche-Benveniste (1994). It amounts to 203 verbal
sentences. In the original study, the sentences were distributed according to six
different subject types, which still appear in (1) but were subsumed under three types
only (a, b, and c) for the purpose of this study. The ratios calculated on clitic elision
come from fieldwork from Ashby (1984). The author recorded 26 adults of different
ages and socio-economic categories and analyzed all their clitic pronouns (n = 4,033).
Their third singular il clitics only were retained for this study (n = 2,629). Finally, the
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ADS ratios on negation stem from oral interviews of 103 adults of different ages and
socio-economic categories, who produced 2,818 negative verbal utterances (Ashby,
1981).

Our ADS dataset for the three linguistic phenomena under investigation therefore
amounts to 5,650 utterances, as reported in Table 2.

CDS

Research has also well documented differences between ADS and CDS (since
Ferguson, 1964; Newport et al., 1977; Snow, 1972). Among many characteristics, CDS
presents shorter utterances, more questions and requests, and fewer third-person
pronouns than ADS (Veneziano, 2000). The CDS examined in this contribution stems
from two datasets.

Our first dataset is the one reported in Culbertson (2010). The author examined the
‘Lyon Corpus’ (106,000 interactions between 4 L1 children aged 0;11-4;6 and their
mothers; Demuth & Tremblay, 2008). We used the counts reported in Culbertson
(2010) on subject types and negation, and we labelled this dataset CDS1 in our study.
The data from one adult interacting with a kindergarten class with L1 and eL2
children were added to complement the first dataset, notably because CDS1 lacked
data on clitic elision. The second CDS dataset is labelled CDS2 (27,077 utterances;
Palasis, 2012a). The CDS subsets calculated for this contribution for all three linguistic
phenomena are reported in Table 2. CDS data for subject types stem from Culbertson
(2010; n=5,253) and Palasis (2012a; n=17,983). Elision data come from Palasis (2012a,
n = 1,888). Negative sentences come from Culbertson (2010; n = 5,990) and Palasis
(2012a; n = 1,890). Both datasets are available on the CHILDES platform
(MacWhinney, 2000a).

Table 2. Adult datasets

ADS CDS1 CDS2 Total
Subject types 203 5,253 17,983 23,439
Clitic elision 2,629 n.a. 1,888 4,517
Negation 2,818 5,990 1,890 10,698
Total 5,650 11,243 21,761 38,654

In sum, the overall dataset for adult speech amounts to 38,654 utterances, as shown
in Table 2. Following Parisse and Le Normand (2000), we assumed that the joint ADS
and CDS datasets would give us reliable measures of the morpho-syntactic variability
young children are exposed to daily and hence could serve as points of comparison
for the study of the child data.
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Child Data

The L1 and early L2 (eL2) child phonological and morpho-syntactic variation was
examined in a three-year longitudinal kindergarten database (Y1: 2;5-4;0, M = 3;3; Y2:
3;6-4;11, M = 4;3;Y3: 4;5-5;11, M = 5;2) with 16 L1 and 2 eL2 children (see Appendix 1
for each child’s age range and gender). The first two years of this naturalistic dataset
are available on the CHILDES platform (MacWhinney, 2000a; Palasis, 2012a). Groups
of two to four children were recorded while interacting with either the researcher (the
CDS2 reported above), L1 or eL2 peers during 20 to 25-minute sessions. The 33
sessions throughout the three-year period (at an average interval of three to four
weeks except for holidays) enabled the researcher to collect 65 hours of child-child
and child-researcher interactions. The activities and speech were informal, and
different contexts occurred: narratives based on personal events, game playing,
narratives based on shared reading, nursery rhymes/songs, and actual reading. The
16 L1 children (9 female) had French-speaking environments at home, whereas the
two eL2 children (2 female) had Russian and European Portuguese L1 environments,
respectively. The dataset for this study was extracted using CLAN commands
(MacWhinney, 2000b) and was then manually checked. The overall amount of child
occurrences investigated in this contribution is 31,757 (29,603 for L1 and 2,154 for
eL2). Tables 3 and 4 distribute the occurrences per group, kindergarten year, and
linguistic phenomenon. All the utterances and morpho-syntactic codes per year and
child are available on the Open Science Foundation website (OSF,

https://osf.io/29twx).

Table 3. L1 kindergarten datasets

Y1 Y2 Y3 Total
Age range 2;5-4;0 3;6-4;11 4;5-5;11 2;5-5;11
Subject types 7,621 8,948 7,455 24,024
Clitic elision 868 1,293 677 2,838
Negation 856 951 934 2,741
Total 9,345 11,192 9,066 29,603
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Table 4. eL2 kindergarten datasets

Y1 Y2 Y3 Total
Age range 2;7-3;7 3;7-4;6 4;7-5;6 2;7-5;6
Subject types 388 762 672 1,822
Clitic elision 26 78 59 163
Negation 30 66 73 169
Total 444 906 804 2,154

Subject Types

In order to examine the subject types in the child database, the verbal sentences were
categorized along the same three conditions as for the adult data: (a) singleton subject
clitics, (b) subject clitics with co-occurring NPs and strong pronouns, and (c) singleton
NPs, as illustrated in (4) with child data. Null-subject sentences, which represent a
well-documented developmental phenomenon (e.g., Palasis, 2012b), and forms that
did not undoubtedly exhibit a clitic, such as [ja] (for il y a ‘there is’), were left aside to
match the three adult categories, as in (la-c).

A total of 24,024 occurrences met these criteria for the 16 L1 children and 1,822
occurrences for the two el2 children, as detailed in Tables 3 and 4. The variation
between CF and SF was examined by investigating the ratios and contexts of
emergence of the singleton NPs, as in (4c), considered as the marker of SF (see
Appendix 2 for the full list of 160 child occurrences of singleton NPs).

(4) Subject types:

a. La on  dirait qu’  elle marche. (CAR, 5;2)
there one says.cond that she walks
‘There it looks like she is walking.’

b. Papi et Mamie i(Is) sont venus a la  maison. (ELE, 5;4)
Grandpa and Grandma they are come to the house
‘Grandpa and Grandma came to my place.’

c. La son copain a Juliette tape des pieds et des mains. (NIN, 5;4)
there her friend to Juliet taps the feet and the hands
‘There Juliet’s friend taps his feet and hands.’

Clitic Elision
Since the elided [I] consonants were transcribed within parentheses in the child
database, the two variants of il ‘he/it’ (i.e., full and elided) were extracted using the

Kwal +R Option in CLAN (MacWhinney, 2000a, 2000b), and the items were further
examined according to their following phonological context (i.e., vocalic vs.
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consonantal). Like adults, L1 children always produced full clitics before a vowel (5a),
and one of the two eL2 children produced only one prevocalic elision in the entire
dataset. This context was therefore excluded from our study. The two remaining
contexts are exemplified in (5): (b) preconsonantal elided i, and (c) preconsonantal
full il. The L1 and eL2 children uttered a total of 2,838 and 163 preconsonantal i(1)
clitics, respectively (see Tables 3 and 4).

(5) Distribution of il clitics:
a.i/_V: I est a  moi. (WIL, 2;9)
he is to me

‘It is mine.’
b.i/_C: L’ escargot i dort. (LUS, 2;9)
the snail he sleeps

‘The snail is asleep.’

c. il/_C: 11  cherche son trésor.(MAT, 4;11)
he searches his treasure
‘He is looking for his treasure.’

Empirical studies on the variable phonological form of i(]) ‘he/it’ in adult speech all
show that il is overwhelmingly elided in preconsonantal contexts in CF, and that this
variability does not apply to SF (see Table 1). Clitic elision is thus conditioned not only
by phonological but also by socio-pragmatic factors. Thus, the crucial condition that
illustrates the presence of SF is (5¢) in contrast to (5b), regardless of whether the clitic
is alone or in co-occurrence with an NP. The ratios of elision and non-elision of [1]
were compared in ADS, CDS, L1 and eL2 speech and the contexts of non-elision in
preconsonantal contexts in child data were examined to ascertain whether L1 and eL.2
children are sensitive to the same socio-pragmatic cues as adults. One of these factors
could be the presence of the preverbal negative marker ne, which displays two
apparently conflicting characteristics. On the one hand, its presence after an il clitic
sets the consonantal context that is expected to trigger the elision of the clitic (i.e., i
ne). On the other hand, its presence is strongly associated with SF, in which the elision
is not expected (i.e., il ne, as shown in Table 1). The behavior of il in the ne context
will therefore be examined specifically (see Appendix 3 for the full list of 59
occurrences of full il clitics in preconsonantal contexts in the child data).

Negation

Negative verbal utterances were extracted by searching all the negative adverbs and
pronouns in the database (i.e., pas ‘not’, plus ‘not anymore’, jamais ‘never’, que ‘only’,
and rien ‘nothing’). The variation between CF and SF was examined by comparing the
ratios of these negative adverbs/pronouns uttered alone and those complemented
with the preverbal negative marker ne. Condition (6a) represents CF, whereas (6b)
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reveals the presence of SF. Tables 3 and 4 show that the L1 and eL2 children uttered a
total of 2,741 and 169 negative sentences, respectively (see Appendix 4 for the full list
of 47 child occurrences of combined negation).

(6) Simple and combined negation:
a. ] ai pas fait 1(e) papillon. (NIN, 5;2)
I have not done the butterfly
‘I have not drawn the butterfly.’
b. Ah non jen’ ai pas. (CAR, 5;8)
ah no I neg have not
‘Ah no I don’t have (it).’

This contribution will investigate the distribution of the variants for the three
linguistic phenomena presented in Table 1, in ADS, CDS, L1 and eL2 child data. The
results will then be compared to establish if child L1 data are different from adult L1
data, and if L1 and eL2 children differ. Finally, we will examine the contexts of
emergence of the variants pertaining to SF in child speech to determine if and how
variation is conditioned in L1 and eL2 child data.

Statistical Analyses

Data from eL2 were excluded from subsequent statistical models due to the small
sample size and scarce data points. Data from CDS2 were also excluded as they
originated from a single speaker, which prevents the estimation of between-speaker
variability. To enable developmental comparisons across the three years, data from
ADS and CDS1 corpora were also excluded from the models. The statistical analyses
presented in the Results section thus focused exclusively on the production counts of
the 16 L1 children.

