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The present paper presents a study examining the effect of the preschool cartoon series Peppa Pig on 
EFL formulaic language acquisition. To this end, 55 Greek preschoolers from a private school in Athens 
were tested to measure the lexical chunks they have acquired. The children were divided into different 
groups: the control groups simply watched a set of episodes of Peppa Pig in English and then were 
tested, while the experimental groups watched the same set of episodes of the programme, received 
instruction, and then were tested. Results showed that preschoolers can benefit considerably from 
merely watching Peppa Pig episodes and that reinforcing it with instruction can lead to significant 
formulaic gains.   
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1. Background 
 
Very young children are a very different group of learners not only because of their age and their lack of 
knowledge and experiences, but also because of their unique traits and needs. They are enthusiastic 
learners who need rich language experiences to learn a new language (Cameron, 2001). Also, young 
learners “appear to absorb knowledge like sponges” (Alexiou, 2015, p. 285) but have very short 
attention spans.  That is why they need to deal with a variety of activities and they desire lively, 
humorous and enthusiastic teachers (Brown, 1994; Reilly & Ward, 1997). Research over the last decades 
has shown that starting a language young can have great benefits in later development and can lead to 
successful language users (Nikolov, 2009). That is the reason why most European countries today 
introduce foreign languages to much younger age groups compared to a decade ago. The Eurydice 
Report (2017) shows that in 2014, EU students of primary education who studied at least one foreign 
language were increased by 16.5% compared to 2005. More significantly, the report states that the 
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starting age of the first foreign language ranges from 6 and 8 years old, with some EU countries 
introducing reforms to lower the starting age. Consequently, early language learning is one of the most 
popular fields of language learning today and is in great need of thorough research.      
 
 
1.1 Early Language Learning 
 
There are great benefits involved in early language learning (for a review on benefits see Alexiou, 2020). 
Age-related L2 research of the last decades has concluded that early starters, provided they get rich 
input and a lot of interaction in English, can achieve native-like fluency, specifically native-like accent 
(Gordon, 2007; Pinter, 2011; Cameron, 2001). Furthermore, early language learning gives young children 
the opportunity to develop a positive attitude towards other languages and cultures.  It motivates 
language learning and aids them in becoming proficient language users when they reach adulthood 
(Nikolov, 2009; Edelenbos & Kubanek, 2009). 
 
Teaching very young children is nonetheless really challenging since they have not fully developed 
cognitively (see also Alexiou, this volume), so, our pedagogical and psychological approach needs to be 
totally different than that of older learners (Prosic-Santovac, 2017). Very young children have very short 
attention spans.  That is why they get bored very easily and may misbehave, especially if a task seems 
useless or difficult to them or if it does not appeal to their immediate interest (Scott & Ytreberg, 1990; 
Brown, 1994; Cameron, 2001; Alexiou, 2015; Alexiou, Roghani, & Milton, 2019). That is why they need 
changes in tasks every five to ten minutes and a variety of activities (Brown, 1994; Reilly & Ward, 1997) 
and they desire lively, playful and unconventional teaching approaches (Alexiou, 2015; Prosic-Santovac, 
2017). Also, very young children “need to have all five senses stimulated” (Brown, 1994, p. 92) and need 
to be instructed and assessed in concrete lexical items through realia and objects (Alexiou, Roghani, & 
Milton, 2019).  
 
Concrete vocabulary and rich input are vital for preschool learners who possess an extraordinary talent 
of acquiring new vocabulary (Gathercole et al., 1992). Vocabulary after all is “a central element of 
language, and it is likely to be a focus of effective foreign language teaching from the earliest years” 
(Alexiou, Roghani, & Milton, 2019, p. 207). Thus, it is an undisputed fact that vocabulary is a key element 
in language learning and especially during this early period.  That is why the focus of early language 
learning has shifted to it and all FL stakeholders try to discover the most effective way to teach and 
assess vocabulary knowledge.  
 
