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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the phenomenon of transmission languages to the four children
in four full families with Russian immigrant background, both intermarried and non-
intermarried families. The present study also aims at investigating the effect of language
strategies within the family microsystem, Family language policy, on child language
development. The goals of the study are twofold: to explore Family language policy and
attitudes to the bilingual Russian-Norwegian children’s minority language; to investigate

children’s oral language proficiency in both minority and majority languages.

In this study considered the Family language policy inside family, i.e., home language

environment and the one outside, where one can distinguish activities outside the family.

The study’s overarching research question is: How the parental Family language

policy impacts on bilingual children’s oral language development.
These research objectives serve to address this question:

1)To investigate what languages are used inside and outside the family in the
parents conversation with the child and among the parents;

2)To study strategies that one or both parents use to motivate/demotivate the
child’s active use of the bilingual children’s minority language;

3)To examine the effect of parental Family language policy and attitudes on

bilingual children’s oral language development by studying Russian-Norwegian children;

The grounded theory method was chosen as a research tool in the current
investigation, while semi-structured interviews were employed for data collection and The
Multilingual Assessment Instrument for Narratives (MAIN) as an assessment instrument for

assess the children’s oral language proficiency.

More specifically I investigated the effect of parental input in two groups of bilingual
children, those who live in Norway with two Russian-speaking parents and those who grow up

in families with one Russian- and one Norwegian-speaking parent.
Seven categories emerged during the data analysis:

- The reason for the parents’ choice regarding the transmission of
Russian language to the child
- The parents’ language use in communication to each other and/or

with other adults in the presence of the child



- The parents’ language use in communication with the child. The
child’s language use in communication with the parents and siblings.

- Measures taken by parents to prevent children's language shift

- The parents’ strategies for providing the child with additional input
in Russian language inside the family and outside the family.

- The children’s bilingual language development according to the
parents opinion

- The parents’ beliefs about bilingual development in general

During the analysis the reason of parents’ choice regarding the transmission of
Russian language to the children fifteen parental aspirations for the minority Russian language
transmission were formed. The motivation is a decisive in parental language choice. Theses
motives were in turn influenced by intrapersonal, family, situational and socio-historical factors

Throughout the research process I have identified a close link connecting the parental
underestimation of the role of minority language input, children’s involvement in language
activities inside and outside family and the bilingual children oral language proficiency.

I have identified different indicators of children language proficiency, which are
presented in chapter 4 in this thesis, i.e. Mean length of communicative units (MLCU); Internal
State Terms (IST), G (Goal), AO (Attempt + Outcome), (Goal + Attempt)/ GO (Goal +
Outcome), GAO (Goal + Attempt + Outcome)

Analyses of the data revealed certain consequences of different children’s language

use patterns.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1. Navigation

The thesis is structured as follows: Chapter 2 outlines the theoretical considerations
related to Family language policy, narrative development in bilingual children and presents
previous research findings. The following chapter, Chapter 3, presents methodology. The next
chapter, Chapter 4, provides the results of the study, which is followed by a discussion chapter.

The final chapter is a brief conclusion.
1.2. Definitions, Interpretations and Abbreviations (keywords)

Bilingual children — Dual language learners

Bilingual families - Families in which at least one member speaks a language X at
home other than Norwegian. Even if the only home language is that language X, these families

are still called bilingual.

Code Switching (CS) and Language Change - he practice of moving back and forth
between two languages, or between two dialects or registers of the same language. Also
called code mixing and style shifting. Code switching (CS) occurs far more often
in conversation than in writing. "The role of CS, along with other symptoms of contact, in
language change is still a matter of discussion . . .. On the one hand the relationship between
contact and language change is now generally acknowledged: few espouse the traditional view
that change follows universal, language-internal principles such as simplification, and takes
place in the absence of contact with other varieties (James Milroy 1998). On the other hand, . . .
some researchers still downplay the role of CS in change, and contrast it with borrowing, which

is seen as a form of convergence." Gardner-Chloros (2010).

Family language policy (FLP) - explicit and overt, as well as implicit and covert,
planning in relation to language use and literacy practices within home domains and among

family members (King, Fogle & Logan-Terry 2008)
Internal State Terms (IST) - mental state language (general concept).
L1, L2 — First mastered language, second mastered language, respectively.

Macro- and microstructure are two distinct, but interconnected levels: macro- and
microstructure (Liles, Duffy, Merritt, & Purcell, 1995). Microstructure is represented by the

internal, or language- specific, linguistic units used for the construction of coherent discourse,



such as noun phrases, pronouns, and connectives. The present contribution focuses on the

macrostructure of elicited narratives in both languages of bilingual children.

Macro-level phenomena (macrostructure) - Narrative structure, also called story
grammar or story structure, consists of such elements as setting, goal, attempt, outcome and
reaction, and is argued to be universal. (Rodina, 2016, p. 2). Macrostructure refers to the higher
order hierarchical organization of the narrative text such as episodic structure and story

grammar components (Heilmann et al., 2010)

MAIN - The Multilingual Assessment Instrument for Narratives (MAIN)
Designed in order to assess narrative skills in children who acquire one or more languages from
birth or from early age. MAIN is suitable for children from 3 to 10 years and evaluates both
comprehension and production of narratives. Its design allows for the assessment of several
languages in the same child, as well as for different elicitation modes: Model Story, Retelling,

and Telling. (MAIN, (Gagarina et al., 2012, 2015).

Majority language In this study the Norwegian language. A majority language is
the language that is usually spoken by a majority of the population in a country or in a region of
a country. In a multilingual society, the majority language is generally considered the high-

status official language.

Micro-level phenomena (microstructure) - narrative productivity (Rodina, 2016, p.
2). Microstructure is represented by the internal, or language- specific, linguistic units used for
the construction of coherent discourse, such as noun phrases, pronouns, and connectives.
(Gagarina, 2016, p. 92). Basically, a quantitative score is based on how many story structure
components the child produces when telling a story, while the qualitative complexity estimate
considers the co-occurrence of goals, attempts, and outcomes within an episode. (Gagarina,

2016, p. 93).

Minority language in this study — Russian language. A minority language is a
language spoken by a minority of the population of a territory. Such people are termed
linguistic minorities or language minorities. Dr. Lenore Grenoble (Concise Encyclopedia of
Languages of the World, 2009): "The respective terms 'majority' and "'minority' for Languages
A and B are not always accurate; speakers of Language B may be numerically greater but in a
disadvantaged social or economic position which makes the use of the language of

wider communication attractive." (Brawn & Ogilvie, 2009).



MLU/MLCU - mean length of CU (communicative units) in word tokens; total

number of word token divided on total number of communicative units. (General concept).

Multilingual families — Families in which at least one member speaks at least two
languages X and Y at home that are not Norwegian. If languages X and Y, (and any additional
language W, that is also not Norwegian), are the only languages spoken at home, the family is
still considered multilingual. The term “multilingualism” is applied to any family with two or
more languages. The terms bilingual and multilingual can be used interchangeably.
Bilingualism - The ability of an individual or the members of a community to use
two languages effectively. Adjective: bilingual. One must conclude that, far from being
exceptional, as many lay people believe, bilingualism/multilingualism...is currently the rule

throughout the world and will become increasingly so in the future.” (Bhatia & Ritchie, 2000).

Multilingual families — families in which at least one member speaks at least two
languages X and Y are spoken at home that are not Norwegian. If languages X and Y, (and any
additional language W, that is also not Norwegian), are the only languages spoken at home, the
family is still considered multilingual. The term “multilingualism” is applied to any family with

two or more languages. The terms bilingual and multilingual can be used interchangeably.

Narrative - A narrative or story is any report of connected events, real or imaginary,

presented in a sequence of written or spoken words, and/or still or moving images.

Normed test — test provided a scaled score that reflects not only mastery of the
specific academic or cognitive abilities but how a child's performance compares to other
children of the same age: this is how the scores are "normed." Some tests are normed that may

not be considered standardized, such as curriculum based or achievement tests.

Russian — Norwegian (R-N) family — (here) a family where mother is Russian
speaking and father is Norwegian speaking. Russian-Norwegian bilinguals living in Norway
are raised in families where mothers are Russian speaking immigrants and fathers are

Norwegian with little or no knowledge of Russian (cf. Timofeeva. & Wold, 2012).

Russian — Russian (R-R) family — a family where both parents are Russian speaking.
Russian-Norwegian bilingual children living in Norway are raised in Russian speaking
immigrant families, (R-R) family, where both parents are recent immigrants from Russia (cf.

Timofeeva. & Wold, 2012).

Russian speaking immigrants — Immigrants who come from countries where their

native language (or one of their native languages) is Russian. (They are not necessarily from



the country Russia). Russian speaking - is the main implication when it comes to definition
“Russian-Norwegian family” or “Russian-Russian family”. Russian speaking - is the main
implication when it comes to definition “Russian-Norwegian family” or “Russian-Russian
family”. It means parents do not necessarily Russians. But what their native language (or one of

her native languages) is Russian.
TD children - typically developing children. (general concept).

ToM - Theory of Mind. Children’s ability to attribute causal mental states in order to
explain and predict behaviour is called theory of mind. (Premack and Woodruff, 1978).

1.3. Introduction

In the context of multi-cultural societies communication between people from
different countries become easier as the number of cross-linguistic and cross-cultural marriages

is growing globally over the last years.

The number of Russian-speaking immigrants in Norway has been increasing steadily
since the 1990s, when the Soviet Union dissolution made it easier to leave Russia. Moreover
with the expansion of the European Union in 2004, Norway has also received a large group of
immigrant workers from the Baltic states. There are no statistics on what languages they speak,
but there is good reason to believe that among these are many individuals with Russian as their

mother tongue.

According to Henriksen (2007), Russian immigrants are spread out across the country,
and is the immigrant group with the lowest percentage reside in Oslo. One does not find
Russian-speaking immigrants gathered in the large towns or in individual parts of the country,
with the exception of Finnmark, where Russians make up 1.2% of the population. (Henriksen,

2007).

Russian women who marry Norwegian men largely settles in rural areas. Interestingly,
Russian immigrants generally have a high level of education. The proportion with higher
education is greater among Norwegian-Russian (47%) immigrants than in the Norwegian (?)
population as a whole (36 %). It is particularly women who distinguish themselves with high

employment rate. (Henriksen, 2007).

When an intermarried couple has chosen to live in one of the partners’ native country,
a combination of majority and minority languages in that family exists. This creates interesting

issues regarding language use and language performance, with one of the partners’ languages



being the minority language as opposed to the majority language of the surrounding
community. Children of cross-linguistic marriages have a unique opportunity to acquire both of
the parental native languages, majority and minority, and develop bilingual competence from

the beginning of life.

It is necessary to point out that in the socio-historical context of Norway there is a high
number of women, and mothers, in Norway engaged in full-time work, fathers often participate
actively in childcare, and even young children go to kindergartens. (Timofeeva &Wold, 2012,
p. 50) The children’s bilingual development can be unpredictable and depends on various
factors among which is parental motivation as a part of so-called “Family language policy”
(FLP). Some minority language parents have strong aspirations to transmit their native
language while others may have different parental objectives which conflict with that of raising
children bilingually (Okita, 2002). Often, parents are not even consciously aware of their

choices in this regard.

Under which circumstances do some inter-marriage families choose to use parental
native languages, versus only minority language at home, versus mixed input from the minority
language parent? And why this choice is so important for parents and for the development of
bilingual children? Such questions provided the motivation for the present study. The current
study focuses on parents language choice in communication with the child, choices regarding
[providing] [his or her] language activities inside and outside home, and also on their attitudes
towards the minority Russian language. Okita (2002) argues “language use in intermarried
families is deeply intertwined with the experience of childrearing. It is impossible to separate it
from interpersonal, family and societal contexts” (p. 232). The current thesis examines the
effect of parental Family language policy and attitudes on bilingual children’s language

development by studying Russian-Norwegian children.

The phenomena of the language strategies’ effect within a family microsystem
(Family language policy) on child language development has been widely investigated with
tasks adapted from psycholinguistics and sociolinguistics (Ratikainen and Wold, 2012,
DeHouwer, 2007, Walters, 2014). Yet, the Family language policy towards minority language

outside home is not represented in this literature.

FLP has been an underexplored area of sociolinguistic research (Li Wei 2012), and the

proposed research aims to contribute to this emerging field of inquiry.
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The novelty of the present study is that, unlike most other studies, it not only
investigates the language policies within the families or only children’s language abilities but
also the use of languages outside the family circle. Further, a variety of testing methods was
used to test children’s language proficiency within MAIN after interviewing the parents. Such

testing methods provide objective (and normed?) results.

Another point is that during the analysis of the Family language policy, not only the
home environment but also the children’s language activities outside their homes was

considered.

Language use within the family is important but there are families for whom the most
important factor is the use of language outside the family. Thus, expanding the field of study,
the current study linked the qualitative indicators that determine parental attitudes to the
minority Russian language and Family language policy within and outside the family.
Furthermore, the quantitative indicators of children’ language proficiency and how
bilingualism manifests itself in children with the help of language assessment was studied.
Summation and analysis of the complex indicators has rendered interesting results. (see chapter

5 of this thesis).

The methodology for the assessment children’s oral language proficiency of the
children of this study is The Multilingual Assessment Instrument for Narratives (MAIN),
which consists of comprehension and production assessments, i.e. narratives. Many studies use
narratives as an important tool in assessing bilingual development. Most recently narratives
have been used for assessing bilingual norms and establishing the relationship between

bilingualism and language impairment.

General characteristics of Norwegian-Russian children’s narrative abilities, thus
contributing to the understanding of simultaneous bilingual acquisition, is provided (or:

discussed) in the present study.

It is not random that the author is a Russian residing in Norway writing about Russians
in Norway. Being the mother of two Russian children growing up in fNorway, for me
personally, the issue of language transmission on bilingual children and their Russian and

Norwegian language proficiency is very relevant.
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1.4. Research question and research objectives

In the present study I have investigated the effect of language strategies within the
family microsystem, and the Family language policy (FLP) on child language development.
The goals of the study are twofold. First, I will explore Family language policy and attitudes to
the bilingual Russian-Norwegian children’s minority and majority language. My second goal is
to investigate children’s language acquisition in both languages. Based on case studies of four
Russian-Norwegian children, I considered the relationship between the Family language policy

and bilingual children’s oral language proficiency.

The present study asks the following overarching research question: How does Family
language policy (FLP) affect oral language proficiency of bilingual Russian-Norwegian

children?

This study is focusing on language attitudes inside and outside family and oral
language proficiency in both majority Norwegian and minority Russian language as assessed
by the Multilingual Assessment Instrument for Narratives (MAIN) test, including both
comprehension and production assessment. (Gagarina, N., Klop, D., Kunnari, S., Tantele, K.,

Vilimaa, T., Balciuniene, 1., Bohnacker, U., & Walters, J. (2012).
The study has several objectives:

4)To investigate what languages are used inside and outside the family in the
parents conversation with the child and among the parents;

5)To study strategies that one or both parents use to motivate/demotivate the
child’s active use of the bilingual children’s minority language;

6)To examine the effect of parental Family language policy and attitudes on

bilingual children’s oral language development by studying Russian-Norwegian children;
The objectives of this study are specifications of a research question.

Macro-sociological contexts such as demography, kinship and culture, what Bourdieu
(1991) called champs (Fr.), have been touched just a little in this study. The term also includes
sociological qualities (or descriptors) like identity, ethnicity, ethno linguistic identity, social

preferences, and attitudes to speakers [of other languages], and languages [as such].

The purpose (or goal) of this study is to focus on the role of language input within and
outside the family setting in children and to describe how it affects their oral language

proficiency.

12



Chapter 2: Literature review

Literature review shows that there are many factors affecting initial language use
inside family and outside family, Family language policy (FLP). Family language policy
(FLP) - explicit and overt, as well as implicit and covert, planning in relation to language use
and literacy practices within home domains and among family members (King, Fogle & Logan-

Terry 2008)

In the Norwegian context, investigating the Family language policy inside family and

outside family and bilinguals’ narrative skills have not received much attention before.

Many studies focusing on Russian development and language maintenance by Russian
immigrants in other countries, particularly in Israel, have been performed by Epstein and
Kheimets (2000), Kopeliovich (2009), Tannenbaum and Berkovich (2005). These studies,
however, deal with language development within families where both parents are Russian and
thus differ in the main aspect from the present study where focus is on use of Family language
policy in both cross-linguistic Russian-Norwegian families and families where both parents are

Russian.

The studies by Lanza (2001) on simultaneous Norwegian-English bilinguals and
Randen (2013) on successive Norwegian-Russian bilinguals are qualitative in nature and
discuss evidence obtained in three and five case studies, respectively. Lanza’s examination of
temporality in one preschool and two school-aged children reveals similarities in the expression
of temporal relations in bilingual and monolingual speakers. At the same time, within-subject
cross-linguistic comparison indicates their dominance in Norwegian, the majority language.
Randen makes an attempt to assess overall proficiency of five L1 Russian L2 Norwegian
school-aged children. Their retelling abilities seem largely dependent on their mastery of the

linguistic structures of their respective languages and vary considerably across the subjects.

Studies by Kasuya (1998) and Takeuchi (2006) have shown that the quality and
importance of linguistic interactions — that is the quality of the microsystem — between the
minority-language parent and the child is crucial for whether the child will actively use the

minority language or not.

Lanza argued that social life within the family plays a crucial role (cf. Lanza 2004a,b;
Lanza 2007). Heritage language is indeed “profoundly connected to speakers’ attitudes and

values” (Weiyun He 2012). Lanza and Svendsen (2007) revealed that family language

13



ideologies played a decisive role in parents’ decisions to maintain the heritage language or use

the societal language with their children, hence language policy at the family level.

“Sire'n (1991) studied took a developmentally oriented approach. Her sample
consisted of nearly 600 couples sharing the same home in Sweden who had at least a 4-year-old
child and where at least one parent spoke a language other than Swedish, the majority
language. Sire’'n’s analyses focused on child language use in communication with a mother, on
the one hand, and child language use in communication with a father, on the other hand. She
found that “If a mother or a father chooses to use both languages with the child...the chances of
the child becoming actively bilingual are not great” (p. 160). Chances were greater if parents

spoke just the minority language according Sire'n. (De Houwer (2007).

By studying the language use in Japanese mother/British father families living in the
UK Okita (2002) found that the need to communicate with the extended family, the desire to
feel satisfied in communication with the child, observation of other families raising their
children bilingually, and fear of becoming isolated in the husband’s country were strong
motivating factors in the mothers’ decisions to use their native language with the child. Okita in
her study shows how language use in intermarried families is deeply intertwined with the

experience of everyday childrearing, in specific socio-historical contexts.

Drawing on in-depth interviews of twenty-eight Japanese mother/British father
families in the UK, the study uses a focus on language issues to describe actual childrearing
dynamics and situated ethnicity in cross-linguistic families. Presenting a picture of how
mothers attempt to resolve conflicting pressures and demands over childrearing, language and

education, the Okita shows the importance of recognition and shared responsibility in family.

Timofeeva and Wold (2012) in their study primarily pointed to the influence of the
wider societal context on the minority language development. They investigate how the process
of initial language choice and minority language transmission to the child was carried out by
Russian mothers in fifteen different families living in Norway. There are two factors that are
said to be of crucial importance for the initial language choices (mother’s language use with the
child) and child’s bilingual development in this study: 1) fathers’ competence in the minority
language and 2) quality of the emotional relationship between the mother and the father. Based
on the analysis of semi-structured interviews with 15 Russian mothers, Timofeeva and Wold
distinguish three different family contexts. In this study, the issue of the parents’ language

choice and motivation are of crucial importance.

14



According to Timofeeva and Wold (2012) one must be aware that ’the responsibility
for including the father into the communication with the child would appear to be influential
for the mother’s language use” with a child. (Timofeeva & Wold, 2012, p. 70) At the same time
in their study they conclude that the using only Russian language in communication with a

child raises tensions in the relationship between parents.

Studies by Kasuya (1998) and Takeuchi (2006) have also shown that the quality of
linguistic interactions — that is the quality of the microsystem — between the minority-language
parent and the child is crucial for whether the child will actively use the minority language or

not.

By studying the language use in cross-linguistic families scholars found that many
minority parents want to transmit their native language to the child for a number of reasons: the
need to communicate with the extended family, the desire to feel satisfied in communication
with the child, observation of other families raising their children bilingually, and fear of
becoming isolated in one parents (as a rule husbands) country; all were strong motivating
factors in the other parents (as a rule mothers) decisions to use their native language with the

child. (Okita, 2002 and Varro, 1988)

Mothers also wished to transmit Russian minority language to their children in order
to convey knowledge of an extra language. Such more intellectual reasons for bilingualism

have also been documented in other studies (Pavlenko 2004).

“Some mothers had worries about a delay in both languages, for which they also felt
responsible because they attributed it to their mixed language use strategy in communication

with the child” (Timofeeva & Wold, 2012, p. 72).

The importance of mother’s choice of language of communication with the child for
family relationships is also illustrated by Pease-Alvarez (2003) in a study of language
maintenance and shift Spanish-English in a group of immigrant parents and their youngsters
with Mexican descent living in California. Her findings were interesting and supporting during
the process of answering on the research “How does Family language policy (FLP) affect oral
language proficiency of bilingual Russian-Norwegian children?” It is interesting to find out
because in her study she points out that in studying one language children lose the development

of second language.

The emerging research field of Family language policy (FLP) bridges the gap between

studies of child language proficiency and the field of language policy research in its approach
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to understanding language maintenance and shift in multilingual families and communities (Li
Wei 2012; King & Fogle 2013;0 hifearnain 2013). FLP involves linguistic practices, which
reveal implicit language planning (Li Wei 2012). FLP is, furthermore , formed and
implemented in interaction with wider political, social, and economic forces. It should be
pointed that the investigation of language includes also both linguistic structure that is
traditionally divided into syntax, semantics, phonology, morphology and proficiency and

attitudes.

As Cummins (2000) states: "Conceptual knowledge developed in one language helps
to make input in the other language comprehensible." So the study of one language helps in the
study of the second. Thus the transfer of skills from the dominant language facilitates literacy
in the weaker language, obscuring any effect that bilingualism per se might have imparted.
Cummins shows that in the course of learning one language a child acquires a set of skills and
implicit metalinguistic knowledge that can be drawn upon when working in another language.

(Cummins, 2000).