The goal of the analyses presented in the Results section is to evaluate differences in
the use of the three linguistic phenomena and their developmental trajectories. For
that, Generalized Linear Mixed-effect Models (GLMMs) were chosen due to their
robustness against violations of homogeneity of variance and sphericity (Quené &
Van den Bergh, 2004). While Poisson regression models are typically appropriate for
count data (Bentz & Winter, 2013; Winter, 2019), the data did not meet the
assumptions of Poisson regression, as the sample mean and the sample variance were
not identical, and data inspections revealed severe overdispersion (i.e., the sample
variance exceeds the mean) in all three phenomena. To account for this
overdispersion, we fitted Negative Binomial GLMMs, which incorporate an additional
parameter to estimate dispersion (Bentz & Winter, 2013; Winter et al., 2018).

Volume 6, Issue 1



Language Development Research 220

Model selection procedure was conducted wherein all relevant model configurations
were fitted and compared for each linguistic phenomenon, separately. All models
were fitted using the glmmTMB package (McGillycuddy et al., 2025) in R, which
accommodates both overdispersed and zero-inflated distributions. Categorical
predictors in all models were coded using treatment contrasts. The most
parsimonious model was selected (Bates et al., 2015), evaluating fit through residual
inspection, comparisons of AIC and BIC values using the anova() function, and the
computation of adjusted R-squared using values via the MuMIn package (Barton,
2025).

Significant effects were computed through the joint_test() function from the emmeans
R package (Lenth et al., 2023). Post hoc pairwise comparisons were conducted using
the glht() function from the multcomp package (Bretz et al., 2011) with Tukey-adjusted
p-values. All statistical analyses were performed in R (v. 4.2.3; R Core Team, 2023).
Code scripts, model estimates of the selected models, and comprehensive pairwise
comparison tables are provided in the OSF repository (https://osf.io/29twx).

Results
Subject Types

The adult and child L1 and eL2 distributions of subject types are reported in Tables 5
and 6, respectively.

Table 5. Subject types (adult and kindergarten L1)

% (n) Adults Children
ADS CDS1 CDS2 Y1 Y2 Y3
Clitics alone 81.3 96.9 75.3 66.9 72.1 76.3
(165)  (5,092) (13,536) (5,095) (6,452) (5,691)
Clitics + NPs 12.8 2.6 24.4 32.7 27.4 22.7
(26) (137) (4,393)  (2,492) (2,450)  (1,692)
NPs alone 5.9(12) 0.5(24) 0.3(54) 0.4(34) 0.5(46) 1.0(72)
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
(203)  (5,253) (17,983) (7,621) (8,948) (7,455)
Clitics/All subjects 94.1 99.5 99.7 99.6 99.5 99.0
(191) (5,229) (17,929) (7,587) (8,902) (7,383)
Doubled/All NPs 68.4 85.1 98.8 98.7 98.2 95.9
(26) (137) (4,393)  (2,492) (2,450) (1,692)

The first three lines display the three types of subjects under scrutiny (i.e., Clitics
alone, Clitics + NPs, and NPs alone), as exemplified in (1a-c) and (4a-c). The Clitics/All
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subjects ratios calculate the frequencies of subject clitics (Clitics alone and Clitics +
NPs) against the total number of subjects. The Doubled/All NPs ratios calculate the
frequencies of doubled NPs against the total number of NPs.

Table 6. Subject types (kindergarten eL2)

% (n) ELA (L1: Russian) RIA (L1: Portuguese)
Y1 Y2 Y3 Y1 Y2 Y3
Clitics alone 65.6 73.3 82.2 68.9 64.4 63.6
(147) (349) (295) (113) (186) (199)
Clitics + NPs 34.4 26.7 16.7 31.1 34.6 35.1
(77) (127) (60) (51) (100) (110)
NPs alone 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 1.1 (4) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 1.3 (4)
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
(224) (476) (359) (164) (286) (313)
Clitics/All subjects 100.0 100.0 98.9 100.0 100.0 98.2
(224) (476) (355) (164) (286) (309)
Doubled/All NPs 100.0 100.0 93.8 100.0 100.0 96.5
(77) (127) (60) (51) (100) (110)
Group Results

Tables 5 and 6 show that the three subject types rank similarly across the four sets of
oral data (i.e., ADS, CDS, child L1 and eL2). Clitics alone always represent the most
frequent type of subject (ranging from 63.6% in eL2 to 96.9% in CDS1), singleton NPs
are always the rarest type (from 0% in eL2 to 5.9% in ADS), and Clitics + NPs present
intermediary ratios (from 2.6% in CDS1 to 35.1% in eL2). Second, the Clitics/All
subjects ratios, which add Clitics alone and Clitics + NPs, highlight that clitics are
pervasive in the four corpora (from 94.1% in ADS to 100.0% in eL2). Finally, the
Doubled/All NPs ratios, which calculate the ratios of doubled NPs against the total
number of NPs, represent an additional way of measuring how NPs appear in oral
French. The ratios, which range from 68.4% in ADS to 100% in eL2, confirm that NPs
have a strong tendency to co-occur with a clitic (as in 1b and 4b) rather than alone (as
in 1c and 4c¢) in oral data.

To evaluate differences in the use of subject types in the 16 L1 children across the
three years, production counts were fitted into the models as the dependent variable.
The data exhibited substantial overdispersion (dispersion parameter = 17.21; Pearson
x2(1569) = 26998.09, p < .001). For the selected model, Subject Type (three levels:
Clitics alone [reference], Clitics + NPs, NPs alone) and Year (three levels: Year 1
[reference], Year 2, Year 3) were submitted to the model as fixed factors, including
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their interaction. Model inspection indicated that including participants with random
intercepts only provided the most parsimonious model.

Post hoc comparisons indicated that Clitics alone were produced significantly more
often than both Clitics + NPs and NPs alone across all three years (ps <.03). L1 children
used significantly more often Clitics + NPs than NPs alone across the three years (ps <
.001). Results revealed that L1 children significantly increased their use of Clitics
alone from Year 1 to both Year 2 ( =-0.709, SE = 0.21, z-ratio = -3.339, p = .024) and
Year 3 (B = -0.736, SE = 0.22, z-ratio = -3.382, p = .021). However, no significant
differences were found between Year 2 and 3 (p = 1). Children’s use of Clitics + NPs
across the three years revealed no significant differences (ps > .6). In the case of NPs
alone, L1 children used them more often in Year 3than in Year 1 (3 =-1.296, SE=0.31,
z-ratio = -4.186, p = .001), but no significant differences were found between Year 1
and 2 or Year 2 and 3 (ps > .2).

Individual Results

The child datasets further showed that, although rare (from mean 0.4% to 1% in L1
and from 0% to 1.3% in eL.2), the singleton NPs were produced by all the children at
some point during the kindergarten years and that the category slightly increased
between Year 1 and Year 3. However, the increase was far from large, and the overall
L1 ratios masked very different patterns of use. First, the L1 children presented
individual differences (the individual tables are provided at https://osf.i0o/29twx).
Indeed, the individual child ratios varied from 0% to 1.2% in Year 1 (with one child
producing 55.9% of all singleton NPs), from 0% to 3.5% in Year 2, and from 0% to 2.7%
in Year 3. Nine children produced no singleton NPs in Year 1, and this number
decreased drastically to one child in Year 2 and one different child in Year 3.
Furthermore, the Doubled-NP category always emerged before the NP-alone category
in the production of the L1 children (data was inconclusive for one child only, who
produced both categories at 2;11 during the first recording session). Overall, the
individual ratios of singleton NPs thus increased throughout the period, showing that
this type of subject, that signals SF, developed very gradually, unevenly, and non-
linearly between 2;6 and 5;11 in L1 children. Moreover, in the individual development
of each child, the NP-alone category always emerged after the CF variant.

Second, the two eL2 children showed a different developmental pattern from the L1
group. Indeed, the two children spent their first two years with no singleton NPs at
all, like nine L1 children in Year 1 but like one L1 child only in Year 2. Then, their
third-year development also diverged from the L1 children with higher ratios in Year
3 (i.e., ELA: 1.1% and RIA: 1.3%, higher than 11 and 12 out of 16 L1 children in Year 3,
respectively, whose mean ratio was 1% in Year 3). Overall, the eL2 children produced
singleton NPs later than their L1 peers, but once the category had entered their
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system, it was used more frequently.

In sum, the NP-alone category, which signals the presence of SF in the dataset,
remained rare in kindergarten speech despite a slight increase throughout the three
years. These output ratios in L1 children were nevertheless in line with the ratios in
their input, particularly in CDS, which were also very low (mean 0.4% from CDS1 and
CDS2 in Table 5). Our new datasets (CDS2, L1 and eL2 children) thus comply with
previous studies that had shown the predominance of clitics and the scarcity of
singleton NPs in CF compared to SF (e.g., Culbertson, 2010).

As noted in the Introduction, research has shown that L1 adult speakers switch from
CF to SF according to socio-pragmatic factors, notably literacy, context and/or
addressee, and that L2 adult speakers also manage this point of morpho-syntactic
variation, even when it is not explicitly taught in the classroom. The open question
then deals with the ability of kindergarteners, who also develop their early morpho-
syntactic skills from implicit exposure, to connect the different morpho-syntactic
variants with the relevant contexts and/or addressees. The Contexts section will aim
to fill this gap by examining the contexts in which the L1 and eL2 children uttered
their singleton NPs, in order to uncover what triggered their emergence throughout
the three kindergarten years.

Contexts

The 18 kindergarten children produced a total of 160 singleton NP subjects (L1: n =
152; eL2: n = 8; see Tables 5 and 6, and full list of occurrences in Appendix 2). The
kindergarten dataset comprised all the utterances produced by the 16 L1 and the two
eL2 children during the recording sessions. The production types, therefore, were
varied and ranged from fully spontaneous child-child speech to rote-learned lyrics
and emergent genuine reading. The emergence of the NP-alone category, which is
assumed to belong to SF, was therefore investigated in the dataset as a function of
these varied production types.

First, the utterances were split into two types according to ‘spontaneity’. An utterance
was considered spontaneous, except when it was an immediate repetition, a nursery
rhyme/song, formulaic speech or actual reading (as in 7a). This first distribution
showed that 18.1% of the NP-alone subjects (n =29/160) belonged to non-spontaneous
speech, and that the L1 and eL2 rates for this category were different (17.8% and 25%,
respectively). Second, the contexts of the spontaneous utterances were examined (n
=125and n=6, in L1 and eL2 respectively), and a second distribution was established
according to the activity of ‘shared reading’, whether the utterance was a narrative
based on a book (as in 7b) or a narrative based on personal events (as in 7e). The
former accounted for 48% of the L1 utterances (n = 60/125) and 100% of the eL2

Volume 6, Issue 1



Language Development Research 224

utterances (n = 6/6). These results show that the NP-alone subject type may have a
connection with shared reading, which is one of the contexts where a child is exposed
to SF when an adult reads a story. This connection is large for L1 children (48% of
spontaneous utterances, n = 60/125) and categorical for eL2 children (100%, n = 6/6)
in our dataset. These results thus also show differences between L1 and eL.2 children.
The eL2 children seem to utter NP-alone subjects in very limited contexts, totally tied
to either the shared reading context only (ELA: n = 4) or the shared reading context
and non-spontaneous utterances (RIA: n = 2 and 2, respectively). The L1 NP-alone
subjects distributed over these two contexts (as illustrated in 7a and 7b), but were also
found in free, personal narratives (52% of the spontaneous utterances, n = 65/125, as
in 7e), which was not the case for the eL2 children.

