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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation investigated the extent of L2 (English) acquisition and L1 

(Russian) maintenance of two age groups of Russian immigrants in the US and examined 

the relationship between participants’ current language dominance and culture 

dominance. The study also aimed at enhancing theoretical knowledge about the 

methodology of assessing language and culture dominance and at establishing which of 

the measures used here (self-reports of language proficiency, three lexical fluency tests, 

writing tasks, and a culture questionnaire) are the most accurate and practical for 

determining the more dominant language and culture. In addition to quantitative data, 

interviews provided insights into the participants' views and opinions on their language 

and culture and were used to supplement the statistical results with personal comments.  

The results indicate a surprisingly high level of first language and culture 

maintenance in the younger group together with highly successful L2 acquisition and 

acculturation, marking this group as rather balanced bilingually and bi-culturally. The 

older participants, on the other hand, clearly maintain dominance in both Russian 

language and Russian culture. Significant correlations established between different 

language proficiency measures carry methodological importance for future studies. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

1.1. Relevance and Goals 

In the last century, especially in the second half of it, world globalization has been 

on the rise, with immigration becoming an increasingly widespread phenomenon. In the 

US alone, the population of immigrants has increased by almost ten thousand between the 

years of 2000 and 2005 (Cumulative Estimates). Immigrants from all over the world have 

become part of the American society and continuously contribute to its development and 

prosperity. Since immigration poses so many potential problems, and since extensive 

opportunities and possibilities are associated with it, the issues around it should receive 

attention on various levels: from academic research to governmental policies and 

practices.  

The phenomena of acculturation and language shifts often accompany the process 

of immigration and have been the focus of research on immigrants for several decades 

already. However, in research on acculturation language is treated as simply one of the 

dimensions while studies of L2 acquisition or L1 maintenance consider culture just one 

of the factors that contribute to the language shift. The present study treats language and 

culture not as subservient to each other but as equal phenomena that work together and 

influence each other in a bilingual/bi-cultural situation. Thus, from a theoretical 

perspective, the present research attempts to bring together studies of acculturation and 

language dominance. Even though there has been research on cultural and social 

adjustment to the target culture (Berry, 2003; Mendoza, 1989), the phenomenon of 

acculturation has not been examined together with language dominance, which has been 
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a topic raised within research on bilingualism (Fishman, 1972; Abu-Rabia, 1999). 

Language as a component is one of the dimensions of acculturation but it mostly refers to 

L2 acquisition when assimilating into the host environment. L1 in this context is seen as a 

factor keeping immigrants from complete assimilation (Berry, 2003); either when 

assimilation is desired or when native culture and language maintenance are intended. 

The change of language dominance from L1 to L2 has not been explicitly compared to 

the change of culture dominance from C1 to C2 in the process of acculturation that 

immigrants may undergo all over the world. 

This study also aims to enhance theoretical knowledge as well as confirm and 

further develop practical methodologies for establishing the more dominant language 

and, especially, culture. Language testing is a well established field with a lot of proven 

methods for establishing language proficiencies. This research looks into correlations 

between three various methods of language dominance testing (self-ratings, writing and 

lexical fluency tests) to establish which one of them is a more accurate and possibly more 

practical for future research. Results of language dominance testing for current language 

proficiency and their comparison with the self-reported language fluency at the time of 

arrival will contribute to the research on language dominance and maintenance in 

immigrant and heritage language populations.  

Culture dominance testing, from theoretical and practical points of view, is a more 

problematic issue since it is difficult to even agree on what "culture" means, and testing it 

is vague and inconclusive. Nevertheless, this study will develop and test a cultural 

dominance questionnaire that could contribute, to future research on culture 
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identification. The cultural aspect of this research (the identification of the more 

dominant culture) is rather innovative and has not been investigated from this 

perspective.  

This study will determine where the two groups of Russian immigrants described 

here fit in the outcomes defined in Berry's Acculturation theory (1980).  The detailed 

description of language and culture of two age groups of Russian immigrants in the US 

will help better understand them and their importance and contributions to the larger 

community. The Russian immigrant community with its bilingual and bi-cultural 

immigrants, who are the focus of the present research, has a lot to contribute to society 

(from business and education to national security), especially when compared to the cost 

of training non-native Russian speakers to speak the language and understand the culture. 

Since Russian is such an important language, it is important to investigate Russian 

immigrants as a valuable cultural and linguistic resource for this nation, especially 

because drawing on this resource of heritage speakers may be more effective than 

training L2 learners. 

Specifically, the goals of the present research are to investigate the extent of L2 

(English) acquisition and L1 (Russian) maintenance of two age groups of Russian 

immigrants in the US and to examine the relationship between participants’ current 

language dominance and culture dominance. The language and culture profiles of two 

age groups of Russian immigrants will illustrate the linguistic and cultural potential of 

such an immigrant group. The investigation of immigrants' language proficiency and 

cultural identification as well as the examination of L1 maintenance and L2 acquisition 
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might help develop practical methodological suggestions for future research on language 

dominance and culture dominance. Profiling immigrant populations through gathering 

information about their language proficiency and culture identification is important 

nowadays because it will make it possible to accommodate them better in this society and 

to benefit from their linguistic and cultural skills in various areas.  

 
1.2. Research Questions and Hypotheses 

 Since this study seeks to investigate the relationship between language dominance 

and culture dominance in immigrants, the following questions and brief hypotheses are 

proposed in order to examine the connection between these phenomena: 

1. Has language proficiency both in Russian and in English changed in participants 

since the time of their arrival in the US?  

Hypotheses: 

 Both groups will reveal significant progress in L2. 

 The younger group's L2 acquisition will be more dramatic than that of the older 

group. 

 There will be no L1 attrition found for the older group. 

 There will be L1 attrition revealed for the younger group.  

 

2. What is the relationship between language dominance and culture dominance?  

Hypotheses: 

 The older group will be more dominant in the Russian language and culture. 
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 The younger group will be more dominant in the English language and American 

culture. 

 The English language will be much more dominant in the younger group than in 

the older. 

 The Russian language will be more dominant in the older group than in the 

younger. 

 

3. Is there a correlation among all measures of language dominance: self-reported 

language proficiencies, writing samples, and lexical fluency tests?  

Hypotheses: 

 The older group will have strong correlations between all three measures of 

language dominance. 

 The younger group will have strong correlations between the self-reported 

language proficiency questionnaire and the lexical fluency tests. 

 The younger group will have fewer significant correlations between writing and 

other measures of language dominance in Russian. 

 Significant correlations among all measures of language dominance will indicate 

Russian as the dominant language for the older group. 

 Significant correlations among measures of language dominance will indicate 

English as the dominant language for the younger group.  
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1.3. Overview of the Study 

 The first chapter has introduced the study, its motives, objectives, main research 

questions and hypotheses. Chapter 2 provides an extensive review of the literature on 

relevant topics with major subdivisions into research on acculturation, language attrition 

and maintenance, and language dominance.  

 Chapter 3 further details the research questions with sub-questions for each of the 

major ones and more in-depth hypotheses regarding each of them. These research 

questions then guide the following chapters, which aim to answer them as fully as 

possible. This chapter also provides a detailed description of the methodology used in the 

study, focusing on participant population as well as on the procedure and materials for 

data collection, entry and analysis. 

In Chapter 4, quantitative results from the tests are presented and qualitative data 

from interviews and writing samples are added. The results provided in this chapter are 

then discussed in further detail in Chapter 5, which is devoted to answering research 

questions based on the obtained quantitative results and qualitative insights from all parts 

of the study.  

Chapter 6 summarizes the results of the study together with their importance and 

significance. Practical applications, implications and limitations are also discussed in this 

chapter.  
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1. Culture Dominance  

2.1.1. Acculturation Theory 

Most studies that mention “cultural dominance” usually refer to the culture which 

is prevalent in the environment or to an imperialistic culture which dominates local 

cultures (Vermulen, 1984; Menchaca, 1989; Annamalai, 1990, Saville-Troike, 1978). As 

a parallel to “language dominance”, denoting a person’s degree of bilingualism and 

proficiency in both languages, the term “culture dominance” could be established to 

indicate an immigrant’s position between two cultures involved in the process of 

acculturation. Yet, when referring to individual people and their relative position on the 

continuum between native and host cultures, the term “acculturation” is used in the 

literature. Thus, it is important first to establish the background of this concept. 

Acculturation is a complex phenomenon that occurs in multilingual and 

multicultural contexts over a period of time, causing alterations in the cultures involved 

in the process or creating a new “third” culture (Berry, 1980, Phinney, 1992). Among 

factors that influence the acculturation process are host and original countries, 

community composition, educational background, marketable skills, and reasons for 

immigration (Gibson, 2001). Attitudes towards the original and the host cultures, as well 

as economic and political circumstances are just some of the key factors that determine 

the outcome of the acculturation. Psychological and behavioral changes are accompanied 

by transformations in such all-encompassing areas as language, interpersonal 
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relationships, and traditions, as well as in more practical spheres of life, such as media 

use (Birman & Trickett, 2001) and food (Magana et al., 1996). 

Many researchers have claimed that acculturation is much more intricate than 

what is portrayed in the literature (Birman, 1991) with many methodological issues 

(Escobar & Vega, 2000). Additionally, the process of acculturation and its outcomes 

differ greatly depending on the immigrant group itself and its context (Birman, Trickett & 

Buchanan, 2005), relatedness of cultures (Nguyen, Messe & Stollak, 1999), social 

variables such as prestige (Hirschman, 2001), racism (Portes & Zhou, 1994) and 

discrimination (Rumbaut, 1994). Since the list of factors that need to be taken into 

consideration is not just quite long but also not even fully established, it is difficult to talk 

about any definite model that would account for various outcomes of the acculturation 

process that immigrants go through when adjusting and adapting to the host society.  

The issue is further complicated by its reliance on the concept of culture, which in 

itself is a vague and overwhelming notion that can hardly be defined (Saville-Troike, 

1978). For decades the idea of “culture” has been criticized by scholars for the lack of 

theoretical base (Duranti, 1997; Goddard, 2005). Meanwhile there has been an incredible 

increase in cross-cultural literature in the form of popular books, such as Hill’s “We 

Europeans” (1995) or autobiographies by well-established researchers (Pavlenko, 2003; 

Wierzbicka, 1997). Wierzbicka (2005) justifies the use of the concept of culture by 

pointing out that immigrant experiences testify to the existence of different “cultural 

scripts” that spread much farther than simply a difference in languages. It is not just the 

knowledge of what to say to whom, when and how but also the non-verbal behavior and 
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many other small details that are necessary in everyday routines. She argues that even 

though the term is indeed hard to define, research should be conducted nonetheless since 

personal narratives clearly illustrate culture clashes that support the existence of “cultural 

scripts” which are different between the two groups. Immigrants are not that interested in 

the definition of the concept, they are more after practical knowledge that can help them 

make their adjustment quick and painless. It is likely that some sort of “induction 

courses” could be helpful for immigrants, since they could learn the norms of the host 

society in a structured way rather than acquire them by themselves through trial and error 

in the long run.  

Ekstrand (1986) supports the usefulness of practical culture norms (such as the 

above mentioned "cultural scripts") by claiming that cultural is what is natural: knocking 

before entering a room, waving good-bye and other small things that are taken for 

granted and go unnoticed until a person is faced with new social rules that become very 

noticeable due to the contrast and novelty. Changes that occur during acculturation can be 

divided into five groups: physical, biological, cultural, social, and psychological 

(Ekstrand, 1986). Physical changes refer to a new living environment with its climate and 

housing. Biological changes consist of novel foods and medical issues. Economics, 

religions, politics, and various social institutions belong to cultural changes, while social 

ones involve change in social status and establishment of new relationships. The last 

category, psychological changes, comprises an altered world view and mental health. All 

of the above changes are stressful to a person, some more than others, but can be made 

less traumatic by advance introduction and continuous guidance.  
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Berry and Kim (1988) suggest that acculturation stress, causing anxiety, 

depression, low self-esteem, confusion and psychosomatic illness, may continue for 

months until some resolution is achieved. The degree of the stress varies depending on 

personality variables such as cognitive style, identity uncertainty, and motivation (Berry 

& Kim, 1988). The distance between cultures was claimed to be an important factor as 

well, with the prediction that when the original and the host cultures are more related, 

immigrants undergo less stress since they are aware of the majority of accepted cultural 

norms (Berry et al., 1987). Knowledge of the dominant language has also been shown to 

reduce the stress (Berry et al., 1987) but no research has been conducted to test how 

acculturation influences the original language, as opposed to the connection between 

acculturation and L2, which is more frequently described.  

An important point to make is that acculturation does not necessarily mean loss of 

original culture in any of the groups (Gibson, 2001), but rather acculturation can be 

additive, where the host culture is added without losing the native traditions, customs, 

and behaviors (Collier, 2002). This is a definite parallel to language acquisition with its 

concepts of additive or subtractive bilingualism. However, just as in language, where one 

of the possible outcomes of bilingualism could be code-switching, which some consider a 

different language altogether, there could be a “third” culture established which combines 

and modifies the features from the cultures surrounding the individual in the process of 

acculturation (Kramsch, 1993).  

Within the acculturation process research, there are supporters of unidirectional 

and multidirectional approaches (Trimble, 2003; Garcia-Vazquez, 1995). The 



 

 

23

unidirectional perspective, also known as “linear” or “unidimensional” (Zea et al., 2003) 

suggests that only the original culture of immigrants is subject to change during the 

acculturation, which is viewed as a linear process from being un-acculturated to fully 

assimilating into the host culture, where full assimilation is a desired outcome for 

immigrants. The problem with such a model is that it does not account for any retention 

of the original culture (Cuellar et al., 1995); neither does it consider the rejection of both 

cultures (Rogler et al., 1991). On the other hand, the multidirectional, or “bilinear” or 

“bidimensional” perspective, claims that both cultures that come in contact become 

altered in the process. It is also conceptually more solid since it can accommodate cases 

of immigrants acculturating into both native and host cultures to various degrees (Berry, 

1992). It is this bidimensional approach that allows for the establishment of four 

outcomes of acculturation depending on the adherence to each culture.  

The name “bidimensional” points out that acculturation has more than one 

dimension. Scholars have argued that there are five dimensions that contribute to the 

acculturation process: language, cultural knowledge, cultural behavior, identity and 

values (Kim & Abreu, 2001; Stephenson, 2000). Language and cultural knowledge are 

the easiest to acquire since these factors can be more readily accessible and, although 

they take a great amount of effort and determination to learn, they can be mastered to 

some extent. The language dimension presupposes the ability of an immigrant to 

communicate in both the native and the target language. The level of proficiency is what 

defines the progress towards acculturation. Cultural knowledge can also be learned from 

various sources, since it implies awareness of history, politics, and social conventions. 
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Cultural behavior refers to friendship and media preferences. In other words, immigrants 

who communicate mostly with the host society through entertainment and friends will 

become more assimilated because they will have an opportunity to observe the host 

culture personally. After such observations, if an immigrant chooses to follow the 

practices of the host society, his cultural identity might start to shift. Identity is an 

extremely complex issue that encompasses ethnic, national and individual identity. In this 

case, cultural identity as a dimension of acculturation relates to self-identification, 

affiliation, and pride in being a member of the original and/or host culture. Research 

suggests that change in values indicates the deepest degree of acculturation since it means 

a shift in self-reported beliefs concerning social roles and traditions (Kim & Abreu, 

2001). 

According to the Acculturation theory, there are four possible acculturation 

outcomes that result from the preference in adjustment strategies: assimilation, 

integration, separation, and marginalization (Berry, 1992). The strategies are usually 

chosen depending on the acculturative attitudes toward the immigrant’s own cultural 

identity and toward contact with the host society (Berry, 1980; Berry et al., 1987). The 

four outcomes stem from different strategies that are based on two variables: adoption of 

the host culture, and maintenance of the original one. When both are high, the resulting 

outcome is integration, since it means both the adaptation to the new culture and the 

retention of the native culture. Thus, integration is a form of biculturalism. The 

integrative strategy is most appropriate for describing an immigrant situation where the 

host culture and language do not replace the native one but rather create “a double 
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cultural competence, flexibility and an effective situational switch between the two 

cultures” and languages (Remennick, 2003). Another term for the same phenomenon is 

additive vs. replacive bilingualism and biculturalism. “Cultural hybridity” (Anthias, 

2001) is yet another way to identify the same situation where some of the elements of the 

host culture and language are adopted into L1 and result in incorporated words, idioms 

and templates.  

Having both variables low leads to marginalization, i.e. when both the host and 

the native cultures are rejected. In between lie assimilation, with its loss of original 

culture in favor of acquiring the new one, and separation, with the situation reversed 

(rejecting the host culture while maintaining the native).  

Some cases of acculturation clearly fall within one or another type. However, 

there are also borderline positions when the distinction is not obvious. So far, research 

has not tackled such ambiguous situations, and whenever an acculturation outcome did 

not exactly correspond to a specific type, various explanations were offered without 

modifying the entire model. The reason behind such problematic cases is that the 

acculturation process encompasses many aspects of immigrant life. It is very likely that 

one feature will be in accordance with one type while something else will point to a 

different type. For example, a person might strongly identify with the original country 

and even show some proficiency in the native language but lack cultural knowledge due 

to various factors, such as a disperse community or lack of ties with home due to political 

or economic reasons. Most likely though, even if one or two of the dimensions belong to 

a different type of acculturation than the rest of them, they should still be rather close. 
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After all, all the dimensions are interconnected and influence each other so that they 

together produce an overall complex picture of acculturation. Those who strongly 

identify as belonging either to the native or to the host culture, will most likely be 

motivated enough to master the corresponding language and will be interested in learning 

more about the cultural behavior as well as its history and traditions. The opposite is also 

true: those disenchanted with the host culture will identify with the original culture, 

which will be reflected in better native language and culture maintenance.  

Berry’s model suggests that the integration type of acculturation is the most 

beneficial outcome because immigrants become bilingual and bi-cultural. However, 

empirical studies have not found significantly better academic and behavioral results for 

adolescents who seemed to identify strongly with both cultures and were proficient in 

both languages (Vedder, 2005). The research indicated that one of the groups (Turkish 

participants) showed some support for the integration type, but the other group 

(Surinamese) performed much better academically when they assimilated into the host 

culture and acquired its language at the expense of losing their native ones. The author 

explains the inconsistencies by relying on the discussion of context in Birman et al. 

(2005) which claims that context is a major variable that can make any of the strategies 

work if they are supported by the community. The psychological well-being of a person 

greatly depends on the acceptance into a desired group (Phinney, 1992), which means 

that if an immigrant is a member of a cohesive community that he or she is content with, 

his or her self-esteem and general well-being will be best if they preserve the native 

language and culture to communicate within the community. On the other hand, 
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immigrants who prefer to be part of the dominant group, especially if they do not have a 

cohesive immigrant community to belong to, become negatively affected if they are not 

admitted into the host society. For the latter, the assimilation type will work best since it 

will allow them to fit in the most. 

The comparison of immigration outcomes for Russian Jews in Israel vs. the US 

might serve as an illustration to the above point. The host country in this comparison is 

what makes the difference in outcomes because other variables stay consistent: the 

educational, cultural and linguistic backgrounds for both groups are very similar. The 

majority of immigrants of the 1990s to both countries were highly qualified and 

experienced professionals who decided to immigrate due to political and economic 

reasons. However, the attitudes of immigrants to the host country, as well as the policy 

and attitudes of the dominant societies, influenced the outcomes. Immigrants to the US 

generally preferred assimilation and integration strategies, since the prestige of English 

and its necessity for economic status are unquestionable in their situation (Chiswick, 

2000). Even though numerically large, the Russian community in the US is 

geographically dispersed with weak boundaries and not as well defined as the Russian 

community in Israel.  

In Israel assimilation is achieved by very few, because most immigrants look 

down on the language and culture of their new environment and do not regard them as 

desirable (Remennick, 2005). Many still master Hebrew, but the need for it is not as 

strong as for English in the US. Furthermore, with the growth of the Russian community 

in Israel, the need for Hebrew only diminishes for Russian speakers due to the 
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cohesiveness of the Russian immigrant community, its strong boundaries and high in-

group identification (Dayan, 2004). Even for professional purposes, Russian can often be 

used in places where the majority of employees (and employers) are Russian speakers. 

Thus, even earlier immigrants who initially assimilated into Israeli society started shifting 

back to their Russian origins that gradually became prestigious and influential 

(Remennick, 2003).  

A completely different approach to acculturation has been around for some time, 

but it has been used in ways different from Berry’s Acculturation theory. The one 

proposed by Berry was initially mostly referred to in psychological studies dealing with 

immigrants’ stress levels and well-being and later spread to cultural inquiries and identity 

issues. A different acculturation model (Schumann, 1986) is usually used in the analysis 

of social and affective factors influencing the motivation for L2 learning and L1 

maintenance. Schumann’s model has been criticized for putting the minority group in the 

center without investigating the context and considering the reactions of the host culture 

to the newcomers, while within Berry’s Acculturation theory attempts have been made to 

account for the attitudes within the larger society (Birman & Trickett, 2001).  

Nevertheless, from the point of view of immigrants and their L2 acquisition and 

L1 maintenance, the factors suggested by Schumann are crucial in motivation for their 

language development or preservation. The factors that he proposes are the following:  

 Size of the native language group in the host country 

 The attitude with which the immigrants are treated 

 Cultural distance between two cultures 
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 Possibility to return home 

 Skills and marketability of those skills 

 Age. 

Examination of acculturation outcomes may help shed light on L2 acquisition as 

well as on L1 attrition or maintenance. It might be assumed that in the assimilation type 

of acculturation, L1 attrition will be most evident and L2 acquisition most efficient, since 

it presupposes a more complete switch to the host language and culture. Separation is 

probably the best type for L1 maintenance, because immigrants try to disassociate from 

the host culture, leaning more towards their native one, which means that the L1 will be 

their preferred language for communication. The L2 in such an outcome is likely to be 

less mastered than in assimilation. Marginalization, which involves rejection of both 

cultures, will also most likely mean maintenance of the original language. It is unlikely 

that a person will not speak any language at all, and if the L2 does not attract the 

immigrants from this group, then at least the L1 is still available to them, even if they are 

disenchanted with their native culture. Integration, though, is more problematic: 

according to Berry’s Acculturation theory, integration involves a balance between the 

host and the original cultures. It would also mean that the person is a balanced bilingual 

since one of the dimensions that put immigrants into one or another category is language 

proficiency. However, it is very difficult to find a truly balanced bilingual, especially if 

talking about immigrants who were brought to the US as children or adolescents, because 

they usually tend to acquire English at the expense of their native language.  
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Overall, acculturation outcomes differ greatly between various immigrant groups 

with their respective demographics, host and original countries, political and economic 

climate, attitudes of the dominant society to the minority group and the attitudes within 

the immigrant community towards their own language and culture. All of these factors 

contribute to the establishment of a new environment and the shaping of the immigrant’s 

identity. The four types of acculturation proposed by Berry (1980) help systematize 

acculturation outcomes, at least to some extent. Yet, it is crucial to note that the 

boundaries between different types are not always clear-cut and people do not necessarily 

conform to one particular type. Context and personal variables often interfere in the 

process of acculturation and are as important to its outcomes as the factors proposed by 

Schumann (1986). As such a complex phenomenon, acculturation is multidimensional 

and a great variety of factors need to be considered to present a complete picture of the 

acculturation process.  

 

2.1.2. Measuring Acculturation 

Measuring acculturation has posed many problems for researchers and, though 

some tools have been developed (Zane & Mak, 2003), there is still a heated discussion 

about their validity and accuracy (Berry, 2003; Escobar & Vega, 2000). The measures 

that have been developed so far assess one or more of the five major dimensions of 

acculturation: language, cultural knowledge, cultural identity, cultural behavior, and 

values.  
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Evaluating values in a quantitative manner is especially difficult but also most 

worthy since values represent a deeper level of acculturation than the first four 

dimensions (Stephenson, 2000). Values can usually be assessed by self-reported beliefs 

about traditions and customs, as well as social roles and relationships (Kim & Abreu, 

2001). As with any self-reported information, it is difficult to ensure the validity of the 

answers, since participants often put the desired or ideal replies that they perceive as 

prestigious or expected by the researcher (Dörnyei, 2003). Well-constructed 

questionnaires or interviews are not foolproof either, and any self-reported data should be 

supported by more objective methods, which are difficult to develop and apply for 

measuring values. Even when questions are answered with all honesty, people might not 

even realize that they are reporting the ideal situation rather than reality.  

Also, it is difficult to pinpoint values because questions dealing with such 

sensitive issues tend to be very broad (example: How much are Puerto Rican values a 

part of your life? (Cortes et al., 1994)). Such questions result in ambiguity and confusion, 

since it is not explained what exactly those values are and participants might interpret that 

for themselves in different ways. The same is true of measuring cultural behavior, which 

refers to so many things that it is important to take all surrounding circumstances into 

account to get the entire picture.  

Cultural identity is another dimension that is usually assessed through self-

reported identification and pride as a member of either or both of the cultures. Various 

factors can influence the answers given to relevant questions, including, but not limited 

to, political, religious and other beliefs. Identity is an extremely complex concept that is a 
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target of extensive research. Identity can be considered either “genuine”, something a 

person is born with, or “artificial”, constructed based on experiences (Danforth, 2000). If 

it were true that identity is innate, then it would not be subject to change, and therefore 

people would always view themselves and the world the same way. They would also 

remain unaffected by the process of acquiring a second language if identity were 

something stable and rigid, given once and for all. However, real-life experiences show 

that this is not an accurate representation of what happens in life. On a continuum 

between two cultures, people often find themselves either closer to one end or the other, 

constantly shifting their position and adjusting it not just over time but even during the 

same day and sometimes even within the same conversation (Mendoza-Denton, 2002). 

Context plays the key role in determining what features of the identity become more 

prominent at any specific moment. Coming too close to one end or the other could also 

trigger the foregrounding of the salient characteristics of the other culture because there 

might be resistance to completely lose the original identity. The process can go both ways 

and can even fluctuate between the two cultures depending on the circumstances of each 

particular communicative event. Participation in those events with the speech community 

is what shapes the identity (Mendoza-Denton, 2002). 

The above three dimensions (values, behavior, and identity) are conceptually 

crucial and theoretically sound but, practically and empirically, it is quite difficult to rely 

on the results of self-reported questionnaires, which can only scrape the surface of what 

is going on with an individual’s identity and cultural beliefs. Qualitative methods can 

elicit more in-depth narratives that could reveal the hidden layers, but qualitative data is 
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difficult to generalize and is usually rather subjective. A combination of the two methods 

(questionnaires and interviews) might be a better methodological strategy.  

Cultural knowledge, on the other hand, is an easier subject to evaluate since it is 

more about historical, political, and popular culture knowledge, as well as about 

celebrations, such as birthdays or weddings. Adherence to rituals and awareness of the 

standard norms and procedures can be assessed through questionnaires more readily than 

values, since it does not involve judgmental components. On the one hand, the 

knowledge of the historical and political context of either of the cultures involved does 

not necessarily mean full acculturation, because a person could just be well educated 

about the issues of the original or host country without identifying with it. It could also be 

the case that a person does indeed identify with the culture in question be it native or 

host, but is not very familiar with the history or politics, especially if it is a second 

generation immigrant or a young adult who immigrated before receiving such knowledge. 

On the other hand, profound knowledge of the subject might be connected to a deep 

interest in the society of the original or of the target culture and thus indicate a desire to 

fit in, which is linked to cultural identity. Cultural knowledge is easier to measure but the 

results do not necessarily provide a clear answer as to the degree of acculturation. 

Language proficiency is one of the easiest traits to measure since there has been 

much research in the field of second language acquisition on the assessment of language 

mastery. Questionnaires as well as many practical tasks and experiments may determine 

the degree of fluency in each language and could be even more specialized in assessing 

competence in a particular skill.  
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Very few tools have been developed to assess more than three of the above-

mentioned dimensions, and only two of them probe for the deepest level – cultural values 

(Cortes et al., 1994; Felix-Ortiz et al., 1994). Language proficiency and cultural behavior 

expressed in social relationships, food and media are usually included in all of the 

existing methods, with cultural identity becoming more popular only recently (Cortes et 

al., 1994; Mendoza, 1989). The analysis of ethnic identity has been included in studies of 

the acculturation process since it has been recognized to be crucial in contexts when 

cultures interact (Trimble, 2003).  

One of the latest attempts to develop a unified instrument to measure 

acculturation without specific reference to one particular group has been made by Zea et 

al. (2003).  They tested their abbreviated multidimensional acculturation scale on two 

groups of Latino participants and found that general community linguistic and cultural 

competence in English and Spanish cultures and languages function independently. 

Competence in one does not negatively affect the other. However, college students who 

were brought to the US at an early age or were born to immigrants did not have the same 

independent relationship, and their native language and culture competence were 

significantly lower than the acquired second language and culture. Yet, the authors claim 

that the same age group could have results similar to general community and first 

generation immigrants if they are brought up in communities with a high concentration of 

immigrants. Thus, context and age of arrival play an important role in acquiring linguistic 

and cultural knowledge necessary for acculturation. 
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The situation is different with more subtle issues such as identity. The results of 

the study suggest that it is highly unlikely to have equally strong identities as both Latino 

and American. Those who reported stronger identification with one culture had a 

correspondingly weaker one for the other. US born children of immigrants had a 

significantly lower Latino identity than first-generation immigrants, but the distance 

between the two identities was smaller for the second generation, suggesting that their 

identities are becoming more blended rather than distinct. The mixing of cultural 

identities might indicate progress toward integration, which is considered the optimal 

type of acculturation, since it combines both the original and the host cultures. However, 

second generation immigrants have been found to be much more acculturated into the 

dominant society and even when they have positive attitudes to the native culture of their 

parents, their linguistic and cultural competence in L1 are much weaker than those in L2.  

 

2.1.3. Summary of Culture Dominance 

Culture is an elusive concept and various researchers interpret it differently, but 

what everyone agrees on is that culture is fundamental to one's identity and is intricately 

connected to language (Saville-Troike, 1978). The present research relies heavily on 

Berry's (1992) Acculturation Theory with the four proposed outcomes of acculturation: 

integration, assimilation, separation, and marginalization. However, it is unlikely that all 

immigrants can clearly fit into one of the four categories since the boundaries between 

them are sometimes blurry. Thus, his approach of dividing immigrants into these four 

categories was not adopted due to potential complications in selecting criteria for 
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inclusion into one group or another. However, his discussion of closeness and 

identification with one or two cultures is important for establishing cultural identification 

and dominance in this research. Similarly, Schumann's (1986) social factors that affect 

L2 acquisition or L1 maintenance are crucial for this study since they might assist in 

explaining the results of the present research for both L2 acquisition and L1 maintenance 

or attrition. 

Cultural assessment is a challenging issue, since its measures differ depending on 

the purpose of research and there is no unified developed approach to it. Yet, some 

acculturation scales and culture indices have been proposed and will be used in the 

methodology for the present research. It is important to mention though that there is no 

agreement in research on measuring acculturation, since its dimensions are rather vague 

and difficult to even identify, to say nothing of numerically assessing them. This is the 

reason why qualitative data and social factors mentioned above are important in 

establishing the culture which is more dominant for participants and with which they 

identify more closely. 
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2.2. Language Attrition in the Immigrant Contexts  

The field of second language acquisition has been traditionally concerned with L2 

learning and the influence of the native tongue on the process. However, the connection 

between L1 and L2 works in both directions, and L1 has been shown to change when 

another language is added to the linguistic repertoire (Cook, 2003; Pavlenko & Jarvis, 

2002). In language contact situations where two or more languages affect each other to 

various degrees, especially in the case of immigration with all the psychological, social 

and economic factors, the decline of first language skills becomes imminent. The power 

status of the dominant language requires immigrants to acquire it quickly and often at the 

expense of maintaining and developing their native language. Thus, as “a passport to 

social and economic advancement” (Fishman, 1972), the majority language contributes to 

the gradual shift and loss of L1 over generations of speakers.  

A number of studies on the language situation in the ethnic minority communities 

were performed in Australia where language policy supports cultural and linguistic 

pluralism (Clyne & Kipp, 1997; Papademetre & Routoulas, 2001). However, even in this 

environment beneficial to language maintenance, language attrition is evident, especially 

when comparing different generations of immigrants. In other countries with less 

supportive policies which are governed by an assimilative ideology (the US, Germany, 

Israel) the situation for preserving immigrant languages is worse (Nauck, 2001; Spolsky 

& Shohamy, 1999). In the US, the rate of language attrition has accelerated over the last 

decades. Previous research suggested that the native language was usually lost between 
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second and third generations (Veltman, 1983), but more recent studies indicate that now 

it is frequently lost during the second generation (Wong Fillmore, 2000). 

First language attrition could be examined from a number of perspectives and this 

review will briefly outline them in the discussion of major terms and concepts. Given that 

many important findings in the field of L1 loss resulted from studies on children’s 

attrition, this paper will cover some of them, focusing on those that deal with social 

factors influencing language loss. As the sociocultural aspect is essential for 

understanding the reasons behind L1 attrition, some theoretical concepts as well as 

practical studies will be discussed to give an overview of specific factors that contribute 

to the shift and loss of the native language in immigrant situations. The Structural 

Approach to language attrition will also be taken into account, since it can help 

understand how the shift occurs. Research carried out on the Russian language within the 

immigrant communities in the US and in Israel will be used to provide examples of how 

different social contexts affect L1 retention both in children and in adults. The overall 

goal of this review is to cover a number of major developments in the field of first 

language attrition and to specifically focus on social factors as the causes of the language 

shift in immigrants.  

 
2.2.1. Major Concepts in L1 Attrition 

Some scholars believe that the field of language attrition, which deals with 

exploring the phenomenon of L1 loss, was established in the early 1970s with Dorian’s 

article on attrition in a Scotts Gaelic settlement (Schmitt, 2001). Other researchers believe 

that the formal beginning can be traced back to the 1980 conference on the loss of 
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language skills organized by Richard Lambert and Barbara Freed (Pan & Berko-Gleason, 

1986). Since then the study of language loss has grown greatly and has branched into 

several well-defined sub-fields, such as first language attrition in adults, in children, in 

aphasic patients, and a slightly separate but also relevant area of second language 

attrition. Within each of these sub-fields there exists a further division between 

sociolinguistic, psycholinguistic, neurolinguistic, structural, syntactic, phonological, etc. 

approaches to the study of language loss.  

