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First and second language acquisition in the early years: A critical analysis of how young children develop language
Abstract
The essay provides research and evidence of how young children acquire both primary and secondary languages. The aim of this essay was to discover what encourages and supports young children’s language acquisition. The results show that children’s language acquisition is a nurtured process. This suggests that parents and practitioners play a key role in the quality of language the child receives and furthermore can impact the child’s acquisition of a second language.
Introduction
This essay has been produced to show how young children acquire language and following that a second language. The essay starts with children’s reason for wanting to communicate in social interactions, and whether or not that the drive is innate or encouraged by adults (Bruner, 1985 and Saxon, 2010). Different perspectives are provided to help support what encourages a young child’s speech, such as how children imitate those around them to gather their language stimuli (Wellington Samkange, 2015). This theory is further explained by the work of Bandura (no date) and his social learning theory, which discusses the role of an adult in the result of how children develop from observation and mimicking (Wellington Samkange, 2015). 
Lack of positive language stimuli can impact a child’s language development and again refers back to the importance of adult role models (Saer, 1924 and Crain and Pietroski, 2001). The vocabulary and grammatical structure in which adults converse with children will also impact how the child acquires different language patterns (Phillips, 1973). The essay further explains how the acquiring of language is an unstable process and highlights how children learn from each other through Vygotsky’s more knowledgeable other (Thorne, 2006). Rich, stimulated language environments have been considered as an important learning tool to support children’s language development (Bolger et al. 1988 and Estyn, 2014).
Children are described as competent beings and this allows them to acquire a second language (Scovel, 1969). This theory is supported and explained further by Lenneberg’s 1967 ‘critical period theory’ for young children to acquire language (Johnson and Newport, 1989). Yopp (1992) offers that the process in which children first start to communicate or converse is through sound/noise making. Methods that have been discussed to encourage this development are through basic oral and music based activities, which explains how this supports young children’s language retention (Medina, 1990 and Lake, 2002). 
The essay provides evidence of studies which offers that children are more competent second language learners in comparison to adults, which supports Lenneberg’s critical period theory (Krashen et al. 1979). Theories such as Vygotsky’s zone of proximal development (ZPD) are continuously monitored through early years practice to observe how young children acquire language from each other, and the support that children require from a more competent other (Hoff, 2010 and Sideej, 2016). The essay briefly discusses how conditioning approaches such as positive reinforcement can be used to encourage and shape a child’s language development, through verbal praise (Skinner 2012; 2013). Other theories suggest that language is best acquired through continuous routines or ‘episodes’ and how these theories are successful (Messer 1978; 1980, cited in Harris, 1992 and Kultti, 2014). 
Studies within the essay explain the delay with second language acquisition through different methods used to acquire the language (Lanza, 1992). The studies provide two different approaches to second language acquisition such as the immersion method and the modified bilingual method. The results of these individual studies provide evidence that continuous exposure has a more permanent impact on achieving a second language successfully (De Houwer, 2007). The research refers to parents concern about children showing delay in languages, even through approaches such as the immersion method (Wong Fillmore, 1991 and De Houwer, 2007). Further research concludes that although the process of learning a second language is unstable, children become competent bilingual users as they get older (Lowry, 2016). 
Children’s need to communicate through language is innate and develops through repetition, maturation and practice (Chomsky, no date cited in Saxon, 2010). Chomsky also describes the need to communicate through the form of language as a universal grammar and that the role models that children acquire language from are the main resource of language and therefore children must be conversed with or they become at risk of not gaining positive stimuli to develop (Saxon, 2010). Bruner (1985) however does not agree that language is innate, and that parents and practitioners are responsible for encouraging young children’s language development, for example Piaget (2007) offers how adults understand the child’s imitation tendencies and therefore use the opportunity to exaggerate mouth movements to form sounds and letters, children also learn to understand how different mouth shapes and sounds are produced this way. Paulus (2014) supports this by explaining that babies and young children learn to communicate through imitating as this is early signs of their social development. Therefore Bruner (1985) supports Chomsky (no date) and Piaget (2007) by expanding on the importance of providing young children with positive language stimulus as all believe that this influences the child’s willingness to converse through sound making. 