(7) L1 contexts:

a. Nursery rhymes/songs:
Et ma petite cuillere marche marche. (LUS, 3;4)
and my little spoon walks walks
‘And my little spoon walks walks.’
b. Shared reading:
Juliette est en vacances. (ELE, 4;9)
Juliette is in  holidays
Tuliette is on holiday.’
c. Preverbal negation:
Mais lui n’ est pas d’accord. (KEL, 4;8)
but him neg 1is not in.agreement
‘But he doesn’t agree.’
d. Indefinite/quantified NPs:
Et apres tout le monde dort. (CAR, 5;2)
and afterwards all the people sleep
‘And afterwards everybody sleeps.’
e. Other personal narratives:
Jean avait trop peur. (WIL, 4;9)
Jean had too fear
‘Tean was too scared.’

These personal narratives were further examined to uncover other possible triggers
to the NP-alone subject type in L1. Two characteristics that are documented as co-
occurring with NP-alone subjects rather than subject doubling in adult French were
noticed: preverbal negation (as in 7c) and indefinite/quantified NPs (as in 7d). These
two contexts accounted for nearly half of these free narratives (4.6% plus 44.6%,
respectively). The remaining 50.8% (n = 33) were further investigated, and individual
variation appeared as an additional factor in the emergence of the NP-alone category.
Three L1 children (ELE, CAR, LIN) had no NP-alone subjects in this category, and six
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children (LOU, ENZ, LIZ, MAT, NIN, MAS) uttered only one utterance each. Free
narratives with an NP-alone subject thus stemmed from seven children only, who
produced 81.8% of this category, but which amounted to 3 to 5 utterances maximum
per child throughout the three-year period in this dataset. Finally, it was hypothesized
that the addressee of these free narratives might also have been a trigger to this SF
variant. Indeed, these narratives were addressed to the researcher collecting the data
and not to another child.

This section examined the ratios and contexts of emergence of the singleton NPs to
document the emergence of SF in kindergarteners as well as their ability to connect
the NP-alone subject type with relevant contexts and/or addressees. The results
showed that this type of subject was rare but not randomly uttered by either L1 or eL.2
children. To the contrary, singleton NPs seemed noticeably connected to shared
reading, which represents one of the moments when children are exposed to SF
(when an adult reads a story to the child), which in turn, thus also corresponds to one
of the moments when children tend to produce SF. L1 and eL2 children did not behave
strictly identically though. The data showed that singleton NPs emerged slightly later
in eL2 acquisition compared to L1, and that the eL2 children seemed to utter singleton
NPs in very limited contexts (non-spontaneous and shared reading) compared to
some L1 kindergarteners who started to produce this SF type of subject in free
narratives too. The next section will complement these findings by examining the
form of the clitic il ‘he/it’ in the two other types of subjects, i.e. Clitics alone and Clitics
+ NPs.

Clitic Elision

Previous empirical studies on the variable phonological form of il ‘he/it’ in adult
speech have shown that the clitic is overwhelmingly elided in preconsonantal
contexts in CF, and that this categoricity does not apply to SF (see Table 1). As
expected then, most of the L1 and eL2 occurrences alternated between full clitics
before vowels (as in 5a) and elided clitics before consonants (as in 5b). The child
dataset thus showed that the variation according to phonological context seems also
very robust in the kindergarten stage. This study delved into a second, more fine-
grained alternation. Tables 8 and 9 thus leave aside the non-variable, prevocalic il
clitics and focus on the variability found in preconsonantal contexts between elision
and non-elision of [1] (as in 5b and 5c, respectively), considered as a possible sign of
alternation between CF and SF. Tables 7 and 8 detail the ratios of elision and non-
elision of [1] in each adult group for which data was available (i.e., ADS and CDS2), in
each kindergarten year for the L1 children as a group, and for the eL2 children
individually.
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Table 7. Forms of clitic il in preconsonantal contexts in L1

% (n) Adults Children
ADS CDS1 CDS2 Y1 Y2 Y3
Elided i 79.6 99.7 98.4 99.1 96.5
(2,093) n.a. (1,882) (855) (1,281) (653)
Full il 20.4 (536) 0.3 (4) 1.6 (13) 0.9 (12) 3.5(24)

Table 8. Forms of clitic il in preconsonantal contexts in eL2

% (n) ELA (L1: Russian) RIA (L1: Portuguese)

Y1 Y2 Y3 Y1 Y2 Y3
Elided 1 100 (13) 88.0 (44) 81.0 (17) 100 (13) 100 (28) 100 (38)
Full il 0 (0) 12.0 (6) 19.0 (4) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)

The datasets showed that elision is indeed the dominant option in preconsonantal
contexts, whether in ADS (79.6%), CDS (99.7%) or child speech (81%-100%).
Productions from L1 children were submitted to negative binomial models. The
dispersion parameter was 4.56, significantly greater than 1 (Pearson x2(1044) =
4760.34, p < .001), indicating overdispersion. The selected model included production
counts of L1 children as the dependent variable. Elision Category (Elided i [reference],
Full il) and Year were fitted as fixed factors with their interaction. Model inspection
indicated that the Participants intercepts-only model provided the most parsimonious
fit, while more complex random-slope models failed to improve model fit
significantly. Detailed information about the selected model can be found on OSF

(https://osf.i0/29twx).

Post hoc comparisons revealed that L1 children uttered significantly more elided
clitics than full clitics across the three years (ps < .0001). They appeared to
significantly reduce their use of elided clitics in Year 3 (96.5%) compared to Year 2
(99.1%) (B = 0.656, SE = 0.17, z-ratio = 3.871, p = .002). In contrast, no significant
differences were found for the use of full clitics across the three years (ps > .2).

Considering all four groups (i.e., ADS, CDS, L1, and eL2 children), we note that all the
children except two (LIN, RIA) and all the adults uttered some full clitics in the
preconsonantal contexts. First, the ratios in the two adult datasets were very different
from each other (ADS: 20.4% vs. CDS2: 0.3%), much more divergent than the NP-alone
ratios for the same groups (ADS: 5.9% vs. CDS2: 0.3%). The explanation is probably
methodological insofar as the CDS2 data came from the same corpus for both
phenomena, whereas the ADS for subjects and elision stemmed from two different
corpora (Blanche-Benveniste, 1994 and Ashby, 1984, respectively). Second, in the
children’s datasets, the full clitics emerged in 15 L1 children out of 16 and in one of
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the two eL2 children, and the timeline was the same in all children: the full clitics
always emerged after the elided ones in preconsonantal contexts. Table 7 shows that
the L1 ratio of full clitics doubled in Year 3 compared to Year 1 (3.5%-1.6%), and Table
8 shows that ELA displayed very high ratios in Years 2 and 3 (12%-19%) after having
produced no full clitics at all in Year 1. The data thus show a clear developmental
pattern in the emergence of the two variants, whether in L1 or eL.2 data: the elided CF
variant is present before the full SF variant, which is the same order as for the CF and
SF variants of NPs (i.e., doubled first, alone second). However, the two acquisition
paths do not seem correlated, because both LIN and RIA uttered no full clitics but
produced a few singleton NPs (in very limited contexts though: non-spontaneous and
book contexts).

Finally, the eL2 ratios were very different from each other and from the mean L1
ratios. Whereas RIA uttered no full il clitics in preconsonantal contexts, ELA showed
very high ratios in Years 2 and 3 (12%-19%), much higher than any of the L1 children
in Year 3, whose highest individual rate was 12.9% (KEL). We will elaborate on
possible influences of their different L1s (ELA: Russian, RIA: European Portuguese)
in the Learning to Shift section. Let us first examine the contexts in which these full
il clitics emerged.

Contexts

The 18 kindergarten children produced a total of 59 full il clitics in preconsonantal
contexts (L1: n=49; eL2: n=10; see full list in Appendix 3). The contexts of emergence
for each of these 59 full il clitics were examined, using the same list of contexts as for
the singleton NPs (i.e., spontaneity, shared reading, and preverbal negation).

The first distribution according to spontaneity shows that 18.6% of full clitics in
preconsonantal contexts (n = 11/59) belonged to the non-spontaneous category, and
that the L1 and eL2 rates in this category were very different, since the eL2 children
uttered none in this context. Second, the contexts of the spontaneous utterances were
examined in L1 and eL2 (n = 38 and n = 10, respectively), and a second distribution
was established according to the activity of shared reading. This context accounted
for 68.4% of the L1 occurrences (n=26/38) and 90% of the eL.2 occurrences (n=9/10).
These results show that the full version of the il clitic seems to be connected to this
context, both for L1 and eL2 children (limited to ELA, since RIA uttered none).
Moreover, the results show differences between L1 and eL2 children. ELA uttered the
full clitics in very limited contexts, nearly exclusively tied to shared reading. Indeed,
ELA uttered only one full clitic in a free narrative (representing 10% of her
occurrences), whereas L1 children produced 31.6% of their full clitics (n = 12) in free
narratives. Third, there were no full clitics in the context ‘indefinite/quantified NPs’,
whether in L1 or eL2 children. Finally, preverbal negation appeared to be closely
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related to shared reading in this part of the study since 83.3% of the full clitics with
preverbal negation (n = 15/18, L1 children only) emerged in the shared reading
context.

Comparing the results on clitic elision with subject types, we note that the
distributions according to spontaneity and shared reading provide similar ratios in
both linguistic phenomena. Indeed, 18.6% of full clitics in preconsonantal contexts
and 18.1% of singleton NPs belonged to the non-spontaneous category, and shared
reading accounted for 68.4% of the L1, 90% of the eL2 full clitics, and 48% of the L1
and 100% of the eL2 singleton NPs. Both distributions also show differences between
L1 and eL2 children.

