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H milotikt épevva mov mapovordletar e0w e&etdler THY mapaywyh koL KaTavonon anynua-
Tik0V Adyov o€ 23 maudic, Siylwooa otnv Pwoikn ket v Kvmpiaxt], nhuxiog amd 3 uéypr 11
xpovav. Ta Siylwooa moudid eiyay ta St amoteréopara kat oTic Vo YAWOOES kKot onpeiw-
ooy KaAUTEpY emiboon OTHY EMAVAPHYNON TIAp& OTHY TIPWTOTUTTH TIOPAYWYH APHYHUXTIKOD
Abyov. H ovyxpion twv Siyl\woowv naubiiv pe T povoyrwooa maubic pe v EAAnviks wg
unTpiKn YA ooa ke o povoyrwooa maidic pe THY Pwoikn ws untpixn yAwooa Seiyver 0TI T
povoyrwooa maidik vepéyovy Kupiws o€ 0TI aopd THY Soun THG LOTOPIAG KL TOUG OPOVG

IOV EKPPACOVY TV EOWTEPIKY KATATTAOT.
Keywords: bilingualism, communicative competence, macro-structure, narrative, retelling,
telling

1. Introduction
The present study investigates the narrative performance of bilingual children in both
their languages, Russian and Greek. Concretely, as the research takes place in Cyprus,

characterized by diglossia between the local variety and the standard language (for an

overview see e.g. Rowe & Grohmann 2013), Cypriot Greek (CG) was assessed where
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relevant. The relevance is three-fold. First, the local variety spoken in a linguistic envi-
ronment where the official language is Standard Modern Greek (SMG) means children
grow up to become ‘(discrete) bilectal’ speakers (Rowe & Grohmann 2013); for narra-
tive abilities, it would be interesting to be able to distinguish between monolingual-
mono(dia)lectal and monolingual-bilectal children. Second, it will be instructive to
compare bilingual-mono(dia)lectal children with those participating in our research,
bilingual-bilectal ones; they are arguably simultaneously bilingual, yet sequentially
bilectal (for discussion, see Grohmann & Kambanaros 2016). Third, the data of our
particular group of Russian—Greek bilingual bilectals can be compared to that of their
peers acquiring either language monolingually (irrespective of dialectal issues); these
would be children from Russia and Greece, respectively. (A fourth possible relevance
is briefly presented right below.)

For the purposes of this research, narrative performance is measured by macro-
structure in telling and retelling conditions, along the dimensions of story structure,
structure complexity, and internal states terms. Other factors that have already been
partially considered (and will be expanded in the future), include children’s language
competence, language of narration, executive control, chronological age, and school-
ing level, which have all been identified as relevant in the bilectal context (Grohmann
& Kambanaros 2016).

The main research questions of the larger research agenda that this paper aims to

contribute to are the following:

1) With respect to narratives, do bilingual-bilectal children perform differently in
each of their languages, Russian and (Cypriot) Greek?

2) Does mode of narration (telling/retelling) influence story structure, structural
complexity, and the production of internal state terms by bilingual children—in
either language or even both?

3) Are the bilingual children’s narrative productions similar to or different from
monolingual children, language-impaired children, and other bilinguals with
different language pairs?

4) What role do variables such as age, schooling, level of proficiency, cognitive abili-

ties, and executive functions play in bilingual children’s narrative performance?

What we report next is the result of a pilot study. It is meant to pave the way for a

larger-scale cohort research project, which is why we chose (few) participants for all

494 | KARPAVA ET AL.



age groups ranging from as low as 3 to as old as 11 years of age. One rationale is, of
course, to test the validity of the tool used in order to address the four questions. That
is, we want to use this pilot study to discern whether the tool works for this particular
bilingual population of children acquiring Russian and (Cypriot) Greek, whether it
can differentiate bilingualism proper (Russian, Greek) from bilectalism (CG, SMG),
and whether it is age-appropriate across a wide range. From this perspective, a diffe-
rent way to present the data would be as many different single-case studies, namely one
for each of the 23 participating children. However, we believe that such a presentation
would turn out even more complex, and confusing for the reader, so we decided to
present it as if it were a bone fide cohort study—with the added wrinkle that, due to
very low participant numbers for most of the age groups, the effect is arguably more

cosmetic than methodological.