Atagi et al. (2016) offer a different perspective on what encourages a child’s language development and acquisition. Atagi et al. (2016) believe that children prefer to learn from those who are similar to themselves, for example parents and siblings of the child have been providing their behaviour and language patterns and this prompts the child’s imitation of language. However, Atagi et al. (2016) provide that this preference changes if the children come from bilingual homes as the children are exposed to two different languages and behaviours and therefore a study was carried out that results in children being drawn to the language they are most familiar with. However, Whitehurst and Vasta (1975) disagree with how much impact imitation of language effects a child’s linguistic capabilities and believes that although children do mimic language and sentence structures from those who are close to them, that this effect wears off after the child reaches three years of age and is able to create their own conversations of sentence sequences (Whitehurst and Vasta, 1975; Rees, 1975). 
Bandura’s (no date) social learning theory supports the evidence that children imitate and mimic behaviour observed by others and therefore expands on Atagi et al. (2016) example of young children changing their behaviours around different members of their family (Wellington Samkange, 2015). However, Wellington Samkange (2015) offers how both Bandura and Skinner are still used as examples of how to control and develop children’s language behaviour and development to the present day, as both theorists had theories introduced how to encourage positive language acquisition. Although both Bandura and Skinner have different approaches to supporting language acquisition, both highlight and support the evidence that the key to a child developing language relies on the parents, practitioners and environment that children are surrounded by (Wellington Samkange, 2015). This suggests that as both theories are outdated but still used within practice for measuring and shaping children’s language development, that the process of language learning has not altered much to the present day. 
Saer (1924) describes a child’s desire to utter spoken words as a build-up of tension or mental excitement, this excitement is enhanced if the child’s primary educator such as a parent is speaking in their mother-tongue, or the adult shows enthusiasm for the child to speak the language through repetition and therefore supports Atagi et al. (2016). Crain and Pietroksi’s (2001) theory can be applied to how the poverty of stimulus can have a negative impact on children’s language as it is developed through experiences and having a rich conversation full of suitable vocabulary, which is described as being nurtured by adults. However, Crain and Pietroski (2001) add that nativists believe that the need to develop language is inert and does not require sociable interaction to prompt the language development and that language experiences are what impacts a child’s acquisition of language (Crain and Pietroski, 2001; Chomsky, 2002). 
Phillips (1973) offers how adults change how they speak around children and that they use simpler phrases and sentence structures when addressing young children. However, Phillips (1973) also adds how adults change their sentence structures as the child becomes more competent with age, for example the complicity of the vocabulary used become slightly more difficult and this will challenge the children to achieve new vocabulary. Ellis (1996) supports Phillips (1973) by explaining how children’s learning of language is through simple sequences and that the practice and rehearsal of these sentences allows the child to consolidate this information and words into long-term memories of the language sequence. Ellis (1996) continues to explain how the use of syntax and brain development allows young children to understand, acquire and differentiate and eventually separate the two languages. 
Vygotsky believed that the acquisition of language is an unstable process unlike that of Chomsky’s biological maturation process (Thorne, 2006). Vygotsky (no date, cited in Felin and Foss, 2011) explains how acquiring language can be an unstable process for development because some children may receive poor vocabulary stimuli. Vygotsky also explains how children learn from a more knowledgeable other (MKO) and this can also impact the child’s language acquisition if the child is learning from others who have not received positive vocabulary from a lack of conversation or a rich stimulus of language (Felin and Foss, 2011). Vygotsky also disagrees with Piaget’s theory that children develop language in an egocentric manner, and therefore argues that egocentric speech represents the need to communicate socially (Thorne, 2006). 