Negation

Table 9 displays the different forms of negation, with and without the preverbal
negative marker ne, in the adult corpora. In his study of ADS, Ashby (1981) pointed to
familiarity with the addressee as a function of variability between speakers, and the
addressee was also found to influence the retention of ne in adult speech at school,
depending on whether the teachers were addressing peers or children. Indeed,
whereas teachers and teaching assistants showed low rates of ne retention in peer
speech at school (6.1% and 1.5%, respectively), they exhibited higher rates of ne
retention in CDS with a significant difference between teachers and teaching
assistants (29.4% and 6.2%, respectively; Buson et al., 2022). Culbertson (2010) also
found variability in the ne retention rate in the CDS1 dataset, but variation depended
on the type of co-occurring subject. Thus, the 7.6% rate in Table 9 is an average of a
particularly high retention rate with singleton NP subjects (83.3%), a high rate with
imperatives and dropped impersonal subjects (14.1%), and much lower rates with
singleton clitics and doubled NPs (6.3% and 6.6%, respectively). Finally, the CDS2
dataset shows that 96.4% of ne retention emerges in imperatives and orders given to
children (e.g., ne pousse pas or tu ne pousses pas ‘(you) don’t push’). ADS and CDS,
therefore, provide widely variable forms of simple and complex sentential negation
to young children according to the speaker, the addressee and the type of subject.

Table 9. Forms of negation in adults

Corpora Omission of ne Retention of ne Total n
ADS 63.0% (1,775) 37.0% (1,043) 2,818
CDS1 92.4% (5,534) 7.6% (456) 5,990
CDS2 92.6% (1,750) 7.4% (140) 1,890

The L1 and eL2 children produced a total of 2,910 negative utterances, mainly with
the postverbal marker pas ‘not’ (88.8% and 91.1%, respectively). The other postverbal
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markers were plus ‘not anymore’ (7.8% and 6.5%), jamais ‘never’ (1.8% and 0.6%), que
‘only’ (1.6% and 1.8%), and rien ‘nothing’ (0.1% and 0.0%). The timeline was the same
for all children: simple postverbal negation always emerged before combined pre-
and postverbal negation. Tables 10 and 11 report the ratios of ne omission and
retention in L1 and eL2 for each kindergarten year (and see Appendix 4 for the full
list of 47 utterances with ne retention). Tables 9 to 11 thus show that the dominant
option in all oral corpora is single, postverbal negation, with differences though in ne
retention rates between ADS (37%), CDS (mean 7.5%), L1 (1.2%-2.1%), and eL2
children (0%-3.4%).

Table 10. Forms of negation in L1 children

Years Omission of ne Retention of ne Total n
1 98.2% (841) 1.8% (15) 856
2 97.9% (931) 2.1% (20) 951
3 98.8% (923) 1.2% (11) 934
Total n 2,695 46 2,741

Table 11. Forms of negation in eL2 children

ELA RIA
Omission of Retention Omission of Retention
Years Total n
ne of ne ne of ne
1 100% (18) 0% (0) 100% (12) 0% (0) 30
2 100% (43) 0% (0) 100% (23) 0% (0) 66
3 100% (44) 0% (0) 96.6% (28) 3.4% (1) 73
Total n 105 0 63 1 169

Differences in the use of preverbal negation of L1 children were assessed using
negative binomial models. The dispersion parameter of the data was 5.78,
significantly above 1 (Pearson ¥2(5271) = 30457.88, p < .001). Production counts of L1
children were submitted as the dependent variable. For the selected model, Negation
Category (absence of ne [reference], presence of ne) and Year were submitted as fixed
factors including their interaction. Model inspection indicated that including random
slopes for Negation Category by Participant provided the most parsimonious model.
Detailed information about the selected model can be found on OSF

(https://osf.i0/29twx).

Post hoc comparisons revealed that the absence of preverbal negation occurred
significantly more often than the presence of preverbal negation across the three
years (ps < .0001). However, results revealed no significant differences in the
production of utterances containing preverbal negation across the three years (ps >
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.5). These results are very similar to those found in Buson et al. (2022), who also
showed no increase in ne retention in kindergarten years.

We also converge on finding very important individual differences in kindergarteners
(see individual counts at https://osf.io/29twx). In this study, four L1 children never
uttered preverbal negation (ELE, LIN, WIL, MAS), whereas MATI uttered 23.9% (n=11)
of all the occurrences. In Year 1, four L1 children only produced scarce preverbal
markers (VIC, LUS, NIN and MAI; total n = 15), and MAI produced 66.7% of the
occurrences (n = 10). The number of L1 children rose to 10 in Year 2 with less inter-
subject deviation (5-25% of the occurrences) but decreased to six in Year 3 (9.1%-
27.3% of the occurrences). The two eL2 children had different patterns. ELA never
produced ne, like four L1 children. RIA uttered only one ne in Year 3, which makes
her rate of ne retention higher than 14 L1 children in Year 3.

Contexts

The contexts of emergence of the preverbal marker ne were examined for each of the
47 occurrences reported in Tables 10 and 11. First, 22 of these 47 utterances (46.8%)
were already present in the list of utterances with either a singleton NP or a full il
‘he/it’ clitic, as illustrated in (8a) and (8b), respectively. The utterances that exhibit
these concomitant variables mostly emerged in Years 1 and 2 (90.9%), and the context
that may have triggered these combinations was overwhelmingly non-spontaneous in
Year 1 (83.3%), as illustrated in (8a) and (8b) with nursery rhymes and songs.

(8) Contexts for ne retention:

a. Singleton NP (in a nursery rhyme):
Le facteur n’ est pas passé. (VIC, 3;7)
the postman neg is not been
‘The postman has not been.’
b. Full il clitic (in a song):
I ne chante plus.(MAI, 3;2)
he neg sings  no.longer
‘He no longer sings.’
c. Other clitics:
Je n(e) sais pas. (ENZ, 4;2)
I neg know not
‘I don’t know.’
d. Imperative verbal forms:
Ne les touche pas Lou! (LIZ, 5;5)
neg them touch not Lou
‘Don’t touch them Lou!
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The remaining 25 utterances with preverbal negation (53.2%) displayed either other
clitics (e.g., je ‘T, on ‘one’, ce ‘this’, n = 17, as in 8c) or imperative verbal forms (n = 8,
as in 8d). The contexts for this subset of 25 utterances were mainly spontaneous: 60%
(n =15) were free narratives or game playing, and 28% (n = 7) were in a book context.
Only 12% (n = 3) were non-spontaneous and corresponded to actual reading by the
oldest child of the group in Year 3. The data thus seem to show a shift in the contexts
that may have triggered the emergence of the preverbal marker ne, from non-
spontaneous to more spontaneous activities. Closer examination of the latter,
however, cast doubt on the full spontaneity of some of these utterances, and even in
this category we suggest that the preverbal marker may have emerged because of the
formulaic aspect of some of the sequences, notably with the verb savoir ‘know’ (as in
8c), which appeared in 7 L1 utterances, mainly in Year 2. The very specific contexts
in which ne emerged is also illustrated in the single eL2 occurrence by RIA (4;7), who
produced the complex negation while pretending she was reading (line 33 in 9), after
an L1 child (MAS, 4;5) had produced an utterance with a singleton NP, also pretending
he was reading (line 32 in 9). Line 29 in (9) further shows that RIA’s preceding
utterance did not display any obvious SF variants, contrary to line 33 after hearing
MAS (line 32). We suggest a possible priming effect of MAS’ SF syntax on RIA’s
utterance, because both utterances exhibit the same singleton NP subject. The
hypothesis is in line with the previous observations that the two eL2 children are less
spontaneous in uttering SF variants than the L1 children, and priming effects are well
documented in language acquisition (see Kumarage et al., 2024 for a meta-analysis).

(9) Neretention in eL2 (Y3, I3c, book context):

29 RIA (looking at a book):
Un jour Sanbarbe il est dans une pierre de...
one day Sanbarbe he is in a rock of
‘One day Sanbarbe is (sitting) on a rock...’

30 MAS (looking at the same book):
Sanbarbe hi hi hi.
Sanbarbe hi hi hi

‘Sanbarbe hi hi hi.’
31 RIA:
Dans wune xxx.
in a XXX
‘In a xxx.’
32 MAS (pretending he is reading):
Sanbarbe s’ assoit pour jouer aux cartes.

Sanbarbe himself sits to play at.the cards
‘Sanbarbe sits down to play cards.’

33 RIA (pretending she is reading):
Mais Sanbarbe ne veut pas que...
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but Sanbarbe neg wants not that
‘But Sanbarbe doesn’t want that...’

34 MAS (pretending he is reading):
Sanbarbe est sur ' eau tout mouillé.
Sanbarbe is on the water all wet
‘Sanbarbe is in the water all wet.’

In sum, the preverbal marker ne, which signals the presence of SF, was scarce in
kindergarten speech and lower than in CDS. It also presented wide interindividual
variability and no increase in either L1 or eL2 throughout the kindergarten years. The
emergence of ne, however, did not seem to be random, since it appeared to be limited
to very specific activities, such as nursery rhymes, songs and reading, and very
specific structures, such as imperatives and formulaic-like sequences.

Learning to Shift

Tables 12 and 13 recapitulate the results for the L1 and the eL2 children, respectively.
They establish that the French-speaking kindergarteners in this study, whether L1 or
elL2, predominantly uttered the three CF variants for the three phenomena under
scrutiny: doubled rather than singleton NPs, elided rather than full il clitics in
preconsonantal contexts, and simple rather than combined negation. The
occurrences of the three SF variants were therefore much less frequent than the CF
variants, and this holds for all three kindergarten years.

Table 12. Overview of L1 kindergarten French

% (n) Subjects Clitics Negation Total n
CF 99.4 (23,872) 98.3 (2,789) 98.3 (2,695) 29,356
SF 0.6 (152) 1.7 (49) 1.7 (46) 247

Total 1 24,024 2,838 2,741 29,603

Table 13. Overview of eL2 kindergarten French

% (n) Subjects Clitics Negation Total n
CF 99.6 (1,814) 93.9 (153) 99.4 (168) 2,135
SF 0.4 (8) 6.1 (10) 0.6 (1) 19
Total n 1,822 163 169 2,154

Acquisition Path for SF Variants

Figure 1 collates the ages of emergence (in months) for the three SF variants in the 16
L1 and the two eL2 children (indicated with an *), hence providing an overview of the
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development of the SF variants in these kindergarteners. The figure shows that the
singleton NP category appears in all L1 and eL2 children and that it is usually the first
SF variant to emerge in L1 (between 2;9 and 4;9). When it is not the case, its emergence
in L1 is concomitant with one or the two other SF variants. Complex negation (12/16
L1 children) is often the second SF variant (between 2;10 and 5;5), and full
preconsonantal il clitics (15/16 L1 children) mainly come later (between 3;0 and 5;6)
but can emerge in children who do not yet utter preverbal negation (e.g., ELE). Figure
1 thus illustrates that the SF variants, which always develop after the CF counterparts
in this dataset, emerge gradually, unevenly, and non-linearly between 2;9 and 5;6 in
the 16 L1 children.