2. Method

The participants were 23 Russian-Cypriot Greek simultaneous bilinguals (11 girls).
Their age ranged from 3 to 11 years, though participants numbers for most of the age
groups were very small indeed: 3;1 (N=1), 4;8 (N=2), 5;0-5;6 (N=5), 6;0-6;11 (N=9),
7;11 (N=2), 9;5 (N=2), 10;11 (N=1), and 11;4 (N=1). At the time of testing, they at-
tended kindergarten, pre-primary, and primary school classes. All children came from
mixed-marriage families, with a Greek Cypriot father and a Russian mother, in a mid-
dle-class setting, and were randomly recruited across Larnaca and Nicosia.

The data were collected in line with the 2011 guidelines from COST Action 150804,
prior to the final protocol for the LITMUS-MAIN (Gagarina et al., 2015). This narra-
tive tool was used to elicit stories from bilingual children. The version of the MAIN
used (Gagarina et al., 2012), as the final one, consists of four comparable six-picture
stories. Two of the picture sequences were used for the telling condition and another
two for retelling. For the telling mode, the Baby Goats and the Hungry Cat stories were
chosen; children were asked to tell the experimenter a story based on the six pictures.
For the retelling mode, the Baby Birds and the Naughty Dog stories were chosen; chil-
dren were asked to first listen to the story told by the experimenter and then retell it.
There was mutual sharing of the visual context and stimuli between child and exam-
iner. During the testing both the child and the examiner could see the pictures. Each

child was tested individually in their home environment.
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Telling mode can help to examine independent story formulation abilities by a child,
as there is no scaffolding effect or example of a story as in the retelling mode, though
the latter is associated with verbal memory, attention, and story recall rather than just
repetition of the narrative stimulus and can be controlled for the length, complexity,
and content of the story.

All participants were also tested on a battery of additional tests: the Diagnostic Ver-
bal IQ Test (Stavrakaki & Tsimpli 2000), adapted to CG from the Standard Modern
Greek original (Theodorou 2013), the Russian Proficiency Test for Multilingual Chil-
dren (Gagarina et al. 2010), and several tasks assessing executive functions (digit span
test, word span test, fluency test, Raven’s Coloured Progressive Matrices). A parental
questionnaire focusing on participants’ socio-economic and family language back-
ground was also used (Gagarina et al. 2010).

All data were recorded, transcribed, and analyzed in terms of story structure, struc-
tural complexity per episode, and internal state terms. The analysis of story structure
includes setting, mental state as initiating event, goal, attempt, outcome, and mental
state as reaction (three episodes in total). Structural complexity per episode (episode
completeness) focused on whether children used Goal-Attempt-Outcome (GAO) in
every episode. Internal state terms denote the types of mental state terms used by bi-
lingual children in their narrative production.

Since Premack & Woodruff (1978), mental or internal state terms (ISTs) have been
argued to relate to theory of mind and cognitive abilities. In particular, “[t]he use of
ISTs provides important information about the narrator’s awareness of characters’
mental states, motivations, intentions and goals (Nippold et al. 2005)” (Gagarina et al.
2015: 244). There are different types of ISTs, which can be classified into six categories:
perceptual verbs (such as see, hear, feel, smell), physiological adjectives (thirsty, hun-
gry, tired, sore), predicates expressing consciousness (alive, awake, asleep), emotional
adjectives (e.g. sad, happy, angry, worried, disappointed), mental predicates (e.g. want,
think, know, forget, decide, believe, wondet, have/make a plan), and verbs of saying or

‘linguistic verbs’ (e.g. say, call, shout, warn, ask).

3. Results

The analysis of the bilingual children’s narrative production showed that with regard

to narrative abilities (macro-structure: story structure, structural complexity, and
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ISTs), they performed similarly across their two languages (slightly better for CG).
Their performance was also higher on the retelling than the telling condition. With
respect to story structure for the four stories, within and cross-language comparison
showed that the bilingual Russian-CG children performed better in retelling than in
telling. For the telling mode, there was no crucial difference between the Russian and
CG productions of the two stories, Baby Goat and Hungry Cat. For retelling of the
Baby Bird story, the bilingual children had a slightly better production in CG than in
Russian, but the opposite held for the Naughty Dog story.