Recent studies indicate that young children can learn new words after being exposed to them only once 
(Tiefenthal, 2008 cited in Alexiou, Roghani, & Milton, 2019) and that exposure to authentic language can  
lead to incidental vocabulary acquisition (Alexiou & Yfouli, 2019). Very young learners are usually taught 
an amplitude of nouns since they are concrete and can be easily depicted and translated (Kersten, 
2015). Although this aids language acquisition, young learners are incapable of using these nouns in 
meaningful contexts. Children’s exposure to fixed phrases or lexical chunks (Hunston et al., 1997; Willis, 
2003) can be the solution to this problem.  It can give young learners “the opportunity to develop more 
abstract notions of language” (Kersten, 2015, p. 137).  
 
It is generally agreed that young children store language in fixed phrases or lexical chunks (Hunston et 
al., 1997; Willis, 2003).  This so-called prefabricated language is widely used in early language learning in 
both L1 and L2 (Fillmore, 1976; Peters, 1983; Lieven et al., 1992; Wray, 2000; Perera, 2001) even before 
they reach the final stages of cognitive development (Wray, 2002). Formulaic language is found in the 
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input young learners receive every day; songs, rhymes, classroom language or their carer’s speech, they 
all contain formulae (Cameron, 2001; Bannard & Lieven, 2009). So, the early language produced by very 
young children contains a variety of fixed expressions (Wray, 2002) -a fact that helps them become more 
fluent (Kersten, 2015) and helps them sound natural (Milton & Alexiou, 2012). Nonetheless, there is 
limited use of formulaic language in some children, whereas there is an amplitude of formulae in the 
speech of others. According to Wray (2002, p. 117), “it seems that the child’s understanding of what 
language is for, can play a role in determining the approach that is taken to learning”. Expressive 
language tends to be stored as a whole while referential language is usually broken down into individual 
words (ibid). This combination of fixed phrases and single lexical items seems to be the recipe for 
successful language learners (Kersten, 2015).  
 
The hot question then, after considering all the aforementioned points, is how we can successfully teach 
vocabulary, or more specifically lexical chunks, to so young children. A very popular vocabulary teaching 
approach for early language learning is the story-based framework that can aid the introduction of 
lexical chunks and the children’s cognitive, linguistic and emotional development (ibid). Other widely 
used techniques for vocabulary teaching are: songs, rhymes, riddles, total physical response activities, 
arts and crafts, drama, projects and games (Alexiou, 2015). A useful teaching tool, which has recently 
emerged, is children’s TV programmes.  They can be particularly successful in vocabulary teaching 
because they help young learners link a word to a picture very easily since they provide them with rich 
visual stimuli (Alexiou, 2015). Also, children’s TV programmes excite young children with the use of 
pictures, music and movement (Cremin, 2009) and constitute rich input for successful vocabulary 
learning which can be retained (Alexiou & Vitoulis, 2014).   

 
 

1.2 TV Viewing & Vocabulary Uptake 
 
Television  has  been  part  of  our  everyday  life  for  many  decades  but  at  first  it  was regarded only  
as  a  source  of entertainment  and information  and  not  as a source of language  learning (Rice & 
Woodsmall, 1988). Initially, research  focused  on educational  cartoons  in  relation  to  first  language  
learning  and only in the last decade has research begun to examine early foreign language learning via 
TV cartoon programmes.  
 
Arikan & Taraf (2010) examined if fourth graders can acquire grammar and vocabulary by watching the 
cartoon TV series, The Simpsons. The researchers found that the experimental group, which simply 
watched the TV series, outperformed the control group that followed a traditional grammar-based 
syllabus. Alexiou (2015) examined the vocabulary gained by preschoolers (4, 5 and 6-year-olds) through 
simply watching Peppa Pig. The results showed that the learners were able to learn a third of all the 
vocabulary they were exposed to without receiving any instruction. It was also found that participants 
used cognates and were in favour of concrete words that could easily be translated in their mother 
tongue. The surprising finding in this study was that 4-year-olds scored better than 5-year-olds. In 
another study, Prosic-Santovac (2017) concluded that watching the Peppa Pig series combined with the 
use of branded toys and products related to the show resulted positively in vocabulary and grammar 
development and enhanced the pronunciation and the fluency of the 4-year-old participating in this 
case study.  
 