—e—NP-alone Full clitic —e=Complex neg
KEL
RIA* 70 LOU
ELA* &0 vIC

LIN CAR
MAS ENZ
WIL LIZ
ELE MAT
MAI LSN
LAN LUS
NIN

Figure 1. Observed emergence of the SF variants in all kindergarteners (ages in
months).

Furthermore, the two eL2 children differ not only from the L1 children but also from
one another. ELA produces full clitics in the same age range as in L1 (at 4;5), but this
variant is the first to emerge. Her singleton NPs appear later than in L1 (at 4;11) and
she never produces complex negation. RIA, to the contrary, utters complex negation
but no full clitics, and her two SF variants emerge in the same sentence at 4;7 (see
Example 9, line 33). We suggest that their respective L1s could explain these
divergences. In Russian, the nominative form of the masculine singular pronoun is
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on ‘he’, pronouns are stressed and obligatory in most cases, and on is described as
acquired around 2;9 in monolingual L1 Russian (Voeikova & Krasnoshchekova, 2020).
The syllabic structure of on (identical to French vowel-consonant il) and the
phonological status (non-clitic) of the former could then explain the emergence of full
il in ELA’s utterances. To the contrary, pronouns in European Portuguese (EP) are
clitics and optional in most cases, and their acquisition is described as starting to
stabilize only around 4;0 in monolingual L1 EP, due to a complex placement pattern
according to contexts, one of which being the preverbal negative marker ndo (Costa
etal., 2015). Let us note, however, that despite these probable interferences with their
L1s, both eL2 children seem to spot the variability between CF and SF in two of the
three linguistic phenomena under investigation, just like three L1 children (ELE, WIL,
MAS).

Distribution of SF Contexts

The emergence of the SF occurrences for the three linguistic phenomena (total n =
266) was examined according to context, by distributing the occurrences between
non-spontaneous and spontaneous speech. The former covered immediate
repetition, nursery rhymes/songs, formulaic speech (often obvious with specific
intonation) and actual reading, whereas the latter contained shared reading
(narratives according to books) and free speech (narratives according to personal
events, playing games). Figures 2A and 2B display the distribution of these contexts
throughout the three kindergarten years in L1 and eL2, respectively.

Figures 2A and 2B show two main divergences between the L1 and the eL2 children.
First, the timeline of the developmental path of SF seems to be delayed in eL2
comparedto L1 (Year 1: 62 utterances of SF in L1 vs. none in eL.2). Second, the contexts
that may trigger the emergence of the three SF variants are different between both
groups. Non-spontaneous contexts (mainly represented by nursery rhymes and
songs) appear as a crucial initial trigger to SF in L1 in Year 1 (50% of utterances, n =
31/62), whereas these contexts are hardly present in eL2 and appear in Year 3 only
(15.4% of utterances, n = 2/13). Interestingly, there is a shift in L1 within the non-
spontaneous category. Whereas non-spontaneous utterances are mainly nursery
rhymes and songs in Year 1, they turn into actual reading in Year 3.
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Figures 2A and 2B. Distribution of percentages of SF occurrences according to Group
(L1 in 2A and eL2 in 2B), Year, and Context. Violin width reflects the density of
observations; dots represent individual children; horizontal bars indicate mean
values.

To assess how SF utterances were distributed across years and contexts, SF
occurrence counts were submitted to negative binomial models as the dependent
variable. The data exhibited overdispersion (dispersion parameter = 1.98; Pearson
¥2(714) =1408.33, p<.001). Context Category (free speech [reference], shared reading,
non-spontaneous speech) and Year were submitted as fixed factors, with their
interaction. Model inspection indicated that the Participants intercepts-only model
provided the most parsimonious model. Detailed information about the selected
model can be found on OSF (https://osf.i0/29twx).
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Post hoc comparisons revealed distinct patterns across years. In Year 1, significantly
more utterances were produced in non-spontaneous contexts than in free speech (f3
=-1.71, SE = 0.47, z-ratio = -3.639, p = .008). No significant differences were observed
between shared reading and non-spontaneous speech or between shared reading and
free speech contexts (ps > .7). In Year 2, no significant differences were found among
contexts (ps > .1). In contrast, in Year 3 significantly more utterances were produced
in shared reading context than in free speech ($ = -1.365, SE = 0.4, z-ratio = -3.444, p
=.02).

Comparisons across years in L1 further revealed that more utterances were found in
free speech contexts in Year 3 compared to Year 1, although the difference was only
marginally significant (§ = -1.165, SE = 0.40, z-ratio = -2.916, p = .085). Significantly
more utterances were found in shared reading contexts in Year 3 than in Year 1 ( =-
1.707, SE = 0.54, z-ratio = -3.192, p = .038). Taken together, these results support the
evidence in our data for a shift in the use of SF utterances from non-spontaneous
contexts in Year 1 to more spontaneous ones starting in Year 2.

As for el2 in this dataset, Figure 2B shows that shared reading appears to be the
crucial initial trigger to SF. It starts operating in Year 2 (100%, n = 6/6) and remains
pervasive in Year 3 (76.9%, n = 10/13). Shared reading seems to represent a main
trigger in L1 too, but contrary to eL2 it is present throughout the three kindergarten
years (22.6%-48.7%-43.9%, respectively). Finally, free speech (narratives according to
personal events and playing games) appears in all three years in L1 (27.4%-51.3%-
37.4%) and is very scarce and delayed in eL.2 (Year 3 only, 7.7%).

In sum: (i) in Year 1, rote-learned nursery rhymes and songs may represent the
crucial initial trigger to SF in L1 but not in eL2, (ii) in Year 2, shared reading appears
as pivotal in eL2 and seems to take over from non-spontaneous contexts in L1, (iii)
throughout the period, L1 but not eL2 children (except for one utterance) utter SF
variants in their free speech (but see the discussion on formulaic-like sequences in
this category too, as illustrated in 8c). The results thus seem to show that L1 children
are more spontaneous and advanced than eL2 children in integrating oral SF into
their daily speech, which overwhelmingly remains CF in all children. Despite these
differences, both groups appear to have spotted the differences between CF and SF
and seem to switch to SF in very limited contexts, particularly in narratives according
to books, which is precisely one of the contexts that exposes them to SF when an adult
reads a story to them.

Co-occurrence of SF Variants
Co-occurrence of SF variants was examined in the sub-group of negative, non-

imperative utterances with third-person masculine singular subjects (n=22/47). Thus,
the negative SF utterances excluded from the analysis were either imperative (n = 8)
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or featured a different pronoun (e.g., je ‘T’; n = 17). The results showed that 95.5% of
these negative utterances (n = 21/22) exhibited a second SF variant: either a singleton
NP (n =3, asin 10a) or a full il clitic (n =17, as in 10b). These full il clitics were mainly
alone (n=13, asin 10b) and sometimes doubled by either the strong pronoun lui ‘him’
(n = 3, as in 10c) or an NP (as in 10d). The remaining utterance (n = 1/22, in 10e)
exhibited the strong pronoun lui alone, meaning that this utterance did not exhibit a
subject type or a clitic form identified as a CF variant. Therefore, it seems that all the
negative utterances that show the SF variant for negation in the child dataset, whether
L1 or eL2, also show a subject that signals SF, as identified in the previous sections,
namely either a singleton NP or a full il clitic. Example (10e) complements the list by
showing that the NP can also be a strong pronoun, and Examples (10c-d) point to
another additional possibility: full il clitics with a co-occurrent NP or a strong
pronoun.

(10) Co-occurrent SF variants:

a.Le facteur n’ est pas passé. (VIC, 3;7)
the postman neg is not been
‘The postman has not been.’

b.Il ne sait pas nager. (CAR, 4;7)
he neg knows not swim
‘He does not know how to swim.’

c.Lui i n’ est pas daccord. (KEL, 4;8)
him he neg is not in.agreement
‘HE disagrees.’

d.Et le petit lapin youpi il ne pleure plus!(NIN, 3;0)
and the little rabbit hooray he neg cries not.anymore
‘Hooray, and the little rabbit isn’t crying anymore!’

e.Lui n’ est pas d’accord. (KEL, 4;8)
him negis not in.agreement
‘HE disagrees.’

NIN’s utterances further document these co-occurrences not only between SF
variants but also between CF variants. Indeed, in the same narrative reported in (11),
NIN (3;0) uttered 7 occurrences of the verb pleurer ‘cry’ with a third-person clitic, and
the clitic was elided (lines 27, 44, 55, 65, 80), except when it emerged before the
preverbal marker ne (line 69). Line 69 thus exhibits a combination of two SF
characteristics (i.e., a full preconsonantal clitic and preverbal negation) among a
series of utterances that displays a combination of two CF characteristics (i.e., an
elided preconsonantal clitic and postverbal negation; lines 44, 55, and 80).
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(11) Narrative in book context (NIN, Y1, VI26a):

27 le  petit lapin i pleure.
the little rabbit he cries
‘The little rabbit is crying.’

44 apres le p(e)tit lapin i pleure plus avec c¢a.
after the little rabbit he cries not.anymore with that
‘Afterwards the little rabbit doesn’t cry anymore with that.’

55 i pleure pas.
he cries not
‘He isn’t crying.’

65 le petit lapin i pleure et le petitlapin i pleure encore.
the little rabbit he «cries and the little rabbit he cries more
‘The little rabbit is crying and the little rabbit is still cring.’

69 et le petit lapin youpi il ne pleure plus!
and the little rabbit hooray he neg cries not.anymore
‘Hooray, and the little rabbit isn’t crying anymore!

80 parc(e)que i pleure plus le petit lapin xxx.
because he cries not.anymore the little rabbit xxx
‘Because the little rabbit doesn’t cry anymore xxx.’

A similar pattern seems to appear in LAN’s (4;1) narrative reported in (12). Lines 210
and 212 exhibit postverbal negation and elided clitics, whereas line 225 shows
concomitant preverbal negation and a full preconsonantal il clitic.

(12) Narrative in book context (LAN, Y2, VII26b):
210 pourquoi i va pas?

why he goes not
‘Why doesn’t he go?’

212 pourquoi i va pas ici a ce chemin?
why he goes not here at this path
‘Why doesn’t he choose this path?’

225 pourquoi il n' y va  pas?
why he neg there goes not
‘Why doesn’t he go there?’