As concerns structural complexity, qualitative organization of episode structure, and

macro-proposition that compose the plot (GAO), bilingual Russian—CG children had
more structural complexity in retelling than in telling (total structural complexity,
GAQO, and corresponding incomplete episodes GA/GO); they also performed better in
CG than in Russian. This is shown in graphs 1 and 2 on next page respectively.
Note that due to the small participant numbers across too many age groups, the re-
sults may not seem very helpful, but they are indicative, corresponding to mean per-
formance of all children combined, from the single 3- to the single 11-year-old. The
above-mentioned different single-case studies approach might work better, thus pre-
senting each child’s scores individually. However, current space restrictions do not
allow such a detailed analysis, which is why we restrict ourselves to reporting the data
as if collected from a comparable cohort.

With respect to story structure measure, the maximum score was 17, one point was
given for each of the relevant components of the story structure: setting, internal state
term as initiating event, goal, attempt, outcome, and internal state as reaction in three
episodes of the story. Structural complexity measured the ability of bilingual children
to generate a complete episode, with three propositions, a goal, an attempt, and an
outcome, sequenced in a logical way, and thus to develop logical schemas or struc-
tured event complexes. The participants were given 3 points for the complete episode
(GAO), 2 points for incomplete episodes (GA/GO), and 1 point for partial event se-
quences (AO, AA). The use of ISTs, categorized into perceptual state terms, physio-
logical state terms, consciousness terms, emotional terms, mental verbs and linguistic
verbs, and verbs of saying and telling, examined theory of mind abilities of bilingual
children, their understanding of the story and awareness of the intentions and goals of
the story protagonists.

Data analysis further shows that the bilinguals used more ISTs in retelling than in

telling. Specifically, they used more perceptual state terms, emotion terms, and mental
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Graph 2 | Story structure (SS), structural complexity (SC), and internal state terms (ISTs) (means)

verbs rather than psychological, consciousness terms, and linguistic verbs, as shown

in graph 3. According to a paired samples t-test, a statistically significant difference
shows between ISTs in CG telling and retelling mode (#(21)=4.577; p=.000) and be-

tween ISTs in Russian telling and retelling mode (#(21)=4.902; p=.000).
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Graph 4 | Story structure, structural complexity, and ISTS (telling vs. retelling)

These findings may be more meaningful than the above. For starters, regardless of age
(from 3 to 11 years), certain ISTs were used never, others very rarely, and yet others

more frequently. Graph 3 also highlights similarities and potential differences between
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the two languages. In order to explore this further, however, an individual approach
would have to be taken, which cannot be done here.

As expected, the bilingual children’s narrative abilities in CG improve with age, al-
though the numbers of participants in each age group are too low to generalize this
(beyond 5- and 6-year-olds, perhaps); there is no such clear picture for Russian. Graph
4 presents mean scores for each age group. Note that all children were tested only on
production, not comprehension.

Since this graph breaks the participants down into age groups, there is some compa-
rability among them. We thus yield a first indication of what age-related differences in
performance could look like. Due to the low number of participants, it does not make
sense, though, to dwell on this further; more data from more participants are needed
for each age group—except, perhaps, the 5- and 6-year-olds: There is a noticeable level
of improvement from age 5 (N=5) to age 6 (N=9) for each level of macro-structural
analysis as well as for retelling over telling, and for both languages.

Next, we compare our data from bilingual Russian-CG children with available data
on monolingual Russian- and monolingual/bilectal CG-speaking children (Gagarina
etal. 2012), both with typical language development (TLD) and with specific language
impairment (SLI). Looking at the narrative productions in both modes (telling and
retelling), monolinguals outperform their bilingual peers mainly in story structure,
as shown in table 1. (Note that we only use a subset of the bilingual participants (total
N=18), somewhat matching the children’s age from the studies compared to.)