Aitchison (1996) believes that language is not developed through nature, and that it is a nurtured process and therefore supports Vygotsky (no date, cited in Thorne, 2006). Similarly, Bronfenbrenner’s interaction theory (no date) supports Vygotsky in that social interactions are the key contributor to children developing language. Bronfenbrenner (1977) also believes that language becomes embedded within a child’s memory from a rich stimulus of language and conversation. However, Bronfenbrenner also believes that the environment also has a role in children’s language development (Bolger et al. 1988 and Thorne, 2006). The child’s environment refers to the contributing factors where the child requires language experience, such as within a nursery setting, at home or within the local community, and therefore relates further to Bronfenbrenner’s (no date) Ecological Systems Theory (EST) where different environments around the child impact the child directly and indirectly, for example if the child has been introduced to a community that’s first language is different from the child’s, this may cause there to be a delay in both the child’s first and second languages (Bolger et al. 1988). 
However, the sources provided to explain the importance of a language stimulated environments are somewhat outdated, although the theories are still used and referred to today as represented through practice carried out in young children settings, as it is considered compulsory to provide positive language resources both physical and verbal to support language development (Bolger et al. 1988). Estyn (2014) offers a modern example of the importance of a rich language stimulus in settings as they are the inspectorate for education and training and Wales, and have provided a report on the importance of providing bilingual resources in settings as well as having practitioners who can speak through the medium of Welsh to help support young children’s acquisition of a second language. Goodman and Goodman (2014) also believe that children best acquire language through exciting and rich stimulated environments, for example decorating the setting with print that is relevant to the children’s routines, and is available for them to see. Goodman and Goodman (2014) explain how children are encouraged to speak when surrounded by fun activities, which influences their need to talk and ask for objects and that need-to-know when objects are called. Interactive and sociable activities allow the children to develop language through hands on experiences, this also allows the children to converse with each other, and therefore the children gain a greater variety of vocabulary (Goodman and Goodman, 2014). 
Scovel (1969) describes children as the most competent beings and that the children are able to acquire more than one language. In 1967, Lenneberg hypothesized that there is a critical period for the acquiring of language within young children (Johnson and Newport, 1989). Lenneberg believed that the critical period was extended from early infancy and when the child reaches puberty. Although this theory was only tested to support the acquiring of one language, Lenneberg believes that it can be adapted to the acquiring of a second language, as this is the most likely period for children to acquire a language successfully (Johnson and Newport, 1989). Scovel (1969) supports Lenneberg’s (1967) hypothesise by explaining how children are adaptable to sound patterns, which makes it easier for children to learn more than one language. Scovel (1969) also provides that because children are adaptable to acquire more than one language, children are able to control their cerebral dominance, which explains the ability to change between accents and the languages the child is brought up speaking (Scovel, 1969). 
Yopp (1992) explains the complexity of children’s understanding of language development and that there are different stages of understanding and developing language for example the use of phonemes. Children using language through sounds such as phonemes and through social interaction means the development of words is connected through objects such as the word ‘cat’, the child can label the object and can pronounce the individual sounds, however the child may not be aware that the individual sounds are separate, and therefore it is considered important to pronounce sounds clearly (Yopp, 1992). Richard-Amato (1988) suggests that acquiring language through the use of interaction in classroom settings such as singing and playing games has been proven as an efficient method of language development in young children. Activities such as these are believed to be successful as it gives the children the opportunity to express and practice sounds with their mouths through repetition and an enjoyable experience, which further supports Yopp (1992). 
