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ABSTRACT. The purpose of this chapter is to show how MAIN (Gagarina
et al., 2012) can be used as assessment instrument for testing grammatical
knowledge in young bilingual children, with special focus on identifying
bilingual features in the weaker language’s morpho-syntax, that can be
qualitatively different than in monolingual acquisition and thus needs a
different educational approach. It is important for parents and educators
to be aware of the underlying problems of the bilingual children’s language
abilities in order to give them adequate and effective assistance. In order to
do this, they need an instrument that is easy to administer and use. MAIN
has all the prerequisites of being such an instrument but not in its present
form. In order for MAIN to be used in teaching, a shorter version should be
developed.

Eleven Swedish-Russian bilingual children, aged 6—12 years and living
in the Stockholm area, were the subjects of this study and provide new
data that enables us to gain fundamentally new insights into the process of
bilingual language acquisition in the situation when one of the languages
is dominant, while the other is weaker and requires, therefore, as much
support as possible. Such support can only be given in formal teaching, and
home language classes can be seen as the most appropriate platform for
providing such instruction.

Keywords: MAIN; bilingual children; morpho-syntax; weaker language,
narrative task; Russian; Swedish; mother tongue instruction, Sweden.

Introduction
It is well known that the two languages of a bilingual child do not
necessarily develop in the same way and that a balanced development
between the two languages is not often found (Grosjean, 1998). There
is some evidence that the processes observed in such cases may be
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more similar to second than to first language acquisition (Schlyter,
1993, Schlyter and Hékansson, 1994) and that one language will turn
out to be the weaker language.

The purpose of this chapter is to show how MAIN (Gagarina
et al., 2012) can be used for testing grammatical knowledge in young
bilingual children, with special focus on identifying bilingual features
in their Russian morpho-syntax in order to establish a qualitative
profile of a particular student’s interlanguage at a certain point in
time. So far, MAIN as a narrative assessment has mainly been used
for differentiating TD and SLI children, focusing on story complexity
as a measure for the TD and SLI children’s differences (Gagarina,
2014). However, this tool can also be used in teaching practice.

It is important for parents and educators to be aware of the
underlying problems in the children’s language abilities in order to
give them adequate and effective feedback and assistance (Hyltenstam,
1985: 120). Educators should be able to diagnose and understand the
students’ problems and find ways to help them overcome them (ibid).
A well-designed narrative task is helpful for eliciting valid linguistic
material from the child in order to give teachers an idea of the child’s
linguistic abilities. It is important for the teachers to have a valid
test that can be easily administered in order to gain knowledge about
different phenomena in the students’ output and how this information
can help the teacher manage the daily instruction in the classroom.

The Material and Method

The elicited narratives of 11 Swedish-Russian bilingual children, aged
from 6.9 to 12.3 years were collected and analyzed. These children
represent three different conditions of Russian language exposure:
(1) the children whose parents applied the OPOL Strategy, (2) those
who were brought up with the one language — one environment
strategy and (3) the children who were brought up with the «Russian
at home only» strategy.

The subjects of this study were slightly older than the overall
average of the children that were previously tested with MAIN in
order to show that the test can also be used with older children.
I deliberately did not include children younger than six years old
since my main purpose was to identify which peculiarities in the
children’s divergent grammars can be traced with the help of MAIN,
and it is sometimes argued that even monolingual Russian children
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do not acquire a full case system until the age of 6 (Polinsky, 2006).
Usually, however, very few mistakes are found in the case marking
of monolingual Russian children after the age of three (Gagarina &
Voeikova, 2002). Bilingual Russian-American children, on the other
hand, often develop a kind of two-case system (NOM and ACC)
instead of a full Russian system (Polinsky, 2006). The reduced case
system has also been found in simultaneous acquisition of Russian
and Swedish (Ringblom, 2012).

Common for all the children in the study is that they attend
Russian language instruction (Russian as a Home Language) and were
either born and brought up in Sweden or immigrated to Sweden at a
very early age (before the age of 4, which is considered to be the end
of the critical period). Most of the children were brought up at home
until 1.5 years old and then spent most of their time in preschool;
some had a Russian grandmother who either lived with them or
visited on a regular basis. The onset of regular exposure to Swedish
coincided with the admission to pre-school, between the ages of 1
and 1.8 for those children who were not exposed to Swedish by one
of the parents. Some of the children went to Russia every year, while
others have never been there or have been only once. The linguistic
competence of the children varied as a result of the amount of input
they received in the family and parental attention to their bilingualism.