Scheffler (2015) also investigated the effect of three British children’s animation series (Peppa Pig, 
Humf, and Ben and Holly’s Little Kingdom) on his 21 months-of-age twins’ EFL vocabulary development. 
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Through observation, the researcher concluded that the toddlers could use an amplitude of words and 
memorized lexical chunks to talk about their daily life and their habits. In a study about the infant-
directed television programme Dora the Explorer, the receptive and productive vocabulary gain of 
preschool learners (4-year-olds and 5-year-olds) was investigated and its retention as well (Kokla, 2016). 
The results showed that more than half of the words tested were learnt receptively and that receptive 
vocabulary gains were greater than productive ones. Also, older learners were found to outpace 
younger ones in receptive vocabulary and in its retention but not in production.  There were similar 
results in productive tests in both groups.  
 
Furthermore, Mitroudi (2019) investigated second-graders (7-8 years old) who were exposed to the 
cartoon series Ben and Holly’s Little Kingdom without any explicit instruction. Observations determined 
that learners acquired numerous words and lexical chunks, which they started using spontaneously, and 
that girls outperformed boys in vocabulary uptake. Moreover, receptive and productive lexical 
knowledge of children who watched the cartoon TV series Charlie & Lola was the focus of the study by 
Alexiou and Yfouli (2019). They concluded that children acquired many of the lexical items and chunks 
receptively and could produce some of them. Younger learners outperformed older ones in this study. 
 
Lastly, Alexiou and Kokla (2018) provided a thorough linguistic analysis of Peppa Pig which proved that 
there is a combination of frequent and infrequent vocabulary in the show including both the beginners’ 
level vocabulary and the more infrequent language which is used in everyday life or is part of young 
children’s world. Also, the researchers found that this cartoon contains both simple and situation-
related lexical chunks that are frequently repeated throughout and across episodes. Peppa Pig though is 
not only a useful linguistic tool.  It has been proved to promote multilingualism and positive pro-social 
behaviour and support gender equality by assigning a different role of women in society (Alexiou & 
Kokla, 2019). 
 
 
1.3 The Preschoolers’ TV Programme Peppa Pig 
 
Peppa Pig is a British animated programme addressed to preschool native speakers of English. It is aired 
in 180 countries (Vaidyanathan, 2010) and has received many awards. The show has five-minute-long 
episodes which is ideal for young children who have short attention spans. The heroine of the show is a 
5-year-old female pig (Peppa) whom we see with her family and friends in their everyday life, dealing 
with real-life problems. “Peppa’s world reflects very closely the reality of a small child” (Scheffler, 2015, 
p. 15) which is why children can relate to it and can easily associate new words to their everyday 
experience. The rare feature of Peppa Pig is that its lead character is a female but does not adopt the 
stereotypical role of women (Prosic-Santovac, 2017).  On the contrary it supports equality between men 
and women and presents a different role of women in society (Alexiou & Kokla, 2019). 
 
What makes Peppa Pig a unique teaching tool for preschoolers is that it contains natural, authentic, 
easily-accessible English vocabulary (Alexiou, Roghani, & Milton, 2019). Quite interestingly, it “provides 
exposure to formulaic language and Situation-Bound Utterances, and indirectly teaches pragmatic 
conventions” (Nightingale, 2014, p. 209). But most importantly, the show is structured in a way that 
leads to language development in child-directed speech: “short length of utterance, repetition, language 
tied to immediate, concrete referents” (Prosic-Santovac, 2017, p. 571). 
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2. The Study 
 
2.1 Purpose  
 
The purpose of this study is to investigate whether Peppa Pig can successfully teach formulaic language 
to preschool children. In particular, it examines whether formulaic language can be acquired simply by 
watching Peppa Pig and whether its acquisition is reinforced through explicit teaching. It also wants to 
determine if there is an age difference in the formulaic language acquisition. There are three main 
research questions examined in this study: 
 

1. Can preschoolers acquire formulaic language through exposure to Peppa Pig? 
2. Is formulaic language acquisition reinforced through explicit teaching? 
3. Is there an age effect on young learners’ formulaic language acquisition? 