Sociolinguistic factors that determine the preference for one language over 

another in a particular utterance have been the focus of research for a long time. Some of 

the most influential theoretical and empirical studies in this area include those by 

Fishman (1966), Blom & Gumperz (1972), Gal (1979), Bentahila & Davies (1992), 

Myers-Scotton (1993), Norton (2000), Kouritzin (1999), Gardner (1982) and others. The 

structural aspect of language loss or maintenance has been concerned with the various 

types of structures and their acquisition order. Research in this sub-field has also 

examined the patterns that are either most stable or most susceptible to change in the case 

of attrition. Scholars also identified the parts of language that can be mixed or combined 

with another language within one sentence. Some of the researchers in this area are 

Poplack & Sankoff (1988), Poplack (1988), Sankoff, Poplack & Vanmiarijan (1990), 

Kaufman & Aronoff (1991), Seliger (1991), Myers-Scotton (1993), Myers-Scotton & 

Jake (1995), and Pfaff (1996). The psychological and psycholinguistic theories within the 

field of language loss have also been investigated by such researchers as Ammerlaan 

(1996), de Bot (1999), Pan & Berko-Gleason (1986), and Ecke (2004).  
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When talking about language loss, it is important to agree on the meaning of the 

term. Andersen (1982) was the first to introduce the term “to attrite”. In most cases, 

“losing” a language or a part of it refers to “a progressive loss of a previously acquired 

language ability” (Kouritzin, 1999). Seliger (1996) also defines language attrition as “the 

temporary or permanent loss of language ability” comparing the “attriter” with native 

speaker monolinguals. However, several researchers acknowledge that in some cases lack 

of L1 linguistic abilities is a result of an incomplete acquisition (Isurin, 2000; Saville-

Troike, Pan, & Dutkova-Cope, 1995). Some other terms associated with the lack of first 

language development are “arrested development of L1” (Schiff-Myers, 1992) and 

“semilingualism” (Cummins, 1994), both of which refer to the initial deficiency in L1. 

The issue of whether the L1 is truly lost or not completely acquired is important for a 

number of reasons. From a theoretical point of view, it is essential to determine whether 

the language patterns (lexical, phonological, syntactic, etc.) are indeed “forgotten” or 

nonexistent from the beginning because it would presuppose different mechanisms and 

different parts of the brain involved in the process (Ecke, 2004). The methodology and 

data collection would also vary depending on the original state of L1 development. The 

problem becomes even more vital when investigating L1 loss among children whose 

complete mastery of L1 is questionable (Kaufman, 2001) but hardly ever examined 

properly before making claims about losing the native language.  

One of the important concepts and a well explored aspect of research on language 

loss is concerned with establishing the order of attrition. Opposite to SLA, the goal is to 

find the sequence that could predict which elements are more likely to be lost and which 
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ones need to be gone first before the next ones can start to attrite. The discovery of such 

an order might help prevent L1 attrition if educators knew which elements are most 

essential for retention of a language. Two main hypotheses have been proposed that try to 

answer the question of the order of attrition: the Regression Hypothesis and the 

Linguistic Hypothesis.  

The Regression Hypothesis is the reverse image of acquisition (Weltens, 1987) 

and consists of two rules: Ribot’s and Pitres’ rules. Ribot’s rule claims that the most 

recently acquired element is most likely to be lost first while Pitres’ rule considers the 

best learned material (whether acquired early or late) to be least vulnerable to loss. Even 

though the rules sound intuitively correct and have been used in several studies on 

language loss, there are a number of criticisms about them. Hedgcock (1991) argues that 

the order of acquisition which needs to be determined before applying the Ribot’s rule is 

hard to establish, since in many cases the material that is presented first is not necessarily 

learned first. As for Pitres’ rule, Cohen (1986) suggests that it is the difficulty level of the 

content that is more important than the degree of acquisition. However, difficulty level 

and degree of acquisition are often closely connected and therefore, both are essential for 

establishing the order of language attrition. The Regression Hypothesis also does not 

account for some types of loss in certain aphasic patients, which is one of the subfields of 

L1 attrition. 

The second hypothesis about the order of attrition is the Linguistic Hypothesis, 

which was developed by Andersen (1982) and is based on several “linguistic feature 

hypotheses” that are concerned with four linguistic subsystems – phonological, lexical, 
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morphological, and syntactic. For each of the subsystems, different mechanisms and 

explanations for language loss are proposed, but all of them focus on the areas of contrast 

between L1 and L2 as most problematic, with L1 structures losing the battle when 

different from L2 structures. For all subsystems, elements that are more frequent or less 

marked are likely to be retained longer than those that are less frequent and more marked 

or unusual..  

It is possible to treat the Regression and Linguistic Hypotheses together, since 

usually those elements that are more frequent and functional and less marked are 

acquired first due to their importance and, consequently, lost last according to the 

Regression Hypothesis. The value of the Regression and Linguistic Hypotheses is that 

they linked the acquisition and attrition processes together, trying to establish a 

“universal” order. Unfortunately, due to great variability in how language is either 

acquired or lost by individuals, they only managed to put forth some major processes but 

not to predict all the potential outcomes.  

 

2.2.2. L1 Attrition in Immigrant Children 

Though some scholars suggest that language attrition among children is not well-

researched (Schmitt, 2001), in comparison with L1 loss among adults, it offers a variety 

of data from numerous ethnographic and experimental studies. Observing children tends 

to be easier because the changes in their L1 occur rather fast and show a steady decline in 

the correct usage of the native language with possible complete loss, depending on their 

age and L1 exposure (Isurin, 2000). Due to the speed of the shift in children, it is more 
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feasible to examine a wide variety of changes in a rather short period of time instead of 

years and years of data collection from adults. The research on child language attrition 

shows that the younger the children, the more rapidly and completely they lose their L1 

(Anderson, 2001; Kaufman, 2001). This rapid attrition could be related to the above-

mentioned incomplete acquisition, where the language structures are either not 

internalized or not stable enough to withstand the influence of L2. Kaufman (2001) 

suggests that “incomplete identification” with L1 culture is also at fault as is the limited 

exposure to L1 environment (Jia & Aaronson, 1999).  

The prestige of the L2 (Bonner, 2001) and the desire to be accepted in the group 

(Fishman, 1966; Kaufman & Aronoff, 1991; Kouritzin, 1999; Pfaff, 1996) contribute 

significantly to the decreased motivation towards maintaining L1 and ultimately to the 

decline in L1 linguistic abilities of the children. When talking about L1 loss among 

children, many studies indicate additional socio-psychological reasons for the radical 

shift in L1 usage besides the children’s desire to assimilate and be accepted (Schumann, 

1986).  

However, the socio-psychological perspective is not the only one that examined 

L1 attrition in children. A great variety of studies were also conducted on the 

grammatical aspects of language loss among immigrant children. It was noted that 

language shift primarily occurs at the lexical level, leaving the morphosyntactic structure 

of the L1 mostly intact (Andersen, 1982; Halmari, 1992, Lindholm & Padilla, 1978; 

Kaufman, 1995). This finding is not surprising, since the majority of researchers in 
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language attrition support the hypothesis that the lexicon is affected first and in most 

severe ways, but that grammar remains quite stable (Pfaff, 1996).  

One of the studies concerned with L1 attrition from the structural point of view 

was carried out by Kaufman (1995) on Israeli immigrant children in the US. The results 

suggest that increased contact with an L2 in multiple domains together with reduced use 

of the L1 cause an erosion of the L1 lexicon and its linguistic structures that are instead 

replaced by linguistic innovations produced with the help of both of the languages. 

However, the subjects only resorted to English for content information and did not try to 

attach L2 grammatical morphemes onto L1 content words, confirming the overall theory 

that the L1 grammatical system is the most difficult to change.  

Based on the study of her subjects, Halmari (1992) proposed that language loss is 

accompanied by mixing the two languages together, i.e. code-switching. She suggested 

four types of code-switching apparent in the subjects’ speech when talking in the L1: 

intersentential, lexical/phrasal insertion, language assignment shift, quotes and 

translations. The more proficient the subjects were in L1, the more they relied 

predominantly on lexical/phrasal insertion that is limited to vocabulary replacement and 

does not interfere with the syntactic and morphological structure of the native language. 

Lindholm and Padilla (1978) approached the issue of code-switching from a different 

perspective and identified several reasons for it among bilingual English-Spanish 

children: establishing whether the interlocutor is truly monolingual, making fun of the 

experimenter, momentarily forgetting the necessary word, and switching due to the 

saliency of various words and phrases. The last two factors are especially relevant for 
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understanding whether code-switching truly means “forgetting” the L1 (attrition) or 

simply incorporating L2 elements into the L1 system for the purposes of expressing a 

different social and personal identity. 

Another study that looked at code-switching as a sign of language attrition was 

conducted by Schmitt (2000) and focused on principles and mechanisms underlying the 

L1 loss of Russian immigrant children in the US. In that study, Schmitt constructed a 

continuum of language attrition: integrated code-switching is the starting point (English 

words acquire Russian morphological elements when inserted into L1 conversations); 

bare forms indicate an intermediate stage of language loss (unchanged English words are 

incorporated into L1 speech); and convergence represents the final stage (grammatical 

structures change from Russian into English). Schmitt concluded that convergence is the 

true indicator of L1 attrition because English replaces Russian in being the dominant 

structure, instead of just functioning as an embedded language.  

The major problem with studies of L1 attrition in children is that most of them are 

somewhat biased because the main subjects are children of the researchers, which leads 

to questions about objectivity and validity of these works. On the one hand, the 

opportunity for close and frequent monitoring provides more data, but, on the other hand, 

some factors might be overlooked and the interpretation might be even more subjective 

than is standard for the field. In cases where more systematic experiments were carried 

out, the researchers often focused on just one aspect of L1 attrition: either social, 

psychological, or structural. Cases that described code-switching in children usually 
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tackled the issue from a purely grammatical perspective, leaving social factors outside the 

spectrum of the study.  

 

2.2.3. Social Aspect of L1 Attrition among Immigrants 

While extensive research has been conducted on the role of social factors in 

second language acquisition, very few studies have investigated their function in L1 

attrition or retention. It is possible though to generalize the hypotheses suggested for SLA 

to the field of native language loss, because the same social forces that influence L2 

learning are likely to contribute to L1 maintenance (Gardner, 1982).  

One of the essential social factors to consider in the discussion of L1 shift is the 

prestige of speaking a language different from the dominant one and the attitudes of the 

majority group towards speakers of other languages. The technique most often used for 

measuring such attitudes is the “matched-guise” procedure developed by Lambert, 

Hodgson, Gardner, and Fillenbaum (1960). This technique works by comparing the 

participants’ rating on the same person speaking one language and then another language. 

The rating is based on a variety of attributes, which identify the general attitude and 

evaluation of the speaker. A number of studies that employed this technique to examine 

the attitudes toward French-speaking vs. English-speaking Canadians in Quebec found 

that English guises were more positively evaluated than French guises on a variety of 

personality traits (Lambert et al., 1960). Considering that the studies were done when 

French was not the official language of the province, it is likely that the attitudes have 
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changed since then, but the technique itself proved to be useful in identifying attitudes 

towards minority languages.  

Even though immigrants themselves do not carry out experiments to determine 

the attitudes of the dominant group towards them, these feelings are perceived intuitively 

or expressed more overtly through everyday interactions in the host society. In this 

respect, Israel and the US as host countries differ greatly in the prestige of both 

languages: Russian vs. English and Russian vs. Hebrew (Menahem & Gajst, 2000). 

English is equated with success and upward mobility in the US, which greatly contributes 

to the positive attitude towards it among immigrants who make an effort to master it. At 

the same time, English is clearly the dominant language in the society and as mentioned 

above there is not much support for the policy directed at multiculturalism. Such a 

situation results in the desire by many immigrants to reach native-like proficiency in the 

L2 (Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000), even at the expense of maintaining the L1 (subtractive 

bilingualism). Russian immigrants in Israel, though, have a different attitude towards 

Hebrew and view its status and culture as much lower compared to Russian, which leads 

to more effective L1 maintenance in the community (Remennick, 2005), even when high 

proficiency of L2 is attained (additive bilingualism).  

Gardner (1982) summarizes that in cultural contexts where minority language and 

culture are looked down upon, immigrants are more likely to acquire L2 at the expense of 

L1, even when they realize the threat to their cultural identity associated with the loss. 

Environments with more positive attitudes towards immigrants and their languages and 

cultures are more beneficial for maintaining the native language and culture, resulting in 
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additive rather than subtractive linguistic and cultural identity. The individual attitudes 

towards both the host society and the ethnic community also are important indicators of 

L1 attrition or retention, since immigrants who want to distance themselves from the 

ethnic minority and assimilate into the target culture are much more likely to consciously 

switch to L2 and suppress their L1.  

The conscious suppression of L1 can also happen for reasons of discrimination, 

stigmatization or racism (Kouritzin, 1999), which are the more radical cases of negative 

attitudes to minority languages and cultures. The study of German-Jewish emigrants 

(Schmid, 2002) confirmed that the rate and extent of language loss is directly influenced 

by the degree of the experienced persecution as well as by the emigrants’ identity, self-

perception and attitudes towards the L1 community. However, Schmid also claimed that 

even after years of disuse, L1 proficiency does not decline if it had been fully acquired, 

which is consistent with the findings of Ammerlaan (1996), Pan & Berko-Gleason (1986) 

and some others. Several other researchers also support the concept of L1 revitalization 

based on a number of social factors (Fishman, 1991). One of the aspects of Remennick’s 

(2003) study showed that Russian immigrants of the first wave who initially adopted the 

Hebrew language and culture made a return to Russian once the situation in the Russian 

community in Israel changed in favor of maintaining the L1. 

One of the theories that support the hypothesis about L1 maintenance in particular 

social contexts is the Ethno-Linguistic Vitality Theory (ELVT), which “seeks to identify 

measures of language-group vitality and relate them to predictions about language 

attitudes, maintenance and shift” (Owens & Spittler, 2002). ELVT has been largely 
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concerned with the relation between language and social groups and there have been 

several factors identified that indicate ethno-linguistic vitality within a community. 

Landweer (2000) gives the following eight indicators:  

 relative position on the urban-rural continuum;  

 domains in which the language is used;  

 frequency and type of code switching;  

 population and group dynamics;  

 distribution of speakers within their own social networks;  

 social outlook regarding and within the speech community;  

 language prestige; and  

 access to a stable and acceptable economic base.  

Some of these factors are quite common in discussions of L1 attrition (e.g., language 

prestige and group dynamics) and play an important role in L1 loss in immigrant 

communities. These factors overlap with those proposed by Schumann (1986) in his 

acculturation theory, where they are linked to L2 acquisition, but could similarly play an 

important role in an immigrant situation where the L1 is either lost or maintained 

depending on those factors. 

Residential and social isolation (Steinbach, 2001) echoes several of the factors 

outlined by Owens & Spittler (2002) and by Schumann (1986). In most cases such 

isolation would be involuntary on the part of immigrants but one case of a conscious 

resistance to assimilate into the host culture is the Russian community in Israel which is 
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so large, cohesive, and autonomous that several researchers found their situation unique 

in terms of the language and culture maintenance (Ben-Rafael, 1994). 

As can be seen from the discussion of the social aspects of L1 attrition (or 

maintenance) above, there is a strong connection between language and ethnic identity, 

which has been gaining more and more attention among researchers (Fishman, 1980; 

Norton, 2000). Several studies have been conducted to investigate the relationship 

between the use of L1 and cultural identities. Abu-Rabia (1999) worked with Russian 

immigrant students in Israel who maintained their L1 (Russian) and explored how their 

social attitudes towards both the native and the host countries influenced their language 

usage. The results confirmed that since the motivation to learn Hebrew is mostly 

instrumental and there is no desire to assimilate, the Russian language is preserved very 

well, even though the proficiency level in Hebrew is quite high. The author also tried to 

establish a connection between the proficiency level in L1 and L2 relying on Cummins’ 

interdependence hypothesis, which claims that L1 knowledge can be positively 

transferred in the process of L2 acquisition. However, the only finding in Abu-Rabia's 

(1999) experiment was that accuracy in Russian spelling is a significant predictor of 

Hebrew word recognition skills.  

Several other works on Russian immigrants in Israel show the same trend and 

support the concept of ethnolinguistic vitality of the Russian language: Remennick 

(2003) did an ethnographic study that looked at sociolinguistic patterns in immigrant 

families in regard to Russian-Hebrew code-switching. Her results verified that Hebrew-

Russian bilingualism is additive and the basic structural and grammatical framework of 
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immigrant’s speech remains Russian, with Hebrew terms and phrases incorporated only 

for the purposes of referring to specific Israeli realities. The major drawback of this 

otherwise insightful study is its descriptive nature which relies only on qualitative data 

such as interviews and observations. Even though it is common in ethnographic research 

to use predominantly qualitative data, adding some quantitative analysis (especially 

considering that code-switching could potentially be measured) would have made the 

results more generalizable and reliable.  

Fishman (1980) stresses that in immigrant contexts language becomes one of the 

core values and symbols when there is limited access and exposure to it. Studies of 

Russian immigrants both in the US and in Israel prove that maintaining the L1 is of great 

importance for the members of the communities. Through investigating the patterns of 

communication within Russian immigrant families in Israel, Remennick (2003) showed 

that transmitting native language from generation to generation is indeed one of the core 

values. Chumak-Horbatsch’s (1999) work on Ukrainian immigrants in Toronto partially 

supported this finding. On the one hand, the results of a 10-year longitudinal study 

confirmed that children were highly proficient bilinguals thanks to the efforts of their 

parents, but, on the other hand, they did not have a strong Ukrainian identity and were 

clearly dominant in English by the end of the research. This lack of motivation for 

maintaining the L1 among children, even with all the hard work on the part of parents, 

results in the loss of close emotional relationships within families, because generations 

cannot communicate anymore. While parents speak in their L1 to their children and get 

responses in the L2, grandparents completely lose the ability to communicate with their 
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grandchildren (Kouritzin, 1999). In Israel, however, the three generations are closer and 

manage to communicate effectively (Remennick, 2003). 

 

2.2.4. Summary of L1 Attrition 

The field of L1 attrition is gaining more attention due to the widespread nature of 

the phenomenon in immigrant situations. L1 loss takes especially alarming rates among 

children whose native languages suffer the most from the influence of an L2, but adults 

are not immune either and exhibit effects of an L2 in their L1. The majority of research 

on children confirms that they are more likely to rely on the L2 to fill in the gaps in their 

L1 than adults. Yet, the processes occurring among children and adult immigrants are 

similar, emphasizing the common nature of L1 attrition. One of the major differences 

between children and adults is that adults' language systems are more resistant to 

language attrition compared to children's.  

Despite the growing number of language attrition studies, a uniform model and 

theory of language loss still need to be developed. Though there have been attempts to 

establish a systematic approach to the process of language loss, these studies either take 

only one aspect of the phenomenon into account or offer detailed descriptions and 

generalizations without providing clear insights into the mechanisms and reasons for L1 

attrition. As a result, researchers continue to struggle to resolve major theoretical 

problems of combining various perspectives on L1 attrition and establishing sound 

methodological practices for collecting and analyzing data. Better knowledge and 
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understanding of why and how L1 attrition occurs will have strong implications for the 

field of SLA since it might help interfere in the process of L1 loss.  
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2.3. Language Dominance 

2.3.1. Language Dominance Theories 

Language dominance is one of the constructs widely used in the field of 

bilingualism. From a more psycholinguistic point of view, it refers to the language “in 

which retrieval of words from different semantic classes is most fluid when specific 

domains are used for elicitation” (Langdon, 2005; p. 320). In other words, a person is 

considered to be dominant in a language when their ability to produce and distinguish 

semantic or otherwise restricted lexical classes in that language is relatively higher when 

compared to the other language the person speaks. However, language dominance might 

vary among different semantic domains, especially if they were learned in various 

cultural and linguistic contexts. Faster retrieval of the appropriate vocabulary is more 

likely to occur in the language which was originally used for learning the concepts from 

the specific semantic class (home, school, shopping, etc.). Though the circumstances of 

acquiring semantic domains have been proven to be important, other factors have also 

been considered crucial in establishing the reasons behind the change of language 

dominance across various conditions. Some scholars consider usage frequency of 

particular words to be more relevant for retrieval (Gollan et al., 2008), while more 

theoretically oriented research attempts to account for the variation in language 

dominance by looking at models of the lexicon in the brain (Altarriba & Basnight-Brown, 

2007). 

Though initially it was believed that the two languages of a bilingual are stored 

separately (Kolers, 1963; Scarborough, Gerard, & Cortese, 1984), the most current and 
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agreed upon model of lexical representation in bilinguals is the Revised Hierarchical 

Model of Bilingual Memory Representation developed by Kroll and Stewart (1994). It 

relies heavily on previous findings about asymmetrical links where the connection 

between the conceptual level and the L1 is stronger and the L1 vocabulary larger; while 

the link between the conceptual store and L2 forms is either nonexistent (L2 entries are 

connected to L1 entries, which in turn are then linked to the conceptual store) or starts off 

weak and grows in strength as L2 proficiency and fluency increase. This model provides 

adequate explanations for various results from a number of studies which systematize and 

unite language processing of bilinguals. Among other things, the Revised Hierarchical 

Model accounts for faster translation from the L2 into the L1 and category interference in 

the process of L1-L2 translation (Kroll & Stewart, 1994). This model also illustrates the 

change of language proficiency with the establishment of stronger links between the 

conceptual store and the L2, especially when acquisition of the L2 form is accompanied 

by acquisition of a new meaning, which might even be stored separately if the concept is 

language and culture-specific (Altarriba, 2000).  

Considering that context influences the strength of the links between the 

conceptual store and the language in question, it has been proposed that language 

dominance greatly depends on the specific domain or function because they are related to 

acquisition contexts. Among other factors crucial for establishing language dominance 

are the timing of learning each language (simultaneous or sequential), the frequency and 

duration of each language use, the domain and function of each language (home, school, 
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work/professional), and the ability of the speaker to acquire new languages (Baker, 2001; 

Romaine, 1995). 

 

2.3.2. Language Dominance Testing 

From psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic points of view, language dominance 

testing has been proven to provide rather accurate results that correspond to self-reported 

language dominance (Langdon, 2005). One of the tests used to assess language 

dominance based on the automatization of lexical retrieval is the verbal fluency test, 

where participants have 60 seconds to name as many exemplars of a category as they can 

(Gollan et al., 2002; Rosselli et al., 2000). Such categories could be semantic (animals, 

fruit, etc.) or phonetic (F, A, S). As reported in Gollan et al. (2002), originally lexical 

retrieval testing was used in neuropsychological evaluations to determine various 

impairments, such as Alzheimer’s disease and schizophrenia (when patients performed 

worse on semantic fluency tests than on letter fluency tests) or alcohol dementia and 

cognitive disorders of the frontal lobes (better results on semantic fluency but reduced 

letter fluency). However, recently researchers have been concerned with the 

misinterpretation of results of such tests because bilingualism influences the speed of 

lexical retrieval due to a number of reasons. One such reason is cross-language 

interference, which has been suggested to be the cause of slower lexical retrieval 

(Rosselli et al., 2000; Gollan et al., 2002). Rosselli et al. (2000) found that in semantic 

(animals and fruits categories) fluency tests, Spanish-English bilinguals scored lower 

than monolinguals. Gollan et al. (2002) explored the effects of cross-language 
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interference by manipulating bilinguals into using both languages during the verbal 

fluency tasks. They hypothesized that, if bilinguals can include words from both 

languages (starting with a particular letter), they will produce more words, since two 

lexicons are available to them, giving them an advantage over monolinguals. Yet the 

results did not show any improvement, suggesting that language switching requires 

additional time.  

Similarly, studies analyzing the performance of bilingual speakers on the Stroop 

test revealed that bilinguals’ performance is overall slower than that of monolinguals due 

to both between- and within-language interference (Rosselli et al., 2000). In the same 

study, Rosselli et al. found that unbalanced bilinguals obtain better results in their more 

dominant language while balanced bilinguals received similar scores on both languages. 

The present research applied the Stroop test in both languages (the Russian version 

during the Russian session and the English version during the English session) to obtain 

measures of automatization in each language for the purpose of determining the more 

automatized, thus the more dominant, language in participants. 

The claim that bilinguals require more time for fluency tasks than monolinguals 

has been explored by a few studies, all of them suggesting that such results stem from 

activation of both lexicons even when the task is language specific (Hermans et al., 

1998). Hermans et al. (1998) confirmed that even relatively fluent Dutch-English 

bilinguals were significantly slower in naming pictures in their L2 (English) when 

distractor words in either language were phonologically similar to the target word. For 

example, the distractor “bench” slowed down the naming time for “mountain” 
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supposedly because “mountain” in Dutch is “berg”, which sounds similarly to “bench”. 

The activation of two lexicons interferes with language production because an additional 

process of selecting between competing equivalents has to be included (Hermans et al., 

1998). Furthermore, when monolinguals have only one restriction in a task (a specific 

semantic category), bilinguals have a second restriction (language), which acts like 

another filter, thus requiring more time (Gollan et al., 2002). Azuma et al. (1997) 

established that even monolinguals are slower when they are presented with two 

restrictions (proper names beginning with a specific letter). This finding supports the 

hypothesis that bilinguals need to work through an additional restriction if adherence to 

one language is counted as such. 

Gollan et al. (2002) also claim that lower scores of bilinguals are due to weaker 

connections in the bilingual lexical system, which in turn results from reduced usage 

frequency of words from a specific language. To support their claim they refer to studies 

on tip-of-the-tongue (TOT) states in bilinguals. Gollan and Silverberg (2001) observed 

that Hebrew-English bilinguals reported more TOTs than monolinguals, just like 

Spanish-English and Tagalog-English bilinguals examined in another study by Gollan & 

Acenas (2004). Bilinguals dominant in either their L1 or L2 exhibited an increased rate of 

TOT states, suggesting that it is not just the less dominant language that suffers but the 

more dominant one as well. All of these studies on TOT states explained the higher TOT 

likelihood by weaker connections between semantic and phonological representations in 

each language (Gollan et al., 2002). Since connection strength is influenced by frequency 

and recency of use (Burke, et al., 1991), it is probable that bilinguals would not have the 
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same strength, since they do not use words from each language as often as monolinguals 

do. Due to the same reason, bilinguals have been reported to have a smaller lexicon 

within a single language, especially where low-frequency words are concerned (Gollan et 

al., 2002). 

 

2.3.3. Summary of Language Dominance 

Since language dominance is a much more researched phenomenon than culture 

dominance, it has developed tasks for testing language proficiency, which can be adopted 

to any language for the purposes of comparison and establishing the more dominant 

language in bilinguals. The studies conducted on the subject illustrate that bilinguals are 

overall slower than monolinguals in performing those tasks because selecting a language 

serves as an additional filter, requiring more time. Furthermore, previous research has 

suggested explanations about why some vocabulary stays more resilient to language loss 

or is more subject to language acquisition (frequency of usage and context of learning). 

The tasks themselves will be used in the present research to determine the more dominant 

language of Russian-English bilingual immigrants, while the proposed explanations will 

be taken into account when discussing the results of the current participants.  
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Research Questions and Hypothesis 

 The main objective of this research is to establish a linguistic and cultural profile 

of a Russian immigrant population in the US. This will be done by (a) measuring their 

current language proficiency/dominance and inquiring about their language development 

over time and (b) investigating their degree of identification with the two cultures 

(culture dominance). Language and culture dominance measures will then be compared 

in order to learn about the strength of the relation between the two. The following 

instruments will be used (a) to measure language proficiency: (1) self-reported language 

proficiency in English and in Russian currently and at the time of arrival, (2) lexical 

fluency testing (letter fluency, category fluency and color-naming tasks), and (3) writing 

samples (formal and informal writing in both languages). The following instruments will 

be used to investigate culture dominance: (1) a culture dominance questionnaire, (2) 

writing tasks , and (3) interviews. The specific research questions that this project is 

going to investigate are presented below together with hypotheses. 

 

3.1.1. Research Question One: L2 Acquisition and L1 Maintenance 

 Has language proficiency both in Russian and in English changed in participants 

since the time of their arrival in the US? 

 In particular, the following aspects of this question will be examined: 

a) Based on the self-reported language proficiency questionnaire, has proficiency in 

English changed since the time of arrival? 
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b) Based on the self-rated language proficiency questionnaire, has proficiency in 

Russian changed since the time of arrival? 

c) Does the language functions questionnaire support the results of the self-reported 

language proficiency questionnaire? 

d) Is there any difference in L2 proficiency/L2 acquisition (sub-question "a") 

between the two age groups? 

e) Is there any difference in L1 proficiency/L1 maintenance/loss (sub-question "b") 

between the two age groups? 

f) What do writing samples and interview responses reveal about participants’ L2 

acquisition and L1 maintenance/loss?  

 

Hypothesis: 

 Four major hypotheses are proposed in response to these questions: 

 Both groups will reveal significant change in L2 based on their self-assessments 

of proficiency in current English skills and those at the time of arrival. 

 The younger group's change in L2 will be more dramatic than that of the older 

group. 

 There will be no L1 attrition found for the older group. 

 There will be L1 attrition revealed for the younger group. 

It is expected that L2 acquisition will be clearly noticeable by the comparison of self-

reported current English proficiency and that at the time of arrival. In most cases, 

immigrants arrived with very limited language skills, if any at all. The older group might 
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have had some formal instruction in English, but they were still overwhelmingly at the 

beginning level. Thus, most of them had to acquire the L2 to some extent one way or 

another upon arrival. The younger group in general had very limited skills in English 

since they were either too small at the time of immigration or have had only a few years 

of foreign language instruction. They, in comparison to the older group, are expected to 

acquire the L2 more effectively due to their education in the US. 

 The situation with Russian maintenance or loss is different than L2 acquisition: 

the older group is unlikely to show any attrition since they have fully acquired their 

native language, have been educated and socialized in it, have worked many years with it 

and generally have it as a fully established language.  

 The younger group can be expected to be more susceptible to L1 attrition, and 

English is likely to replace Russian as the dominant language, resulting in just oral skills 

maintenance (as suggested by research on L1 maintenance in young immigrants, e.g., 

Isurin, 2000; Schmitt, 2001). Participants' opinions and attitudes will be helpful in 

providing potential reasons as well as factors influencing L1 maintenance or attrition. 

 

3.1.2. Research Question Two: Relationship between Language Dominance and Culture 

Dominance 

 What is the relationship between language dominance and culture dominance in 

Russian immigrants in the US? 

 Since language dominance is measured by several different tools in this study, the 

following sub-questions are proposed: 
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a) How is that relationship expressed through the comparison of the self-reported 

language proficiency questionnaire and the culture dominance questionnaire? 

b) How is that relationship expressed through the comparison of lexical fluency 

test results and the culture dominance questionnaire? 

c) How is that relationship expressed through the comparison of writing skills and 

the responses in the culture dominance questionnaire? 

d) How is that relationship supported by the comparison of the responses in the 

language functions questionnaire and the culture dominance questionnaire? 

e) Is that relationship different between the two age groups: the older group and 

the younger group? 

f) What do interview responses reveal about the relationship between language 

dominance and culture dominance?  

 

Hypothesis:  

  It is predicted that there will be a strong correlation between language 

proficiency and culture dominance. In other words, participants more dominant in their 

L1 (as established through various measures) will also be more dominant in their native 

culture (as shown in the culture dominance questionnaire). Thus, for all sub-questions, 

the higher the score for the Russian language of the language-related part (self-reported 

language proficiency questionnaire, lexical fluency testing, writing samples, and 

language functions questionnaire), the higher the score should be for the Russian culture 

dominance in the culture questionnaire.  
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 Similarly, it is expected that participants more dominant in the L2 (all the 

measures point to dominance in English) should be showing a preference for American 

culture based on the culture dominance questionnaire results. However, there might be an 

asymmetry where a person is more dominant in the L2 but yet either maintains both 

cultures equally or is even still more dominant in their L1.  

 With balanced bilinguals, it is possible that they are equally dominant in both 

languages and cultures but, as with L2 dominant participants, there could be 

discrepancies indicating a preference for either one culture or the other. Depending on 

their attitudes and reasons for using either language, they could approach balanced 

bilingualism, but still be more assimilated into their first culture while using the L2 for 

work-related purposes only.  

 In regard to the difference between the two age groups, it is expected that the 

older group will predominantly reveal a correspondence between dominance in the 

Russian language (their L1) and dominance in Russian culture (C1) whereas the younger 

group will represent either L2 dominant or balanced bilingual immigrants with more 

varied results in terms of culture dominance. The reason for the older group to maintain 

the dominance in both languages and cultures is supported by research evidence which 

suggests that not only L2 acquisition but also acculturation are easier for younger people 

than for adults. Regardless of the number of years the older participants have spent in the 

US, they were socialized and educated in their native language and culture, probably 

resulting in a preference for them. Their L2 acquisition and acculturation into the new 

environment are expected to be less effective than those from the younger group due to 
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their age at the time of arrival as well as due to their previous experiences with L1 and 

C1, as opposed to limited and mostly only work-related exposure to L2 and C2 in 

immigration.  

 The younger group, on the other hand, had at least university-level education in 

the US and often even attended high school in the US, resulting in better awareness of the 

new culture. This, in turn, is likely to lead to better L2 acquisition as well as if not C2 

dominance, then at least good understanding and familiarity with the host culture, 

sometimes even at the expense of the native language and culture, as shown in previous 

research on young immigrants (e.g., Birman & Trickett, 2001).  

 Thus, based on the hypothesized correlation between language proficiency and 

culture dominance in the two groups, the following main hypotheses will be tested: 

 The older group will be more dominant in the Russian language and culture. 

 The younger group will be more dominant in the English language and American 

culture. 

 The English language will be much more dominant in the younger group than in 

the older. 

 The Russian language will be more dominant in the older group than in the 

younger. 
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3.1.3.  Research Question Three: Correlation among Language Dominance Measures 

 Is there a correlation among all measures of language dominance: self-reported 

language proficiency questionnaire, lexical fluency testing, writing samples, and the 

language functions questionnaire? 

 This question is concerned with the validity of various traditional and 

nontraditional language proficiency measures. Through triangulation, i.e. the use of 

various measures, it is hoped to obtain a good overall measure of participants’ language 

proficiency. Correlating the different measures with each other will help determine the 

validity of the measures and contribute to research on testing and test theory. In 

particular, we are interested in the question whether highly practical (and economic) 

lexical fluency tests correlate with more general measures of language proficiency. 

