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Notas del ponente
Notas de la presentación
Welcome to this presentation entitled. It’s a pleasure to share my research findings with you all. 



Introduction: aptitude and L1

• What is aptitude?
• Traditional view (4 abilities) vs modern views (implicit vs explicit

learning, WM..,).
• Traditional aptitude testing  L1 dependent

Cognitive development/ age
 Young learners? 

L1 mastery Bilingual status and L1s preference
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Foreign language aptitude has been defined as the specific talent associated with learning a foreign or second language (Carroll, 1981; Skehan, 2002). This is a traditional view on aptitude rooted in educational psychology. In recent years, what is meant by aptitude has been redefined considering aspects of cognitive psychology and cognitive neuroscience and second language acquisition.  Carroll’s aptitude model includes four major abilities, i.e. phonemic coding ability, grammatical sensitivity, inductive language learning ability and rote learning Ability. This paper revolves around Carroll’s model. However, this traditional view has one handicap: aptitude tests are language-dependent. This adds complexity to aptitude measuring as, first, Language aptitude is not considered to be stable, but to change overtime, which means that both one’s cognitive development and age will play a role in aptitude test performance, which is also related to our L1 development. On the other hand, if tests are Language dependent, then one’s competence in their L1 will probably influence this performance on aptitude tests. Let’s add a third ingredient: what if we are bilinguals? Which Language should we be tested in? Will this language affect our performance in such tests?�O



Traditional aptitude testing

MLAT (Carroll & Sapon, 1959) > 
MLAT-E (Carroll & Sapon, 1965) > 
MLAT-ES (Stansfield et al., 2004)> 
MLAT-EC (Suárez, 2010)

01
Catalan and Spanish are 
similar... But not exactly 
the same! (Suárez, 2022)

02
Because aptitude is not 
“stable” in early stages, 
different performance at 
grades 3-4, coincinding 
with Piaget’s cognitive 
developmental stages. 
(Suárez & Muñoz, 2011) 

03
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Traditionally, aptitude has been measured by Carroll’s MLAT, which was adapted for Young learners in the elementary version MLAT-E (the modern language aptitude test elementary). In the early 2000s, this test originally in English was adapted to Spanish (the mlat-ES) and then, in 2010, it was validated in Catalan (the MLAT-EC), a romance Language as Spanish is. Catalan is very similar to Spanish in many ways. However, adapting the test into Catalan was challenging due to several aspects, especially vocabulary and phonetics. Also, 3-graders had a significant different performance from that of 4-graders across all the parts the test consists of in all its versions due to the fact that their literacy skills are not consolidated yet and because they are at a different level of cognitive development as compared to 4-graders



Aptitude and 
bilingualism

Generally positive 
effects of bilingualism

• What about aptitude in 
bilinguals?

Then...
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Now, bilingualism does not tend to negatively affect foreign language learning as this prior experience of learning more than one language leads toenhanced cognitive and metalinguistic abilities as proven by Bialystok’s studies. Consequently, it might also be the case that simultaneous bilingual learners might outperformmonolinguals on the same aptitude tests given their bilingual status.



Aims of this study

1. comparability of two 
aptitude tests for 

young simultaneous 
bilingual learners 

depending on their L1 
preference

2. greater aptitude for 
bilinguals as compared 

to monolinguals
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The aim of this study is thus twofold: first, it aims to examine the comparability in terms of validity of two aptitude tests for young simultaneous bilinguallearners depending on their first language preference (Catalan, Spanish or both), and to see if there is greater aptitude among simultaneous bilinguals, atleast for this language pair, as compared to their L1 Spanish prominently monolingual peers.



Research 
questions

1. Is the subjects’ performance on the 
MLAT-ES affected by their L1 preference 
within the same grade and across grades?

2. Is the subjects’ performance on the 
MLAT-EC affected by their L1 preference 
within the same grade and across grades?

3. Is there any advantage for 
Catalan/Spanish bilinguals as compared to 
those mainly monolinguals who participated 
in the MLAT-ES norming study?
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This study has three research questions. The first two go hand in hand and revolve around whether the subjects performance on either the MLAT-ES or the MLAT-EC is affected by their L1 preference within the same grade and across grades. The second enquires whether the bilingual testees were at an advantage as compared to the monolinguals participating in the norming study of the MLAT-ES. 



