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Abstract: The aim of this exploratory study is to examine bilingual Russian—
Hebrew-speaking children’s performance on the complex Case System in
Russian. The speech of six early sequential bilinguals and three simultaneous
bilinguals is analyzed for the quality and quantity of errors. Monolingual data
came from two sources. The first source was the error rate of case and number
by two normally developing monolingual Russian-speaking children, col-
lected recently in the former Soviet Union. The second source was qualitative
reports on error types made by monolingual children in the course of Case
System acquisition. The following research questions were examined: (i) Are
there differences between bilingual children and age-matched monolingual
Russian-speaking children in Russian Case System acquisition? (ii) Are there
differences between simultaneous and early sequential bilinguals in Russian
Case System acquisition? Speech of bilingual children was recorded individu-
ally and monthly over a seven-month period, 20 minutes per month per child.
Error analysis of the bilingual speech was conducted regarding the following
target variables: noun oblique cases (Genitive, Dative, Accusative, Instru-
mental, and Prepositional), noun number (singular and plural), and the three
declensions. The results show quantitative differences between simultaneous
bilinguals, early sequential bilinguals, and monolinguals in Russian Case
System acquisition.

1. Introduction

The present exploratory study focused on examining the inflectional
morphology aspect of Russian Case System (hereafter CS) acquisition
among simultaneous and early sequential Russian-Hebrew speaking
bilinguals at the age of 36 to 42 months. The purpose of this explora-
tory study was twofold. First, we aimed to examine CS production
among Russian (L1)-speaking bilingual children in comparison to age-
matched monolingual Russian-speaking children. Second, we sought
to compare the Russian CS production of early sequential and simul-
taneous Russian-Hebrew-speaking bilinguals. We addressed these
aims by investigating the following target variables: noun oblique
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cases (Genitive, Dative, Accusative, Instrumental, and Prepositional),
noun number (singular and plural), and the three declensions. Note
that the semantic and syntactic aspects of this system acquisition were
beyond the scope of the present study.

Concerning the first aim, we investigated whether the bilingual
Russian (L1)-speaking children exhibit differences in their errors in
complex CS in comparison to their monolingual Russian speaking
peers. Our assumption of possible differences in acquisition patterns
of this domain of Russian inflectional morphology stemmed from the
finding that bilingual children generally receive reduced input of each
of their languages (see Gathercole 2006, Paradis, Nicoladis, and Crago
2007). In this case, our question was about the nature of these differ-
ences: quantitative (number of errors), or qualitative (different types of
errors), or both. In the case of quantitative differences, one could infer
that the bilingual patterns of acquisition are similar to the monolingual
peers, while qualitative differences suggest that bilingual acquisition
follows a qualitatively different path of development of the target in-
flectional morphology category than monolingual acquisition.

The second aim of the study focused on examining whether Rus-
sian—-Hebrew speaking bilingual children with different ages of onset
of Hebrew (L2) show similar/different patterns of CS production. In
this context, it is notable that within the wide population of bilingual
children one can distinguish between simultaneous learners of two
languages with Age of Acquisition of L2 (AoA) from birth to the age of
approximately one year (De Houwer 1995, Dopke 1992) and early se-
quential L2 learners whose age of exposure to L2 was between one and
four years (Meisel 2008, 2009, Rothweiler 2008, Unsworth and Hulk
2009). Early sequential bilinguals are characterized by the sequence of
L2 acquisition and acquisition of some grammatical knowledge in L1
before L2. This situation is frequent among immigrant families where
children are exposed to the second and dominant language of the host
society only after entering a preschool educational setting. In this case,
the minority language is acquired first (Montrul 2008).

1.1. Inflectional Morphology Acquisition in L1 among Bilingual
Children

In recent years the typological complexity of inflectional morphology
among monolingual children has been extensively studied (Laaha and
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Gillis 2007). As has been observed, children are extremely good at
learning inflection (Wexler 1998). This early development of inflec-
tional morphology systems is partly a result of the consistency and
transparency of regular inflection forms (Brown 1973). Full control of
these systems, however, takes years to accomplish, due to the presence
of irregular and non-transparent inflectional forms (Berman 1985,
Ravid 19954, b).

Several researchers have noted that the acquisition of domains of
inflectional morphology which are rich in irregular, non-transparent
and non-salient forms seems to be especially challenging for bilingual
children during L1 acquisition (Gathercole 2006, Dieser 2007). Trans-
parency is defined as the extent of clarity of a stem or a suffix (Dressler
2007). For example, the English regular plural -s is transparent,
whereas the shape of such plural forms as children is opaque. Phono-
logical saliency can be illustrated by differences in the word’s final po-
sition (Dressler 2007, Gillis 2003). A stressed vowel can be quite
prominent; an unstressed one is less identifiable. It has been sug-
gested, therefore, that some delays (quantitative differences in error
production in L1 between bilingual and monolingual children) may
appear in bilingual children’s development of certain complex struc-
tures because their exposure in each language is only a portion of that
of monolingual children.

For example, Dieser (2007) studied gender acquisition among bi-
lingual and tri-lingual children, following their speech production. She
collected longitudinal data from a Russian—-German speaking bilingual
child, Alex, from birth to around age 6. She found clear similarities to
the monolingual patterns of acquisition but with quantitative differ-
ences that resulted in higher rates of errors. For example, Alex had a
tendency to overuse feminine nouns with the salient ending -a/-ja up
to age two because he incorrectly interpreted masculine nouns ending
in -a/-ja as feminine, based on the surface similarity to the large body
of feminine nouns ending in -a/-ja.

1.2. Simultaneous versus Early Sequential L2 Acquisition

Both early sequential and simultaneous bilingual children receive a
reduced amount of input in one language (L1/L2). However, they dif-
fer in the length of time in which they are almost exclusively exposed
to L1 or in the age of onset of L2.
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Up to now, relatively few studies have addressed the link between
acquisition of inflectional morphology in L1 and L2 AoA among chil-
dren. Limited evidence has been produced mostly from the Spanish
(L1) and English (L2) context (Anderson 1999, 2001, Silva-Corvalan
2003). In a cross-sectional study, Silva-Corvaldn (2003) investigated
acquisition of the Spanish verbal inflection system (tense-mood-aspect
morphemes). The study compared seven simultaneous and early se-
quential bilingual children with English-dominant bilingual adults,
who were examined in an earlier study (Silva-Corvaldn 1996). These
seven children differed in terms of their dominant language, home
language, and school language. All of them acquired Spanish from
birth and English either from birth or sequentially. Two of the seven
children were examined longitudinally from eleven months to six
years of age and their speech was recorded in their homes. The other
five children’s natural speech was recorded in their schools, in Span-
ish, in three different sessions. The simultaneous bilinguals were
found to show less knowledge of specific aspects of the Spanish verbal
inflection system which are less frequent and more complex (e.g., in
the tense system, Future Perfect, past of future) than the early sequen-
tial bilingual children. This pattern of data was interpreted as an effect
of limited Spanish input among the simultaneous bilingual children
who could not reach the “critical mass” of verbs needed to develop
productivity of more complex forms (Silva-Corvalan 2003).