The Rodina’s study (2016) highlights the importance of examining language data in
both languages of a bilingual child. (Rodina, 2016, p. 1) For the bilingual speakers it has been
hypothesized that story structure should be invariant across the two languages due to its
dependency on cognitive processes that are common across languages. On the other hand,
narrative productivity, being language specific, is less likely to transfer from one language to

another and may be more easily affected by exposure. (Rodina, 2016, p. 2).
This hypothesis finds support in of Pearson (2002), Iluz-Cohen and Walters (2012).

There is a variety of opinions on the children’s bilingual assessing. Some of them
contradict each other, for example according to Schwartz and Shaul (2013), transfer of the
narrative schema supports the idea that narrative abilities are largely dependent on cognitive
processes rather than on language-specific representations. This appears to be an overall

conclusion of the studies reviewed above.

However at the same time, the results in Schwartz and Shaul (2013) and Iluz-Cohen
and Walters (2012), suggest that bilingual language exposure is an important predictor of

narrative development.

Previous research has shown that the amount of parental input plays an important role
in the grammatical development of Norwegian-Russian children (cf. Rodina & Westergaard,

2013, 2015). Rodina and Westergaard’s (2015) examination of the acquisition of grammatical
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gender reveals that bilingual-monolingual differences are largely quantitative in nature.
However, the authors also show that children from Russian- Norwegian families who are
exposed to both languages from the parent speaking the minority language seem to be losing
the category of gender. Other aspects of these children’s grammatical development, as well as
their overall linguistic proficiency, remain understudied. To get a comprehensive view of
Russian — Norwegian children’s language, the study of Rodina (2016) addresses the correlation
between cognitive development and linguistic proficiency through investigating narrative
abilities in two languages and through a comparison with Norwegian and Russian monolingual

children of the same age.

The papers of Bohnacker, (2016); Gagarina, (2016); Kunnari et al., (2016) additionally
assess the microstructure and explore narratives in both languages Some results of these studies
will be considered in detail farther in this thesis as they can provide a knowledge of
simultaneous narrative development focusing on a unexamined before language combination,

such as Norwegian and Russian, in this way.

Of special interest for the present study is the results reported by Gagarina (2016),
who used the newly designed MAIN, which have been used in the present study, to assess
narrative development in simultaneous bilingual pre-schoolers. The study presents an in-depth
research in the macrostructure in children’s majority and minority language, such as German
and Russian. For this language combination the macrostructure is reported to be invariable
across the two languages. Full episodes including all three main components, namely goal,
attempt and outcome (GAO), were highly infrequent in the bilingual children’s narratives in all
three studies. Abbreviated or incomplete episodes were also infrequent, with goals being
omitted most often. As pointed out by Bohnacker (2016, p. 29) “the 5-year-olds’ narratives are
dominated by attempts and outcomes, with little information about the feelings, intentions, and
goals of the protagonists involved”. It should be noted that in the MAIN goal is the main
component of the story complexity score. Importantly, many studies show that the ability to
integrate goals in storytelling develops with age, approximately until school-starting age. At the
same time Bohnacker (2016), who also studied narrative comprehension, shows that Swedish-
English bilingual pre-schoolers who can not produce goals have no difficulty understanding
them. Overall children’s performance in comprehension in this study reveals the majority
language effect, since bilinguals showed better understanding across all story components in

majority language.

As Gagarina (2016) concludes, the GAO component is one of crucial in assessing
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children language proficiency and represents the highest level of story complexity and is an
indicator of an ability to produce a coherent story. (Gagarina, 2016, p. 93). In addition the
ability to integrate goals in storytelling develops with age. At the same time Bohnacker (2016),
who also studied narrative comprehension, shows that Swedish-English bilingual preschoolers

who are unable to produce goals have no difficulty understanding.

Issues are still left open by previous researchers, and thus, may be taken over to

explore in the present thesis.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

3.1. Research methods

Mixed methods, quantitative and qualitative approach, supported the present

research. The study was guided by a theoretical framework with Grounded theory.

I have found this the most appropriate and most effective way to understand
phenomena and focus of my study. Quantitative approach, MAIN narratives, was an

additional tool in order to mesure children’s oral language proficiency.

Since I perform data analyses based on grounded theory I should not come up with a
hypothesis based on what I think is already known. Instead, I need to use
an inductive approach and begin with as few preconceptions about what is studied as possible.
In this approach, theories are devised to explain what is seen. I have found the process of data

analysis in this study more like a discovery than an examination.

Central to the research process of grounded theory, as used in this study, was the
specific coding strategies used to analyses the data and the theoretical sampling involved in
selecting some of the informants (Strauss & Corbin 1990). Following grounded theory, the
research processes of data collection and analysis were partly merged in the present case. The
analysis started rather early in the research process. The different coding procedures will be
explained in the section on “The process of analysis”. But to understand the process of
theoretical sampling it must already be noted that together these different coding strategies
suggest categories and their relations which seem to be of specific importance for
understanding the data. The aim of theoretical sampling is to select further informants in a
strategic way to allow for testing of preliminary results or insights based on the initial coding

of the data.
3.3. Research procedure

3.3.1 Participants
My research is based on data collected from four families.

Given my interest in the home language environments and language use of children,

it appeared practical to recruit the subjects for my study through schools.
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There are several week-end Russian language complementary schools in Oslo.
Young people from six to sixteen can attend Russian language classes, literature,

mathematics, geometry, history, geography and biology there.
The largest of them are:

- The Center for Russian Language and Culture in Oslo. Age of pupils
attending this school is from six til sixteen. The school also offers preschool education
for children from two to six.

- The main general education school at the Russian Embassy in Norway.
Age of pupils attending this school are from six to sixteen. The school allows students
to pass an intermediate certification should it be plural: “intermediate examinations”,
and graduates (16 year olds) to pass the final attestation in order to achieve the

Russian certificate of secondary education.
Other schools are:

- Russian school “Azbukivedi”
- The Children's Development and Creativity Center “Solnechniy Dom”
- Russian school at the cultural center "Gardarike”

- And some others.

Information about schools is readily available through Internet and social networks.
Financial restrictions did not permit large-scale direct mailings to individuals, however, the

scope of this study did not require large number of participants.

To ask allowance from the schools to contact parents and their children on the school
ground, or to request their contact information through principals was considered more
complicated and time-consuming than to find participants without help of schools. It could be
also difficult to get a hold of the principal and to find families corresponding to certain

conditions required for my study.

Oslo is quite a big city with a large number of Russian speaking immigrants who are
historically open to have contact with each other, spend time together, come for a visit to eat
Russian dinner and practice Russian language. There is a lot of informal sosial contact among
Russians. Personally, I have a big and important social network and relations with Russian
speaking people who live in Oslo and in the whole of Norway. By tapping into my personal
network and its extended network («jungle telegraph») I was able to find the participants

needed for my research. The families for this research have been recruited through social
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groups in Facebook, Linkedin and YouTube, as well as through direct communication with a

wide range of friends in Norway.

In comparison with similar studies of the same scope it seemed to me that 4 or 5

families would be a suitable number for my study.

Considering this 1 have done the following procedure for recruitment and data

collection:

- I have made a list of resources that could help me find participants in
Norway, particularly in Oslo

- On the basis of this list I sent an e-mail request to each of them, asking
whether they would be interested in participating in my research. In addition, I asked
my friends who in turn would ask their friends, and so forth.

- I have put the proposal for participation in my research in social
networks in Oslo region (Facebook, Linked In and YouTube).

- After I received several responses I contacted the respondents directly
by telephone or wrote them e-mail with detailed information about my research and

Request to participate in the study as part of my Master degree thesis.

Mothers who had already decided to take part in the study also contacted their
friends, who had the same family pattern, and they in turn contacted the author who

conducted the interviews.

Rather than to collect data on children's families when children were of pre-school
age, I decided to recruit only families with children of age from eight to ten attending the

primary school.
The reasons for choosing this age group of children are:

- Children in this age group would be expected to have more activities
and relations both inside the family and outside the family, than would younger
children. This would likely provide more deverse and interesting data. In view of this I
supposed I would be able to invesigate more deeply and in greater detail the effect of
language strategies within the family microsystem (the Family language policy) on
child language development.

- The MAIN test for language assessment about which I have read earlier
and which seemed to me quite interesting and convenient in application and analysis is

just suitable for this age group of children;

21



I recruited two additional families that were planned as participants in the study but
they declined to participate for various reasons after they read detailed information about my

research and Request to participate in the study as part of my Masters thesis

One Russian-Russian family with two children, eight and ten years old, was very
interested in participation but the parents think that their sons (10 y/o) Russian language
proficiency is much worse than their daughters (8 y/o0). They wanted their daughter to
participate, not their son. But this does not meet the requirements of my research, which
requires that the tested child should be the firstborn in the family. Despite the fact that the

parents were very interested in participating it was not possible to include them into the study.

Another family, Russian — Norwegian, also has to children, and the firstborn child,
10 years old, who perfectly suited my research in all parameters, was very ashamed of his
poor minority Russian language development as his mother explained to me, so did not have

the courage to participate.

As a result I have recruited for the present study four families with Russian
immigrant background, residing permanently in Norway. Both intermarried and non-
intermarried families were considered: two Russian — Norwegian (R-N) families, a family
where mother is Russian speaking, father is Norwegian speaking, and two Russian — Russian
(R-R) family — a family where both mother and father are Russian speaking. The parents of
these families are at the age between 30 and 45, had at least a bachelor's degree. All families

are from middle-class households

Four children, all of them bilingual from birth and with Norwegian being their
societal majority language, took part in the present research as study subjects. The children
who participated in this research all have a typical (i.e., normal) language development. The
parents did not report their children having any language problems (dyslexia, hard of hearing,
etc). All of them were born in Norway, started acquiring Norwegian and Russian from birth,
attend Norwegian schools (with one exception), and are the firstborn child in their families.

The children were between the ages of 8 and 10 at the time of testing.

It could be useful for the further analyses to take into account the fact that all
participated children attended the Russian language complementary schools in Oslo, three
children attended The Center for Russian Language and Culture in Oslo, one child has

attended tis school before but moved to the school Azbukivedi one year ago.

The semi-structured interviews were conducted with both parents.
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The MAIN tests, both the production and narrative assessment, and the
comprehension assessment, were conducted to investigate these children’s oral language

proficiency.

The names of the children and their parents were changed to preserve the

confidentiality of personal information.
3.3.2 Interviewing

As we have seen from the literature review chapter, parental linguistic input has an

important impact in children’s language development.

Information was collected by means of a interview guide with twenty four questions
focusing on biographical data, language use inside the family and outside the family and

parent’s choice regarding the transmission of Russian language to the child. (Appendix A).
One semi-structured interview of two to three hours was conducted with each parent

The interview guide was designed to collect as much information about Family
language policy as possible. It consists of a three-page written questionnaire in English. There

are several sections in the interview guide:

The interview guide was designed to require as much information about Family
language policy as possible. It consists of a three pages in English. There are several sections

in the interview guide:
Life history
Identity
Languages strategies in the family
Attitudes towards language choice

and two tables (rating tasks): “Sources of language exposure inside the family” or
“Sources of language exposure outside the family” where parents can put percentage or

numbers. (Appendix A)

The reason for collecting data on sources of children’s language exposure inside and
outside the family from my informants is to explore the general richness of the child's

language exposure.

Besides, insight into the extent to which parents have control of language exposure

inside the family. They have to rely on other people when it comes to their children’s
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language exposure outside the family[, however, the questionnaires display to which extent
they have control over what other people their children meet, and in what settings (such as

school, formal social activity, or informal play)].

I have calculated percentages, however they are just estimates, of the subjective
opinion of parents on some of the study questions. Perhaps the estimates do not reflect reality

but rather, what parents would like to see as reality.

The interview guide was piloted on one adult who agreed that the questions are
interesting and suggested they would be a source for rich data for my research. My pilot
interviewee has a bilingual child, ten years old, and I believe her feedback was very relevant

for my study. She also proposed to simplify several sections of my interview guide

The interviews have been conducted in different languages: They were conducted in
Russian with parents who have Russian as a mother tongue. Interviews with two Norwegian
fathers were carried out in English and Norwegian, the particlar language depended on the
subjects own choice and preference. For example I asked in English one father who
responded in Norwegian. His choice to speak Norwegian was his personal preference and the
most important thing for me as a researcher was that my interviewee felt he could speak
freely. It was crucial to the information I could get, that my subjects felt comfortable. In this
way I was able to create a secure and well functioning communication with parents during the

interviews.

Each parent was interviewed separately, and was asked similar questions about their
life history, identity, language strategies in the family and outside the family, their child’s
language development, attitudes toward bilingualism and [attitudes toward the] minority
Russian language. They also were asked about their children’s language development since

birth. The questions posed to mothers and fathers only differed in the following way:

- In contrast to the fathers mothers were asked about their national
identity after immigration to Norway and how long have they been living in Norway.
They were also asked about their own Norwegian language acquisition/learning.

- In contrast to the mothers, fathers were asked about their Russian

language acquisition/learning and attended Russian courses.
(See the Appendix A for a copy of the original questionnaire)

Since the interview guide asked separate questions about which town a family or

parents lived it was possible to analyze the relationship between language use in parents’
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family and place of residence. For example in Norway, families can choose to send their
children to any school or university in Europe, so the location of the educational institution
does not necessarily correspond to family residence and vice versa. When it comes to Russian
speaking parents in the families who participated in my research, ome of them are by origin
from the republics of the former Soviet Union and different languages and language strategies
have been used in their families. Their age is between thirty-five and forty-five. The former
Soviet Union was a very big republic with a variety of ethnicities and languages. Many of

those (non-Russian) languages are still in use.

In the republic of the USSR for the first time the state status of title languages was
registered in the constitutions in 1989. In the language laws in the union republics in 1989 (in
Belarus and Turkmenistan later, in 1990), different statuses were given to the Russian
language, but not the state language. The Russian language as a language of international
communication appeared in the laws on the language in Belarus, Moldova, Ukraine,
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan. The right to educate in
Russian was reflected in the laws on the language in Belarus, Moldova, Kazakhstan,

Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan. RIA Novosti Ukraine, (2017).

To some extent this can be useful for analyzing the Family language policy inside

and outside family and language choice.

Several of the strategies, suggested by Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2011) were

applied during this stage of the interview session.

As the interview session proceed, most of the interviewees introduced many new
topics, which they wanted to reflect upon. Hence it was sometimes a real challenge to stay on
track during the interviewing process and decide what was significant and what was not in
relation to my research questions. The interview guide, comprising the major research topics,
proved very helpful in this respect. Despite my efforts to be as flexible as possible in letting
the participants say what they wanted to say, it was sometimes essential to give the interview
a new turn by asking ‘Structured Questions’ when the conversation seemed to go very far
from the focus of the study. At the same time I as an interviewer was also responsible for
considering the dynamics of the situation, for example, how to keep the conversation going,
how to motivate participants to discuss their thoughts, feelings and experiences, how to
overcome the problems of the likely asymmetries of power in the interview. (Kvale 1996:

126)
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As Kvale suggests, an interview is not usually a reciprocal interaction between two
equal participants. That said, it is important to keep the interview moving forward, and how to
achieve this needs to be anticipated by the interviewer, for example by being clear on what
one wishes to find out, asking those questions that will elicit the kinds of data sought, giving
appropriate verbal and non-verbal feedback to the respondent during the interview. It extends

even to considering when the interviewer should keep silent (Kvale 1996: 135).

During the interview, I made an audio recording after obtaining consent from the

participants.

Audiotape is selective, it filters out important contextual factors, neglecting the
visual and non-verbal aspects of the interview. Indeed, as practice shows, it is frequently the

non-verbal communication that gives more information than the verbal communication.
3.3.2.1 Interviewing procedure

I have collected data on children's activities inside the family as well as outside the
family from the interviews conducted with 8 parents of 4 families. I have used a qualitative
approach in the data processing although I have got the some numbers and percentage from
my interviewees because of the limited number of participants. So it would not be appropriate
to use a quantitative method to analyse language use inside and outside the family and its

impact on the childrens oral language proficiency to get a statistical conclusions.
3.3.3 Testing Narrative/Language assessment

Assessment tools for bilinguals that combine assessment in both the home language
and the majority language are often lacking (for exceptions, see Gagarina, Klassert, & Topaj,
2010; Schulz & Tracy, 2011). Language assessment of bilingual children is often
complicated, partly because there are very few normed instruments, and for many languages
there are none. (Gagarina, N., Klop, D., Tsimpli, L. & Walters, J., 2016). Because languages
differ, assessment methods are not readily comparable and language impairments may present

differently in each of a particular child’s languages and in different ages of the children.

According to Gagarina (2016) narrative skills are predictive of children’s literacy
and reading abilities and are crucial for later school success. Furthermore, comparative
research on narrative development has been intensively carried out in the last two decades in

order to implement narratives as a language assessment instrument (Gagarina et al., 2016)

Narrative abilities in children can be assessed in numerous ways. Narratives of
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different genres (e.g., personal or fictional) have been collected by a variety of elicitation
procedures, such as story generation/telling, story retelling, or telling a story after listening to
a model story. Regardless of elicitation method, narratives are an ecologically valid way to
investigate the linguistic and cognitive abilities that underlie narrative competence (Botting,

2002; Hughes, McGillivray, & Schmidek, 1997).

Paradis, Genesee and Crago (2010) argue “language tasks that require a cognitive
component might . . . be tapping into language-general capacities”. What this means, is that
narratives may be less biased and more suitable and proper among all language assessment

tools for bilingual children.

Narrative skills are about storytelling and understanding how stories work. Children
should begin to understand that stories have a beginning, middle and an end approximately at
the age of 1-1,5 years and their narrative abilities must be fully formed by the age of
approximately 10 years, being able to describe things and tell events in order, as well as being

able to retell stories, aids in later reading comprehension skills.

In contrast with microstructure, the macrostructure of a narrative refers to its global
hierarchical organization and coherence that transcends the level of the individual utterance.
Macrostructure is characterized by the scaffolding of episodes in the story plot, event

sequencing, and the internal states of protagonists motivating or reacting to the events in the
story.

The story grammar model proposes that all stories have a setting and episode system;
the setting provides background information and introductory statements about the characters
and the providing context, while the episode system includes (a) an initiating event (i.e., an
external event that motivates main characters to act); (b) internal plans (i.e., intended actions
to achieve a goal and solve the problem); and (c) outcomes (i.e., success or failure in

achieving a goal).

The Multilingual Assessment Instrument for Narratives (MAIN), an
assessment instrument with a conceptual framework, was designed in order to assess
narrative skills in children who acquire one or more languages from birth or from
early age. MAIN is suitable for children from 3 to 10 years and evaluates both
comprehension and production of narratives. Its design allows for the assessment of
several languages in the same child, as well as for different elicitation modes: Model

Story, Retelling, and Telling. (MAIN, (Gagarina et al., 2012, 2015).
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MAIN contains four parallel stories, each with a carefully designed six-
picture sequence: Baby Birds, Baby Goats, Cat and Dog. Each story is accompanied
by a set of six pictures adjoined to each other in the form of a foldout book. The
stories are controlled for cognitive and linguistic complexity, parallelism in
macrostructure and microstructure, as well as for cultural appropriateness and

robustness. (MAIN, (Gagarina et al., 2012, 2015).

The MAIN is developed specifically for assessing narrative skills in both
languages of bilingual speakers. The task consisting of four wordless stories is
carefully designed to be parallel in a number of important ways (Gagarina et al.,
2016; Pesco & Kay-Raining Bird, 2016). The visual stimuli of the task is said to be
suitable for various socio-cultural settings. Thus, unlike widely used picture
storybooks like Frog, Where are you? (Mayer, 1969), the MAIN uses a controlled
experimental procedure that enables comparison across the two languages of

bilinguals and across different language combinations.

The goal was to construct an instrument that could be used to elicit narratives from
children from diverse linguistic, socioeconomic, and cultural. (MAIN, (Gagarina et al., 2012,

2015).

Depending on which core parts of the episode are realized, narratives can reach
various levels of complexity. So, in addition to setting, that is time and place, children’s
narratives were scored for production of these components as well as structural complexity,

defined by Westby (2005) as:

- sequences, where no goal statement has been generated;

- incomplete episodes, which include a goal statement, but lack a
complete GAO (Goal + Attempt + Outcome) structure due to omission of an attempt
or outcome;

- complete episodes which include all three GAO components;

My choice of this type of test is due to several advantages, which are especially

important in relation to my study:

- May be less biased and more appropriate for bilingual children than other language
assessment tools, because “language tasks that require a cognitive component might . . . be

tapping into language-general capacities” (Paradis, Genesee, & Crago, 2010, p. 221).

- Allows for the evaluation of narrative skills in dual languages of bilingual children
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using similar stimuli for these languages. (Gagarina et al., 2015).

- Such an approach provides a detailed evaluation of narrative macrostructure,
because it embraces both the quantity (an overall sum of episode components) and the quality
(levels of complexity measured as a combination of episode components) scores. (Gagarina,

2016, p.93).

- Studying narrative abilities at the level of macrostructure and microstructure
making narrative assessment especially appropriate for bilinguals (cf. Gagarina et al., 2016, p.

12).
So MAIN seems to be the most suitable for bilinguals.
3.3.3.1 Testing Narrative/Language assessment procedure

The contact with one child participant was established with the help of a Russian
woman who had been writing a similar and recruiting children at the The Center for Russian
Language and Culture in Oslo and was familiar with a MAIN test. She gave me the contact
information of a family which was very suitable for my study. My collaborator met with
Maria (my test subject) in The Center for Russian Language and Culture in Oslo and
performed the language assessment on this child, both comprehension and production in both
languages. Then my collaborator handed me an audio recording for me to transcribe and

analyze. This is the only test subject not personally tested by me personally.

Parents were asked to answer Background Questions which are the part of the MAIN
(Appendix D). A set of background questions was developed (based on Gagarina et al., 2010)

in order to evaluate quality and quantity of bilingual input.

Each child test subject chose one out of three envelopes on the table containing the

identical picture sequences before assessment begins.

The purpose of this presentation format is for the child to think that the examiner
does not know which story is in the envelope s/he has chosen, thus controlling for the effect
of shared knowledge during the presentation of the picture sequences. (MAIN, Gagarina et
al., 2012, 2015).

In the comprehension task the children first listened to an audio recording of the

story narrated by a native speaker of Norwegian or Russian.

The comprehension task always preceded production. In the comprehension task the

children first listened to an audio recording of the story narrated by a native speaker of
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Norwegian or Russian. A speaker with an Oslo regional accent narrated the Norwegian
version. While listening, the children were shown a set of six colour pictures. They were then

asked 10 comprehension questions (Appendix B).