Participants

• 629 participants from 
grades 3 to 7.

• Bilingual Catalan/Spanish 
from birth

Notas del ponente
Notas de la presentación
In this study we had a convenience sample of 629 participants from grades 3 to 7 who were  cAtalan/Spanish bilinguals from birth. In this table you can see their Distribution across grades and mean age. 



Participants and procedure

Monolingual pool (Stansfield et al., 2004): Grade 3, n=207; Grade 4, n=206; Grade 5, n=289; 
Grade 6, n=306; Grade 7, n=178.

Notas del ponente
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They were bilingual but, naturally, some had preference of one language over the other, due to their wider use or frequency of use or the people they used it with. As these were young learners, they were asked about this preference on two different ocasions to make sure their answer was consistent. You can see the participants’ language preference shown in the table.Now, you can see here two groups. All participants took both the MLAT-ES and the MLAT-EC. The administration procedure was counterbalanced, that is, about half of the test takers (N=325) took the MLAT-E in Spanish first and 5 months later they took it in Catalan (Group 1) while the other half (N=304) took the tests in reverse order (Group 2). Only the first test score was considered for this study, as there were test-retest effects in the second sitting from three to five months after the first administration, even if the aptitude test of the second sitting was in a different yet closely-related language.The data available in the Manual were used to compare the validity of the MLAT-ES and MLAT-EC when administered in a bilingual community as compared to its usage in a mainly monolingual kind of environment, as was the one in  theMLAT-ES norming study (Stansfield et al., 2004).



Instrument

MLAT-EC/ ES Construct

1. Hidden words - vocabulary
- sound-symbol association

2. Matching words - grammatical sensitivity

3. Finding rhymes - hear and make distinctions
between speech sounds

4. Number learning
- rote memory
- aural comprehension
- vocabulary

Total score Language aptitude

Notas del ponente
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These are the parts the aptitude test used in this study consists of and the constructs each of them are supposed to tap into mostly. As you can see, the tests consists of 4 parts. Usually, though, it’s the total score that is used for research purposes to measure overall language aptitude. 



Results MLAT-ES Group 1

Notas del ponente
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Descriptive results computed for the MLAT-ES parts and total score depending on one’s L1 preference appear in this figure. As in previous studies, there appears a significant differencebetween the scores in grades 3 and 4 as compared to those across the rest of grades.



Results MLAT-ES Group 1

Notas del ponente
Notas de la presentación
To measure the influence of the participants’ L1 preference on the students’ performance on the MLAT-ES, Kruskal-Wallis tests were run for each grade. Statistically significant values appear in bold.



MLAT-ES language preference

Notas del ponente
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Post-hoc Mann-Whitney U-tests using a Bonferroni-adjusted alpha level of .017 were used to compare all pairs of groups with significant differences.The p significant values ranged from .003 to .023 and the pairs compared never proved a correspondence between the participants’ language preference and ahigher score in that version of theMLAT or, for that matter, a higher performance from those who preferred Spanish over Catalan or both languages indifferently.



Results MLAT-EC Group 2

Notas del ponente
Notas de la presentación
A similar scenario appears regarding Group 2, who took the MLAT-EC, with the large gap between grades 3 & 4,



Results MLAT-EC Group 2

Notas del ponente
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But only a few significant differences appear when comparing the language of preference. These appear in bold as well. 



MLAT-EC / Language preference

Notas del ponente
Notas de la presentación
And again, very few differences, which also happen to not follow a clear pattern are found when comparing the  groups according to their language preference



MLAT-ES Group 1 vs MLAT-ES Norming study

Notas del ponente
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Most interestingly, there were mostly medium effect sizes when comparing our participants taking the MLAT-ES with those of the norming study, as shown by Cohen’s d and the percentage change. These are always in favor of the bilingual participants. 



Discussion 
RQ1 & RQ2: 

language

Very few significant differences, not a 
clear pattern across grades not 
justificable by language preference 
only. 

Upper grades  still differences on the 
MLAT-EC, but L1 fully acquired  due 
to vehicular language at school?