Further evidence on the role of music on children’s language acquisition was carried out by Medina (1990) who published a study on the impacts of two different approaches to practice, one being through singing and the other through basic oral communication. The children in both studies were exposed to illustrations to help second language acquisition however the outcome of the study resulted that the children who participated within the study through the use of illustrations and singing showed positive results on both their primary and secondary languages (Medina, 1990). Lake (2002) continues to support this by carrying out a similar study where two different groups of children, one which was exposed to music and the other who were not had similar results to the previous study carried out by Medina (1990) where the children who learned through music achieved higher results. Lake (2002) believes that music is the most important learning tool for children as children communicate through sounds before they are able to utter words, for example through cooing and babbling noises. Therefore, Lake (2002) suggests that the introduction of music to children’s learning both a first and second language can be considered beneficial to young children, as the sounds, rhythms and repetitive lyrics allow the child to process and retain languages easier, and therefore has positive influence on the child’s language development. 
A study was carried out involving 19 participants between the ages of 3 and 4 who attend a nursery setting in the United Kingdom, measuring children’s language acquisition of children at different stages of language development through social interactions within a setting (King and Dockrell, 2016). Both studies measure the children’s language development around other children who are considered to be at a higher level of language development and therefore measured the level of speech the children were able to communicate through, such as the type of vocabulary used and the ability to take turns within a conversation (King and Dockrell, 2016). The results showed that the social gatherings helped to support the development of the younger children who were conversing at a lower level of development in a positive manner as their vocabulary improved, as well as the children learning when to take turns within a conversation, therefore this supports Vygotsky’s theory that children require language through a more competent and knowledgeable other (King and Dockrell, 2016 and Thorne, 2006)
Johnson and Newport (1989) hypothesise how language is best acquired during or within a critical period. However, the critical period has only been hypothesised to have an impact on a child learning their first language (Johnson and Newport, 1989). Lenneberg (1967, cited in Johnson and Newport, 1989) believes that the language acquisition critical hypotheses can be extended to cover the acquiring of a second language, as the period shows that children perform and categorise languages best at a young age. However, Ortega (2013) argues that children acquire their first language through a ‘biological window’ of between four and six years of age. Although Ortega (2013) supports Lenneberg’s 1967 theory of there being a critical period for the acquiring of a second language, Ortega believes that there is a cut off point for the learning and development of a second language that is considered and described as impossible to achieve and therefore develop at the same level as the child’s first language (Ortega, 2013). Saer (1924) believed that early intervention was the key for a child to acquire a second language and therefore Lenneberg’s theory supports this hypothesis by referring to the time limit children have for acquiring a second language and to introduce it early on in the child’s language development (Johnson and Newton, 1989).
Other studies have been carried out on a larger scale to determine the outcome of which age group best attains a second language (Krashen et al. 1979). The study was aimed at young children, older children and adults to measure the success of acquiring a second language fluently. Adults however have been described as finding it difficult to attain a second language are more than capable of gaining a second language only when being exposed to the language consistently, whereas Krashen et al. (1979) explain that older children also have the syntax to learn languages faster than young children and therefore both adults and older children show progress in attaining a second language quicker, however the study shows that younger children are able to attain the language slower over a longer period of time but are able to retain it. Although further evidence shows that young children are the most successful in being able to remember and use the second language efficiently, whereas over time both the older children and adults displayed less use and ability to be able to speak the second language, which supports Lenneberg’s (1967, cited in Johnson and Newport, 1989) and Ortega’s (2013) theory that there is a ‘biological window’ for acquiring a second language. 
Social situations and concepts have been proven by many theorists to be an efficient learning tool to support and develop children’s second language acquisition (Bialystok, 1991). Theorists such as Vygotsky provide diagrams of how a more knowledgeable other (MKO) is used to support children’s development (Sideej, 2016). A study where young children were able to converse with their mothers in a play group setting showed that the children’s language and quality of conversation showed similar patterns to the ones the children were being exposed to by their mothers (Hoff, 2010). However, the study did produce differences that contribute to the role of the adults as a supporter, children who were spoken to with positive and a rich vocabulary form of conversation showed positive results on communicating through a similar performance. The study also provided that children who do not receive a positive stimulus of language showed delayed signs of language development and communication skills (Hoff, 2010). 