In another study, Anderson (1999) examined gender agreement in
the nominal phrase in Spanish between two early sequential bilingual
siblings with different AoA of L2: 3;6 and 1;6. The girls had immi-
grated to the United States from Puerto Rico, and data collection began
three years later. Their natural speech was videotaped during play
sessions every one to two months over a 22-month period. In the first
recording, the older sibling used gender agreement correctly. Two
years later, at the end of the study, the child made 5.8% errors. The sit-
uation was different with the younger sibling with earlier L2 AoA.
This sibling made 8% errors at the beginning of the study and ap-
proximately 20% errors by the end of the study. Finally, it was found
that both siblings showed similar types of errors which are also evi-
dent among monolingual Spanish-speaking children only up to 3 years
of age. It was concluded that after just two years of exposure to Eng-
lish (L2), gender agreement in Spanish (L1) was affected more in the
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child with earlier L2 AoA (age 1;6) than in the child with later L2 AoA
(age 3;6).

To sum up, the limited existing data indicate that exposure to L2 at
an age when basic inflectional morphology skills are still being ac-
quired might result in a high rate of errors in the production of inflec-
tions. While qualitatively these types of errors are similar to those of
monolingual children, their quantity is not age-appropriate relative to
the monolingual data. In addition, the degree of errors appeared to be
more dramatic in simultaneous than in sequential bilinguals. In this
context, it is crucial to extend our knowledge of the subject, particu-
larly in view of the growing interest in early sequential bilinguals and
in how they differ from simultaneous bilinguals (Unsworth and Hulk
2009). In examining the link between the production of the Russian CS
and AoA of L2 (Hebrew), the present study focused on two groups of
young Russian-Hebrew speaking bilinguals: simultaneous (with AoA
near age one) and sequential (with AoA between one and four years).

1.3. The Focus on the Russian Case System

The Russian CS is a fascinating phenomenon that brings together in-
flectional morphology, syntax, simple semantic structures, and pho-
nology. In addition, its complexity is increased by the existence of non-
transparent and non-salient forms (Zaliznjak 1967), interactions be-
tween gender (three gender systems: masculine, feminine, and neuter),
number (singular and plural), declension (three declensional types),
and word order variation.

It is important to note also that focusing on CS acquisition in Rus-
sian as the L1 is particularly interesting in the context of the Russian—
Hebrew dyad. Modern Hebrew is a synthetic-analytical language
which is characterized by rich inflectional morphology (Ravid 2012).
However, the grammatical role of nouns in dative, possessive, and ac-
cusative cases in a sentence is generally specified by word order or by
prepositional particles (Glinert 1989), and not by means of inflections
as in Russian. Consequently, as in a case of a Russian—-English dyad, a
focus on the Russian-Hebrew dyad might extend our understanding
of case inflection acquisition in L1 in the context of grammatically
caseless L2.

In the following section we provide a brief description of the Rus-
sian CS. We then address Russian CS development among mono-
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lingual children and research on Russian CS competence among
bilinguals.

1.4. Brief Description of the Russian Case System

The following description of the Russian CS is brief and has been re-
duced to the necessary minimum for the present study. The whole
Russian CS includes multiple declensional sub-distinctions, additional
cases, and prepositional structures (BeloSapkova 1989, Timberlake
2004, Zaliznjak 1967, 1977).

Russian has six basic cases. Nearly every noun, every adjective,
every numeral, and every pronoun has to be put in one of six different
cases: Nominative, Genitive, Dative, Accusative, Instrumental, and
Prepositional. Each of the cases has its core and peripheral functions.
For example, the core function of the Instrumental case is instrument.
In addition, this case has some supplementary functions, such as
agent, temporal adverbial, and path.

Russian nouns have three possible types of inflection changes (de-
clensions). The first declension includes all feminine nouns, except for
those with a zero ending spelled with a soft sign (), and masculine
nouns ending in -a/-ja, for example: mama ‘mommy’, papa ‘daddy’. De-
clension 2 includes almost all masculine nouns, except for those nouns
ending in -a/-ja, and almost all neuter nouns, for example, stol ‘table’,
okno “window’. Declension 3 includes the feminine nouns ending in a
soft sign, for example: dver’ ‘“door’. Each declension has different typi-
cal inflections. Inflection of the case in a given declension may differ
depending on the grammatical gender of the noun, its animacy, and
consonant palatalization at the end of the word stem (Zaliznjak 1967,
1977).

As noted above, Russian has three grammatical genders: mascu-
line, feminine, and neuter. In all inanimate nouns, the gender function
is grammatical rather than semantic (Dieser 2007). Table 1 summarizes
the basic noun CS in Russian for singular nouns.
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Table 1. Basic noun CS in Russian, singular

Case Declension 1 Declension 2 Declension 3
(fem., masc.) (masc., neuter) (fem.)

Nominative  pap-a' ‘father’  stol ‘table’ (inanimate) dver-" ‘door’
zeml-ja ‘earth”  okn-o ‘window’ (inanimate) mys-’ ‘mouse’
misk-a ‘teddy’  slon ‘elephant’ (animate)

Genitive pap-y stol-a dver-i
zeml-i okn-a mys-i
misk-i slon-a

Dative pap-e stol-u dver-i
zeml-e okn-u mys-i
misk-e slon-u

Accusative pap-u stol (=Nom) dver-’
zeml-ju okn-o(=Nom) mys
misk-u slon-a (=Gen)

Instrumental  pap-oj stol-om dver-ju
zeml-ej okn-om mys-ju
misk-oj slon-om

Prepositional pap-e stol-e dver-i
zeml-e okn-e mys-i
misk-e slon-e

In addition, there is no distinction between declensions in the plu-
ral. At the same time, in Nominative, Accusative, and Genitive cases,
inflections in the plural are multifarious, i.e., there are a number of

possible endings in contrast with other cases.

The standard paradigm of plural noun declension is summarized

in Table 2.

! Hereafter, bold font in examples refers to stress placement.
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Table 2. Basic noun CS in Russian, plural

Case Declension 1 Declension 2 Declension 3
(fem., masc.) (masc., neuter) (fem.)

Nominative  pap-y ‘fathers’ stol-y ‘tables’ dver-i ‘doors’

(animate) (inanimate) (inanimate)
zeml-i ‘land’ okn-a “windows’ mys-i ‘mouses’
(inanimate) (inanimate) (animate)

misk-i ‘teddy’ slon-y ‘elephants’
(animate) (animate)

Genitive pap stol-ov dver-ej
zemel-’ okon mys-ej
mis-ek slon-ov

Dative pap-am stol-am dver-am
zeml’-am okn-am mys-am
misk-am slon-am

Accusative pap (=Gen) stol-y (=Nom) dver-i (=Nom)
zeml-i (=Nom) okn-a (=Nom) mys-ej (=Gen)
mis-ek (=Gen) slon-ov (=Gen)

Instrumental  pap-ami stol-ami dver-jami
zeml’-jami okn-ami mys-ami
misk-ami slon-ami

Prepositional pap-ax stol-ax dver’-jax
zeml’-jax okn-ax mys-ax
misk-ax slon-ax

1.4.1. Inflectional Homophony

Most case inflections in Russian are not stressed. Unstressed vowels
are phonetically reduced, i.e., non-salient. For example, unstressed /o/
may be reduced to [a] and unstressed /e/ may be reduced to [i]. The
consequence of this phenomenon is the high homophony and, as a re-
sult, non-transparency of different case forms. For example, the noun
form pronounced as [misk-i] of the lexeme miska ‘teddy” may refer to
miske ‘teddyparsc’, to miske ‘teddyprepss’, to miski ‘teddycenss’, or to
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miski ‘teddiesyonp.’. In addition, the ending vowel /i/ by itself occurs
in the different case forms of all three declensions.?