This group of children may be considered representative of the
Russian-Swedish bilingual children living in Sweden and attending
mother tongue instruction. These children often attend mother tongue
classes along with the «real Russians» (as the children themselves
often call them), i. e. the children who spent most of their childhood
in Russia or Russian speaking countries and immigrated to Sweden
after having acquired literacy in their L1 Russian. By the time the
children in this study started school, Swedish was clearly their
dominant language. The dominance is determined in terms of time of
exposure as well as children’s and parents’ own assessment.

The Material
Our material consists of 22 stories in Russian and 22 stories in
Swedish. Only Russian material will be discussed here since the
Swedish narratives were not much different from those of monolingual
Swedish children, and since only the Russian part of the corpus is
relevant for the aims of this article. The data was audio-recorded
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and transcribed along the CHILDES translation conventions (Mac
Whinney, 2000). All deviant forms were extracted from the corpus
and analysed separately. The linguistic histories of the informants
(available through the COST Action IS0804) were also collected.
Russian children in Sweden can provide interesting data that will
enable us to gain new insights into the process of bilingual language
acquisition where one language is dominant.

The informants (overview)

Identifi- Age of arrival to
cation Sweden

CHI2 Born in Sweden
CHI3 F 7:4 3:6
CHI4 M 11;6 Born in Sweden
CHIS M 8:5 2:3
CHI6 E 9;2 2;8
CHI7 M 7;1 3;2
CHI8 F 9:3 Born in Sweden
CHI9 F 7,10 Born in Sweden
CHI10 F 9:8 1;5
CHI11 m 6:9 Born in Sweden
CHI1 F 12;3 Born in Sweden

All the informants followed the same procedure. After a short
warm up phase, they were asked to narrate a story. All six pictures
were placed in a single row in front of the child. I pointed with my
finger from the first to the last picture and the child was given some
time to look at the pictures and tell the story. Prompts were given
when there was hesitation. For the purposes of this study, both stories
were used. The procedure was slightly different than in regular MAIN
testing since all the pictures were shown to the child right away and
no envelopes were used. This was done in order to make the testing
procedure easier. Comprehension questions were asked in order to
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elicit more output from the children and determine their level of
understanding.

The Tool: Litmus MAIN

The tool used in this study was Litmus MAIN, which was
developed within COST Action IS 0804 and provides a new
instrument for eliciting production data and determining a child’s level
of narrative development. The test was developed for determining
macrostructural elements in the stories in order to differentiate the
children with and without SLI (Gagarina et al. 2012). However, it
also gives children the possibility to use their own imagination to
express feelings and emotions (cf Gagarina 2014).

The pictures chosen:

Baby birds
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Many articles have appeared since MAIN was developed (see
Armon-Lotem, 2015 for a review). Yet, one relevant question still
remains: what are the implications of these results for teaching?
Results from linguistic research should be applicable to teaching
practice in order to make the teaching more effective (Hyltenstam,
1985). To my knowledge, there have been no articles that have applied
qualitative approaches and looked in detail at deviant linguistic
structures. However, MAIN provides the possibility of doing so.
A qualitative approach is the only way of looking at the peculiarities
of the weaker language, which can help teachers understand the main
principles governing language acquisition in order to provide adequate
training to their students.

The Notion of a Weaker Language

The situation of a child who is born and raised in a Russian
family in Sweden will differ from that of a child born into a
monolingual Russian family in Russia. Many features emerge when
a language develops which do not occur in adult varieties of Russian.
Some of these features are obviously of a developmental nature while
others have their origin in cross-linguistic influence (CLI) and related
phenomena. If one of the two developing languages does not get
enough input, that language may turn out to be the weaker language.