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Diagram of Vygotsky’s ZPD (Source: Sideej, 2016).
The zone of proximal development… is the distance between the actual development level as determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers. 
                          (Vygotsky, 1978 cited in Roth and Radford, 2010: 86). 

Roth and Radford (2010) explain how Vygotsky’s ZPD is used as a guide to support children’s learning in all aspects, the diagram shows the different levels of a child’s capabilities and how a MKO is used as a development tool that inspires and encourages children to reach new goals. However Roth and Radford (2010) also believe that the goal is different for each child as well as the level of support needed by the capabilities of the individual child, and how knowledgeable the other participants are will have either a small or large impact on that child’s development, for example the study provided by Bialystok (1991) highlights the positive impact the young children’s language development received from being presented with rich and close communicative conversational skills through their mothers.  
Another theory on how children develop second languages, provided by Krashen (1977, cited in Bitchener, 2012) focuses on the children’s linguistic capabilities. Krashen’s theory is aimed at the support children receive from practitioners and adults and how this impacts a child’s understanding of a second language. This theory was carried out and proven by Krashen (1979) who carried out a study and therefore collected evidence that children, although acquire language slower, they are more likely to retain it for longer than adults. Krashen (1977) believed that this is due to the language being developed unconsciously from rich conversations with others and therefore the children attain the language and have it stored in memory, whereas adults lose the ability to use the language when not being continuously exposed to it (Krashen, 1979 and Bitchener, 2012). This theory therefore supports Vygotsky’s ZPD where children acquire knowledge and language from a more competent other, the second level of the ZPD can be acquired unconsciously by the young children where just being exposed to a richer vocabulary can have a permanent impact on the child’s language development (Bitchener, 2012 and Hoff, 2010). 
Nelson (2014) offers that although adults and practitioners are key contributors to children’s language development, the children do not perfect language and speech straight away and that there is some confusion with how children utter and organise their sentences. Imitation of speech is a common theory on how children acquire new languages, Nelson (2014) explain that although learning from a MKO is proven practical in developing language Nelson (2014) applies a different opinion on how children acquire language from adults. Children may retain the vocabulary that is provided by adults, however Nelson (2014) believes that children learn how to use this vocabulary through their own grammatical pattern, for example children may get words in the wrong order within a sentence, such as instead of ‘the juice is all gone’ children are more likely to utter the words ‘all gone juice’.
A different example provided by Nelson (2014) is children’s lack of understanding plurals, although children have developed this understanding from experience, there are many examples that do not follow the English grammatical pattern. Therefore, the child is correct in following the normal structure, however they do not understand how certain words do not fit the pattern, for example one mouse is known as a mouse, and the plural, which should be ‘mice’ children mistake for ‘mouses’ (Nelson, 2014). This lack of understanding, or not being capable learners at this stage of development can be referred back to Vygotsky’s third stage of the ZPD where children have not received the information and understanding needed to obtain this structure and order of sentences (Hoff, 2010; Roth and Radford, 2010 and Nelson, 2014).Tough (2012) offers how adults using a simpler formation of words and language may help prompt young children’s speech, but may have a negative, long term impact on the child’s understanding of the correct grammatical structure used for conversing in society. Incidents like this can be seen in the way children refer to themselves as ‘me’ instead of ‘I’ (Nelson, 2014 and Tough, 2012). 
Young children also take time to adjust to using past tense words, which can be supported and developed through positive reinforcement and praise from adults, such as when a child utters the words ‘me was swimming’ the adult can correct the child in a nonpatronizing way, with a response like ‘well done! You went swimming’ for example instead of telling the child that they were wrong and not offering to support them in an encouraging manner (Tough, 2012). Skinner (2014) offers examples of both positive and negative reinforcement and how the different approaches are used to shape a child’s behaviour. However, Skinner (2013) explains how children may respond differently to praise and or punishment, but emphasises on the importance of positive reinforcement for shaping and encouraging children’s speech and language, through praising children when responding verbally, as well as repeating what the child said back to them, with the corrections but in a positive way, which supports Tough (2012, Skinner, 2012; 2013). 