 Sub-questions include: 

a) Is there a correlation between the self-reported language proficiency questionnaire, all 

three lexical fluency tests (letter and category fluency, Stroop color-naming tasks), 

and writing samples as the three main measures of language dominance? 

b) Do the results of the language functions questionnaire confirm the scores from the 

language dominance testing? 

c) Do correlation values among the language dominance measures differ between the 

two age groups? 

d) What do participants' comments from the interviews contribute to understanding their 

language proficiency in various language skills? 
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Hypothesis:  

 It is expected that strong correlations will be found between self-reported 

language proficiency results and lexical fluency tests. In other words, higher scores for 

the same language are predicted in both measures indicating one language as more 

dominant or at least showing a distinct preference for it. Previous research has suggested 

that participants usually perceive their language proficiency rather accurately (Langdon, 

2005; Ross, 1998). Thus a correspondence can be expected between self-reported 

language proficiencies and lexical fluency testing that has been used to assess language 

dominance in bilinguals (Gollan et al., 2002; Rosselli et al., 2002) 

 Writing samples scores, used as an additional assessment of language proficiency 

to triangulate the measurements of language dominance, are predicted to correlate as well 

with the two other measures, with the younger group probably showing weaker 

correlations. The older group is hypothesized to be more likely to have stronger 

correlations for all three measures (including writing), indicating Russian as their 

dominant language. The younger group may reveal weaker correlations for the Russian 

language where writing is concerned. At the same time, the younger group's language 

dominance measures will all point to English as their more dominant language. 

 The language functions questionnaire will serve as an additional measure to see if 

more language functions in general in one language correspond to higher scores in 

language dominance tests or if there are some key functions that can predict higher 

proficiency in one language. The assumption is that the more purposes the language is 

used for, the higher the dominance in that language.  
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To summarize, the following hypotheses will be tested to answer research question three: 

 The older group will have strong correlations between all three measures of language 

dominance. 

 The younger group will have strong correlations between the self-reported language 

proficiency questionnaire and the lexical fluency tests. 

 The younger group will have weaker correlations between writing and other measures 

of language dominance in Russian. 

 Significant correlations between all measures of language dominance will indicate 

Russian as the dominant language for the older group. 

 Significant correlations between measures of language dominance will indicate 

English as the dominant language for the younger group. 

 

 



 

 

69

3.2. Participants 

3.2.1. Participants' Background 

Participants in this study are all immigrants from Russia or the former USSR who 

share a native language (Russian) and Russian cultural background. All of the 

participants also have at the very least some basic level of understanding about American 

culture due to their extended stay in the US and the need to communicate in English. All 

participants are from the Tucson/Phoenix area only since location restrictions are 

important as community boundaries have been proven to influence first language 

maintenance in immigrant contexts (Birman & Trickett, 2001).  

 Based on the general trends of Russian immigration (Siegel, 1998; Chiswick, 

2000) and the time of arrival of most participants, it is assumed that their educational and 

socio-economic background is highly similar (Menahem & Gajst, 2000), making them a 

rather homogeneous group.  

 

3.2.2. Recruitment and Selection of Participants  

Participants were recruited among the Russian community in Tucson among 

people known to the researcher and their Russian friends. An ad was sent to the listserv 

as well as posted on the website of the Russian Arizona center based in Phoenix. 

Participants were contacted through personal conversations, phone calls or emails. They 

were also recruited during a New Year celebration organized by the Russian Arizona 

center. Even though there were participants from various places in Russia and the former 
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USSR republics, all participants were native speakers of Russian and bearers of Russian 

culture. 

Based on the important characteristics of the participant population, the following 

inclusion criteria have been developed:  

1) Participants were required to consider Russian language and culture as native. 

2) Only immigrants from Russia or the former USSR were selected to take part in the 

study. 

3) All participants have stayed in the US for at least seven years at the time of the data 

collection. 

4) Participants resided within the Tucson/Phoenix area to control for community context 

as well as for practical reasons of arranging meetings. 

   

3.2.3. Division of Participants into Groups 

The population represented in this study is divided into two groups based on the 

combination of two criteria: the age of participants at the time of arrival and number of 

years of education in the US. Both requirements needed to be satisfied at the same time 

for participants to be included into either group. The cutoff point for age at arrival for 

inclusion in the younger group was 21 in combination with at least five or more years of 

education in the US. The assumption was that at that age, if there is university level 

education involved, the language skills in English will need to be at an advanced level 

similar to those who arrived in their teenage period. The oldest person in the younger 

group ended up being 20 years of age at the time of arrival with five years of education in 
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the US. The rest of them were either children or teenagers with between five to 17 years 

of education in the US. There were no cases where a participant satisfied one criteria but 

not the other (everybody who arrived under the age of 21 had at least five years of 

education in the US).  

The older group consisted of participants who arrived after age 21 (the youngest 

was 23 at the time of arrival). Technically, if somebody arrived at age 22 but had more 

than five years of education in the US, they still would be in the older group since only 

one of the two criteria for the inclusion in the younger group is satisfied in this example. 

In this case, nobody in the older group had more than five years of education in the US. 

There were overall 21 people in the younger group and 22 in the older. Table 1 below 

summarizes the characteristics of participants in both groups: 

Table 1. Background Information of Participants 
Older group Younger group 

  Minimum Maximum Mean Minimum Maximum Mean 

year of birth 1919 1979 1952 1962 1994 1982.48

year of arrival 1989 2003 1994.95 1976 2002 1994.05

length of stay in the US 7 20 14 7 33 15

age at arrival 23 72 42.95 1 20 11.57
age when started 
learning English 10 72 26.82 2 18 9.57
years of formal 
instruction of English 0 24 5.91 0 18 5.29
years of education in 
Russia 2 21 14.64 0 15 6.86
years of education in the 
US 0 5 2.18 5 17 10.71

 

Since the majority of participants immigrated in families (two people in each 

group came alone, one was adopted in the younger group and one came with just the 

mother in the younger group, and in reality represent two generations (parents and 
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children), they all arrived more or less at the same time. The biggest wave of immigration 

hit around the collapse of the Soviet Union with the earliest immigrants arriving in the 

late 1970s and the latest leaving Russia in the new millennium. This trend is well 

reflected in the groups presented: the average year of arrival for both of them is 1994. So 

it both confirms the trend of the mass immigration in the middle of the 1990s as well as 

indicates that participants from both groups arrived at the same time. Thus their length of 

residence is similar (14.09 years for the older group and 14.95 for the younger 

participants), which removes this potential variable for questions of language and culture 

dominance that rely on the length of residence as one of the influential factors.  

However, age at the time of arrival is another crucial factor and it drastically 

differs between the two groups investigated in this study: the older group has the mean 

age of 42.95 at the time of arrival, while the younger group's average age at arrival is 

11.57. The division into two groups is important since this study compares these two 

groups (parents vs. children), with the assumption that the older generation of parents 

retains their first language and culture better and achieves lower results in second 

language and culture acquisition because they were mostly socialized and educated in 

their native language and culture. Their children, on the other hand, spent most of their 

adult lives in the US. They also went through the American educational system, which 

makes them better equipped to acquire the L2 and acculturate into the new environment.  

 The age at which participants started learning English differs between the two 

groups, though not to the same extent as the arrival age. The older group includes both 

those who only started learning it upon their immigration (the maximum value of 72 is an 
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example of this situation) and those who learned English in school and/or universities 

well before immigration entered their minds or became a possibility (the minimum of 10 

is the example here). Since quite a few people studied a foreign language formally, the 

age when they started learning English is rather low compared to their arrival age (26.82). 

On the other hand, the younger group's mean age of starting to learn English is 9.57 and 

mostly includes those who became first exposed to it upon arrival in the US. Regardless 

of the age at which participants started learning English, the number of years of formal 

instruction is roughly the same between the two groups: 5.91 for the older group and 5.29 

for the younger one.  

 The comparison of number of years of education in Russia and in the US between 

the two groups shows an almost reverse situation: the older group has an average of 14.64 

years of education in Russia while the younger group has less than a half of that - 6.86 

years. Education in the US conveys an even larger gap: 2.18 years for the older group and 

almost five times as much for the younger at 10.71 years. The numbers definitely confirm 

the real-life circumstances for most families: parents have had all of their education in 

their native country and possibly only took a few classes in the US to confirm their 

degrees or to update their knowledge. Children, on the other hand, generally only 

attended anywhere from elementary to high school in Russia and all of their higher 

education occurred in the US, and, in most cases, school years were split between the two 

countries. 
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3.3. Materials and Procedures 

3.3.1. Questionnaires 

 A questionnaire and a writing task were completed first by the participants. These 

were made available to them online to enable the participants to complete the 

questionnaires and the writing part at their convenience throughout the time period 

provided to them (though the completion of the questionnaire and writing was not to 

exceed 30 minutes altogether). This impersonal manner of delivery also helped eliminate 

the possibility of responses being influenced by the presence of the researcher, such as 

activation of one language over the other (probably Russian since the usual language of 

communication between the researcher and participants was Russian when outside of the 

English session of lexical fluency testing) or attempts to guess what the researcher 

wanted to see in their responses. Paper copies of the questionnaire were also used, 

especially for older people who did not have access to the computer and internet. Even 

though paper copies were handed or emailed by the researcher, they were completed by 

participants alone without the presence of the researcher to interfere with their responses. 

The data from paper copies were then entered into Excel tables on the computer by the 

researcher the same way as those in the online version. Only writing samples from hard 

copies required an additional step of typing them in order to have a consistent database of 

writing samples.  

The questionnaire was bilingual (all questions were provided in both Russian and 

English) to ensure that everybody understood the questions regardless of their proficiency 

in either language. Another reason for using a bilingual questionnaire was to avoid 
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unnecessary influence that the language of the question could have on the participant. It 

could be the case that a question might cause a stronger reaction when asked in one of the 

languages but not the other. However, when participants have the choice to read the 

question in either of the languages, they choose the one they are more comfortable with. 

 

3.3.1.1. Demographic Information Questionnaire  

 The first part of the questionnaire collected general demographic and linguistic 

background data necessary for establishing if the person was eligible to take part in the 

study. It also represented the basis for the later division of participants into two age 

groups. Questions in this section dealt with length of residence, age at arrival, amount of 

education in Russia and in the US, native language and country. The full questionnaire 

can be found in Appendix A1.  

 The questionnaire also elicited the information about whether participants immigrated 

alone or with families to support the assumptions of general characteristics of 

immigration trends described above. An additional question about whether participants 

prefer to introduce themselves with their Russian name or its English equivalent was used 

later in the analysis of other results to ascertain their Russian or American identity. 

Overall, the demographic background information collected in this first part of the 

questionnaire helped establish the characteristics of the population participating in the 

study and provided some basic information about their education through questions 

regarding the number of years of education both in Russia and in the US.  
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3.3.1.2. Language Functions Questionnaire 

 The second part of the questionnaire determined which language participants used for 

various functions. The list included such purposes as the language used at work, the 

language for communication with friends, the language for doing math, the language for 

swearing, etc. The full list of proposed language functions can be found in Appendix A2. 

The participants were given four possible responses to choose from for each of the 

suggested language functions: Russian, English, both or other. A majority of "both" 

answers could serve as an indicator of a balanced bilingual while the use of "other" 

required careful examination of why and how a different language came into the picture. 

If "other" was a predominant answer, such a person was eliminated from the study, since 

it appeared that Russian was not truly their native language.  

 The hypothesis was that the more functions that are fulfilled by a particular language 

(either Russian or English), the more proficient the participant will be in that language, 

which then should correlate with language proficiency measures. However, the number 

of functions in each language by itself might not necessarily be representative, since 

some purposes are more exhaustive and inclusive than others. For example, somebody 

who uses English just at work with all the other functions represented by Russian, might 

still turn out to be a balanced bilingual with a high level of English, since work is such an 

overwhelming part of people's lives and generally requires advanced language 

proficiency. On the other hand, such language functions as dreaming, thinking, and 

counting in a language may suggest that the person is more proficient in that language, 
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because these functions are more personal and ingrained than work-related language 

usage. 

   

3.3.1.3. Self-Rated Language Proficiency Questionnaire 

 The third section of the questionnaire was designed to elicit information about the 

changes in participants' proficiency in both languages. Participants were asked to assess 

their proficiency in different skills in both languages. For each skill a Likert scale from 1 

(none) to 7 (native-like fluency) was used. Participants had to provide an estimate of their 

proficiency in all four skills (reading, writing, listening, and speaking) as well as overall 

proficiency in their current English and Russian languages. This section of the 

questionnaire is presented in Appendix A3. 

 Participants also had to complete the same task for their English and Russian 

proficiency at the time of arrival. The information provided about proficiency at the time 

of arrival is used to obtain a general idea about participants' progress in L2 acquisition as 

well as the presence of L1 attrition. It is the only quantitative measure of the language 

skills at the time of arrival, thus providing a starting point for L1 maintenance/loss 

analysis. It is assumed that if current self-reported proficiencies correspond to other 

measures of language proficiency (lexical fluency testing and writing), then self-assessed 

proficiency at the time of arrival can also be relied upon for comparison. 
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3.3.1.4. Culture Dominance Questionnaire 

 The largest part of the questionnaire targeted participants' degree of identification 

with the two cultures (culture dominance). It was measured through pairs of questions 

that elicited information about attitudes and identification with both native and host 

cultures. These pairs of questions were presented in random order dealing with the same 

issue from a Russian and an American perspective. The complete list of statements can 

be found in Appendix A4. Participants had to indicate their agreement with the statement 

on a 1 to 6-point Likert scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. The hypothesis 

was that a higher score for American questions would indicate a more American 

dominant person while higher scores for Russian culture would point to a person 

dominant in their native culture. Balanced bi-cultural results were also possible and could 

then be correlated with language proficiency in both languages.   

 Some questions in this section of the questionnaire were designed based on several 

established acculturation measures: the Sociocultural Adaptation Scale (Ward & 

Kennedy, 1999), the Acculturation Index (Ward & Rana-Deuba, 1999), and the 

Vancouver Acculturation Index. The format of agreeing to statements was adapted from 

the Vancouver Acculturation Index and was selected due to its reader-friendly structure 

and familiarity to participants. A 6-point scale was chosen to avoid neutral answers.    

 The above-mentioned measures assisted in selecting topics to be addressed in the 

culture dominance questionnaire (jokes, friendships, political awareness, etc.) but many 

questions had to be added to address all five dimensions of acculturation: language, 

cultural knowledge, cultural behavior, identity and values (Kim & Abreu, 2001; 
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Stephenson, 2000). Though in the end the questions themselves were not divided into 

these categories, it was important to touch upon all of these dimensions in at least several 

questions, such as "The ability to speak Russian/English is important to me", "I am 

familiar with the Russian/American political system", "I enjoy Russian/American jokes 

and humor", "I am proud of being Russian/American". 

  

3.3.2. Writing Samples 

 The writing task asked participants to produce two types of writing in each language. 

One was a more informal writing, answering a question about first impressions upon 

arrival in the US for the Russian part of the writing and about likes and dislikes of living 

in the US for the English part (the questions are presented in Appendix A5 in the form in 

which participants saw them). Such culturally-oriented questions served a twofold 

purpose: on the one hand, they provided a quantitative measure of participants' writing 

skill, which was later used to triangulate with other language proficiency measures, and, 

on the other hand, the information in the answer could be used as a qualitative 

supplement with participants' attitudes, impressions and emotions about both native and 

host cultures. For each question participants were given 20 lines for the typed text (for the 

online version) and half a page for those completing the task by hand. Participants were 

also asked to do a more formal writing task: a request for salary increase in Russian and a 

request for an additional team-member at work in English (the questions differed between 

languages but were both pertaining to work-related issues addressed to the immediate 

supervisor). The reasoning behind using two samples for each language was that those 
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two types of writing address different aspects of proficiency and require different 

competencies as far as grammar, style and register are concerned. 

 The writing samples were then to be evaluated based on the following:  

o average number of words in a sentence,  

o number of unique words (number of different words used, excluding any 

repetitions),  

o entries with L2/L1 lexical interference (either completely borrowed written in the 

original or target alphabet or simply changed to fit the target language),  

o errors (wrong case, aspect or conjugation; spelling),  

o holistic grade (on a scale from 1 to 10 where 1 represents a very poor writing 

sample and 10 is given to an excellent writing piece, which is coherent and 

cohesive with no errors).  

 
The writings were evaluated by the researcher and by a native speaker of each language 

(one for Russian samples and one for English) to ensure error sensitivity and inter-rater 

reliability.  

  

3.3.3. Lexical Fluency Testing 

 Language dominance testing in L1 (Russian) and L2 (English) was administered by 

the researcher in person after the completion of the questionnaires and writing tasks. All 

parts of the testing were voice-recorded and scored by the researcher after the meetings. 

The testing was conducted in two sessions (Russian and English) to avoid unnecessary 

language mixing and interference from the other language. When two separate sessions 
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were not an option, both languages were done during one meeting with the interview 

(approximately 30 minutes to an hour) in between sessions to distance them from each 

other as possible. Since such occurrences happened quite a few times, the order of the 

language used first was varied to ensure that it did not interfere with the overall results. 

The completion of both lexical fluency tests and Stroop color-naming tasks in one 

language took no more than seven minutes with both languages being completed in less 

than 15 minutes.  

 Since some participants were unavailable for meeting in person, Skype was used in 

these cases to conduct the oral part of the data collection. An application "Pamela" was 

installed to record these conversations and store them the same way other participants' 

digital recordings were stored on the laptop. The only difficulty with Skype conversations 

was that participants had to be at the computer to do the Stroop tasks because they needed 

to look at the file with the colors and colored words in order to complete that part of the 

lexical fluency testing. They received the files during the conversation right before they 

started the tasks to ensure that they did not look at them ahead of time. This way, they 

were neither advantaged nor disadvantaged in comparison to other participants who 

completed the tasks in person. Other than that, there was practically no difference in the 

method of the testing. 

 Each session consisted of eight tasks: three letter fluency tests, two category fluency 

tests, and three Stroop color-naming tasks that measure different types of lexical fluency. 

In addition to the assessment of the writing samples and participants’ self ratings of 
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language skills, these lexical fluency tests will be considered an indicator of overall 

language dominance.  

 The language of the instructions corresponded to the language of the session: 

instructions in Russian were followed by responses in Russian with all communication 

during that session conducted in Russian by the researcher; instructions in English 

elicited responses in English with all communication in English. However, several older 

participants required Russian as the language of instruction for both sessions, since their 

knowledge of English was not enough to communicate freely in English. Nonetheless, 

they were able to produce adequate lists of words and categories, as well as name the 

colors, in English for their responses, thus providing appropriate data. 

 Scores for all eight tests (three letter fluency, two category fluency, naming colors, 

naming ink colors of words in English, naming ink colors of words in Russian) were 

compared for L1 (Russian) and L2 (English) to determine which language is dominant. 

The results were then used in various tests (ANOVA, one-way ANOVA, paired t-tests, 

correlation analysis) to answer the original research questions.  

 

3.3.3.1. Letter Fluency Test 

Ease of lexical retrieval was assessed via verbal fluency tests consisting of two 

tasks. The first one was the letter (FAS) fluency test based on a phonological cue where 

participants were asked to produce as many words starting in a particular letter of the 

alphabet as they could within an allotted time period of one minute. For the English part 

of this task, letters F, A, and S have been generally used in other studies dealing with 
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lexical fluency testing (Gollan et al., 2002; Rosselli et al., 2002). These three letters have 

been shown to provide adequate stimuli in terms of potential category size (how many 

possible words could be named), frequency (how many frequently used words start with 

this letter), etc. Thus, the same letters were used as stimuli in this research to ensure that 

results for L2 are within the same ranges as other studies have found. Also, instructions 

similar to the ones used in other studies (Gollan et al., 2002; Rosselli et al., 2002) were 

provided to participants. Participants were asked to avoid the listing of proper names and 

repetitions, as well as the use of the same word in its various forms (which was especially 

crucial for the Russian session).  

Since no similar studies have been found for Russian, the author selected letters 

ДОС (DOS) from the Russian alphabet herself after ensuring that they can produce 

similar results. To select such letters, a comparison of frequency lists for both languages 

was made (for English, the frequency list from  British National Corpus found at 

ftp://ftp.itri.bton.ac.uk/bnc/lemma.num  was used, for Russian Sharoff's frequency 

dictionary for Russian was used from http://www.artint.ru/projects/frqlist/frqlist-en.asp). 

More specifically, a list of the 5000 most frequent words in Russian was compared to a 

list of the 6318 most frequent words in English. Even though the number of words is 

different in each list, it did not matter much, since the calculations were based on 

percentages, not on numbers of words. The table with the percentages for both alphabets 

can be found in Appendix A6. For each letter of each alphabet, a percentage was 

calculated (what percentage of words from the frequency list starts with this letter) and 

then the letters in Russian that have similar percentages of frequency words starting with 
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them were chosen to match the English letters: FAS (4.83%; 6.77%; 11.48% 

respectively) and ДОС (4.46%; 7.20%; 11.48% respectively).  In the instructions, it was 

emphasized that producing the same word with different endings within the same 

paradigm (e.g., noun declension) would be counted as just one entry to discourage 

participants from overusing the same stem. 

 

3.3.3.2. Category Fluency Test 

The second task within lexical fluency testing was category fluency, based on a 

semantic cue. Participants were asked to name as many words as they could for a specific 

semantic category: animals and items of clothing were selected for this particular study. 

The time limit was the same as in the letter fluency test - one minute. The same 

categories were used for L1 and L2, since their size and frequency are quite similar.  

 

3.3.3.3. Stroop Color-Naming Task 

The next three tasks for language dominance testing measured the automaticity of 

information processing by presenting participants with the Stroop color-naming task. 

This test was developed by Stroop to differentiate between controlled and automatic 

processing (Rosselli et al., 2002) as well as to examine selective attention in brain 

imaging studies. The first part of the task required participants to name the color of eight 

circles to ensure that they knew the names of the colors and to get a base timing for 

naming colors without word-meaning interference (all three tasks can be found in 
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Appendix A7). What they saw in front of their eyes was the following: 

 

The next task required participants to name the ink color of words with a different 

meaning (e.g., the word “green” printed in red color causes a delay in identifying “red” 

because reading is automatic and interferes with naming the ink color). The assumption 

here was the following: The higher the proficiency in the language of the printed word, 

the stronger the interference with color naming, which would result in longer naming 

times compared to color naming times of words of a less dominant language.  There were 

two variations of this task presented:  

Синий 
Желтый 
Красный 
Зеленый 
Желтый 
Синий 
Зеленый 
Красный 
 

Blue 
Yellow 
Red 
Green 
Yellow 
Blue 
Green 
Red 

During the Russian session, they needed to name the ink color in Russian of the 

words written in Russian (first column) and then name the ink color also in Russian but 

of words written in English (second column). For the English sessions, it was reversed: 

participants were asked to name the colors in English whether the words presented were 

in Russian (first column above) or in English (second column above). A difference in 

naming time between these two variations might indicate which language is more 

automatized (dominant) and thus interferes more with naming ink color, resulting in a 
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longer response time. The difference scores were calculated for each subject by 

subtracting the results for basic color-naming of circles from the results for naming the 

color of ink of words presented in either language. Again, the assumption is that the less 

the person is fluent in a language, the less it would interfere with simply naming the color 

of the word, because the letters forming a word would be less meaningful to them and 

would not interfere. 

 Performance in the Stroop color-naming tasks was measured by the amount of 

seconds it took participants to complete each one of the three tasks in each language. In 

the base color-naming task of circles, the smaller number indicated the more automatized 

language, as opposed to other lexical fluency tasks, where the higher scores indicated 

higher proficiency. However, in the color naming tasks of (potentially interfering) words, 

the responses would be slower the more proficient the speaker is in the language of the 

presented word since the person supposedly would be reading the words automatically as 

opposed to responses to the words in a less dominant language where the participant 

might be able to just name the color of the ink and ignore the meaning of words because 

word access has not been automatized yet (to the same extent as in the more proficient 

language). The responses in the Stroop test were audio recorded and scored later. Errors 

were noted for further error analysis. 

  

3.3.4. Participants' Feedback: Comments, Writing Samples, Interviews 

 Participants' feedback was important to help explain statistical results from their 

point of view and to add their voice to numerical reports. The comments were relevant in 
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the discussion of the topics raised by the study (L2 acquisition, L1 maintenance, culture 

dominance, and measurements of the language dominance) and were used to illustrate the 

findings. Participants' opinion was obtained through various forms, but mostly via follow 

up interviews which were conducted either in person or though the internet. Additionally, 

their writing samples were used not only as a measurement of their language proficiency, 

but also for the qualitative data. Participants were asked to write about their first 

impressions upon immigration and to elaborate on their likes and dislikes in the US and 

in Russia. Since the interviews were semi-structured, some questions raised during them 

were spontaneous, but they pertained to the language and culture of participants. The list 

with prepared questions can be found in Appendix A8, but here are some examples of 

questions to which participants answered and were asked to elaborate to avoid yes or no 

answers: Was it difficult to learn English? Was it difficult to adjust to your new life in the 

US? What was most difficult? If you were to go back to your native country now, would 

you feel more comfortable there than you do here? Testing in which language was more 

difficult for you during this study?  

 Thus, all qualitative information obtained from participants (interviews, general 

comments during lexical fluency testing, writing samples with the answers to informal 

questions) was used to give a voice to participants to illustrate the patterns revealed by 

quantitative results and to help uncover salient points important to immigrants. 
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3.4. Data Entry and Analysis 

 The results of all parts of the data were numerically scored with two separate 

scores for the two languages/cultures. The lexical fluency tests and the Stroop tests were 

digitally recorded and then stored on the researcher's laptop for further references and 

scoring. Writing samples and emails with answers to interview questions were stored in 

the same individual folder for each participant. All quantitative results were entered into 

an Excel file in the form of a table for easier visual presentation. Each part of the data 

was entered on a new worksheet with major division into languages and groups. 

 

3.4.1. Demographic Information Entry and Analysis 

 Demographic information was entered in the table in the same order it was 

presented in the questionnaire. The only new additions were age at the time of arrival, 

calculated by the difference in the year of arrival and year of birth of the participant, and 

length of stay in the US, calculated by subtracting the year of arrival from the current 

year (2009). In the original table, the spelling used by participants was preserved in case 

it ever became an issue later. Some preferred to write their names, birth place and native 

language in Russian while others completed these questions in English, already showing 

a preference. Even though participants were informed that the study is anonymous, their 

names were initially entered to keep all parts of the data matching. Later on, when all 

data were entered in one table, the column with names was removed. No-one but the 

researcher had access to the names, thus maintaining the anonymity of participants. 
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3.4.2. Language Functions Entry and Analysis 

 Since in the questionnaire participants checked one of the four possible answers 

for each of the 14 suggested language functions (Russian, English, Both, or Other), their 

answers were coded to be entered numerically. This is what the table looks like for this 

part of the questionnaire: 

Table 2. Language Functions Questionnaire Scores Entry 
Participant Overall Home Spouse Think Entertain Work Education Emotion Swear  

younger 
group 2 1 2 3 3 2 3 3 3  
older 
group 3 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 3  

           
           

Dream Math Shop Friends Child English Russian Both 
Total 
Eng 

Total 
Rus Other 

3 1 3 3 3 3 2 9 12 11  
N/A 3 3 1 1 1 7 5 6 12  

 

Numbers 1, 2, 3, and 4 were used to represent their answers for each function 

respectively (1 for "Russian", 2 for "English", 3 for "both", and 4 for "other"). Some 

participants responded with N/A to indicate that the question does not apply to them (like 

the second participant in the example above replied to "what language they dream in"). 

Such replies were excluded and not counted toward either language. Since no averages 

were calculated here, it did not matter if they skipped one or two functions. Then a total 

number of language functions for each possible answer was calculated manually (for the 

first participant above 2 replies of just "Russian", 3 for "English", 9 for "both", and 0 for 

"other"). 

 To reduce it up to just Russian and English, the number of the replies for "both" 

was then added to both the "English" and the "Russian" categories since this is basically 
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what "both" means (in the previous example for the first participant, it would be reduced 

to 11 for "Russian" and 12 for "English"). Since there were only 14 functions in the 

questionnaire, the numbers in "English", "Russian", "Both", and "Other" should add up to 

14 (or less if some functions were non applicable) but the number of "total Russian" and 

"total English" did not add up to 14 since they included the category "both" which 

increased the numbers significantly in many cases. For example, in the first line the 

numbers for "English", "Russian" and "Both" add up to 14 (3+2+9=14) but then "total 

English" was calculated by adding "English" and "Both" (3+9=12) and "total Russian" 

ended up being 11 ("Russian" + "Both" = 2+9=11). If we were to add "total Russian" to 

"total English", the number will be higher than the total amount of functions presented 

(11+12=23>14). The reason for this is that answers under "both" counted toward both 

languages, thus potentially doubling the total (if a participant answered "both" to all 14 

functions, there will 14 functions for "total Russian" and 14 for "total English"). 

 

3.4.3. Self-Rated Language Proficiency Entry and Analysis 

 The scores in this part were entered according to the language and whether it is 

current proficiency or skills at the time of arrival. In each of the four categories (current 

English, current Russian, English at the time of arrival, and Russian at the time of arrival) 

scores were averaged, which in turn provided the basis for the conduct of the mean scores 

of overall language proficiency.  

Table 3. Self-Rated Language Proficiency Scores Entry 
  English (current) English (at arrival) Russian (current) Russian (at arrival) 
Participant O R W S L Avr O R W S L Avr O R W S L Avr O R W S L Avr 

 7 7 7 7 7 7 5 6 6 5 4 5.2 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 

 5 6 5 5 4 5 2 3 2 2 1 2 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 
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 The overall score for each section was then used in multiple analyses: current 

language proficiency scores were correlated with scores obtained from other tests of 

language proficiency to respond to the question about language dominance measures 

correspondence. Current language proficiency scores were also compared to those at the 

time of arrival for each language for each group to obtain patterns of L2 acquisition and 

L1 attrition. Scores between both current language proficiencies were compared to 

determine the more dominant language for each group. Additionally, results for current 

language proficiency were correlated with the culture dominance questionnaire results to 

establish the relationship between the two. Thus, these overall scores were used 

extensively to help answer the proposed research questions.  

 

3.4.4. Culture Dominance Entry and Analysis 

 In this section the scores were organized and entered in the order of paired 

questions (a pair of questions dealing with the same issue but regarding two different 

cultures) as opposed to the random order in which questions were presented to 

participants in the questionnaire. Odd numbers referred to Russian culture and even 

numbers were about American culture. Thus questions 1 and 2 are essentially the same 

question, except that 1 deals with the issue from the Russian perspective ("The ability to 

speak Russian is important to me") and 2 refers to American culture ("The ability to 

speak English is important to me"). The scores for the 18 questions for each culture were 

used to conduct the general mean scores of participants’ identification with the Russian 

and American cultures.  
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Table 4. Culture Dominance Questionnaire Score Entry 

Participant 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
 

... 33 34 35 36 
Avr 
Rus 

Avr 
Engl 

 6 6 2 3 6 1 6  6 6 6 6 5.33 4.00 

 6 6 1 4 5 1 6  5 4 5 5 5.28 3.83 

 

 If participants  skipped any questions, it was not reflected in the final score for 

this section because averages took into account the missing answer (for example, 

conducting the mean scores over 17 and not 18 responses for the American or Russian 

part). However, there were only three missed answers total among all participants from 

both groups.  

 

3.4.5. Writing Samples Entry and Analysis 

3.4.5.1. Methods of Scoring  

 Each of the four writing tasks (two per language) was scored using several 

different methods. There was a statistical analysis that was based on software for 

commonly used text statistics: number of words, number of sentences, mean number of 

words in a sentence, and number of unique words. Additionally, grammar and spelling 

errors as well as instances of lexical interference were counted manually. Furthermore, a 

holistic score was also given to assess participants' proficiency in writing, where each 

text was assigned an overall grade on the scale from 1 to 10 (where 1 indicated an 

extremely poorly written response, possibly just one word and even then with an error, 

and 10 given to excellent, error-free elaborate writing). This holistic score (grade) was 

based on content, cohesiveness and coherence, and appropriateness as decided during 

personal discussion by two raters (the researcher and a native speaker of the language in 
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question). A final score for writing proficiency for each language was then calculated for 

each of the two writing responses by adding the average number of words in a sentence 

(#words/sent), number of unique words (lex diversity), and the holistic score (grade) 

since in these categories a higher number indicated a higher proficiency, and then 

subtracting errors and instances of lexical interference, because these two categories were 

the opposite (the smaller number was the indication of a more proficient writer). Separate 

scores for formal and informal writing were used in various correlation analyses as well 

as for comparison of language proficiency between languages in the two groups. Table 

3.4.5.1. below is an example of the scores for both languages and both types of writing. 

Table 5. Writing Samples Score Entry 
  Russian 
  Informal 

Participant # words 
# 

sentences 
# 

words/sent lex diversity interference errors grade score 
younger 
group 231 10 23.1 142 0 0 10 175.1
older 
group 126 9 14.00 99 0 2 10 121.00
         
         

Russian 
Formal   

# words 
# 

sentences 
# 

words/sent
lex 

diversity interference errors grade score 
Total 
Score 

65 4 16.25 54 0 0 10 80.25 40.125
32 3 10.1 27 1 1 8 43.1 21.55

         
         

  English 
  Informal 

Participant # words 
# 

sentences 
# 

words/sent lex diversity interference errors grade score 
younger 
group 136 7 19.43 106 0 0 10 135.43
older 
group 41 2 20.5 34 0 3 6 57.5
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English 
Formal   

# words 
# 

sentences 
# 

words/sent
lex 

diversity interference errors grade score 
Total 
Score 

63 5 12.60 59 0 1 10 80.60 40.30
39 2 19.50 34 0 0 10 63.50 31.75

 

3.4.5.2. Writing Samples as Qualitative Data 

 The writing samples were also used for qualitative analyses. The responses were 

analyzed for common themes (such as comments about weather, language ability, 

assimilation, etc.) and matched with themes from interviews and other participants' 

comments. The informal answers reflected a significant number of opinions and attitudes 

(either explicitly stated or rather openly implied) that were echoed in interviews and used 

to supplement the quantitative data in the discussion of results. Often, these written 

responses provided a glance into the perspective of participants and their identification 

with the host and native countries, providing an explanation for their language and 

culture dominance as established through the questionnaire and lexical fluency testing. 