The Production test immediately followed the comprehension test. The children were
asked to choose a story in one of the three envelopes containing the same picture sequence
and narrate it for the interlocutor without showing the pictures. Thus, the concept of non-
shared knowledge was preserved in the production task. The purpose of this presentation
format is for the child to think that the examiner does not know which story is in the envelope
s/he has chosen, thus controlling for the effect of shared knowledge during the presentation of
the picture sequences. (MAIN, (Gagarina et al., 2012, 2015)). In the case of bilingual
children, the data were collected in two experimental sessions, one session per one language.
Each session was a combination of two stories: comprehension followed by production. Each
bilingual did four stories in total. The sessions were conducted within approximately one-
week break that varied slightly from child to child. More detailed information about this can
be found in Ch.4: “Results”. The sets of stories were also randomized, so that some of the
children did “Cat” and “Baby-birds” in Russian and “Dog” and “Baby-goats” in Norwegian,

while the others did the reverse order.

Bilingual children participants of this study were tested in a separate room, one-on-

one, in Russian complementary schools or in their home.
3.3.4 Process of analysis
3.3.4.1 Process of interview analysis

After each interview session, the full-length interview was transcribed and translated
to English. I have done about 17 hours worth of transcription, writing notes simultaneously
with transcription. This (recording and taking notes) is a crucial step in interviewing, for there
is the potential for massive data loss, distortion and the reduction of complexity if one resorts

to memory or taking notes as the only form of record (Cohen et al. (2011).

At the same time having the interview tape transcribed, noting not only the literal
statements but also non-verbal and paralinguistic communication. For a sense of the whole
and in order to provide a context for the emergence of specific units of meaning / listened the

entire tape several times and reading the transcription a number of times and themes.

I have a large amount of data, and early analysis reduces the problem of data

overload by selecting out significant features for future focus.
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I followed these steps:

1. To make the salient features of the situation emerge I must sift, sort,
review and reflect on each aspect of the interviews - from the wide to the narrow.

2. T assembled blocks and groups of data, putting them together to make a
coherent whole (e.g. through writing summaries of what had been discovered in tests
and interviews).

3. 1 painstakingly took apart the field notes, matching, contrasting,
aggregating, comparing and putting the notes in order. The intention with this work

process is to move from description to explanation and theory generation.

The process of analysis started with ‘open coding’ (Cohen et al. (2011). In the
open coding, the interview was coded sentence by sentence and conceptual labels were
given to each discrete incident. I had to put together the issues arising across the
individuals in order to look for themes, shared responses, patterns of response, agreement
and disagreement, to compare individuals Then these concepts were compared one against
another, and those that seemed to pertain to similar phenomenon were grouped together to
form a category. This stage of analysis helped me to identify the major areas of inquiry on

which to focus.

All the way I kept the principles of Grounded theory method in my mind and tried to

be unbiased.
So my task was:

- to find where the data for respondents are similar
- whether it is grouped into a set of responses

- to keep dissimilar responses separate
- To count frequencies of occurrence (of ideas, themes, pieces of data, words)

- to note patterns and themes, which may stem from repeated themes and causes or

explanations or constructs
- to try to make good sense of data, using informed intuition to reach a conclusion
- to cluster (setting items into categories, types, behaviours and classifications)

- to summarize the data.
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In this way coding is a translation of question responses and respondent information

to specific categories for the purpose of analysis.

I at the end of the coding session I regretfully found out that some information

collected was less relevant regarfing, for example, the following:

1. The first words that the child began to speak.

2. I have collected diverse data on when the child began to speak, which
language and how the child’s language proficiency has changed during his or her life.
.....Based on my limited numbers, the time when the child began to speak it has no
direct impact to the children’s oral language proficiency.

3. 2. The question: Can you please tell me whether or not language use in
your family has changed as your child grew older? Why and how did it happen?” has
not given me any interesting and useful responds.

4. On the basis of received data I could certainly analyze the changes in
Family language policy taking place over time and how the particular child's language
proficiency has changed depending on these changes. Though this could be a long and
complicated process, emphasizing more on why the parental Family language policy
and attitudes effects bilingual children’s oral language provided useful information,
but not how.

5. The two questions:

How often do you meet with other Russian mothers/families? Do you have

Norwegian friends? How often do you meet them?
And

Do you use any sources of information and recommendation about the choice of

language use?
What kind of sources?

Did not provide analyzable data, however, these questions played the role of warm-
up questions or as a transition from one topic to the next, helping keep attention and ensuring

the trust of the interlocutor.

All this data might be useful in another context, however I had to prioritize and to
pick out selected information and that is why I have chosen the data that is the most relevant

and rich to answer the research questions of my study:
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- To investigate what languages are used inside and outside family in the

conversation with the child and parents to each other;

- To study strategies that one and/or both parents use to motivate/demotivate the

child’s active use of the bilingual children’s minority language;

- To examine the effect of parental Family language policy and attitudes on bilingual

children’s oral language development by studying Russian-Norwegian children

As a result many different categories for analyses emerged. I chose seven main
categories, which were of particular relevance for my research questions. Family language
policy and attitudes towards the minority Russian language were elicited by answering these

questions and giving the information below:

- The reason for the parents’ choice regarding the transmission of
Russian language to the child

- The parents’ language use in communication to each other and/or
with other adults in the presence of the child

- The parents’ language use in communication with the child. The
child’s language use in communication with the parents and siblings.

- Measures taken by parents to prevent children's language shift

- The parents’ strategies for providing the child with additional
input in Russian language inside the family and outside the family.

- The children’s bilingual language development according to the
parents opinion

- The parents’ beliefs about bilingual development in general

The data collected in the analyses these categories one by one formed the
components of Family language policy. At this stage of analysis I partially applied the coding
paradigm for developing the category — The reason for the parents’ choice regarding the
transmission of Russian language to the child in terms of different conditions the various

contexts that in turn influenced the parents’ motives.

It was also used to further develop the category The parents’ language use in
communication to each other and/or with other adults in the presence of the child and The
parents’ language use in communication with the child. The child’s language use in

communication with the parents and siblings.

The conceptual relations between these category and several other major categories
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emerged relatively early in the process of interview analysis.

Furthermore, it seemed that the parents’ language use inside family and language

use outside family in turn to a large degree determined their children’s language development.

During the analysis the reason of parents’ choice regarding the transmission of
Russian language to the children several aspirations for the minority Russian language

transmission were formed:

1. Communication with grandparents;

2. Awareness of the language and culture in which the child’s parents

grew up,

3. Access to Russian literature,

4.  Connection with the culture, language and traditions of the place in

which one’s parents were born,

5. Importance and advantages of knowing several languages;

Opportunity to receive higher education in the future in Russia;

Learning culture through language;

6
7
8. Use of the given opportunities for learning several languages,
9

Development of thinking/intellect/feeling using a richer language,

10. Widespread use of Russian language around the world and, thus, the

opportunity to use Russian in many countries,

11. Driven by the influence of parental Family language choice when

everyone speaks only Russian at home;

12.  The equality and value of both cultures - the Russian and Norwegian,

for all family members,

13.  Communication in a language not understood by others,

14. Respect for others through understanding their language;

15. Development of cognitive abilities and better concentration;

These aspirations give understanding on how parents state their reasons for

conveying the Russian language to their children.

Investigating the parents’ language use in communication with the child and the
child’s language use in communication with the parents and siblings I was looking also at the

whether or not language use in families has changed as children grew older.
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I the section on parents’ strategies providing the children with additional input in
Russian language inside the family and outside the family I gave the rating task. Parents rated

their child’s Russian language activities both inside and outside family
Results for four groups can be found in general discussion chapter.
3.3.4.2 Process of Narrative/Language assessment analysis

In this section I have described the process of conducting a more detailed
quantitative and qualitative analysis of the narrative macro- and microstructure. At the level
of macrostructure, I have explored bilinguals’ skills with different types of comprehension
questions according to the MAIN and the complexity of their narratives, that is, use of
different story components and episode sequences in production. Extra attention has been
paid to the integration of the key components, such as G (Goal), AO (Attempt + Outcome),
GA (Goal + Attempt)/ GO (Goal + Outcome) and the core one is GAO (Goal + Attempt +

Outcome).

Orthographic transcription of elicited narratives was performed solely by myself, in

order not to introduce biases of listening/comprehesion from the interviews.

Rating of comprehension and production was performed by the author and another
independent researcher who has an experience in this field but was blind to the objectives of
the study. In all cases of inter-rater disagreement, which were limited, a general consensus
was reached in a discussion with another independent researcher or supervisor of this study.
The scoring sheets developed in the MAIN were used to rate the relevant stories.

Comprehension was rated on a 10-point scale (0-10):
Story structure & episodic complexity
Story components
1. Goals (3): Why did cat / dog jump?
2. Internal States (4): How does cat / dog feel? Why?
3. ToM1 (2): If the boy saw cat/dog, how would he feel? Why?
4. ToM2 (1): Do you think the boy and cat/dog became friends? Why?
(Appendix B)

The number in parentheses indicates the total number of questions that can be

answered in the assessment.
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“ToM” is Theory of Mind. Children’s ability to attribute causal mental states in
order to explain and predict behavior is called theory of mind. (Premack and Woodruff 1978).

It has been suggested by many scientists that ToM is impossible without language

Production was rated on a 17-point scale (0-17). Each story contained a setting (2

points), three full episodes (GAO), three initiating events and three internal states as reactions.
Production assessment: Story structure & episodic complexity
(based on the example of Cat story)
1. Setting (2): Time and / or place reference
2. Internal State as initiating event (IS_IE) (3): Cat saw baby-birds.
3. Goal (3): Cat wanted ...
4. Attempt (3): Cat jumped up.
5. Outcome (3): Cat grabbed one bird.
6. Internal State as reaction (3): Cat was glad. Birds were scared.
(Appendix B)

I supposed that the analyses of the narrative productivity, in particular in this study
with not so many participants, is crucial to draw more credible conclusions while comparing

the bilingual childrens [overall] proficiency.

A number of lexical and morphosyntactic measures of productivity at the level of
microstructure were chosen in this study: the number of C-units (CU), the total number of
word tokens (TNW), the number of different word tokens (NDW), mean length of CU in
word tokens (MLU), the total number of verb tokens and the total number of noun tokens.
Word tokens were used to account for the morphological diversity of the involved languages.

(Rodina, 2016).

Narratives can reach various levels of complexity: (a) sequences with no generated
goal statement; (b) incomplete episodes, which include a goal statement but lack a complete
goal—-attempt—outcome (GAO) structure due to omission of an attempt or outcome; and (c) the
most complex and complete episodes, which include all three GAO components. The GAO
represents the highest level of story complexity and is an indicator of an ability to produce a
coherent story. In sum, the analysis of the number of episode components (i.e., story

structure) provides a quantitative estimate of a narrative’s macrostructure, and the
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combination of the episode components (i.e., story complexity) allows for a more in-depth

qualitative evaluation.

However the complexity of the microstructure in the present study was only

established based on:

1.  GAO, the three main components, namely goal, attempt and outcome.

2. The total number of word token divided on total number of communicative
units. (MLCU)

3.  Internal State Terms (IST)

4. Qualitative analysis of narrative grammaticality were errors in morphosyntax

and omission of obligatory elements, for example, prepositions.

GAO includes the three main components, namely goal, attempt and outcome.

The analysis of the number of episode components (i.e., story structure) provides a
quantitative estimate of a narrative’s macrostructure, and the combination of the episode

components (i.e., story complexity) allows for a more in-depth qualitative evaluation.

Such an approach provides a detailed evaluation of narrative macrostructure, because
it embraces both the quantity (an overall sum of episode components) and the quality (levels
of complexity measured as a combination of episode components) scores. The quality score
might be less language dependent; technically, one can produce fewer components of story
structure, but these might be core components involving goals or even complete GAO

episodes, the highest level of complexity.

Thus, the skill to produce a well- formed narrative can be said to be properly
assessed if the three above-mentioned narrative constituents are evaluated. (Gagarina, 2016,

p. 93).

1. The total number of word token divided on total number of communicative

units. (MLCU)

MLU, frequently used to define the level of children’s linguistic proficiency or
developmental stage. (Rodina, 2016, p.9)

Word tokens were used to account for the morphological diversity of the involved
languages. A good example of token gives by Rodina (2016) in her study Narrative abilities

of preschool bilingual Norwegian-Russian children: in Russian, the Nominative and

37



Accusative singular of the noun fox, that is, lisa and lisu, were counted as two different
tokens, while the indefinite and definite singular forms like rev and reven were counted as

two different tokens in Norwegian. (Rodina, 2016).

Importantly, in these analyses “tokens” were not taken into account but simply
“words”. This choice is due to the fact that my goal was not to conduct a quantitative research
and deeply analyze the complexity of the microstructure in the present study. With the limited
numbers of participants my main focus of study has been to investigate the parental Family
language policy and to examine its effect on bilingual children’s oral language development
by studying Russian-Norwegian children. The goal of the microstructure analysis is basically

to illuminate the bilingual childrens oral language performance in general.
Communicative units here are sentences.

So in children’s production assessment I have counted the amount of used words and

sentences (Communicative units) to get an index of MLCU.

I have found it very useful and necessary to include this quantification of results in

my research.

Only two studies, Gagarina and Kunnari et al., report on a limited number of
microstructural measures, namely story length in words and communication units. (Kunnari et

al, 2016; Gagarina, 2016).
3. Internal State Terms (IST) includes:
IST is mental state language.

A crucial part in the evaluation of narrative macrostructure is mental state language,
which is grounded in theory of mind and is realized through ISTs. ISTs provide information

about children’s abilities to build inferences. (Westby, 2005).

Perceptual state terms e.g. see, hear, feel, smell; Physiological state terms e.g.
thirsty, hungry, tired, sore; Consciousness terms e.g. alive, awake, asleep; Emotion terms
e.g. sad, happy, angry, worried, disappointed; Mental verbs e.g. want, think, know, forget,
decide, believe, wonder, have/ make a plan; Linguistic verbs/ verbs of saying/ telling e.g.

say, call, shout, warn, ask. (Gagarina et al, 2012)

In the chapter 4 IST terms are written in bold typeface in the texts produced by

bilingual children in Norwegian and Russian.
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3. Grammaticality was established based on the number of grammatical errors
produced by each child in relation to the total number of word tokens or sentences in his/her
story, since in some cases several errors occurred in the same [or: a single] words. But in this
research only an analysis of some errors was conducted (?) in order to show the oral language

bilingual children’s proficiency in general.

I also analyzed the complexity in agreement of subject and predicate, in the childrens

productions.

This may provide further evidence on the role of exposure and specifically the effect
on the children’s oral language proficiency and on the quality and correctness of oral speech.
The results of interview analyses and bilingual children language assessment analyses will be

considered in more detail in the chapter 5 in this thesis.
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Chapter 4: Results

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the findings of the present study.

In this section, I will first present background information and the data collected
from parental interviews mostly regarding initial choices of transmission of Russian and
Norwegian languages to the child and the reasons given for them and show how these choices
were influenced by intrapersonal, family and situational factors. I will also describe Family
language policy (FLP) that could probably influence the children’s oral language proficiency,
giving the information on home language environment and the one outside home where one
can distinguish activities outside the family. Towards the end is shown the childrens test

results, comprehension as well as production.

The original text of the interviews and the childrens production assessment was

preserved verbatim for reader comfort and as a mesure of respect to participants.

After data analyses the children who participated in my research can be exposed to
(or classified into?) three different parental input patterns: 1) only Russian at home (Russian-
Russian families); 2) one parent — one language (Russian-Norwegian families) and 3) mixed

input from the Russian speaking mother (Russian-Norwegian families).

During the data analyses, I made several assumptions: In the transcribed children’s
stories in production assessments I highlighted in bold Perceptual state terms, Physiological
state terms, Consciousness terms, Emotion terms, Mental verbs, Linguistic verbs/ verbs
of saying/ telling according to the “IST as reaction”, described in MAIN test (MAIN,
Gagarina et al., 2012, 2015).

4.2 Case study 1. Family 1. Maria
4.2.1 Sociolinguistic background/Interview analyses

Maria is 8 years old, and was born in Norway in a Russian-Norwegian family. Her
mother, Yulia, was born in Russia and came to Norway at the age of 16 to study. Yulia has
lived in Norway for ... years. They only spoke Russian in Yulia’s family in Russia. She
identifies herself as a Russian despite the fact that her entire adult life has been lived in

Norway:
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I really like the thought of me being Russian. I believe it is my identity and in
it there is something mysterious and interesting and when I am in a work setting in
academic circles, I always enjoy [feel, or gain strength from] the support that comes
from not being like everybody else. I have a different origin and I feel it makes me a
more interesting person. It makes me stand out from the rest. But how much do I
really feel Russian...I think that [ am a Norwegian woman with Russian roots. I have

a clear distinction. (Yulia)

Mmne ouenv Hpasumcs mvicib, umo s pycckas. Mwue kaoswcemcs 5mo mos
0COOEHHOCMb U 8 IMOM eCMb YO MO 3d2A004HOe U UHMePeCHoe U K020d s 6 paboyell
0b6cmanosKe 8 HAYUHBIX KPYy2ax MHe 6ce20a HpaeUmcs HOOYEPKHYMb YmMo s He MaKdsl
Kax ce. Y MeHs Opyeoe Npoucxodcoenue U MHe Kaxicemcs MeHs 2mo oenaem Ooinee
unmepecHviM uenogekom. Mens smo ewvidensem cpeou opyeux. Ho nackonvko s na
camom Oene owywaro cebst pycCKOU..... i OYMAio, 4mo s HOPBEHCCKASL HCEHWUHA C

PYCCKUMU KOPHAMU .} MEHs NOLYYUNIOCL YemKoe pazoenenue..... (FOnus)

Maria’s father, Sigurd, was born in Norway. He was exposed only to theNorwegian
language in the home where he grew up. He almost does not speak Russian, but understands a

little:
1 do not speak Russian. I understand few words but cannot build sentences.

A ne 20680pI0 NO-pPYCCKU. A nownumaio HeKkomopble cjloed, HO He Mmocy

nocmpounisb yejvle npedﬂoafceﬂuﬂ.

The reason of parents’ choice regarding the transmission of Russian language to

the child
Maria’s mother offers three reasons in this context, the main one being:

- communication with grandparents;

It really worried my grandmother and grandfather, who really wish to
communicate with her. They rarely meet or talk to Maria and for that reason days on
which they communicate are for them extremely valuable. They really love her! Maria
is their only great-grandchild and I am their only grandchild. Ofcourse they are very
concerned they may not be able to communicate [into the future]. This is one of the

main motives for keeping the Russian language.
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Omo ouenv Hanpseano mow O6adywKy u 0edywKy, Komopule o4eib XOmsm ¢
Hell obwamovcs. OHU pedKo 00wWaomcs no3mMomy OHU 00wjeHUss ¢ Hell 0 HUX euje
bonee yennvie. OHU Ouenb ee NH0OSAM, MO EOUHCMBEHHAS. NPAGHYYKA UX U 5
eOUHCmEeHHass 6HyuKa. M onu, KOHEUHO, O4eHb NepediCUBAlU, Ymo OHU He MO2Ym
KOMMYHUyuposams.  OmMo 00UH U3 2NABHLIX MOMUBO8 Ol COXPAHEHUS. PYCCKO20

A3BIKA.
and two more:
- Awareness of the language and culture in which the child’s parents grew up.

Maria’s mother firmly believes that it is important to know the history of the origin

and the roots of parents.
- Access to Russian literature

I have 200-300 books in Russian at home. She will grow up without ever

being able to read them. /¢ seems to me very sad.

Y mena ooma 200 — 300 xnue na pyccxom azwike. Ona evipacmem u He
cmodrcem ux yumams. Mue Kasxcemcs 9mo oyeHb 2pyCmHbLM.
- The parents’ language use in communication to each other and/or

with other adults in the presence of the child

Marias parents use only Norwegian language in communication with each other.
Yulia meets her mother who lives in the North of Norway very seldom, approximately
two or three times a year, but they communicate by phone and then they speak their

“Russian — Norwegian”’ language:

... In a blended language. I say Norwegian words but use Russian to connect these

words.

...Ha cmewannom szvixe. A 2O0B80pPI0 HOpeedHCCKUe cjloed, a Ce6:A3b C HUMU

UCNONIL3YIO HA PYCCKOM.

They also communicate in Russian with grandmother and grandfather til Yulia

from Russia by phone and Skype.

- The parents’ language use in communication with the child. The

child’s language use in communication with the parents and siblings.

Mother reports:
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Norwegian. She is very well developed. Shy has a very fluent and developed
speech. Her fantasy is stormy, she has always spoken for long periods of time. Always
clearly, there has never been any deficiencies in her speech. ...Very low level of
Russian language, like a foreign language. Speaks Russian because its fun for her to
speak Russian, its fun for her to do it. When she says something in Russian, then she
never speaks correctly, she can even make up some words that sound Russian.

Hopseacckuii — ona pazeuma ouenv xopowo. Ouenv 6ocamas u pazeumas
peuv. @anmazus OypHas, oHa noOoey ecezda 206opuida. Beeecoa wemko, nHukoeoa ne
Obl10 Hukakux oOeghexmog peuu. ...OueHv CcaabbvLL YPOBEHbL PYCCKO2O A3bIKA, KAK
unocmpannvi. Tosopum Ha pycckom nomomy umo eil  «goyy (interview
administrator: eeceno, 3a6a6H0) 2060puUMb HA PYCCKOM, ell geceno 3mo oeiams. Bom
K020d OHA 2080pUM YMO-MO HA PYCCKOM, MO OHA HUK020Ad He 2080pum NpPAGUTIbHO,

OHAa MOodicem 0adxce NPUOYMbl8ams Kakue mo clio6d, KOmopwle CAbluamcs no-pyCccKiu.
Marias father suggests:
We uase at least 90 percent Norwegian at home.

It is important to report that the information given by parents regarding the languages
Maria began to speak, differ. This could reflect the parients different memories, or, possibly,

their memories are influenced by their wishes... Father says:

Maria started to speak Norwegian, only Norwegian at the start. She didn’t speak
any Russian before she started Russian school when she was 6 years old. Before that at
home we just spoke Norwegian. It is only when she speaks with her grandmother and

great grandmother, that she speaks Russian....
While Maria's mother declares:

At thirteen months she started speaking 70% in Norwegian and 30% in Russian. At
one and a half years she understood Russian and Norwegian equally but the only word she
said in Russian is “maii” [interview administrator: “maii” means “give”]. Then by decreasing.