In the course of acquisition, this non-transparency of homophony
makes the differentiation of cases and declensions very difficult, since
the endings [a] or [i] the child hears may refer to more than one case
and more than one declension.

1.4.2. Animacy

The non-transparency of the Russian CS is expressed also in the in-
flectional forms of animate nouns. For Declension 2, the Accusative of
animate nouns that are masculine singular coincides with the Genitive,
i.e., is marked, while the Accusative of inanimate masculine and neu-
ter nouns coincides with the Nominative, for example: slon ‘ele-
phantyen ~ slon-a “elephant,cc’, but stul ‘chairyoy” ~ stul ‘chair,cc’. For
Declension 1 and Declension 3 singular nouns there is no inflectional
difference for animacy.

In the plural, the Accusative of all animate nouns coincides with
the Genitive, while the Accusative of all inanimate nouns coincides
with the Nominative.

1.5. Development of the Russian Case System among
Monolingual Children

Russian CS acquisition in monolingual children was elucidated and
systematized in fundamental investigations by Gvozdev (1945, 1961),
Ufimceva (1974), Cejtlin (1998, 2000, 2005, 2007), Ionova (2007), and
Sizova (2009). It should be noted that there is considerable variability
in the research concerning the age of case-use onset and when the
cases emerge, as well as their acquisition, order, and pace. For exam-
ple, Axapkina (2007) noticed that the first case use in her son’s speech
was manifested at the age of 1;4 (cited in Cejtlin 2009). At the same
time, Gagarina and Voeikova (2009) analyzed the speech of a child
who started using case oppositions at the age of 2;2.

2 We use the following abbreviations: NOM — nominative; GEN — Genitive; DAT —
Dative; ACC - Accusative; INST — Instrumental; PREP — Prepositional; DC1 —
Declension 1; DC2 - Declension 2; DC3 - Declension 3; PL — Plural; SG - Singular; F —
Feminine; M — Masculine.



60 MILA SCHWARTZ AND MIRIAM MINKOV

The first inflectional oppositions tend to appear in children’s
speech approximately at the end of the second year of life. As a rule,
the first case to emerge is either the Nominative or the Accusative
(Ufimceva 1974). For a short period (up to three months), these two
cases compete in children’s speech, i.e. there is erroneous use of
Nominative instead of Accusative. Within this period, or one to two
months later, there is a spurt of oblique cases, when all remaining
oblique cases appear within two or three weeks (Gagarina and Voei-
kova 2009, Lepskaja 1997, Voejkova 2004). Prepositional and Instru-
mental cases often emerge after Dative and Genitive. Around age two
most children can accurately use the correct case. There is almost no
case confusion in the speech of monolingual children in this period.
However, children may use incorrect inflection with the correct case
(Gvozdev 1945, 1961, Cejtlin 2000, Ionova 2007).

In this prime CS, each case is usually presented by one predomi-
nant inflection. Slobin (1973) named this phenomenon “inflectional
imperialism.” For example, a child uses the inflection belonging to De-
clension 2 of the Instrumental case (-em/-om) for the nouns of Declen-
sions 1 and 2 in the Instrumental case: *sumk-om (instead of sumk-oj
‘bagsrsc.pct’); *dver’-em (instead of dver’-ju ‘dooryst.sc.pcs’)-

Around age three, this prime CS gives way to the more accurate
second system, which consists of only two grammatical genders, mas-
culine and feminine, and their corresponding two declensional types
(Cejtlin 2000). In this period, the child accurately produces the oblique
cases of Declensions 1 and 2. On the other hand, he/she still tends to
treat Declension 3 nouns as belonging to Declension 1 or 2, for exam-
ple, producing the form *dver’-em or *dver’-ej (instead of dver’-ju
‘doorpysrsg’). In addition, because of ambiguity of masculine nouns
ending in -a/-ja in Declension 1, the child might treat these nouns (papa
‘dadyomsc’, djadja “uncleyomsc’, miska ‘teddynomsc’) as masculine
nouns of Declension 2, occasionally producing forms such as *papom
(instead of papoj “dadjysrsc’). This type of error normally disappears
from monolingual speech by the age of 3.

The last stage of acquisition results in enlargement and improve-
ment of the existing CS, when children acquire the neuter gender, plu-
ral noun declension, and Declension 3. By the age of six or seven, chil-
dren usually possess the completely normative CS (Gvozdev 1945,
1961, Ufimceva 1974, Cejtlin 2005). As noted above, this relatively late
AoA might be attributed to the complexity of the whole CS in Russian,
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which is related to non-transparency and non-saliency of some of its
forms, and depends on children’s progress in multiple grammar do-
mains such as inflectional morphology, syntax, simple semantic
structures, and phonology. The Appendix provides a summary of
tendencies among monolingual Russian-speaking children based on
the sequence of linguistic development.

1.6. Russian Case System Acquisition and Competence among
Bilinguals

To date, bilingual competence in the Russian CS has been studied
mostly for Russian-English speaking children (Modyanova 2006,
Turian and Altenberg 1991, Bar-Shalom and Zaretsky 2008) and adults
(Polinsky 2006, 2008). Regarding adult Russian (L1) speakers with dif-
ferent AoA of the L2 (English) (from 3 to 11 years), Polinsky’s studies
(2006, 2008b) found a tendency to use only two cases, Nominative and
Accusative, producing a grammatically simplified and reduced CS,
whereas native Russian speakers use the six case markings.

Concerning CS mastery among bilingual children, a recent study
done by Modyanova (2006) only focused on the Genitive case in its
function of negation by Russian—-English bilingual children. The study
investigated differences between younger (ages 5;2 to 7;5) and older
(ages 8;9 to 10;6) children, and differences between bilinguals and Rus-
sian (L1) monolinguals (ages 3 to 6), previously studied by Babyo-
nyshev (1993). With respect to AoA, Modyanova (2006) found that ne-
gation with the Genitive case was not acquired by those who were in a
bilingual Russian—-English environment from birth or before the age of
three and a half and was preserved by those who had monolingual
exposure to Russian at least for the first four years of life. This pattern
of data supports a possible link between early AoA of the caseless L2
and the Russian (L1) CS acquisition.

It is notable that several methodological restrictions in the existing
research limit the conclusions that can be drawn. First, the exclusive
focus on English as L2 limits our conclusions concerning Russian CS
acquisition by bilingual children. Compared to Russian, English is
characterized by a restricted inflectional morphology system. In con-
trast, our study focuses on children who were exposed to Hebrew (L2),
a Semitic language, which, on the one hand, is similar to Russian as it
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is characterized by morphological richness, but, on the other hand, like
English is a caseless language.

