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In this talk @
Introduction

Advantages of using videogames in L2 instruction
Introduction to the computer board game ‘Brocanto’

Piloty study where Brocanto was used with L1
English children

Main study where Brocanto was used with L1 Italian
children in a primary school in Italy
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Second language input @

Input effectiveness depends on:
- amount (Ellis, 2010; Muhoz, 2006, 2008)

- how intensive input is (Munoz, 2011; Tragant,
Munoz, & Spada, 2016)

- structure (Boyd & Goldberg, 2009; Wonnacott et al.,
2012)




Language instruction through
videogames
understanding language
as a means to reach a goal intensified input
meaningful to the learner
gaming (see
also Gee, 2007;
supports the development of Lombardi . :
language related ombarai, implicit learning

] . 2013)
automatized behaviour

possibility to engineer/optimize
the input structure

previous gaming experience makes
it easier to accept that there is
a learning curve
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Language learning in

children and adults Word order (Friederici et al.,

2002; Morgan-Short, 2007)

Brocanto
has been

Comprehension and production

used to Gender agreement
investigate (Morgan-Short et al.
2010)

Automatization in language
comprehension (Pili-Moss &
Morgan-Short, in preparation)

Case morphology (Pili-Moss, 2016)
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The game: Brocanto
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Current Score

0
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Morgan-Short (2007) Vocabulary training: 4 token symbols, hovy to sz.:\y ’rgund’/
‘square’, name of the 4 moves and 2 possible directions



Brocanto features

@ Current Score Aim: To listen to a sentence in the
0 new language and earn points if the

move it describes is performed
correctly

@ m Limited time to respond

Feedback

Score given at the end of each 20-

Limitations: move block
_contextual domain Vocabulary and game moves trained
previously

-comprehension only

Engagement of long-term memory and
-lack of social interaction working memory — attention necessary to
succeed in the game

-for research purposes only (not a fully
developed educational product)




Brocanto &

= The game in itself can be easily re-programmed to use any
natural language

= However, up to now the game was used with languages
created to mirror the characteristics of e.g. French, Spanish,
Japanese, but with made-up words that follow the
pronunciation rules of the learner’s native language

= Why made-up languages?




Example: Japanese
@ Current S:)ore % blom

@9#@ wode
’l

Trose blom-li neimo blom-lu zayma nim
Round blom-NOM  square blom-ACC across captures
[The round blom token captures the square blom token across]

How do we know children have learnt the relevant features of Japanese?

GIT Analysing game performance
Grammaticality Judgment Test



The study

Investigated areas:

- Child vs. adult L2 learning

- Amount/quality of language learning

- Role of long-term memory and working memory
in implicit language learning

-  Type of language knowledge (explicit vs. implicit)

Pilot study Main study
* six 9 year olds and eight e 40 8-9 year olds and 40
adults (< 40) - L1 English adults (< 35)- L1 Italian

* Individual participantsin UK ¢ In school in Italy




Design
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Pilot study: Accuracy across blocks e 2

Figure 1. Overall
performance (accuracy)
across blocks. Sig.
difference: Block 3, x? (1) =
21.07, p =.000, &c = .257.

Figure 2. Accuracy based on

evidence of correct linking
- (SYyMmMetrical moves). Sig.
differences: Block 1, x¢ (1) =
7.89, p=.008, &c = .203;
Block 3, x* (1) =9.21, p=.
004, &c = .219.
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The main study: The primary school e @

Primary state school near Milan (Northern Italy)

about 400 pupils

Mixed socio-economic background

Mixed cultural background

Data collected between October and December 2016

CLIL school: Children are taught two subjects in a second
language (English)

Participants: 43 children; from grade 3 (7-8 y.o0.), grade 4 (8-9
y.0.), grade 5 (9 y.o.)
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Language awareness

Final questionnaire

(1) Did you think any of the words were special? Why?

(2) Do you think the new language you heard had any special
rules? For example?

(3) If your best friend wanted to play this game, what could you
tell them to help them make a lot of points quickly?




Language awareness

Language focus: word order
Learner

- reports to have noticed nothing in particular

- noticed the presence/absence of specific words

- noticed the presence/absence of specific words and
refers to their position in the sentence

- realises there is an order at sentence level but does
not provide examples

- realises there is an order at sentence level and
partially reproduces it

- provides a complete example of the word order
in the new language




Accuracy

Language awareness

60.0-
50.0
O
O
40.0-
0 = 5
o (o]
0 (0]
30.0- 8
g 0
(o]
20.04 g 3
: 8
10.0- g S
0
0-
| [ | I
1 2 3 4

LanguageAwareness

.08, 09,
[T S -7

Accuracy/Awareness
correlation

overall
r=.608**;, p<.01

grade 3
r=.740**;, p<.01

grade 4
r=.382; p=.072

overall m
r=.635**p<.01

overall f
r=.532; p=.050



Conclusions &

Computer games are an effective medium to teach children of
primary school age complex aspects of the grammar of a new
language implicitly

Language awareness, as the ability to notice regularities in the
stream of input is significantly related to accuracy in
comprehension
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