Let us note that statistical investigations of adult corpora found similar associations
between the retention of ne and the type of subject (e.g., Culbertson 2010; Liang et al.,
2024, and see Example 3b). We will elaborate on these co-occurrences in the
Discussion.
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Discussion

The current study documents the acquisitional shift between CF and SF in
kindergarteners by focusing on subject types, clitic elision and negation in 16 L1 and
two eL2 children between 2;6 and 5;11. The results seem to confirm the sequential
development of variation suggested in both diglossia and variationism (Ferguson,
1959; Labov, 1964, respectively) and complement the more recent developmental
studies on the early acquisition of variation (e.g., Ghimenton et al., 2021). Thus, CF
variants seem to always emerge before SF variants, and SF variants appear early,
before 3;0 in some children (i.e., 2;9 for singleton NPs, 2;10 for complex negation, and
3;0 for full preconsonantal il clitics).

Diglossia or Variationism?

Our first main point of discussion deals with the theorization of linguistic variation.
As noted in the Introduction, diglossia and variationism account for variation very
differently, hypothesizing either two distinct grammars or only one, respectively. We
address this matter by examining how our three SF variants do or do not co-occur in
the kindergarteners’ utterances.

The results pointed to a possible association between the emergence of the preverbal
marker ne and the phonological form of the preceding il clitic, which is always full in
this context. Syntacticians claim that the emergence of preverbal negation introduces
a syntactic separation between the finite verb and the constituents to the left of the
verb, mainly represented by subject clitics and NPs (e.g., Culbertson, 2010; De Cat,
2005). In line with this claim, we suggest that it is the emergence in syntax of the
preverbal negative marker that triggers the full il clitic and not the contrary, because
it has also been shown that il clitics elide before any other preverbal constituents with
an initial [n] except ne (e.g., i nous mangera pas ‘he will not eat us’, Palasis, 2013). Other
debates on the morpho-syntactic status of subject clitics (proper subjects or preverbal
agreement markers) and the syntactic difference between dislocation and doubling
in relation with the status of the subject clitics go beyond the scope of this
contribution and are hence left aside here (but see Palasis, 2015 and Liang et al., 2024
on child and adult French, respectively). We will limit ourselves to the overarching
question of how to formalize the acquisition of variation further to the covariation of
SF variants observed in the child dataset.

In the diglossic approach, Massot (2010) suggested that variants strongly covariate
within sentences, whereas Guy (2013) described covariation as weak in the
variationist approach. Culbertson (2010) and Liang et al. (2024) both provided
statistical support for the existence of two grammars in contemporary French and the
latter further argued in favor of diglossia, entailing that French adult speakers
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manage two grammars and switch from one to the other according to context and/or
addressee. Regarding acquisition, we noted in the Introduction that diglossia makes
a testable prediction about the absence of within-sentence switching between CF and
SF. As long as we do not find any counterexamples to this strong constraint in child
data, we suggest that within-grammar consistency may be extended to children. We
further hypothesize that such consistency may serve as a frame that guides the
children along the acquisition paths of CF and SF, hence alleviating the learnability
problem caused by the optionality of two or more variants in a unique system.

Within the diglossic approach of French, we thus claim that L1 children first acquire
CF (which is dominant in CDS) and subsequently develop SF, gradually, unevenly and
non-linearly, as illustrated in this contribution. All French native speakers thus
manage CF but may show discrepancies in SF, as early as the kindergarten stage and
possibly all the way to adulthood. The two eL2 children in this dataset also showed
early and initial acquisition of CF but seemed to exhibit a slight delay in the onset of
SF, possibly due to no or fewer nursery rhymes and songs heard at home compared
to L1 households.

Bridging the Gap between CF and SF

Tables 12 and 13 showed that the French-speaking kindergarteners in this study,
whether L1 or eL2, did produce alternating forms for the three phenomena under
scrutiny, and Figure 1 provided the detail of the acquisition paths per phenomenon
and per child. Importantly, the results point to broad differences according to
linguistic phenomenon, child, and child group. French-speaking children thus seem
to leave kindergarten with very different levels of proficiency in oral SF, particularly
regarding complex negation, whose child rates are much lower than the adult rates,
even in CDS (L1-Y3: 1.2% vs. CDS2: 7.4%). These results thus seem to establish that
French-speaking children do not all start primary school and the learning of written
SF with the same mastery of its specificities in the oral modality.

A preliminary small review of subject types in five French grammar schoolbooks
from first to third grade (between 6 and 8 years of age) shows that singleton NPs are
pervasive, singleton clitics (always full) are present but rare, subject omission in
coordination can be found (e.g., ils vont et viennent ‘they come and go’), and
dislocation is totally absent (Palasis, 2026). The discovery of French grammar
schoolbooks in primary school is then expected to be very different from one child to
another, and more difficulties may be anticipated for children who do not (or very
rarely) utter the SF variants by the end of kindergarten.

Setting these individual difficulties with SF aside, the L1 and eL2 kindergarteners
altogether seemed to differentiate CF from SF. Figures 2A and 2B provided an
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overview of the contexts associated with the SF occurrences according to child group
and year and pointed to a possible distribution between spontaneous and non-
spontaneous contexts in the emergence of SF variants. The investigation thus suggests
that the children may have developed sufficient socio-pragmatic abilities to switch
from one variety to the other according to context and/or addressee. These findings
are in line with much previous work on the positive impact of book reading on
language development (e.g., Le Normand, 2007; Sénéchal et al., 2008; Wasik & Bond,
2001) and additionally point to the early and crucial role of rote-learned nursery
rhymes and songs in the early development of SF. Because their frequency inevitably
differs from one family to another and between L1 and eL2 households, schooling
may also play a central role in exposing all children to these contexts. We suggest that
pedagogically oriented exposure to non-spontaneous contexts may help more
kindergarteners familiarize themselves with SF variants before they reach primary
school. The current study thus calls for further work on this matter in collaboration
with teachers and in line with experimental work carried out on Standard Arabic,
which is another language with hypothesized diglossia (Eghbaria-Ghanamah et al.,
2020).

Finally, to the best of our knowledge, no explicit links are provided to children in the
educational system in order to make connections between their early, implicit
knowledge of CF and SF, and the new explicit knowledge of SF provided in the
primary schoolbooks. Moreover, when these discrepancies between kindergarten
and primary-school French are presented to schoolteachers, a demand for
collaborative work between the developmental and educational fields clearly
emerges.

Limitations of the Study

Naturalistic databases represent invaluable sources for research on child language
development. The current dataset nevertheless also presents limitations, especially
regarding occurrence counts. First, even though the L1 dataset amounts to nearly
30,000 utterances, the observation of very specific phenomena, such as covariation of
variables, often rests on very few occurrences, which obviously raises sampling
issues (e.g., Tomasello & Stahl, 2004). The current findings could therefore be
complemented with experimental work. Furthermore, the contexts of the CF variants
should also be examined and compared with the contexts of the SF variants analyzed
in this contribution. Finally, the eL2 dataset is limited in terms of occurrences (n =
2,154) and participants (n = 2), who in addition have different L1s. The current study
of eL2 French is therefore tentative but nevertheless documents two understudied
areas of investigation: the acquisition of variability in eL2 and its comparison with
child L1.
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Conclusions

Much fieldwork in sociolinguists has highlighted broad differences between Standard
French (SF) and Colloquial French (CF). This contribution examined three variable
linguistic forms: the types of subjects, the phonological forms of il ‘he/it’ clitics in
preconsonantal contexts, and negation. The variants were investigated in adult L1
(adult- and child-directed speech), child L1 and elL2 datasets (16 L1 and two eL2
children between 2;6 and 5;11) to compare the distributions of the variants in each
group and examine the contexts for the emergence of the SF variants in kindergarten
speech.

This contribution strongly suggested that French-speaking kindergarteners, whether
L1 or eL2, acquire CF first. The children predominantly uttered the three CF variants
for the three phenomena under scrutiny: doubled rather than singleton NPs, elided
rather than full il clitics in preconsonantal contexts, and simple rather than combined
negation (see overviews in Tables 12 and 13). SF, which always developed after CF,
emerged gradually, unevenly, and non-linearly as from 2;9 in the L1 children. The
singleton NPs appeared first (between 2;9 and 4;9) and in all L1 and eL2 children.
Complex negation (12/16 L1 children) was often the second SF variant (between 2;10
and 5;5), and full preconsonantal il clitics (15/16 L1 children) mainly came later
(between 3;0 and 5;6) but also emerged in children who did not yet utter preverbal
negation (see Figure 1). The two eL2 children also spotted the variability between CF
and SF but with a slightly delayed timeline and divergences compared to L1, probably
due to their respective L1s (i.e., Russian and European Portuguese). The current
investigation thus suggested that L1 and eL2 kindergarten children seem to have
developed sufficient socio-pragmatic abilities to switch from one variety to the other
according to context and/or addressee. In line with previous work on diglossia and
recent statistical investigations on adult French, we claimed that CF and SF emerge as
two distinct grammars.

The study also pointed to the early and possibly crucial role of rote-learned nursery
rhymes and songs and shared reading in the early development of oral SF and
therefore suggested pedagogically oriented exposure to these contexts in
kindergarten to ensure broader familiarization of all children before they reach
primary school and written SF. We thus hope that our linguistic understanding of the
acquisition paths of CF and SF in kindergarteners will also be useful for educational
and clinical purposes to give attention to the children who are less at ease with early
oral and later written SF. Hopefully, the current study will also contribute to the
understanding of language development in other countries with similar linguistic
situations.
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Appendixes

Appendix 1: Children’s Gender, Age Range and Linguistic Status
Female CAR ELA ELE LAN LIN LIz LOU LUS MAI NIN RIA
Start 3;2.10 3;0.6 3428 2;9.12 2;11.20 3;0.19 3;4.29 2:;10.5 2;8.14 2;9.29 2;7.28
End 5;8.19 5;6.15 5;11.6 5;3.21 5;5.29 5;6.28 5;11.7 5;4.14 5;2.23 5;4.7  5;2.6
Status L1 el.2 L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 el.2
Male ENZ KEL LSN MAS MAT VIC WIL
Start 3;1.15 3;5.7 2;11.22 2;6.14 2;11.23 3;3.14 2;9.27
End 5;7.24 5;11.16 5;6.0 5;0.23 5;6.1 5;9.23 5;4.5
Status L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 L1 L1