When did she stop understanding [Russian]? Probably when I stopped trying.
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Outside family Russian Norwegian Other

Sport 100
Friends 5 95
Computer clubs
Schools/courses

attendance 15 85
Holidays/visitors

from Russia 10 90
Inside family Russian Norwegian Other
Plays 5 95
TV 5 95
Doing homework
Reading books 5 95
Computer 100
Story telling 100

B mpunaoyame mecsyes ona nauana eosopums 70% na Hopeesxcckom u 30%.B
noamopa 200a OHA NOHUMALA 0OUHAKOBO PYCCKULL U HOPB., HO HUYE20 He 2080pUld No-
pyccku kpome «Oatiy. I B 3 rona Toke OHa Bce MOHMMAana. /lanee no yowisaiouyell.

Korna e oHa nepecrana nonnMats? HaBepHoe korja s nepecraia COBCEM CTapaThCs.

- Measures taken by parents to prevent children's language shift

Maria’s mother reports:

These incidents occur regularly: When we do homework for Russian school
and Maria starts to speak Norwegian, I remind her: «We are now doing Russian

exercises and need to speak Russiany.

Takue cumyayuu pecynapuul. [lpumep: mvl Oenaem OomawiHee 3a0aHue 6
PYCCKYIO WKOTY, U OHA HAYUHAEm 2080PUMb HA HOPBENCCKOM, A 5 el HANOMUHATO, YUMo

Mbl celiuac 0enaem pycckue 3a0anus U HyHCHO 2080pUMb No-pyCCKu.

- The parents’ strategies providing the children with additional
input in Russian language inside the family and outside the family.

In Maria’s family, according to her mother, they do not use any specific
strategies providing Maria with additional input in Russian language besides attending
Russian school once a week, doing homework in Russian and visits with Russian

relatives, which are not frequent.
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Father added that he is more outside with daughter, but Yulia spend more time

with a child at home.
Sigurd also reported:

Well she speaks to her grandparents on the phone, and also Yulia have some

friends, that I hear sometimes, they have children, and then they speak Russian.
- The children’s bilingual language development by parents opinion

Maria’s father has no comment on his daughter’s Norwegian language proficiency.

He is absolutely satisfied. He has the following view on her Russian language proficiency:

1 think she has progressed last year. [...] they (interview administrator: Yulia
and Maria) spoke Russian for 2 weeks this winter, and when she came back from
Russia she was much better (interview administrator: in her Russian). So, in
combination with the school [...] she learns every week, she learns something useful.

She likes it. I feel comfortable with that.

Maria’s mother, as mentioned above, affirms her child’s perfect Norwegian and very

low level of Russian language knowledge, as if it were a foreign language.
- The parents’ beliefs about bilingual development in general
In regard to bilingual development, Marias mother says the following:

If a person knows several languages then it will be easier for him/her to learn
additional languages. It really develops the brain; it is beneficial for the general
development. I think that it also does something with the memory. Perhaps a person’s
speech improves, develops. I think knowledge of several languages enriches a person.
1 think people that can only speak one language are disadvantaged — they cannot read
literature in its original form.

Ecnu uen. 3naem Heckonvko A3bIK08, MO eMy 6 npuHyune je2de O0aiomcs u
Opyeue A3bIKU. MO OUeHb pa3susaem mose, 3mo noje3no 01 obujeeo pazeumus. S
oymaio, ymo smo umo mo deiaem c namsmvio. Hagepnoe, éom peuesou annapam y
yenogeka CmMamosumcs Jayduie, paseumue. Boobwe, Mmue Kadcemcs, 3HaHuUe
HeCKONbKUX S13bIK08 uenoseka obozcawjaem. Mue kascemcs, 100U, KOmopbvie 3HAIOM

monvko 1 361K 000eneHbl — OHU He MO2Ym Yumams TUumepamypy 6 opusuHaJe.

Father reports:
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1t is smart to speak more than one language. If you can speak two languages,

it is easier for you to learn other languages. And in the multicultural world it is smart

to know two languages.

I don’t think it is an ulemper [interview administrator: Norwegian word,

means disadvantages], its not bad anyway. Many smart people know many languages,

they have some kind of connection

4.2.2 Language assessment

First she did the assessment in Norwegian, both comprehension and production, right

after Marias Russian weekend school.

The comprehension and production assessments in Russian were done in

approximately one week.

4.2.2.1 Comprehension assessment

Maria got two different stories per each language, picture sequences: Dog in

Norwegian and Cat in Russian language. There were three copies of each story, color

printouts, each copy in a separate envelope. Maria chose one from the three envelopes on the

table containing the same picture sequence before the assessment began.

The results from the comprehension narrative assessment: 9 out of 10 in Norwegian

and in Russian only 4 out of 10, as illustrated in Figure 1.

She had difficulty answering the 6 following questions in Russian:

Why do you think that the cat is feeling angry/ disappointed/ hurt etc.?
How does the boy feel? (Internal states)

Why do you think that the boy is feeling good/ fine/ happy/ satisfied etc.?
Imagine that the boy sees the cat. How does the boy feel? (ToM)

Why do you think that the boy feels bad/ angry/ mad etc.?

Will the boy be friends with the cat? Why? (ToM)

(Appendix B)

She had difficulty answering only 1 question in Norwegian:

Will the boy be a friend with the dog? Why? (ToM)
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Figure 1. Comprehension assessment results. score on 10 point scale. Case

study 1. Family 1. Maria
4.2.2.2 Production assessment

Maria got two different stories in each language, presented to her as picture
sequences: Baby Birds in Norwegian and Baby Goats in Russian language. There were
three copies of each story, color printouts, each copy in a separate envelope. She chose one
from the three envelopes on the table containing the same picture sequence before assessment

begins (detailed explanation the assessment method is in Methodology chapter) .

In production assessment she scored 10 out of 17 in Norwegian and in Russian only

3outof17.

Production

N

O NWRUIONIOOORNWRUION

& Production

Norwegian Russian

Figure 2. Production assessment results. score on 17 point scale. Case study

1. Family 1. Maria
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Norwegian Story

Jeg ser en fuglemamma og fuglebarn pa det treet, skriker for mat. Sa flyr

fuglemamma for a finne mat, og ungene vet ikke hva hun gjer. S& kommer en katt. S& klatrer

den opp, men moren har kommet, da skriker de for &4 fa mat. Ogsa kommer en hund. Ogsa

katta klarer & fa tak I en fugl. Hunden bjeffer og da blir katten redd. S& drar hunden katten I

halen og jager katten I halen og jager katten videre.

I see a mother bird and her nestlings on a tree, cheeping for food. The mother bird

flew away to find food but the nestlings do not know what she's doing. Then comes a cat, it

climbs up the tree, the mother returns and the nestlings cheep for food. Along comes a dog

while the cat manages to catch a bird. The dog barks and then the cat gets scared. Then the

dog pulls the cat by the tail and chases the cat away.

For purposes of analysis of production in Norwegian in terms of complexity I could

get the following results:

Table 1. Macrostructure/Production complexity in Norwegian

Setting

IST as initiating event

G (Goal)

A (Attempt)

O (Outcome)

IST as reaction

e =Y LTS 1 I B 'S 1

Total

Episode sequences

Table 2. Microstructure/Structural complexity in Norwegian

Number of Number of Number of Number of
AO (Attempt + |single G (Goal | GA (Goal + Attempt)/ | GAO (Goal + Attempt
Outcome) without A or O) GO (Goal + | + Outcome) sequences
sequences Outcome) sequences

1 1 1 0

IST terms in Norwegian — 5.

Russian Story

bl BHU/HO I1al1a 1 MaMa U MaJICHbKAasl O4YCHb.... HeT, MaJICHbKasA ynall B BOAOY.
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ITarma xouy. Manenbkas xouy. JIuca xo4y mama. Jluca xo4y mMama M TOrma Jmca

Buanb. OHu urpaiot. Jluca ybexxana B jec.

I see daddy and mummy and very little..., the little one fell in the water. Daddy
wants. The little wants. The fox wants mummy. Fox wants mummy and then the fox sees. They

play. The fox ran away to the forest.

Making more detailed analysis of production in Russian in terms of complexity I

could get the following results:

Table 3. Macrostructure/Production complexity in Russian

Score
Setting 0
IST as initiating event 1
G (Goal) 1
A (Attempt) 0
O (Outcome) 1
IST as reaction 0
Total 3

Episode sequences

Table 4. Microstructure/Structural complexity in Russian

Number of Number of Number of Number of

AO (Attempt + |single G  (Goal | GA (Goal +| GAO (Goal +

Outcome) without A or O) Attempt)/ GO | Attempt +
sequences (Goal + Outcome) | Outcome)
sequences sequences
0 1 0 0

IST terms in

total Russian — 2

In her Norwegian story Maria used 85 words in 8 sentences.

In her Russian story she used only 40 words, in 9 sentences.

In her production assessment Maria used only half as many words in her Russion
story than she did in her Norwegian story. She used almost the same number of sentences,

although her Russian sentences were extremely short.

Mean length (ML) of comunicative unit (CU) - (MLCU)
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is 10,62 in Norwegian and 4,44 in Russian.

One communicative unit here is one sentence.

MLCU

MLCU

ORNWHAUITAAJI® O

(I (I
Norwegian Russian

Figure 3. Mean length of communicative unit (MLCU) in Norwegian and Russian.

Case study 1. Family 1. Maria
4.2.3. Discussion. Case study 1

In Russian, Maria’s narrations have characteristics of telegraphic speech and
formulaic sequences, “Chunks”, with the verb “hochu”, “xouy” e.g. “Fox wants mom”
(“JIuca xouy mama”). Chunks are typical for children developing their first language (L1), but
also for second language (L2) learners. In these settings, there is a high occurrence of
formulaic sequences. Formulaic sequences are expressions which are learned as not

analyzable wholes, memorized chunks. E.g. “I don’t know”. or “Can I havea ... 7

Telegraphic speech in Russian: telegram like sentences consisting of content words

(nouns, verbs) but missing function words (articles, prepositions, etc.):
“Mommy drop dish”.

In Russian, Maria’s narratives also have alimited vocabulary. She often attempted to
explain her ideas but could not succeed due to her vocabulary being limited to a few simple
words in Russian. During storytelling in Russian Maria often switched to Norwegian and had
to be reminded to try to continue in Russian. I suggest it is not only vocabulary that makes it

difficult, but also morpho-syntax (grammar).

In her production assessment Maria has a complexity in agreement of subject and

predicate.
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The verb in Russian language (that is, the verb in the predicate) agrees with the
subject in person and number as in many other languages, like English [, but not in
Norwegian]. For example: I work; we/you work; my brother works; my brothers work. The
subject in the singular requires the verb in the singular. The subject in the plural requires the
verb in the plural. This, however, is not the case in Norwegian, where the verb is unaffected

by the form, relation or number of subjects.

Maria used a wrong person in the phrase ‘“manenbkas ynan B Bony”. (the little one
fell in the water) were word “manenpkas’™ is in feminine gender, but she used a wrong verb

“yman” in masculine gender, that does not agree with the subject.

XoreTth (to want)

Mur XOTHUM

A xouy (I want) (We want)

Brer XOTUTE
Tr1 xouems (You want)

(You want)
On/Ona/Ono X0YeT Onu XOTST
(He/She/It wants) (They want)

And “nuca Buaume” (the fox sees) were word “nmuca” is in feminine gender, but she

used a wrong verb “Bumuis”, that does not agree with the subject.

Bugertsn (to see)

Mul  Buaum

S Biky (I see) (We see)

Bel  Bugute
Te1 Bunuib (You see) A

(You see)
On/Ouna/Ouno BUJIAT OuHu  BUIAT
(He/She/It sees) (They see)

As analyses shows Maria has a poor story content in Russian language, especially for

production.

Research of Rodina and Westergaard’s (2015) has shown that the amount of parental
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input plays an important role in grammatical development of Norwegian-Russian children (cf.

Rodina & Westergaard, 2013, 2015).

It was very difficult to assess Maria’s narrative in Russian. But her Norwegian
narratives suggests that she is a good narrator and that she has well-developed narrative

abilities in Norwegian for her age.

In - Maria’s narrative production assessment word “hochu” is a frozen word, named
pivotal, unanalyzed form, e.g. O'Grady (2005: 86). "Many of children's early sentences seem
to be built around a small number of pivot words that serve as hooks to which other words
can be attached." "... they show up over and over again in the company of a variety of
different words". For example, “Allgone” is a first-position pivot: allgone egg, allgone shoe,
but not shoe allgone. A second-position pivot “off”: shirt off, water off, etc. The choice of the

second word is more “open.”

This word can not be easily translated in a miningfull form. It is very common word
in Russian, that expresses desire or intention. It looks like a pivotal verb since it is not

inflected during all Maria’s story, it is just a fixed form.

Table 2. “Structural complexity in Norwegian and Table 5. “Structural complexity in
Russian” show a great difference. In Norwegian the participant has a score 1 in AO; 1 in
Goal;1 in GA and 0 in GAO, while in Russian language she does not have any sequences

except for score 1 in Goal.

As was explained in a chapter 3.3.3. in this thesis the quality score might be less
language dependent, but these might be core components involving goals or even complete

GAO episodes, the highest level of complexity.

Thus, taking into account the results of Maria’s language assessment we can see a
big difference between Russian — and Norwegian language assessment results. Evidently it
can be decided that she is lacking in the qualitative complexity in Russian language
assessment, i.e., the co-occurrence of goals, attempts, and outcomes within an episode that in
its turn indicates a low level of Russian oral language proficiency and sufficient level in

Norwegian one.

Maria has difficulties in Russian comprehension assessment. She has difficulty
answering 6 different questions in Russian as shown in the paragraph 1.2.1 “Comprehension

assessment”. However, she does not run into the same problems in her Norwegian
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comprehension assessment and Maria could answer the same question types in Norwegian.

She has difficulty answering only 1 question in Norwegian.

The fact that she cannot answer them in Russian is because she lacks proficiency in
her minority Russian language, not only does she lack an adequate vocabulary, but she lacks

overall proficiency in this language.

Cross-language comparison of story telling also reveals an asymmetry between
Norwegian, the majority language, and Russian, the minority language. It seems in the case of

Maria, that Russian is vulnerable due to lack of exposure.

With respect to MLCU and IST terms (see Figure 3 in this thesis; child’s story in
both languages) Maria has a very low MLCU in Russian because sentences in her story in

Russian sometimes consist of 2 words:
...Daddy wants. The little wants...
...Jlana xouy. Manenvras xouy....

IST terms rate in Russian is also very low. This indirectly indicates a lack of Russian

language proficiency while I Norwegian:
MLCU - 10,62; IST terms in Norwegian — 5.
This shows that her Norwegian language is on the good level.

This is en example of a family policy where the mother is quite motivated for her
child to acquire her minority Russian language and the child is motivated too. Yet although
the mother is motivated to transfer her heritage language to her child, she underestimates the

role of exposure.

Ho y mens ne 6110 ambuyuii umobsvl OHA 2080pUNA HA PYCCKOM sA3bIKe KAK HA

ceoem pO()HOM. Y mensn nuxozoa ne ovino makozo sncenanusl.

But I didn't have the ambition that she speaks the Russian language as she

does her native language. I have never had that desire.

For her child to learn Russian Yulia chooses a strategy where Maria attends the
Russian week-end school but Yulia does not speak Russian with her child at home. Her

mother has chosen such strategy because:
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I understood that I will not speak to her in Russian, it was then I understood
this fully I believe. That I will never begin. And if I don't take her to a teacher, then I

will never begin to speak to her in Russian.

A nowsana, umo s He 6y0y ¢ Hell 2060pUMb HA PYCCKOM, 80M 5 M020d MO
ocosHana mue kaxcemcs 00 konya. Ymo a nuxoeoa me Hayyy. M ecau s ee k nedazoey

He noeegdy, Mo s HUK020a He HaAYUy ee 2080PUMb HA PYCCKOM.

Yulia also erroneously believes that parents feach their children a language.
Research in first language acquisition shows that children acquire a language; they do not

learn a language through teaching, like second language learners.

During the interview Maria's mother repotred that when Maria was liten mother

spoke Russian to her in the presence of Maria’s father and with him Yulia spoke Norwegian.

She argued that it was very difficult for her:

In the first year of her life, I tried to give her everything in Russian. But when
[ started to work it became just impossible. I wanted to just come home and relax. 1

did not have the energy for this.

B nepeviii 200 scusnu s cmapanace damo el 6ce Ha pycckom. Xoms koeoa s
nowiia pabomamv, Mo NOMOM MO ObLIO YiHe HEBO3MONCHO. XOmenocb NpPoCcmo

nputimu u omovixamv. MeHs Ha 5mo He Xeamaino yxce.

It turns out that Marias mother arrived at the conclusion not to talk with her child in
Russian as she considers it tedious and a struggle and requiring great energy expenditure to

speak with her husband in Norwegian and with her child in Russian.

Maria began to attend the Russian week-end school, following its normal educational
program for all students, from the age of 4, once a week from 10 am until 1 pm, 3 lessons of
45 minutes each. Despite the fact that the Russian week-end school is interesting for Maria, it
turned out during an interview with Maria’s mother that Maria was constantly faced with
some difficulties in understanding and doing homework. Therefore, her parents thought Maria
probably needed a different approach and transferred her to the group "Russian language as a
foreign language" at the same school in the autumn of 2016. Only 2 children attended this
group including Maria and she really liked it. In the group "Russian language as a foreign
language" children worked on tasks in Norwegian with translation in Russian. Homework has
become easier and is now adapted to Marias level. Maria is doing her homework with

pleasure now.
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Research of Rodina and Westergaard’s (2015) has shown that the amount of parental
input plays an important role in grammatical development of Norwegian-Russian children (cf.

Rodina & Westergaard, 2013, 2015).

At home, Marias parents use only Norwegian in communication with their child.
They do not pay enough attention to the role of communicating in Russian at home. In this
way the strategy of attending the Russian school appears to provide insufficient Russian
language acquisition, as the child has a little exposure to Russian in her daily life. Maria does
not have any chance to speak much Russian a school because she attends regular Norwegian
school and there are no other Russian children in Marias school. This is basically equal to
learning a foreign language at school. Her mother also seems to believe Maria does not speak

Russian as her mother tongue but more as a foreign.

For Maria Russian is rather acquired as a second language in the instructional setting
of attending Russian week-end school, rather than through naturalistic every day

conversations with peers or parents.

It can be concluded the parents in Case study 1 underestimate the role of input in

language acquisition.
4.3. Case study 2. Family 2. Murat

4.3.1. Sociolinguistic background/Interview analyses

Murat is 10 years old, and was born in Norway in a Russian-Russian family. His
mother, Alla, was born in the former USSR, came to Norway for the purpose of studying at
the university and has been living in Norway for the past 17 years. She was exposed to only
Russian language in her childhood home in Russia. Alla has an excellent knowledge of
Norwegian language. She speaks Norwegian at work. She identifies herself as a Russian but

feels comfortable in Russia as well as in Norway.

When I am in Russia, I feel great there. When I am here [In Norway], I feel great

here.

Koeoa s 6 Poccuu s cebs npekpacho yyecmsyro mam. Koeoa s mym, s npekpacho

cebs mym uy8cmayio.

Murat’s father, Miroslav, was born in Russia. He came to Norway for the same
purpose as his wife. He has been living in Norway for 17 years. He was exposed to only

Russian language in the house where he grew up. He speaks Norwegian at work, so mainly
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the terminology and the concepts used at work are those that he knows well. He assesses his
knowledge of Norwegian language at 4 out of 10 on a 10-point scale because he uses only

Russian for his communication at home. Miroslav nationally identifies himself as a Russian:

I am Russian. My motherland — is Russia. I still consider myself living in Norway

for an indefinite period. When I come to Russia, I feel like I am at home.

A pycckuii. Poouna — smo Poccus. Bece pasno éocnpunumaro, umo mym ¢ Hopeeauu

arcugy kak mo epemento. Kozeoa é Poccuto npuesoicaro, mo owywaio cebs mam 0oma.

- The reason of parents’ choice regarding the transmission of Russian language

to the child.

- - connection with the culture, language and traditions of the place in

which one’s parents are born

Murat’s mother reports that she believes that it is very important to preserve a
connection with the culture, language and traditions of the place in which one’s parents are
born... In particular, when it comes to language she argues it is necessary to communicate

with relatives:

...the only language for this is Russian. In our family it seems natural to
teach the children to do the same as what we do — watch Russian movies and read

Russian books. We are a very Russified family in fact.

...eOUHCMBEHHbI A3bIK 01 9M0o2o — pycckuil. Kax mo ouenv ecmecmeento 6
Hauwlell cembe Npuyuams oemel K MOMY e 4mo oendem Mbl — CMOMPUM PYCCKUe
@unomel u yumaem pycckue Knueu. Mvl ouenv pycuguyupoeannas cemvbs Ha camom

oeje.

It becomes clear from the interview that for Murat's father as well as for his mother it
is really important that Murat understands where his parents come from, understand their

culture and understands the importance of keeping their language:

One should carry one’s name with dignity and remember one’s roots with
dignity. The question is to which degree. In this sense I have no doubts [that

maintaining your language and your roots is extremely important].
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Haoo ¢ 20p000mb70 Hecmu ceoe umA, ¢ 20p00Cl’l’lbIO NOMHUNb C60U KOPHU.
BOI’lpOC 6 Kaxkou cmeneHu.. Y MeHs 6 maxkom nooxooe COMHeHUll 60061&[6 HUKAKUX

Hem.

Furthermore, these parents’ motto is that what you teach a child is what the child will

become. If you do not teach the child about his roots, then they will not be important to him.

They report that they responsibly consider their role as parents and clearly adhere to

the principles and language policy established in their family.

Murat’s father declared for the reason they live in a rather small country, which is
not self-sufficient and which depends on international trade, Norwegians need to learn
another language for survival. Then why not the Russian language? The potential for personal

realisation will be higher for a person who speaks Russian, believes Miroslav.

- importance and advantages of knowledge of several languages;

Murat’s father argues:

Many believe that knowledge of languages is the most important thing. One
can acquire all other things relatively easily. To learn a language as an adult, one has
to do a lot of work. In childhood, we practically get languages for free.

Mnuoeue cyumarom, umo 3HaHue A3bIKOG B000We camoe 6adxichoe. Bce
OCMANbHOE Mbl MOJNCeUb Npuobpecmu OOCMAMOYHO 1e2Ko. A 6om umoobbl A3bIK
NOOHSAMb MO HYIHCHO NPOOENaAmb MHO20 pabombl 80 83pOCIOM 6o3pacme. A 6 demckom

Mbl nojstydaem A3vlKu becniammno npakmu4eckKu.