Weaker language is a highly under-investigated field in
language acquisition studies. It contains a number of aspects that
are not common among monolingual speakers and is often taken for
SLI (Specific Language Impairment) since the features found in a
weaker language are often found in SLI children. The morpho-syntax
of a weaker language is often viewed as a key indicator of SLI and
nowadays, more and more children require services for language
intervention (Jackson-Maldonado, 2004). Yet, it is often difficult
even for professionals to distinguish SLI from normally developing
bilingual children. This uncertainty is due to the lack of deeper
insight into the whole spectrum of what may be called «normal»
linguistic development, since most studies on bilingual development
have investigated balanced bilinguals. I believe that, in order to make
assessment and intervention appropriate, we need far more information
about prototypical forms of development in bilingual children,
especially in new language combinations. More data on unbalanced
bilingualism is needed and this study aims to fill this gap.
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Cross-linguistic influence (CLI), code-switching, borrowing,
transfer and language mixing are unavoidable consequences of
bilingual development and occur as a natural result of the children’s
familiarity with more than one language. CLI takes place because of
language external conditions (language dominance or the frequency
of some particular structure in a given language) or language
internal (grammatical) conditions that include structural compatibility
of domain-specific vulnerabilities. Regardless of the reason, even
qualitative differences in the language abilities of the children may be
observed, not only quantitative ones (Ringblom, 2012). The presence
of qualitative differences shows that the processes of monolingual and
bilingual acquisition are not necessarily quite the same and thus, a
totally different type of mother tongue instruction may be necessary
for such children.

Several reasons for CLI can be retrieved from the literature.
Regardless of the reason for the CLI, it is clear that the bilingual
children are not free from it. It is also the case that bilingual children
may achieve grammatical competence in their weaker language that is
qualitatively different from that of monolingual children.

One of the main challenges is to analyze the deviations in the
speech of bilingual children, predict what may happen next and then
create a methodology for teaching Russian as a home language in
schools and preschools outside Russia. In order to do this, a good
narrative instrument is needed that is easy to handle and use in
teaching, even by the people who are not trained as linguists. I would
like to propose that MAIN can be used as such an instrument since it
can, in a short period of time, clearly identify children who seem to
acquire Russian as L2 and might need a different type of instruction.

A well-designed narrative task is crucial for eliciting valid
linguistic material from the children in order to give teachers an idea
about their linguistic abilities. Such a task should be specially designed
to suit the competencies of bilingual children, but so far the mother
tongue teachers mostly use tests that are designed for monolingual
children (if they use them at all). MAIN can be considered a valid
tool for such purposes albeit in an abridged version, since it is in its
present form very time consuming and complex. Even in its shorter
version it would show all the main peculiarities of the children’s
narrative abilities at a given age and would give the teacher an
opportunity to plan and provide appropriate instruction.
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Importance of Narratives in Investigating Proficiency

Narratives are an ideal way to investigate the development
of linguistic knowledge, providing a data source that contains a
wide range of linguistic phenomena (Gagarina, 2012: 102). They are
also an effective way to investigate structural grammatical aspects
of the child’s performance (Tsimply et al., 2016). There are different
kinds of narrative production (picture-based, personal experience,
conversation). Here we concentrate on elicited narratives, 1. e.
picture-based stories, since they are more applicable to the purpose
of testing children in the beginning of the semester. Personal
narratives are a very good tool as well, but it may be difficult to get
children to talk about personal matters when they do not know their
teacher very well.

Narration is a bridge between oral and literate language (Hadley,
1998) and plays a crucial role in the development of discourse
knowledge, literacy and social abilities (Mc Cabe, 1996). Thus, it is
a good tool to use with children who start school and begin to be
literate in their respective languages. Telling a story can be a very
difficult task for children with SLI (see Armon & Lotem, 2015: 13).
However, this task may be just as difficult for a bilingual child in his/
her weaker language.

In order to elicit a coherent story that will show all the abilities
of a child, a good narrative instrument is needed, a narrative that
is more than a series of pictures but that also contains a number of
comprehension questions. A valid and easily administered task would
give mother tongue teachers the possibility of testing children at the
beginning of the semester, identifying children who might need a
different kind of instruction in their mother tongue, and planning a
curriculum which supports each child’s needs.

The Levels of Analysis
The narratives might be later analysed with regard to their macro- and
microstructure, which represent two distinct areas of discourse (Lilies
et al, 1995). The MACROSTRUCTURE is the internal linguistic
structure used in the construction of the coherent discourse. It is a
universal behavior that contains higher-order hierarchical organization
(episodic structure and story grammar components). Macrostructures
mainly focus on story grammar and story conventions (i. e. the global
organization of narratives). Comprehension questions are asked in
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order to provide additional opportunities to assess understanding of
macrostructure’.

