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Language dominance in biLinguaL 
acquiSition: a caSe Study of narrative 
production in Lithuanian

Ingrida Balčiūnienė, Ineta Dabašinskienė

Abstract. The study examines macro- and microstructural character-
istics of narrative production in Lithuanian as the first language of a 
group of Lithuanian-English sequential young (mean age 6;1) bilinguals 
(n = 12) living in the UK; the control group of monolingual Lithuanian 
children (n = 12) residing in Lithuania was tested as well. 

Monolingual children demonstrated greater vocabulary diversity 
and used a wider range of syntactic devices to create story cohesion 
than the bilinguals, although general story length (words, utterances, 
communication units) was higher in the bilingual group. The results 
point to specific aspects of language that may be difficult for children to 
acquire without formal education in Lithuanian. We speculate that the 
advantage in story length for bilingual speakers might be attributed to a 
greater emphasis on oral narratives within the UK educational system.

Keywords: narrative analysis, cohesive devices, bilingualism, lan-
guage acquisition, L1, Lithuanian

1. Introduction

Global travel and work create situations where children grow up in bilingual envi-
ronments. The minority or the first language (L1) is usually spoken at home and 
the second or the majority (i.e., state) language is used in schools. Most of research 
on bilingual acquisition has focused on children’s ability to use majority language 
and fewer studies have examined language development in L1 in these children.

The study investigates macro- and microstructural features of narrative produc-
tion in Lithuanian as L1 by children growing up as Lithuanian-English sequential 
bilinguals in the UK.

Narrative language was selected as the research data for a number of reasons. 
First, narratives are natural to children and, therefore, ecologically valid as a mea-
surement tool (Botting 2002). Second, many previous studies have emphasized the 
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correlation between early narrative abilities and later literacy development (Snow, 
Dickinson 1991, Wellman et al. 2011), therefore this finding makes the study of 
structural features of narrative a very important area of investigation. Language 
comprehension and expression of knowledge through language are required for 
much of academic performance (Bishop, Edmundson 1987, Boudreau, Hedberg 
1999); therefore, in recent years, interest in children’s narrative development 
cross-linguistically has increased. In order to comprehend and produce a narra-
tive, one has to have sufficient cognitive skills, such as a phonological short-term 
working	memory,	executive	functions	(Duinmeijer	et	al.	2012,	Kornev,	Balčiūnienė	
2015, 2017), and the knowledge of an internal structure and a system of rules for 
generating narrative discourse (Hughes et al. 1997). Typically developing young 
monolingual children begin to produce stories soon after they have formed their 
first sentences. At the beginning, with the help of adults, they refer to real past 
events, and at the age of 3–5 children are able to tell longer and more complex 
personal stories (Miller, Sperry 1988). Young school age children are able to tell 
a story that includes elements such as characters, setting, an initiating event, a 
consequence, etc. They develop decontextualized language, i.e., abstract language 
that is removed from the here and now; this type of language is also referred to as 
extended discourse (Johnston 1982, Rowe 2013). It is characterized by the use of 
cohesive devices such as coordinating and subordinating conjunctions (Justice et al. 
2006), simple, temporal, causal and adversative connectives (McCabe, Bliss 2003, 
Shapiro, Hudson 1989) as well as other microstructural elements, which serve the 
purpose of creating a narrative (Squires et al. 2014). However, the path toward 
mastery of narration during the childhood years is difficult. As age and experience 
are important factors in building up a story, the results that Berman (1988) reports  
are not surprising: compared to early-school-age children, a poorer development of 
the macro- and microstructure of narratives is observed in preschoolers. According 
to her study, younger children demonstrated greater variability in performance, 
poorer vocabulary and grammar, and weaker discourse organization skills than 
school-age children (Berman 1988). 