- opportunity to receive better knowledge at a higher educational level in future in

Russia

He [Murat] has a mathematical mind, like me. The possibility to develop
these skills is not presented and does not seem to exist here in Norway. This is of
course very upsetting. If he has a good knowledge of a language and a thirst for
knowledge then at a later age he will have the opportunity to receive knowledge at a
higher (i.e., engineering) level in Russia. My acquaintances here have shown me that
the level of knowledge is not high and is not deep, especially in certain fields.... And

in engineering it is very important.
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V neco cknao yma mamemamuyeckuil, 8 mMeHa nowien. Bozmodxcnocmu O
pazeumus dMux HAGbIKO8 Mym Hemy U Oblmb He Modcem. Dmo, KOHEUHO, O4eHb
neuanvHo. Eciu y neco 6ydem Ha xopouiem ypogHe A3bIK U HCaAHCOA 3HAHULL MO Mo20d
Vorce 6 bonee 83pociiom eospacme y He2o Oy0em 803MONCHOCMb NOJYYUUMb 3HAHUA HA
8bICOKOM UHIICEHepHOM ypoeHe 6 Poccuu. Moe 3nakomcmeo ¢ n100bMu  mym
noKa3viéaem 4Ymo YpO8eHb 3HAHUU HeBbICOKUL U 3HAHUA He2lyOoKue, 0COOeHHO 6

MOYHbIX HAYKAX..... As UHIICEHEPHbIX HAYKAX 9N10 OY€Hb 6AIHCHO.

Miroslav took into account the individual characteristics of his son and his belief that
the Russian network fits better for Murat's personality so he in a way regret that Murat is not
growing up and studying in Russia. The chance to move to Russia for studying or for living

is a strong argument for learning the Russian language now.

In addition to all the above, he is convinced that the educational system in Norway is
restricted and it differs from the Russian one. Children are different and his father asserts
Murat needs to be given lots of exercises, because everything usually comes easily to him.
Murat is frankly bored on lessons that focus on the weakest or the lower-to-middle level

students, and he does not know what to do.
Murat’s father said:

This [lack of intellectual challenge] negatively affects the formation of the
individual. If all that is given to him is 5 minutes worth of work, he does not get used
to work, to sweat over materials. Sooner or later, he will face the fact that he needs to
sit and think..... He does not have the ability to sit immersed.. it is a little sad and

frightening.

A s2mo HecamusHo cKkazvieaemcs Ha gbopjwupoeaﬁuu auyHocmu. Ecnu eny
ymo mo oaemcsi 3a 3 MUH, MO OH HE npussvlKkaem pa60mamb, nomems HAO
mamepuaiom. Pano unu nozono om cmonkmemcss ¢ mem umo HYJCHO nocuoems
nodijamb.... Y nezo Heny HasbvlKa nocuoems nozcpysumscs.. 9mo nevyalbHo HeEMHO20

u nycaem.

- The parents’ language use in communication to each other and/or

with other adults in the presence of the child

Murats parents never use Norwegian language in conversation with each other. The
only situation is when Murat has Norwegian friends at home «It makes me talk Norwegian

partially», argues Alla.
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Both parents affirm their strong motivation to speak only Russian at home. Besides,
the grandmother of their children speaks only Russian, and she lives constantly in the same
house. She cannot speak any other languages, except Russian. Not to speak Russian at home

would be disrespectful to her!
Father gave a similar response and added the reason for such language choice:

..but we just know and have heard many times that Norwegians feel
uncomfortable when people speak foreign languages in front of them and they often think
that they are being spoken of...we try to avoid such situations. One can at least easily start
a conversation when one speaks the same language. It results in a better atmosphere and

contact is achieved.

«...HO Mbl NpOCMO 3HAEM U MHO2O pa3 CAbIWAIU YMO HOPEENCYbL U)YB8CMEYIonl
ceost ()MCKOMd)OpI’I’ZHO Koeoa npu HuUx 2oeop:Aant HaA UHOCMPAHHOM A3blKe€ U OHU HYacmo
dijarom umo coeopAam 3a 2uasa... Mbl cmapaemcs uzbecamov maxKux cumyauud. Moorcro
no KpaﬁH@I;l Mepe 1ecKo 3a653amb pa3co680p eClu mvl cO60PUULL HA 061/1/{6]!/1 azvike. bonee

npusamHa amMocqbepa nojiyyaemcs u KOHmaxkm HAlasxcueaenicsl.

- The parents’ language use in communication with the child. The

child’s language use in communication with the parents and siblings.
The parents interact with Murat most in Russian.

Murat has a brother and a sister who are younger than him. Murat's father thinks
children use mostly Norwegian in communication with each other and while they are playing

or discussing what happened during the day:

1t is easy for children to switch between languages, back and forth between Russian

and Norwegian, in their conversation with each other (Alla).
Jlemsm medncoy cobotl neeko coumuvcs Ha Hopeexcckutl (Anna).
- Measures taken by parents to prevent children's language shift
Murat's parents reaction to the language shift in communication with their child:

I always interrupted him when he tried to respond in Norwegian. 1. When he
was very little, if he spoke in Norwegian, I repeated what he said in Russian. «Jeg vil

ha vanny I repeated « Oh you want water, then lets drink some watery but when he got
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older, I asked him directly «lets speak Russian». He reacted normally (i.e., he did not

get upset with my request or insistence to speak Russian). (Alla).

A 6cez0a npepvisana kozoa oH neimaics omeeuamv no Hope. 1. Kozoa ou
coecem manenvkuti ovin. Ecau on eosopun no-Hopeedccku, s nOSMOpPANA Mo No-
pyccku. «Jeg vil ha vanny s noemopsana «ax, mel Xoueulb 00UYKU, HY 0A6aAll NONbeM
B00UUKUY» HO KO20d OH CMAHOBUICS cmapuie, mo HANpaMyro Hpocuna «0aeau no-

pycckuy. OH HOPMATLHO peazuposa..

On the other hand, Miroslav did not want to be so forceful on him. He is of the
opinion that if parents themselves constantly keep the conversation in Russian then they

involve children to speak more Russian too:

He stopped mixing two languages in the same sentence a while ago... If he
does not know a word in Russian then he says it in Norwegian and does it so

consciously.

On yoce oaeno ne mewiaem 2 A3bIKA 8 OOHOM NpeonodceHuu.... Ecau e

3HAEem Cl080 NO-PYCCKU, 3AMEHem €20 HOPBEHCCKUM, MO OH 0endem Mo 0CO3HAHHO.
The parents’ strategies providing the children with additional input in Russian
language

Murat’s mother reported that the child [or, her children] likes chess. As she said they
explained to him that the chess school in Russia is the best and so he needs to read Russian

books and he needs to follow lectures in Russian.

Outside family Russian Norwegian Other
Sport 15 85

Friends 10 90

Computer clubs

Schools/courses attendance 15 85

Holidays/visitors from Russia 90 10
Inside family Russian Norwegian Other
Plays 65 35

TV 85 15

Doing homework 15 85
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Reading books 15 85
Computer 40 10 50
Story telling 80 20

But how will you play chess? How can you have chess without the Russian

language?)

Hy, a na waxmamor mo xax 6yodewv xooums? Kax odice waxmamuvl 06e3 pycckozo

Aa3zblka?

Murat’s father reports several ideas for motivating his son to speak and learn

Russian:
- He has been at Russian camps to get more used to using Russian with peers.

- He goes to Russian school and he complains about it taking up a lot of his time and
his Saturday disappears. At this point we need to find something to motivate him to

go. For example, one week to Russian school and the next week to a football match.

- It is good that he has taken a trip to Sochi for a chess completion and that he liked
it. I hope that it will stimulate him further.

In general Murat’s father is trying to not “push him down” or to be overbearing, and

conclude:

The presence of parental motivation [easily] kills the child’s. Children need to

understand that they have their own motivation.

Hanuuue pooumenvckoi momusayuu yousaem camy oemckyrw. Hyscno um oamo
NOHAMb YMO Y HUX C805L MOMUBAYUS OOJHCHA ObIMb.

- The children’s bilingual language development by parents opinion

Murat’s mother says it is hard to say which language prevails. As soon as Murat
divided the two languages, Russian and Norwegian, and stopped mixing them, he masters

both languages at a sufficient level.
His father claims:

His Norwegian is better than his Russian.

- The parents’ beliefs about bilingual development in general

Murat's mother opinion:
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Bilinguals receive better grades at school, are smarter and have faster
reactions. In other words, this information [about advantages beeng
bilingual] only strengthenes my decision [to expose Russian language to my
son]. Sometimes comes the question «is it worth tormenting the child?» but

then we always decide that its worth it....(with a smile)

Bununesvl nyuwe 6 wikone yyames, 6onee cnocobuvt u peaxyus ovicmpee. To
ecmb 9ma ung). Torvko noomeepaicoano moe pewerue. Mnoeda eoznuxaem
BONpOC « a cmoum Jau Myyums — peOeHKa?» HO NomoM peuiaem umo

cmoum))... ¢ yavloKo
Murat's father opinion:

Academics speak on the basis of much research that it [being bilingual]
really does have [a positive] effect [on the child’s development]. I think that
this is sufficient for Murat in any case....he has a strong ability to absorb new
information. This to a large degree distinguishes him from other children

rather than his bilingualism.

Ho ydenbie roBOpsT Ha OCHOBAaHMM MHOTUX IMPOBEIACHHBIX HCCIIEOBAHUM,
YTO JEUCTBUTENIBHO 3TO CcKa3biBaeTcss. Ho s mymato, uto emy [Mypamy] 6
oboM  cyuae 9mo2o  OOCMAMOYHO... CHOCOOHOCMb YC8AUBAMb HOB.
Hugpopmayuro y Heeo ouenv evicokas. Omo 6 2opaz0o 0oavuiell cmeneHu
omauyaem e2o0 om Opy2ux oOemeu Yem €20 OUIUHSBATLHOCMbL OM

OOHOA3bIYHBIX Oemell.
4.3.2 Language assessment

First he did the assessment in Russian and after in Norwegian.
4.3.2.1 Comprehension assessment

Murat got two different stories per each language, picture sequences: Cat in
Norwegian and Dog in Russian language. There were three copies of each story, color
printouts, each copy in a separate envelope. Murat chose one from the three envelopes on the

table containing the same picture sequence before assessment begins.
The results from the comprehension narrative assessment:

In comprehension assessment he showed excellent scores: 10 out of 10 in both

Norwegian and Russian, illustrated in Figure 1. He did not have any difficulties understanding
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the story and answering the questions related to the story. He answered quickly without any

time for thinking. Sometimes it seemed to me that the task was too easy for him.

Comprehension

10

& Comprehension

Norwegian Russian

Figure 4. Comprehension assessment results. score on 10 point scale. Case study

2. Family 2. Murat
4.3.2.2 Production assessment

Murat got two different stories in each language, picture sequences: Baby Birds in
Russian and Baby Goats in Norwegian language. There were three copies of each story,
color printouts, each copy in a separate envelope. Murat chose one from the three envelopes

on the table containing the same picture sequence before assessment began.

In production assessment Murat showed scores 14 out of 17 in Russian and 13 of 17

in Norwegian.

Production

& Production

[ NS ISING; o) tN eoNo'a "\ ISINS; ot |

Norwegian Russian

Figure 5. Production assessment results. score on 17 point scale. Case study

2. Family 2. Murat

Norwegian Story
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Det var en gang en geitebukk som falt ut i vannet. Da ville moren lgpe & hjelpe den
ut fra vannet igjen. Hvem har spist den gang (gjeitebukk, broren hans kanskje) gress. Ogsa sa
reven det. S4 begynte den & komme pé gjeiten, men moren fikk ut den ene gjeitebukken, som
hoppet 1 vannet. Reven begynte & angripe bukken, ogsa fikk den tak i bukken. S& kom det en
fugl, og bet reven i halen i mens moren drakk vann. Men en gang moren sa at geitebukken
blir reddet. Da har det blitt s rar at reven ikke har klart & merke den. Ogsé begynte den

fuglen a jage reven vekk. Og, ja....ogsa begynte moren a troste lillebarnet sitt

Once upon a time there was a male goat that fell into the water. Then its mother ran
to it and tried to help it out of the water again. Who was eating at that time (the goat, its
brother maybe) grass. A fox also saw that and began to go towards the goat to get it, but the
mother rescued that goat who jumped into the water. The fox began to attack the goat, got a
hold of the goat, then came a bird, and bit the fox in the tail while her mother drank water.
But one time the mother saw that the goat had been rescued and it became so weird that the
fox failed to notice it. The bird also started to chase the fox away. The mother also began to
soothe the little child.

For purposes of analysis of production in Norwegian in terms of complexity I could

get the following results:

Table 5. Macrostructure/Production complexity in Norwegian

Score

Setting 1

IST as initiating 2
event

G (Goal) 2

A (Attempt) 3

O (Outcome) 3

IST as reaction 2

Total 13

Episode sequences

Table 6. Microstructure/Structural complexity in Norwegian

Number of Number of Number of Number of
AO (Attempt + |single G  (Goal | GA (Goal +| GAO (Goal +
Outcome) Attempt)/ GO | Attempt +
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sequences without A or O) (Goal + Outcome) | Outcome)
sequences sequences

3 2 4 2

IST terms in Norwegian — 7.
Russian Story

Kuna ntruka Ha fAepeBe U y Hee ObLIM NTeHYMKU. M ogHax bl NTHYKa yeTena 3a
yepBsiukamu U efoi. Kak pa3 xorga oHa ynerena mpunuia komrka. OHa Hayana KapaOKaThCs
Ha JIepeBO, HO K CYACThIO MaTh MpuieTelia ¢ uepBiukamu. KoT mbITajcs 3ane3Th B3ATb
nreHyukoB. Korga oH yxe ux JocTaBaj, NbITAJCH OAHOTO NMTEHYMKA B3ATh, KOTOPOrO Mama
y’Ke MOKOPMHJIA, HO B ATOT K€ MOMEHT ATOT NTEHYHK 3aKPUYaJ U codaka dTO 3aMeTHJja.
B3suta c3anu m nepHyna KOWIKy 3a XBOCT. M maTh Memyrajach 4To Koulka Hanana. [lotowm,
Korja cobaka Korja KOIIKY Hayajla TOHATh, MaTh, HABEPHOE, 00Paa0BaJIach YTO KOIIKA HE

chela ee aered. BoT Takas ucropusi.

Once upon a time there lived a bird on a tree and she had nestlings. One day the bird
flew from the nest to fetch worms and food. Just as she flew away, came a cat. It began to
climb the tree with the nestlings but fortunately the mother returned. When it almost got them
and was trying to get one of the nestlings that the mother had already fed, the little bird
screamed and a dog heard it. The dog pulled the cat by the tail and the mother was scared
that the cat was attacking the nestling. Then when the dog started chasing the cat, the mother
was probably glad that the cat did not eat her children. That is how the story goes.

Making more detailed analysis of production in Russian in terms of complexity I

could get the following results:

Table 7. Macrostructure/Production complexity in Russian

Score
Setting 2
IST as initiating 2
event
G (Goal) 2
A (Attempt) 3
O (Outcome) 3
IST as reaction 2
Total 14
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Episode sequences

Table 8. Microstructure/Structural complexity in Russian

Number of Number of Number of Number of

AO (Attempt + |single G  (Goal | GA (Goal +| GAO (Goal +

Outcome) without A or O) Attempt)/ GO | Attempt +
sequences (Goal + Outcome) | Outcome)
sequences sequences
3 2 3 2

IST terms in Russian — 7.

In his Norwegian story he used 119 words in 11 sentences.
In his Russian story he used 96 words in 10 sentences.
Mean length (ML) of comunicative unit (CU) - (MLCU)
is 10,82 in Norwegian and 9,60 in Russian.

One communicative unit here is one sentence.

MLCU

MLCU

ORDNWHUIONJ0 O

Norwegian Russian

Figure 6. Mean length of communicative unit (MLCU) in Norwegian and Russian.
Case study 2. Family 2. Murat

4.3.3 Discussion. Case study 2
The interview analises elicited the strong parental motivation in transmiting Russian language
to their child. The most important aspirations according interview data is to get knowledgy in

Russian. The language of communication in family is Russian while outside family — Russian
or Norwegian depending on the situation.
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In comprehension assessment in Russian the child widely used arguments, showed

logical reasoning and offer several variants of answer:

Why the dog got hold of sausages? It was hungry and it likes sausages. It s

the same if I had a sweets.....

Ilouemy cobaka cxeamuna cocucku? OHa OblIA 20100HASL U OHA THOOUM

cocucku. To sice camoe, umo eciu 6v1 y MeHs ObLIU Obl KOHpemKU....
or
How the boy feels?

Might have gotten a little angry but might have felt sorry for the dog if he
likes animals. Maybe like this or like that

Kax yyecmayem cebs manvuuk?

Hemnozo paccepouncs 6vt Ho modicem u nodicanen Ovl coOAUKy eciu OH

ouens robum 3eepeil. Modxxcem Obimv u max u max.

Murat often gave examples from his life. What he would say, feel or how would he

act in particular situations:
1t is hurt (the dog). It hit her head but not as hard as I have at school
(laughing)

bonbHO ell (cobaxe). Ona 2ono8y nobuna, npasoa, He Max CUIbHO KAK 51 8 WKOJe...

(cmeemcs)

The analyses of Murat s comprehension assessment in Norwegian also showed that

he gave very detailed answers:

... And it was perhaps hungry too. If it tried to catch butterflies that means it certainly
hungry...

...Og den var kanskje ogsa sulten. Hvis den provde 4 fange sommerfugl da er

det sikkert ogsé sulten
and

He would be angry if he does not like animals, if he likes animals then just
say ... ..just let the cat eat fish and would say: I can take more fish maybe after, and
perhaps adopt it, especially if it is homeless.
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Blir sint hvis han ikke liker dyr, hvis han liker dyr da bare sier.....bare la den
katen spise fisken og sier: jeg kan fange litt mer kanskje etter det, og kanskje adoptere

det til seg, spesielt hvis den er hjemlos.

The comparison of storytelling reveals a similar symmetry between Norwegian and

Russian.

As the results show in the production (retelling) part of the assessment Murat met
with some difficulties in the “IST as reaction” section, especially in using emotional terms:
Murat could not clearly describe emotions of the baby goat and the mother goat in

Norwegian.
He only described emotions indirectly, like this:
moren sd at geitebukken blir reddet
the mother saw that the goat had been rescued

This is an indication of emotion experienced by the baby goat through mother goat’s

action.
and
begynte moren d troste lillebarnet sitt
The mother also began to soothe the little child.

This is just an action of the mother goat demonstrating the emotional state of joy,

belonging and happiness. (or comfort, parental instinct to protect, create a sense of safety)

In the Russian production assessment we could hardly find any description of
emotions, such as “Mother was happy/ satisfied. Baby birds were happy/ satisfied/ not

hungry any more”:
Mams UCHY2aNACH YMO KOWKA HaANaua
mother was scared that the cat was attacking
and
Mamb, HagepHoe, 00Pad08anaAch, Yumo KOUIKa He cvela ee 0emel.
mother was probably glad that the cat did not eat her children.

I hypothesize this result is because Murat saturated his stories to a greater degree

with action content than with emotional content. Referring to the results of my/our interview
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with his parents, it can also be concluded that he hurries to tell, often his thought runs faster

than his speech. So he omits the emotional part of the story.

It looks like this phenomenon may not be taken as lack of proficiency but rather,

display the test subjcets personal characteristics.

At the same time Murat was able to utilize the diversity and beauty of his Russian
language, often gave logical arguments in responding the questions and used an action speech

in his production assessment.

According to the MAIN instruction manual, the child gets zero points for wrong or
no response on Settings, 1 point for one correct response, 2 points for reference to both time
and place. Murat got 2 points because he referenced to both time: Once upon [OnnHaxnasi]; and

place: On a tree [Ha nepese]

There were some phraseological turns in Murat’s production assessment, because of
that an inaccurate translation occure. For instance «kommer pa» can de translatet in different
ways, as «attack», «fight» etc. (some of the choices of words in Norwegian are not

ideomatic).

4.4 Case study 3. Family 3. Daniel

4.4.1 Sociolinguistic background/Interview analyses

Daniel is 8 years old, was born in Norway in a Russian-Russian family. His mother,
Inna, was born in Ukraine. In her early childhood she was exposed to only Russian language
at home but when she was in fifth grade the situation at home regarding language use
significantly changed: after her father retired all family members began to speak Ukrainian at
home because it was easier. Inna has poor Norwegian language proficiency. She identifies

herself as a Russian.

Daniel’s father, Vadim, was born in Ukraine. He was exposed to two languages in
the house where he grew up: Russian and Ukrainian. He was exposed to Ukrainian language
in communication with mother and grandmother and to Russian language when

communicating with his father and with his other grandmother who lives in Russia:

Everyone understood each other. No, we didn't have any problems in the

family....the languages are similar
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Bce opye opyea nonumanu. Hem, npobnem 6 cemve He OvlLIoO... .... AH3viku mo

NOXOIHCU.

Vadim speaks many languages including Norwegian at work. He assesses his

Norwegian proficiency as “Sufficient”. He nationally identifies himself as a Russian.

The reason of parents’ choice regarding the transmission of Russian language to

the child
Daniel’s mother offers four reasons in this context, being:

- communication with grandparents;

There are grandmothers and grandfathers with whom it is necessary to speak
Russian.

Ecmb 0edywxu babywxu, ¢ Komopulmu HYHCHO 20860pumb NO-pyCCKU

- learning the culture through language;

For his personal [cultural] baggage. I do not think it will be superfluous. He
doesnt just learn the language but also the culture which the language carries.
s eco nuunoeo baeasca. [Jymaro, 3mo 6yoem ne auwne. On dice He MOTbKO

A3ZbIK, OH Y3HAem KYIbmypy , KOmMopyio Hecem 9Mom A3blK 3a co001l

- importance and advantages of knowledge of several languages;

The number of languages a person can speak equals the amount of times he is

a human!
CKOIbKO 513bIK0O8 3HACM YeNl08EK, CMOIbKO PA3 OH Yelosek!

- use of the given opportunities for learning several languages,

If one has such an opportunity, then one needs to take advantage of such

opportunity.

Ecnu Y He2co ecnib maxdas 603MOJCHOCNIb, MO HYIHCHO 0053amenbHo Mol

BO3MOINCHOCHIBIO B0CNOJIb306ANTbCAL.

As can be seen from the Family language policy described by the parents during

interviews Daniel really has a good opportunity for learning Russian language because
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everybody in his family uses Russian in communication with each other. Consequently, he

can acquire the Russian language relatively easily.