In addition, the previous studies were cross-sectional; as a result,
we cannot observe a certain linguistic phenomenon (e.g., error pattern)
several times. Consequently, we cannot judge the relative frequency of
this phenomenon (Yip and Matthews 2007). Several data collection
points during the six-month design of the present study make it possi-
ble to observe the relative frequency of various phenomena, as well as
to arrive at conclusions concerning the stability of this phenomenon
(Montrul 2008).

Finally, in the aforementioned studies the Russian CS among bilin-
gual children has not been fully and systematically examined.
Modyanova (2006) focused only on negation in a single case, whereas
Bar-Shalom and Zaretzky (2008) analyzed the overall number of errors
in case production without conducting typological error analysis.

In this study we produced data by applying a systematic approach
to the study of the Russian CS. We investigated whether quantitative
(frequency of phenomenon) and/or qualitative (types of errors which
are non-reported among Russian-speaking monolingual children) dif-
ferences exist between bilingual and monolingual children. In addi-
tion, we considered whether there are quantitative and/or qualitative
differences in case production between simultaneous and early se-
quential bilinguals which were due to the differences in AoA between
the target groups.

The following research questions were asked:

(i) Are there quantitative and/or qualitative differences between
bilingual children and age-matched monolingual Russian-
speaking children in Russian CS acquisition?

(ii) Are there quantitative and/or qualitative differences between
simultaneous and early sequential bilinguals in Russian CS
acquisition?

We focused on the following target variables: noun oblique cases
(Genitive, Dative, Accusative, Instrumental, and Prepositional), noun
number (singular and plural), and the three declensions.
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2. Method
2.1. Participants

Command of the Russian CS was studied during two academic years
from 2008 to 2010. Our participants were divided into two groups:
three simultaneous and six early sequential bilinguals. At the start of
the study all the children were approximately three years old (M age
in months = 42.22, SD = 2.7) with mean lengths of utterances (MLUs) in
Russian (L1) ranging between 3.65 and 5.71 (see Table 3 on the next
page).

All participants were Israeli-born children, living in the northern
part of the country, whose parents (aged 30—42) had immigrated to
Israel from the former Soviet Union. Russian was the first language of
all of the children and their parents as well as the dominant language
of communication between all family members and language enrich-
ment (books, TV, video, and other language-related cultural activities).
Judging by the parents’ reports, all children received a similar amount
of Russian input at home. As such, our participants provide a set of
highly comparable multiple case studies of simultaneous and early
sequential bilinguals.

In all of the families, both parents were bilingual and reported rel-
atively high language competence in Russian and Hebrew. They had
been living in Israel for a considerable number of years (M = 13.31, SD
= 4.8), with a high level of education reported by the children’s moth-
ers (M in years = 16.87, SD = 3.4).

The early sequential bilinguals were enrolled in a bilingual Rus-
sian—-Hebrew preschool where children came mostly from immigrant
families from the former Soviet Union. The explicit aim of this educa-
tional setting is to maintain the L1 (Russian) as the heritage language
and to acquire Hebrew as the L2. It is important to note that this par-
ticular preschool adheres to the first-language-first approach until the
age of three, so that a native Russian-speaking teacher conducts all
teacher-child communication in Russian (L1). From the age of three to
five the children have intensive immersion in Hebrew with a native
Hebrew-speaking teacher, who is responsible for the Hebrew language
instruction and provides the language input in approximately 70% of
preschool time, with Russian (L1) instruction and teacher-child com-
munication for approximately 30% of the daily classroom time.
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The simultaneous bilinguals attended a monolingual Hebrew-
speaking preschool where teacher-child communication was con-
ducted in Hebrew. The percentage of Russian—-Hebrew speaking chil-
dren in this monolingual preschool was around 40%. It is noteworthy
that the preschool teachers in both bilingual and monolingual pro-
grams used the same curriculum in Hebrew, provided and supervised
by the Israeli Ministry of Education.

Age of onset of L2 (Hebrew) acquisition was different for all par-
ticipants and ranged from 6 to 42 months (see Table 3). As reported
above, within this continuum, we distinguished between three chil-
dren (a boy, FIM, and 2 girls, UMK and MIC) who were simultaneous
bilinguals with AoA ranging from 6 to 13 months and 6 children who
were early sequential bilinguals (3 boys, JON, BAN, and YIR, and 3
girls, UMA, AVI, and MAS). It is notable also that, according to the
parents’ report, JON was exposed to L2 (Hebrew) in the home envi-
ronment while communicating with L2-speaking neighbors and
friends before L2 instructional exposure in the bilingual preschool
around age 3. The parents reported no case of delay in Russian
acquisition.

2.2. Materials and Procedure
2.2.1. Bilingual Data

As reported above, data on the bilingual children were collected once a
month for six months. During this period the speech of each individ-
ual bilingual child was recorded for 20 minutes each month. The over-
all time of recording was approximately 20 hours. The recording took
place in a natural preschool setting in a separate room.

We used elicitation of natural speech as a research tool to collect
the child’s speech. This choice was grounded in Yip and Matthews'’s
(2007) claim that the data on grammar acquisition may be affected by
the choice of tools (structural measuring versus partly elicited collec-
tion of natural speech). Accordingly, natural speech collection avoids
“the artificiality induced by experimental methods such as elicited
production tasks” (2007: 58). At the beginning of a session, children
were asked to describe their previous evening or weekend activities
(spontaneous speech). This usually took about five minutes. The cor-
pus of spontaneous speech together with incidental sentences uttered
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by the child was used for both MLU calculations and CS-related
statistics.

Later on in the session, an activity was organized in such a way as
to elicit from the children answers to the investigator’s questions using
given nouns in the target cases. The activities included playing hide
and seek, playing with soft toys, spontaneous games, and looking at
images in books. For example, for an elicitation of the Prepositional
case, the investigator put some toy animals before the child and asked:
“Tell me, which animal is the doll riding on?” The child took the doll
for “a ride” on different animals, and then she completed the investi-
gator’s phrase: “Now the doll is riding on....” Another example: for
the elicitation of the Genitive case, the investigator put some items be-
fore the child and said: “Let’s play. I'll hide something and you’ll
guess what is missing. What is missing now?” The target case in this
construction is Genitive, thus: net rucki ’(there is) no pengen.sc’

2.2.2. Monolingual Data

Monolingual data came from two sources. The first was the speech of
two normally developing monolingual Russian-speaking children,
Kira and Dasha, collected recently in the former Soviet Union. Their
speech was recorded once a week over two months. Both girls were 3;4
years old at the beginning of the study. Miranovy¢’s MA thesis (2011)
provided quantitative analysis of data in his MA thesis. The reported
data addressed error rates by case and number only; consequently, we
used these data only for the quantitative comparison between mono-
linguals and bilinguals on the CS production in Russian.

The second source was reports by Gvozdev (1945), Cejtlin (1998,
2000, 2005), and Sizova (2009) on error types made by monolingual
children in the course of CS acquisition. As these researchers focused
only on qualitative analysis of child speech, these data were used only
as a basis for the qualitative comparison between monolingual and
bilingual CS production.