Studies related to the assessment of narratives in bilingual populations have 
also become widespread due to the fact that migration in Europe and around the 
globe is gaining momentum. After decades of research on various oral English 
proficiency skills, knowledge of vocabulary and narrative ability, it has been found 
that these skills are important precursors to literacy not only for monolingual but 
also for bilingual children (Oller, Pearson 2002, August, Shanahan 2006). These 
skills have also been identified as an area of special vulnerability in bilingual popu-
lations (Pearson 2002, August et al. 2005). New research in this field suggests that 
narrative skills positively affect English reading comprehension outcomes within 
and across languages in Spanish-speaking bilingual students (Miller et al. 2006). 
Although these findings shed some light on the relationship between narrative 
production and reading performance, there is still a need to better understand the 
characteristics and development of bilingual children’s oral narratives (Cain 2003, 
Gutiérrez-Clellen 2004, Simon-Cereijido, Gutiérrez -Clellen 2009).

Most of the studies on narrative productions by bilingual children deal with 
Spanish-English	bilingualism	(e.g.	Pearson	2002,	Muńoz	et	al.	2003).	A	limited	
number of studies that have investigated narrative production in less-widely used 
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languages (e.g. Gagarina et al. 2015) and the stimulating findings of the completed 
studies have encouraged us to investigate narrative performance in monolingual 
(Lithuanian) and bilingual (Lithuanian-English) populations. Although the impor-
tance of narrative comprehension and production tasks is highlighted by the docu-
ments on Lithuanian education (e.g. Curriculum Framework for Primary and Basic 
(Lower Secondary) Education, 2008) and didactic literature, narrative studies 
in Lithuania can be said to be at the initial stage. Taking this fact into account, 
investigations of any sample (children and adults; monolinguals and bilinguals; 
typically developing and impaired subjects) are necessary for the identification of 
general tendencies in Lithuanian narrative production, the exploration of the effects 
of schooling and other factors, and for laying the foundation to ultimately establish 
monolingual and bilingual norms of narrative abilities.

The principal aim of this study was to describe and compare narrative macro- 
and microstructure in bilingual (Lithuanian-English) and monolingual (Lithuanian) 
children, and to identify directions for future research in narrative acquisition in 
bilingual/multilingual environments. While the study was mainly exploratory, we 
anticipated influence of the schooling experience, such that bilingual children who 
were already attending school in the UK would perform better in macrostructure than 
monolinguals in Lithuania without such experience (for details see the Participants 
subsection). It is also important to consider that some varieties in performance 
between bilingual and monolingual children might be due to the different, that is, 
bilingual, nature of their language competence (Paradis 2007). The unconventional 
performance by bilingual child in one of the languages should not be considered as 
deficit in language acquisition, but rather as a unique stage in language development. 
In order to establish the similarities and differences in both groups, very often the 
linguistic production of bilingual children is compared with monolinguals.

2. Method

2.1. Participants

Two groups of Lithuanian-speaking children (mean age 74 months) participated 
in the current study. All the children were considered as typically developing (TD) 
since they did not have any diagnosis or past record of language delay or impairment 
(however, we did not conduct any tests before including the children in our study).

The children from Group 1 (n = 12, five boys and seven girls) were sequential 
bilinguals. They lived in the UK and, in addition to attending school in English, 
attended a Lithuanian language tutor center (4 hours per week). Nine of the bilingual 
children were born in the UK and 3 were born in Lithuania (two of them moved to 
the UK before their first birthday and one lived in Lithuania for two years). Both 
parents of bilingual subjects were Lithuanian native speakers and had been living 
in the UK for 6–14 years. As reported by parents, all the children used Lithuanian 
as their first language (L1), and this language was still dominant; their exposure to 
English was approximately 2–3 years. 

Group 2 (n = 12) was comprised of eight monolingual boys and four girls. The 
members of this group lived in Lithuania and attended a state kindergarten daily.
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2.2. Materials and narrative elicitation procedure

For the narrative elicitation, we employed a set of pictures the The Baby Birds by 
Gagarina et al. (2012), however, the procedure and the analysis were slightly modi-
fied (see bellow). The session was audio-recorded.

Although the monolingual and bilingual data used for the analysis were col-
lected by different experimenters, they were instructed by the same supervisor 
(a co-author of the paper) and underwent the same training on the procedure (for 
more	on	the	materials	and	procedure	see	Balčiūnienė	2012).	