Vadim proudly reports many reasons for his choice regarding the pursuit of teaching

Russian language to Daniel:

- development of thinking using a richer language

Rich language develops intellect, in other words 1 word can be said in five

different ways with help of different synonyms.

bocamuiii s3vix paseusaem mbvblUulleHue, mo ecmbv 1 cnoso moorcno cxazamo

nAmbsio pasHbliMu Cl’lOCO6aMLl, PA3HbIX CUHOHRUMOB

If he learns Russian then he will be able to master any language: subject,
predicate and so on...And right away, in his head, he obtains a finished formula for

any language.

Ecnu on pycckuil s3vik ¢biyuum, mo oH cpazy cede 000U A3bIK PA3IONCUN:
noonedcawee, ckazyemoe u max oanee.... M cpazy y neeo 8 2onose gopmyna 6yoem

yorce comoeas.

- Wide use of Russian language around the world and, thus, the opportunity to use it

in various settings and in many countries.

Every one speaks Russian, the Baltic people, Russians, Ukranians. [...]

Russia is great and stretches almost across the entire Atlas.

Bce paszeosapusarom na pycckom, npubanmuuiysl, pycckue, YKpaunywvl. Poccus

BEJIMKasi, Ha BCIO KapTy MUpa IIOYTH.

- awareness of the language and culture in which child’s parents grew up;

He must know the native language.
Poouoii a3vix ou 0oadicen 3Hame.

- influence of parental Family language choice when everyone speaks only Russian

at home.

Every one speaks Russian at home. How can everyone speak Russian in the

family and he not speak it...
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Bce ooma coeopAam Ha pYyCCKOM, KAK mdakK umoowl 6ce 2060pPUTIU 6 ceMbe, d OH

He€ 2060pPUIL.

- The parents’ language use in communication with each other

and/or with other adults in the presence of the child

Daniels parents use only Russian language in communicating with each other.
Daniel’s mother declared she has only Russian-speaking friends here in Norway: families

from Russia, Estonia and Ukraine.

Vadim reported that he has approximately 70 % norwegian friends and 30 %

Russian ones:
There are no more Russian friends here in Oslo.
Fonvwe mym 6 Ocno nemy.

Daniel moreover communicates in Russian with grandfather who lives in

Norway.

- The parents’ language use in communication with the child. The

child’s language use in communication with the parents and siblings.

Everyone in [our] family use Russian when communicating with each other. Some

single cases language shift occurs.
- Measures taken by parents to prevent children's language shift
According to Daniel’s parents the incidents of language shift were single cases.

The approach of the father is such that he pretends that he does not
understand what his son is saying in Norwegian and asks his son to repeat it in

Russian.

I said I do not understand «is» [interview administrator: «is» means «ice creamy].

How is this in Russian?

Tosopro «ne noOHUMAIO «iS» HUKAKO20 [AOMUHUCMPAMOpD UHMEPBLIO.  «isy

nepegooumcsi Kak mopoxceroe]. A kax amo 6yoem no-pyccku?

And added:
I cured him fast. Then the work took off.

A ezo svineuun 6blcmp0. U ece, u nomom Y Hac 0eno nowo.
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Daniel's mother report:

These were solitary incidents. Daniel speaks Norwegian on purpose as he
does not know how to say certain things in Russian. He explains that he just did not

know what it is in Russian and he had to explain in Norwegian what the word means.

Omo oOviu  eounuunvie cayuau. OH  2080pum YeieHANpasieHHO Ha
HOPBEINCCKOM NOMOMY YUMo He 3Haem Kak smo 6yoem no-pyccku. OH 00vsacHAem, 4mo
OH NPOCMO He 3HANl KAK OHO HA PYCCKOM U eMy HYHCHO Oblio 00bACHUMb HA

HOPBEINCCKOM, UNio o3Havaent 3mo Cloe6o.

- The parents’ strategies for providing the child with additional

input in Russian language inside the family and outside the family.

Daniel’s mother report two motivational measures for her son to speak and learn

Russian:

1. Read books in Russian. Yumaem kHueu Ha pycckom.
2. Started with the alphabet. Motivated: if you learn this, then we will go
somewhere. Hauanu ¢ angpasuma. Momueuposanu. Eciu mol ébiyuuwus, mo mvl Kyoa

Mo CX00UM UNU NOCOeM.
Vadim follows this strategy, as he reported:

1 The amount of Russian poems learned equals the amount of presents
received. CKOIbKO CIMUXOMBOPEHUU GbLYHUNL HA PYCCKOM SA3bIKe, CMOIbKO NOOAPKO8 U
ROYYUI.

2. We take Russian books home [interview administrator: from the

library]. Knueu pyccxkue bepem 0omoil.

3. We study Russian at home. 3anumaemcs pycckum A361kom 0oma
4. We go to Russian school on the weekends. Xooum 6 pycckyio wikony no
8bIXOOHBIM.

5. We get together with friends and children often speak Russian together.

Mui cobupaemcs 6 komnanuu 4acmo u 0emu mexcoy cooou oOWaromces Ha PyCcCcKOM.

73



Outside family Russian Norwegian Other

Sport 100
Friends 30 70
Computer clubs
Schools/courses
attendance 15 85
Holidays/visitors from
Russia 90 10
Inside family Russian Norwegian Other
Plays 90 10
TV 80 20
Doing homework 70 30
Reading books 50 50
Computer 50 50
Story telling 100

- The children’s bilingual language development according to the

parents opinion

Daniels mother considers Daniel’s Russian language proficiency is on an
appropriate level and he acquires both languages, Russian and Norwegian to the same

degree:

[Daniel] speaks Russian. His vocabulary is analogous to peers his age in

Russia and Ukraine.

Ilo-pyccku eosopum c60600H0, Xxopowio. B cpaguenuu ¢ posecHuxkamu 6

Poccuu u Yxpaune crosapnuiii 3anac anano2uynbwiil.

Daniel’s father has an identical opinion regarding language development of his son

and he reports significant information about his child's bilingual development:

Before school he had problems with the use of incorrect phrases and sentence
structures. After he started school, he only had problems in the first two months and none
after this period. He started reading Norwegian books, Norwegian comics, watching
Norwegian cartoons and watching Norwegian television. He caught up to his peers and now

reads faster than the others.
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Heped KOO0 Y Heco ObLIU I’lpO6]l€Mbl C UCNOJIb30BAHUEM HENPABUNIbHBIX 2/1Ac0106 U
C NoCcnedo8amenbHOCmbio Clo8 8 npedﬂoofceﬂuu. A nomom kozcoa 6 WKoty noutel, OblIU
CJIOJHCHOCMU NOJIbKO 6 nepesvle 1-2 mecAaya, a oanvute npO6]l€M yorce He ovi10. Havan knuowcku
yumamos, HNPUKOJIbl HOPEENCCKUe, MYJIbmMUKU, mMeNe6U30p HA HOPBEHCCKOM CMOompents.

Iloomsanyncs u cetivac uumaem ovicmpee gcex!
- The parents’ beliefs about bilingual development in general
Inna has noticed several advantages of bilingual development:
For example, he can travel to other countries to improve his language skills.
Hanpumep, noedem on 6 opyaue cmpamvi 01 yayueHus: 3HAHUsL A3bIKA.
and

He will himself feel better, more confident if he speaks with English-speakers — in

English, with Russian speakers - in Russian and so on. This skill gives mobility

On cam Oyoem cebs nyuyule, y8epeHHee HY8CMBOBAMb K020d OH C
AH2NIOAZLIYHLIMU NO20BOPUTL HA AHRIUUCKOM, C PYCCKUM — HA PYCCKOM U MAxK oanee.

Omo daem mobunrbHOCMYb.
and
Affects brain development. Billinguals think quicker.
Bausem na pazsumue mozea. bununeevr coobpaicarom dvicmpee.
Vadim declares his veiw on the billingual development:
Understood! The brain is starting to work.
Ionamno! Hauunaem swce wapaban pabomame.
4.4.2 Language assessment

The language proficiency assessment was performed in Daniel’s home as well as in
the Russian school. First he did the assessment in Russian, both comprehension and
production at home. The comprehension and production assessments in Norwegian were done

in one and a half week right in Daniel’s Russian weekend school AZBUKIVEDI.
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4.4.2.1 Comprehension assessment

During the assessment Daniel got two different stories per each language, picture

sequences: Dog in Russian language and Cat in Norwegian.

He showed a good results from the comprehension narrative assessment: scores 9

out of 10 in Russian and excellent scores 10 out of 10 in Norwegian as illustrated in Figure 1.
He had difficulty answering the following question in Russian:
- Why do you think that the dog is feeling angry/ disappointed/ hurt etc.?

Only child who has given a correct response on a previous question: How does the
dog feel?, which is IST as reaction, can be asked this question. (MAIN, Gagarina et al., 2012,
2015).

(Appendix B)
Comprehension

10
9
8
7
6
5 .
4 Comprehension
3
2

Norwegian Russian

Figure 7. Comprehension assessment results. score on 10 point scale. Case

study 3. Family 3. Daniel
4.4.2.2 Production assessment

Daniel got two different stories in each language, presented to him as picture
sequences: Baby Birds in Russian and Baby Goats in Norwegian language. There were
three copies of each story, color printouts, each copy in a separate envelope. He chose one
from the three envelopes on the table containing the same picture sequence before assessment

begins (detailed explanation the assessment method is in Methodology chapter).

In production assessment Daniel showed scores 11 out of 17 in Norwegian and 10

out of 17 in Russian.
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Production

Production

Norwegian Russian

Figure 8. Production assessment results. score on 17 point scale. Case study

3. Family 3. Daniel
Norwegian Story

Det var en_ o1i, a 2 He 3HAI0 KAK OHU Haszviearomcs, (test administrator: geit)
som han var i vannet og han ville fa hjelp. Og da kom mammaen og hjulpet ham til
lekte sammen. Og sd sd den andre spiste det gress og reven sd geiten. Han var redd og
reven tok den. Og sa sd krdken og da beit kraken i halen til reven. Og reven fikk vondt

og mammaen ble redd ogsa og da var fuglen og fuglen jakte reven.

It was one [in Russian:] oh [ don't know what they called, [test
administrator: geit] goat as it was in the water and it would get help and then came
mom and helped him to playing together and then the other one saw it was eating the
grass and the fox saw the goat. It was afraid and the fox took it and then the crow saw
and then bit the crow in the fox’s tail and the fox got hurt and mom was scared too

and then was the bird and the bird hunted the fox away.

Table 9. Macrostructure/Production complexity in Norwegian

Setting

IST as initiating event

G (Goal)

A (Attempt)

O (Outcome)

IST as reaction

— N W N O W

Total
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Episode sequences

Table 10. Microstructure/Structural complexity in Norwegian

Number of Number of Number of Number of
AO (Attempt + |single G  (Goal | GA (Goal +| GAO  (Goal +
Outcome) without A or O) Attempt)/ GO | Attempt +
sequences (Goal + Outcome) | Outcome) sequences
sequences
2 0 0 0

IST terms in Norwegian — 6.

Russian Story

bvinu 2 nmuuxu xomopwvle xomenu xywiams. Mama nonemena 3a eoou.

Kowxka zonoonaa 6wvina u xomena e3amo, ykpacms nmuuex. Mama npunemena u

npunecna edy a Kowika ysce 3abupanacs Ha oepeso. Kowka 3ayenuna 00HO20 Hy,...

YbINAEHKA UTU HY,... NIMUYKY MAIEHbKYI0 U cobaka yeuoena u Mama UCny2anacs, da

cobaka yKycuna 3a xeocm. Jleménviuiu 0vliu paovl u mama Oviia paoa u cobaxa

NPOCHANA KOWIK).

There were 2 small birds that wanted to eat. Mom flew for food. The cat was

hungry and wanted to take them, steal the birds. Mom flew in and brought food, but

the cat was already climbing the tree. A cat hooked one well,...a chicken or,... well, a

little bird and the dog saw it and mother was frightened and the dog bit it by the tail.

The babies were happy and mother was happy and the dog chased the cat.

Making more detailed analysis of production in Russian in terms of complexity I

could get the following results:

Table 10. Macrostructure/Production complexity in Russian

Score
Setting 0
IST as initiating event 3
G (Goal) 1
A (Attempt) 2
O (Outcome) 3
IST as reaction 1
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Total

10

Episode sequences

Table 11. Microstructure/Structural complexity in Russian

Number of Number of Number of Number of

AO (Attempt + |single G  (Goal | GA (Goal +| GAO (Goal +

Outcome) without A or O) Attempt)/ GO | Attempt +
sequences (Goal + Outcome) | Outcome)
sequences sequences
2 1 1 0

IST terms in Russian — 6.

In his Norwegian story Daniel used 82 words in 6 sentences.

In his Russian story he used only 60 words, in 6 sentences.

Mean length (ML) of comunicative unit (CU) - (MLCU) is 13,66 in Norwegian and

10 in Russian.

One communicative unit here is one sentence.

R e e

ORNWHRUIOINI OO NWHRUT

MLCU

Norwegian

MLCU

Russian

Figure 9. Mean length of comunicative unit (MLCU) in Norwegian and Russian.

Case study 3. Family 3. Daniel
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4.4.3 Discussion. Case study 3
Both parents show the strongest motivation to speak only Russian at home:
Daniel’s father even argue:

We speak 101% Russian at home unless we are at Norwegian activities. Despite
being at Norwegian activities, I speak Russian to him and he may speak Norwegian with

the other participants at the activities.

101 % eoeopum Ha pycckom ooma. Eciu monbko mvl He Ha HOPBENCCKUX
akxmusumemax. Ho s 6ce pasHo 2080pio NO-pycCKu, a OH MOJCEm 2080pUmMb No-

HOPBENCCKU C OPY2UMU YUACMHUKAMU.

Daniel has no difficulties in Russian and Norwegian comprehension assessment. He

showed an excellent score in both languages.

He only did not answered the question:

- Why do you think that the dog is feeling good?
However, he does not run into the same problems in Norwegian.

In Daniel’s narrations in both languages he often uses short answers as if he has
limited time to tell his story, hurries to tell. Consequently he omits the emotional part of the

story and often explanation why and for what reasons heroes of his history do actions.
So he is lacking in Goals production:
In Russian production assessment Daniel produced 1 Goal, but in Norwegian — 0.
His stories are saturated more with action than with emotions.

In both of Daniel’s narratives he utilizes a limited vocabulary. He attempted to find a
correct word but could not succeed perhaps due to his vocabulary being limited. In

Norwegian production assessment he asked for help:

Det var en_ o1i, a 2 He 3HAI0 KAK OHU Haszviearomcs, (test administrator: geit)

som han var i vannet og han ville fa hjelp.

It was one [in Russian:] oh [ don't know what they called, [test

administrator: geit] goat as it was in the water
In Russian production assessment he stopped and tried to find a correct word:

Kowxa 3ayenuna 00HO020 HY, ... YblNJ€HKA Uiu HY, ... NMUYKY MATEHbK)IO
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A cat hooked one well, ...a chicken or, ... well, a little bird

Daniel’s narratives in both languages suggests that he is a good narrator and that he

has well-developed narrative abilities for his age.

4.5 Case study 4. Family 4. Alexander

4.5.1 Sociolinguistic background/Interview analyses

Alexander is 10 years old, and was born in Norway in a Russian-Norwegian family.
His mother, Anastasiya, was born in Russia and came to Norway 20 years ago for family
reunion. She was mainly exposed to Russian language in her childhood house in Russia but
her father taught her English very actively from an early age so she could read poetry in
English from the age of 4. She is fluent in Norwegian language and actively uses the language
in her work. She identifies herself as a Russian. On the question: “How Norwegian do you

feel you are?»
Anastasiya answers:

I understand Norwegian norms and behavioural rules in this society but

nevertheless do not consider myself a native inhabitant...

A nonumaro HOpMbL U npasuja NOBEOCHUsL 68 IMOM 061/1/;86’11186, OC)HCIKO, He

OMHOULY cebsl K MECIMHbIM HCUMETAM.....

Alexanders’s father, Andreas, was born in Norway. He was exposed mostly to
Norwegian, and sometimes English language in the house where he grew up.. He reported
that he speaks Russian at a quite good level. He understands almost everything people say in

Russian. He can speak it if necessary.

According to Alexander's parents they discussed the strategy for teaching their child
Russian language before he was born, including moving to Russia as soon as Alexander is
born. If not completely move, then to a smaller degree spend the first couple of months in
Russia so that Russian is the language that he hears from the begynning. This strategy was

implemented because of their parental belief:

The most receptive age for learning languages is the early age. (Anastasiya)
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Cambulii 60CHpUUMUUBHITL 603PAC K 0DYUEHUIO A3bIKY — dMO PAHHUU 803DACH.

(Anacmacus)

- The reason for the parents’ choice regarding the transmission of

Russian language to the child
Alexander's mother means:

- learning culture through language;
Preserving the connection to Russian culture and language is very

important.[...] Language is the reflection of culture.

Coxpansimy c653uU ¢ pyccKoll KyJIbmypol U A3bIKOM apXu-8axcHo.[...] A asvix

— 2M0 ompasiceHue Kyabmypul.

- The equality and worth of both cultures - the Russian and Norwegian,

for all family members.

Russian was chosen due to its worth for the family as we even before our
marriage, agreed that in our family we will preserve the equality and worth of both

cultures - the Russian and Norwegian.

Pyccruii Ovin uzbpan 6 xavecmee YeHHOCMU CeMbU NOMOMY 4MO Mbl eue 00
€8a0bOBI 0020BOPUNUCH O MOM, YMO 8 cembe Mbl Oyoem N000epHCUBAMb PABEHCHBO U

BHAUUMOCTb 00EUX KVAbMYP — U PYCCKOU U HOPBENHCCKOU.
— Communication in a language not understood by others

Communicating in a language not understood by others enables exchange of
secrets. This seemed to him [Alexander] very interesting.
obwamsbcsi Ha HeOOCMYNHOM OONLUUHCIEY sA3bIKe, CeKpemHuuams. Emy

[Anexcanopy] nokasanoce 3mo oyeHv 3a0A6HLIM.
- Development of thinking/intellect/feeling using a richer language;

From another point of view, each word, in different languages, has its own
emotional, psychological, I dont know, meaning and when coming across the word, you open
for yourself some unknown world. In other words, in Norwegian there is a word called
«koseligy (koshelij is defined as «cosy, pleasant, sweet, comfortabley) which doesnt exist in
other languages. In other words, by understanding and grasping the meaning of this word,

you have the opportunity to understand and feel what it expresses Each new language is a gift

82



- a gift to feel and understand something that you have not understood before. The Russian

language is rich with words.

C Opyeoii cmoponvl, Kaxcooe Cl080 6 pA3HLIX A3bIKAX UMeenm C80I0
IMOYUOHATLHYIO, NCUXOIOSUYECKYIO, He 3HAI0, CMBICI08YI0 HACPY3KY U 3HAKOMACH C
IMUM CNIOBOM, Mbl OMKPbLIEAEUlb Oisl ceOs KAKVI0 MO HeU38e0anHyI0 4acmuyky, mo
ecmv, 8 HOPBENHCCKOM A3blKe ecmb clogo «koseligy (kyuiiu, 6 nepegode «yOmHO,
NPUAMHO, MUTO, KOMPOPMHOY) , KOMOPo2o Hem 8 Opyeux Asvikax. 10 ecmv noHAE u
npouy8CMB0O6AE 3HAUEHUE IMO20 CN08d, )y mebs ecmb 803MONCHOCMb NOHUMAMb U
Yyecmeoseams mo, 4mo oHo vipadicaem. Kadxcowiil HO8blll A3bIK — 9O NoayyeHue oapa
owywams, 4y8CmMe08ams U NOHUMAMsb, YMo — mo Oonvuiee, mo, 4mo mebe 00 3Mo2o

He 0b110 0aHo. A pyccKull A3vIK Y HAC Ooeam HaA C108éd...

- Respect for others through understanding their language;

But it is important for me and for my husband that our child shows respect
towards other people and rather than judges them, that he aims to understand them.
Language is a very good tool to achieve this aim. The understanding and respect for a

different language system results in the respect for the culture and much more.

Jnst meHst [...] ¥ A7 MOEro cymnpyra BaKHO, 4TOObI peOEHOK TEepHHMO
OTHOCHJICA K IpYyruM Jiroasm. M mpexae Bcero 4em oCyKaaTh, CTPEMUIICS UX IOHSTH.
SI3BIK — OYEHB XOpollee MOACIOpPhE B ATOM jeie. [103ToMy BOT U3 3THX cOOOpaskeHHi
OH DPa3BMBACTCA. HAYMHAS C YBAXKCHUSA K JPYTrOM SI3BIKOBOM CHCTEME POXKIACTCA

YBa)KEHHUE K KYJIBTYpE, HY H KO MHOTOMY JIPYTOMY.
Alexander’s father believes:
- learning the culture through language,

1t is necessary for children to have strong ties to all cultures, linking them to

family. So Russian language is well in this case.
- Development of cognitive abilities and better concentration

[...] they [bilinguals] are better keeping focus, and being well more targeted at
their goals. So in this case it is improvement it will assist them, and it definitely helps
Alexander to be more focused, not consciously, but on subconscious level he is able to

concentrate. So this is quite apparent actually.
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- The parents’ language use in communication to each other and/or
with other adults in the presence of the child
- The parents’ language use in communication with the child. The

child’s language use in communication with the parents and siblings
Alexander’s father reports:

For me Norwegian is the main [language], but from time to time Russian.
And for Anastasia - more Russian, but also a bit, quite a bit Norwegian, so we use

both languages at home

On the question: “Do you feel yourself comfortable if your wife speaks Russian with

your child” Andreas answers:
Yes, no problem. It is natural thing.

Andreas reported on who is interacting more with the child in your family?

(Spending more time reading, playing, speaking and answering child’s questions):

Well, we spend time together, all of us. The only difference here is in the
morning and in the afternoon, going to school and so on. I am driving him [...]as long as

practically possible we will all spend time together.