2.2.3. Data Processing and Analysis
The speech of the bilingual children was transcribed, coded, and ana-

lyzed by a computer program similar to CHILDES (MacWhinney
2000). Analysis of our data called for the input of a large amount of
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Cyrillic text. Since CHILDES cannot process Cyrillic text, lacking the
needed characters, software was specifically developed for coding and
analyzing the data.

The target-case noun forms produced by a child were used for
qualitative and quantitative analysis of the CS with regard to three
target variables: gender (masculine, feminine, and neuter), number
(singular and plural), and declension (Declension 1, Declension 2, and
Declension 3). Further coding included correctness of the given noun
forms. Transcriptions and coding were double-checked by one of the
authors and by a senior research assistant. Disagreements were dis-
cussed and resolved.

2.2.4. Scoring

To perform the general assessment of CS attainment, we calculated the
overall proportion of correct oblique-case noun forms (i.e., all case
noun forms apart from Nominative forms) out of all oblique case noun
lemmas collected during the research. We included only marked forms
(i.e., inflected forms not coinciding with the Nominative) in the analy-
sis of Accusative case, since the erroneous use of Nominative in
oblique cases was highly characteristic for our sample. Consequently,
we could not confidently conclude whether the unmarked form used
in Accusative was a matter of correct production or of Nominative
substitution. Nominative case was beyond the scope of our study,
since these forms are basic and their formation is not associated with
inflection. The cases of noun stem preservation, such as videl *bobera
(instead of videl bobra ‘saw the beaver,ccss’), dva *serdeca (instead of
dva serdca ‘two heartsgenss’), ne xocu *slona (instead of ne xocu slona
‘don’t want an elephantgysc’) were treated as correct as they bearing
the correct case inflection.

To analyze ambiguous forms, we examined the whole paradigm of
the lexeme and/or the whole syntagma, as was used by the child. For
example, dve jablocki ‘two applesgen sc” may be analyzed as an error of
Declension (a word belonging to Declension 2 was declined as a word
belonging to Declension 1) or as an error of case (Nominative plural
instead of Genitive singular). Where the erroneous production was
consistent, i.e., a child consistently used the word jablocko ‘appleyom.sc’
as a feminine gender (jablockoj ‘applewsrss’, k jablocke ‘to the
appleparsc’) instead of neuter gender, we classified this error as a de-
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clension error, a word belonging to Declension 2 being declined as a
word belonging to Declension 1. Whereas in a case of a child’s con-
sistent production of the Nominative plural in the syntagma dva stoly
‘two tablesyoupr’, dva cvety ‘two flowersyoy p.’, we classified this as a
case error, giving the Nominative plural instead of the Genitive sin-
gular. In the case of inconsistency in the erroneous production, the
ambiguous form was assigned to the category Miscellaneous.

To obtain a more detailed assessment of CS mastery, we calculated
the overall proportion of incorrect oblique case noun forms out of all
oblique case noun lemmas for each case. The case error rates were cal-
culated separately for singular and plural.

We also identified different categories of productions for further
analysis:

(i) Correct inflection, except for the correct use of Nominative form
in Accusative case, since this accuracy was potentially
accidental.

(ii) Case substitution: the use of the inflection belonging to the cor-
rect declension but to the wrong oblique case; in light of the
monolingual data, this type of error is not expected in singular
forms. Inter-case inflection substitutions usually disappear from
monolingual speech by the age of 2;6, however, the use of the
predominant inflection in GEN.PL and PREP.PL may be seen in
child speech until the age of 5;5.

(iif) Declension substitution: the use of the predominant inflection
belonging to the correct case but possibly to the wrong declen-
sion; this error type usually disappears from monolingual
speech by the age of 3; however, the predominant inflection in
GEN.PL and PREP.PL may be preserved until the age of 5;5.

(iv) Erroneous Nominative: the use of the Nominative instead of the
correct oblique case, except for errors of animacy, when an ani-
mate noun was placed in Nominative form instead of Genitive
form in Accusative case; in light of monolingual data, this type
of error disappears at the very beginning of CS acquisition and
is not expected after the age of 2;6.

(v) Miscellaneous: animacy errors (see the detailed description in
the Results section), errors of both declension and case, or errors
which could not be confidently attributed to one of the defined
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categories. Animacy errors are expected up to the age of 4; con-
sequently, these errors are age-appropriate for our sample.

The proportion of errors for each category was calculated for each
bilingual group and each oblique case separately. The errors in singu-
lar and plural in each case were summed up.

3. Results

In order to examine both the differences between monolingual and bi-
lingual children and differences between simultaneous versus early
sequential bilinguals, quantitative assessment was provided for each
of the five oblique cases. To assess mastery of these cases, we calcu-
lated error rates for each oblique case separately and for singular and
plural numbers.

In this section, first we present the results of the analysis of the bi-
lingual versus monolingual production with regard to overall success
as well as success regarding each oblique case. Then we show the re-
sults of the analysis of bilingual production with regard to the five
following categories: correct inflection, case substitution, declension
substitution, erroneous Nominative, and miscellaneous, which are de-
scribed in detail in the Method section. Overall, the results show that
both groups of bilinguals produce the same types of errors as are
found in the monolingual CS development.

3.1. Overall Success

It can be seen that bilingual children do not usually reach the mono-
lingual level of mastery, and early AoA seems to be associated with
especially high error rates. The production of plural forms entailed
higher error rates in comparison with the production of singular
forms. Finally, the Accusative case was characterized by relatively low
error rates, and the plural forms of the Prepositional case were the
most problematic for the children in the sample.

The following section presents the separate quantitative analysis of
errors by each oblique case and by types of errors.
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3.2. Analysis by Oblique Cases

Chart 1 (on pp. 70-71) presents the proportion of errors in case and
number according to bilingual group.

3.2.1. Genitive Case

Most Genitive forms were produced in constructions such as ne vidno
‘cannot be seen,” mnogo ‘a lot of’, dva/dve ‘two’, or net ‘there is no’. In
monolingual acquisition, these constructions appear around the age of
two and are acquired by the age of 2;10 (Gvozdev 1945, 1961, Cejtlin
2000, Ionova 2007). The analysis of bilingual data revealed a low level
of mastery (error rate over 50%) that characterized simultaneous bilin-
guals (see Chart 1). The sequential bilinguals showed an intermediate
level of mastery (error rate of 25%-35%). For plural nouns, it can be
seen that the simultaneous bilinguals did not produce any correct
forms while the sequential bilinguals produced around 40% of the
forms accurately. Both bilingual groups lagged behind monolingual
children, who showed about a 5% error rate in singular and about a
15% error rate in plural.

3.2.2. Dative Case

Dative inflections are regular: there is a single inflection for the Dative
for each declension and a single inflection for all plural forms. In mon-
olingual acquisition, Dative is acquired rapidly with low error rates.
The case is normally acquired completely by the age of 2;6 (Gvozdev
1961, Cejtlin 2005, Ionova 2007). Accordingly, monolingual children in
Miranovy¢’s (2011) study showed complete acquisition of both singu-
lar and plural Dative forms (100% success).