The comparison of our data from bilingual Russian-CG children with available data
on monolingual Russian children (Gagarina et al. 2012), both with TLD and with SLI,
showed that monolingual Russian children with TLD outperform their bilingual peers
on story structure (telling and retelling), while the bilingual Russian-CG children
scored higher on internal state terms (telling and retelling). Bilingual Russian-CG
children were closer to monolingual Russian children with SLI in terms of story struc-
ture, but they were better on internal state terms. This is shown in table 2 on the page
after next, where, once more, we only employed a subset (total N=14) to match those
children we have data for.

The same comparison for Greek showed that the bilinguals were better than the
monolingual and bilectal peers in story structure and structural complexity but worse
with respect to ISTs (telling and retelling). Monolingual children in Standard Modern
Greek (SMG) from Greece, with TLD, performed higher than the bilingual children
on story structure and ISTs (telling and retelling), but the bilingual children performed
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TELLING/PRODUCTION RETELLING/PRODUCTION
1 1
Language | Age | N Story Structur'a ISTs Story Structur‘a ISTs
structure | complexity structure | complexity
Monolingual children with TLD (Gagarina et al. 2012: 96)
Cypriot
YPEO 1798 6 | 50 1.5 55| 52 0.3 6.1
Greek
Russian 68 | 15 7.3 N/A 1.3 14.8 N/A 2.7
Greek [73.0| 5 9.8 1.8 59 11.5 1.4 6.6
Bilingual children
Cypriot
Yprio 5 3.8 1.7 25 6.3 45 35
Greek 63.8
Russian 2.8 1.4 3.3 5 3.1 45
Cypriot
6.7 3.2 3 8.2 4.6 53
Greek |7°4| 9
Russian 7.8 3.3 42 8.4 4 5.7
Cypriot
2 8 4.2 6 10.2 5.7 7
Greek 9>
Russian 6.7 2.7 6 8.25 4 6.7
Cypriot
8.5 4 7.7 10.2 5 11
Greek | 113] 2
Russian 8 5.5 5.7 10.5 4.5 8
Monolingual children with SLI (Gagarina et al. 2012: 96)
Russian | 68 | 9 6.7 N/A 1.9 6.7 N/A 2.1
Greek [100.6| 18 3.9 0.4 2.8 5.8 1.0 5.5

Table 1 | Bilingual TLD vs. monolingual TLD and SLI (telling vs. retelling)

better on structural complexity. Overall, the bilingual children with TLD performed

better than the monolingual SMG-speaking children with SLI (see table 1 again).
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TELLING/PRODUCTION RETELLING/PRODUCTION
Language| Age | N strsli(z:Zre cs(;[;l;lt:;;; ISTs strsli(c)ine Cs(;[lr;l;;:}:i; ISTs
Monolingual children with TLD (Gagarina et al. 2012: 96)
Russian | 68 | 15 7.3 N/A 1.3 14.8 N/A 2.7
Bilingual children
Russian | 63.8 | 5 2.8 1.4 33 5 3.1 4.5
Russian | 754 | 9 7.8 33 4.2 8.4 4 5.7
Monolingual children with SLI (Gagarina et al. 2012: 96)
Russian | 68 | 9 6.7 N/A 1.9 6.7 N/A 2.1

Table 2 | Bilingual TLD vs. monolingual TLD and SLI (Russian: telling vs. retelling)

Not surprisingly, the bilingual children’s narrative abilities in CG improve with their
school grade, while (perhaps also not surprisingly) the opposite effect can be observed
for Russian. Note that the bilingual children get more CG input than Russian, certainly
in the school environment, and they live in a CG-dominant society in which arguably
Greek language input increases with more schooling as well. However, we have not
yet analyzed the data individually to test for the possible factor of age-(in)appropriate
schooling levels for some of the child participants. It was found that, overall, the bi-
lingual children’s narrative abilities in CG and in Russian increase with their level of
proficiency in each language. This was measured by Diagnostic Verbal IQ Test (DVIQ)
scores for CG, using Theodorou’s (2013) CG adaptation of the SMG original (Stav-
rakaki & Tsimpli 1999) and the Russian Proficiency Test for Multilingual Children
(RPTMC) scores for Russian (Gagarina et al. 2010). Language proficiency is thus a

good predictor of bilingual children’s narrative abilities.
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4. Discussion

The aim of this study was to present the macro-structural analysis of narrative dis-
course abilities by bilingual children and to address the four defined research ques-
tions. We pursue four main questions in this research; at this stage, however, only a
small set of children have been tested, which makes a concrete interpretation of the
findings difficult, to put it mildly. But we can discern tendencies, which is why we did
test at least one child from each relevant age group.