The MICROSTRUCTURE is defined as linguistic structure
at the lexical and syntactic level. It is usually used to evaluate the
complexity of the children’s language by calculating form and content
linguistic devices (Hughes, McGillivray & Schmidek, 1997). The
microstructure is language specific behaviour on multiple levels:
vocabulary, lexical diversity, and morpho-syntax.

When doing microstructural analyses, the researchers usually
use descriptive statistics to score a range of variables according to
the MAIN guidelines (Gagarina et al., 2012), such as (1) narrative
length (measured in terms of communication units and number of
clauses), (2) lexical diversity (number of different words), (3) number
of coordinate and subordinate clauses, (4) number of function and
content words.

However, the microstructure is much more than calculating
the group scores since teaching individual children is an individual
process and the mistakes of individual children have to be considered
individually. Bilingual children have their unique characteristics
and mistakes; yet, some generalizations that are independent of the
background factors of the individuals are expected even within this
group. It is suggested that microstructure components could also be
analysed qualitatively, especially in didactic contexts since it would
provide richer information about the peculiarities of the child’s
language that the individual teacher needs to work with. Bilingual
children themselves sometimes state that the classes are mostly
suitable for those who are already very proficient in Russian. From
the mother tongue teacher’s perspective, it is a huge challenge to
integrate the two categories of students in the same classroom: those
who have Russian as a mother tongue and those who have it as a
second or weaker language (the group of children often referred to
as HERITAGE SPEAKERS (HS). The children of this study might in
fact be considered HS as well.

Heritage Speakers and their Special Needs

According to research on heritage languages, heritage speakers
typically do not reach native-like attainment in specific aspects of their

' The macrostructure lies beyond the scope of this investigation since this article

investigates typically developing bilingual children and such children do not usually have
problems with macrostructure.
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heritage language. Unlike their monolingual counterparts, heritage
speakers often display a better command of phonological and syntactic
aspects of their heritage language than of lexical and morphological
arcas (Elabbas et.al, 2013; Montrul, 2004; Silva-Corvalan, 2003;
Sorace, 2000). These asymmetries have generated considerable
interest in understanding the properties of heritage (bilingual)
grammars that are prone to incomplete (divergent) acquisition and
attrition/loss. From studies of monolingual Russian acquisition it is
known that Russian children acquire non-syncretic verb morphology
without great problems (Gvozdev, 2005). Even though some might
need a longer time to acquire noun inflection, it is already acquired
by age of three (Gagarina & Voeikova, 2002). This has not been the
case with children who acquire Russian and Swedish simultaneously
(Ringblom, 2012) or who are called HS (Polinsky, 2006). The lexicon
of bilingual children is often poorer than in monolingual children
(Windsor & Kohnert, 2004), which has implication on the acquisition
of morphology and syntax. At the same time, the process of language
attrition may also take place in heritage grammars (Gagarina, 2012).

Since terminological distinction between bilingual children and
heritage speakers is often blurred, I will refer to bilingual children
with one dominant and one weaker language as heritage speakers
(HS). HS are a special population with specific challenges and needs.
However, many mother tongue teachers lack special competence for
teaching HS. They need to apply a methodology that reflects more of
a mixture of mother tongue and second language acquisition. Some
students have a very low proficiency in Russian and need to learn the
language in a totally different way than Russian children who acquire
only one L1.

Results

Distinguishing between different kinds of language contact phenomena

In this article we approach the morphological aspect of weaker
L1 Russian by analyzing deviations (or ill-formed constructions, using
Rakhilina’s (2014) terminology. The results of the study indicate that
many ungrammatical forms were found in the children’s speech that
are not common among monolingual speakers of Russian and that the
departure from the monolingual Russian variety is found in 8 out of
11 children in this study. The forms that are going to be presented
here are typical for the children who acquire Russian as their L2.
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The structural modifications and replacements found in the children’s
narratives can be classified as bilingual NovEL FORMS since they arise
as a natural outcome of the children’s contact with two languages.
Below I will provide a short description of such cases, even though
we should bear in mind the difficulty of analyzing the nature of
each novel form in the children’s speech due to the large number of
variables that interact with each other.