Thus, themes raised in all types of participants' feedback, including the informal type of 

writing elicited by a culture-related question, were then put together and divided into 

three categories: positive, negative, or uncertain evaluation. The final list of themes is 

available in Appendix B11-13.  
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3.4.6. Lexical Fluency Testing Entry and Analysis 

 Category and letter fluency tests, also referred to as verbal fluency tasks, usually 

are scored using the number of correct responses given within 60 seconds (Gollan et al., 

2002; Rosselli et al., 2000). The same procedure was applied in this study. Participants’ 

responses were recorded and later written down first in the same order named by the 

participants and then re-arranged in alphabetical order for easier analysis and word 

search. The total number of responses, the number of correct responses, and the number 

of errors (repetitions, words starting in a wrong letter or words from a different language) 

were counted for each letter and for each category within each language. For the Stroop 

color-naming tasks, the number of seconds elapsed were recorded and the number of 

mistakes made.  

Additionally, difference scores between the base score (naming the color of 

circles) and other scores (naming the ink color of words in English and in Russian) were 

calculated by subtracting the score for the circle naming from the score for the ink 

naming: for the younger participant from table 6 below the difference score would be 3 

(7-4=3) for both tasks with the words; for the older participant the difference score for the 

task with words presented in English would be 2 (6-4=2), and for words presented in 

Russian, it would be 3 (7-4=3). These additional scores were introduced to eliminate the 

problem of the older group who generally took much longer in their responses than the 

younger group. It was therefore decided to compare the difference scores between the 

two groups as an additional measure of lexical retrieval. It was assumed that low 

difference scores would reflect a less automated language because it interferes very little 
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with the naming of the ink color. On the other hand, higher difference scores would 

indicate a more automated and thus dominant language that is subject to higher amounts 

of interference. 

Within each category (letter, categories, and color-naming), the numbers were 

totaled and averaged both for correct responses and for errors. With letters and 

categories, a higher number indicated higher proficiency while in color-naming a lower 

number pointed to a more automated process when comparing languages in general, but 

within one language a lower number might indicate that the written words were not read 

automatically, indicating a less automated language.  

Table 6. Lexical Fluency Scores Entry 

  Russian 

  Letters Categories Stroop 

 Д О С tot mean жив одеж total avrg circle inkEn inkRu total avrg 
younger 
group 16.00 14.00 25.00 55.00 18.33 29.00 25.00 54.00 27.00 4.00 7.00 7.00 18.00 6.00 

older group 18.00 15.00 20.00 53.00 17.67 12.00 18.00 30.00 15.00 4.00 6.00 7.00 17.00 5.66 

               

               

  English 

  Letters Categories Stroop 

participant F A S total avrg anim cloth total avrg circle inkEn inkRu total avrg 
younger 
group 15.00 18.00 20.00 53.00 17.67 25.00 28.00 53.00 26.50 4.00 6.00 11.00 21.00 7.00 

older group 19.00 12.00 30.00 61.00 20.33 11.00 11.00 22.00 11.00 6.00 12.00 11.00 29.00 9.67 

 

The following were excluded from correct responses and were instead counted 

towards errors: proper names, various forms of the same word within the same paradigm 

(declension or conjugation), and hypernyms (the word “bird” did not count if specific 

types of birds, such as “hawk”, were also named; however, if there were no specifics 
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provided, the word “bird” counted as correct). The change of gender counted as a 

separate entry when the dictionary lists those as separate entries as well (ex. "самка" - 

"самец"/male or female species). In questionable situations, a dictionary was chosen for 

each language to judge if the word should count as a separate entry or if the word even 

exists in a language (for English, the online Meriam-Webster dictionary was selected at 

www.m-w.com; for Russian, the Ozhegov dictionary was used at 

http://www.ozhegov.ru/). In general, nouns and verbs were the predominant parts of 

speech used by participants. However, pronouns, adverbs, and adjectives made an 

occasional appearance and were counted as correct answers. The change of a word from 

one part of speech to a different one was also counted if it involved a morphological 

change in the word (e.g., derivational suffixes, which only showed up in Russian). 

Change of case or number was considered a repetition and did not count toward the total 

number of correct answers. Words from a different language were also judged as 

mistakes and were not included in the correct count. However, they were noted for the 

analysis of language interference in lexical fluency testing. It was also noted if the 

mistake was caught or corrected by the participant or if it went unnoticed by them. Most 

self-corrections occurred in the color-naming tasks but occasionally words with 

interference from the other language were also noted by participants right away. In both 

scenarios, these were counted as mistakes, but the distinction is important for further 

analysis and discussion of results. 
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3.4.7. Interviews Entry and Analysis 

 Interviews were conducted during personal one-on-one meetings, via Skype or 

email, depending on participants' availability. Despite different ways of conducting 

interviews, the themes raised by participants were similar. The stories and opinions 

ranged from those about reasons for immigration and first cultural misunderstandings to 

the current political and economic situations in both countries. Participants frequently 

commented on cultural and linguistic issues without any prompting. Regardless of the 

interview method, topics pertaining to culture, identity and language difficulties were 

mentioned either on participants' own initiative or prompted by the researcher's guided 

questions.  

 Personal and Skype conversations were recorded but not transcribed since they 

were used for information rather than for linguistic data. Email communication was 

stored in participants' folders for further analysis. All methods of interviews contributed 

to a more insightful understanding of the main topics of language and culture because 

these questions were raised by the researcher in the event that participants themselves did 

not comment on them. Thus, the same method of determining themes was applied to all 

three groups of interviews.   

 Oftentimes participants commented on issues of language and culture during 

lexical fluency testing by either bringing up which language is more difficult for them or 

by commenting on their strategies for each language or circumstances when it is easier to 

access the respective lexicon. Such comments were also taken into account and were 

coded as if they showed up in interviews contributing to the qualitative data of the study.  
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 In order to structure participants' feedback for future use in the discussion of 

findings, all their comments, either written or oral, were divided into the four major 

topics of this study but occasionally, the same comment was relevant for more than just 

one category and then it was listed under several categories:  

 L2 acquisition (was it difficult to learn English, when and how did they learn it, 

do they feel comfortable speaking it, etc.),  

 L1 maintenance (do the feel they are fluent in Russian, what kind of effort do they 

make to maintain it, is it important for them to maintain it and why, etc.),  

 culture dominance (any comments on culture either in the US or in Russia, in 

which culture do they feel more comfortable, what still baffles them about the 

American culture, what do they miss about life in Russia, what do they appreciate 

in the American culture, where do they feel they belong more, etc.),  

 comments on the tasks they were asked to complete (which tests were most 

difficult and in which language, what strategies did they employ to complete 

tasks, etc.). 
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 

4.1. General Results from the Questionnaire 

4.1.1. Demographic Information  

 The results presented in this section come from the first part of the questionnaire: 

demographic information. They are used to better understand the participant population 

and the differences between the two groups. To give a very brief overview of the 

demographics, number of participants in each group, gender of both groups, their use of 

either their Russian or American name to introduce themselves, and whether they arrived 

in the US alone or with family are presented below in Table 7.  

Table 7. Demographic Characteristics of Participants
Group 

Characteristics 
Older Younger 

  
N of 
participants 22 21
male 7 7

gender 
female 15 14
with family 19 18arrived alone  

or with family alone 3 2
Russian  20 11name they use to  

introduce themselves American 2 10
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The number of participants is almost equal (22 in the older and 21 in the younger group), 

and so is the gender distribution in each group: 7 male participants in both groups and 

twice as many female participants (15 in the older group and 14 in the younger group). 

Similarly, the number of people arriving alone or with family is practically the same in 

both groups: 19 participants from the older group immigrated with families and 18 did 

the same in the younger group; only three people arrived alone in the older group and two 

came by themselves in the younger group. One more participant basically immigrated 

alone but it was not really a conscious decision on his part since he was adopted and he 

was greeted by a family here, so he was not counted in either of the two categories 

because of these special circumstances. Thus, the two groups are very similar in the 

categories discussed above with the only difference being their age at the time of arrival. 

However, the category of the name participants choose to use when introducing 

themselves to English native-speakers reveals some differences.  Generally, younger 

participants opted for the American version of their name (Alex for Aleksandr) or a 

shortened version of their Russian name (Val for Valeriy). In the older group the 

preference is clear: 20 people use a Russian name while only two have Americanized 

their name. In the younger group, there is no such gap with participants almost equally 

divided in their usage of Russian and American names: 11 for Russian and 10 for 

American. This distinction shows that the younger group is much more aware and more 

sensitive in regard to fitting in the dominant culture for whatever reason (they might not 

want to disclose their origin or perhaps they just get tired of spelling their name all the 

time). 
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 Each group's demographics were obtained by calculating the following means: 

year of birth, year of arrival, age at arrival, age when they started learning English, years 

of formal English instruction, years of formal education in Russia, and years of formal 

education in the US. Table 8 below provides the results of these descriptive statistics and 

a detailed discussion of the results that were presented in the previous chapter in section 

3.2.3. on participants. 

Table 8. Descriptive Statistics of Participants' Demographic Background 
Older Group  Younger Group  

Participant 
Characteristics Min Max Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

Min Max Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 

Year of birth 1919 1979 1952 17.45 1962 1994 1982.48 6.88
Year of arrival 1989 2003 1994.95 4.1 1976 2002 1994.05 5.42
Length of stay in the US 7 20 14.09 4.01 7 33 14.95 5.42
Age at arrival 23 72 42.95 13.92 1 20 11.57 5.71
Age when started 
learning English 10 72 26.82 19.65 2 18 9.57 4.2
Years of formal English 
instruction 0 24 5.91 5.39 0 18 5.29 5.68
Years of formal education 
in Russia 2 21 14.64 4.24 0 15 6.86 6.03
Years of formal education 
in the US 0 5 2.18 1.65 4 17 10.71 3.78

 

4.1.2. Language Functions  

 The language function part of the questionnaire underwent two different analyses: 

a more general one, where descriptive statistics for overall numbers for each language 

were calculated; and a more detailed analysis, where each function separately was 

examined and the number of replies for each language for that specific function was 

calculated. Recall that participants were given four possible options for each of the 

functions presented to them since they were reporting which language they use for a 

specific purpose. The first table (9) gives overall numbers for how many language 
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functions are reported in each language. In table 10, the numbers 1, 2, 3, and 4 represent 

their options: 1 - Russian, 2 - English, 3 - Both, 4 - Other. The functions themselves are 

abbreviated to one word, though participants were responding to more specific questions 

(the list with the full wording can be found in Appendix A2).  

Table 9. Language Functions for Each Language  
Older Group  Younger Group  

  Min Max Mean
Std. 
Dev. Min Max Mean 

Std. 
Dev.  

English 0 6 2.09 1.69 0 13 6.67 3.37
Russian 0 12 8.09 3.05 0 7 2.29 2.19
Both 0 10 3.5 2.79 1 10 4.62 2.58
Other 0 7 0.5 1.6 0 1 0.05 0.22
total English 0 14 5.59 3.51 7 14 11.29 2

total Russian 8 14 11.59 1.44 1 13 6.9 3.59

 
Table 10. Language Functions Responses Detailed 
  Older Group  Younger Group  

Function 1 2 3 4 N/A 1 2 3 4 N/A 
overall 8 2 10 1 0 1 11 9 0 0 
home 18 0 4 2 0 11 4 6 0 0 
spouse 13 3 5 1 1 3 9 1 0 8 
think 16 1 4 0 0 2 10 9 0 0 
entertainment 5 5 10 1 0 1 14 6 0 0 
work 2 14 1 0 4 1 18 1 1 1 

education 17 2 2 2 0 2 10 9 0 0 
emotion 16 3 2 1 0 3 9 9 0 0 
swear 14 2 2 1 3 2 10 9 0 0 

dream 16 1 4 0 1 2 9 9 0 1 
math 15 2 4 0 0 4 11 6 0 0 

shop 2 8 9 0 1 1 12 8 0 0 
friends 15 1 5 1 0 6 11 4 0 0 

children 13 1 7 1 0 7 2 12 0 0 

Note: 1 - Russian, 2 - English, 3 - Both, 4 - Other 

 The means presented in table 9 indicate an almost reverse situation for total usage 

of Russian vs. English for all functions between the two groups: the older group uses 

English in 5.59 out of 14 possible functions while the younger group scored 11.29 for 



 

 

104

English usage. The older group, on the other hand, has a similarly high number for the 

use of Russian - 11.59, while the younger group only has 6.9 (which is higher than what 

the older group has for English, but still their English usage is twice as high). Such results 

are in line with the hypothesis that the younger group is more assimilated into the 

American culture and therefore uses English for more of their daily activities.  

 A more detailed review of the answers for each function shows not only that the 

younger group generally uses English for more functions, but also that they replied 

"both" for many more functions, meaning that they use both languages while the older 

group predominantly stayed within Russian, with only "work" being an exception (14 

replies for English with only two for Russian). A similarly high number for Russian for 

the younger group is "home" (11 replies for Russian with 4 for English and 6 for both). 

Another interesting function was "entertainment": both groups mostly selected English 

only or both languages for this function (the younger group had 14 replies for English 

only; 10 in the older group and 6 in the younger replied "both languages"). "Russian 

only" was selected only by 5 respondents in the older and 1 in the younger group. Though 

communication with children was expected to be mostly in Russian for the older group 

(13 for "Russian" with another 7 for "both"), the younger group also seems to express the 

desire to maintain Russian in their children since the majority of them responded with 

"both" in this function and 7 wanted to stick to Russian only. Shopping list was the only 

other function where Russian scored relatively low with the older group (only two people 

do shopping lists only in Russian while 8 use English and 9 rely on both languages).  
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 Another result that needs to be addressed here is the use of "N/A" responses for 

several functions. The younger group used this option for the question about the language 

they speak with their spouse (8 "N/A" responses) since many of them are not married yet. 

Similarly, due to real-life circumstances, the older group had a few "N/A" replies for the 

question about the language they use at work because some of the older participants are 

retired. Also, the older group had three "N/A" responses about swearing, indicating that 

they do not swear and, thus, none of the other possible responses fit.  

 A more detailed discussion of each function with more in-depth explanations will 

be presented in the discussion section, since here only the more general results and 

exceptions are covered. Overall, the groups performed as expected, with the older group 

showing a definite preference for Russian and the younger group leaning towards English 

but still answering "both" for many functions. 

 

4.1.3. Self-Reported Language Proficiencies  

 For self-reported language proficiencies, averages for current language skills in 

both languages and levels at the time of arrival were compared for both languages for 

each group, resulting in four categories: current English, English at the time of arrival, 

current Russian, and Russian at the time of arrival. Each of these categories had scores 

for four skills (reading, writing, speaking, and listening) and for overall proficiency. 

Additionally, the average for the category was calculated by averaging all 5 (four skills 

plus the overall score). The tables with the mean numbers as well as minimum and 
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maximum for each category and skills within it can be found in Appendix B1. Figure 1 

below presents the mean numbers of each of the four categories. 

Figure 1. Self-Reported Language Proficiencies 
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 As can be seen in figure 1, the most dramatic difference between the two groups 

can be found in the current English proficiency: 4.4 for the older group and 6.64 for the 

younger, which is a significant difference according to one-way ANOVA at F (1, 41) = 

51.883, p < .001. On the other hand, English at the time of arrival is practically the same 

in both groups: 1.93 for the older and 2.01 for the younger group (F (1, 41) = .035, p > 

.5). Both groups arrived with very limited knowledge of English, but their current 

proficiency shows how much more successful the younger group was at acquiring the L2, 

while the older group has still acquired it rather well, but not to the same extent. The 
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difference in their current fluency in English is most drastic compared to other categories 

in this section of the questionnaire.  

 With Russian, the situation is different for both groups: The older group is 

definitely more dominant in Russian: Paired t-tests show a significant difference between 

their current English proficiency average and their current Russian proficiency average 

(t(21) = -9.61, p < .001) as well as between averages for both languages at the time of 

arrival (t(21) = -19.86, p < .001). However, there is no significant difference (t(21) = -

0.81, p >.05) between their current Russian proficiency (M = 6.85) and that at the time of 

arrival (M = 6.87) with both of them at a much higher level than English. The younger 

group, however, reports a significantly higher proficiency in English at the present time 

than in Russian (t(20) = 2.89 p < .01) while their Russian at the time of arrival was 

clearly more dominant than English (t(20) = -7.01 p < .001). However, even though the 

younger group is less proficient in Russian than the older group, they maintain their L1 

rather well since the difference between current Russian (M = 5.73) and Russian at the 

time of arrival (M = 5.57) is non-significant (t(20) = 0.63. p > .05). 

 While the difference between the two groups was the most noticeable in their 

current proficiency in English, there are also significant differences between the two 

groups in their current proficiency in Russian (with the older group being more proficient 

at F (1, 41) = 13.45, p < .002) and in their Russian proficiency at the time of arrival 

(again the older group was more dominant, F(1, 41) = 8.99, p < .006).  

 The results are in line with the hypothesis confirming that the older group is more 

dominant in Russian while the younger group reports higher proficiency in English. 
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However, the comparison of the Russian language proficiency currently and at the time 

of arrival reveals that the younger group does not feel they have suffered L1 attrition. 

 

4.1.4. Culture Dominance  

 Table 11 and figure 2 (Culture Dominance Questionnaire) present results of one-

way ANOVA tests on the overall scores obtained from the culture dominance 

questionnaire. A situation similar to that of self-reported language proficiencies can be 

observed: participants' identification with Russian culture is similar between the two 

groups (no significant difference at F (1,41) = .066, p > .5) while the younger group 

showed a significantly higher assimilation into the American culture (F (1,41) = 26.995, 

p < .001). Similarly to what we saw in the previous section, paired t-tests indicate that the 

difference in the younger group between the two cultures is non-significant (t(21) = -

1.49, p > .05) while the older group has a significant gap between their dominant Russian 

culture and less known American culture (t(22) = 3.6, p < .005). The table below 

provides the range and mean scores together with minimum and maximum for the two 

groups for both cultures while the chart underneath uses the means to visually represent 

the differences. 

Table 11. Culture Dominance Questionnaire  
Older Group  Younger Group  

  Min Max Mean
Std. 
Dev. Min Max Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

Average for Russian culture 3 5.28 4.46 0.58 2.28 5.72 4.39 1.11

Average for English culture 2.41 5.06 3.78 0.77 3.56 6 4.87 0.59
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Figure 2. Culture Dominance Questionnaire 
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 A more detailed analysis of the culture dominance questionnaire included a 

comparison between the two groups on each of the 36 questions to see which questions 

caused the significant variation between the older and the younger generations. A table 

with one-way ANOVA results can be found in Appendix B2 while here only the 

questions that were significantly different will be mentioned. There were 13 questions 

where a significant difference between the two groups was found:  

 Question 4  - I frequently switch to English when using Russian (p < .03),  

 Question 8  - I am comfortable interacting with a group of Americans (p < .01),  

 Question 10 - I am very familiar with the American way of life (p < .01),  

 Question 12 - I am proud of being American (p < .02),  

 Question 16 - I would be willing to marry a person from the American culture    

(p < .01),  
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 Question 18 - I enjoy social activities with people from the American culture      

(p < .01),  

 Question 19 - I enjoy Russian entertainment (p < .04),  

 Question 20 - I enjoy American entertainment (p < .02),  

 Question 22 - I often behave in ways that are "typically Russian" (p < .02),  

 Question 28 - I enjoy American jokes and humor (p < .01),  

 Question 32 - I am familiar with Russian popular culture (p < .01),  

 Question 34 - I am familiar with American history (p < .01),  

 Question 36 - I am familiar with the American political system (p < .02) 

 Out of these significantly different questions only one (# 4) dealt with language; 

three (# 32, # 34, and # 36) were designed to inquire about cultural knowledge, and the 

rest targeted socialization and cultural identity. Since all questions were paired to acquire 

a score for Russian and American acculturation, it is interesting to note that there was 

only one pair of questions (questions 19 and 20 about entertainment) where both 

questions (pertaining to Russian and to American culture) yielded significant results, 

indicating a totally reverse situation for two groups. In all other cases of significant 

differences between groups presented above, there was only one question out of a pair 

that revealed significant differences. A more detailed and in-depth analysis of each pair 

of questions will be provided in the discussion chapter. 
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4.2. Writing Tasks General Results 

4.2.1. Writing Task Participants 

 The writing part of the questionnaire was the most problematic for data collection 

because participants were most reluctant to complete this section due to a variety of 

reasons, which will be outlined in the discussion chapter. Table 12 below presents the 

number of participants from both groups who responded to each of the four suggested 

questions. 

Table 12. Writing Task Participant Distribution 

Group 
English 
Informal 

English 
Formal 

Russian 
Informal 

Russian 
Formal 

Older 15 10 15 11

Younger 14 12 7 8

  

It can be seen that the older group completed more tasks overall, both the informal and 

formal writing questions (except for the English formal writing where the younger group 

gave more responses). Also, more participants in the older group preferred informal 

questions as opposed to formal (15 for informal for both Russian and English, while only 

11 for Russian formal and 10 for English formal). The younger group, on the other hand, 

clearly felt more at ease with the English questions as opposed to Russian questions 

(English informal and formal were completed by 14 and 12 participants respectively, 

with only 7 and 8 for Russian informal and Russian formal questions). 

 To summarize, the number of participants who completed the writing part was 

different than the overall number used for the previously discussed parts of the 

questionnaire and lexical fluency testing. Nevertheless, there were still enough responses 

to compare the four questions between the two groups and then correlate the answers 
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with the rest of the data. The choice was made to disregard missing responses and to still 

analyze the ones provided, because the writing part of the data collection was important 

in establishing holistic language proficiency of participants and confirming their self-

reported language skills as well as their lexical fluency testing scores.  

 

4.2.2. Results for Writing Tasks 

 Figure 3 below gives a visual overview of the groups' performance on the writing 

part of the testing. The scores presented in the graph reflect the overall score for the 

respective writing which included mean number of words in a sentence, number of 

unique words, and a holistic grade with the following subtraction of errors and instances 

of lexical interference. More details can be found in Appendix B3 where descriptive 

statistics for separate writing scores are provided: words in a sentence, unique words, 

lexical interference, errors and holistic grade for each language and for each register. 

Figure 3. Writing Task Results 
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 The younger group revealed a gradual decline of scores from the highest results in 

English informal writing to the lowest score in Russian formal writing. Significant 

differences were found by paired t-tests between English informal and Russian informal 

scores (t(20) = 3.4, p < .005) and between English formal and Russian formal questions 

(t(20) = 3, p < .01) while a comparison of the two types of questions in each language did 

not yield significant results (p > .1 for both). The older group's scores, on the other hand, 

revealed significant differences between not only English informal vs. Russian informal 

writing scores (t(21) = -2.16, p < .05) but also between Russian informal and Russian 

formal questions (2(21) = 2.39, p < .03) with the other two comparisons (English 

informal vs. English formal and English formal vs. Russian formal) found non-significant 

(p > .1). 

 While the groups differed in the patterns of their scores for the four questions 

(confirmed by a two-factor ANOVA with two levels in "language" and two levels in 

"register", which found significant interaction of "language" by "group", F(1,41) = 18.43, 

p < .001), there were no significant differences found between the two groups for the 

total scores for each of the questions by one-way ANOVA tests (detailed results can be 

found in Appendix B4). However, one-way ANOVA test of holistic grades between the 

two groups revealed one question where the older group scored significantly higher than 

the younger group: Russian informal writing (F(1,41) = 6.16, p < .05). 

 Overall, the younger group again confirmed their better skills in English as 

compared to the older group, but this part also showed that their English was significantly 

better than their Russian, indicating a more obvious dominance as opposed to other tests 
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where the difference between the younger group's English and Russian scores was less 

clear. The older group was expectedly better in Russian than in English, confirming the 

hypothesis about their dominance in the Russian language.   
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4.3. Lexical Fluency Testing General Results   

4.3.1. Results for Letter Fluency Testing 

 The letter Fluency task was conducted for each language with three letters acting 

as stimuli in each of them (FAS - for English and ДОС - for Russian). The table below 

gives some descriptive statistics about the performance of each group by providing the 

range produced for each letter as well as the means for both groups.  

 

Table 13. Letter Fluency Results 
Older Group  Younger Group  

First Letter Stimulus Min Max Mean 
Std. 
Dev. Min Max Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

Russian Д 4 18 11.41 3.67 2 18 10.57 5.16

Russian О 4 18 9.5 4.29 3 18 8.71 4.27

Russian С 4 20 13.77 4.02 2 35 11.86 5.69

Russian letter average 4.33 18.67 11.56 3.62 3.67 18.3 10.38 4.41

English F 0 19 8.5 4.04 5 16 10.48 2.98

English A 0 12 7.14 3.52 2 18 9.52 4.39

English S 5 21 10 4.6 7 20 13.9 4.07

English letter average 3.33 17 8.55 3.29 4.67 17.7 11.3 3.3

 

It can be seen that the means for the Russian part of the letter fluency test are 

closer in values between two groups than for the English part. English letters proved to be 

more difficult for the older group, with two participants naming zero correct words: they 

did name several words but they were either proper names (Alaska, Arizona for English 

letter A) or words where the first letter was phonetically correct but the actual spelling 

was different (pharmacy for letter F). Scoring by the first letter rather than the first sound 

goes slightly beyond testing lexical fluency and taps into literacy skills, since participants 

needed to evoke the knowledge of spelling before producing words. However, for the 
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majority of participants it was not an issue: only two older participants named words that 

were counted as mistakes because of the discrepancies between the initial letter and 

sound (one entry for one participant and two entries of this kind for the other participant). 

All three cases occurred in the testing on the English letter F. The inclusion of these 

words in the scores did not make any significant difference in the overall scores for the 

group. In the younger group, the letter vs. sound distinction might have caused fewer 

responses for the vowel O because in unstressed position it sounds as /a/ in Russian. The 

younger group, and possibly even the older group, might have excluded words that truly 

start in O because they were not sure of the spelling. It does not seem possible to estimate 

how much higher the scores for both groups could have been if spelling was not an issue. 

Yet, based on the scoring procedure used in previous studies (Gollan et al., 2002), only 

words that started in the correct letter were counted, while those starting in a different 

letter were excluded even if the sound was the same. 

The figures that follow present the mean scores of English words and Russian 

words produced overall and for each letter stimulus by the participants of the two groups. 
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Figure 4. Mean Number of Words Produced in the Older and Younger Group for the 
Three Letter Stimuli 
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Figure 5. Mean Number of Words Produced in the Older and Younger Group for the 
Three Letter Stimuli in Russian 
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Figure 6. Mean Number of Words Produced in the Older and Younger Group for the 
Three Letter Stimuli in English 
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 Two factor ANOVA with independent variables of "letter" (three levels - one for 

each letter) and "language" (two levels: Russian and English) and the dependent variable 

of "group" confirmed what can be seen in the graphs. A significant interaction of 

language by group (F(1,41) = 21.619, p < .001) can be traced in figure 4 since the pattern 

in both groups is different. The younger group performance did not differ significantly 

between English and Russian (t(20 )= -1.32, p >.1) while the older group was clearly 

better in Russian than in English (t(21 )= 6.16, p <.001). Each letter pair (English F and 

Russian Д, English A and Russian О, English S and Russian C) yielded the same results: 

all comparisons between Russian and English letters for the older group were 

significantly different (all p < .01) while none of the paired t-test differences reached 

significance for the younger group (all p > .05). At the same time, the difference between 

performance in Russian (with all three letters and the average for all of them calculated) 
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did not indicate any significant difference between the two groups (p > .1 for all of them) 

while the results for letters in English were either significantly different between the 

groups (letter "S" and average for all English letters p < .01) or were approaching 

significance (letter "A" p < .06). The table with the results for one-way ANOVA for each 

letter between the two groups can be found in Appendix B5 together with results for 

paired t-tests (Appendix B6). 

 Thus, in line with results from previous parts of the data presented, the younger 

group is more dominant in English than the older group. However, their performance in 

Russian, which is so similar to that of the older group, suggests that not only have the 

older participants preserved their native language well, but the younger immigrants have 

also resisted first language attrition and managed to maintain a high degree of Russian 

fluency.  

 

4.3.2. Results for Category Fluency Testing  

 Table14 below provides the mean number of items produced for each category 

stimulus, the standard deviation and the range for both groups for all category fluency 

testing. As in the previous section, the means are further apart for the older group while 

the younger group is more balanced, even if English categories indicate higher fluency. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

120

Table 14. Category Fluency Results 
Older Group  Younger Group  

Category Stimulus Min Max Mean
Std. 
Dev. Min Max Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

Russian animals 3 37 18.41 6.49 4 29 15.62 7.68

Russian clothing 1 30 18.55 5.98 4 27 17.81 6.55

Russian category average 2 29 18.48 5.65 3 27 16.71 6.79

English animals 6 27 12.73 5.9 8 29 18.24 5.08

English clothing 3 19 13.14 4.22 11 28 19.43 4.57

English category average 5 23 12.93 4.4 11 27 18.83 4.19

 

Figures 7 and 8 below help visualize the results of the two groups both for category 

averages and for each individual category in each language. 

 

Figure 7. Mean Number of Words Produced in the Older and Younger Group for the Two 
Category Stimuli 
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 The older group is clearly better in producing more items for Russian stimuli than 

for English. The younger group is again more dominant in English (not significantly 

though), but their Russian is not too far below the older group's level, confirming the 

younger generation's well-maintained proficiency in their native language.  

 
Figure 8. Mean Number of Words Produced in the Older and Younger Group for Each of 
the Two Category Stimuli in Each Language 
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 Category fluency scores reflect the same pattern as in letter fluency testing. The 

"language" by "group" interaction in the two factor ANOVA (two level "category" and 

two level "language") was found significant (F(1,41) = 21.37, p < .001) with subsequent 

one-way ANOVA tests revealing significant differences between the groups in their 

performance on the English part of the test (p < .001 for both categories and for the 

average) and a non-significant difference for the Russian part (all p > .05). Just like in the 
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letter fluency testing, where the older group differed significantly between averages for 

Russian and English, category fluency testing also reveals significant differences between 

both pairs of categories as well as in category averages for the older group (all p < .001), 

while the younger group's results did not display any significant difference (all p > .05). 

The table with the results for one-way ANOVA and paired t-test results can be found in 

Appendix B7 and B8 respectively. 

 

4.3.3. Results for Color-Naming Tasks 

 In this task, participants were reacting to color-naming stimuli: naming the color 

of circles and naming the ink color of words written in English and in Russian.  Lower 

response times for naming the color of circles only (without any interfering stimuli) are 

assumed to indicate better proficiency at it, because it takes more proficient participants 

less time to complete the task. On the other hand, higher response times in this simple 

task are the result of lower proficiency because they represent a longer time needed by 

participants to finish naming the colors. More importantly however, expectations for the 

more complex tasks of naming ink colors of words written in English or in Russian are 

different: Longer response times needed in these tasks are assumed to reflect interference 

from a more automated language, suggesting a higher level of proficiency in it. Shorter 

response times suggest less interference from a less dominant or less automated language. 

Additionally, difference scores were computed to provide another measure of 

language fluency to neutralize potential age or performance variables. Particularly an 

overall slower response behavior of older participants could represent a bias to the 
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results. The difference scores were obtained by taking the response time for naming the 

color of circles as the base, against which the time for naming the ink color of words was 

compared, i.e. for each participant the score for the color-naming of the circles was 

subtracted from the score for naming the color of the word ink in each language. Table 15 

below provides the descriptive statistics of the response times for the specific tasks in 

each language together with the mean response times for tasks in both languages for each 

group. 

Table 15. Results for Color-Naming Tasks 

Older Group  Younger Group  
Task Stimuli 

Min Max Mean
Std. 
Dev. 

Min Max Mean 
Std. 
Dev. 

Circles in Russian 
4.00 12.00 6.05 1.99 3.00 10.00 4.86 1.62

Ink color in Russian 
(English words) 4.00 15.00 8.10 3.32 5.00 22.00 7.90 4.31
Ink color in Russian 
(Russian words) 4.00 13.00 8.33 2.56 5.00 12.00 7.14 2.22
Difference score in Russian  
(English words-circles) -3.00 7.00 2.05 2.52 -1.00 12.00 3.05 3.40
Difference score in Russian  
(Russian words-circles) -2.00 7.00 2.29 2.08 -2.00 9.00 2.29 2.35

Russian color average 
4.00 13.33 7.49 2.32 4.67 14.33 6.63 2.36

Circles in English 
5.00 20.00 7.57 3.99 3.00 9.00 4.43 1.33

Ink color in English  
(English words) 5.00 34.00 11.00 7.04 5.00 11.00 7.48 1.97
Ink color in English 
(Russian words) 5.00 20.00 9.62 4.22 4.00 12.00 6.52 2.18
Difference score in English  
(English words-circles) -3.00 14.00 3.43 3.83 0.00 7.00 3.05 2.01
Difference score in English  
(Russian words-circles) -2.00 10.00 2.05 2.71 -2.00 8.00 2.10 2.57

English color average 
5.33 24.67 9.40 4.84 4.00 9.33 6.14 1.21

  

 As can be seen from the means as well as confirmed by ANOVA tests, the pattern 

of the results remains the same as in the lexical fluency tasks discussed previously: The 
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"language" by "group" interaction is significant at F(1,41) = 7.46, p < .01 with the one-

way ANOVA test results between Russian results for both groups still not showing 

significant differences (all p > .05) except for the baseline task of "naming circles in 

Russian" where F(1, 42) = 5.33, p < .05, while the scores for English are much higher for 

the older group, indicating more difficulty in completing the tasks. Results for all color-

naming tasks in English individually and conducted to mean significantly differ between 

the groups at p < .01 for circles and average, p < .02 for ink naming with words in 

Russian and p < .03 for ink naming with words in English. Detailed results for one-way 

ANOVA tests are presented in Appendix B9.  