To sum up, both parents report from time to time they use Norwegian, from time to
time Russian, and it does not matter for them which language they use in the presence of
Alexander, as their strategy is to expose him to as many languages they can, and to
communicate in different languages to each other and to the children depending on the

situation.
In addition, they use English and French at home.
- Measures taken by parents to prevent children's language shift
Anastasia notes:

There was a period when a large amount of Alexanders replies came in
Norwegian and this situation changed approximately two years ago. it is unlikely we
[Andreas and I] can take credit for that. Our son has built up an unbelieveable word
supply to express emotions fully in Russian for that matter. I am trying to bring out an

interest in him to use Russian. If he responds in Norwegian, I ask him the question:
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what do you think, how could this be said in Russian, in what words could one say the

same thing?

bvin  maxoii nepuoo kozoa 6onvwias uyacme 0meemo NOCMynand Ha
HOPBENCCKOM A3bIKE U OVKBANbHO NApy Jlem HA3A0 CUmyayus U3MeHuiacs. mo 8pso
au Hawa 3acayea. Coln Habpan HeobX00uMblll CIOBAPHBII 3anac 4modvl Gblpa3Uumb
8ecb 00veM IMOYULL U HA PYCCKOM A3biKe 8 mom ducie. Cmaparocs 6bi3vl8ams y He20
unmepec K UCHOIb308AHUIO PYCCKO20 A3bIKA. Eciu on omeeyaem HA HOPBEHCCKOM, 5
3a0ar0 emy 8ONPOC @ KAK Ml OyMaeuib, Kak Obl Mo 38y4aio HA PYCCKOM S3biKe,

KAKUMU CO8AMU MONCHO DBLIO Obl CKA3AMb Modice camoe? »
Alexander’s father argue:

He will only change language to express something difficult or not possible in
the other language. For instance, the word “koselig” will be sort of difficult to
translate into Russian so that [ “koselig”] is something he needs to express, he will do
it in Norwegian. He will choose the language which provides the best, most precise

meaning of what he wishes to express.

- The parents’ strategies providing the children with additional

input in Russian language inside the family and outside the family

1t is important the child and not just the adults, understand the benefit of knowing

additional languages.

Baoicno umobwvl cam pebenok, He MObKO 63pOCible, NPOUYECHBOBANL 6ble00Y

3HAHUSL OON. S3bIKA.

Outside family Russian Norwegian Other
Sport 80 20
Friends 5 5 90
Computer clubs

Schools/courses attendance 10 5 85
Holidays/visitors from

Russia 70 15 15
Inside family Russian Norwegian Other
Plays 10 70 20

TV 50 50
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Doing homework

Reading books 25 25 50
Computer 100
Story telling 20 50 30

- The children’s bilingual language development by parents opinion
Andreas considers:

Well, we have increased our use of Russian when Alexander grew older,
mostly because he sort of forced me to speak more Russian, because he missed that

[language] when Anastasia was away [business trip].
He excelled in both Norwegian and Russian.
- The parents’ beliefs about bilingual development in general
Alexander’s mother believes:

Any language is a great method for developing the mind. For general

development, training the memory.

Joboii A361k 9mMmo  omauuHbll cnocob pazeusams 20108y A odbwe2o

paseumiusl, mpeHupoexka namimu.

On the other hand Alexander’s father convinced:

It [speaking several languages] is a necessity, definitely a necessity. In all
situations children should know as many languages as possible. They have the
capability. At this age [...] everything just goes into their mind and stays there. So,
there is no reason not to use that capability... Language comes natural to children,
much more so than it does for adults... There is always a good thing for children to

improve their linguistic skill.
4.5.2 Language assessment

First, Alexander did the language assessment in Russian and approximately two

weeks later in Norwegian.
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4.5.2.1 Comprehension assessment

Alexander got two different stories in each language, picture sequences: Cat in
Norwegian and Dog in Russian language. There were three copies of each story, color
printouts, each copy in a separate envelope. Alexander chose one from the three envelopes on

the table containing the same picture sequence before assessment begins.
The results from the comprehension narrative assessment:

In comprehension assessment he showed excellent scores: 9 out of 10 in both

Norwegian and Russian, illustrated in Figure 1.

In Russian comprehension assessment Alexander had some difficulty answering the
question: Why do you think that the dog is feeling god [angry/ disappointed/ hurt etc.]?
However he had no any difficulties understanding the story. He answered quickly without any

time for thinking. He was calm and peaceful.

In his Norwegian comprehension assessment Alexander did not answer only one

question: Will the boy be friends with the cat? Why?

Comprehension
10
8
6
4 . | , , Comprehension
2
0 I L —
Norwegian Russian

Figure 10. Comprehension assessment results. score on 10 point scale. Case

study 4. Family 4. Alexander
4.5.2.2 Production assessment

Alexander got two different stories in each language, picture sequences: Baby Birds
in Russian and Baby Goats in Norwegian language. There were three copies of each story,
color printouts, each copy in a separate envelope. Alexander chose one from the three

envelopes on the table containing the same picture sequence before assessment began.

In production assessment Alexander showed scores 9 out of 17 in both Russian and
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Norwegian.

Production

Production

Norwegian Russian

Figure 11. Production assessment results. score on 17 point scale. Case

study 4. Family 4. Alexander
Norwegian Story

Det var en gang tre geiter. Den lille geiten falt i en vanndam. Faren kom og hjalp
den opp, mens moren spiste gress. [ mens sa reven at det var en geit som sto der. Den prevde
a fa tak i den. S& var det en kréke som sa det. Kraken floy mot reven og bet den i halen og

jagde den vekk. Sa var faren glad for & finne familien sin igjen.

Once upon a time there were three goats. The little goat fell into a puddle. His father
came and helped it out, while the mother was eating grass. Meanwhile the fox saw there was
a goat standing there. He tried to catch it. Then a crow saw it. The crow flew towards the fox
and bit it in the tail and chased it away. Then the father was happy to find his family againFor
purposes of analysis of production in Norwegian in terms of complexity I could get the

following results:

Table 12. Macrostructure/Production complexity in Norwegian

Score
Setting 1
IST as initiating 2
event
G (Goal) 0
A (Attempt) 3
O (Outcome) 2
IST as reaction 1
Total 9
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Episode sequences

Table 13. Microstructure/Structural complexity in Norwegian

Number of Number of Number of Number of

AO (Attempt + |single G  (Goal | GA (Goal +| GAO (Goal +

Outcome) without A or O) Attempt)/ GO | Attempt +
sequences (Goal + Outcome) | Outcome)
sequences sequences
2 0 0 0

IST terms in Norwegian — 5.

Russian Story

Kuima Obl1a nTHYKaA B THE34C U JBa LBIIIJICHKA. IToroMm NTHUIa YJICTCIa U NpUIICIT

koT. OH X0TeJ CheCcThb HOBIUIAT U B 3TO BPEMA NPUIICTC/IA NITULA C YCPBAKOM 4TOOBI JaTb

MaJjslaM. B Ty ke caMylo CeKyHIy KOT IIPBITHYJI U II0YTH 3aXBaTUJI OJHOTO U3 ITEHIOB, KaK

cobaka 3axBaTuia U YKYyCHJia KOTa 3a XBOCT U NOTHAJIACh 3a KOTOM.

Russian Story

Once upon a time there was a smal bird in the nest with two chickens. Then the bird

flew away and the cat came. He wanted to eat the chickens, and at that time the bird with a

worm flew in to give to the kids. At the same moment, the cat jumped and almost captured one

of the nestlings as the dog grabbed and bit the cat by the tail and chased after the cat.

Making more detailed analysis of production in Russian in terms of complexity I

could get the following results:

Table 14. Macrostructure/Production complexity in Russian

Score
Setting 2
IST as initiating 0
event
G (Goal) 1
A (Attempt) 3
O (Outcome) 3
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IST as reaction 0

Total

Episode sequences

Table 15. Microstructure/Structural complexity in Russian

Number of Number of Number of Number of

AO (Attempt + |single G  (Goal | GA (Goal +| GAO (Goal +

Outcome) without A or O) Attempt)/ GO | Attempt +
sequences (Goal + Outcome) | Outcome)
sequences sequences
3 1 2 1

IST terms in Russian — 2.

In his Norwegian story he used 73 words in 8 sentences.

In his Russian story he used 54 words in 4 sentences.

Mean length (ML) of comunicative unit (CU) - (MLCU)

is 9,13 in Norwegian and 13,5 in Russian.

One communicative unit here is one sentence.

P e

O NWHRUIOWNIOO O NWRUT

MLCU

Norwegian

MLCU

Russian

Figure 12. Mean length of communicative unit (MLCU) in Norwegian and Russian.

Case study 4. Family 4. Alexander
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4.5.3 Discussion. Case study 4

Alexander is attending the International French school and the Russian week-end
school, following its normal educational program for all students, from the age of four. As
Alexanders parents reported at the interview, he is very fluent in the French language.
Therefore, I can only assume Alexander is most fluent in this language, and would have made

a better result. Otherwise, I only have his father’s statement to support that notion.

Generally speaking Alexander’s parents accept the fact that he sometimes makes a
sudden change from one language to another. They just help him find the right word in a
certain language and do not insist on him using a particular language. Alexander will only
perform these sudden language shifts when his vocabulary of the first language is missing a

certain term, as mentioned above.

Alexander’s language assessment results show that his Russian and Norwegian
language proficiency is on the sufficient level for his age, as a child with typical language
development. He constructs long sentences, especially in Russian. His MLCU is 9,13 in

Norwegian and 13,5 in Russian.

According to the MAIN instruction manual, the child gets zero points for wrong or
no response on Settings, 1 point for one correct response, 2 points for reference to both time
and place. Alexander got 2 points because he referenced to both time: Once upon [XKuna-

obu1a]; and place: In the nest [B rae3ze]

The analysis of Alexander’s comprehension assessment in both languages showed a
good understanding of the story as well as the accompanying questions, and he responded

briefly and clearly.

The comparison of storytelling reveals symmetry between Norwegian and Russian.

In both assessments Alexander scored only 9.

As the results show in the production (retelling) part of the assessment the child met
several difficulties in the “IST as reaction” section as other participated children, especially in
using emotional terms: IST terms in Norwegian - 5, in Russian — only 2. Alexander could

not clearly describe emotions of the subjects in the story and he did not tried either.
The only indication of emotion in his production assessment is the following:

Sd var faren glad for a finne familien sin igjen.
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It is possible that this phenomenon should not be taken as lack of proficiency but

rather, display his personal characteristics.

When it comes to macrostructure/production complexity, Alexander has not

produced any Goals in his storytelling in Norwegian, and only one Goal in Russian.
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Chapter 5: General discussion

This chapter discusses the findings after the interview analyses and language

assessment.

The interview and language assessment analysis suggests that the parents’ use of
language in communicating with the child is influenced by a number of specific characteristics
within their family contexts. First of all, the context of the family where the parents grew up.
The use of language for communication within the family as well as with other adults in the
parents childhood home seems to play an important role in decision making regarding the
transmission of different languages to their own child. It is reasonable if people experience the
benefits and good results of applying a particular technique or policy, they will easily consider
this technique positive in general, and thus transfer it to their own offspring. Four out of the
eight parents who participated in my research used only one language in their own childhood

home, whereas four experienced input from two or more languages.

Additionally, I found that the initial choices regarding the transmission of Russian to
the child was influenced by characteristic like mother’s and Russian fathers’ competence in
Norwegian and how long they have been living in Norway. This is interesting and surprising
point. Three parents did limited knowledge in Norwegian for various reasons: using other
foreign language at work (Daniel’s mother and father), using Norwegian at work but only
specific terms in Norwegian (Murat’s father) despite the fact that they have been living in
Norway quite long time; or they feel embarrassment because their child speaks Norwegian
better. Interestingly that in these families Russian is a language of communication and Daniel
and Murat showed very good results of comprehension and production language assessment in

both languages.

The second point I have found that the initial choices regarding the transmission of
Russian to the child was influenced by characteristic like mother’s feeling uncomforted and
tedious to speak with her husband in Norwegian and with her child in Russian. For Maria’s
mother that seemed to be a big obstacle in transmission the minority Russian language to her
child notwithstanding her motivation. So Maria showed low score in her comprehension and

production assessment in Russian.

The initial choices regarding the transmission of Russian to the child was also
influenced by characteristic within the family context like father’s competence in Russian

(which varied from excellent to very limited) and by the emotional relationship between the

93



parents. This is especially true, regarding the feeling of comfort or discomfort when one adult
uses a language in conversation with the child in the presence of another parent who might not
be proficient in that language. This is parallel to the findings in Timofeeva and Wold (2012). In
the present study Alexander’ Norwegian father, Case study 4, has a good proficiency in
Russian. On the question: “Do you feel yourself comfortable if your wife speaks Russian with
your child” he answers: “Yes, no problem. It is natural thing”. Alexander as parents reported
feels himself free to express his thoughts and emotions in Russian. The child showed a score in

his comprehension and production assessment in Russian.

An interesting finding in the present study is that in two of four families, both of
which are Russian-Norwegian families, parents have different feelings and attitudes towards
Russian as the minority language. In the Case study 1 Maria's mother feels uncomfortable
speaking with her daughter in Russian and with her husband in Norwegian as she considers this
shift between Russian and Norwegian tedious and a struggle, and requiring great energy
expenditure. The parents chose (consciously or subconsciously), a Family language policy in
which they use only Norwegian in communication to each other as well as with their child. At
the same time the mother is motivated to transfer her heritage language to her child, but she
seems to underestimate the role of exposure. She seems not to be aware of the role of parental
input in child language acquisition as well as of the fact that young children do not acquire a
language through teaching or imitation. People, and children in particular, do not learn the
language, they acquire it. Despite the motivation and the family’s engagement in heritage
language classes, the results of Maria’s language assessment suggest that her minority
language, Russian, is in a vulnerable situation. Norwegian is Maria’s dominant language where

she demonstrates more advanced narrative abilities.

Maria’s mother probably is not aware that language input is a process of acquiring a
language. And according the language assessment results, Maria lacks in both comprehension
and production tests in Russian. Such results are quite natural and it can be assumed that this is

the way the Maria’s language develops.

On the other hand, Case study 4, Alexander’s case, is the example of a family policy
where both parents are motivated for their child to learn the minority Russian language in
addition to several other languages (Norwegian, English and French). Due to their belief that
the most receptive age for learning languages is the early age, they had discussed and agreed on
the strategy for teaching their child Russian prior to his birth and implemented their strategy

thereafter. The family felt that there was no discomfort from communicating in different
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languages in this family. Both the comprehension and production language assessment results
show Alexander’s typical development in Norwegian and in Russian. Interestingly, according
to his parents, his dominant language is currently French whereas neither Norwegian nor
Russian are his strongest languages. While Alexander’s French has not been assessed in the
present study, the dual assessment of Norwegian and Russian shows that he has balanced and

well developed narrative abilities in both languages.

In Daniel’s Case, his parents have very positive attitudes towards the minority Russian
language. They often insist in not using Norwegian when communicating with each other, even
outside the family. The father said that he speaks Russian with his son even when they are at a

Norwegian sport activity or courses while the child has to sometimes speak Norwegian.

In Murats’s case, his father has a very strong motivation to pass on the Russian
language to his son because of the opportunity to receive better knowledge at a higher

educational level in future in Russia.

As noted above both children have a good knowledge in Russian and in Norwegian

also as language assessment results show. This again confirms the Cummins’ (2000) theory.

All four families in my study, both the Russian-Russian and the Russian-Norwegian,
were to a varying degree motivated to transmit Russian language to their children and to

organize activities for the children in Russian.

During the analysis the reason of parents’ choice regarding the transmission of
Russian language to the children several aspirations for the minority Russian language

transmission were formed:

Seven categories emerged during the data analysis that have shown themselves

relevant for the parent’s decision to transmit Russian to the child:

- The reason for the parents’ choice regarding the transmission of Russian
language to the child

- The parents’ language use in communication to each other and/or with
other adults in the presence of the child

- The parents’ language use in communication with the child. The child’s
language use in communication with the parents and siblings.

- Measures taken by parents to prevent children's language shift

- The parents’ strategies for providing the child with additional input in

Russian language inside the family and outside the family.
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The children’s bilingual language development according to the parents
opinion
- The parents’ beliefs about bilingual development in general

During sub analysis of the first category “The reason of parents’ choice regarding the
transmission of Russian language to the child” it has been noted if there are aspirations
common to most of the interviews and on the other hand if there are aspirations that are unique
to a single interview or a minority of the interviews. As a result as many as fifteen common
aspirations for the minority Russian language transmissions were formed: Communication with
grandparents;, Awareness of the language and culture in which the child’s parents grew up;
Importance  and advantages of knowing several  languages,  Learning culture  through

language; Development of thinking/intellect/feeling using a richer language;

The remaining statements of parental aspirations are unique to each interview in this

study, such as:

Access to Russian literature; Connection with the culture, language and traditions of
the place in which one’s parents were born;,  Opportunity to receive higher
education in the future in Russia, Use of the given opportunities for learning several
languages, Widespread use of Russian language around the world and, thus, the opportunity to
use Russian in many countries; Driven by the influence of parental Family language choice
when everyone speaks only Russian at home; The equality and value of both cultures - the
Russian and Norwegian, for all family members;, Communication in a language not understood
by others, Respect for others through understanding their language; Development of cognitive

abilities and better concentration;

If I have had more participants in this study than probably the overall picture would be
different.

In the interview analysis only one match among parents from same family was found.
Alexander’s father and mother (Case study 4), both think that preserving the connection to
Russian culture and language is very important. For them, any language is the reflection of the

culture in which it is spoken.

Parental motivation is a significant part of Family language policy. Moreover, FLP is

based on parental motivation

As has been noted in chapter 3.3.1. in this thesis I have recruited four families: two

Russian — Norwegian (R-N) families and two Russian — Russian (R-R) families. In mixed,
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intermarried families expectations from children in terms of language skills are different: The
Russian language is in a vulnerable position as demonstrated by Maria’s family, where the
Norwegian language is dominant. Nonetheless, an entirely different situation is the case in
Alexander’s mixed family where the minority Russian language — which one would suppose
would be in a vulnerable position as well — is instead strengthened by his parents’ beliefs and
motivations to transmit to their child several languages. Despite the fact that many people give
credence to the hypothesis that if a child has to learn many languages, each language will be
underdeveloped and the child will experience confusion. The parental interviews and language
assessment results show that Alexander excelled in both Norwegian and Russian. Moreover, he

also manages to utilize English and French.

Thereby, on the example of two families, can be concluded the children’s language
proficiency directly depends on Family language policy and in particular’s parents’ awareness

of the role of parental input in bilingual language development.

The Russian-Russian families, to the contrary, have less Norwegian language input
within the family. In spite of this the Norwegian language develops well with the children in
these families. The reason is because Norwegian is the leading language in a lager context. In
this study, Norwegian is the predominant language in society, and is reported to be used
approximately 60-80% of the time for activities outside the family, such as when being with
friends, at sports, while reading, and while watching TV (see chapter 4 in this thesis). Thereby,
bilingual children receive more Norwegian input on an everyday basis and they use this
language in a larger number of contexts. Norwegian language in this study may be considered

as a dominant language.

But it can assumed this balance within Russian-Russian families can be maintained
only if the children have input of Russian language at home and this language is language of
communication at home. In this research both Russian-Russian families use only Russian at
home and the children have a good level of language proficiency. In this case the Norwegian
language is a dominant language and it develops in parallel with Russian. Moreover, language

proficiency in one language supports the acquisition of other language.

As Cummins (2000) states: "Conceptual knowledge developed in one language helps
to make input in the other language comprehensible." So the study of one language helps in the
study of the second. Cummins believes that in the course of learning one language a child
acquires a set of skills and implicit metalinguistic knowledge that can be drawn upon when

working in another language. (Cummins, 2000).
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Before proceeding to the concluding discussion on children’s language assessment it is

important to note how the parents' opinions on their children’s bilingual language development

coincide with the test results.

It is necessary to make the assumption that MAIN is not a “normed” test. (cf. chapter

1.2. in this chapter). Thus it cannot provide a scaled score for each indicator that can be

compared to other children of the same age.

Case I, | Test results| Test results | Mother’s opinion | Father’s opinion
Maria comprehension | production (max | (key word) (key word)
(max 10) 17)

Russian 4 3 very low level she has
progressed  last
yvear

Norwegian 9 10 perfect perfect

Maria’s father believes that “she has progressed last year”. 1 assume this is a correct

observation. However, in comparison with her Norwegian and with the other children’s results

her Russian is not on not on an advanced level and not comparable.

Case 2,| Test results| Test results| Mother’s opinion | Father’s opinion
Murat comprehension | production (max | (key word) (key word)
(max 10) 17)
Russian 10 14 sufficient level sufficient level
Norwegian 10 13 sufficient level better than his
Russian

Murat’s father argues than his child Norwegian language is “better than his Russian”.

But tests show that both languages are approximately on the same level. Both could be true;
there are many daily “use of language situations” that may not be captured by the test situation,

additionally Murat’s (Norwegian?) father may not be aware of his son’s proficiency level is in

Russian.
Case 3, Daniel | Test results | Test results | Mother’s Father’s opinion
comprehension | production (max | opinion (key | (key word)
(max 10) 17) word)
Russian 9 10 appropriate appropriate
level level
Norwegian 10 11 appropriate appropriate
level level

Here complete coincidence appears.
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Case 4,| Test results| Test results| Mother’s opinion | Father’s opinion
Alexander comprehension | production (key word) (key word)
(max 10) (max 17)
Russian 9 9 He excelled He excelled
Norwegian 9 9 He excelled He excelled

Here complete coincidence appear.

Comprehention
10 10 10
10
9
8
7
6 “ Norwegian
i & Russian
3
2
1
0
Maria Murat Daniel Alexander

Figure 13. Comprehension assessment results. score on 10 point scale. All

Case studies.

Production

15 14

“ Norwegian

13
13
11
12 10 10
9 9
] & Russian
3

Maria Murat Daniel Alexander

ORNWHRUIAAIN O

Figure 14. Production assessment results. score on 10 point scale. All Case

studies.

It is very interesting to observe that whereas the three children Murat, Daniel and
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Alexander all have very similar scores on the comprehension part of the tests, they display

some variation in the production part.

Comparison of the comprehension assessment results of the child participants reveals
language symmetry (Norwegian-Russian symmetry). The exception is Maria (Case study 1),
who shows low scores for Russian comprehension as compared to Norwegian comprehension,
i.e., an asymmetric result. It is because the comprehension test requires more elaborate answers

than yes and no.

When it comes to FLP analyses in all four families it is clear that Murat, Daniel and

Alexander have Russian language input inside the family as well as outside the family.

IST as reaction

3
2 2 2
2
“ Norwegian
1 1 1
1 . - & Russian

Nl I N N L

Maria Murat Daniel Alexander

Figure 15. Macrostructure/Production complexity in Norwegian. IST as reaction.

As can be seen from Table 14, “Macrostructure/Production complexity” in both

languages in each Case study, children could produce not more than two IST as reaction.