Messer (1978; 1980, cited in Harris, 1992) provides a theory that contributes to language development, known as ‘episodes’. The episodes are concentrated on different activities and items the child is participating with at the time, and as the mother refers to them verbally the child obtains the vocabulary needed to communicate with the mother (Harris, 1992). When the activity changes, the vocabulary changes also and therefore the children learn new sentence structures as well as vocabulary through a repetitive and comfortable method, which follows on from Goodman and Goodman’s (2014) theory about children’s activities prompting the child’s need to utter words. Bruner (no date, cited in Holman, 2013) contributes to Messer’s (1978; 1980) theory by explaining how routines help to shape children’s understanding of language and by learning through a repetitive pattern makes it easier for children to process new vocabulary. Similarly, a study carried out within eight Swedish settings were able to measure the progress of toddlers developing a second as well as third language through routine meal times (Kultti, 2014). The studies were able to provide evidence that repetition and routine is a key element in the acquiring of more than one language this supports aspects of Lake (2002) and the use of repetition within music sessions as a reliable method to introduce second languages. 
However, Piaget believed that children are self-motivated, active learners and that they gather knowledge and understanding of any concept through experimentation as well as hands on activities (Bjorklund and Causey, 2017). Simatwa (2010) provides a relevant example of Piaget’s accommodation and assimilation theory where young children gain knowledge and understanding of new concepts through their own innate knowledge and new experiences presented from the environment around them, and therefore Simatwa (2010) suggests the Bjorklund and Causey (2017) by explaining that children require first hand experiences to learn and develop new skills, including language through what the child already knows and what other children around them can offer through conversation, which supports Vyogtsky’s MKO and ZPD (Felin and Foss, 2011). 
In addition to this example Piaget also offers how children are egocentric when learning languages (Heo et al. 2011). Young children will often refer to themselves when speaking and are considered to assume that everyone feels the same as themselves, this suggests that the child has not made the connection that not everyone is the same (Heo et al. 2011). This is caused because children have not yet developed a sense of empathy towards others and this occurs from lack of experience and therefore it takes time for these understandings and skills to develop (Heo et al. 2011). However, Bruner (no date cited in Aaronson and Rieber, 2014) describes young children’s language use as a type of ‘fashion’ that is required to be a part of a ‘culture using species’. Bruner believed that children model their language from those around them, as well as the environment and objects that the children are provided with (Aaronson and Rieber, 2014). Object naming becomes very popular in children around three years of age, as the child becomes more inquisitive of the environment around them (Smith et al. 2002). Naturally, children become more vocal as they get older and want to know more about the objects they play with and according to Smith et al. (2002) adults are the primary resource of information that children go to. 
Therefore Smith et al. (2002) stresses the importance of clear communication between adult and child to help that child’s language development. Tomasello (1992) supports this theory by expanding on how important labelling objects correctly is on supporting the child’s acquisition of language correctly. The Gavagai problem can be used as a tool to explain how a child misinterprets an adult and how this can negatively impact that child’s language development (Cederborg, 2013). The Gavagai problem is explained as a misunderstanding of labels, for example if an adult were to point at a cat sitting in a tree and label it as a ‘cat’ but the child however is not looking in the spot within the tree and sees a windchime hanging from a branch that is visible, the child is more than likely going to imitate the word ‘cat’ but labelling the wrong object, and therefore this creates confusion and delay within a child’s language acquisition and development (Cederborg, 2013). 
An experiment carried out that could support the Gavagai problem outcome where children were purposely taught labels the wrong way for example ‘night’ when it was day time and ‘day’ when it was night time (Kirkham and Dina, 2002). The experiment was to show how mislabelling words to objects, environments or people can create a delay on the child’s language development as well as their understanding of basic day to day functions, which did prove that children’s language development did show delay, but when corrected which took a long period of time to become clear to the young children (Kirkham and Dina, 2002). 