2.3. Transcription procedures

The stories were transcribed using the CHAT tools (MacWhinney 2010) and coded 
independently by two linguists, both native speakers of Lithuanian. The transcrib-
ers coded each word with morphological information, including the base form of 
a word and a set of tags expressing morphological characteristics (Lounela 2005), 
in order to allow automated morphological analysis using CHILDES tools and the 
morphological “grammar” for Lithuanian. The morphological coding was used, in 
turn, to calculate microstructural measures (see the Measures section 2.4).

Similarly, syntactic encoding of transcripts provided information on the com-
munication unit (CU) structure (i.e., simple vs. complex sentences) and cohesion 
devices (see the Measures section).

The measure of agreement between the first and the second coder using 
Cohen’s kappa was 0.89. Given this high level of agreement, the results of the first 
coding were used for the subsequent macrostructural analysis. For the narrative 
microstructure, the agreement between the first and the second transcriber was 
82.60%, so the transcription of the first transcriber was used for the subsequent 
microstructural analysis.

2.4. Measures and scoring procedures

The macrostructural characteristics examined were story structure, struc-
tural complexity, and internal state terms. These were scored in accord with mainly 
Gagarina et al. (2012, 2015) guidelines. 

Story structure (SS) components: setting, goals, attempts, outcomes, goal-
related and outcome-related internal state terms (IST) as initiating events and 
reactions were scored 0–17 points in total. 

For this study, structural complexity (SC) was analysed with a modified 
version	of	this	measure	(Roth,	Spekman	1986,	Balčiūnienė,	Kornev	2016,	Kornev,	
Balčiūnienė	2015,	2017)	as	being	more	flexible	and	sensitive	to	a	child’s	macro-
structural competence. Specifically, each episode was scored based on its inner 
structure. Each complete episode (goal-attempt-outcome) was given 4 points. 
Each incomplete episode, which includes goal-outcome but omits attempt, scored 
3 points. Each incomplete episode, which includes goal-attempt but omits outcome 
or includes attempt-outcome but omits goal, scored 2 points. Each episode, which 
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includes the only goal but omits attempt and outcome, scored 1 point. Since the 
picture sequence entails 3 episodes, the structural complexity score can range from 
0–12 points in total.

Internal state terms (IST) included perceptual state terms (e.g., see, hear), 
physiological state terms (e.g., thirsty, hungry), consciousness terms (e.g., alive, 
awake), emotion terms (e.g., sad, happy, angry, worried, disappointed), mental 
verbs (e.g., want, think, know, forget, decide), and speech verbs (e.g., say, call, 
shout). Each IST token was given 1 point.

The microstructural characteristics of the narratives were examined 
with measures of productivity, lexical diversity, syntactic complexity, and cohesion.

Productivity can be measured by the total number of word tokens (TNT) with 
and without mazes. In our study, the TNT excluded mazes and linguistic disfluencies 
such as hesitations, fillers (such as uh, um), repetitions, and revisions.

Communication unit (CU) was defined as an “independent clause with its 
modifiers” (Loban 1976: 9). The stories were segmented to CUs, following Hughes 
et al. (1997) and Gagarina et al. (2012, 2015).

Lexical diversity was measured by the noun, verb, and adjective lemma/
token ratio (LTR).

Syntactic complexity was measured by the mean length of CU in words 
(MLCUw; described as the number of CUs divided by the number of TNT). The 
number of clauses per CU (Hughes et al. 1997) is also termed the subordination 
index	(Schneider	et	al.	2005)	or	CL/CU	ratio	(Balčiūnienė	2013).

Cohesion was measured by the production and distribution of connectives 
in the story. This study employs the methodology suggested by Reilly et al. (2011). 
According to the given study, cohesion devices were encoded as labeling, event 
describing, sequential horizontal linking, temporal or causal. For the analysis of 
cohesion, the total number of horizontal links (TNHL) and temporal/causal links 
(TNTCL) per story (both within and between CUs) was measured.