In our research, the bilingual children produced forms such as ‘to
give’ + DAT, “to go to’ + DAT (see Chart 1). Unlike monolinguals, all
bilingual children showed relatively high error rates. Thus for singular
nouns, simultaneous bilinguals (FIM, UMK, and MIC) showed poor
mastery of the case (50%—-100% errors). Error rates of sequential bilin-
guals were also far above the norm (18.5%-44.4%). Regarding the plu-
ral forms, the simultaneous bilinguals showed 100% errors. Sequential
bilinguals as a group performed near the monolingual level, while
early sequential bilingual with the latest AoA (UMA, AVI, and YAI)
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demonstrated complete mastery of the Dative plural form, similar to
the monolingual children.

3.2.3. Accusative Case

For the singular forms simultaneous bilinguals showed higher error
rates (around 45%) than early sequential bilinguals (20%). It is notable
that four out of six sequential bilinguals acquired full mastery of the
domain.

For the plural forms simultaneous bilinguals failed completely
owing to difficulties in the animacy category. At the same time, five
out of six early sequential bilinguals performed at the monolingual or
near-monolingual level. As with the Genitive case, monolinguals” error
rates were much lower than bilinguals” (1% for singular and 5% for
plural).

3.2.4. Instrumental Case

Forms of the Instrumental case were produced by children mostly in
sentences describing playmates (such as “A teddy is playing with a
dolljnsrsc”). In monolingual acquisition this function of Instrumental
case is mastered by age two. The error rate for the Instrumental case is
typically low (Ionova 2007). Cases of over-generalized inflection occur
up to age 2;6. Incorrect inflections in feminine nouns of Declension 3,
however, may occur up to the age of six.

For singular nouns all simultaneous bilinguals showed high error
rates (around 75%). At the same time, early sequential bilinguals
showed from intermediate (around 30% errors) to nativelike (around
4% errors) mastery of the case. For plural nouns, simultaneous bilin-
guals showed a 100% error rate. Sequential bilinguals, however,
showed a lower error rate (about 35% errors). Monolinguals’ error rate
was 13% for INST.PL forms.

3.2.5. Prepositional Case

In the course of acquisition for monolinguals, the Prepositional case is
mastered by the age of two. Later on, age-appropriate errors occur,
mostly associated with preposition confusion and with the use of the
inflection -e instead of the inflection -u for several nouns that have
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both inflections in the Prepositional case, such as v les-u ‘in the for-
estprepsc’ ~ 0 les-e ‘“about forestprepss’. In our study the Prepositional
case was produced by children in its core locative function (marking
place) and mediative (Prepositional case after verbs such as ‘to ride’,
“to drive’).

For singular nouns, it was found that simultaneous bilinguals
showed rather high error rates (around 70%). At the same time, most
of the early sequential bilingual error rates were midway between
those of simultaneous bilinguals and those of monolinguals (around
40%). For plural, it can be seen that for both bilinguals and monolin-
guals these forms were challenging and are still in the process of ac-
quisition. It can be seen from the monolingual data that the acquisition
of the Prepositional case is challenging also for this group and that the
error rates for this case were higher than for other oblique cases, 15%
for singular and 50% for plural forms.

3.2.6. Summary of Analysis by Cases

Regarding the analysis by cases, it can be concluded that there was a
clear association between AoA and the degree of mastery for both sin-
gular and plural forms. In the plural forms, the simultaneous bilin-
guals showed a significant delay in acquisition in comparison to the
monolinguals. At the same time, the sequential bilinguals had rates of
success similar to the monolinguals but still apparently lagged behind
them.

To check how error-prone bilinguals were for various cases rela-
tive to monolinguals, we calculated average error rates for each, which
are presented in a Table 4 on the next page.

Overall, it can be seen that some cases are more error-prone than
others. For each group the rate of errors in the Prepositional case is
usually higher than in the other cases. In addition, it is notable that in
both bilingual groups, the error rates observed for singular forms of
the Genitive, Accusative, and Instrumental cases were relatively simi-
lar. Finally, while the monolinguals showed a lack of errors in the pro-
duction of the Dative case, for both bilingual groups this case ap-
peared to be very challenging.
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3.3. Analysis of Bilingual Production by Types of Errors

Erroneous bilingual production was classified into four types of errors:
case substitution, declension substitution, erroneous Nominative, and
miscellaneous, which were described in detail in the Methods section.
Chart 2 (on pp. 76-77) presents the proportion of the different error
types by bilingual group and by case.

3.3.1. Nominative Substitution

Since production of Nominative instead of an oblique case form, an
omission error, disappears from the speech of monolingual children by
the age of 2;6, this kind of error is not age appropriate. However, this
type of error comprised a considerable part of the total number of er-
rors for both bilingual groups and all oblique cases (see Chart 2). Here
are some examples: in the Genitive case, ne xvataet *sok ‘there is no
juiceyomsc’ (instead of ne xwvataet sok-a ‘there is no juicegenss’); in the
Instrumental case, igraet so zvezdock-i ‘(he) is playing with the
starsyompr” (instead of igraet so zvezdock-ami ‘(he) is playing with the
stars;yst.p.’) and druzit s misk-a ‘(he) is a friend of the teddyyomssc” (in-
stead of druzit s misk-oj ‘(he) is a friend of the teddynsrsc’).

For both simultaneous and sequential bilinguals, the neuter gender
and Declension 3 remained the most error-prone domains with regard
to Nominative substitution, for example, paket *moloko ‘a carton of
milkyonsc’ (instead of paket molok-a ‘a carton of milkgeysg’), net *sol’
“there is no saltyopmsc” (instead of nef sol-i “there is no saltcey '), zalez v
*sumk-a ‘climbed into the bagyom s’ (instead of zalez v sumk-u ‘climbed
into the bagccsg’)-

In addition, we found some differences between simultaneous and
sequential bilinguals” profiles (see Chart 2). First, the proportion of this
type of error was higher in the simultaneous bilinguals in comparison
with the sequential bilinguals. Moreover, in contrast to sequential bi-
linguals, the simultaneous bilinguals demonstrated the wide use of
Nominative forms in all oblique cases. Concerning the sequential bi-
linguals, their errors were mostly in the Genitive and Prepositional
cases, especially in the plural (see Chart 2). These forms are very com-
plex, and even among monolingual children errors in the plural of the
Genitive and Prepositional cases can occur up to age 5;6.
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3.3.2. Case Substitution

In light of the monolingual data, case substitution is not expected (ex-
ceptions are the forms of GEN.PL and PREP.PL); however, these errors
were made by both bilingual groups. In general, our analyses showed
that the proportion of this error was similar for both bilingual groups.
The errors were found mostly in the Prepositional (age appropriate)
and Dative (not age appropriate) cases, e.g., na *kacCel’-ej ‘on the
swinggen.p.” (instead of na kacel”-ax ‘on the swingprepp,'), na *listock-om
‘on the leafjysrsc’ (instead of na listock-e ‘on the leafprepgs’), dala
morkovku *slon-a ‘I gave the carrot to the elephantgey s’ (instead of dala
morkovku *slon-u ‘I gave the carrot to the elephantparsc’). This type of
error might be attributed to the relatively low frequency of these cases
(Kopotev 2008).