The first question concerns the possible influence of language on narrative produc-
tions by bilingual children. The analysis of the data showed that there is no significant
language effect with respect to macro-structure: The bilingual Russian—CG children
performed nearly the same for story structure, episode complexity, and internal state
terms across both languages, though perhaps with a slight advantage for CG.

The second question concerns the effect of narration mode on the bilingual chil-
dren’s narrative production (story structure, structural complexity, and ISTs). Accord-
ing to Boudreau (2008), narrative performance is influenced by task demands and
elicitation frameworks. The results revealed that the mode of narration influences nar-
rative production, both in Russian and in CG. This is in line with previous findings
that retelling elicits longer and more detailed narratives with a more complex story
structure than the telling mode (e.g. Schneider et al. 2006).

The third research question focused on the difference between typically developing
bilingual-bilectal Russian-CG children and monolingual children, both with typical
language development and with SLI. The analysis of the data showed that monolingual
children perform better than bilingual children, in particular with respect to story
structure and structural complexity, but not on ISTs. Analysis of internal-state lan-
guage in children’s narratives arguably reflects their theory of mind abilities as well as
understanding and awareness of intentionality and goal-directed behavior of protago-
nists (see e.g. Nippold et al. 2005). Macro-structure is universal and language-general,
reflecting general narrative discourse competence (Pearson 2002). Bilingual children
lag behind their monolingual peers in terms of structural complexity, as they are not
able to produce complete and well-formed episodes; they also lack an understanding
of narrative schemata, causality, perspective-taking, ability to plan, and meta-aware-
ness (Westby 2005).

Our fourth and final research question aimed at addressing the influence of such

variables as age, schooling, level of proficiency, cognitive abilities, and executive func-
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tions on narrative abilities of bilingual children. It was found that some of the variables
are more important than the others. There is an obvious effect of chronological age
and schooling, as would be expected from any set of typically developing children.
Arguably the same can be said for language proficiency level as a factor for narrative

production by bilingual children in their respective languages.

5. Conclusions

In this paper, we focused on narrative macro-structure in the narrations by bilingual
children and how it may be influenced by such factors as language, task, age, schoo-
ling, proficiency, and cognitive abilities. We understand macro-structural analysis to
deal with higher-order hierarchical organization of the discourse which includes story
structure, episode structure, and internal state terms.

It was found that the bilingual children performed similarly across their two langu-
ages (slightly better for Cypriot Greek), which can be explained by shared cognitive
ability in the two languages. Their performance was higher in retelling than in telling.
Cognitive abilities and executive functions tend to influence narrative macro-struc-
ture of bilingual children as well. They used more internal state terms in the retelling
mode, which can be explained by a scaffolding effect, and also perceptual state terms,
emotion terms, and mental verbs. The perceptive and productive lexicon in Russian
is correlated with the production of ISTs (telling and retelling). Bilingual children had
more structural complexity in retelling than in telling, and more so in CG than in
Russian. Statistical analysis showed that age, schooling level, and language proficiency
affect bilingual narrative ability.

Due to the increasing number of multilingual children in Cyprus, it is important to
assess their linguistic and cognitive development and to distinguish early between ty-
pically developing and language-impaired children. The study of language acquisition
norms for typical language development, language delay, and impairment can help
prevent misdiagnosis of bilingual children.

The limitation of the study is the small number of participants. It is necessary to
increase the number of children tested for each age group. This study presented only
the macro-structure analysis, a further study is needed to compare micro- and mac-
ro-structure in narrative productions of bilingual children. Also, both typically deve-

loping and language-impaired bilingual children should be tested in order to detect
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possible language impairment in bilingual population as early as possible, to evaluate
their language, and to provide treatment.

It is important to assess bilingual children’s narrative ability, their linguistic perfor-
mance of discourse level in both of their languages. This assessment should be com-
bined with a thorough evaluation of their cognitive skills, syntactic, morphological,
and lexical (receptive, perceptive) abilities. Further research on narrative abilities of
bilingual populations is important, as it can provide insight into their communicative

competence, literacy, and academic success.