Young children are considered to struggle when acquiring and differentiating between two languages, and that one language often becomes dominant over the other while the child is being exposed to both, but eventually both languages even out (Lanza, 1992). The dominant of the two languages has been suggested to be the language that follows the most straight forward grammatical pattern and is often the majority language within the household, which makes it easier for the child to utter (Lanza, 1992). However, Meisel (1994) argues that the ability for young children to be able to code-switch is reliant on which grammatical language pattern the child has already acquired. Meisel (1994) believes that when a child already has a basic understanding of a grammatical language pattern it becomes harder for the second language to be achieved. However, after the child is able to differentiate between the two patterns the child is able to code-switch between the two more efficiently (Meisel, 1994).
As both Lanza (1992) and Meisel (1994) have highlighted that there is often a delay in second language learning. Wong Fillmore (1991) explains how parents continuously have a growing concern about their children losing their primary language this can revert back to the historical opinion towards bilingual children (Baker, 2011). Historic evidence suggests that children who could speak two languages had lower authority than monolingual children (Baker, 2011). Portes and Schauffler (1994) supports this statement by explaining how English was considered the language of power within the United Kingdom, and that children who were caught speaking Welsh would have to face consequences or be punished (Baker, 2011). However, today bilingualism is encouraged by most parents and settings as children who are able to communicate in more than one language are proven to outperform monolingual children in settings (Bialystok, 2011).
Another contributing factor to parents concern of their children becoming bilingual is due to the fact that both parents speak the same language. Therefore, if the child does start progressing in their second language, parents worry that they cannot support their child’s development, as well as the growing concern that their primary language will show delay (Wong Fillmore, 1991). However, De Houwer (2007) provides research that argues against the results produced by Wong Fillmore (1991) as De Houwer believes that children with monolingual parents will best perform in their primary language as it is the language observed the most. De Houwer (2007) explains how young children with a parent who speaks the majority language, and one the minority language shows delays in the language exposed to the least. Parents who both speak the minority language in a country with a different majority language have shown greater success with their children becoming successful bilingual speakers (De Houwer, 2007). 
However, Wong Fillmore (1991) and De Houwer (2007) contradict each other with this outcome as both monolingual parents have different outcomes on their child’s bilingual capabilities, but De Houwer (2007) suggests that the progress rate of obtaining a second language efficiently is reliant on the balance of both language exposures, for example conversations within the home, and within the child’s setting. If the setting that the child attends only offers short periods of second language development, the language will take longer to acquire as the child is not being continuously exposed to the language (Wong Fillmore, 1991 and De Houwer, 2007). However, if the child only knows the minority language and practices the majority language in a setting the outcome of the child balancing and acquiring both languages is more likely to be achieved (De Houwer, 2007).
Parental support and reasons for their children learning and acquiring a second language can also affect the quality of language the child receives (Craig, 2013). The parents within the study believed that learning two languages can improve their children’s opportunities throughout life, for example with jobs, communicating and more (Craig, 2013). The children who took part within this experiment were of both minority and majority languages, however both groups attended the same setting where classes were mixed and both languages were regarded equally (Craig, 2013). The outcome of mixed classrooms meant that the children who had knowledge and understanding of both languages, but whose languages were reversed primary and secondary were given the opportunity to learn from each other, which supports Vygotsky’s social learning theory where children acquire language and support from a MKO (Felin and Foss, 2011 and Craig 2013). 
Practitioners can be held responsible for the quality of language provided to the children within their setting, and especially within bilingual settings (Cummins, 2004). As De Houwer (2007) highlights that the effectiveness of children’s second language development is reliant on the amount of opportunities provided to either observe of practice the second language. Therefore Cummins (2004) believes that bilingual settings should provide the necessary support and language rich environment to give children the best opportunity to acquire both first and second language, which supports Estyn (2014) who believe that all bilingual settings should provide available resources for young children in both languages to help support and encourage second language acquisition. 