Finally, we found a prominent tendency for place and direction
confusion, i.e., use of the Accusative case, identifying direction, in-
stead of contextually correct Prepositional case, identifying place. In-
terestingly, in making this error, the children used a grammatically
correct construction for the preposition. Some prepositions marking
location, such as na ‘on’, v ‘in’, za ‘behind’ take Prepositional/Instru-
mental or Accusative depending on whether they identify place or
direction. The children in our sample clearly tended to use the Accu-
sative case instead of the contextually correct Prepositional/Instrumen-
tal case. For example, the child would answer the question Gde
sprjatalsja miska? ‘Where is the teddy hidden?” by *na polku ‘on the
shelf,ccsq” (instead of na polke ‘on the shelfprep s ).

3.3.3. Declension Substitution

Concerning the monolingual data, the commission error of declension
substitution usually is not evident as a developmental error after age 3.
Similar to the younger monolinguals at the period of the transition
from proto-morphology to full normative morphology, all our bilin-
guals showed this type of error (see Chart 2). It occurred mostly with
masculine nouns of Declension 1, nouns of Declension 3, and the neu-
ter gender: s *misk-om (instead of s misk-oj ‘with the teddyysrsc); za
*dver’-ej (instead of za dver’-ju “behind the doorysr.sg’); dve *jablocki (in-
stead of dva jablocka ‘two applesgenss’); pod *krovat-em (instead of pod
krovat’-ju “under the bedsrss’). The early sequential bilinguals pro-



80 MILA SCHWARTZ AND MIRIAM MINKOV

duced a lower proportion of this kind of error. In addition, we found
that the declension substitution of common nouns of Declensions 1
and 2 occurred more with the simultaneous bilinguals: s *knizk-om (in-
stead of s knizk-oj ‘with the bookysrsc’); iz *domik-i (instead of iz domik-
a ‘from the housecgy s¢'); sumk-om (instead of sumk-oj ‘bagnsrsc’).

3.3.4. Miscellaneous

The Miscellaneous group included errors which could not be confi-
dently attributed to any of the defined categories:

(i) Animacy Errors. Animacy errors took up a considerable part of
the Miscellaneous category in Accusative; nevertheless, we did
not identify them as a different category. The reason was that
the vast majority of animacy errors stemmed from the use of the
Nominative form instead of the correct Genitive form (error of
omission) for animate nouns, for example: kormlju *tigr (instead
of kormlju tigr-a 'I'm feeding the tiger,ccsc’). We could not con-
fidently attribute this use to animacy error, since the erroneous
use of Nominative was quite frequent for the majority of the
participants in all oblique cases. Moreover, only two children
made obvious animacy errors (using the Genitive form instead
of the Nominative form). Generally, animacy errors are expected
up to the age of 4; consequently, those errors are age appropri-
ate for our sample. In addition, it was found that the children
with AoA above 36 months mostly showed a nativelike attain-
ment of animacy.

2. Errors of Both Declension and Case (commission error), for exam-
ple: o *pap-om ‘about Dadysrscpcy’ (instead of o pap-e ‘about
Dadprep.sc.oct’)-

3. Inflection -ax /ax/ in Genitive (commission error): children with a
high rate of overall success substituted three kinds of GEN.PL
inflections (-ov/-ev, -¢j, and zero inflection) by the inflection -ax,
for example: mnogo *slon-ax (instead of mnogo slon-ov) ‘a lot of el-
ephantsgeyp,’. There is a strong tendency among Russian-
speaking children to make such substitutions even after the age
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of five. Usually, this tendency is explained by phonetic similar-
ity of the ending -ax to the target ending -ov (pronounced in
Russian as [af] ) (Cejtlin, 2005) or by priming or influence of ad-
jective, ending with -ix/-yx in the Genitive plural (Sizova 2009).

In addition, we found that the variety of inflections used by
the bilingual children was dependent on AoA. The later the
AoA of the child, the greater diversity of inflections he/she pro-
duced in GEN.PL. Table 5 on the previous page presents these
data.

4. Ambiguous Forms which included errors of unclear origin / mul-
tiple origins: *dve glaz ‘tworry eyenomscicenp. (instead of dva
glaza "twopias €yegensg, 0 *jablokama (instead of o *jabloke ‘about
the applepreps’, net *obezjankij (instead of net *obezjanki ‘(there
is) no monkey”).

4. Discussion

This exploratory study was motivated by the desire to extend our
knowledge of Russian (L1) CS mastery among bilingual children with
different L2 AoA. In light of the existing data on the trajectory of
monolingual CS acquisition, our study contributes to research in this
area in a number of ways. First, we found that substitution of Nomi-
native case and errors in oblique cases, declension, and animacy
among bilingual children were similar to those described for Russian-
speaking monolingual children. However, these errors were more fre-
quent and stable than the monolinguals” errors (Gvozdev 1945, 1961,
Ceijtlin 2000). Second, our results pointed out quantitative differences
in acquisition of basic inflectional morphology domains among bilin-
gual children with different AoA.

4.1. Differences between Simultaneous and Early Sequential Bilinguals
and Monolingual Russian-Speaking Children

From a qualitative point of view, both of our bilingual groups showed
the same types of errors that were evident in monolingual acquisition.
The following two tendencies were observed regarding quantitative
differences between monolinguals and bilinguals. First, for the vast
majority of CS domains, bilingual children did not reach the monolin-
gual level. As a rule, bilingual success rates were considerably lower
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than those of monolingual children at the same age. This observation
is consistent with the case study of Gagarina (2011) on bilingual Rus-
sian CS acquisition and might be attributed to three competing expla-
nations: the particular complexity of the Russian CS (rich in non-
transparent non-salient forms), relatively limited input of L1 among
bilingual children, and lack of case inflections in the Hebrew L2.

Second, the monolinguals” error rates in oblique case production
were usually less variable than those of the bilinguals. For example, for
GEN.SG, the difference between possible outcomes (i.e., the difference
between the highest and the lowest results) was approximately 69% in
bilingual versus 0.7% in monolingual children. For DAT.SG, the differ-
ence was 81.5% versus 0%, respectively; for INST.SG, 83.3% versus
3.13%; for PREP.SG, 69.3% versus 11%. This high rate of variation
among bilingual children was also found to be a characteristic by Bar-
Shalom and Zaretsky (2008) and Polinsky (2008).

In addition, we observed that error rates were different in the dif-
ferent cases. Concerning singular forms, the most challenging cases for
the bilingual children were Prepositional and Dative. This pattern of
data might be attributed to the fact that these cases are less frequent in
the monolingual child’s and adult’s production (Kopotev 2008). In ad-
dition, acquisition of Prepositional case is related to the mastery of the
Russian prepositions. As a result, this case is challenging for both
monolingual and bilingual acquisition.

Concerning the Dative case, the data about bilinguals’ striking dif-
ficulties in its production in both singular and plural forms were intri-
guing. Our proposed explanation followed from the fact that this case
is, on the one hand, rather regular but, on the other hand, relatively
rare in input (Kopotev 2008). In this case, the difficulties of the bilin-
gual children might be attributed to the sparsity of the input rather
than the effect of regularity.