Cross-linguistic influence will be used as an umbrella term
in discussing language contact phenomena. The term will categorize
cases of deviation from the norms that occur as the result of
familiarity with more than one language: cnacums fagelungarna (to
save the baby birds) (6;9). Since the Swedish language of our subjects
dominates and influences the weaker language (Russian), there are
constructions in Russian that can be traced back to the influence from
Swedish. We are dealing with instances of transfer here, where the
structures from one language are borrowed into the other temporarily
(Paradis et al. 2003): Fagelungarna (Sw) nonyyunu (Rus) mat (Sw)
(‘the baby birds got food’ from the Sw: «fick mat» «got food») (6:9);
xowka nonyuuna wanc (‘the cat got a chance’ «fick chans») (7;1).
U on ykycun ma (Sw: «pd») ees (hennes, possessive «s») xéocm ‘and
he bet on ERR hers ERR tail’.

Mixings have been found in most empirical investigations
and they may be seen both as accidental performance errors and as
signs of linguistic confusion. Mamma npunecra um maskar (7;4);
Getunge coecem ol0un. A hon... hon visste inte att katten var ddir
u xomen cvecmv Oemku (7;10). The reason for multiple mixings is
clearly their not knowing the Russian equivalent. The children may
also mix languages since they have been exposed to mixing in their
environment. Even though we cannot completely control input, we
know that the child constructs his/her own forms from all the input/
linguistic material available.

Children’s mixings may be also regarded as code-switching,
which is used as a communication strategy. Most researchers agree
that code-switching is consciously applied in order to clarify a
misunderstanding, to create a certain communicative effect, to
emphasize a point, to exclude someone from the conversation, to
express a certain idea when activities have been experienced in
only one of the languages or when some concepts or words are
more simple or salient in one language over the other (see Amberg,
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1987). Code-switching is thus used for purposeful language change
in order to achieve some communicative effect, and the switches are
not morphologically or phonetically integrated into the base language.
Even though the following structures are common in the narratives,
it seems unlikely that the children consciously chose Swedish words
and phrases to achieve a certain communicative effect: Onu 6ce pagno
ne bryr sig (7;4); ‘They don’t care’.

Deviations that are not typical in monolingual Russian
acquisition

Even though the abovementioned deviations that arise as a
direct or indirect result of CLI are very important for the teachers to
make the children aware of, it may be even more important to look
deeper at the monolingual Russian material of our subjects, where
several mistakes were noticed that are not common for monolingual
Russian children of school age that grow up in Russia:

(1) The use of frozen NOM both in plural and singular, in
nouns and pronouns (where the correct case usage can also be noted
in the same story): mama mnTuuka jana OTeHYMKH uepBsik (NOM
instead of GEN); xBaruth (cXBaruTh) OH (€ro); KO3JIUK C KO3JIATKU
(frozen GEN?)

(2) omitting prepositions or using wrong prepositions (1e3Tb B
nepeBo ‘climb in ERR a tree’(10;8)

(3) redundant prepositions: Hioxame Ha yeemouxu.

(4) The influence of Swedish pd: nmenuuxu na enezoviuxe (8
2He30blUIKe).

(5) Use of the accusative instead of the prepositional case:
KO3MUK cudena 8 600UiKa

(6) Violation of noun-verb agreement: Co0auka XBaTHIIb
(cxBaruna). It may depend on the fact that the fist verb is much
more common.

(7) Violation of noun-adjective agreement: Komka xouer
MaJICHbKUI MTHYNYKA

(8) Violation of noun-pronoun agreement: som smom cobaxa,
asmom Odepeso (wrong gender)

(9) No opposition between perfective and imperfective aspect
forms (mandatory in Russian): nmuuka nemena 3a edy (monerena
3a eJ101)

(10) Innovations: ®oHrarb; KO3UK; ee peOCHKU

(11)  omitting an unknown words
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It is important to mention that neither case nor agreement errors
were necessarily constant throughout the whole story. Sometimes the
child would use gender correctly cobauxa npuwna (‘the dog FEM
came FEM") and after a couple of sentences, in a different context —
the same word would be used in masculine. Often the children
would hear the wrong form and correct themselves, but at times they
were not able to find the right form. The role of the teacher may be
especially important since the child may be aware of the mistake, but
is not yet mature enough to correct it. Comprehension questions give a
chance to elicit more output from the child and also to provide recast:

CHI: Ilrenunku cunenu B 3Ty(@err 3Ta (?) THE3IBIIKO # 3TOT

‘the baby birds were sitting to those...in that (?) nest’

EXP: [la, BOT B 9TOM T'HE3ABIIIKE ITEHYUKU cUaeau. Bor B aToM

‘yes, they were sitting in this nest. In this one’. (8;5)

The stories are of course possible to carry out even without
comprehension questions, but in that case they would be rather short.
The older children found the pictures a little bit too childish and easy
to describe. When asked what kinds of stories they wanted to have
they mentioned having the pictures with more material to talk about:
«Kaptunku, rae Oombiie Bemiei... a TYT TOJBKO BOJIMYKA, TpaBKa U
3Bepb Kakou-to» (12;3). Some children also expressed a preference
for watching a short movie instead of describing a picture: «bbu10 OBI
Jydie, eciau Mbl mocMoTpenu ¢unsm» (12;3).

Cases are not seen as important in Swedish, whereas Russian
children know from an early age that cases carry meaning (cf. also
the discussion in Lepskaja, 1997, Ceytlin, 2009). The children often
used combinations of a preposition and a case that would be totally
impossible for a Russian monolingual child: ne3ts B nepeso (‘climb
in ERR a tree”). On the other hand, we know that the connection
between a particular case and a preposition is rather fixed in the
consciousness of a Russian child (cf Ceytlin, 2009: 275), while that
was far from the case in our subjects.

Constructions containing a preposition and a noun were often
created anew every time they were used, while monolingual Russian
children do not usually create PREP + NOUN constructions anew
every time they use them. Rather, they comprehend the morphological
frame of the syntactic construction as a whole. The children often
used NOM in the situations when they had to be created or some
other case that was mnot correct. Monolingual Russian children
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master this dynamic-static relationship between an accusative and a
prepositional phrase rather early, while our informants — like many
second-language learners — often used the cases interchangeably. The
wrong and correct forms seem to appear in free distribution.

Discussion and Conclusion

The innovations that we observed in the children’s speech seem to be
of two kinds: (a) those found in monolingual children and (b) those
not found in monolingual children — i. e. unique bilingual innovations
that are either a direct result of language contact or not. Monolingual
innovations can in turn be divided into those that are found in SLI
children and not found in SLI children (Ringblom, 2012, Galkina &
Urzhumova, 2014). Structural modifications in the children’s narratives
in Russian that arise as an outcome of their contact with the two
languages cannot be explained by transfer alone since the children
made mistakes even when the two languages were structured in the
same way (cf Rakhilina, 2014). Rather, the bilingual environment as
such seems to be the cause of the divergent grammatical development
in the Russian language. The mistakes do not seem to disappear as
the children grow older. Thus, we see the reverse effect of schooling
(probably due to language attrition, but also since the Swedish
domain becomes broader and the children learn more new words in
Swedish). The correct forms were often used in the same sentences
as the wrong ones, which shows that the grammar might have been
acquired randomly.

Even though the morphosyntax of a weaker language is
often viewed as a key indicator of SLI (Crago & Gopnic, 1994),
this criterion alone can be misleading, since many morphological
innovations in a weaker language show similarities to non-target
forms found in SLA/SLI. Nonetheless, they might be nothing more
than developmental deviations that occur as a result of contact
between the two developing languages. Bilingual innovations in a
weaker language may provide valuable information about the process
of normal bilingual development. These structures are not fossilized
but are subject to improvement — given sufficient input and adequate
instruction. It is important for the teachers to be able to control for
proficiency level of their students in order to provide good instruction.
It is a subject for further — more methodically oriented research —
to find out the acquisition of which forms can be accelerated by
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instruction and on the developmental course of which (if any) the
classroom instruction will have no effect.