When comparing the children’s results it can be concluded that children in Case 1, 3
and 4 could not clearly describe emotions of the baby goat/bird and other heroes of their stories
in their production in both languages. They saturated their stories more with actions than with
emotions. However, IST is just one part of language proficiency assessment and provide

information about children’s abilities to build inferences (cf. chapter 3.3.4.2 in this thesis).
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Figure 16. Microstructure/Structural complexity. All Case studies

Surprisingly that Alexander, Case study 4, produced only one Goal in Russian and no

Goals in Norwegian.

Could it be that a larger number of languages in a home has a “negative”, or at least a
“delaying” influence on a child’s language proficiency? As Bialystok (2009) argues, bilingual
children control a smaller vocabulary in each language than their monolingual peers. (Bialystok

2009, p.4).

It is an interesting hypothesis indicating that a child in a multi-language family needs

more time to develop all languages to a sufficient level.

As known from chapter 3.3.4.2. in this thesis, complete GAO episodes display the
highest level of complexity. The quality score might be less language dependent; technically,
one can produce fewer components of story structure, but these might be core components

involving goals or even GAO.

The indicators of AO/G/GA/GO/GAO only provide information about the complexity
structure of the children’s narratives, not about the oral language proficiency in general. One

cannot be sure whether Goals is something we should really expect as a product for everyone.
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This task is not normed.

In addition, although all children were lacking in Goal production, the focus of the

analysis is on describing attempts, and especially on outcomes.

As pointed out in chapter 2 in this thesis “the 5-year-olds’ narratives are dominated by
attempts and outcomes, with little information about the feelings, intentions, and goals of the
protagonists involved”. (Bohnacker, 2016, p. 29). Bohnacker (2016) also studied narrative
children’s comprehension and concluded that Swedish-English bilingual preschoolers who are
unable to produce goals have no difficulty understanding them. So the ability to produce Goals
in the narratives develops with age. The MAIN goal is the most crucial component of the story
complexity score, and this should not be forgotten. It would be incorrect in this study to accept
the absence of goals in children’s production assessment as a lack of language proficiency or

do not consider them as a good narrators.

Mean length of comunicative unit (MLCU)

16
13.66 13.50
14
12 1062 1082 1
9.60 10
10 k ] | 9.13
8 “ Norwegian
6 44_4_ & Russian
4 . L . L 4 f L . L
0
Maria Murat Daniel Alexander

Figure 17. Mean length of communicative unit (MLCU) in Norwegian and Russian.

All case studies.

Mean length of communicative units varies mainly in the range of 9 to 13 words in 1
sentence in both languages for all children except Maria in her Russian language. The longest

sentence construct Daniel in Russian and Alexander in Norwegian.

As pointed out in chapter 2 in this study, Okita (2002) shows the importance of
recognition and shared responsibility in intermarriage families regarding childrearing and the
language transmission. So it is crucial for both parents in such families to build together a

strong balanced Family language policy that in its turn affects the bilingual children’ language
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proficiency. On the example of studying Alexander’s family situation, Case 4, can be sees that
despite the fact that there is the Russian-Norwegian family, parents show positive attitudes
towards minority Russian language and child’s bilingual development in general. Parents are
consistent and definite in their language choice. And Alexander’s oral language proficiency

therefore in a very good level.
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Chapter 6: Conclusions and recomendations

This study has investigated how family language policy (FLP) affects oral language

proficiency of bilingual Russian-Norwegian children.

In general this study illustrates that all parents are motivated to transmit their minority
Russian language to their children. However, motivation is not sufficient. The main point is to
be aware that people, and children in particular, do not learn a language, they acquire it. Thus, a
Family language policy aimed at regular use of the minority language and organizing activities
in Russian language at home and outside the home is a good decision for children’s bilingual

development. The parents’ awareness of this issue is essential.

Parental motivation similarly plays an important role in Family language policy-
making. During the analysis, it became apparent that the parents’ choice(s) regarding the
transmission of Russian language to their children was based on several aspirations, or
motivators. These aspirations lend understanding to how parents state their reasons for

conveying the Russian language to their children.

However, factors like feeling uncomfortable, or seeing it as energy-consuming to
speak with one’s spouse in one language (Norwegian) and one’s child in another (Russian), as
well as the non-Russian adult’s (father’s) competence in Russian can affect the parental

language choice.

The complexity of the task of establishing active use of the minority language where
the parents have limited competence in Norwegian has not been fully acknowledged by this
researcher. In one family (Case study 1) the Norwegian father had a poor competence in
minority Russian and this familys choice is to communicate in Norwegian. On the other hand,
the Norwegian father from Case 4 family had sufficient competence in Russian language and
these parents were actively raising their child in a atmosphere of multilingualism. There is a
link between fathers competence in Russian language and parents’ language choice. This issue
is not fully explored in the present study and recommended to be investigated in further

researches.

Cummins (2000) statement that “conceptual knowledge developed in one language
helps to make input in the other language comprehensible" is confirmed in the present
study. Children who had a good Russian proficiency performed better in Norwegian despite the
fact that the only language used at home was Russian. An important role in Norwegian

language proficiency is also displayed by the fact that bilingual children receive more

104



Norwegian input on an everyday basis and they use this language in a larger number of

contexts. Norwegian language in this study is considered the dominant language.

Taken together, and exemplified by two families, this study concludes that the
childrens language proficiency directly depends on Family language policy, and in particular

the parents awareness of the role of parental input in bilingual language development.

The findings of this study shows that a strong balanced Family language policy has
great impact on bilingual children’ language proficiency. Unless the Family language policy is
clearly constructed and the choice of communication with the child in the minority language is
supported by both parents, achieving true bilingualism in children appears very difficult to
obtain).
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Appendix A: Interview guide

Interview guide
Used to interview the parents of the children test subjects
Life history

1. Where were you born? Where did you live before you came to Norway? When did
you immigrate to Norway? Are you planning to stay in Norway? (for R mother, for R-R
families)

2. How old are you?

3. Can you please briefly describe the family you grew up in? Were other languages
than Russian / Norwegian used in your mother’s / father’s family on everyday basis.

4. What is your education, profession?
Identity (for mother, for R-R families)

5. Do you feel well integrated into the Norwegian society? Why? How
Russian/Norwegian would you say you are? Where do you feel yourself home?

6. How often do you meet with other Russian mothers/families? Do you have
Norwegian friends? How often do you meet them? How often do you visit your husband’s
relatives or how often do they visit you? Do you enjoy spending time with them?

7. Some people think that it is important for their children to develop strong ties with
Russian language and culture. What do you think? Why?

Language strategies in the family

8. Can you please describe to me when your child started speaking
Russian/Norwegian?

9. What language do you speak with your husband/wife?

10. How well do you understand/speak Russian? (for Norwegian father). How well do
you understand/speak Norwegian? (for mother or for Russian-Russian family)

11. What language(s) do you and your husband/wife speak to your child? What
language do you and your husband/wife speak to each other in the presence of your child? Can
you please tell how your family decided to speak this language/these languages? Do you feel
comfortable if you speak Russian with your child in the presence of your husband? (for Russian
mother)

12.What is the language(s) spoken at home by each child living in the home and
family members?

12 a. Languages spoken by people in (regular) contact with child at home.
12 b. Languages spoken by child to other people at home.

12 c¢. Who is interacting more with the child in your family? (Spending more time
reading, playing, speaking and answering child’s questions?)

13. Can you please tell me whether or not language use in your family has changed as
your child grew older? Why and how did it happen?

14. What do you think about your child’s language development now? (Norwegian,

109



Russian) (see additional tables)

15. How do you motivate the child’s active use of the Russian/Norwegian language?
Why? 2Do you use any sources of information and recommendation about the choice of
language use? What kind of sources?

16. Do you have any experience on how to be consistent in the language choice when
addressing the child in different settings? Is to be consistent in the language choice important
for you?

17. Does you child mix the two languages? Did s/he do this before? How do you react
if s/he does so?

18. Do you sometimes insist on child’s use of particular language? Why? Why not?

19. Some people believe that maintenance of minority language is important matter for
children? What do you think?

Attitudes towards language choice

20. What do you think about children’s knowledge of more than one language? What
goals do you have with regard to your child’s language use?

21. Do you think knowledge of more than one language affects children’s
development in general (cognitive, intellectual, social development)? (see additional tables)

22. Sources of language exposure inside the family

Languages used Russian Norwegia Other
inside family/sources of | (%/wk) n (%/wk) language/s (%/wk)
language exposure

Playing

TV

Doing homework

Reading books

Computer

Story telling

Other

Total

22 a. Other language(s):
22 b. Other sources of language exposure:

23. Sources of language exposure outside the family

Languages used Russian Norwe Other
outside family /sources of | (%/wk) gian (%/wk) language/s (%/wk)
language exposure

Sports

Friends

Computer clubs
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Schools/courses
attendance

Holidays/visitors

Other

Total

23 a. Other language(s):
23 b. Other sources of language exposure:

24. What do you think about the status of Russian language within the Norwegian
community?
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Background Questions

1. Child’s name (forename, surname)

2. Date of birth

3. Does your child currently go to a kindergarten/ day care/ school?

O Yes, kindergarten o Yes, school
from (Year, Month) from (Year, Month)
oNo oNo
If yes, what kind of kindergarten? If yes, what kind of school?
o Bilingual o Bilingual
o Monolingual L1 = child’s native o Monolingual L1 = child’s native
language language
o Monolingual L2 = child’s second o Monolingual L2 = child’s second
language language
o Other, what kind of other? o Other, what kind of other?

4. In what country was your child born?

o In country of L1, O In country of L2, o In other country,
which? which? which?
5. Since when has your child lived in the country of L2? (Year, Month)
6. Birth order
o1 o 2 o 3 o Put the number

7. How old was your child when he/she spoke the first words?
____year(s) ___ month(s)

8. Have you ever been concerned about your child’s language?
oNo oYes, specify why?

9. Has anyone in your family had any speech or language difficulties?

oNo oYes, specify who?
e.g., mother, father, sibling(s)

10. Has your child ever had hearing problems?

Hearing impairment Frequent ear infections
o No o No
o Yes o Yes, how many?

O grommets (ear tubes)

11. In your opinion, does your child hear normally?

oNo oYes




12. Information about the parents

Specify Specify Specify How long
your your have you
. other .
native second lanquUages been living
language | language ougs gak in XX Your Your
(L1) (L2) y P country education |occupation
Mother
Father
13. What language do you speak with your
child?
Mother

o My native language (L1)
o My second language (L2)

o Both native and second language
o Other language(s), specify which

Father

o My native language (L1)
o My second language (L2)
o Both native and second
language
o Other language(s), specify
which

14. What languages does your child speak now?

o Child’s L1,
which is:

o Child’s L2,

which is:

o Other languages,

which are:

15. What languages is your child exposed to?

o Child’s L1

o Child’s L2

o Other languages,

which are:

16. At what age did your child’s exposure for L2 begin?

o From birth
o Before age 1
o Before age 3

o Before age 5
o From age

17. Is your child exposed to L2 in

o Kindergarten or school

o With friends

o With siblings/ parents/ other
relatives

18. Estimate, in terms of
percentages, how often your
child is exposed to different
languages per day (in all
daily activities combined)?

o TV/ computer/ books

o Other

His/ her His/ her second
native language (L2)
language
(L1)

o 25% o 25%

o 50% o 50%

o 75% o 75%

o 100% o 100%

Other
language(s)

o 25%
o 50%
o 75%
o 100%

MAIN Multilingual Assessment Instrument for Narratives (2012). © N. Gagarina, D. Klop, S. Kunnari,
K. Tantele, T. Valimaa, |. Balciuniene, U. Bohnacker, J. Walters. ZAS Papers in Linguistics 56.




19. Please, estimate your child’s
language skills by ticking the appropriate
box

Very |Quite well

well

Quite
badly

Very
badly

How well does your child understand his/ her
native language (L1)

How well does your child understand his/ her
second language (L2)

How well does your child speak his/ her
native language (L1)

How well does your child speak his/ her
second language (L2)

20. In your opinion, which language does
your child speak best?

21. In your opinion, does your child like/
prefer any of the languages more than
others?

@)
@)
@)

His/ her L1
His/ her L2

Other language, which is

o No

o Yes, which?

22. Please, indicate the frequency of the
following activities carried out with your
child during the last month

His/ her native
language (L1)

His/ her second
language (L2)
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Telling stories

Reading books

Listening to songs or singing

Watching TV/ DVD/ Computer games




Appendix C: Letter of consent/request to participants

OSLO AND AKERSHUS
UNIVERSITY COLLEGE
OF APPLIED SCIENCES

3anpoc Ha yyacTHe B HCCI¢I0OBAHUHN B PAMKAaX MacTepCKOil JMIIJIOMHOI padoThI

«Cemelinas noIumuKa OMHOCUMENbHO PYCCKO20 A3bIKA U 0C8OCHUe/NPUOOPemeHUe
A3bIKOG 06YA3bIUHBIMU Oembmu 6 Hopeezuuy

S mpurnamaro Bac npuHATH ydacTue B UCCIECNOBAHMM B paMKaxX MOEH MacTEpPCKON
IUIIIOMHONW  pabotbl:  «CeMeliHass TOJNMTUKAa OTHOCHTENBHO  PYCCKOTO  si3bIKA U
OCBOEHHUE/TTPHOOpETEHNE SI3BIKOB IBYS3bIYHBIMU AeTbMU B Hoperum» (Family language policy
and bilingual children's language acquisition in Norway)

Ilepen Tem, kak Bbl pemmTe NOpUHATH ydacTHe, S MPOLIY Bac O3HAKOMHUTHCS C
uHpopMalueH, MoYeMy 3TO HMCCIEJOBAHUE JETAaeTCs M Kakue el MpecienyeT. 3aaaBaiTe
BOIIPOCHI, €CITU YTO-TO MOKakeTcss Bam HesicHBIM nmin ecnu Bol xoTenu Obl MomyduTh 00JIbIIE
uHpOpMaLUH.

Henun 1 3ag7a4n Moeil TUIIOMHOM padoThI:

1) BoIsicHUTD, KaKKe SI3bIKH HCIIOJIB3YIOTCSI B CEMbE U 3a €€ MPeJeiaMi B pa3roBope ¢
pebeHKoM;

2) W3yunmthb cTpareruu, KOTOpPbIE OJIWH WIX 00a POIUTENS HWCHONB3YIOT s
MOTHBALUHA U3YUYEHUS JIBYSI3bIYHBIMU JE€TBMHU PYCCKOTO SI3bIKA;

3) u3yuuTh, B KaKOW CTENEHM OTHOLIEHME K PYCCKOMY SI3bIKY BIIMSET Ha 3HAHHE U
BJIaJICHUE SA3BIKAMU, U PYCCKOI'O U HOPBEXKCKOTO;

HccnenoBanue mpoBOIUTCS C JETBMH M3 PYCCKUX U PYCCKO-HOPBEKCKUX MOJTHBIX
ceMel M ¢ UX POAMUTEIIMU. B 3TuUX ceMbsiX JOoKeH ObITh cTapmuii pedeHok B Bo3zpacte 8-10
JIeT, IPU 3TOM MOTYT OBITh MIIAJIINE OpaThst MIU cecTpbl. PeOeHOK IOJKEeH OBITh POXKIEH B
Hopserun!

B xome wuccienoBanus OyJeT MPOBEACHO MO OJHOMY HMHTEPBBIO C KaKIbIM U3
ponuteneld. MIHTEpBbIO MPOBOIATCA YCTHO, MHAMBUAYaJIbHO, U 3aHUMaeT npumepHo 20-30
MuHYT. [Ipon3BoauTcs ayauo3anucsk.

JleTy BBINOJIHAT IO OJAHOMY 33JaHUIO U3 JBYX TE€CTOB, OJUH U3 KOTOPBIX HA PYCCKOM
A3bIKE, APYIOM - Ha HOPBEXKCKOM. TeCThbl IIOKAa3bIBAIOT CTEIICHb IIOHMMAaHHUS paccka3a B
KapTUHKax U yMeHue (pOopMHpOBaTh CBS3aHHBIM paccKa3 CaMOCTOATENbHO. TecThl MPOBOASATCS
YCTHO, WHAMBUAYAIbHO, W 3aHUMarOT npuMmepHo 5-10 muHyT kaxasli. IIpomsBogutcs
ayIM03aIKCh.
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CoOpannblii MaTepuan OyneT XpaHUTbCS TOJIBKO y MEHS, 3alUILEHHBIH MaposeM.
VYdacTie B HCCIEIOBAaHUU — TOOPOBOJBHOE. YYACTHUKU MMEIOT MPaBO BBIUTH W3 y4acTus B
ucclieloBaHNM 0e3 00bSICHEHHs IPUYMH U YAATUTh CBOU JaHHbIe. B Moel MacTepckoil pabore
OyZeT MCHOIb30BaH TOJHKO AaHOHMMHBIM Marepuain. Jlro0as uHpOpManus, CrOCOOCTBYIOLIAS
YCTQHOBJICHHIO JIMYHOCTU YYaCTHUKOB, OyJeT YHHUYTOXXKEHA I10 OKOHYAHHWIO JUIUIOMHOMN
pabotsl, 10 01 aBrycta 2017 roga. Tonbko aHOHUMHBIE SI3BIKOBBIE JaHHbIE OyIyT XpaHUTHCS
mocjae OKOHYAHHs JAWIUIOMHOM paboTel. IIpoekT 3aperucTpupoBaH B OpraHe IO 3aIluTe
MHTEPECOB YacCTHBIX JHMIl U B HopBexckoll cinyx6e WHPOPMALMOHHOTO o0bOecredeHus
obmecTBeHHbIX Hayk (Norsk samfunnsvitenskapelig datatjeneste A/S).

Kaxp1il y9acTHHUK MMOJIy4UT HEOOIBIIONW NPUATHBIN TOAAPOK.

Hayunsblii pykoBoautens naHHoro ucciegoBanus - Arnfinn Muruvik Vonen.Arnfinn
Muruvik Vonen.

DnekTpoHHas mouta: arnfinn.vonen@hioa.no
Tenedon (pabounii):+47 67 23 70 99
Anpec:Pilestredet 42, Oslo, Q7009

Ecnu Bbl XoTHTE IPUHATH yyacTHe B JaHHOM HCCIIEOBAaHHH, MOXKalyiicTta, cooduure
MHE 00 3TOM 1O AJIEKTPOHHON MOYTE WU 10 Tene]oHy.

Yulia Belova
tif. 98487165
E-post julia777.77@mail.ru

Coriacme Ha yvyacTue B HCCJIeJIOBAHMM B PaMKaxX MAacTepCKOil JIMIJIOMHOI
padoThI

«CeMeliHasi MOMUTHKA OTHOCUTEIIBHO PYCCKOTO SI3bIKa M OCBOCHHE/TIPHOOpETEHHE
A3BIKOB JIBYSI3bIYHBIMU JeTbMu B Hopserum» (Family language policy and bilingual children's
language acquisition in Norway)

S mpountan «3ampoc Ha y4yacTHe B HCCJIeJI0OBAHMH B PaMKaX MacTepCKoOi
AUIUIOMHON  pabdorbl «CemeiiHas TONUTUKA OTHOCHUTENBHO PYCCKOTO  SI3bIKa U
OCBOEHHUE/TIPHOOpETEHNE SI3BIKOB IBYS3bIYHBIMU AeTbMU B Hoperum» (Family language policy
and bilingual children's language acquisition in Norway)»

S nonsn/na Ty uHGOpMaLUIo 00 UCCIe0BaHUH, KOTOpas MHE Obljla JlaHa M J1al0 CBOE
corjlace Ha TO, 4TO JaHHbIe W WHpopManus 000 MHE U MoeM peOeHke (UM, aTa U MECTO
POXIEHUS, M0, SI3BIKHU/TUATICKTHI) MOTYT OBITh HCIIOJIb30BAHBI JJIS1 HCCIIE0BATENbCKHX LIETICH.

Mecro: Hara:

Iloamuce OIIEKyHa:
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DNeKTpOHHAas rnoyTa:
Tenedon:

OSLO AND AKERSHUS
UNIVERSITY COLLEGE
OF APPLIED SCIENCES

Request to participate in the study as part of the masters thesis

Family language policy and bilingual Russian-Norwegian children’s language
acquisition in Norway

I invite you to take part in the study as part of my masters thesis: Family language
policy

and bilingual Russian-Norwegian children’s language acquisition in Norway

Before you decide you need to understand why the research is being done and what
goals. Ask questions if anything you read is not clear or you would like more information.

The study has several objectives:

7)  To investigate what languages are used in and outside family in the conversation
with the child;

8)  To study strategies that one or both parents use to motivate/demotivate the
child’s active use of the bilingual children’s minority language;

9) To explore to what extent positive or negative attitudes to the bilingual
children’s minority language affect children’s oral proficiency in both languages, Russian and
Norwegian;

The study will be conducted with children between the ages of 8 and 10 who were
born in Norway.

Interviews will be conducted with each of the parents. Interviews are conducted orally,
individually, and take about 20-30 minutes each. Audio recordings will be used during
interviews.

An oral task will be conducted with each child participant individually in both
Norwegian and Russian. The children will be asked to listen to a picture story and answer some
questions as well as to tell their own story. The task will take 5-10 minutes per child. Audio
recordings will be used during the oral task.

The collected material will be stored on my computer, and will be password-protected.

Participation in the study is voluntary. Participants have the right to withdraw from the
study at any moment without giving a reason, and delete their data. Only anonymous material
will be used in my masters thesis.
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Any information that contributes to the identification of the participants will be
destroyed at the end of the research. Only anonymous linguistic data will be stored after the end
of the research. The research is registered with the Authority for the protection of individual
interests and the Norwegian service information support of Social Sciences (Norsk
samfunnsvitenskapelig datatjeneste A / S).

Each participant will get a small nice gift from me.

The academic supervisor for this study is Arnfinn Muruvik Vonen.
E-post: arnfinn.vonen@hioa.no

Telefon (kontor):+47 67 23 70 99

Besgksadresse:Pilestredet 42, Oslo, Q7009

If you want to participate in this study, please let me know by email or by phone.

Yulia Belova
tlf. 98487165
E-post julia777.77@mail.ru

Consent for participation in the study as part of the masters thesis

Family language policy and bilingual Russian-Norwegian children’s language
acquisition in Norway

I have read " Request to participate in the study as part of the masters thesis
Family language policy and bilingual Russian-Norwegian children’s language acquisition in
Norway".

I am aware of the information that has been given to me. I give my consent the data
and information about me and my child (name, date and place of birth, gender,
languages/dialects) can be used for research purposes.

Place: Date:

Signature:

Email:

Telephone:
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