Lower grades: MLAT-ES in South 
American variety  added difficulty

Notas del ponente
Notas de la presentación
The first and second research questions aimed at shedding light on the issue of whether language preference could affect the participants’ performance on the MLAT-ES and the MLAT-EC. In the case of the MLAT-ES, the results show that there are very few significant differences that could be due to language preference. While significant differences do appear in the parts of the test that are language-dependent, i.e., Parts 1 and 4, in grades 3, 4 and 6 (and the Total Score in Grade 3), significant differences also appear in Grade 7 in Part 2. However, at no point do these differences favor those who self-report a preference for Spanish. In the case of the MLAT-EC, those learners showing a preference for Catalan do outperform the other groups. However, that happens in the upper grades, where in principle the learners’ L1s have already been fully acquired. Consequently, it remains unknown if those leaning towards Catalan as a language of preference outperformed the other two groups due to this language preference or due to other factors as could be, for instance, the main language of education in their school. What might have happened in the case of the MLAT-ES is that participants in the lower grades did not have their own L1s systems developed enough to permit them to handle linguistic material in Latin American Spanish 



Discussion 
RQ1 & RQ2: 

across grades

Similar patterns regardless of 
language preference 

Language aptitude innate but 
dependent on cognitive 
development

Not language neutral?          
No problem!

Notas del ponente
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Despite the significant differences exposed the same pattern of scores is found across grades for all language preferences for both tests, with most significant differences lying between grades 3 and 4. This certainly reinforces the equivalence between both tests and their strength in terms of validity, as the participants’ L1 preference did not affect the evolution of scores. The results obtained are also comparable to those obtained in Suárez and Muñoz (2011). Therefore, it can once again be stated that language aptitude might be innate and, therefore, very much determined in its origins and further potential of development, but it also keeps developing hand in hand with the individual’s cognitive development All in all, it could be said that the fact that the MLAT-ES and MLAT-EC are not language neutral is not a factor that challenges its validity for this language pair. It remains unknown, though, if scores were affected by the participants’ L1s mastery, as their language preference was self-reported.



Discussion RQ3: monolinguals vs bilinguals

aptitude bilingualism

Notas del ponente
Notas de la presentación
However, it is a fact that there is a clear advantage for the cohort in this study as compared to the cohort in the norming study across grades. One of the clear differences between both groups is the simultaneous bilingual status of the Catalan cohort, which would reinforce those studies who have found advantages for bilinguals in language learning. However, it is not clear if it is bilingualism that enhances language aptitude or vice versa. 



Conclusions & limitations

• Comparability of two aptitude tests despite test takers’ L1s 
preferences

• Aptitude in young learners can be measured
• Traditional aptitude measures used successfully in “modern” 

language learning contexts (Suárez & Gesa, 2022)

• Self-reported language preference 

Notas del ponente
Notas de la presentación
This study presented the comparability of two already normed aptitude tests, the MLAT-ES and the MLAT-EC. The results across grades were robust enough to affirm that both tests are equivalent in validity despite the test taker’s language of preference. This is good news as it means that we do have two valid instruments to measure aptitude in young learners, despite these measures being language-dependent. What’s more, this reinforces even more the use of these measures in “modern” language learning contexts, as in Suárez & Gesa 2022, where language aptitude proved to be relevant when learning vocabulary through subtitles. Of course, this study is not without limitations, the main one being that the language-preference was self-reported even though it was double checked. 



Pedagogical implications

1. L1 developmental stages + cognitive developmental stages 
crucial for foreign language learning

2. In bilingual (or even plurilingual) contexts, the more, the 
merrier

1. Language of instruction
2. Aptitude or bilingualism?

Notas del ponente
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The pedagogical implications for this study are, first, that teachers should consider the stages their students are in regarding their L1 and cognitive developments so as to be realistic as to how much foreign language learning they can expect from them. That in bilingual, and perhaps plurilingual contexts, students’ performance does not seem to be affected by their language preference, which means that texts in different languages could be used in the classroom regardless of the language they are in and that this bilingual or plurilingual status could be influenced instead, by the language of instruction. In any case, it is, it is a fact that bilingualism places our learners at an advantage over monolinguals so… the more, the merrier!



Thank you!

Maria-del-Mar Suárez

mmsuarez@ub.edu
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