 When comparing between languages overall, Russian is definitely more dominant 

for the older group (paired t-test results p < .02 for circles, ink naming with words in 

English and for color-naming averages with ink naming for words in Russian non-

significant at p > .05) while the younger group's results for this part of the lexical fluency 

testing are practically the same, with no significant differences between the languages for 

any of the tasks at p > .1 for all of them (detailed results of paired t-tests can be found in 

Appendix B10). The figures below provide a visual comparison of the groups for mean 

scores in response times in color-naming tasks averaged by language and for each color-

naming task in each language separately.  
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Figure 9. Mean Number of Seconds Needed by the Older and Younger Group to 
Complete the Color-Naming Tasks  
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Figure 10. Mean Number of Seconds Needed by the Older and Younger Group to 
Complete the Color-Naming Tasks in Russian 
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Figure 11. Mean Number of Seconds Needed by the Older and Younger Group to 
Complete the Color-Naming Tasks in English 
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The comparison of results for naming ink color in one language for words 

presented in either the same or different language did not yield any significant differences 

for either of the groups. The lack of significant differences goes against the hypothesis 

that the words in the more dominant language would interfere more, resulting in higher 

response time for naming the ink color of these words. The tables show that the expected 

trend is present for the younger group (even though statistically not significant), where 

naming ink color in Russian with words presented in English took them slightly longer 

than naming the ink color of words written in Russian. The same is true of the English 

session: Naming the ink color in English of the words in English took them longer than 

naming the ink color in English of words presented in Russian. Thus, it seems that 

English is slightly more dominant since it interferes more, but these differences were not 
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significant. For the older group, the trend is similar to that of the younger group though it 

was anticipated that it would be reversed (longer response to the words presented in 

Russian, not in English). Again, the differences are not significant, which is especially 

clear in the Russian session where the two numbers are almost the same. But possibly, 

English is such a less automated language for the older group that when they read in it 

they have to translate explicitly into Russian. Thus, the higher numbers for the ink color 

of English words could reflect the amount of time it took the older participants to read the 

words and translate them into Russian. It was expected that they simply would not read 

the words in the less automated language but it is possible that they are deliberately 

reading words in both languages which takes longer in the less dominant language.  

 Various paired t-tests and one-way ANOVA tests were conducted on the 

difference scores to find out if they support the hypothesis about increased interference 

from a more dominant language compared to less or no interference from a non-dominant 

language. None of the four one-way ANOVA tests indicated any significant difference 

between the groups in their difference scores, though when results in seconds were 

compared, the younger group's numbers were significantly lower for all color-naming 

tasks in English and for naming the circles in Russian (Appendix B9). However, when 

the difference scores were compared between the groups, there was no significant 

difference in how much longer it took members of each group to name the ink color in 

Russian or English of words presented in either language.  

 Similarly, even though paired t-tests between results in seconds indicate quite a 

few significant differences between the two languages in the older group (supporting that 
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Russian is their much more dominant language), the comparison of difference scores for 

either group did not yield any significant results, confirming the trend previously stated 

that the suggested hypothesis about a significant interference from a more dominant 

language was not noted in these participants in these color-naming tasks. Tables 16 and 

17 below provide detailed results of the comparisons that were made.  

 
Table 16. Results for Paired T-Tests for Difference Scores for Color-Naming Tasks 
(Older Group) 

Table 17. Results for Paired T-Tests for Difference Scores for Color-Naming Tasks 
(Younger Group) 

Paired Differences       
Difference 

Interval 
    

Mean
Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error 
Mean Lower Upper 

t df Sig. 
 

Pair 1 
difscore_rusinke - 
difscore_englinke 0.00 2.77 0.61 -1.26 1.26 0.00 20.00 1.00

Pair 2 
difscore_rusinkr - 
difscore_englinkr 0.19 2.20 0.48 -0.81 1.19 0.40 20.00 0.70

Pair 3 
difscore_rusinke - 
difscore_rusinkr 0.76 3.37 0.74 -0.77 2.30 1.03 20.00 0.31

Pair 4 
difscore_englinke - 
difscore_englinkr 0.95 2.69 0.59 -0.27 2.18 1.62 20.00 0.12

Note: Abbreviations indicate the following:  
- difscore_rusinke - difscore_englinke: comparison of difference scores between the Russian 
words and circles and English words and circles in English 
- difscore_rusinkr - difscore_englinkr: comparison of difference scores between the Russian 
words and circles and English words and circles in Russian 
- difscore_rusinke - difscore_rusinkr: comparison of difference scores between the Russian 
words and circles in English and Russian words and circles in Russian 
- difscore_englinke - difscore_englinkr: comparison of difference scores between the English 
words and circles in English and English words and circles in Russian 

Paired Differences       
Difference 

Interval 
    

Mean
Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error 
Mean Lower Upper

t df Sig. 
 

Pair 1 
difscore_rusinke - 
difscore_englinke -1.38 3.28 0.72 -2.87 0.11 -1.93 20.00 0.07

Pair 2 
difscore_rusinkr - 
difscore_englinkr 0.24 1.79 0.39 -0.57 1.05 0.61 20.00 0.55

Pair 3 
difscore_rusinke - 
difscore_rusinkr -0.24 2.28 0.50 -1.28 0.80 -0.48 20.00 0.64

Pair 4 
difscore_englinke - 
difscore_englinkr 1.38 4.17 0.91 -0.51 3.28 1.52 20.00 0.14
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4.4. Language Dominance and Culture Dominance Compared 
 

A major research question of this study concerned the relationship between 

language dominance and culture dominance. Since language dominance was measured 

via various tools, the following sections will look at the comparison of each measure of 

language dominance and the culture dominance questionnaire results to test whether and 

to what degree language proficiency and culture dominance were related. Each measure 

of language dominance (self-reported language proficiency scores, writing samples 

scores, and lexical fluency testing scores) was correlated with the culture dominance 

scores (obtained through the culture dominance questionnaire) to test for significant 

relationships. In some cases, more detailed correlations were calculated when necessary 

(for each of the three fluency tests and for each of the four writing samples). All 

comparisons were further subdivided into correlations for each of the two groups. The 

patterns in both groups were then compared to investigate potential differences between 

the older and younger generations. 

 

4.4.1. Correlation of Self-Reported Language Proficiency and Culture Dominance  

 A correlation analysis of self-reported language proficiencies and culture 

dominance was calculated based on the mean scores for current English and Russian 

language proficiencies (obtained from the self-reported language proficiency 

questionnaire) and the mean scores for identification with American and Russian cultures 

(obtained from the culture dominance questionnaire). Table 18 below provides the 

statistical results of the correlations for the older group with correlations significant at p < 
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.01 marked with two asterisks (**) and correlations significant at p < .05 marked with 

one asterisk (*). The abbreviations stand for the following: "Rus culture" - mean score for 

identification with Russian culture, "Am culture" - mean score for identification with 

American culture, "Rus prof" - mean score for current Russian proficiency, "Engl prof" - 

mean score for current English proficiency. 

Table 18. Correlations for Self-Reported Language Proficiency and Culture Dominance 
for the Older Group 

 Rus culture Am culture Rus prof Engl prof 

Russian culture   0.17 0.38 0.36

American culture     0.49* 0.64**

Russian prof       0.38

English prof         

 
 
 The older group displayed a predicted significant positive correlation between 

self-reported proficiency in English and American culture dominance (p < .01), thus 

indicating that higher L2 proficiency indeed corresponded to higher identification with 

the C2. Surprisingly, a significant positive correlation was also found for current Russian 

proficiency and American culture awareness (p < .05), which was not expected. Possible 

explanations for the finding will be presented in the discussion. 

 Table 19 presents the correlations for the younger group, who showed an 

expected significant positive correlation between their mean self-reported Russian 

proficiency and Russian culture (p < .01). Yet, no such significant correlation was found 

for English language proficiency and American culture. On the other hand, the results 

revealed a significant negative correlation between both cultures (p < .05), indicating that 

higher scores for one culture corresponded to lower scores for the other culture. Since the 
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significant correlation between the cultures stays the same for the other correlation 

analyses, it will not be reported again.  

Table 19. Correlations for Self-Reported Language Proficiency and Culture Dominance 
for the Younger Group 

 Rus culture Am culture Rus prof Engl prof 

Russian culture   -0.46* 0.56** 0.05

American culture    -0.36 0.42

Russian prof      0.10

English prof         

 

4.4.2. Correlations of Writing Scores and Culture Dominance  

 For the writing proficiency and culture dominance correlation, there were more 

general and more specific correlations carried out. For the relationship between overall 

writing and culture dominance, the mean score for both formal and informal writing for 

each language was calculated (by conducting the mean from the two scores) and 

compared to the score for culture. However, to examine if culture dominance correlated 

more significantly to either formal or informal types of writing, two additional correlation 

analyses were conducted for each language-culture pair.  The patterns of correlations 

were different between the two groups: They were similar for overall writing and 

informal writing, while formal writing provided some additional significant correlations 

in each group.  Results are presented in tables 20 to 22 below. 
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Table 20. Correlations for Overall Writing Score and Culture Dominance for the Older 
Group 

  Engl overall score Rus overall score 

Rus culture 0.16 0.15

Am culture 0.51* 0.36

Engl overall score   0.9**

Rus overall score   

 
Table 21. Correlations for Informal Writing Score and Culture Dominance for the Older 
Group 

  Engl informal score Rus informal score 

Rus culture 0.28 0.19

Am culture 0.47* 0.24

Engl informal score   0.80**

Rus informal score   

 
Table 22. Correlations for Formal Writing Score and Culture Dominance for the Older 
Group 

  Engl formal score Rus formal score 

Rus culture 0.02 0.07

Am culture 0.49* 0.44*

Engl formal score   0.92**

Rus formal score   

 

Overall, the older group showed a significant positive correlation between their 

overall score for English writing proficiency and their identification with American 

culture (p < .02) as well as between overall scores for Russian writing and English 

writing samples (p < .001). Similarly, the older group's results for American culture and 

English informal writing were significant at p < .03 and informal writing in Russian and 

in English was significant at p < .001. For formal writing and culture dominance 

correlation, another significant correlation was found between American culture and the 
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score for Russian formal writing (p < .05). No significant correlations were found 

between overall writing skills and Russian culture identification.  

 The corresponding correlation analyses for the Younger Group are presented in 

tables 23, 24 and 25.   

Table 23. Correlations for Overall Writing Score and Culture Dominance for the Younger 
Group 

  Engl overall score Rus overall score 

Rus culture 0.15 0.43

Am culture -0.16 -0.40

Engl overall score   0.84**

Rus overall score   

 
Table 24. Correlations for Informal Writing Score and Culture Dominance for the 
Younger Group 

  Engl informal score Rus informal score 

Rus culture 0.22 0.37

Am culture -0.11 -0.19

Engl informal score   0.85**

Rus informal score   

 
 
Table 25. Correlations for Formal Writing Score and Culture Dominance for the Younger 
Group 

  Engl formal score Rus formal score 

Rus culture 0.04 0.4

Am culture -0.21 -0.61**

Engl formal score   0.77**

Rus formal score   
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For the younger group, strong correlations were found between writing skills in 

both languages: The total score for Russian writing positively correlated with the total 

score for English writing (p < .001) and the score for informal writing in English and in 

Russian was also significant at p < .001. The correlation analysis between formal writing 

and culture dominance revealed a significant negative correlation between the scores for 

Russian formal writing and American culture identification (p < .005). It seems that those 

who remained rather proficient in formal writing in Russian were the least acculturated 

into the new environment. Additional correlation analyses between just the holistic grade 

for writing rather than the total score and cultural identification provided only one other 

significant correlation, not found when correlating the total scores for writing: Russian 

culture identification and Russian informal writing (p < .05). It continues the trend where 

significant correlations occur in the less dominant language and confirms that those 

proficient in writing in Russian also identify more with the Russian culture. 

 
4.4.3. Correlations of Language Fluency Testing and Culture Dominance 

 In order to obtain a correlation of overall language fluency with culture 

dominance, a mean score was calculated for all three tests of language fluency (letter 

fluency, category fluency and color-naming). These scores were then correlated with the 

scores from the culture dominance questionnaire to identify whether and to what degree 

the two phenomena are related. Table 26 presents the results of the correlation analysis 

for the older group where the Russian language fluency scores significantly correlated 

with Russian culture identification, American culture identification, and English language 

fluency. 
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Table 26. Correlation of Overall Language Fluency and Culture Identification for the 
Older Group 

  Engl Lang fluency Rus Lang fluency 

Rus culture 0.4 0.51* 

Am culture 0.41 0.49* 

Engl Lang fluency  0.87** 

Rus Lang fluency    

  

The younger group's significant correlations revealed a different pattern, 

presented in table 27. 

Table 27. Correlation of Overall Language Fluency and Culture Identification for the 
Younger Group 

  Engl Lang fluency Rus Lang fluency 

Rus culture 0.68** 0.1 

Am culture -0.26 0.08 

Engl Lang fluency  0.48* 

Rus Lang fluency    

 

Significant positive correlations were shown for the overall score for English 

language fluency and for Russian culture identification (p < 001) and for the overall 

scores for language proficiencies in both languages (p < .03). A significant negative 

correlation was found between scores for Russian culture identification and American 

culture identification (p < .05), indicating that when the younger group identifies more 

with either American or Russian culture, they are less proficient in the other (see table 

18). The results of each of the three language fluency tests were correlated with culture 
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identification scores separately. The results of these correlation analyses are provided 

below. 

 

4.4.3.1. Correlations of Scores for Letter Fluency and Culture Dominance 

 Table 28 provides correlation analysis results for the older group. Significant 

positive correlations were found between mean scores for English letter fluency (scores 

from all three) and Russian culture identification (p < .05) and between scores for 

Russian letter fluency and English letter fluency (p < .001). Both results were not 

expected since a positive correlation was hypothesized between Russian letter fluency 

and Russian culture or English letter fluency and American culture, with negative 

correlations between opposing letter fluency and culture identification (Russian letter - 

American culture and English letter - Russian culture). 

 Table 28. Correlations of Letter Fluency and Culture Dominance for the Older Group 

  Rus letter avr Engl letter avr 

Rus culture 0.36 0.43*

Am culture 0.26 0.13

Rus letter avr  0.78**

Engl letter avr   

 As can be seen from table 29, the younger group showed some predicted 

correlations as well as some additional significant results. The mean scores for Russian 

letter fluency positively corresponded to the score for Russian culture identification (p < 

.001), which is in accordance with the hypothesis. Two other significant correlations 

were found between two cultures (negative correlation between scores for Russian 
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culture identification and American culture identification at p < .05) and letter fluency in 

both languages (Russian letter fluency - English letter fluency p < .001), which suggests 

that they were faster and more successful in producing words overall than the older 

participants. The significant negative correlation between the two cultures reminds of 

subtractive bilingualism, where better acquisition of one language presupposes the loss of 

the other one.  

Table 29. Correlations of Letter Fluency and Culture Dominance for the Younger Group 

  Rus letter avr Engl letter avr 

Rus culture 0.62** 0.2

Am culture -0.33 -.022

Rus letter avr  0.69**

Engl letter avr   

 

4.4.3.2. Correlations of Scores for Category Fluency and Culture Dominance 

 Table 30 provides the older group's results of the correlation analysis between the 

score for category fluency testing, averaged between the two categories, and the score of 

culture identification obtained from the culture dominance questionnaire. Similarly to the 

correlation between letter fluency and culture dominance, category fluency also revealed 

a significant correlation with culture dominance in both languages for the older group 

(Russian category fluency positively correlated with English category fluency at p < 

.001). However, category fluency was more in line with the original hypothesis and 

indicated a significant correlation between the mean scores for English category fluency 

and American culture identification for the older group (p < .02).  
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Table 30. Correlations for Category Fluency and Culture Dominance for the Older Group 

  Rus category avr Engl category avr 

Rus culture 0.37 0.32

Am culture 0.31 0.49*

Rus category avr  0.76**

Engl category avr   

 Table 31 with the results for the younger group showed the same pattern as in the 

letter fluency and culture dominance correlation: a significant positive correlation 

between the score for Russian category fluency and Russian culture identification 

(p<.001).  

Table 31. Correlations for Category Fluency and Culture Dominance for the Younger 
Group 

  Rus category avr Engl category avr 

Rus culture 0.65** -0.02

Am culture -0.26 0.23

Rus category avr  0.31

Engl category avr   

 

To summarize correlation analyses results of the two lexical fluency tests (letter 

fluency and category fluency) with cultural identification, the younger group's significant 

correlation is between Russian language proficiency and Russian culture for both tasks 

while the older group showed a significant correlation between the American culture and 

English fluency only for the category task, while in the letter fluency task the significant 

correlation was between English proficiency and Russian culture. Thus, there seems to be 

a trend showing correlations between the less dominant language proficiency measures 

and the corresponding culture identification scores.  



 

 

139

4.4.3.3. Color-Naming Scores and Culture Dominance 

 To determine if the color-naming tasks' results correlate with the score for culture 

identification, various correlation analyses tests were conducted for each group for each 

language. Specifically, the following variables were correlated with each other in each 

language: circles, naming ink color for words presented in English, naming ink color for 

words presented in Russian, difference score for English words and circles, difference 

score for Russian words and circles, mean score for the three color-naming tasks, and the 

score for the corresponding culture identification. For the Russian language, neither of 

the groups revealed any significant correlations between any of the color-naming scores 

and the culture identification score. However, for both groups the mean score for the 

three color-naming tasks significantly correlated with the tasks themselves and with the 

difference score between English words and circles (p < .01). The tables with the detailed 

results can be found in Appendix B12.  

 For the English part, the younger group's pattern remained the same: There were 

fewer correlations for English than for Russian in this group and there were fewer 

correlations for the younger group in English than for the older group in English. No 

significant correlations were found with culture identification for the younger group and 

none of the difference scores correlated with the mean score. The older group, though, 

was the only one that displayed any significant negative correlations with the culture 

identification score: ink color-naming in English of words presented in Russian and 

culture identification (p < .01); mean score for the three color-naming tasks in English 

and culture identification score (p < .05). The older participants also had the same 
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significant correlations of the mean score with the three tasks and difference score 

between words presented in English and circles as they did for the Russian part.  

 The older group's results for the English part are in accordance with the 

predictions, since they indicate that those dominant in English (the lower the mean score 

for the English color-naming) also identify more with the American culture (the higher 

score for the American part of the culture dominance questionnaire). However, the other 

significant correlation of the cultural identification contradicts the original hypothesis. It 

was predicted that words presented in the more dominant language would interfere with 

naming the ink color and thus these tasks should not reveal significant negative 

correlations with the culture identification scores. Yet, the significant negative correlation 

here indicates that those participants who did not display the predicted dominance in 

Russian since it took them less time to respond when the words were presented in 

Russian, identified more with the American culture. Even though in a roundabout way, 

this corresponds to the hypothesis. The less Russian interfered with the color-naming task 

in English, the more dominant participants were in the American culture. 

    

4.4.4. Correlations of Language Functions and Culture Dominance  

 The language functions part of the questionnaire is not a language proficiency 

measure per se, but it is important since it provides a possible explanation for why this or 

that language is more dominant based on the amount of usage. Thus, it seemed relevant 

to correlate culture dominance scores with language functions scores to establish if they 

confirm the relationship between language dominance and culture dominance revealed in 
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previous tests. The scores for language functions in each language were obtained by 

counting the number of uses for each of the languages. A full description of how the 

score for language functions was calculated can be found in section 3.4.2. of chapter 3. 

 Table 32 illustrates correlations for the older group, where only one significant 

correlation was found between the scores for English functions and American culture 

identification (p < .01), which continues the pattern from lexical fluency testing.  

Table 32. Correlations of the Scores for Language Functions and Culture Dominance for 
the Older Group 

  Engl functions Rus functions 

Rus culture 0.33 0.19

Am culture 0.57** -0.37

Engl functions  -0.32

Rus functions   

 
 The younger group, on the other hand, was found to have significant correlations 

between a variety of categories illustrated in table 33. Among the predicted ones are the 

significant positive correlation between Russian functions and Russian culture (p < .001) 

and a significant negative one between English functions and Russian culture (p < .01). 

Additionally, significant negative correlations were found between Russian functions and 

English functions (p < .01). 

Table 33. Correlations of the Scores for Language Functions and Culture Dominance for 
the Younger Group 

  Engl functions Rus functions 

Rus culture -0.60** 0.75**

Am culture 0.29 -0.33

Engl functions  -0.63**

Rus functions   
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4.5. Correspondence of all Measures of Language Dominance 

4.5.1. Measures of Russian Language Proficiency 

 This section presents correlation analyses between the various measures of 

language dominance (self-reported language proficiency, overall score for letter fluency, 

overall score for category fluency, overall score for color-naming, informal writing score, 

and formal writing score). Table 36 with the results for Russian language proficiency 

measures for the younger group revealed more correlations than table 37 with the results 

for the older group.  

Table 34. Correlations of all Russian Language Proficiency Measures for the Younger 
Group 

Russian Proficiency 
Letter 

fluency  
Category 
fluency 

Color-
naming 
fluency 

Informal 
writing 

Formal 
writing 

Proficiency  0.56** 0.73** -0.45* 0.26 0.42
Letter fluency   0.71** -0.52* 0.46* 0.52*

Category 
fluency 

   -0.51* 0.43 0.53*

Color-naming 
fluency 

    -0.13 -0,25

Informal writing       0.59**

Formal writing        

Note: Significant correlations for the color-naming fluency are negative because the 
higher scores there indicated a less dominant language as opposed to the other tasks 
where the higher scores indicated a more dominant language.  
 
Table 35. Correlations of all Russian Language Proficiency Measures for the Older 
Group 

Russian Proficiency 
Letter 

fluency 
Category 
fluency 

Color-
naming 
fluency 

Informal 
writing 

Formal 
writing 

Proficiency   0.51* 0.2 -0.10 -0.07 0.26
Letter fluency    0.58** -0.49* 0.09 0.37

Category 
fluency 

    -0.54* 0.29 0.36

Color-naming 
fluency 

     -0.37 -0.45*

Informal writing        0.70**
Formal writing         
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Significant correlations found in both groups are:  

 self-reported proficiency and letter fluency (p < .02 for older group and p < .01 

for the younger group);  

 letter fluency and category fluency (p < .001 for both groups);  

 letter fluency and color-naming fluency (negative correlations with p < .02 for the 

older and p < .01 for the younger group);  

 category fluency and color-naming fluency (negative correlations at p < .01 for 

the older and p < .02 for the younger);  

 scores for informal and formal writings (both groups p < .001).  

The older group had only one other significant negative correlation: between the score for 

formal writing and the score for color-naming (p < .05). All of the negative correlations 

were found with color-naming fluency, which was expected, since higher scores in the 

color-naming tasks indicated lower proficiency, while higher proficiency was reflected in 

lower number of seconds needed to complete the task. Thus, the negative correlation is in 

line with the hypothesis. 

 Further significant correlations were found in the younger group. In addition to 

the ones mentioned above, the following correlations were also significant:  

 self-reported proficiency and category fluency (p < .001),  

 self-reported proficiency and color-naming fluency (negative correlation at 

p<.05),  

 letter fluency and score for the informal writing (p < .05),  

 letter fluency and formal writing (p < .02),  
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 category fluency and formal writing (p < .01).  

 Additional correlation analyses were conducted based on separate self-reported 

proficiency in various skills: self-reported proficiency in writing was correlated with the 

scores for informal and formal writing; self-reported proficiency in speaking was 

correlated with the scores for lexical fluency testing (letter fluency, category fluency and 

color-naming fluency); and self-reported overall proficiency was correlated with lexical 

fluency results and writing scores. These additional analyses were carried out to see if the 

separate skills correlated better with the test for the corresponding skills. For Russian 

sections, the correlation of the self-reported overall proficiency with the lexical fluency 

and writing scores did not reveal any results different from the correlations with the 

calculated mean of the self-assessed overall proficiency and four skills for the older 

group reported above. However, the younger group had an additional significant 

correlation between the self-reported overall proficiency and formal writing (p < .05). For 

the self-reported speaking proficiency, the results supported the ones presented above: the 

older group only had one significant correlation between self-reported speaking 

proficiency and letter fluency (p < .05) while the younger group had all three correlations 

significant (self-reported speaking proficiency with letter fluency at p < .05, with 

category fluency at p < .01, and with color-naming fluency at p < .05). The correlation of 

the formal and informal writing scores with self-reported proficiency in writing revealed 

only one significant correlation for the younger group with the formal writing (p < .01).  

 Overall, the correlations cover quite a range of language proficiency measures for 

both groups, confirming that for the most part, language dominance is supported by all 
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measures. For the younger group, significant correlations between self-ratings and lexical 

fluency, self-ratings and writing, and between lexical fluency tests and writing indicate 

that all three measures are adequate and could potentially be reduced to just one or two 

for practical reasons. The older group lacks the correlation of self-ratings with the writing 

part, but the other measures indicate good correlations. 

 

4.5.2. Measures of English Language Proficiency 

 In the case of English proficiency measures, the older group revealed many more 

correlations than the younger group did, which is a complete reverse of the Russian 

proficiency situation, where the younger group showed more correlations. This pattern, 

where the younger group shows more significant results for the Russian part while the 

older group's results are more significant when concerned with English, has been evident 

in previous sections of this chapter in various one-way ANOVA tests and paired t-tests. 

Possible explanations for this trend will be examined in the discussion chapter.  

 This particular comparison of various English proficiency measures indicates that 

the following three correlations are significant for both groups:  

 self-reported proficiency and overall letter fluency (p < .05 for both groups),  

 informal writing and overall category fluency (p < .001 for the older and p < .05 

for the younger group),  

 formal writing and informal writing (p < .001 for both groups).  

These three common correlations are the only significant ones for the younger group, 

presented in table 38 below.  
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Table 36. Correlations of all English Language Proficiency Measures for the Younger 
Group 

English Proficiency Overall 
letters  

Overall 
categories 

Overall 
color 
tasks  

Informal 
writing 

Formal 
writing 

Proficiency  0.43* 0.16 0.04 0.21 -0.14

Overall letters    0.24 0.31 0.19 0.01

Overall categories    0.04 0.47* 0.22

Overall color tasks      -0.08 -0.25

Informal writing        0.72**

Formal writing         

 
Table 37. Correlations of all English Language Proficiency Measures for the Older Group 

English Proficiency Overall 
letters  

Overall 
categories 

Overall 
color 
tasks  

Informal 
writing 

Formal 
writing 

Proficiency  0.48* 0.51* -0.53* 0.61** 0.53*

Overall letters    0.4 -0.36 0.46* 0.35

Overall categories    -0.60** 0.69** 0.45*

Overall color tasks      -0.43* -0.33
Informal writing        0.83**
Formal writing         

N=22 for each 
correlation 

    
  

*p<.05       
**p<.01       

 

 The older group has a number of additional significant results, shown in table 39 

above:  

 self-reported proficiency and overall category fluency (p < .02),  

 self-reported proficiency and overall color-naming fluency (negative correlation 

at p < .02),  

 self-reported proficiency and informal writing (p < .005),  

 self-reported proficiency and formal writing (p < .02),  

 overall letter fluency and informal writing (p < .05),  
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 overall category fluency and overall color-naming fluency (negative significance 

at p < .005),  

 overall category fluency and formal writing (p < .05),  

 overall color-naming fluency and informal writing (negative correlation p < .05). 

 In the older group almost all of the English proficiency measures significantly 

correlated with each other (out of 15 possible correlations, 11 were significant and one 

more, between overall letter fluency and category fluency, was approaching significance 

at p < .06). These results indicate that in the older group, those with higher scores in one 

of the tests were very likely to get a higher score in all the rest of the tests in English. The 

same is true of the younger group for the Russian part of the testing: Higher scores in one 

of the measures were very likely to correspond to higher proficiency in the other 

measures as well. However, just as there are fewer significant correlations with the 

English part for the younger group, the older group produced fewer significant 

correlations for the Russian part. It is interesting that higher correlations were found in 

the weaker language of the groups in general.  

 Similarly to the correlation of separate skills from the self-reported language 

proficiency for the Russian part, additional analyses were conducted for the English part. 

In line with the pattern, the older group revealed that self-reported overall proficiency 

significantly correlated with the rest of the measures (letter fluency, category fluency, 

color-naming fluency, informal and formal writing) just like in the table 39, where the 

calculated mean of self-reported overall proficiency and four skills was used. Similarly, 

the younger group’s results did not differ either. The correlation of the formal and 
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informal writing with the self-reported writing proficiency did not generate any 

significant results for the older group but supported the hypothesis where the younger 

group was concerned: a significant positive correlation of self-reported writing in English 

and informal writing score in English. The correlation analysis between self-reported 

speaking proficiency and lexical fluency (letter fluency, category fluency, and color-

naming fluency) did not add any new significant correlations not present in tables 38 and 

39.  
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4.6. Themes from Interviews and Writing Samples  

 Interviews as well as writing samples were screened for comments that 

corresponded to the four main subjects presented in the discussion chapter: L2 

acquisition, L1 maintenance, culture dominance, and the tasks themselves that 

participants were required to complete (which often produced comments relevant for 

other topics as well). Within these four main topics, the comments were sub-divided into 

comments that reflect positive attitudes and comments that suggest negative attitudes to 

help structure them for use in the discussion of the findings. The list of the comments that 

were relevant to the discussion divided into the above-mentioned four categories can be 

found in Appendix C4.  

 Additionally, common themes raised by various participants (even if they were 

not necessarily relevant to the four categories) were recorded and counted for frequency 

(how many participants mentioned it in their writings or during interviews). Tables with 

specific themes and their frequency can be found in Appendix C1 (for Russian), 

Appendix C2 (for English), and Appendix C3 (both languages consolidated). Even 

though the answers were provided either in Russian or in English, the content dealt 

predominantly with the US, thus making it possible to unite everything in one table.  

 Table 40 below presents the most frequently raised topics subdivided into groups 

with positive, negative or uncertain evaluations. The numbers represent the frequency of 

the theme (how many times it was mentioned). Positive or negative evaluation was 

assigned based on context in the writing or in the interview. Where the evaluation was 
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uncertain in the context or was presented as an observation without any judgment 

attached to it, the theme was classified under "no or uncertain evaluation". 

Table 38. Common Themes Raised by Participants in Writing Samples and During 
Interviews 

# Positive evaluation # Negative evaluation #
No or uncertain 
evaluation 

17 Opportunities 7

lower level of 
education 3 weather 

15 politeness and friendliness 6 no real friends     
11 freedom  3 bad healthcare system     

7 law abidance         

5 

tolerance and willingness to 
help         

4 traffic organization         
4 abundance of material goods         
2 bank system         
2 clean everywhere         

2 no discrimination         

 

 As can be seen from the above table, positively evaluated experiences and 

attitudes are predominant while there were only three common negative themes and one 

theme of uncertain evaluation. Among positive themes, several deal with the structure 

and ideals of the US (freedom, law abidance, lack of discrimination) while others 

consider people rather than government (politeness and friendliness, tolerance and 

willingness to help). Similarly, two out of three topics in the negative group are relevant 

to government overall (education and healthcare) and one is about personal relationships 

(no real friends). Interestingly, while almost everyone commented on how friendly and 

polite people in the US are, quite a few participants also mentioned that relationships are 

superficial, and that often people are polite by saying what you want to hear rather than 

what they think in reality (comments from Russian question 1 and interviews). 
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 During interviews the topic of culture was often raised. Culture was mentioned in 

terms of adaptation to the American way of life and of being caught between cultures 

where neither one of them "feels right" (Appendix C4, 19 YG). Those from the younger 

group were especially sensitive about not belonging to either Russian or American 

cultures. There was also one instance when a participant mentioned how during the 

period of adaptation he felt much less mature compared to how he felt in Russia, due to 

his lack of knowledge and understanding of the new culture (12 YG). 

 Themes from writing samples and interviews will be used in the discussion 

chapter to support results of the questionnaires and lexical fluency testing and to provide 

potential explanations for some of the surprising or unexpected results from previous 

sections of this chapter. These themes shed light onto some of the factors that influenced 

language and culture dominance in one language over the other or balanced bilingualism 

and bi-culturalism. As such, they will be brought up where applicable and appropriate as 

examples to provide confirmation or explanation.   
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION 

 
This chapter will focus on the major issues raised by the study: second language 

acquisition by the two age groups of immigrants, first language maintenance by the same 

groups, acquisition of the new culture and maintenance of the native one, and 

methodological findings. Each of the four issues will be examined critically, based on the 

results of this study as well as on previous research on relevant matters. Appropriate 

results will be summarized and analyzed with suggestions and implications discussed in 

detail. Research questions postulated in the beginning of the study will be returned to 

with all-encompassing answers based on the present results and previous studies. Thus, 

this chapter will present a detailed holistic profile of the two age groups of immigrants in 

regard to the above-mentioned issues of language and culture acquisition and 

maintenance.  

 

5.1. Second Language Acquisition 

The subject of second language acquisition is a well-researched area with many 

subfields examined from various perspectives. In this section, only the aspect of second 

language acquisition by immigrants in the environment where the language is spoken and 

needed in order to live and function in the new society will be discussed. The age factor 

will also be important in the discussion since the two age groups of Russian immigrants 

who participated in this study yielded significantly different results on the tests that 

reflect their L2 acquisition success. Lastly, various social factors that affected L2 

acquisition in both groups will be discussed. 



 

 

153

5.1.1. L2 Proficiency at the Time of Arrival 

Several tests were used in this research to obtain the measures for L2 acquisition 

by the participating groups of immigrants. For all of those tests, there needed to be a base 

measure to be considered the starting point of L2 acquisition against which current L2 

proficiency will be compared. Such a starting point of immigrants' L2 acquisition was 

determined via self-assessed scores in English proficiency overall and in the four skills 

separately (listening, speaking, reading, writing) at the time of arrival (as perceived by 

participants currently). On a scale from 0 (no skills whatsoever) to 7 (native-like 

fluency), mean scores for each of the two age groups were very similar and were 

statistically not different (F (1,41) = .035, p > .05). Thus, it is safe to assume that both 

groups, regardless of their age, were approximately at the same beginner's level of 

English proficiency at the time of arrival in the US.  

For both groups, English learning prior to immigration occurred through formal 

instruction in schools and universities. However, standard foreign language teaching at 

that time did not produce highly proficient speakers. This is probably due to various 

reasons, such as large class sizes, mostly grammar-translation method of teaching, lack of 

authentic materials, and limited exposure to native speakers. Therefore, even those 

participants who had had several years of instruction could not claim high proficiency as 

their L2 skills (especially listening and speaking) were not well developed (Appendix C4, 

7 Older Group (OG); 16, 17 Younger Group (YG)). Thus, even though some participants 

listed quite a few years of formal English instruction (the mean of 5.29 with the 

maximum as high as 18 for the younger group, and the mean of 5.91 with the maximum 
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of 24 for the older group), their English proficiency was as low as 2.01 for the younger 

and 1.93 for the older group at the time of arrival.  

 

5.1.2. Self-Assessed L2 Acquisition 

 To obtain measures of current L2 proficiency and draw conclusions about the 

participants' rate of acquisition, several tests of current L2 proficiency were performed 

and then compared with self-assessed proficiency scores at the time of arrival. One of 

those tests was self-reported assessment of current language proficiency. As was reported 

in the results chapter, both groups showed significant progress in L2 proficiency: The 

older group improved to a mean score of 4.4 (compared to 1.93 at the time of arrival) 

while the younger group achieved almost native-like fluency of 6.64 compared to only 

2.01 at the time of arrival on a scale where 7 is the highest possible response. Yet, though 

both groups improved greatly, it is the younger group who achieved significantly higher 

scores in English than the older group. The difference in scores between the two groups 

for current English proficiency is the greatest among all comparisons in the self-rating 

section. This definitely reflects a real life trend where older and younger immigrants 

acquire L2 to varying degrees. Previous research also shows younger immigrants as more 

successful L2 learners, obtaining almost native-like fluency, especially where accent is 

concerned (Flege et al., 2006).  