Appendix 2: Full List of Utterances with Singleton NPs

L1
n Year Session CHI  Utterance
1 Y1 XI.43a ENZ lebeauvertici[/] est pasici.
2 YI 1V.19d KEL ohletrain estla.
3 Yl 115 LUS taphoto n'est pas la? (LUS, 2;10)
4 Y1 III.13e LUS par(ce)+que [/] par(ce)+que [/] par(ce)+que les grenouilles 0 [*] est
pieds nus .
5 Y1 VI24a LUS latous les oiseaux s'en vont.
6 Y1 VIL27a LUS alors un autre garcon va a sa place !
7 Y1 VIIL.3la LUS etaprés+que Caramel voit par la fenétre +...
8 Y1 VII.3la LUS +,simamanestla.
9 Y1 IX.34b LUS et pour écrire les enfants vient [*] avec toi .
10 Y1  X.382a LUS etlasouris veut casser ses pics .
11 Y1  X.38a LUS  alors <les taupes> [/] <les taupes> [/] <les taupes> [/] les taupes va [*]
dans1(e) nid .
12 Y1  X.38c LUS +, les vers+de+terre sont tout gluants .
13 Y1 XIL.43a LUS tout+l(e)+monde a déja fait .
14 Y1 XL43c LUS tout+letmonde a gagné .
15 Y1 XIl.44a LUS tout+le+tmonde a répondu .
16 Y1  XII.44c LUS alorsje le retourne et personne me le retourne comme ca .
17 Y1  XII.44d LUS alors lamaman prépare quelque+chose dans le four .
18 Y1 XIII.46a LUS <etmon> [/] et ma petite fourchette marche marche .
19 Y1 XIll.46a LUS et ma petite cuillere marche marche .
20 Y1 XIIl.46b LUS vole mon petit chagrin xxx .
21 Y1 XIIl.46e LUS euh le poisson nage sur moi.
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22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59

60
61

Y1
Y1
Y1
Y1
Y1
Y1
Y1
Y1
Y1
Y1
Y1
Y1
Y1
Y2
Y2
Y2
Y2
Y2
Y2
Y2
Y2
Y2

Y2
Y2

Y2
Y2
Y2
Y2
Y2
Y2

Y2
Y2

Y2
Y2

Y2
Y2

II1.10b
XIII.46e
VIII.32a
VIII.32a
VIII.32a
VIII.32a
VIII.32a
VIII.32a
VIII.32a
VIII.32a
XIII.48b
IX.36
1.4
IX37b
VI22a
VII29b
VII29b
VII29b
IX37a
IX37a
IX37a
X41c
I1110a
I1110a
V19c
vi19d
vi19d
VII27a
VII27¢c
VII27¢c
X40b
X40b
X41c
V20b
VII29b
X38b
Ivi4d
IV15a

IV15b
IV15c

MAI
MAI
NIN
NIN
NIN
NIN
NIN
NIN
NIN
NIN
NIN
VIC
WIL
CAR
ELE
ELE
ELE
ELE
ELE
ELE
ELE
ELE
KEL
KEL
KEL
KEL
KEL
KEL
KEL
KEL
LIN
LIN
LIZ
LAN
LOU
LOU
LSN
LUS

LUS
LUS
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si quand [/] quand euh le [/] le papa est [/] est faché .
quelqu+tun veut choisir un p(e)tit bonbon ?
<pas moi> ["] dit le chat .

<pas moi > ["] dit le canard .
<pas moi > ["] dit le cochon .
<pas moi > ["] dit le chat .

<pas moi >

<pas moi > ["] dit le canard .

—, /|, o,k

]

]

]

"] dit 1e chat .
]

<pas moi > ["] dit le cochon .
<pas moi > ["] dit le cochon .

et comme les chats ont besoin de xx .

le facteur n'est pas passé.

mon [/] mon petit chat 0 [*] appelle Moon .

alors aujourd+hui petit chat fait des bétises

tout+l(e)+monde a mangé

regarde Juliette est en vacances

Juliette est en vacances

voila Juliette est en vacances voila

tout+l(e)+monde faisait la féte et tout+l(e)+monde dansait
tout+l(e)+monde faisait la féte et tout+l(e)+monde dansait

apres elle soufflait et tout+l(e)+monde goitait et disait miam miam
tout+letmonde me donne +/.

euh [/] euh ma maman m' a xx quand j' étais endormi

ma maman est allée me donner mon p(e)tit+déjeuner

des [/] des [/] des [*] écureuils vit [*] dans les arbres

mais lui n' est pas d+accord

et la tout+l(e)+monde est content

oui parc(e)+que [/] parc(e)+que ma meére a dit ¢a

quelqu+un a abimé [*] .

pourquoi quelqu+un I' a abimé xxx ?

Juliette fait son anniversaire xxx moi .

Juliette fait ses courses .

personne ne l'alui.

le dragon noir <eh ben> [/] eh ben était méchant !

oh le monsieur se dit oh mais moi j'ai un dréle de nez !
papa m'a donné les médicaments pour+que je me soigne.
des fois ben oui hein le camion poubelle passe .

i faut les retourner pa(rcetque) [/] pa(r)c(e)+que sinon
tout+l(e)+monde va voir les cartes .
i fallait les cacher pour que personne les voie .

I' histoire est finie .
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62 Y2 1II9a MAI  ehbeni(l) [/] le Pére+Noél m' a apporté une Barbie .

63 Y2 VII27d MAI  ouimais je veux que Kelian finit .

64 Y2  X39d MAI  Juliette part en voyage .

65 Y2 IIsd MAS  parce que mon chien me fait jamais piquer.

66 Y2 IV15b MAT lale monsieur regardait qu+test+c(e)+qu' [*] i(l) y+avait la+bas

67 Y2 Viod MAT mais des fois Liz va a la cantine .

68 Y2 Vi18b NIN il enleve sa veste et tout+letmonde enléve sa veste .

69 Y2 Vi8b NIN  etlales[/] les gens regardent tout .

70 Y2  VI23d NIN  aprés on dort et apres les papas et les mamans arrivent .

71 Y2 VIII32d NIN Juliette mange parce+qu'elle a un papillon apres .

72 Y2  X39d NIN  non Juliette fait des courses .

73 Y2  X39d NIN et apres Juliette pique ses chaussures +//.

74 Y2 X39d NIN  Juliette veut écraser le rouge a lévres de sa mere .

75 Y2  X39d NIN  Juliette prend [/] vole le sac de sa maman .

76 Y2  X39d NIN  Juliette pr(end) [/] prend sa robe pour [/] pour étre belle .

77 Y2 X39d NIN et Juliette pique le collier de sa mére .

78 Y2  VIII30a VIC  mes ballons sont gros

79 Y2 III10a WIL  pendant+qu(e) le soleil se 1eéve ben moi [/] moi je me réveillais .

80 Y2 IX35a WIL etaussij'étaisy allé mais pas dans la piscine ol maman travaille .

81 Y3 II10b CAR  oui <et apres> [/] et apres tout+le+monde dort .

82 Y3 VIIl46a CAR apres [/] apres quelqu+un a mis des oeufs .

83 Y3 II10b ELE  “Juliette fait les courses” et Juliette xxx .

84 Y3 II10b ELE y+a[/] <c'est Juliette> [/] Juliette fait son anniversaire .

85 Y3 II10b ELE  Juliette féte son anniversaire .

86 Y3 1I10b ELE et Juliette fait partir tout+l(e)+monde xxx .

87 Y3 II10b ELE <et]Juliette prend sa> [/] et chacun prend la part du [/] du gateau .

88 Y3 VIII46b ELE euh latoutl(e) monde va voir tes cartes .

89 Y3 I5b ENZ “comme un escargot porte sur son dos sa maisonnette aussitot qu'
il pleut il est tout heureux i(l) sort sa téte” .

90 Y3 IV23c ENZ onapasl(e)droit de regarder parc(e)+que j' ai pas envie que
quelqu+un regarde .

91 Y3 X58a ENZ Mesdames et messieurs a tous ! euh le spectacle va commencer
dans deux minutes .

92 Y3 I5c KEL  “Juliette féte son anniversaire” .

93 Y3 I5c KEL “Maman prépare un giteau au chocolat fourré de fraises et de
bonbons <et gotite> [/] et le gotite” .

94 Y3 IV24c KEL +, “unvieux monsieur s' avance avec sa canne dans la main” .

95 Y3 IV24b KEL tout+l(e)+monde a cing ans et demi .

96 Y3 IV24b KEL <tout+l(e)+monde dans notre classe a cin(q)> [/] tous les bleus ont
cing ans et d(e)mi .

97 Y3 VIII46b KEL et pourquoi personne me demande a moi ?

98 Y3 VIII46b KEL siquelqu+un ala famille de la maison d'aujourd+hui je l'ai hein !
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quand Noél est passé .

c' est quand Noél est passé .

<et [/] et 1e bouton va au bouton bleu> [<] .

et moi j(e) connais un endroit ol personne me connait .

euh ben <j' ai> [/] j' ai attendu que Maman pousse pour 0 [*] euh i(])
fasse crotte bébé .
et puis I' oiseau se moque tout [?] de lui .

et puis comme le chien était tres dang(e)reux i(l) rentre a la maison .
I' oiseau dit "allez allez vas+y" !

et puis I' autre montre ses petites dents toutes cassées .
ensuite le chien lui a attrapé I' oi(seau) [/] le [/] le chat .

apres Tom est allé mettre ses chaussures .

non Juliette va faire les courses !

oh “Juju féte son anniversaire” !

<“Juliette va au cirque”> [>] !

¢a explique quand les hommes sont apparus sur la Terre .

+, voila tout+l(e)+monde tombe dans 1' eau hein .

ah ben tout+l(e)+monde a quatre ans et moi j(e) vais avoir six .
la Tour_Eiffel vo:le !

ben tu sais que la tous les gens sont dans le chateau hein !
tout 1(e) monde veut !

le pépé est comme ¢a .

tout+l(e)+monde est 1a sauf lui +...

"Juliette fait des courses" .

alors Juliette fait les courses .

Juliette part en vacances .

Martine Martine part en vacances hi hi .

[...] et apres ca fait “les petits poissons dans I' eau nagent nagent
bien surl' eau”.

un jour <j' ai> [/] <j' ai> [/] <j' ai> [/] mon papa m' appelait derriére la
et[/let[/]et[/] et<j étais enttrain+de gli(sser)> [/] <j' étais> [/]]' étais
en+train+d(e) glisser sur [/] sur le tapis et [/] et [/] et [/] et i(l) croyait
que j' allais tomber .

Sanbarbe se lave !

Sanbarbe s' assoit pour jouer aux cartes .
Sanbarbe est sur l'eau tout mouillé.
Sanbarbe va se laver.

Sanbarbe est debout.

Sanbarbe est +/.