3. Results

All the macro- and microstructural measures and indexes were estimated for each 
subject and compared between the groups. Then, all variables were submitted to a 
one-way ANOVA and correlational analysis.

3.1. Macrostructure

Macrostructural measures did not show any significant statistical differences 
between the groups. Monolingual and bilingual children demonstrated similar 
results in using story structure (SS) elements. The monolingual group scored on 
average 6.50 points (SD = 2.15) out of 17, with a variation from 3 (minimum) to 10 
(maximum) points; the bilingual group scored on average 6.75 points (SD = 2.66), 
with a variation from 3 to 11 points. 

The evaluation of structural complexity (SC) was related to the completeness 
of narrative episodes: the children on average scored 5.95 points (out of 12). The 
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monolingual children scored from 0 to the maximum of 12 points, whereas the 
bilinguals scored from 1 to 10 points. The lowest score, i.e. 0, was given to the 
subject who was able to provide only descriptive information without any Goal:

Paukštis išskrido. Ir katė įlipo į medį. Ir šuo užsivijo katę.
‘A bird flew away. And a cat climbed up a tree. And a dog chased the cat.’

The ANOVA did not reveal any significant difference between groups. Thus, our 
prediction that bilinguals with schooling experience would outperform monolin-
guals in macrostructural measures was not confirmed. Moreover, the correlation 
between the two macrostructural measures, i.e., SS and SC, was quite similar in 
the samples: in the monolingual sample r = 0.91, in the bilingual sample r = 0.82, 
and in both samples p < 0.01.

3.2. Microstructure

Microstructural analysis showed several differences between the samples. 

3.2.1. Productivity

The bilingual children produced more tokens (TNT; F = 5.76, p = 0.03) and more 
communication units (CU; F = 4.81, p = 0.04) than monolinguals. 

The total number of tokens (TNT) varied between 29 and 48 words per story 
(M = 38.50) in the monolingual sample and between 43 and 73 words per story 
(M = 57.75) in the bilingual one. As for the total number of CUs (TNCU) in the 
monolingual sample, it varied between 6 and 9 CUs per story (M = 8.16); in the 
bilingual sample, the TNCU varied between 8 and 14 CUs per story (M = 11.50). 
Moreover, the TNT correlated with the TNCU within each sample (MO: r = 0.77, 
p < 0.01; BI: r = 0.93, p < 0.01).

However, the SD in both samples was quite high. In the monolingual sample, 
the TNT varied between 13 and 66 words per story (SD = 15.09); the TNCU varied 
between 3 and 13 CUs per story (SD = 2.48). In the bilingual sample, the TNT var-
ied between 23 and 100 words per story (SD = 23.33); the TNCU varied between 
6 and 23 CUs per story (SD = 4.64). This heterogenity presumably was caused by 
some limitations of the method for narrative elicitation and should be taken into 
consideration in future studies. 

3.2.2. Lexical diversity 

Despite the high productivity in words, vocabulary seemed to be less developed in 
the bilingual sample (see Figure 1).

In the monolingual sample, the lemma/token ratio (LTR) varied between 0.40 
and the maximum of 1.00 (M = 0.710); in the bilingual sample, the LTR varied 
between 0.37 and 0.63 (M = 0.543) but never reached the maximum of 1.00. This 
means that the monolinguals produced more different words (lemmas), whereas 
the bilinguals tended to repeat the same lemmas but in different forms (types).
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Figure 1. Lemma/token ratio (LTR) within the samples 
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Figure 1. Lemma/token ratio (LTR) within the samples

The analysis of the words also revealed greater lexical diversity of both content 
and function words in the monolingual sample as compared to the bilinguals (see 
Figure 2).

 
Figure 2. Content vs. functional lemma/token ratio (LTR) within group 
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Figure 2. Content vs. functional lemma/token ratio (LTR) within group

In the monolingual sample, the functional LRT varied between 0.26 and the 
maximum of 1.00 (M = 0.631) and the content LTR varied between 0.51 and the 
maximum of 1.00 (M = 0.741). In the bilingual sample, the functional LTR varied 
between 0.24 and 0.62 (M = 0.404) and the content LTR varied between 0.40 and 
0.72 (M = 0.589).