 Most studies looking at different age groups of immigrants confirm that those 

who immigrate later in life tend to perform worse on a variety of tests (from accent 

judgment to grammaticality judgment) than those who arrive earlier in life (Flege, 1999; 
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Flege et al., 2006). This difference can be attributed to a number of potential reasons, 

with a critical (or sensitive) period being just one of them. A critical period hypothesis 

stems from the theory of Universal Grammar (Chomsky) and inability to access the 

innate linguistic knowledge after the onset of puberty due to neurological maturation. 

Other explanations refer to the context of learning the language and a different quality of 

exposure to L2 in childhood vs. in adulthood, perhaps related to stronger personal 

motivation in younger learners (Gardner, 1982). Additionally, the state of the L1 system 

is also believed to influence L2 acquisition, since the better and more firmly the L1 is 

established, the more likely it is to interfere with L2 learning, which is especially true for 

phonetic categories. Furthermore, younger immigrants can usually be expected to receive 

more input in L2 through their social interactions (choosing L2 speaking friends, L2 

exclusive schools, L2 entertainment, etc.) and use L2 more variably, which results in 

better proficiency (Liu, 1999; Stevens, 1999).  

 

5.1.3. Language Functions 

 In this context, the functions questionnaire used in this study helps determine if 

indeed younger immigrants use English more often and for more purposes than older 

immigrants. As the results indicated, the situation with the use of languages is practically 

symmetrically reversed in the two groups: The older group uses English in 5.59 out of 14 

possible functions and Russian for 11.59 purposes while the younger group reported the 

use of English for 11.29 purposes and Russian for only 6.9. However, the younger group 
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had slightly more responses of "both languages" suggesting a more balanced bilingualism 

compared to the older participants.  

 A list of scores for each function by both groups was briefly outlined in chapter 4 

(table 10), but it is important to discuss them in more detail in order to understand why 

the younger group uses the L2 more often and therefore achieves higher L2 proficiency. 

An analysis of each function is also crucial for the investigation of the older groups' L2 

acquisition since they indicated only one function where they use English (at work), yet 

they have doubled their L2 proficiency (according to self-reported language proficiency 

questionnaire results). The reason for a careful analysis is that some functions may have a 

relatively higher value compared to others. The following language functions might be 

qualitatively more important than others since they represent the most usage: work 

(economic stimulus and a great deal of exposure and practice in terms of time), home 

(comfort zone and family, together with time spent there), entertainment (cultural and 

linguistic preference as well as its availability), and friends (choice of cultural 

familiarity). For example, the language used at work might be just one function out of 14, 

but it is a relatively important one since people spend quite a bit of time at work (so it is 

the frequency, quantity and quality of language input within the function that play a role). 

The language at work presupposes the use of everyday language with colleagues as well 

as a more specific language relevant to the field of work, providing immigrants with a 

broader range of vocabulary, terminology, and formal language exposure. Thus, even 

though “work” was the only function that scored predominantly English among the older 
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group, extensive use of L2 at the workplace could have contributed to the L2 acquisition 

indicated by participants.  

Another function that showed a high number of responses of “English” usage (8) 

or “both” (9) was the language used for shopping lists. However, this language use is not 

on a par with language at work, since shopping lists contain just one-word entries 

(sometimes more than one word, but still just the name of the product to be bought) and 

only contain the vocabulary that is usually acquired early in learning. Thus, even though 

there were only two participants who use only Russian for shopping lists, it does not 

mean that all the rest of the older immigrants are so proficient in English or lacking in 

Russian that they cannot do it in Russian. It is simply a matter of practicality and ease, 

because often times the products either do not have an exact Russian equivalent (“cottage 

cheese”) or they have become so customary for participants that English names have 

replaced Russian words (“creamer”, “Kleenex”, etc.). 

One other function in the older group that did not score predominantly Russian 

was the language of entertainment, where there was an equal number of participants 

using Russian and English (5 responses for “only Russian”, 5 “only English” and 10 

“both”). What needs to be taken into account here is the availability of entertainment in 

Russian. In the Russian translation the question asked about the language they prefer to 

watch TV or read in, whereas in the English version it was more generic and asked about 

“the language used for entertainment”. This lack of specification in English might have 

caused some people to respond “English” because it is more readily available (especially 

TV, since not everyone has Russian satellite TV installed). Also, one of the participants 
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from this group (C4 - 111 OG) commented in the interview that it was difficult to answer 

this question because it referred both to TV and reading together whereas for that person 

those were two completely different activities: TV and movies were preferred in English, 

while most of the reading was done in Russian. Therefore, it is possible that this is the 

reason why most answers for this function were under “both”, which is now ambiguous 

in what it means: both Russian and English used for both watching and reading or one of 

the languages used for watching and the other for reading. The example of this 

participant who commented on the question shows that it might have been better to divide 

this question into two separate ones to receive a straightforward answer.  

The rest of the functions for the older group revealed an expected dominance of 

Russian over English, which is mirrored in their self-ratings and other language 

dominance testing. The situation is different in the younger group where there were many 

more responses of “only English” or “both”, pointing to the younger group’s deeper 

assimilation into the American culture and higher L2 acquisition, while still maintaining 

Russian (the “both” answers might be indicative of a relatively balanced bilingualism). 

There were only a few functions where “only English” received much higher scores than 

“only Russian” or “both” (the language they use with the spouse, the language used for 

entertainment, the language used at work). The rest of the functions had relatively close 

scores for “English” and “both” (the language used for expressing emotions”, “the 

language for swearing”, “the language for dreaming”). The detailed table with numbers 

can be found in Chapter 4 (table 10). 
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The functions that stand apart in the younger group are those where “only 

Russian” received the majority of scores: the language used at home and the language 

used with children. The first of these was expected (the language used at home), because 

for many of the participants it meant the language spoken with their parents and 

grandparents. The second one (the language to be used with their children) was not 

predicted and possibly indicates the participants’ desire to maintain their L1 and preserve 

it for their children. It seems that they are not quick to discard their past and want to 

preserve it in the next generation. The finding reveals participants’ appreciation of the 

native language and awareness of the benefits of maintaining it (C4-24 YG). Also, it 

indicates that they consider themselves fluent enough to be able to speak Russian 

effortlessly with the children or to make an effort to update their proficiency in Russian.  

Again, this trend is consistent with the results of self-ratings, where the younger group 

reports extremely high maintenance (results for proficiency in Russian at the time of 

arrival and currently are practically the same at 5.73 for current and 5.57 for “at the time 

of arrival”). 

An important note in the discussion of the functions, for which the language is 

used, is the absence of the questions about religion in any part of the questionnaire, and 

specifically in the language functions section. Fishman (1991) claims that religion is a 

potentially important factor for language maintenance. In the present study with Russian 

immigrants, however, religion seems to play no significant role for L1 maintenance. Both 

immigrant groups were raised in the Soviet Union where the practice of any religion was 

questioned and often times prohibited. Judaism was especially difficult to maintain as a 
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religion since the overall climate in the former Soviet Union was extremely anti-Semitic. 

Thus, Russian Jews were aware and appreciative of their Jewish origin, but they often did 

not have adequate knowledge of the traditions and religious customs, because for many 

generations their practice was not possible. Those who remained religious in most cases 

chose to immigrate to Israel in earlier periods of immigration (Siegel, 1998), while the 

majority of Russian Jews have basically maintained only a very general sense of their 

religion and mostly survived on shared beliefs and values, rather than religious traditions 

and rituals. Therefore, the language associated with the religion (Yiddish for previous 

generations) was lost for the participants even in the older group in this study. The 

Russian language has not become the language of religion, neither has English. Upon 

arrival in the US, some immigrants made an effort to learn more about their religion and 

started following some of the traditions. This possibly required that they learned Hebrew, 

but it bears no relevance to the discussion of acquiring English as an L2 or maintaining 

Russian, their native and first language.  

 

5.1.4. L2 Acquisition as Reflected by Writing Samples 

Writing is often considered a holistic measure of language proficiency since it 

requires many skills and much knowledge on the part of the writer, ranging from 

orthography and vocabulary to syntax and stylistics. Self-assessed writing skill at the 

time of arrival received a mean score of 1.95 for the older group and 2 for the younger 

group on a scale from 1 (no skill) to 7 (native-like proficiency). The scores do not stand 

out as the lowest among the skills at the time of arrival, but they are not the highest either 
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(reading scored the highest in that category for both groups). But the scores for the 

English writing skills at the present time are the lowest among the skills assessed in both 

groups (4.14 for the older and 6.48 for the younger group). Yet, a comparison of the 

results for current language proficiency with estimated proficiency at the time of arrival 

shows a dramatic increase of writing proficiency in both groups, even if it remained 

lower than the skills of listening and speaking that showed more improvement.. The 

results of the writing section, where participants were asked to produce samples of formal 

and informal English, confirm that the younger group achieved higher proficiency in 

English than in Russian since in each type of writing (formal and informal) their scores 

were significantly higher for English than for Russian, which is reflected in their self-

assessments, where the mean for the current writing skill in Russian is lower than the 

mean for current writing skill in English (5.24 vs. 6.48). The older group's scores reveal a 

reverse situation: their writing samples in informal Russian are significantly better than in 

informal English but the formal type of writing did not yield significant differences 

between the two languages. Their self-rated writing skill in current English is also lower 

than their self-reported writing skill in Russian (4.15 vs. 6.82).  

Thus, the writing samples in this study were expected to be the most difficult part 

for participants of both age groups: Participants from the older group probably are more 

used to writing in Russian than in English, but due to immigration they might not have 

had a great deal of practice writing in Russian in the past years (C4- 20, 21 OG) which 

may have lead to the decrease of the self-assessed writing score for Russian.. Members of 

the younger group, on the other hand, have originally had fewer opportunities to write in 
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Russian, thus making this part of language proficiency the most vulnerable, resulting in 

low scores for Russian, with a significant preference for writing in English, while their 

other language dominance measures appear to indicate a relatively balanced bilingualism. 

Thus, relatively lower scores for writing were expected for both groups, but especially for 

the younger group and taken into account when comparing the writing scores to the other 

measures of language proficiency. 

 

5.1.4.1. Writing Samples Results Detailed 

The younger group produced expected results: Their writing in English was 

significantly better than in Russian. It is likely that they have not practiced writing in 

Russian for a long time, nor did they necessarily learn to do it in the first place if they 

immigrated before starting school. Most of their education took place in the US, making 

it obligatory to develop cohesive writing skills in English. Compared to their self-

assessed skills in writing upon arrival, this is the category has seen the most change (from 

a mean score of 2 to 6.48) together with listening abilities.  

Taking into account various measures of writing proficiency (mean number of 

words per sentence, number of unique words, interference, errors, and grade), the 

younger group shows a definite preference towards English rather than Russian. Their 

sentences were longer in English, interference was lower, and errors were fewer. 

However, for the younger group lexical diversity (the number of unique words produced 

in the text) was the highest in informal Russian writing, followed by informal English 

and then formal English, with formal Russian being the least diverse. This might be 
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surprising if one assumes that their vocabulary in Russian usually is limited to household 

and everyday conversations, while the vocabulary used in informal writing addressed 

issues rarely talked about at home. In comparison, their English is expected to be more 

diverse since it encompasses both casual conversations and more elaborate vocabulary 

from a wider range of topics. One of the participants (C4-25 YG) commented that it was 

difficult to write in Russian because so much time had passed since they were required to 

do it the last time, but also because they were trying hard to recall appropriate words. 

This comment might explain why Russian lexical diversity was higher in informal 

writing: Participants were putting more effort into writing in Russian and consciously and 

carefully searching for specific words. However, they also produced more lexical errors 

compared to English and to the Russian writing of the older group. Another explanation 

could be that children were taught in Russian schools to avoid repetitions of the same 

words for as long as possible, finding different synonyms to make the text more eloquent. 

Thus, this deliberate search for synonyms together with the effort to write in Russian may 

have produced this unexpected result where the vocabulary of the informal Russian 

writing seems more lexically diverse than informal English writing, which overall was 

scored higher for the younger group. Even though the lexical diversity score is higher for 

Russian, it is probably because of its difficulty for them and their conscious attempts to 

overcome this difficulty. In spite of that particular finding, the younger group can be 

considered more proficient in English, where less effort on their part was needed to 

complete the writing tasks.   
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Similarly, informal Russian writing was the younger group’s second best after 

formal English in terms of holistic grades, preceding informal English writing. Even 

though informal writing is easier than formal, this pattern, where informal writing in the 

less dominant language gets a higher score than formal writing in the more dominant 

language, is indicative of a rather high level of L2 acquisition, because otherwise both 

types of writing in the more dominant language would be better than any type of writing 

in the less dominant language. For the younger group then it means that their written 

Russian is maintained rather well if their informal Russian is better than their informal 

English, but for the older group it points to a great progress in L2 acquisition.  

 

5.1.4.2. Limitations and Problems of the Writing Task 

A major problem with the writing samples was that many participants did not 

complete this task. Even of those people who did the writing part, not everyone 

completed all four questions. The pattern in the older group was to respond to the 

informal questions in both languages (25 answers for informal Russian, 24 responses for 

informal English) but to skip the formal writing samples (only 17 responses for formal 

questions in each language). The younger group, on the other hand, had a tendency to 

respond to questions in English (16 responses for informal and 16 for formal writing in 

English) but to ignore questions in Russian (only 10 for each type of writing in the 

Russian language), which in itself appears to show their preference for English and the 

extent of their L2 acquisition. A few participants from both groups indicated the lack of a 

Russian keyboard as the reason for not responding to Russian questions (C4 - 118, 120, 
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121, 122, 123, 126 YG) though this was not a valid excuse for the older group, who 

predominantly completed the paper copy. Also, considering the difference between the 

completion of formal and informal questions in Russian, there were those who did not 

write answers to one of the questions even when their answer to the other question 

showed that it was technically possible. Similarly, the absence of Russian fonts or 

keyboard was not an adequate excuse for not completing the English part of the writing, 

since everybody who did the questionnaire online had an English keyboard and fonts. 

Thus, it can only be assumed that some participants did not do this part simply because it 

was either more time consuming than the rest of the questionnaire or because they were 

unsure of their writing skills in the language. However, several participants from both 

groups (C4 - 104, 108, 113, 114, 115, 116 OG; 119, 125, 127 YG) commented on the 

formal questions by saying that they had never had to write a request for a salary increase 

in either language, and do not think that it is an appropriate thing to do. Thus, in some 

cases it was neither the lack of Russian fonts nor the lack of participants’ appropriate 

skills, but rather their disagreement with the specific writing task.  

Several participants in the younger group solved the problem of Russian keyboard 

or fonts by answering the Russian part of the writing in transliteration, where they used 

Russian words but typed them with the Latin alphabet. None of the older participants did 

this. The reasons for this were not indicated or touched upon by any of the participants in 

the interviews, but it could be attributed to the older group believing that when writing in 

Russian, it should be done correctly using the Cyrillic alphabet. Many adults experience 

problems reading transliterated texts in Russian because these two systems (Roman 
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alphabet but Russian words) simply do not go together for them. Thus, if they cannot 

read such texts, they are even less likely to produce them. 

Though responding in Russian might have been a technological problem, there 

was nothing to prevent participants in both groups from writing in English either on the 

computer or on paper except lack of time and effort on their part or their linguistic 

inability to do so. The category where the difference between the groups was especially 

noticeable was formal writing in English. The younger group who overall produced fewer 

written samples did not seem to prefer one type of writing over the other, providing 

responses in both registers. The older group, though, tended to respond to informal 

questions only. One of the reasons was raised by a participant (C4 - 119 YG) who 

commented on the inappropriateness of the request to raise salary by saying that if they 

work well, their salary would be increased anyway, if this was possible. They would 

never ask for it themselves. Yet, the lower number of responses in English formal writing 

among the older group could also be due to lack of necessary knowledge and skills to 

complete the task, because formal writing is generally more difficult than casual writing. 

Another issue with the writing task that was not mentioned by any of the 

participants, but that could be a potential explanation for their often abrupt and short 

responses, is the influence of electronic media, especially text messaging, on their writing 

skills. Most participants from the younger group are very familiar with text messaging 

and use it all the time, often using a mix of both languages with the preference towards 

shorter words regardless of which language they come from. Yet, their written responses 

show that they have enough knowledge of the written language to produce literate and 
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standard answers in writing when needed. Those participants who made an effort to 

complete the task adequately demonstrated a high degree of L1 maintenance, with no 

immediately visible evidence of the influence of electronic media. Thus, it suggests again 

that those participants from the younger group who are the more balanced bilinguals, can 

function well in both languages and switch between them without significant 

interference. However, this study did not analyze the writing samples for the influence of 

electronic media, and further research is needed to explore this issue. 

Overall, writing was the most problematic measure of language proficiency in this 

study, but the problems themselves could be used to interpret these immigrants’ 

proficiency in writing. Their choices of which questions to answer or to omit and their 

scores for overall writing and for individual elements show that though L2 acquisition 

was the greatest for the younger group, whose written English is generally much better 

than their written Russian, the older group did fairly well as well, especially considering 

that they were more consistent (answering either all four questions or preferring informal 

questions in both languages rather than both types of questions but in one language) and 

they scored higher in informal English than in informal Russian. Of course, such results 

could also be due to limitations of this particular part of the data collection.  Some 

participants’ comments support such an interpretation by complaints about the difficulty 

of writing in their less dominant language (Russian for the younger group and English for 

the older group). Because of the older group’s more responsible character, they attempted 

English writing and did relatively well, but some of them mentioned their use of a 

dictionary and the long time it took them to complete the questions. On the other hand, 
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nobody in the younger group put that much effort into writing in Russian, resulting in 

their generally poorer performance on this part. However, these same results could also 

be interpreted in a different way: The gap between the two groups in their writing 

proficiency in L2 is even bigger than the results show, because the younger group just 

quickly wrote what they wanted while the older group spent much more time on it, 

sometimes even writing a draft and making revisions. If the younger group did the same 

in English, their scores would have been even higher. And possibly, if the younger group 

put as much effort into writing in Russian as the older group did for English, their scores 

in Russian might then be closer to English, correlating with the bilingualism they show 

for the rest of the language dominance tasks. In future studies or tests, time limits for 

writing tasks should be given and the use of dictionaries and other aids should be 

forbidden. That way more valid measures of writing performance might be obtainable. 

 

5.1.5. L2 Acquisition Reflected by Lexical Fluency Tests 

Lexical fluency testing that shows how quickly and easily a person can access 

their lexicon revealed the anticipated results in terms of L2 acquisition between the two 

groups. The younger group has achieved the same proficiency in English as they have in 

Russian, marking them as more or less balanced bilinguals. The older group remained 

significantly more proficient in Russian, but still responded rather well overall in English, 

with only a few participants having extreme problems with this part of the study.  

Several previous studies have found that bilinguals in general have a higher 

response time for these kinds of tasks because for them even a one filter assignment 
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(words starting in a particular letter) has an additional language filter (selecting a 

language on top of selecting the words starting in a specific letter). This extra selection 

makes it a two-filter task, requiring more time to respond (Gollan et al., 2002, Hermans et 

al., 1998). However, previous experiments with these tasks compare groups of bilinguals 

and monolinguals but do not distinguish age groups like this study does. The younger 

group is indeed highly fluent in both languages. In the three fluency tasks, the younger 

participants do not show significant differences in retrieval speed in the two languages. 

Also in these tasks, the speakers appear relatively balanced in their bilingualism. The 

older group is more dominant in Russian than in English since all lexical fluency 

measures indicate that performance in Russian was better than for English. The 

difference between the two groups in their performance in English is so large, with all the 

comparisons revealing a significant difference between the younger group and the older 

group, that even if the slower response of the older group is taken into account, the 

younger group would still be more proficient in English than the older group. In terms of 

L2 acquisition, the difference between groups in performing the tasks in English is an 

indicator of how well they have acquired it in comparison with their self-assessment of 

English at the time of arrival. Looking at the figures (4, 7, and 9) representing results for 

the three lexical fluency tasks, it is easy to see that the younger group's scores for English 

match the older group's results in Russian, which means that not only are the younger 

immigrants now significantly more proficient in English than the older group, but that 

they have acquired it to a native-like level, since the scores for English are almost equal 

to the older group's scores in Russian, their native language. The older group's scores for 
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English though are significantly lower than the younger group's that it is reasonable to 

assume that their L2 acquisition was not as successful. 

  

5.1.6. Social Factors of L2 Acquisition for Both Groups 

Both groups of participants show good progress in their L2 and have achieved a 

much higher L2 proficiency by now compared to their proficiency at the time of arrival 

many years ago. However, it is the younger group whose L2 acquisition has been much 

more successful, possibly due to a variety of factors ranging from education in English 

and socialization in American society to their choices of friends and spouses. Though the 

results of language proficiency tests unanimously indicate the younger group as more 

fluent in English than the older group, it is unlikely that the age factor was the only 

variable contributing to their success, just as it was not just the older age at the time of 

immigration that made the older group’s L2 learning less effective. 

Among the most important factors that influence language learning is motivation 

and, though both groups were probably equally motivated to learn English, the reasons 

for their motivation to acquire the L2 might have been different. Peer pressure at a 

younger age is an especially motivating factor because teenagers want to conform and be 

a part of a group, whereas the older immigrants' identities are already quite stable and 

they do not need peer acceptance as much or to the same extent as the younger ones.  

Additionally, being educated in an L2 has been shown to be an effective way of 

raising the proficiency level. The younger adults have gone through most of their 

education in the US, while the older participants only took a few language classes and 
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very rarely any subject courses. Receiving an education in the US probably positively 

contributed to L2 acquisition even when the family's general attitude was rather negative 

about the quality of education in the US schools: Several interviewees mentioned how far 

behind academically the children of the same age were in the US in comparison to Russia 

(C4 - 100 YG: "In school I was shocked that in 5-th grade math we were doing division 

when I did that in 2nd grade at home"). Yet, this negative attitude did not appear to 

interfere with L2 acquisition of the younger immigrants because, if anything, they were 

ahead of the academic curriculum and could focus on language instead (C4 - 14 YG: "I 

learned English because I knew the material they were covering in school... would have 

been much more difficult if I didn't know either the language or the material!").  

Where the younger participants needed the language and were motivated to learn 

it not just to succeed in school but also to fit into the prestige group of their peers, the 

older adults' motivation might be explained by economic and professional reasons rather 

than social. Most of the immigrants to the US were people with “higher education and 

high occupational qualifications” (Menahem & Gajst, 2000). According to Chiswick 

(2000), the mean number of years of education of Russian immigrants to the US from 

1965 to 1999 was 14.8, which is higher than the education of immigrants from any other 

country (in comparison, immigrants from Europe had 13.0 years of education, from Asia 

– 14.3, and from Latin America – 9.5). This high level of professionalism meant that L2 

acquisition was crucial for older immigrants who wanted to use their professional skills 

and obtain positions at least similar to the ones they held back in their native country. 

Without the language, they could not use their academic knowledge and professional 
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skills, limiting their job opportunities and in turn jeopardizing their socio-economic 

potential. 

Another factor that is important for language acquisition or lack of it is 

socialization outside of work or education. Since the younger immigrants probably 

desired membership in their prestige group and were likely to make friends from within 

the group, they might have been more motivated to learn English, and then in turn when 

they got into the group, it is possible that they used English most of the time in their new 

environment outside of the home. The functions questionnaire confirms this trend by 

showing that the younger group uses English with their friends most often (11 responses) 

with four more people using both English and Russian, and only four 4 people using 

solely Russian with friends. Older participants, on the other hand, predominantly use only 

Russian with their friends (15 people), five more use both English and Russian and only 

one person uses only English with friends. This distribution of numbers suggests that 

indeed the younger group is more assimilated and tends to have more American friends 

than Russian or they prefer to use English even with their native Russian-speaking 

friends. The choice of friends then influences the degree of L2 acquisition, since it gives 

the younger immigrants more exposure to the language as well as additional opportunities 

for practice. The older group probably lacks this motivation to fit into the target culture 

which is likely to hinder their L2 development by lack of exposure and practice 

opportunities.  
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5.1.7. Summary: L2 Acquisition 

The above discussion is helpful in determining the answer to the English part of 

the research question two about the change in language proficiency in both languages. 

Specifically, it is now possible to answer questions about the change in proficiency in 

English between the time of arrival (established by self-assessment) and current fluency 

determined by self-assessment, lexical fluency testing and writing samples. The 

difference between the two groups in regard to L2 acquisition can be summarized now 

after it was addressed thoroughly above, and the influence of language usage (determined 

by the language functions questionnaire) will be used to support the results. 

The hypotheses proposed initially were confirmed by the analysis of the data: 

There has been a significant change in L2 proficiency in both groups between the time of 

arrival and the present time, and the younger group's L2 acquisition has been 

significantly more successful than the older group's. Whereas both groups were more 

dominant in Russian in the beginning of their immigration, the younger group's 

dominance has shifted, and they now rate themselves as somewhat more dominant in 

English than in Russian, which is confirmed by their writing samples, while lexical 

fluency testing reveals that they are relatively balanced bilinguals, since no significant 

differences were found for any of the three lexical fluency tests between the two 

languages for the younger group. The older group's dominance remained with the 

Russian language, but their English proficiency has increased solidly since they arrived 

with minimal knowledge of the language, and they have managed to acquire it quite 

well,. The language functions questionnaire results support the pattern by confirming that 
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the older group predominantly uses Russian while the younger group uses English for 

more functions, while still using Russian for important purposes such as at home and 

with friends. 

  



 

 

175

5.2. First Language Maintenance 

First language maintenance and attrition are two sides of the phenomenon of 

language development. When understanding one, it is impossible to overlook the other 

because the linguistic outcome of the battle between the native and the acquired second 

languages depends on the circumstances and context of the immigrant community. Since 

L1 attrition is a common phenomenon in the immigrant context and its rate has 

accelerated over the years (Wong Fillmore, 2000), the subject of L1 loss among 

immigrants has been well documented from a variety of perspectives depending on the 

goals of the research. Initially, social and pragmatic factors contributing to the loss of L1 

were examined (Fishman, 1966; Blom and Gumperz, 1972; Gal, 1979; Clyne & Kipp, 

1997). Other researchers have explored structural aspects of L1 attrition (Myers-Scotton 

& Jake, 1995, Schmitt, 2001), while another line of research has focused on language 

shift specifically in children (Schmitt, 2001; Kaufman, 1995).  

The current research compares the degree of L1 maintenance between two age 

groups of Russian immigrants and reports not only on the anticipated L1 maintenance 

among the older group, but also on the unexpectedly well preserved Russian among the 

younger group, where more L1 attrition was predicted.   

 

5.2.1. L1 Proficiency at the Time of Arrival 

 In research on L1 attrition or maintenance, one of the major problems is 

determining and measuring the starting point of L1 proficiency. Methodologically, this is 

problematic since researchers normally cannot test immigrants before they already have 
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at least some L2 exposure, nor can they do it before immigration. Normally, one of the 

ways of establishing the point of comparison is to look at monolingual speakers and 

assume that immigrants had the same proficiency at the time of arrival. Also, since adult 

native speakers are in most cases examples of "native-like fluency" (or point 7 on the 

scale participants were working with), in most cases they automatically checked it, which 

seems correct since, if they are not fluent, who is? The question, however, is different 

with children. Even though they are native speakers, due to their age they might not have 

acquired the language fully, resulting in "incomplete acquisition" (Isurin, 2000; Saville-

Troike, Pan, & Dutkova-Cope, 1995). Some other terms associated with the lack of first 

language development are “arrested development of L1” (Schiff-Myers, 1992) and 

“semilingualism” (Cummins, 1994), both of which underline the initial deficiency in L1. 

The issue of whether L1 is truly lost or not completely acquired is important for a number 

of reasons. From the theoretical point of view, it is essential to determine whether the 

language patterns (lexical, phonological, syntactic, etc.) are indeed “forgotten” or 

nonexistent from the beginning because it would presuppose different mechanisms and 

different parts of the brain involved in the process. The methodology and data collection 

would also vary depending on the original state of L1 development. The problem 

becomes even more vital when investigating L1 loss among children whose complete 

mastery of L1 is questionable (Kaufman, 2001), but is hardly ever examined properly 

before making claims about losing the native language. Even though researchers have 

determined that by age five monolingual Russian children generally have full command 
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of the spoken language (Schmitt, 2001), their language skills still cannot be compared to 

those of adults who have received their education in Russian.  

 Yet, no matter how fluent or not the younger participants consider themselves to 

have been at the time of arrival, research on young immigrants' L1 attrition suggests that 

after years of immigration with socialization in L2, their L1 should show signs of loss 

(Cook, 2003; Pavlenko & Jarvis, 2002; Clyne & Kipp, 1977; Papademetre & Routoulas, 

2001). One of the most surprising findings of this study is that the younger group 

assessed their proficiency in Russian at the time of arrival as lower than their current 

proficiency (no significant difference statistically, but the numbers are slightly higher for 

current fluency). It seems that it should be the other way around (i.e. current Russian 

proficiency should demonstrate some attrition when compared to the Russian skills at the 

time of arrival), since when they came to the US, Russian was their primary and 

practically in all cases the only language. The mean age of the younger group at the time 

of arrival in the US was 12 years, which means that the majority of them were well into 

school and should have acquired not only the spoken language fully but have become 

highly literate in it as well. Many participants who immigrated at an early age (mostly 

before school or from elementary school) consider their current Russian superior to that 

at the time of arrival. This might be attributed to incomplete acquisition (Cummins, 1994) 

and continuing L1 acquisition during immigration. An alternative explanation for the 

relatively low self-reported L1 proficiency at the time of arrival could be the younger 

group's incorrect perception of their skills. Younger participants might be thinking back 

to school years and equating their grades in Russian language classes with their skills as a 
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language speaker. Since some participants have taken Russian classes in college in the 

US, they have learned to write (if that skill was not acquired before) and, thus, consider 

themselves better currently than at the time of arrival, because as a "learner" of the 

Russian language in foreign language classrooms, they feel that they are superior. Thus, 

they might think that they are more proficient now than they were back then because it is 

"easier" (C4 - 23 YG) to write or speak now in classes and they are lauded for their skills. 

What they possibly forget in this scenario is the difficulty level of what they covered in 

the Russian classroom back in Russia as opposed to the Russian classroom in the US. 

Additionally, retrospective self-assessment of language skills is a measure of limited 

validity that can only provide rough estimates of proficiency: They are likely to be 

imperfect because for many participants it meant thinking back to anywhere from 7 to 33 

years ago. However, those scores for self-reported language proficiency at the time of 

arrival are the best starting point available until a longitudinal study can be undertaken. 

 

5.2.2. L1 Maintenance as Reflected by Self-Ratings 

 None of the participants from the younger group commented on their perceived 

lack of native-like fluency in Russian at the time of arrival, but they did mention that they 

feel their Russian has not changed much overall, even though some words are more 

accessible in English now and have become to interfere with their Russian vocabulary. 

Results of the self-reported proficiency questionnaire support their intuitive estimation: 

There is no significant difference between their mean scores or between any of the sub-

skills evaluated for Russian proficiency at the time of arrival and at the present time.  
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 The results of the self-reported language proficiency questionnaire do not show 

any L1 attrition in the older group and in the younger group (though the younger group's 

L1 proficiency is equally lower than that of the older group for Russian at the time of 

arrival and at present time. Similarly, lexical fluency testing shows that indeed the older 

group is more dominant in Russian than in English just as the younger group performs 

equally well in English and in Russian. However, those more objective tests only 

compare current English and Russian and cannot provide objective information about 

how the proficiency in each language has changed since leaving the original country. The 

only way to establish if their Russian is truly maintained as well as it seems from self-

reported assessment is to perform the same tests on a group of monolingual speakers who 

do not have L2 interference or L1 attrition. This was beyond the scope of this study, but 

could be an interesting project for future research. For the purposes of the present 

investigation, participants' self-assessments of their proficiency in Russian at the time of 

arrival and at present are taken at face value and then compared for signs of L1 attrition. 

Even with previous discussion on how those self-ratings might be inaccurate, they were 

done by participants at the same time and thus, no matter what their "ideal" example of 

native-like fluency in Russian was, it was the same for both proficiency at the time of 

arrival and at present. In other words, when assessing their fluency on the scale from 0 

(no skills) to 7 (native-like fluency), participants were measuring themselves against the 

same criteria, no matter what they considered "native-like fluency" (be it the speech of 

immigrants with a fair share of anglicisms or a pure eloquent speech of well-educated 

monolingual Russian speakers). Thus, if they felt that there has been a change in their 
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language skills, they would have indicated so. Yet, neither group seems to have 

experienced the attrition, which was expected of the younger group since previous studies 

of young immigrants tend to report quite a noticeable L1 loss in children and young 

adults (Schmitt, 2001; Isurin, 2000; Anderson, 2001; Kaufman, 2001).  

 

5.2.3. L1 Maintenance Reflected by Writing Samples 

 Writing is the only skill tested where the younger group performed significantly 

worse in Russian than in English, showing they are more dominant in English as far as 

writing is concerned. The older group confirmed their significant dominance in Russian: 

There were almost no errors in their writings in Russian (a mean number of 0 for formal 

writing and 0.13 for informal) and extremely high holistic grades (9.87 for informal and 

8.82 for formal writing on a scale from 0 to 10). In comparison, the younger group 

demonstrated a significantly lower proficiency in Russian than the older group did, with a 

higher error rate and lower holistic grades.  

 However, an interesting observation is that the older and younger groups' ratio of 

words per sentence was almost the same, but numerically the younger group had a 

slightly higher ratio (11.99 for the older group vs. 12.84 for the younger group in 

informal writing and 12.55 for the older vs. 14.38 for the younger in formal writing). 

Similarly, the younger group demonstrated much higher scores for lexical diversity 

(number of unique words in the text) in their informal writing in Russian than the older 

group did (69.71vs. 52.40) and almost equal scores for lexical diversity in formal writing 

(45.50 vs. 46.82). The obtained score for lexical diversity in informal writing in Russian 
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is the highest score for the younger group among all four writing samples (the two types 

in Russian and even the two types for English). This finding was unexpected, but 

explained as a result of a more conscious effort invested by the younger participants to 

compensate in a task that they perceived to be particularly difficult.   