NOVEL FORMS
monolingual novel forms bilingual novel forms
(present in monolingual children (not present in monolingual chil-
of the respective languages) dren
/\ of the respective languages)
Present not pre- Novel forms Novel forms that
sent that are the are not the direct
in SLI in SLI direct result  result of language
children children of language  contact

contact

It is beyond the scope of this investigation to speculate on the
exact nature of the Russian deviations and the nature of CLI found in
the data, but it is clear that MAIN can be used successfully to collect
and document such forms. Subsequently, adequate training could be
provided to the child at school using specially designed exercises for
practicing those Russian constructions which are difficult for children
who are acquiring Russian as a second language. The same test could
be used at the end of the term in order to see if some improvement
has taken place.

One of the purposes of mother tongue classes should be to
provide efficient instruction to the child in their mother tongue, even
if it happens to be the child’s weaker language. Unfortunately, the
instruction often stems from the monolingual norm, implying that
the processes of monolingual and bilingual acquisition are similar.
However, many of the mistakes of bilingual children are not found
in the monolingual acquisition of Russian. The Russian stories also
demonstrated a lot of variation in morphosyntactic abilities not
present in TD Russian children of the same age (Eliseeva, 2000;
Ceytlin, 2009). Some children formed the structures in Russian by
using information they found in the Swedish grammar. Specific
bilingual errors that were found in the material seem to manifest
at a certain stage in the development of unbalanced bilingualism in
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children and need to be investigated further in a larger sample with
the help of MAIN.

I propose that this tool can be used for didactic purposes.
This has not been done previously due to the test’s complexity and
difficulty to administer and use by non-trained persons. However,
teachers need to see which structures in the children’s language need
to be developed, and thus, qualitative data should be collected. In
order to do this, it is enough to ask the child to narrate a picture story
followed by some comprehension questions. Thus, in a simplified
version, MAIN can have a much broader application.
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BUKOPUCTAHHSI MAIN SIK IHCTPYMEHTY
JIJIAI TECTYBAHHSA 1 OITHKH I'PAMATUYHUX
3HAHb Y CJABIIIA MOBI IBOMOBHUX
IBEJACBKO-POCIHCBKHX JITEN

Haragia Piarogom

KaHauaaT QiNonorivHnX Hayk, AOLEHT,
CToKronbmcbkuii yHiBepcuteT, CE-106 91, LBeuin
natasha.ringblom@slav.su.se

AHOTALIA. Mema Hawo2o 0o0cCnidOxeHHs oas2aaa 6 momy, wob
nokazamu, ak MAIN (laeapiHa ma iH., 2012) moxe bymu sukopucmaruli K
IHCmpymeHm OUiHKU 0718 mecmy8aHHA 2pAMAMUYHUX 3HAHb Yy OB80OMOBHUX
dimetli, 3 ocobausum aKueHMom Ha eusssneHHi 080MosHUX ocobsausocmeli y
Mopgho-cuHmakcuci cnabwoi mosu. [na 6amekie i nedazozie Had038u4aliHO
saxciueo b6ymu 8 Kypci OCHOBHUX npobaem, M08’A3GHUX 3 MOBHUMU
30i6HocmAamu OumuHU 3 mieto memoro, wob e4yacHo 3abesneyumu
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adekeamHuli i egexkmusHuli 38o0pomHuli 38’430k | Hadamu donomoeay
(Hyltenstam, 1985: 120). ledazoau nosuHHi 6ymu e 3mo3i diaeHocmysamu
i 3po3ymimu Odumayi npobaemu ma 3Halmu crocobu, wjob dornomozmu
im nodonamu ix (mam camo). [na mozo, wob 3pobumu uye, im nompibeH
iHcmpymeHm, Aaxkul npocmuli 8 ynpaeniHHi i sukopucmarHi. MAIN mae aci
nepedymosu bymu makum iHCMpymeHmom, ase He 8 (io2o menepiuHboMy
suenadi. Ana moeo, wob MAIN sukopucmosysascs y HABYAHHI|, HEObXiOHO
po3pobumu binbw onmumMansbHy 8epcilo.