3.2.3. Cohesion 

A high lexical diversity of function words enables a subject to build complex syntactic 
structures and to produce elaborated stories. 

The total number of horizontal links (TNHL) varied between 3 and 6 (M = 4.83) 
as produced by the monolinguals and between 5 and 10 (M = 8.25) in the bilingual 
sample. Thus, the mean of the TNHL was significantly higher in the bilingual sample 
(F = 6.31, p = 0.02). The total number of temporal/causal links (TNTCL) varied 
between 0 and 4 (M = 0.41) in the data from the monolinguals and between 0 and 
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3 (M = 0.58) in the data from the bilinguals; the difference between the means of 
the TNTCL was not statistically significant (F = 0.12, p = 0.73).

3.2.4. Syntactic complexity 

It appears that cohesion development might be related to syntactic complexity. 
Although our results did not reveal any significant differences in syntactic complex-
ity between the groups (MLCUw: F = 0.60, p = 0.45; CL/CU: F = 0.00, p = 0.90), 
the syntactic complexity measures correlated with cohesion measures within each 
group (see Table 1).

Table 1. Pearson correlations between syntactic complexity and cohesion measures by group

Monolinguals TNTHL TNTCL Bilinguals TNTHL TNTCL

MLCUw 0.225 0.642* MLCUw 0.126 0.489

CL/CU 0.188 0.659* CL/CU 0.580* 0.736**

** p < .01; * p < .05

In the monolingual sample, the mean length of CU (MLCUw) correlated with the 
total number of temporal/causal links (TNTCL; r = 0.64; p < 0.05). In both samples, 
the CL/CU index correlated with the TNTCL (MO: r = 0.66, p < 0.05; BI: r = 0.74; 
p < 0.01). In the bilingual sample, the CL/CU index was additionally related to the 
total number of horizontal links (TNHL; r = 0.58; p < 0.05). This result suggests 
that well-developed syntactic devices, such as complex sentences, enable a subject 
to produce horizontal links and/or to express temporal/causal inferences.

3.3. Relationships between macro- and microstructure

As Table 2 shows, the analysis did not reveal any significant correlations between 
macrostructural (story structure and structural complexity) and microstructural, 
variables either in the monolingual or bilingual group.

Table 2. Pearson correlations between macrostructural variables (story structure, structural 
complexity) and microstructural variables

Monolinguals

Variable TNT TNCU MLCUw CL/CU TNHL TNTCL

SS 0.33 0.29 0.17 –0.11 0.23 0.42

SC 0.28 0.22 0.18 –0.23 0.19 0.30

Bilinguals

Variable TNT TNCU MLCUw CL/CU TNHL TNTCL

SS 0.09 –0.06 0.34 0.54 0.12 0.55

SC –0.12 –0.24 0.52 0.38 –0.11 0.43

SS – story structure; SC – structural complexity; IST – number of internal state terms; TNT – total number  
of tokens; TNCU – total number of communication units; MLCUw – mean length of communication unit in words;  
CL/CU – clause/communication unit ratio; TNHL – total number of horizontal links; TNTCL – total number of 
temporal/causal links.
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The third macrostructural measure, i.e. internal state terms (IST), correlated with 
some microstructural variables. Namely, IST correlated with the total number of 
adjectives (TNA) (r = 0.71; p < 0.01) for the monolinguals, and with the total number 
of CU (r = 0.72; p < 0.01) for the bilinguals. The analysis also revealed that children, 
monolinguals and bilinguals alike, tended to use diverse IST terms, e.g. if a child 
produced ten ISTs, five or six different lemmas occurred.

4. Discussion and conclusions

The study explored macro- and microstructural characteristics of Lithuanian narra-
tive productions by TD sequential bilingual (Lithuanian-English) and monolingual 
children. The primary purpose of this study was to compare to what extent narratives 
of bilingual children differ from those produced by monolinguals. 