References

Boudreau, Donna. 2008. “Narrative Abilities: Advances in Research and Implications
for Clinical Practice” Topics in Language Disorders 28:99-114.

Gagarina, Natalia, Klassert, Annegret, and Nathalie Topaj. 2010. “Sprachstandstest
Russisch fiir mehrsprachige Kinder” [Russian language
proficiency test for multilingual children]. ZAS Papers in
Linguistics 54.

Gagarina, Natalia, Klop, Daleen, Kunnari, Sari, Tantele, Koula, Valimaa, Taina,
Balcianiené, Ingrida, Bohnacker, Ute, and Joel Walters. 2012.
“Narrative Assessment Instrument for (multilingual) Child-
ren” ZAS Papers in Linguistics 56.

Gagarina, Natalia, Klop, Daleen, Kunnari, Sari, Tantele, Koula, Vilimaa, Taina,
Bal¢iuniené, Ingrida, Bohnacker, Ute, and Joel Walters. 2015.
“Assessment of narrative abilities in bilingual children” In
Assessing Multilingual Children: Disentangling Bilingualism
from Language Impairment, edited by Sharon Armon-Lotem,
Jan de Jong and Natalia Meir, 243-76. Bristol: Multilingual
Matters.

Grohmann, Kleanthes K., and Maria Kambanaros. 2016. “The Gradience of Multil-
ingualism in Typical and Impaired Language Development:
Positioning Bilectalism within Comparative Bilingualism.”
Frontiers in Psychology: Language Sciences 7:37, d0i:10.3389/
fpsyg.2016.00037.

Nippold, Marilyn, Jeannene Ward-Lonergan, and Jessica Fanning. 2005. “Persuasive

MAINING RUSSIAN-GREEK BILINGUAL CHILDREN IN CYPRUS | 505



Writing in Children, Adolescents, and Adults: A Study of
Syntactic, Semantic, and Pragmatic Development.” Language,
Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools 36:125-38.

Pearson, Barbara. 2002. “Bilingual Infants: What we Know, What we Need to Know?”
In Latinos: Remarking America, edited by Marcelo Suarez-
Orozco and Mariela Paez, 306-20. Berkeley, CA: University
of California Press.

Premack, David, and Guy Woodruft. 1978. “Does the Chimpanzee Have a Theory of
Mind?” Behavioral and Brain Sciences 1:515-26.

Rowe, Charley, and Kleanthes K. Grohmann. 2013. “Discrete Bilectalism: Towards
Co-overt Prestige and Diglossic Shift in Cyprus.” Internation-
al Journal of the Sociology of Language 224:119-42.

Schneider, Phyllis, Hayward, Denyse and Rita Vis Dubé. 2006. “Storytelling from
Pictures Using the Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrument.”
Journal of Speech Pathology and Audiology 30:224-38.

Stavrakaki, Stavroula, and Ianthi Maria Tsimpli. 2000. “Diagnostiko Test Glosikis Noi-
mosinis gia Paidia Sholikis kai Proshololikis Ilikias: Stathmisi,
Statistiki Analisi, Psihometrikes Idiotites” [Diagnostic verbal
IQ test for Greek preschool and school age children: Standar-
dization, statistical analysis, psychometric properties]. In Pro-
ceedings of the 8" Symposium of the Panhellenic Association of
Logopedists, edited by Michael Glykas and Grigoris Kalomiris,
95-106. Athens: Ellinika Grammata.

Theodorou, Elena. 2013. “Specific Language Impairment in Cypriot Greek: Diag-
nostic and Experimental Investigations” PhD diss., University
of Cyprus, Nicosia.

Uccelli, Paola, and Mariela Péez. 2007. “Narrative and Vocabulary Development of
Bilingual Children from Kindergarten to First Grade: Develop-
mental Changes and Associations among English and Spanish
Skills” Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools
38:225-36.

Westby, Carol. 2005. “Assessing and Facilitating Text Comprehension Problems.” In
Language and Reading Disabilities, edited by Hugh Catts and
Alan Kambhi, 157-232. Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon.

506 | KARPAVA ET AL.