 
 
2.2 Methodology 
 
Fifty-five (55) Greek preschoolers from Kessaris Private School in Athens, Greece took part in the study.  
The children had English instruction since it was part of their school’s syllabus (45-minute EFL lessons 
every day). The  children were divided into five groups: two groups of 5-year-olds (MA:5.5), a control 
group that simply watched an episode of the show and was tested, and an experimental group that 
watched an episode, received explicit instruction and then was tested. Two groups of 4-year-olds (MA: 
4.4), a control and an experimental group, and a group of 3-year-olds (MA:3.5) that received instruction 
since the children were very young.  
 
Four receptive pre-tests were first administered to the children to determine the lexical chunks which 
would be included in the actual tests. Then, twelve receptive tests (Appendix) were given in total, each 
one after the episode they watched (twelve episodes in total; three for each of the four seasons of the 
show at the time). Each test consisted of 3-7 lexical chunks, depending on the episode, which is quite a 
lot considering that the show has five-minute episodes. The episodes shown and the lexical chunks 
included on the tests were selected by the researcher, so that they would all be concrete lexical chunks 
that were more appropriate for the young children’s cognitive level. All the tests were created on the 
iPad widget Bookry and were administered through the use of iPads (each participant had his own iPad). 
So, the tests were presented to them like a game on the iPad because ‘superficially game like’ tests are 
more appropriate for very young learners (Alexiou & Milton, 2020). The  pre-tests contained four 
pictures, the target lexical chunk and three distractors, while the actual tests contained two pictures, the 
target lexical chunk and one distractor. The pictures of the pre-tests were different from the ones on the 
actual tests. Each participant had to click on the correct picture on his ipad after the researcher provided 
them orally with the lexical chunk tested; the total score of each child was calculated and the right and 
wrong answers were shown in the end. 
 
 
3. Results & Discussion 
 
The results of the study will be presented in order of the research questions in the following sections. 
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Research question 1: Can preschoolers acquire formulaic language through exposure to Peppa Pig? 
 
The results of the control groups of 5-year-olds and 4-year-olds will be presented in this section since 
they were the ones who were merely exposed to the show and did not get any kind of instruction on the 
target lexical chunks. So, as it is obvious in Chart 1, both of these groups were very successful in 
receptive formulaic language acquisition.  

 
Chart 1: Simply watched Peppa Pig - Formulaic language acquisition  

 
It is obvious that 4-year-olds doubled their scores in actual testing yielding statistically significant results 
in the Paired Samples T-tests performed in almost half of the chunks (p < .05 in 17 chunks; p < .01 in 2 
chunks, see Table 1).  
 

Paired Differences 
 Mean Std. Deviation Sig. (2-tailed) 
Pair 2 .444 .527 .035 
Pair 8 .444 .527 .035 
Pair 9 .444 .527 .035 
Pair 11 .500 .535 .033 
Pair 12 .625 .518 .011 
Pair 14 .500 .535 .033 
Pair 15 .625 .518 .011 
Pair 18 .625 .518 .011 
Pair 20 .500 .535 .033 
Pair 22 .667 .500 .004 
Pair 24 .444 .527 .035 
Pair 28 .444 .527 .035 
Pair 29 .556 .527 .013 
Pair 31 .556 .527 .013 
Pair 34 .750 .463 .003 
Pair 37 .625 .518 .011 
Pair 40 .500 .535 .033 
Pair 41 .625 .744 .049 

Table 1: Paired Samples T-tests of the Control Group of 4-year-olds – Pre-testing vs Testing 

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%
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70%

4-year-olds (Control) 5-year-olds  (Control)
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64,31% 66,55%

Pre-Testing Testing
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5-year-olds’ scores in actual testing were almost tripled with statistically significant differences occuring 
in almost half of the chunks in the Paired Samples T-tests (p < .05 in 7 chunks; p < .01 in 7 chunks, p < 
.001 in 7 chunks, see Table 2). These results are in line with previous research which found that mere 
exposure to Peppa Pig led to successful acquisiton of a third of all the vocabulary they were exposed to 
(Alexiou, 2015).  
 