Among all the measures of macrostructure, only the number of internal state 
terms (IST) revealed a significant positive correlation with some variables of micro-
structure, such as the total number of adjectives (TNA) and the total number of CU. 
Therefore, our findings only partially support the predicted correlation between the 
macro- and microstructure of the narrative. Although we proposed that narratives 
with more coherent structures would contain a greater proportion of sophisticated 
connectives than less coherent narratives, the correlational analysis did not provide 
such evidence.

The study showed similar results of 6-year-olds in the constructing of narra-
tive macrostructure (story structure (SS) and structural complexity (SC)) despite 
their different linguistic background and educational experience, in contrast to our 
preliminary expectations. Moreover, the correlational analysis between SS and SC 
within the samples was also similar. These results suggest that a well-developed 
story structure helps a child to complete episodes of the story; or, vice versa, the 
completed episodes build a solid basis for a general story structure.

The microstructure displayed statistically significant differences between the 
groups regarding three parameters: general productivity, lexical diversity, and 
cohesion. The bilinguals scored better for general productivity, but lexical diversity 
was higher in the group of monolingual children. For the cohesion measure, we 
found a significantly higher number of horizontal links in the narratives produced 
by the bilinguals, but this finding alone does not indicate better cohesion. A domi-
nance of horizontal links might be an indication that other cohesive devices are 
less-elaborated. We assume that the monolinguals were able to combine different 
cohesive devices (labeling, describing events, horizontal links, and temporal/causal 
links), while the bilingual group preferred horizontal links. 

A strong correlation between the total number of communication units (TNCU) 
and the horizontal links (TNTHL) as well as between the syntactic complexity and 
the temporal/causal links (TNTCL) was observed in both groups. These results are 
consistent with the findings from other studies which identified more differences 
at the microstructural than at the macrostructural level (cf. Pearson 2002). 

We also expected that children with academic experience would perform better 
on the macrostructure level than children without any schooling experience. This 
prediction was based on Berman’s (1988) findings that preschoolers, compared 
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to early-school-age children, show poorer development. However, our subjects, 
although having different schooling experiences (the bilingual children have already 
attended primary school for 2–3 years, while the monolinguals have only been to 
kindergarten), are of the same age (mean age 74 months in both groups). Slightly 
better (but statistically not significant) results for the bilingual children suggest 
that future research with a larger sample of subjects is needed.

Our analysis of the microstructure parameters encourages discussing the results 
in the context of external factors, such as cultural environment, the social-economic 
status of the family, and the dominance of societal language. 

The established differences between the two samples might be influenced by 
cultural factors: children may demonstrate differences in narrative production 
because of their different linguistic and cultural backgrounds (McCabe, Bliss 2003). 
Our research has shown that the parameter of general productivity is important in 
this context: the bilingual group produced longer narratives than the monolingual 
group (more words, from 23 to 100, M = 57.7), and this result was statistically sig-
nificant. This finding might be explained by differences in socialization practices. 
In UK schools, children are granted a higher degree of freedom in their activities 
and performances, they are encouraged to act and talk, whereas in Lithuania the 
rules regarding children’s behavior are stricter. Previous studies in the field have 
identified cross-cultural and linguistic differences not only in story length and the 
amount of information given (McCabe 1997, Shrubshall 1997), but also in predomi-
nant use of verb tenses or tense shifts (Berman, Slobin 1994), mental state terms 
(Fusté-Herrmann et al. 2006), and uses of referential expressions (Da Costa E. Sousa 
1999, Batoréo, Costa 2000, Gülzow, Gagarina 2007). Bilingual children may even 
produce different narratives in each of their two languages (Gutiérrez-Clellen 2002, 
Silliman et al. 2002). However, it is not clear whether these differences are due to 
the variation of bilingual language proficiency, linguistic structural differences, 
and/or cultural differences related to the acquisition of each of the two languages 
(Fiestas, Peña 2004). One has also to consider the impact of educational culture 
in a particular country. 