 In terms of L1 maintenance, the older group showed predicted proficiency in 

Russian, especially in comparison to their writing in English. Their high holistic grades 

together with their specific skills in Russian writing confirm that their writing has not 

suffered any obvious attrition. As compared with other studies of L1 attrition in Russian 

immigrants, there were no problems with case or aspect (compared to Polinsky, 1997), no 

change to the underlying syntactic structure (compared to findings by Schmitt, 2001), and 

no semantic substitutions of Russian words with English ones, even though the lexicon is 

considered one of the first aspects to be affected in the process of language attrition 

(Seliger, 1996; Schmitt, 2001; Schmid, 2002).  

 The younger group shows more errors and lower grades for the Russian writing 

tasks than the older group, but the overall scores for none of the categories in writing 

revealed a significant difference between the two groups. This appears to be due to a 

wide range of both really good and really poor answers in both groups. However, this is 

not indicative in any way because there were participants in both groups who put a lot of 

effort into the writing part (more of those in the older group though) and those who did 

not take the task seriously and simply wrote a few separate words instead of complete 

sentences. The latter was especially true of the younger group who often responded in 

abrupt fragments without any coherent sentence structure (C4 - 90 YG: "very hot. 
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nothing changed. still hot"). In future research, the questions for the writing part should 

be reconsidered and made more personal in a way to elicit better responses and to avoid 

such short answers. For now, statistically, the writing samples provide some evidence 

that the older group maintained their L1 very well because those responses that were 

explicit showed very well preserved language, both syntactically and lexically.  

 The same is true for the younger group: Those who wrote complete and elaborate 

responses earned very high scores for their language skills, but there were fewer people 

in the younger group who did that. As mentioned in the discussion of L2 acquisition, the 

fact that there were fewer responses overall for Russian among the younger group is an 

indication in itself. Only a few of them provided adequate answers while the rest either 

did not comment at all or were very telegraphic in their responses. Thus, it seems that if 

they put their mind to it, the younger group can also write rather well in Russian, 

meaning that indeed their Russian is well maintained considering that they did not have 

as much practice writing in Russian as the older immigrants did. A more telling 

comparison of writing samples would be to examine the writing done before immigration 

(maybe a school essay) and ask participants to write the same essay again now after years 

in an L2 environment with limited exposure to L1 and fewer functions performed in it.  

 Two other results of the writing tasks differ from the other tests, which could be 

either due to the design of the writing task or to its holistic nature, which then would 

mean that the younger group is truly significantly more proficient in English than in 

Russian. One of these results is that the younger group revealed significantly better 

writing in English than in Russian (apart from a few scores here and there) in comparison 
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to other tests, where the younger group performed similarly in both languages. The other 

different result is that there was no significant difference between the two groups in either 

English or Russian types of writing while in many other tests the older group was 

significantly better in Russian than the younger group, who in turn were significantly 

better in English than the older participants. Thus, the results for the older group show 

that they are still proficient in Russian and there is no significant difference in the scores 

of the older and the younger group, theoretically meaning that the younger group is just 

as proficient, even though their English writing is significantly better than their Russian. 

Additionally, the quality of full responses together with separate scores indicate that the 

younger group has indeed preserved their Russian much better than predicted in the 

hypotheses.  

 Overall, the writing task indicates that not only has been Russian well maintained 

among older immigrants, but it was also preserved surprisingly well among the younger 

ones. Problems with the writing samples methodology that resulted in a limited number 

of responses and, among these, even fewer full answers might be the reason for results 

that do not fully conform to the other proficiency measures. However, even in this 

situation the major trend is in line with the patterns emerging from the study: Russian is 

undeniably the more dominant language of the older group when compared to their 

proficiency in English.  
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5.2.4. L1 Maintenance Reflected by Lexical Fluency Tests 

The way the tests were designed, it is possible to interpret them in various ways to 

answer several questions. For the major research question about language dominance, the 

scores in English and in Russian were compared to establish in which language the 

participants performed better. For all three tasks in the lexical fluency testing (letter 

fluency, category fluency, and color-naming tasks), the older group showed a 

significantly higher proficiency in Russian than in English, while the younger group did 

not yield any significant difference between the two languages for any of the mean 

scores. Thus, the older group shows the same results as in the previous comparison of 

self-reported language proficiency and writing samples, where they are clearly more 

dominant in Russian than in English. However, the younger group who scored 

significantly higher on English than on Russian for the self-ratings and in writing, 

produced results of balanced bilinguals in the fluency tasks, since their scores of lexical 

fluency were not significantly different between the two languages. 

Similarly, looking at the results for Russian, L1 maintenance is well manifested 

not only in the older group but also among the younger participants. Even though slightly 

lower, the younger group's scores of Russian fluency consistently do not display any 

significant differences from the English fluency scores or from the older group's fluency 

scores in Russian, indicating approximately the same proficiency level. The results 

support the notion of a well-maintained L1 in the younger group since, instead of 

becoming more dominant in the L2 at the expense of losing their L1, they managed to 

acquire the L2 without attrition in the L1. The younger participants of the present study 
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are an excellent example of additive bilingualism where the speakers are fluent in both 

languages. The older group's L2 acquisition can also be considered additive since 

speakers did not lose their L1 either. However, since their proficiency in English is 

significantly lower compared to the younger group, they cannot be considered balanced 

bilinguals.  

Interestingly, even though not statistically significant, the results of the younger 

group for English in two out of three lexical fluency tasks (category fluency and color-

naming tasks) are slightly higher than the older group's scores for Russian, and for the 

third task (letter fluency) the results are almost identical between the dominant languages 

of the two groups. The difference was especially noticeable in the color-naming tasks, 

where the older participants required much more time to complete the tasks even in their 

dominant language than the younger group did for either of the two languages, regardless 

of interference from the more dominant language, since there were no significant 

differences found between words in the more or less dominant language. It is possible 

that the tasks themselves might have been difficult for the older immigrants and only 

those who had the ability to effectively access their lexicon achieved higher scores. But 

then their ability to do so was similar for both languages rather than just for the dominant 

one, making the determination of the dominant language reliable since their age 

interfered the same way in both languages.  

The older group’s slowness is not crucial since their age interferes equally in 

Russian and in English, still showing their Russian as clearly more dominant. The same is 

true for the younger group: Their overall faster replies are apparent for both languages 
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and indicate that both their languages are equally fluent, with English getting slightly 

better responses, but without statistically significant difference. Many participants from 

the older group commented in interviews and even during the lexical fluency testing itself 

that their mind goes blank and that they cannot think of any words (C4 - 101, 102, 105, 

106, 109, 117 OG). Thus, it might be the age factor that contributed to the older group's 

lower scores even in their native language.  

 

5.2.5. Social Factors Influencing L1 Maintenance  

There has been much work done in defining and developing our knowledge about 

the factors that contribute to L2 acquisition. Usually though, the same factors play a 

major role in determining what happens to the native language of immigrants. The 

various theories dealing with social factors have been presented in the literature review 

(Schumann's Acculturation theory, 1986; Ethno-Linguistic Vitality Theory by Owens and 

Spittler, 2002). Both of these mention the importance of the domain in which the 

language is used, which was investigated in this study through the language functions 

questionnaire. The results of the questionnaire were analyzed in the L2 acquisition 

section of this chapter and are just as relevant for the L1 maintenance as for L2 

acquisition.  

English is clearly the dominant language in the society, and the lack of support for 

the multiculturalism is reported to result in the desire by many immigrants to reach 

native-like proficiency in the L2 (Pavlenko & Lantolf, 2000) even at the expense of 

maintaining the L1 (subtractive bilingualism). However, the results of the current study 
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show that participants’ L1 withstood such trends even though L2 acquisition definitely 

occurred successfully, especially in the younger group. A possible explanation for this is 

that the Russian language and accent do not provoke the same negative attitude in the US 

as some other accents and languages. If the Russian language and those who speak it 

were regarded with any hostility or unacceptability, chances are that both groups, but 

especially the younger group, would not have spent as much effort in maintaining the L1, 

and would probably have resulted in noticeable attrition after so many years in the 

country. 

Some evidence suggests that not only some immigrants reveal preserved L1 

knowleedge and skills after years of disuse (Schmid, 2002; Ammerlaan, 1996; Pan & 

Berko-Gleason, 1986; Remennick, 2003), but their L1 is in even better condition than the 

mixed language of other immigrants who have been using it but became accustomed to 

code-switching (Bratman, 2006). One of the possible explanations is that those 

immigrants who often communicate in their L1 with other immigrants in the same 

community know that they can rely on two languages, both L1 and L2, because their 

interlocutors are familiar with both. From daily usage, L2 borrowings enter the frame of 

the L1 and sometimes even the major frame switches to L2 with lexical items inserted 

from the L1 (Myers-Scotton, 1993). On the other hand, immigrants who do not routinely 

use their L1, do not get into the habit of mixing it with the L2. It is possible to suggest 

that the lack of code-switching might help preserve the L1 in a state similar to that of 

monolingual speakers. Thus, it might be expected that those immigrants who either 

totally refrain from using the L1 or clearly separate the usage by only communicating in 
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the L1 with other L1 speakers, maintain their native language more intact than 

immigrants who become used to code-switching and using two languages to various 

degrees in their conversations.  

However, the participants in this study indicated in their functions questionnaire 

that they indeed use both languages even if to various extent. Yet, they have maintained 

Russian well regardless of their continuous use and potential code-switching that may be 

expected in such contexts. It is possible that the nature of the tasks used in this study did 

not elicit the spontaneous speech where code-switching could be expected more together 

with a higher level of interference from the other language. A different method of data 

collection would be needed to assess the amount and results of code-switching in this 

population. Yet, the fact that participants could separate the two languages and perform 

well in both (for the younger group especially) indicates that they indeed have maintained 

Russian well and can demonstrate a high level of proficiency when needed. Thus, in a 

formal test setting, participants from both groups indicated a high level of L1 

maintenance even if results from informal speech recordings might reveal a much higher 

degree of code-switching and L2 interference. 

 

5.2.5.1. Schumann's Factors 

The acculturation model by Schumann (1986) was found to be useful in the 

analysis of social and affective factors influencing L2 acquisition (Lybeck, 2002). The 

focus of Schumann’s model is largely on motivation, stating that L2 learners who 

acculturate and identify better with the host country are also more proficient in the 
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dominant language, which is a statement shared by previously mentioned researchers. 

The social factors that influence L2 acquisition and acculturation, that Schumann 

proposes, take immigrant context into account and can be useful in examining the reasons 

behind L1 maintenance among the immigrants who took part in this study.  

One of the most important factors influencing L1 maintenance is the size and 

geographical settlement of the native language community since they influence the 

group's cohesiveness. The Russian community in Tucson and especially in Phoenix is 

rather large and cohesive, even if not even close to the social networks established in the 

Russian community in NYC. The 2000 census showed that there were 40,616 people of 

Russian ancestry in Arizona with 4,073 people who speak Russian at home and 2,347 

people born in Russia. In 2010 there may be more people who speak Russian at home, 

but no questions about language were asked in the census of that year. Most of the 

Russian immigrants are Jewish and the reason why there are quite a few in Tucson is that 

the Jewish Center was well sponsored and funded and could afford to help many of the 

Russian Jews. According to Siegel (1998), who examined the third wave of immigrants 

from the Soviet Union (most participants in the study fall under that category), those 

Russian Jews have adopted the Russian culture and made it their own. They were brought 

up in the Russian literary and cultural traditions, with the Russian language being the 

native tongue of all of them. These were people who value education and professional 

occupation; they treasure their native language and culture.  

To sum up the profile of the immigrants who participated in this study, it can be 

said that these are highly educated people who have had a high potential to achieve much 



 

 

190

in terms of economic status in the US. They usually came from the middle class in the 

former Soviet Union and were ready to face difficulties upon immigration with the hope 

that L2 acquisition would help raise their socio-economic status. At the same time, they 

are proud bearers of the Russian language and culture who did not want to lose their 

Russian identity and take L1 maintenance as a given. As for the Russian community in 

the Tucson/Phoenix area, the older generation became a cohesive group in the process of 

immigration through the Jewish centers which assisted new immigrants. The younger 

immigrants seem to become more cohesive with the advancement of technology, which 

brings people closer together (Facebook). This increasing cohesiveness seems to be 

helping in maintaining the L1 as the data demonstrates.  

The importance of the cohesiveness of an immigrant group on L1 preservation is 

confirmed in this study and is in line with the claim by Birman & Trickett (2001), who 

found that cohesive communities tend to retain the original culture more readily than 

diverse ones. Dayan (2004) found cohesive groups to communicate in the L1 much more 

often, thus preventing L1 attrition. Researchers exploring the situation in Israel also 

confirm that Russian immigrants there, who constitute 16% of the entire population, not 

just retain the Russian language and culture, but also spread them outside of the 

community, which is very rare for minority groups. The situation in the US is different 

since Russian immigrants are not the largest minority group and there are only a few 

places where they are highly concentrated, while the majority of Russian communities 

are rather small and disperse. Yet, the participants in this study manage to maintain group 

cohesiveness and, as a result, their native language and culture. 
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Another factor discussed in Schumann’s theory is the attitude with which the 

immigrants are treated, which closely corresponds to the issue of prestige of the minority 

language in the dominant society (Bonner, 2001). Many studies have shown that 

immigrants, especially young adults, prefer to disregard their original culture and 

language because they are not considered prestigious, sometimes are even looked down 

upon. In rare cases like Russian immigrants in Israel does the minority group disregard 

the dominant language and culture and consider their own superior, thus maintaining 

them better. Usually, though, the dominant group is the prestigious one and immigrants’ 

language and culture are not highly ranked. Such attitude results in immigrants’ desire to 

fit in, which is especially true of young adults who strive to acquire the L2 and learn the 

cultural norms, even if it is done at the expense of losing their own or their parents’ L1 

(Remennick, 2003; Chumak-Horbatsch, 1999). Older immigrants, who do not feel the 

need to conform in order to have self-esteem, usually remain more faithful to their culture 

and language, though it is also more difficult for them to acquire the L2. In this case, 

immigrants from the older group confirmed the findings of previous studies, but the 

younger group managed to maintain their L1 without hindering their L2 development. As 

mentioned above, it could be due to a lack of negative attitude from the host society 

towards the Russian language and accent or due to their own respect for their native 

language and culture so well developed in the Soviet Union.  

Also, Russian as a minority group in the US is not as stigmatized as some other 

immigrant groups and is generally treated quite well. Lack of negative attitudes from the 

dominant society makes Russian immigrants feel rather comfortable, and in return their 
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attitude towards the host country is positive. Russian immigrants normally do not feel any 

resentment towards them (C4 - 29, 34, 35, 41 OG) and they do not seem to encounter too 

much trouble assimilating. On the contrary, they are the ones who do not make enough 

effort to socialize with Americans outside of work because they are more content with 

being in company of other Russian immigrants (C4 - 47, 58 OG). Thus, even though well 

integrated into the society, they maintain their native culture and language at the expense 

of becoming more assimilated, which is rather unusual in this situation where positive 

attitudes from both sides should contribute to a shift in their L1. 

Cultural distance between two cultures is another of Schumann’s factors 

influencing acculturation. The more related the cultures are, the easier it is to shift from 

one to the other because many of the cultural norms and behaviors are shared and thus 

immigrants avoid miscommunication and embarrassing moments. More distant cultures 

have distinct norms that need to be learned by immigrants in order to function in the new 

society.   

In this study participants have not necessarily commented specifically on the 

differences or similarities between the two cultures, but the fact that they even talked 

about "Russian culture" and "American culture" presupposes that they see those two as 

separate. The fact that the participants completed the cultural questionnaire, where 

questions were asked about the two cultures, could have contributed to their unconscious 

distinction between the cultures. However, there was often a significant gap between the 

questionnaire and the interviews. Some of the cultural issues raised by interview 

comments included the following:  
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o lower level of education in the US, which points to how highly regarded this 

issue is by Russian immigrants (C4 - 82, 92, 100 YG; 53, 56, 59, 62 OG); 

o superficial relationships among Americans (C4 - 83 YG; 50 OG) while Russian 

immigrants are used to deep emotional connection to a few select friends (C4 - 

61 OG), which not surprisingly results in their preference of Russian friends 

over American (C4 - 47, 58 OG; 81 YG); 

o abundance of material things (C4 - 26, 31, 38, 42 OG) and vast opportunities for 

success (72, 75, 76, 78 YG; 28, 33, 37, 45 OG) and upward mobility in the US 

(65, 71, 78 YG), which definitely contributed to the success of L2 acquisition 

by both groups but more so by the younger group who have even more 

opportunities thanks to their age; 

o overall politeness and friendliness of people in the US (73 YG) as well as 

tolerance and willingness to help (27, 34, 35, 41 OG), which all contributes to 

"positive attitude" of immigrants towards the host society; 

o freedom and various liberties (74, 76 YG; 30, 36, 39, 43, 44 OG) that were 

lacking in their native country. 

The possibility of returning home also plays a role in either maintaining the 

original culture and language or letting them go. Participants in this study never 

mentioned their desire to return to Russia permanently, though many of them expressed 

their wishes to visit it from time to time. In many cases, staying proficient in L1 and in 

Russian culture was meaningful to immigrants not because they planned on returning, but 

just as a backup scenario, no matter how unlikely.  
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Another factor crucial for successful acculturation is the marketability of skills, in 

other words, the potential socio-economic status that immigrants can achieve. The older 

group in this study does fall under this factor partially, since, in most cases, their lack of 

L2 proficiency and/or education in the US prevented them from holding positions of the 

same level they used to have in Russia (C4 - 48, 52, 54, 63 OG). They are "wasting" (52 

OG) their education and knowledge on jobs that require much less professional training. 

However, financially they feel they are better situated here than in the Soviet Union (48, 

52, 54 OG), where "even their higher positions and ranks could not provide for the family 

adequately" (52 OG). Thus, they are ambivalent and often commented on how they "do 

not work to their full capacities" (52 OG), but they do not feel resentful about it because 

they understand their lack of L2 proficiency is at fault, not the host society (52, 54, 60 

OG). 

The younger group does not relate to this factor mostly because they received 

their education here, are proficient in the L2 to the point where it does not interfere with 

their professional aspirations and thus they feel they are fully competitive with 

Americans born and raised in the US in terms of the marketability of their skills. If 

anything, they understand that they are fortunate to have the opportunities they do here 

and have commented frequently on how they feel that they "can achieve anything in the 

US as opposed to a very limited future in the native country" (66 YG). 
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5.2.6. Summary: L1 Maintenance  

In line with the hypothesis, the older group did not reveal any L1 attrition since 

Russian remained their dominant language in all three language dominance tests (self-

ratings, lexical fluency and writing) and they were much more confident and comfortable 

in performing the tasks in Russian as they mentioned in the comments (18, 19 OG). The 

language functions questionnaire scores are in accordance with this result and can be 

used as an explanation as to why the language is so well maintained (since it is used for 

the majority of the proposed purposes).  

The younger group's results were unexpected since L1 attrition was expected to 

be manifested much more in their tests. Even though statistically the results of self-

assessed current language proficiencies and writing samples indicate their dominance in 

English, a closer examination of their answers reveals that Russian is not far behind and 

has not been lost any more than the older group's L1. The self-reported proficiency 

estimates even show that the younger group's L1 is better now than it was at the time of 

arrival, and lexical fluency tests indicate that both languages are at the same level. Thus, 

Russian is still one of the dominant languages for the younger group. Even writing 

samples of younger participants who made an effort and focused on the task performed 

unexpectedly well.  
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5.3. Culture Dominance 

 Culture as one of the major elements influencing language acquisition and 

maintenance is an important predictor of the language dominance outcomes. Positive 

attitudes towards the culture of the new country have been shown to be a crucial factor of 

L2 acquisition (Schumann, 1986). Similarly, warm feelings and pride towards the native 

culture help preserve the immigrants' L1 (Dayan, 2004). Just like with language, 

acquisition of the new culture does not necessarily mean loss of the first one: it can be an 

additive acquisition where both cultures are important to the person and he or she can 

switch between them easily to accommodate the circumstances and the interlocutors.  

 

5.3.1. Connection between Language and Culture   

This study compared the scores for each culture in the culture dominance 

questionnaire and established which culture is more dominant for each participant and for 

the group in general. As expected, the older group identified significantly better with the 

Russian culture than with the American culture. Just like with language dominance, the 

reasons might be plentiful, but among them is the fact that they have already internalized 

Russian culture, since this is where they were born and raised. They were already old 

enough to learn some facts about the new culture, but they could not make it their own. 

Even though the overall attitude towards the new society was positive, older immigrants 

still could not replace their cultural schema. They learned to function in the new society 

so that there are no major cultural miscommunications, but the American culture is not as 

close to them as the Russian culture (C4 - 55 OG). Thus, even though language and 
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cultural knowledge, which are two out of five dimensions of acculturation (Kim & 

Abreu, 2001) were acquired, the other three (cultural behavior, and especially identity 

and values) are still lacking. 

The younger group did not reveal any significant difference between acculturation 

into either of the cultures: Their scores for the American and for the Russian cultures are 

similar. Additionally, their score for the Russian culture is not significantly different from 

the score of the older group, indicating that they identify with it to the same extent as the 

older immigrants do, making it truly a native culture. However, they still associate 

slightly more closely with American culture, even if not significantly, potentially 

overcompensating for getting a late start on it (77 YG) or projecting their conscious 

awareness of cultural norms and beliefs (68, 70, 77 YG). 

Berry’s (1980) Acculturation Theory specifically talks about four potential 

outcomes based on identification with the native and host cultures: assimilation (high 

acquisition of the new culture and low maintenance of the native culture), integration 

(additive acculturation where identification with both cultures is high), separation 

(preference of the native culture and low acquisition of the new culture), and 

marginalization (low identification with either of the cultures). However, since the lines 

between some of those outcomes are blurry it is difficult to place an immigrant strictly 

into one or another category.  

Based on the data in this study, the older group predominantly falls in the 

separation category since they identify significantly better with the Russian culture as 

well as clearly maintain the Russian language as their dominant one. However, it does not 
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seem fair to say that the older participants' acquisition of the new culture is "low", as 

suggested in the separation strategy. Yes, it is lower than their native culture, but it has 

definitely increased from the time of their arrival, revealing their positive attitude and 

effort to assimilate to some extent. Also, even though the starting point of identification 

with the American culture was not measured in this study, it might be assumed that it was 

much lower than their current level. Thus, even though the older group's identification 

with the new culture is lower than their native culture identification, it does not seem to 

be because they want to seclude themselves and "separate" themselves from the rest of 

the society. They do want to maintain their first culture and language (46 OG), but they 

also are not conceptually against assimilating into the new environment (32 OG). 

The younger group's results place them into the integration outcome since they 

seem to identify with both cultures equally well. Their identification with the native 

culture is not significantly different from the older group's, and their identification with 

the American culture is not significantly different from the identification with the Russian 

culture, marking them as relatively balanced in their culture dominance. Yet, even though 

statistically their results indicate additive acculturation, their comments both in writing 

and during interviews reveal many of them feel marginalized:They do not feel like they 

belong to either of the cultures (84, 87, 93, 99 YG). 

Though results of the questionnaire show a high level of acculturation into both 

cultures, it almost seems that the participants themselves feel they have not achieved 

complete acceptance in either L1 or L2 community. Just like with languages, where there 

is semi-lingualism, there is a kind of “semi-culturalism” when an individual does not feel 
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comfortable in any speech community. Regrettably, this is the situation many immigrants 

encounter if they left their native country in their teens when the acquisition of the L1 

culture is almost complete, but stops in its development, and the L2 environment never 

becomes “home” even though it does become comfortable and functional (99 YG, 64 

OG).  

 

5.3.2. Culture as Perceived by Participants 

Several participants from both groups commented in the interviews that some 

things still seem very weird or surprising to them even after so many years (47, 55, 64 

OG; 91, 97 YG). One participant (older group, participant 3) was very passionate about 

the question “how are you?”, which she knows serves as a formulaic greeting in the US 

and does not really require a detailed report about one’s well-being. Yet, she still wants to 

share all the actual events and feelings in response to this question because “why would 

they ask how I am doing if they do not really want to know?” This is just an example of 

how even knowing about cultural norms does not necessarily lead to proficient 

intercultural communication. Similarly, immigrants’ knowledge about the importance of 

Christmas or Thanksgiving as holidays and even their celebration does not make the 

holidays as dear to their hearts as New Year is for them. Again, this process is very 

similar to how grammatical knowledge of a language does not necessarily mean that a 

person can speak it. Culture is just like that: There are rules and vocabulary, but in order 

to be fluent in it, constant practice is needed.  
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An interesting point is that there was no significant difference found in the degree 

of identification with the Russian culture between the two groups: the younger and the 

older immigrants scored similarly on the questions about Russian culture. Both groups 

thus appear to identify with the Russian culture as their own, and the younger group 

seemingly marked it as one of their dominant cultures. Yet, the younger group's score for 

the American culture is slightly higher than for the Russian culture, even if not 

significantly. A possible explanation would be that the younger immigrants 

"overcompensated" (77 YG) in their membership to the American culture. In other 

words, at some point (more likely early on in their immigration) they desired to be a part 

of the prestige group so much that they behaved more like “Americans” than Americans 

themselves. It is difficult to judge one’s culture without a point of comparison, but for 

those immigrants their own culture served as a point of comparison and they could see 

what was different between them and they preferred to act and behave in line with the 

new culture (70, 77 YG) . It does not mean that they forgot their own, resulting in 

additive acculturation, rather than subtractive.  

The results suggest that it was a case of additive culture acquisition just like 

additive L2 acquisition: The younger group’s Russian culture identification probably 

stayed at the same level (which is the same between the two groups) but they “over-

learned” the American culture in an attempt to fit in. They are definitely more 

knowledgeable about American customs and traditions, as well as history and pop 

culture, than the older group. The younger participants commented that they had to guide 

their parents and advise them often about things ranging from what to bring as a gift to 
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what to do in school as a parent, because the parents themselves were less flexible and 

not as anxious to belong to the new group, resulting in their lower level of assimilation. 

They learned the major cultural things like holidays and traditions and behaviors but not 

to the extent the younger group did (32 OG). The older immigrants learned about all 

those things without trying to make them their own, while the younger group tried to 

internalize some of them, initially to gain membership in the desired group.  

Interestingly, some younger participants commented that after awhile, they were 

not so desperate anymore and could switch easily between the behaviors expected of 

them within their Russian circle and their American friends (67, 68, 79 YG). This is 

similar to L2 acquisition, where learners first are submerged into the L2 and often speak 

it even at home when addressed in their native language, but then once they are satisfied 

with their proficiency and feel confident about their language skills, many revert to their 

L1 in circumstances where it is appropriate (Clyne & Kipp, 1997; deBot, 1999). 

Just like with L1 maintenance, immigrants from both groups are confident in their 

Russian culture awareness but very few of them went back at any point to see if they 

truly could fit in in Russia now after living in the US for so long. As a matter of fact, 

those who visited Russia recently noticed that the first few days were rather difficult and 

some things remained bizarre for the duration of the entire trip (85, 94 YG). This is 

similar to the account of L2 learners who come back to the country of their L1 but notice 

the long-lasting influence of their L2 on their native language (Marx, 2002).  

The most commented upon difference between the two cultures was politeness 

and friendliness in the US and lack of it in Russia (27 OG “people seemed friendly and 
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everybody smiles all the time!”; 69 YG “remember how in metro everybody is so 

gloomy, no eye contact, no smiles, no “excuse me” when they shove you on their way to 

the exit?”). One of the participants (80 YG) was identified as a “foreigner” specifically 

because he said “please” when buying tickets, which proves that not only immigrants feel 

this difference but even those living in Russia feel the difference when they encounter it. 

All the participants who mentioned politeness feel that it is a good thing and adopted the 

American approach to it. Only one participant (57 OG) was frustrated that everybody still 

keeps asking her if she is alright because she is not all smiles: She considers it is 

insincere and dishonest to smile when you do not feel like it. But others gladly took on 

this cultural norm and did not just add it to their native one, but in most cases replaced 

the old one with the new trait. 

Another frequently mentioned difference also has to do with the relationship 

between people in the American culture but in this case it is an issue regarded as a 

negative by immigrants from both groups: lack of deep relationships (50 OG; 83, 98 YG). 

The same friendliness that they liked in people was often mistaken for friendship until 

they realized that those were not the “real friends” they were used to back at home, where 

they would have one or two, but who would be the people you trust in some cases more 

than family. A few of the younger participants (95 YG) attributed this lack of close 

friendships to the structure of education in schools where students select classes and do 

not have the same people in all of their classes for 12 years like it is in Russia. When you 

spend 9 months a year for 10 years with the same people, it is impossible not to develop 

very close friendships. It is also true for universities where smaller groups (of 10-20 
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people) also share all the same classes together and, since they already are more mature 

people, these university friendships often last a lifetime. Numerous participants from both 

groups (49, 51, 58, 61 OG; 86, 88, 96, 99 YG) commented that what they missed the 

most, especially in the beginning, were their friends left behind. Older immigrants (51, 

58, 61 OG) also mentioned that they never found such close friends among Americans, 

but managed to get new friends among other Russian immigrants. Most members of the 

younger generation have a few American friends, but even then they feel that their 

Russian friends are closer (89 YG).  

When asked why they think their closest friends are Russian and not American, 

even though they were already in the US when they got acquainted, the younger 

participants thought it had to do with shared Russian culture and similar life experiences 

(younger group, participant 1 "With them I don't have to explain everything because they 

already know it all and they understand what I mean when I use any of those expressions 

or reference any of the cartoons or movies"). Similarly, many younger participants 

responded in the language functions questionnaire that they either already have or would 

like to have a spouse who speaks Russian natively, probably meaning that they want a 

person who is intimately familiar with the Russian culture and thus can understand them 

better.   

This last comment hints at the issue of learned culture vs. acquired culture, 

similarly to learned and acquired language (Kramsch, 1993). There has been much 

research on how to teach culture to language learners, especially considering that there is 

no agreement on what exactly "culture" is and what part of it can be learned in a 
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classroom (Saville-Troike, 1978). Traditionally, students are presented with facts about 

"big culture": art, movies, architecture, history, etc., which constitutes cultural 

knowledge. Cultural behaviors (acceptable norms of behavior in different situations) can 

also be learned, though it is more difficult to do in classroom settings, since it will not be 

as natural and cannot possibly be all-encompassing due to time constraints and lack of 

real-life simulations created in the classroom. Values and assumptions can be learned, but 

very few language learners or even immigrants internalize them: They can understand 

why something happens differently in the new environment and they can even 

consciously imitate the behavior much better when they know the reasons behind it, but 

still it is not their natural instinct or true belief.  

The younger immigrants in this study talked about understanding American 

culture better than Russian, which could be attributed exactly to the fact that they had to 

learn it as opposed to natural acquisition, where one does not think analytically about 

reasons for this or that tradition or belief. And still, with all the learned knowledge of the 

culture and the desire to fit in, they do not feel the wonder of Christmas but expect the 

magic at the New Year; they would not watch baseball by themselves for an entire day 

but will watch soccer matches again and again in their spare time, they would not spill 

their innermost secrets and desires to any of the numerous American friends but will do 

so with their one or two Russian friends. These are just some of the examples of the 

comparisons between cultures brought up by participants themselves in their interviews.  

The younger participants often mentioned various activities that they learned in 

the US but do not enjoy as much as they do something they did back at home. Of course, 
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the difference between cultures is not necessarily the reason for this. It could simply be 

that they learned it as children and thus treasure it more than what they encountered as 

adults, which means it could have been the same with something introduced to them at an 

older age in their native country as well. Just like with the lexicon (Grosjean, 1998), the 

cultural norms introduced in the home setting at an early age are closer and often 

preserved better than vocabulary or cultural behaviors that appear later in life.  

Taking into account how difficult it is to learn about cultural behaviors and almost 

impossible to internalize values and beliefs even in the immigrant setting with a positive 

attitude towards the new society, it is no wonder that classroom learning of culture 

extremely rarely culminates into the acquisition of the second culture. Thus, the 

immigrant population of not just the first generation, but even the heritage speakers of the 

second generation are still bearers of the culture to a greater extent than somebody 

learning it through formal instruction. Even when the L1 is not maintained as 

successfully as demonstrated by both groups of participants in this study, immigrants still 

carry the cultural norms and values. Though the younger participants in this research 

indicated that they identified more with the American culture, their Russian culture was 

shown to be well maintained as well, since statistically it was the same as that of the older 

group, who are the native bearers of it with excellent preservation of it in the immigrant 

environment.  

 

  



 

 

206

5.3.3. Summary: The Relationship between Culture Dominance and Language 

Dominance 

Based on the results of the culture dominance questionnaire and the three 

language dominance tests completed by the two groups of participants, it is now possible 

to address the research question about the relationship between language dominance and 

culture dominance in Russian immigrants. Overall, the tests confirmed most of the 

hypotheses for question two: The older group indeed was more dominant both in the 

Russian language and in the Russian culture than in the English language and American 

culture; the English language and American culture were more dominant among the 

participants in the younger group than in the older group. However, the other hypotheses 

in regard to the younger group have not been confirmed: The younger group did not 

reveal any significant difference between the American and the Russian cultures as 

suggested by the culture dominance questionnaire. Additionally, their dominance in the 

English language was not as all-encompassing as expected - there was no difference 

between language proficiencies in lexical fluency tests and the differences between the 

two languages in other parts were less pronounced than the difference between Russian 

and English for the older group with sub-results that pointed to a well maintained Russian 

language. Thus, the last hypothesis about the Russian language and culture being more 

dominant in the older group than in the younger was only partially confirmed, since the 

Russian culture identification level between the two groups was very similar, as were the 

results for all three lexical fluency tasks, with the older group being significantly better in 

Russian than the younger group only in self-assessment and writing.  
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 The correlation analyses performed to establish the relationship between language 

dominance and culture dominance revealed a surprising effect, where each of the groups 

showed a significant correlation between the less dominant language and less dominant 

culture than between the more dominant ones. In other words, the older group 

consistently had significant correlations between the American culture and the English 

part of the language dominance tasks (self-assessment and writing) while the younger 

group's significant correlation was between Russian culture and Russian language (self-

assessment). According to the hypothesis, correlations were expected between both the 

dominant language and dominant culture, and between the less proficient language and 

less proficient culture. Yet, it seems that significant correlations were present only for 

less dominant language and culture, not for more dominant ones.  