 

Paired Differences 
 Mean Std. Deviation Sig. (2-tailed) 
Pair 1 .750 .452 .000 
Pair 3 .583 .515 .002 
Pair 9 .429 .646 .028 
Pair 10 .357 .497 .019 
Pair 14 .500 .650 .013 
Pair 15 .571 .514 .001 
Pair 18 .643 .497 .000 
Pair 20 .929 .267 .000 
Pair 21 .667 .492 .001 
Pair 27 .500 .674 .026 
Pair 28 .500 .674 .026 
Pair 29 .917 .289 .000 
Pair 30 .583 .515 .002 
Pair 31 .417 .515 .017 
Pair 32 .667 .492 .001 
Pair 33 .417 .515 .017 
Pair 35 .583 .515 .002 
Pair 39 .500 .522 .007 
Pair 40 .500 .522 .007 
Pair 41 .583 .515 .002 
Pair 43 .583 .515 .002 

 
Table 2: Paired Samples T-tests of the Control Group of 5-year-olds – Pre-testing vs Testing 

 
 
Research question 2: Is formulaic language acquisition reinforced through explicit teaching? 
 
The results of the experimental groups of 5-year-olds and 4-year-olds and the results of the 3-year-olds 
will be presented since they were the ones who recieved instruction after viewing the episodes.  
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Chart 2: Watched Peppa Pig & got instruction - Formulaic language acquisition  
 
As can be seen in Chart 2, 3-year-olds tripled their scores in actual testing.  In fact, there were 
statistically significant differences in half of the chunks tested (p < .05 in 16 chunks; p < .01 in 6 chunks, p 
= .001 in 2 chunks, see Table 3).  
 
 

Paired Differences 
 Mean Std. Deviation Sig. (2-tailed) 
Pair 1 .833 .408 .004 
Pair 3 .667 .516 .025 
Pair 5 .667 .516 .025 
Pair 6 .667 .516 .025 
Pair 8 .833 .408 .004 
Pair 9 .833 .408 .004 
Pair 10 .625 .518 .011 
Pair 12 .500 .535 .033 
Pair 13 .625 .518 .011 
Pair 14 .625 .518 .011 
Pair 15 .625 .518 .011 
Pair 16 .625 .744 .049 
Pair 17 .625 .518 .011 
Pair 24 .571 .535 .030 
Pair 28 .571 .535 .030 
Pair 32 .714 .488 .008 
Pair 34 .571 .535 .030 
Pair 35 .714 .488 .008 
Pair 36 .857 .378 .001 
Pair 37 .571 .535 .030 
Pair 41 .857 .378 .001 
Pair 43 .714 .488 .008 
Pair 44 .571 .535 .030 
Pair 45 .571 .535 .030 

 
Table 3: Paired Samples T-tests of the Group of 3-year-olds – Pre-testing vs Testing 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

5-year-olds (Experimental)

4-year-olds (Experimental)

3-year-olds

26,05%

24,38%

20,11%

82,45%

80,66%

73%
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4-year-olds also tripled their scores in actual testing having statistically significant results in almost 70% 
of the chunks tested (p < .05 in 13 chunks; p < .01 in 12 chunks, p = .000 in 7 chunks, see Table 4).  
 