Regarding plural forms, a relatively high level of errors occurred in
the Genitive and Prepositional cases. The Genitive case data might be
explained by high variability of possible plural inflections. This may
explain the reduced amount of possible input of each inflection along-
side overall relatively limited input of L1 among our bilingual chil-
dren. For the Prepositional case, as was noted above, the high level of
errors might be attributed to the relatively low frequency of its output
in both monolingual adults” and children’s speech.
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Finally, although the bilingual children showed the same types of
errors as the monolingual children, it must be said that these errors are
seen only at the very early stages of monolingual CS development. For
instance, bilingual production was characterized by use of Nominative
substitution, inter-case inflection substitution, and place versus direc-
tion case confusion. These errors have not been described as a charac-
teristic of the monolingual child’s speech after the age of 2;6 (Cejtlin
2000, Ionova 2007), but among bilinguals we see repeated cases of
these errors.

4.2. Differences between Simultaneous and Early Sequential Bilinguals

Our results indicate quantitative differences between the simultaneous
and early sequential bilinguals in Russian CS acquisition. In line with
Montrul’s (2008) claim that “linguistic control of the L1 varies dramati-
cally depending on age of L2 acquisition and the circumstances sur-
rounding acquisition” (2008: 4) and Modyanova’s (2006) findings, it
was evident that simultaneous bilinguals in our sample consistently
showed lower rates of success than sequential bilinguals. It appeared
that none of our simultaneous bilinguals showed a native-like produc-
tion in any domain. Moreover, in such domains as plural forms of
Genitive, Dative, Instrumental, and Prepositional cases, as well as the
forms of Declension 3, the simultaneous bilinguals showed 100% er-
rors. On the other hand, in some cases the sequential bilinguals
reached mastery similar to the monolingual level.

In addition, we found that the simultaneous bilinguals had a con-
siderably higher level of errors even in the most frequent words be-
longing to Declensions 1 and 2, (e.g., masina ‘car’, ruka ‘hand’, nos
‘nose’, dom “house’) than their sequential peers.

It was also evident that the simultaneous bilinguals” production
was characterized by an especially high level of Nominative substitu-
tions compared to that of sequential bilinguals. More specifically, in
four cases out of five—Genitive, Dative, Instrumental, and Preposi-
tional —this error comprised over 50% of the erroneous production.
Bearing in mind the monolingual patterns of acquisition, such levels of
errors in the Nominative substitution indicate about a two-year gap.

How can we explain this link between AoA and CS mastery
among bilingual children? First, it seems that the early massive educa-
tional input of caseless Hebrew in the monolingual Hebrew-speaking
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preschools interrupts the course of Russian CS acquisition before its
basics are mastered. This is also the case of English, another caseless
language (Polinsky 2008). The impact of the Hebrew (L2) seems to be
particularly evident in the high level of Nominative substitution
among the simultaneous bilinguals. As noted above, nouns in Hebrew
are inflected for number, definiteness, and state, but not for case. Dif-
ferent grammatical functions are usually expressed by means of prep-
ositions or syntactically, i.e., the noun is usually placed in its basic
(singular or plural) form in the phrase the child constructs. Thus, we
suppose that the high frequency of erroneous use of the Nominative
can be partially explained as a grammatical loan from Hebrew.

In addition, even though all our bilinguals acquired Russian at
home from birth, as the language of communication with their parents,
this context did not provide the same systematic and structural sup-
port that was given to sequential bilinguals within the framework of
Russian lessons in a bilingual preschool.

To sum up, the bilingual children with AoA near one year showed
a more significant delay in the development of the Russian CS with
regard to the current intermediate stage of acquisition than the se-
quential bilinguals.

5. Conclusions and Implications

This study shows that the tendencies of bilingual CS acquisition are
qualitatively similar to the monolingual patterns. That is, bilingual
children made the same types of errors as those described by research-
ers of monolingual CS acquisition. However, while these types of er-
rors disappeared from speech among monolingual children at the very
beginning of the CS acquisition process, they were persistent among
both bilingual groups with different levels of frequency.

As presented above, Russian CS production is a complex phenom-
enon that brings together inflectional morphology, syntax, simple se-
mantic structures, and phonology. Yet, this system is basic and crucial
for Russian language acquisition. Since its intensive acquisition occurs
during the first three years of a child’s life, restricted daily access to the
Russian language (in terms of frequency of exposure and use) in lim-
ited contexts (home and non-educational) might be one of the main
reasons behind the delay in its acquisition.
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6. Further Research Directions and Research Limitations

The results of this multiple-case study need to be viewed as prelimi-
nary, as so many of the factors studied were novel (the Russian CS,
Hebrew as the L2, early sequential bilinguals versus simultaneous bi-
linguals). Several directions for further research could strengthen and
extend these results. First, further research on the CS acquisition pro-
cess among bilingual children with different AoA of the L2 should fo-
cus on older children and adolescents. This future study could show
whether the phenomenon of incompleteness is stable and whether dif-
ferences between early sequential and simultaneous bilinguals still
exist.

Second, in the present study, all early sequential bilinguals were
enrolled in bilingual education and the simultaneous bilinguals were
enrolled in monolingual education settings. As examining the effect of
bilingual education was beyond the scope of our multiple-case study,
we cannot conclude whether there was an additional effect of the edu-
cational system on CS acquisition in L1. Consequently, further quan-
titative research is necessary to determine the role of the educational
and environmental L1 input in the CS acquisition in addition to the
role of AoA. Thus, the study would include the following four groups:
(i) simultaneous bilinguals attending bilingual preschool; (ii) simulta-
neous bilinguals attending Hebrew-speaking monolingual preschool;
(iii) early sequential bilingual children attending bilingual preschool;
(iv) early sequential bilingual children attending Hebrew-speaking
monolingual preschool.

Third, no single study should be expected to provide a full investi-
gation of CS acquisition. The present study performed an in-depth ex-
ploration of the basic functions of cases. Further research is necessary
to focus on the vulnerability of different case functions.

Finally, concerning the monolingual data, early fundamental
studies of Russian inflectional morphology development focused on
describing errors and ignored the frequency of these errors. Future
research must collect monolingual data on the frequency of these
phenomena.
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Appendix: Summary of Tendencies among Monolingual Russian-
Speaking Children Based on the Sequence of Linguistic Development

Tendencies and phenomena Age

Appearance of Accusative case, simultaneous use of Appearance: 1

frozen Nominative forms (up to the age of 2;1) year, 9-10
months

Appearance of Instrumental, Genitive, Dative, and =~ Appearance: 1
Prepositional cases year, 10-11
Production of oblique case forms, using months
predominant inflection

Accurate use of a correct case (not always particular ~ App. 2-2;6
inflection) years

Use of the erroneous inflection belonging to the

correct case

Active mastering of prepositions

Unification of noun stem

Appearance of plural forms of oblique cases in

speech, usually with predominant inflection

Mostly accurate use of a correct case (in its primary  App. 2;6-2;11
functions) years
Unification of noun stem

Erroneous Accusative forms associated with

category of animacy (until age 4)

Acquisition of grammatical constructions “two +

GEN.SG” and “no + GEN,” erroneous Genitive case

forms (NOM or ACC) until age 3

Secondary case function mastery, appearance of After age 3
sequent innovations: Occasional forms of PREP.PL,

GEN.PL, and ACC.PL, intra-case substitutions are

possible;

Predominant inflection in GEN:PL and PREP:PL

(may be preserved until age 5;5);

The neuter gender, the plural noun declension and

the third declensional type are acquired.