Trivette et al. (2010) offer how communication and strong relationships between adults and young children are required to help support children’s language development. Christensen (2010) refers to Bronfenbrenner’s EST as a guide to explain how environmental factors can have a direct impact on young children. Therefore, this theory can support the evidence provided by De Houwer (2007) where children are surrounded by different informers of language, be it the community they live in or the setting the child attends and how depending on support this can have either a positive or negative impact on the child’s language development (Christensen, 2010). Watling Neal and Neal (2013) explain this theory with more depth and offer how direct and indirect social interactions between young children and the society/environment they live in can be responsible for delay or progress in their development. Second language acquisition can be effected if for example the community that you live in does not accept your minority language and therefore the family has to adapt to learning the majority language (Bronfenbrenner, 1977 and Watling Neal and Neal, 2013). Therefore, depending on support from relationships and the society in which you live, second language can be achieved through positive or negative experiences (Christensen, 2010). However, as De Houwer (2007) previously discussed, children are more likely to become efficient second language users when being exposed to a second language within a setting and a community.
Although De Houwer (2007), Cummins (2004) and Estyn (2014) suggest that a modified bilingual approach is proven effective in supporting young children’s second language acquisition, McLaughlin (2012) argues that the immersion method is considered to be best suited in gaining a second language successfully, due to the consistent exposure to the language. Lambert and Tucker (1972 cited in, McLaughlin, 2012) believed that the immersion method has proven most successful in becoming bilingual. Furthermore, Lambert and Tucker believed that the most appropriate method of gaining a new language was the continuous exposure to it, which allows young children to acquire, memorise and therefore use it within conversation (McLaughlin, 2012). This can be supported by the evidence provided by De Houwer (2007) who carried out an experiment where children in a majority speaking setting were continuously exposed to the secondary language they were trying to acquire, which resulted in higher success rates than children who took part in a modified bilingual setting (Wong Fillmore, 1991; De Houwer, 2007 and Craig, 2013). 
As Wong Fillmore (1991) previously stated, there is a growing concern around parents that their children will show delay in their language development, or their speech may mix between the two. However, these concerns were tackled by evidence of support from parents and practitioners in the acquiring of a second language successfully (Cummins, 2004; De Houwer, 2007 and Craig, 2013). Code mixing is common in bilingual children as the children have not yet managed to separate the two languages, however Lowry (2016) explains how this is a natural occurrence, which sorts itself out as the child progresses with the two languages. Children take time to categorise and develop the separate grammatical language patterns, but when this is achieved children are able to code switch between the two languages making them competent bilingual speakers (Lowry, 2016).
Conclusion
The essay has provided relevant methods and theories that support young children in developing and acquiring first and second languages. The theories have offered different perspectives and approaches to achieve this goal in young children with critique of how some methods are more reliable than others. Examples such as the role of the adult have been provided and how it is considered important for these relationships to be formed to encourage children’s language development and how negative stimuli can cause delay in children’s acquiring of correct vocabulary (Cederborg, 2013). Lenneberg’s 1967 theory on the critical period of language acquisition provides an understanding of why children are able to acquire a second language easier than adults (Johnson and Newport, 1989 and Ortega, 2013).
Parents concerns about their children becoming bilingual was provided within the essay, as parents worried that their children will lose the ability to speak their primary language as well we show delays in both by mixing the two languages (Wong Fillmore, 1991). However, evidence provided by De Houwer (2007), Craig (2013) and Lowry (2016) presented evidence that explains how code-switching mix ups occur and that one language will often dominate another, however the outcome of the bilingual process eventually levels itself out the older the child becomes and therefore the essay provides evidence that children are more than capable of becoming competent bilinguals. 
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