 

Paired Differences 
 Mean Std. Deviation Sig. (2-tailed) 
Pair 4 .545 .688 .025 
Pair 5 .636 .505 .002 
Pair 6 .636 .505 .002 
Pair 7 .545 .688 .025 
Pair 9 .545 .522 .006 
Pair 10 .636 .505 .002 
Pair 11 .727 .467 .000 
Pair 13 .636 .505 .002 
Pair 14 .636 .505 .002 
Pair 15 .909 .302 .000 
Pair 16 .636 .674 .011 
Pair 17 .818 .405 .000 
Pair 19 .727 .467 .000 
Pair 20 .818 .405 .000 
Pair 23 .667 .500 .004 
Pair 24 .556 .527 .013 
Pair 25 .667 .500 .004 
Pair 26 .556 .527 .013 
Pair 27 .889 .333 .000 
Pair 29 .556 .527 .013 
Pair 30 .667 .500 .004 
Pair 31 .444 .527 .035 
Pair 32 .556 .527 .013 
Pair 35 .556 .527 .013 
Pair 36 .444 .527 .035 
Pair 37 .667 .500 .004 
Pair 38 .556 .527 .013 
Pair 39 .556 .527 .013 
Pair 41 .750 .463 .003 
Pair 43 .444 .527 .035 
Pair 44 .889 .333 .000 
Pair 47 .667 .500 .004 

 
Table 4: Paired Samples T-tests of the Experimental Group of 4-year-olds – Pre-testing vs Testing 

 
 
Lastly, 5-year-olds’ scores were also tripled in actual testing with statistically significant differences 
appearing in almost 80% of the chunks (p < .05 in 2 chunks; p < .01 in 9 chunks, p < .001 in 2 chunks, , p = 
.000 in 23 chunks, see Table 5). The results here support the previous research of Prosic-Santovac (2017) 
who found that watching the show and then playing with branded toys or using products related to the 
show resulted positively in vocabulary acquisition. 
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Paired Differences 
 Mean Std. Deviation Sig. (2-tailed) 
Pair 1 .733 .458 .000 
Pair 2 .933 .258 .000 
Pair 3 .600 .507 .000 
Pair 5 .600 .507 .000 
Pair 7 .800 .414 .000 
Pair 8 .933 .258 .000 
Pair 9 .667 .488 .000 
Pair 10 .467 .640 .014 
Pair 11 .600 .507 .000 
Pair 12 .667 .488 .000 
Pair 13 .733 .458 .000 
Pair 16 .846 .376 .000 
Pair 17 .692 .630 .002 
Pair 18 .462 .519 .008 
Pair 19 .769 .439 .000 
Pair 21 .692 .480 .000 
Pair 23 .533 .516 .001 
Pair 24 .467 .640 .014 
Pair 25 .600 .507 .000 
Pair 26 .667 .488 .000 
Pair 27 .600 .632 .003 
Pair 28 .667 .488 .000 
Pair 31 .600 .632 .003 
Pair 32 .600 .507 .000 
Pair 34 .429 .514 .008 
Pair 35 .571 .646 .006 
Pair 36 .500 .519 .003 
Pair 37 .714 .469 .000 
Pair 38 .786 .426 .000 
Pair 39 .929 .267 .000 
Pair 40 .643 .497 .000 
Pair 41 .643 .497 .000 
Pair 43 .786 .426 .000 
Pair 44 .500 .519 .003 
Pair 45 .643 .633 .002 
Pair 46 .714 .611 .001 

 
Table 5: Paired Samples T-tests of the Experimental Group of 5-year-olds – Pre-testing vs Testing 

 
 
So, it is obvious that explicit teaching resulted in higher scores compared to merely being exposed to the 
show, but it is interesting to examine if there were great differences between the control and the 
experimental groups.  
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Paired Samples Test 
 Mean Std. Deviation Sig. (2-tailed) 
5-year-olds Group – Tests 1-12 -73.15655 12.20710 .000 
4-year-olds Group – Tests 1-12 -71.33429 14.26791 .000 

 
Table 6: Experimental vs Control Groups’ Formulaic Language Acquisition  

 
The Paired Samples T-tests performed yielded statistically significant results (Table 6) between the 
control and experimental groups for both ages. As expected, explicit instruction of the target lexical 
chunks reinforced their acquisition.  
 
 
Research question 3: Is there an age effect on young learners’ formulaic language acquisition? 
 
To examine the age effect, the control and the experimental groups of 4-year-olds and of 5-year-olds 
were clustered together. Age was used as a categorical value based on the way the classes were 
grouped in the school. 
 