Sanbarbe était pas content.

allez le vol va commencer .

le petit avion va commencer !
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136 Y3  X56¢ MAS  Franklin fait du foot .

137 Y3  X56¢ MAS  Franklin fait du foot et avec ses amis .

138 Y3  X56c175 MAS Juliettevaal école.

139 Y3  X56¢ MAS quelqu+un m(e)I'a volé.

140 Y3 I4b MAT euh “Sans_Barbe veut rechercher son trésor” .

141 Y3 IIllc MAT lales éléphants se jettent .

142 Y3  X56¢ NIN  la son copain a Juliette tape des pieds et des mains .

143 Y3 II11b VIC lesrennes sont la+haut et 1(e) Pére_Noél sont [*] la+haut hein .

144 Y3 1I11b VIC lesrennes sont la+haut et 1(e) Pére_Noél sont [*] la+haut hein .

145 Y3 I2c WIL etlechatestla.

146 Y3 I2c WIL dele[?] papaetl(e) chatestla.

147 Y3 I2¢c WIL etlechatestla.

148 Y3 II7b WIL  Jean avait [/] avait trop peur .

149 Y3 1II7c WIL etlechatestla!

150 Y3 1II7c WIL lechatestla.

151 Y3 II7c WIL  toutl(e) monde se réveille .

152 Y3 II7c WIL  <tout est en> [/] tous [/] tous les éléphants est [*] en toutes les
couleurs mais sauf Elmer .

el.2

153 Y3 1 ELA  Elmer était différent et euh de couleur .

154 Y3 14b ELA  etvoila Elmer est pas déguisé mais tous les éléphants i(ls) sont
déguisés .

155 Y3 T4c ELA quelqu+un a déchiré.

156 Y3 II1lc36 ELA  alors Barbar [: Sanbarbe] a perdu ses tatouages .

157 Y3 I3b RIA  mais Cath(e)rine estla!

158 Y3 1I3c RIA  mais Sanbarbe ne veut pas que +...

159 Y3 13c RIA  “lamaison est en carton” .

160 Y3 II7c RIA  toutl(e) monde se réveille xxx pa(r)c(e)+que y+a <deux O> [/] trois

Ola.

Appendix 3: Full List of Utterances with Full Clitics

L1
n Year Session CHI  Utterance
1 Y1 VIII3la LUS etapresohildit<quiestla>["]!
2 Y1 XI41d MAI il ne chante plus . (singing)
3 Y1 XI41d MAI il ne saute plus . (singing)
4 Y1l XI41d MAI il ne danse plus . (singing)
5 Y1 XI41d MAI il ne parle plus . (singing)
6 Y1 XI41d MAI il nexx plus. (singing)
7 Y1 XI41d MAI il nexx plus. (singing)
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8 Y1 XI4ld MAI il ne court plus . (singing)
9 Y1 XI4ld MAI il ne chante plus . (singing)
10 Y1  XI41d MAI il ne parle plus . (singing)
11 Y1  VI26a NIN et le petit lapin youpi il ne pleure plus !
12 Y1  VIII32a NIN il dit <pas moi > ["] le petit cochon .
13 Y1  XII148b NIN etle canard il fait poum dans!' eau.
14 Y2  VIII3lc CAR il ne sait pas nager
15 Y2 V19d KEL luiil n'est pas d'accord
16 Y2 V1ad KEL et puisluiil n'a pas envie
17 Y2  IX34a KEL il commence a devenir xxx
18 Y2 VII26b LAN pourquoi<iln'y> [/]il n'y va pas?
19 Y2 VIII33a LOU et puis comme il avait peur eh ben il ne voulait pas glisser
20 Y2 VIII33a LOU mais luiil ne voulait toujours pas
21 Y2 I1b MAI  ilse+/.
22 Y2 VI2Id  MAS  xxxil est comme ca parc(e)+que [*] il s' est euh fait xxx [...].
23 Y2 1IV14b NIN  etc'estpour ¢a qu'il ne marche pas.
24 Y2 IX37b VIC il [?] voulait renverser 0 [*]
25 Y2  Viéc WIL il nous [?] crachait du feu du feu xxx .
26 Y3 IV24c ELE alorslai(l) [/] il jette a manger pour [/] a table .
27 Y3 I5b ENZ “comme un escargot porte sur son dos sa maisonnette aussitot qu'il
pleut il est tout heureux i(l) sort sa téte” .
28 Y3 VIII48a ENZ ben ma soeur euhil [*] m'en a trouvé +/.
29 Y3 I5b KEL il[/]il pieut [: pleut] [*] .
30 Y3 IV24b KEL  “il faut arréter ca” .
31 Y3 IV24c KEL et (i)l [/]il voit quoi ?
32 Y3 1IV24c KEL luilail doit arriver ici .
33 Y3 X57c LAN alorsil essaie de ' attraper mais il n' aime pas ' eau !
34 Y3 X57c LAN et puis il montre ses plus grandes dents .
35 Y3 IV22c LIZ <la y+ales> [/] 1a elle veut des pates et 1a il lui renverse tout dessus.
36 Y3 IVI19a LSN  ils'appelle Ja:ck.
37 Y3 X55b LUS il[/]ils'appelle Gilles .
38 Y3 I2¢c MAI  c'est Elmer qui [/] qui s(e) réveille en premier et [/] etil [?] court
ve(rs) [/] vers le galop .
39 Y3 I4c MAT il va faire un tatouage .
40 Y3 IIllc MAT il descend.
41 Y3 IIllc MAT il cherche son trésor .
42 Y3 I6b VIC ils'appelle Lxx.
43 Y3 II11b VIC quandil neigeeuhohlala!
44 Y3 1IV23c VIC  y+aécrit “il faut tuer l(e) dragon” . (pretending he is reading)
45 Y3 1IV23c VIC lail [/] il tire surla fille .
46 Y3 I2c WIL  parc(e)+que [*]il [?] veut plus marcher .
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47 Y3 II7b WIL  y+aun p(e)tit qui est allé pleurer pa(r)c(e)+que [*] i(1) voulait avoir
Stitch mais il 1' a eu alors euh il a plus pleuré alors euh .
48 Y3 II7c WIL  mais Mat il [/] il voulait euh xxx .
49 Y3 X57d WIL il 0[*] prend . (0 =la=1a bougie)
el2
50 Y2 VIII3ld ELA ehbenil vientle bateau <etil> [/] et i(l) se met .
51 Y2 VIII3ld ELA il va mettre les gens en prison .
52 Y2  VIII3ld ELA il va mettre les gens en prison .
53 Y2  X40b ELA  Sanbarbeil dort
54 Y2  X40b ELA il fait une photo son copain
55 Y2  X40b ELA  illereferme
56 Y3 I4b ELA etlail [/]il dort.
57 Y3 I4b ELA  etapreéstout [/] il tombe .
58 Y3 IIlla ELA  apres <il a> [/] il boivait [: buvait] [*] de la potion magique
59 Y3 IIllc ELA  etapresil pleure parc(e)+queil a plus.

Appendix 4: Full List of Utterances with Complex Negation

L1
n Year Session CHI  Utterance
1Yl II5 LUS taphoto n'est pasla?
2 YI IV.19f LUS nonnoncen'estpasO0[*a] moi.
3 Y1 VIIL.3la LUS mamanellen'estpasla.
4 Y1l XI41d MAI il ne chante plus . (singing)
5 Y1 Xi4id MAI il ne saute plus . (singing)
6 Y1 XIi41d MAI il ne danse plus . (singing)
7 Y1 XI41d MAI il ne parle plus . (singing)
8 Y1 XI41d MAI il nexx plus. (singing)
9 Y1 XI41d MAI il nexx plus. (singing)
10 Y1  X141d MAI il ne court plus . (singing)
11 Y1  X141d MAI il ne chante plus . (singing)
12 Y1  X141d MAI il ne parle plus . (singing)
13 Y1 XIIl.46b MAI  onn(e) sait pas on va voir .
14 Y1  VI26a NIN  etle petit lapin youpi il ne pleure plus!
15 Y1 IX.36 VIC lefacteur n'est pas passé (nursery rhyme)
16 Y2  VIII3lc CAR il nesait pas nager
17 Y2 VII28a CAR ne [?] le touche pas trop sinon tu vas le casser Dylan .
18 Y2 VII28b CAR ne le touche pastrop Dylan !
19 Y2 IIllla ENZ jen(e) sais pas.
20 Y2 IX36a ENZ eh pourquoi elle ne [?] roule plus ?
21 Y2 Vidd KEL  mais luin'est pas d+accord
22 Y2 Viad KEL luiiln'est pas d'accord
23 Y2 Vviad KEL et puisluiil n'a pas envie
24 Y2  V1ad KEL hm parc(e)+que je n(e) sais pas .
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25 Y2 IX34a KEL jen(e) [?] sais pas ou je vais aller . (narrative)
26 Y2 VII26b LAN pourquoi<iln'y>[/]iln'yva pas?
27 Y2 VIII33a LOU et puis comme il avait peur eh ben il ne voulait pas glisser
28 Y2 VIII33a LOU mais luiil ne voulait toujours pas
29 Y2 V1% LSN  déjaj'aiun gros poisson rouge <qui est> [/] qui n' existe pas .
30 Y2 IX37a LSN  nedis pas n+timporte+quoi .
31 Y2 I2¢ LUS hm non je n(e) [?] me rappelle plus .
32 Y2 Il6a MAI jen(e) sais pas.
33 Y2 VI9c MAT nonn'aie pas peur c' est un crapaud .
34 Y2 IV14b NIN  etc'est pour ca qu'il ne marche pas
35 Y2 VIII32a NIN ben jen(e) sais pas .
36 Y3 II10a CAR  ne parle pas de [*] elle .
37 Y3 II10a CAR ne parle pas de [*] elle s+il+te+plait .
38 Y3  X58b CAR ahnonjen'aipas. (playing cards)
39 Y3 II10b ENZ nonnon non n'approche pasnon!
40 Y3 IV24b KEL “jen'aime quetoi”.
41 Y3  IV24c KEL “jen'yvoisrien”.
42 Y3 IV24c KEL  alors y+a marqué alors “<ah ah tu> [/] ah ah tu ne mont(e)ras pas” .
43 Y3  X57c LAN alorsil essaie de I' attraper mais il n' aime pas ' eau !
44 Y3  VIII47b LIZ ne les touche pas Lou ! (playing cards)
45 Y3 IV22a MAT non non jen'ai pas +/. (playing cards)
46 Y3  Xe0c MAT jen'ai pas d(e) maison d' autrefois ! (playing cards)
el2
47 Y3 I3c RIA  mais Sanbarbe ne veut pas que +...
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