OduHaduyams  weedcbKo-pocilicokux 0somosHuUx Oimeli 'y  siui
6—12 pokis, aki npoxcusarome 8 palioHi Cmokzonema, b6yau y4yacHUKamu
0aH020 00CniOHeHHA. Pe3ynbmamu eKcrnepumeHmMasnbHo20 O0CAIOMEHHS
MoKa3sanu Hosi OaHi, Wo 00380/UM0 HAM MPUHYUMOBO MO-HOBOMY 3pO3ymimu
npoyec 080s100iHHA 08OMOBHICMIO, NpuU AKIll 00HA M08a € OOMIHYHYOH.

Knawuoesi cnosa: MAIN, dimu-6iniHzeu, mopgo-cuHmakcuc, cnabwa mosa,
ornucose 3a800HHA, pocilicbka Moea, wWeeodcbKa MO8d, HABYAHHA PIOHOH
moseoto, Lllseyis.

HCIOJIB30BAHUE MAIN KAK HHCTPYMEHTA JJISI
JTOCTYIA U TECTUPOBAHUSI TPAMMATUYECKHUX
3HAHUM B CJIABIIEM S3BIKE JABYSI3BIYHBIX
IIBEJICKO-PYCCKHX JETEN

Haranua Punrojom

KaHAUAAT GUNONOrMYECKUX HAYK, AOLEHT,
CToKronbmckuii yHusepcutet, CE-106 91, LLseumsa
natasha.ringblom@slav.su.se

AHHOTAUMA. Lenb Hawezo uccnedo8aHUA C€OCmosAsad 6 mom, 4Ymobbi
nokaszame, Kak MAIN (faeapuHa u Op., 2012) moxem 6amo UCMOAb308AH
KOK UHCMpymMeHmM OUEeHUBAHUA 048 mMecmupo8aHus 2pammMamuyeckux
3HaHUli y 08yA3blYHbIX Oemeli, ¢ 0COBEeHHbIM OKUEHMOM Ha 8bideneHuUU
08yA3bIlYHbIX 0cobeHHocmeli 8 Mopgo-cuHmakcuce 6onee cnabozo
A3bIKa. [na podoumeneli u nedaz2o208 4Ype3sbi4aliHO 8aXHO 6ameb 8 Kypce
OCHOBHbIX Mpobaem, CB8A3AHHbIX C A3bIKOBbIMU CrlocobHocmAMU pebEéHKa ¢
moli yenvto, Ymobbl 8ospema obecrieyums A0eK8AMHYIO U 3(PEeKMUBHYHO
c8a3b U nomowb (Hyltenstam, 1985: 120). [lledaeoeu OonxHbI ymMmemo
duaeHocmuposame U MOHAMb Oemckue npobaemel U Halimu crnocobel,
4mobbl MomMoysb UM rnpeodosems Ux (mam xee). [das mozo, ymobsl coename
3Mo, UM Hy¥eH UHcmpymeHm, rnpocmoli 8 ynpasaeHuuU U UCMoaAb308aHUU.
MAIN umeem sce npednocbinKu 6ame MAKUM UHCMPYMEHMOM, HO He 8
e20 ce200HAWHem eapu aHme. [as moeo, ymobel MAIN ucrione3oeame 8
o0by4yeHuu, Heobxodumo pazpabomame Haubosiee ONMUMANbHY 8EPCULO.
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OO0uHHOOUaMb  WBEOCKO-pycCKUX  bunuHesanbHelx  Oemell 8
so3pacme 6-12 sem, Komopele npoxusarom 8 palioHe CMOK20sbMda,
6blU yYaCMHUKAMU Hawea0 3KcrnepumeHma. Pe3ynbmamel uccied08aHUSA
MOKA3aaU Ho8ble OUHHbIE, YMO 0380/UMN0 HAM MPUHYUMUAALHO M0-HOBOMY
MoHAMb Mpoyecc 0e1a0eHuUs 08yA3bidyUeM, MpU KOmMOpPom OO0UH A3bIK
A6719emcs OOMUHAHMHBIM.

Knawueevle cnosa: MAIN, Jemu-6unuHzagel, Mopgho-cuHmakcuc, bosnee
cnabeoili A3bIK, onucamesbHoe 300aHUE, pPyccKul A3bIK, WeeoCKUll A3bIK,
obyyeHue Ha poOHOM f3biKe, Lllgeyus.

lModaHo Ao pedakyii 02.09.2016;
PeyeH308aHo 08.09.2016;
MpuliHamo do Apyky 09.09.2016

—

193