The results of our study also point to the vulnerability of bilingual children 
regarding L1 loss while acquiring L2. Significantly lower performance in lexical 
diversity observed in the bilingual group may be an indication of L2 influence 
which may show the first signals for L1 attrition. It is worth mentioning that the 
phenomenon of code-switching or abundance of grammatical errors was not 
observed in the sample. The results of the lexical diversity analysis may indicate 
that the vocabulary of the bilinguals in L1 is poorer than the vocabulary of the 
monolinguals. The research on bilingualism reports that usually English skills (in 
English-speaking countries) become higher than those in L1 when children start 
to attend educational institutions. The early processes of language attrition or 
incomplete language acquisition are reported as well. We expected that bilingualism 
would have an impact on the Lithuanian language skills. Almost all children in the 
bilingual group were born in the UK and were exposed to the Lithuanian language 
mostly at home as both parents were speakers of Lithuanian. The bilingual children 
had already been attending schools for two-three years, and English was the main 
language of instruction there. In addition, while living in an English-speaking 
country one cannot be completely isolated from the influence of a societal language. 
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The bilingual children living in London, in addition to English schools, were also 
attending Lithuanian language centers several times per week in order to enhance 
the knowledge of Lithuanian. This factor shows positive parental attitudes towards 
learning both English and Lithuanian and their understanding of the importance of 
both languages for their offsprings. However, we realize that the methodology used 
for this investigation is not flawless: the bilingual group was checked on the story 
production delivered only in Lithuanian, whereas the children’s level of exposure 
to each language should have also been taken into consideration. Limited exposure 
to the target language (L1 or L2) may cause worse results in performance, but it is 
not an indication of language deficit (Nicoladis, Genesee 1997, Paradis 2011, Chiat 
et al. 2013, Gathercole et al. 2013). It is an established fact that monolingual and 
bilingual children differ in language development. This is mostly related to distinct 
social settings where their two languages are used (one language at home, the other 
at school) and to the cumulative exposure to each language. Moreover, bilingual 
children experience some overlap of what they are learning about each language 
(e.g. vocabulary) and code-switching, which is common among bilinguals (Nicoladis, 
Genesee 1997, De Houwer 2009, Gathercole 2013: 6).

Our study was one of the first attempts to analyze Lithuanian narrative produc-
tion by young TD monolingual and bilingual children. The observed tendencies and 
insights presented in this study encourage us to further expand the investigation of 
microstructure as it reveals language-specific features, especially those of grammar 
(morphology). Furthermore, a new cross-sectional design for studying different 
age groups of bilingual children is needed in order to find out whether sequential 
bilinguals initially rely on their first language when learning English or to find out to 
what extent the variables of age in language acquisition and exposure to a language 
are important for revealing a child’s linguistic abilities.
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dominantkeeL kakSkeeLSeS 
keeLeomandamiSeS: narratiiviLoome 
juhtumiuuring Leedu keeLeS

Ingrida Balčiūnienė, Ineta Dabašinskienė
Vytautas Magnuse Ülikool

Uuring käsitleb Ühendkuningriigis elavate leedu-inglise suktsessiivsete kaks-
keelsete laste (n = 12, keskmine vanus 6;1) leedukeelse narratiiviloome makro- ja 
mikrostruktuurseid tunnuseid. Kontrollgrupina testiti Leedus elavaid ükskeelseid 
leedu lapsi (n = 12).

Ükskeelsed lapsed moodustasid mitmekesisema sõnavara ja süntaktiliste 
vahendite abil sidusama narratiivi kui kakskeelsed, ehkki loo üldine pikkus (sõnad, 
lausungid, kommunikatiivsed üksused) oli kakskeelsel grupil suurem. Tulemused 
osutavad eri keelenähtustele, mille omandamisel võib lastel olla raskusi ilma leedu-
keelse formaalhariduseta. Oletame, et kakskeelsete kõnelejate paremus loo pikkuses 
võib olla seotud suurema rõhuasetusega suulisele narratiivile Ühendkuningriikide 
haridussüsteemis.

Võtmesõnad: narratiivianalüüs, kohesioon, kakskeelsus, keeleomandamine, 
leedu keel
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