 

  3-year-olds 4-year-olds 5-year-olds 

Test 1 64.28% 76.16% 80.72% 

Test 2 73.75% 78.86% 79.09% 

Test 3 84.6% 85.28% 88.95% 

Test 4 77.5% 85.86% 87.04% 

Test 5 78.56% 80.54% 79.1% 

Test 6 74.1% 78.46% 79.68% 

Test 7 69.31% 77.79% 83.1% 

Test 8 72.11% 77.44% 83.36% 

Test 9 63.88% 74.84% 85.76% 

Test 10 77.77% 75.39% 76.18% 

Test 11 79.16% 82.66% 85.47% 

Test 12 74.99% 87.84% 86.37% 

 
Table 7: Formulaic Language Acquisition – Age Effect 

 
 

Older learners were found to score higher than younger ones as expected. As shown in Table 7, 5-year-
olds outperformed 3-year-olds and in the One-way ANOVA test that was performed (having age as the 
factor), there were statistically significant differences in five of the twelve tests (Table 8). 
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ANOVA 
 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Test_1 Between 
Groups 

1559.982 1 1559.982 6.777 .014 

Within Groups 7826.051 34 230.178   

Total 9386.033 35    

Test_7 Between 
Groups 

1241.012 1 1241.012 5.971 .020 

Within Groups 7274.668 35 207.848   

Total 8515.680 36    

Test_8 Between 

Groups 

820.434 1 820.434 4.521 .041 

Within Groups 6351.299 35 181.466   

Total 7171.733 36    

Test_9 Between 

Groups 

3016.833 1 3016.833 14.42

4 

.001 

Within Groups 7320.374 35 209.154   

Total 10337.207 36    

Test_12 Between 

Groups 

832.367 1 832.367 6.211 .018 

Within Groups 4690.320 35 134.009   

Total 5522.687 36    

 
Table 8: One-way ANOVA Test – Factor: Age - 3-year-olds & 5-year-olds 

 
Moreover, the 5-year-olds scored higher than the 4-year-olds with statistically significant differences 
emerging in two of the twelve tests in the One-way ANOVA test performed (Test 9: p= .007 and Test 12: 
p= .036). Finally, 4-year-olds scored higher than 3-year-olds.  However, no significant differences were 
detected. This may be explained by the fact that the age difference was so small between these two 
groups (less than a year for some participants) that great differences could not be observed.   
 
 
4. Conclusions 
 
This study was an attempt to examine if formulaic language can successfully be acquired by preschool 
children who watch Peppa Pig and whether explicit instruction can make a great difference in formulaic 
language gains. The results showed that mere exposure to the show led to statistically significant 
differences in formulaic language gains; the 4-year-old control group doubled and the 5-year-old control 
group almost tripled their scores compared to pre-tests. Explicit instruction proved to reinforce 
formulaic language acquisition.  All groups who recieved explicit instruction (3-year-olds, the 
experimental group of 4-year-olds and the experimental group of 5-year-olds) tripled their scores 
compared to pre-testing, yielding statistically significant differences. Moreover, the experimental groups 
outperformed the control groups with statistcially significant differences. Last but not least, the age was 
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proved to play an important role in formulaic language acquisition. Older learners generally performed 
better than younger ones.  
 
What is safe to conclude is that Peppa Pig can be an effective EFL teaching tool for early language 
learning and in particular for formulaic language acquisition. That is why all stakeholders (teachers, 
material and curriculum designers) should include it in the teaching process. What would be interesting 
to examine in further research is whether the formulaic language acquired can be retained long-term.  
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Appendix 
 
Below there are photos of some of the Lexical Chunks included in the actual tests. This is exactly how 
each lexical chunk appeared on the screen of the iPad with each chunk being provided orally by the 
researcher since the children could not read the chunk. Above each of the photo, there is a button, 
which they had in order to click to select the picture.  
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When the button was clicked, it became blue so it was clear that this picture was selected.  
 

 
 

In the end, after they submitted the test, the right and wrong answers were given to them and the 
researcher could see each one of them clearly.  
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