Possibly, difficulty was the deciding factor in determining these correlations: 

Since Russian is more difficult for the younger participants, it was necessary for that 

group to have a higher score in the Russian language in order to obtain higher results for 

the Russian culture, whereas with English, they did not specifically need higher scores in 

either language or culture to achieve higher proficiency/awareness on the other scale. 

With the more dominant language, the results varied less, thus lacking in significant 

correlations. The reverse is true for the older group: In order to obtain higher results for 

American culture/English language, the other measure had to be higher as well in order to 

produce significant correlations while with their more dominant Russian language 

variation was less pronounced. So even though significant correlations were found in the 

less dominant language, the fact that it occurred with both groups only further confirms 
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that the older group has higher dominance in the Russian language and Russian culture 

while the younger group is more dominant in the English language and American culture. 

 Additionally, separate correlation analyses of the three lexical fluency tests and 

culture dominance questionnaire did not yield the expected results of positive correlations 

between Russian lexical fluency and Russian culture for the older group and/or American 

culture and English lexical fluency for the younger group throughout. The only result 

consistent among all three tasks for the older group was a positive correlation between 

the languages (letter fluency between Russian and English, category fluency between the 

two languages, and color-naming scores between the two languages). This result was not 

predicted, since it seemed that the older group would perform significantly better in one 

language than in another. But it turned out that higher scores in one language correlated 

with higher scores in the other language rather than with the respective culture. If 

anything, this could have been expected of the younger group, who are more balanced 

bilinguals but nothing in the general results for the older group hinted at this correlation 

to be significant for them.  

 It is possible that the task itself might have been difficult for them and only those 

who had the ability to easily access their lexicon achieved higher scores. But then their 

ability to do so was similar for both languages rather than just for the dominant one. It 

could also be due to individual differences with respect to a generalized language 

competence, where participants with metalinguistic knowledge or strategic skills 

generally perform better in these types of tests in both languages. In this case, it is 

understandable why it was the older group, who displayed this correlation because they 
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were the ones to consciously learn the second language in the classroom setting as adults. 

The younger group, in most cases, acquired the second language without formal 

instruction, not forming the same linguistic competency. Many participants from the 

older group commented in interviews and even during lexical fluency testing that their 

mind goes blank and that they cannot think of any words. Thus, it also might be aging, 

perhaps combined with increased test anxiety that has produced this significant 

correlation. 

 The younger group had another consistent significant negative correlation 

between the two cultures in the correlation analyses between culture dominance and all 

language dominance tasks conducted separately. It seems that since the results of their 

culture dominance questionnaire established that they identified equally well with the two 

cultures, the younger immigrants make a point of separating the two cultures. None of the 

correlation analyses for the older group established this connection, though the difference 

between the cultures for them was more pronounced. But the younger group consistently 

produced this result. Thus, for the younger participants it is an "either or" relationship 

between the cultures where they maintain both well but switch actively between the two 

when performing language tasks, whereas the older participants who simply stay with the 

Russian culture do not need to "switch off" the other one when switching the languages.  

 Overall, the results confirm that there was indeed a close relationship between 

language and culture for both groups, but it is presented differently depending on the 

group's dominance and language usage (determined by the language functions 

questionnaire). For the older group the connection between the Russian language and 
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Russian culture is more straightforward since they are clearly dominant in both and the 

lack of statistical correlations with these two in reality indicates less variation (thus, they 

are more dominant). The younger group's results are more complicated, since they 

perform significantly better in English in some tests but produce results of relatively 

balanced bilinguals in other tests, and overall seem to switch much more easily between 

the languages and cultures.  
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5.4. Methodological Findings and Limitations 

 One of the challenges with this study was to establish a methodology that would 

help answer the proposed research questions. Culture dominance was especially 

problematic due to debates about what exactly culture is and how to measure it. But even 

within language dominance, which is a much better researched topic with standard 

methodologies, there were a few challenges, since some of the measurement tools have 

not been applied to the Russian language before.  

 

5.4.1. Equivalent Stimuli for Lexical Fluency Testing 

 For all three lexical fluency tasks (letter, category and color) Russian equivalents 

had to be found. It was not a problem for the color naming task since the major colors are 

the same in Russian and English, though even then one of the participants ran into a 

problem: There are two different names for blue in Russian, one of which corresponds in 

color to English navy blue and the other is a light baby blue. The color in the color-

naming tasks was chosen with the distinction in mind and was deemed to be navy blue 

without any hint of the lighter color. However, one participant mentioned both colors 

("navy blue or baby blue") when naming the circle with this color and then naming the 

color of the words. The answer was counted as correct but it increased the participant's 

response time for this task resulting in a lower score. If it were a younger participant, an 

explanation could be proposed that he was translating from English and to make sure he 

translated it correctly, he offered both possible translations, even though the color 

definitely fit only one of them, indicating uncertainty about the concept (which color 
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exactly is which). However, interestingly, it was an older participant with definite 

dominance in Russian who suggested both variants. He did not have any other mistakes 

to suggest such a great L2 interference that it changed his color perception. It might be a 

conscious knowledge of the difference in the color scheme that prompted him to respond 

in this way, but it is still unexpected and not quite clear what exactly caused him to 

overanalyze his answer. 

 For the category fluency task, the categories were chosen again taking into 

account the potential differences between Russian and English languages and cultures. 

Fruit and vegetables sometimes used in other studies with lexical fluency testing were 

excluded because there might have been some confusion. Additionally, the two selected 

categories represented a vocabulary learned earlier in life (animals) and thus were 

potentially more available in Russian, while the other category "items of clothing" is 

more current since most people go clothes shopping and L2 interference could be more 

visible. For the purposes of comparing language dominance and culture dominance, an 

item analysis of category and letter fluency tests would have gone beyond the scope of 

the study and therefore was not conducted at this time. However, future studies that 

investigate the specific items produced during lexical fluency testing could provide 

interesting insights into the structure of immigrants' vocabulary in the two languages and 

the overlap between them.  

 With the letter fluency stimuli, a more thorough approach was needed to 

determine equivalent letters for the purposes of comparison between the two languages. 

The process of selection was described in chapter 3 (section 3.3.3.1.), where frequency 
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lists for the English and Russian languages were compared and letters with similar 

percentages of most frequent words starting in that letter were selected to match the 

standard English letters FAS. This procedure for selecting the letters seems to be 

successful overall since the participants' responses confirmed that in their dominant 

language the responses for the corresponding letters were very similar (the older group's 

Russian letter and the younger group's English stayed very close together). While the 

younger group's word naming scores in Russian based on letter stimuli were lower than 

those of the older group, there was no significant difference, just as there was no 

significant difference between the younger group's English and Russian scores though the 

results for the English word naming for them were closer to the older group's Russian. 

Overall, these results suggest that the letters provided adequate stimuli and can be 

compared successfully. This is an important finding for future research that uses lexical 

fluency testing not just in Russian (where one could simply take the letters selected here) 

but also for comparisons with other languages where no equivalent letters have been 

reported yet.  

  

5.4.2. Challenges with the Writing Task as a Holistic Measure of Language Dominance 

 Practical problems with the writing task have been described previously in section 

5.1.4.2. However, not only is the writing task more time-consuming and therefore less 

liked by participants, but it also elicited several comments from participants indicating a 

potential for improvement for future research. A few participants, especially from the 

older group, commented on the formal writing task in Russian, which asked them to write 
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a request for a salary increase, saying that they never had a need for such a request and do 

not consider it appropriate. On the one hand, such comments point to the older group's 

work ethic instilled in them by the Soviet Union where it was indeed totally inappropriate 

to ask for anything, especially for a salary increase. Their rejection of the task might have 

caused lower results than some other request for formal writing could have produced. 

Thus, it would be advisable to carefully consider such attitudes in the future in order to 

prevent such reluctance to complete the task by the participants.  

 Additionally, the results produced by the analysis of the writing samples are 

slightly different from the rest of the tests, which means that there may be some 

discrepancies either in the rest of the tests or in the writing section. The older group 

remained overall more dominant in Russian, but not by as much as with the rest of the 

language proficiency tests. English informal writing performance even outscored Russian 

formal writing performance. Overall, the younger group showed better skills in English, 

which is supported by the self-reported language proficiencies questionnaire, and the 

results of the lexical fluency tests indicated a relatively balanced bilingualism. And even 

though self-assessment pointed to a dominance in English over Russian, the gap there 

was not as big as the results for the writing tasks show.  

Although writing tasks were included in this study to serve as a good holistic 

measure of language proficiency, it turned out to probably be the weakest and least 

reliable measure of language proficiency for a number of reasons: (1) The writing task 

topics were not all culturally appropriate which resulted partially in the rejection to write 

by some of the participants. In addition to the difficulty level of the tasks and the low 
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incentives to complete the task, it may have lead to a lower rate of motivation and 

participation to complete the task compared to the other tasks. (2) Also, the computation 

of the overall writing score (and the weighting of sub-scores) may not have been optimal 

and may have to be rethought if used in future studies. (3) Finally, writing skills and 

particularly formal writing performance may reflect a somewhat different kind of 

language (or better literacy) proficiency that can differ considerably from performance in 

oral/aural skills (i.e. spoken language proficiency).  

 Overall, the results for the writing section indicate that there were some problems 

with the methodology that need to be resolved in the future to help elicit more reliable 

responses. However, for this study the writing section also served as a tool for gathering 

qualitative data and, as such, the responses for the informal type of writing served a 

useful purpose and elicited information with relevance for the discussion of the major 

research questions. Still, there could have been more responses that were elaborate 

enough to cover more topics and in more detail than what was collected. In the future, a 

better incentive for completing the writing task might help with this problem as well as a 

different set of questions (especially for the formal type of writing) to ensure that 

participants are more motivated and involved in completing the writing task.   

  

5.4.3. Correspondence of Language Dominance Measures 

 The third research question was concerned with the correspondence of all 

measurements of language proficiency: self-reported language proficiency, writing 

samples (formal and informal writing), and all three lexical fluency tests (letter fluency, 
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category fluency, and color-naming fluency). It was predicted that there will be 

significant correlations among the measures of language proficiency for both groups and 

both languages. However, more and stronger correlations were found for the measures of 

skills in the weaker languages, English in the older group, and Russian in the younger 

group. It is possible that the weaker language showed more significant correlations 

because of statistical power: There was more variation between the participants in 

language proficiency and cultural identification for the less dominant languages and 

cultures compared to the more dominant ones in the two groups. With respect to the more 

dominant language, the groups were more homogenous in their level of fluency and 

cultural identification, resulting in a lack of statistical power and a lack of significant 

correlations.  

 Another hypothesis anticipated that the scores for the younger group's writing will 

correlate less with the other language proficiency measures, which was partially 

confirmed since the writing scores did lag behind the rest of the results and indicated a 

wider gap between the two languages for the younger immigrants than the self-

assessment scores or lexical fluency test results. However, even though writing scores 

were not strongly correlated with the other results, the younger group had a significant 

correlation between formal writing scores and letter and category averages as well as 

between informal writing scores and letter averages for Russian and informal writing 

scores and category average for English. Thus, it is possible to say that the writing part 

correlated well with some lexical fluency measures, but there were no significant 

correlations with the self-assessment scores. Recall, however, the above mentioned 
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shortcomings of the writing tasks and the potential different skills that were measured 

through writing tests, lexical fluency testing and self-assessment. 

 Overall, however, a number of strong correlations were found between 

proficiency measures: The older group had strong correlations between all three parts of 

language dominance testing in English: Self-reported language proficiency was 

significantly correlated with letter, category, and color averages, as well as with informal 

and formal writing. In terms of the writing part, the older group had more correlations 

with English informal writing scores (four significant correlations) than with English 

formal writing scores (only two significant correlations involving formal writing). The 

formal writing correlations only occurred with test scores that were also correlated 

significantly with informal writing scores.  

The younger group had only three significant correlations with writing scores in 

the Russian part: one for the informal and two for the formal type of writing (again the 

informal writing correlated with the same language dominance test that one of the formal 

writings correlated with). Thus it seems that the less dominant language measures 

correlated better with each other. Additionally, further correlation analyses of separate 

self-reported skills with the task measuring the corresponding skills revealed another 

correlation that was missing in the correlation analyses of overall scores: Self-reported 

language proficiency and formal writing for the Russian part for the younger group. The 

latter finding seems to show that young participants do quite well in assessing the 

proficiency to write in their less dominant language and that they are aware that one’s 

writing skills are somewhat different from one’s overall proficiency in a language. 
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 Thus, even though the writing for the Russian part did not reveal as many 

significant correlations as the lexical fluency measures, it still produced a few significant 

results for both languages. For both groups, formal and informal types of writing showed 

significant correlations, suggesting that the results for writing were valid, since both types 

of writing illustrated the same trend.  

 

5.4.4. The Potential of Lexical Fluency Measures  

 All three lexical fluency tasks revealed significant correlations among themselves 

and with self-reported language proficiency. Lexical fluency testing seemed to be the 

most practical measure since it correlated relatively well with both writing and self-

assessment. This was true for the Russian part for the younger group and even for the 

older group (category average and formal writing) and also with the English part for both 

groups, but especially for the older group where one of the three lexical fluency tasks 

corresponded to one of the types of writing (informal writing and category average) and 

to self-reported language proficiency (letter fluency). This means that lexical fluency 

testing seems to be quite accurate in determining the more dominant language of the 

group. It clearly identified Russian as dominant language for the older group, which was 

confirmed by all other measurements, and it correlated well with the other tests' results. 

Lexical fluency testing also identified the younger group as balanced bilinguals with 

English at a slightly higher (but not yet significantly different) level Thus, lexical fluency 

testing can probably be seen as the most objective measure of the three test types applied 
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in this study. It does not depend on any interpretation or self-assessment, is economical 

(relatively time saving) and accurate. 

 However, one of the lexical fluency tests, the color-naming task, was slightly 

problematic. It was hypothesized that when presented with words from the more 

dominant language, participants will take longer naming the colors because automatic 

word access through reading in that language would interfere; whereas with the words 

presented in the less dominant language, reading and word access would not be so 

automated and thus would result in less time to complete the task since interference 

would be minimal. Yet, the statistical results did not confirm this expectation: The 

younger group did show the trend that when naming the color of the words presented in 

English, they took slightly longer naming the colors in both languages (Russian or 

English). However, the difference was not significant. Surprisingly, the older group 

showed the same trend (taking longer naming the color of words presented in English) 

even though it was confirmed by the rest of the tests that their dominant language is 

Russian, which would mean that, if anything, the trend should have been present for 

words in Russian but not in English. It was suggested in the discussion that the older 

group's English is not automated enough to be dominant, but that participants deliberately 

read and probably translate the words which takes much more time compared to the 

younger group who does not need to translate. But this trend for the older group was not 

significant either, showing that the differentiation between words presented in the more 

dominant or less dominant language did not work for bilinguals who are much more 

dominant in one language than the other. With relatively balanced bilinguals (the younger 
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group), the differentiation was not significant in this study, but it might be interesting to 

try it with a larger group of balanced bilinguals to see if the trend would become 

significant. 

 Thus, with the color-naming task the results were not predicted: The significant 

differences were found for the language in which participants were naming the colors in 

(the older group took significantly less time naming the colors in Russian regardless of 

whether the words were presented in Russian or in English while the younger group took 

slightly less time in English but there was no significant difference between naming the 

words in Russian or in English, continuing the pattern from other lexical fluency testing). 

It seems that the language for naming the colors was more important than the language of 

the written (potentially interfering) words. Also, though the interference seemed 

somewhat present for the relatively balanced younger group, it did not work in the same 

way for the unbalanced older group.  

 To conclude the discussion of the correlation of all measures of language 

proficiency, the writing section was slightly out off sync with the rest of the language 

dominance measures for the Russian part, but overall all measurements for both groups 

correlated well with each other and showed mutual reliance. This is an important finding 

since it can have practical benefits: In occasions, where (a battery of) comprehensive tests 

cannot be used because of time or organizational constraints, only one of the 

measurements used here could be applied as a general economical measure of 

immigrants' language proficiency and it will provide a good idea about relative language 

dominance in a bilingual speaker. Particularly the lexical fluency tests with letter and 
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category stimuli are recommended for valid results, practicality, and quick 

administration. Fluency tests based on the Stroop color naming task appear to be less 

suitable, especially for relatively non-balanced bilinguals. 
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CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSION 

 This research focused on profiling two groups of Russian immigrants in the US in 

terms of their language proficiency and cultural identification. In this concluding chapter, 

the answers to research questions will be summarized, main findings will be highlighted 

and the implications for theoretical and practical applications will be discussed.  

 

6.1. Summarized Answers to Research Questions  

Research question one inquired about the changes in language proficiency both in 

Russian and in English, delving into the topics of L1 maintenance and L2 acquisition. 

Below are presented the corresponding hypotheses proposed in the beginning of the study 

and the main findings to confirm or disconfirm these expectations.   

 Both groups will reveal significant progress in L2. 

This hypothesis was fully confirmed, since the results of the tests showed a 

significant difference between the scores for self-reported English proficiency at the time 

of arrival and at the present time. Additionally, other language proficiency measures 

(lexical fluency tests and writing) confirmed that participants in both groups have moved 

beyond the beginner's level, which they claim to have had at the time of arrival. The 

language functions questionnaire results support this finding, since participants in both 

groups indicated at least a few functions, for which they use English predominantly (e.g. 

for "work" purposes). Qualitative data from interviews and writing samples supplement 

the statistical results by revealing that both groups' language proficiency has increased 

enough to function in a variety of situations. Even the participants from the older group 
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whose English is not as fluent as that of the younger group, report a significant progress 

in L2 acquisition.   

 The younger group's L2 acquisition will be more dramatic than that of the older 

group. 

The results of all language proficiency tests confirm this hypothesis, since the 

results of the younger participants were consistently significantly higher than those of the 

older group. Not only have the younger participants achieved a higher level of L2 

acquisition than the older group, in some cases their dominant language has even shifted 

from Russian to English, whereas this never happened to the older group. Language 

functions questionnaire results also point to a much more frequent use of English among 

the younger participants. Their comments in interviews also reveal high fluency and 

comfort level in their L2, while the older group mostly shared such feelings only about 

Russian but never about English. Thus, both qualitative and quantitative data show that 

indeed the younger participants achieved a much higher level of L2 proficiency than the 

older group. 

 There will be no L1 attrition found for the older group. 

The older participants performed according to the expectations - their dominant 

language was clearly Russian and the self-reported language proficiency did not indicate 

any change over time. Other language proficiency tests confirmed that they maintained 

their L1 well and consider it their dominant language. The older group's comments 

supported this hypothesis as well, since they mentioned in interviews how confident and 

comfortable they are with the Russian language as opposed to English.  
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 There will be L1 attrition revealed for the younger group. 

This hypothesis was not confirmed based on the data collected and analyzed in 

this study. Where attrition was expected to be present for the younger group, the test 

results indicate a rather well preserved L1. Lexical fluency tests revealed that the younger 

participants maintained their Russian on the same level as the older participants, and 

there was no significant difference between Russian and English results for the younger 

group. The self-reported language proficiency questionnaire and writing samples point to 

English as the more dominant language, but not at the expense of Russian, which is rather 

stable. Additionally, self-reported language proficiency questionnaire results indicate that 

not only have the younger participants not lost any Russian, they feel they have even 

increased their proficiency in it since their arrival in the US. This resistance to L1 

attrition in the younger group is one of the most important findings of this study. Some 

variation in the younger group is a sign hat not everyone seems to maintain the L1 

equally well. Future research could analyze within-group differences and the factors that 

contribute to overall L1 maintenance and minor variation in L1 competence. 

 The second research question addressed the relationship between language 

dominance and culture dominance among the immigrants in both groups. It examined 

whether language acquisition and acculturation were parallel processes, where a shift in 

language dominance and a shift in culture dominance would occur together. The results 

seem to confirm this expectation: the older group remained dominant both in the Russian 

language and in Russian culture; the younger group's results indicate that participants are 

either rather balanced bilingually or slightly dominant in English; and their culture 
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dominance results reveal that they identify with American culture just slightly more than 

with Russian culture.  

 The older group will be more dominant in the Russian language and culture. 

This hypothesis was clearly confirmed, since the difference in the two languages 

and cultures was consistently significant, and qualitative data confirmed that the older 

participants are much more comfortable with the Russian language and culture, 

regardless of how well they have acquired English or learned American traditions.  

 The younger group will be more dominant in the English language and American 

culture. 

Language proficiency test results differ somewhat: Lexical fluency tests suggest 

that the members of the younger group are quite balanced bilinguals with no significant 

difference between the two languages, while self-reported language proficiency and 

writing tasks statistically indicate that English is the somewhat more dominant language. 

Yet, qualitative data and language functions questionnaire suggest that the younger group 

might be only slightly more dominant in the English language and American culture, 

possibly rather balanced both linguistically as suggested by lexical fluency testing and 

culturally as suggested by the culture dominance questionnaire,. Thus, this hypothesis is 

only partially confirmed since the younger group is statistically more dominant in the 

American culture and two out of three language proficiency measures indicate English as 

their more dominant language. Yet, the other language test (lexical fluency) and 

qualitative data reveal how small the gap between the participants’ competencies in the 

two languages and cultures is for the younger group. 
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 The English language will be much more dominant in the younger group than in 

the older. 

Consistently, the younger group performed significantly better in English tasks 

than the older group. As discussed in the section on L2 acquisition and summarized under 

the first research question, the younger group has acquired English to a much higher level 

than the older group. The correlation of language dominance and culture dominance 

supports the claim that the English language and American culture have become a much 

bigger part of the younger participants than of the older ones. 

 The Russian language will be more dominant in the older group than in the 

younger group. 

Interestingly this hypothesis was not confirmed. Even in the tests where English 

was shown as the more dominant language for the younger group, their scores for the 

Russian tasks were not significantly different from the scores of the older group, for who 

Russian was a more dominant language than English. Similarly, the culture dominance 

questionnaire suggested that the level of identification with the Russian culture between 

the two groups is not significantly different. Thus, even though English seems to be the 

slightly more dominant language in the younger, according to most tests, the participants’ 

proficiency level in the Russian language and culture is similar to the corresponding 

proficiency levels of the older group. 

 Research question three examined correlations among all measures of language 

dominance (self-reported language proficiencies, writing samples, and lexical fluency 

tests) to test the reliability and practicality of each of them.  
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 The older group will have strong correlations between all three measures of 

language dominance. 

 This hypothesis was confirmed for the measures of English, but for the Russian 

part of the tests, only the writing scores correlated significantly with lexical fluency 

scores, but not with self-ratings. Yet, since self-ratings correlated with lexical fluency as 

well, it might be suggested that all three instruments were reasonably accurate. 

Additionally, all three measures indicated Russian as the more dominant language of the 

older group, meaning that all three were accurate and their results were consistent.  

 The younger group will have strong correlations between the self-reported 

language proficiencies and lexical fluency test scores. 

 All three tasks in the lexical fluency test correlated with self-reported language 

proficiency results, fully confirming this hypothesis. Yet, the results of the self-reported 

language proficiency indicate that the younger group is significantly more dominant in 

English than in Russian, while the lexical fluency tests suggest that the younger 

participants are rather balanced bilinguals, with no significant difference between their 

performances in the two languages.  

 The younger group will have fewer significant correlations between writing and 

other measures of language dominance in Russian. 

 This hypothesis was partially confirmed, when using overall scores for self-

ratings, since they did not correlate significantly with the writing part, but the lexical 

fluency tests revealed a few significant correlations with the writing scores. Additionally, 
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when correlating only the self-reported writing proficiency with the writing samples, 

significant correlations were revealed for Russian, thus confirming the assumptions that 

writing proficiency appears to be a qualitatively different skill from oral/aural language 

proficiency. 

 Significant correlations among all measures of language dominance will indicate 

Russian as the dominant language for the older group. 

Even though Russian was shown the dominant language of the older group, most 

correlations between proficiency measures did not reach significance. Statistically, this 

could be because of more diversity in the older group in English, where there were 

participants who were very proficient in English and those who remained at the 

beginner's level. On the other hand, the group was extremely homogeneous in their 

proficiency in Russian, since all of them were much more proficient in their L1 than in 

L2, and thus there were fewer significant correlations found among the measures of 

language dominance in Russian. Yet, all measures indicate that the older group is 

unquestionably dominant in Russian, and not in English.  

 Significant correlations among measures of language dominance will indicate 

English as the dominant language for the younger group. 

 Data only partially confirm this hypothesis. As with the older group, the 

correlation analyses found more significant correlations for the younger group in the 

Russian language than in English, because there was more variation in their slightly less 

dominant language. Additionally, only two out of three language dominance measures 

(self-ratings and writing samples) indicated English as the more dominance language of 



 

 

229

the group, while lexical fluency tests suggested balanced bilingualism for the younger 

participants.  

 

6.2. Major Findings and Implications 

The older group of immigrants generally confirmed the hypotheses outlined in the 

beginning of the study. The results of the study confirm that Russian is still their 

dominant language after more than a decade of L2 immersion and a substantial L2 

acquisition. Similarly, Russian culture is still their dominant culture, even though 

American culture has become familiar to them. The results of the study portray this group 

of older immigrants as a relatively homogeneous community with well maintained 

Russian and definite preference towards using the L1 with friends and family. They 

preserve not just the language but the cultural traditions and customs and feel secure in 

doing so. They are satisfied with their lives in most cases and do not regret immigration: 

This positive attitude has helped them acquire the second language and culture, and to 

become functional in them, without experiencing L1 attrition or a shift in language 

dominance and cultural identification.  

Their L2 acquisition happened for socio-economic reasons and was the result of 

external motivation and positive attitudes toward the new society in general. The question 

is why the L1 was preserved so well when many of the participants in this group feel that 

their life has improved economically thanks to immigration which they do not regret. 

First of all, the biggest part of their life, together with education and important 

socialization occurred in Russia and in Russian. Thus, it is likely that this culture and 
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language have become such an integral part of their identity that nothing could eradicate 

that. Additional answers come from the qualitative part of the study that looked at 

immigrants’ written answers and their interview comments. Many participants seem to 

feel their native language, and especially culture, are of great value even though they do 

not have negative feelings toward the American culture or the English language. Thus, 

for them it is a matter of pride to maintain Russian (even though they do not necessarily 

make conscious efforts to maintain it) and to preserve Russian traditions. It has been their 

way of life for so long that it is not just hard to let go, but also they do not want to lose it.  

What the interviews revealed was that L2 acquisition and the adaptation to the 

new culture were difficult processes for the older group. They encountered quite a few 

embarrassing and confusing occurrences of miscommunication due to the lack of cultural 

knowledge especially. Even though many immigrants attended ESL classes that helped 

them with their English, very few could stay in them for long because they needed to get 

a job and were busy with numerous other responsibilities and tasks. But even those who 

managed to attend more than one or two ESL classes commented that language itself was 

not enough, they needed a culture component (preferably back at home before 

immigration) that would prepare them for the differences. Thus, what this older group 

may have profited from was some sort of a culture awareness course that could have 

eased the stressful processes of immigration and adaptation for them. Of course, they 

acquired many cultural skills by trial and error, but it could have been smoother and 

painless had they had explicit instruction about important differences of values and 

behaviors in the two cultures.  
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The younger group is a more diverse group, but the majority of the group falls 

into Berry's integration category, since they revealed additive L2 acquisition and 

assimilation into the new culture without losing their original ones. It is the bilingual and 

bicultural competence of this population that is the most important finding of the study. 

The younger group represents a population which surprisingly displays a high proficiency 

in both languages and cultures. Being bilingual and bicultural can have many advantages 

not just for the immigrants themselves, but also for potential employers, which can 

benefit greatly from having proficient bilinguals in the workplace instead of training 

monolingual speakers. Bilingual individuals or heritage speakers are needed in many 

areas, ranging from an increasingly global economy and international business to 

diplomacy and national security, where they can provide expertise in languages and 

cultures. There is a special need for proficient speakers of the Russian language since it is 

relatively difficult for US American learners of Russian to achieve native or even 

advanced proficiency levels in the language. There are various reasons for such 

difficulty: the typological difference between the two languages, a relatively late start of 

L2 learning, a lack of programs that offer courses and majors in Russian, and few study 

abroad opportunities. Additionally, learning culture in a classroom setting is not the same 

as acquiring it naturally as a native bearer of the language and culture. Thus, for example 

in an area such as national security, where native or native-like proficiency in target 

languages and cultures may be required, these bilingual and bicultural immigrants could 

greatly contribute, since they already are fluent speakers who understand the target 

culture and mentality of its people.  
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It is a significant finding that the younger group of this study has managed to 

maintain their native language and culture so well. It probably is the result of many 

factors such as family effort to maintain the language, even if it is mostly unconscious. 

Many parents did not overly stress the importance of maintaining Russian but simply 

relied only on their L1 for communication with their children without sending them to 

any kind of Russian “Sunday school” or hiring any private tutors. It is also the result of 

positive attitudes of the immigrant group towards their own language and the host 

society’s lack of negative attitudes towards it. Group cohesiveness probably also has 

helped even though in the Tucson/Phoenix area the boundaries are not as strict and 

networks not as developed as in some other Russian immigrant communities in the US 

(e.g. New York) or throughout Israel. Russians in both countries usually take pride in 

their language, literature tradition and culture, and this pride might have helped preserve 

not just the spoken language and cultural traditions, but also resulted in rather good 

literacy of the younger group, even if less developed than their English literacy. And in 

turn literacy in the L1 was possibly helping in maintaining the spoken language. Overall, 

the surprisingly high degree of maintenance of the native language and culture by the 

young immigrants of this study indicates that it is possible to avoid L1 attrition in an 

immigrant context and to benefit from becoming bilingual and bicultural. 

Another important finding of this research concerned the relationship between 

language dominance and culture dominance in both groups of immigrants. Surprisingly, 

the connection was the strongest between the less dominant and less developed language 

of the group (Russian for the younger group and English for the older group). The more 
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difficult language and culture statistically correlated better probably due to a larger 

variation within the group (those who were better in the language also identified more 

with the culture). On the other hand, the more dominant language and culture did not 

display significant correlations, suggesting a less diverse group, where most participants 

were highly proficient in the language and culture. In other words, it is important for the 

less dominant language and culture that they go hand in hand if a person wants to 

successfully learn or preserve the language. It supports the claims about the 

interconnectedness of culture and language, especially for the processes of L2 acquisition 

and L1 maintenance.  

Most participants did not display any regrets about immigration, but their 

responses to the written questions and during interviews indicate that they can be critical 

about both the native and host countries and do not idealize either one of them. The older 

group is still positive about the immigration even though they found it more difficult to 

adjust to the new country than the younger group, who appeared to be more flexible in 

terms of acculturation. Yet, members of the younger group also felt slightly nostalgic 

(those participants who were old enough to attend school in Russia), not for the country 

itself, but rather for the friends and some traditions and customs they had left behind. In 

general, both groups reported overall positive feelings towards both countries, which 

probably helped acquiring the L2 and maintaining the L1. At the same time, they are 

aware of the some negative sides of each of the societies and try not to ignore those.  

Methodologically, the study showed that self-ratings of language proficiency are 

quite accurate, since they correlated strongly with lexical fluency measures, and thus 
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could be used in combination with each other or on their own if time-saving and 

practicality are important constraints for testing. Similarly, lexical fluency testing appears 

to be a valid measure of language proficiency in the study. Since lexical fluency scores 

correlated well, not just among the three sub tasks (letter, category and color naming) but 

also with the self-ratings of proficiency and partially with writing scores, lexical fluency 

tests based on letter and category stimuli can be recommended as a legitimate measure of 

bilinguals' dominance in two or more languages. The version of the Stroop color-naming 

task used in this study turned out not to be a good tool for fluency testing particularly of 

older, less balanced bilinguals. Additionally, the newly developed task stimuli for the 

Russian letter fluency tests have been shown to elicit adequate stimuli that are 

comparable to the stimuli traditionally used for English, which means that now they 

could be used in other studies on Russian. Also, since the procedure of selecting the 

letters and categories was successful, it can be applied for other languages to obtain equal 

stimuli. Finally, the writing part of the language dominance measures proved to be the 

most challenging both on the part of participants, who found it the most difficult and 

time-consuming task, and on the part of the researcher, who found it difficult to assess 

based on the established criteria that should be rethought in future studies. Revised 

scoring criteria and culturally more appropriate tasks will produce more accurate 

measures of participants’ writing skills that would probably correlate better with other 

language proficiency measures, even though writing (or literacy) skills appear to be 

qualitatively different from overall oral/aural language skills.  
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Another methodological finding lies in the culture dominance questionnaire that 

helped assess participants’ cultural identification and the degree of acculturation into both 

cultures. The comparison of its results with interviews, writing and language dominance 

tests revealed that the questionnaire elicited accurate results, since it confirmed the older 

group’s dominance in the Russian culture and the younger group’s higher degree of 

acculturation into the American culture, with the Russian culture not far behind. 

Measuring acculturation is a problematic procedure, but the questionnaire used in the 

present study turned out to be a solid quantitative assessment instrument which elicited 

data that were consistent with information obtained from the interviews and written 

comments. 

The results of this study looked only at Russian immigrants in the 

Tucson/Phoenix area (mostly Tucson) and cannot, of course, be generalized to the entire 

Russian immigrant population in the US without future research on other communities 

around the states. Furthermore, it would be interesting to compare results with other 

immigrant communities in the US to investigate the profiles of these immigrant 

populations. Additionally, a comparison of Russian immigrants in the US and other 

countries (such as Israel, where they represent a very powerful minority group due to its 

size and influence) would be beneficial in ascertaining which factors influence L2 

acquisition and L1 maintenance in similar immigrant groups. It is hoped that the findings 

about two generations of Russian immigrants, presented in this study, has contributed to 

our knowledge and understanding of these groups, their language skills and cultural 

identification, and that it will be of value to future research on immigrant populations. 
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 APPENDIX A: DATA COLLECTION MATERIALS 

A1 - Section 1: Background Information  

1. 

Name (will not be disclosed to anybody but needed for 
matching with other data) 
Имя (не будет разглашено ни в коем случае, 
нужно исключительно для сопоставления 
информации) 

 

2. 
Gender 
Пол 

Male /  
мужской 

Female / женский 

3. 
Year and place of birth 
Год и место рождения 

 
year/ год 

 
city / город 

4. 
Year of arrival in the US 
Год прибытия в США 

 
year/ год 

5. 
Native language(s)  
Родной(ые) язык(и) 

 

6. 
Age at which you started learning English 
Возраст, когда Вы начали изучать английский 

 
year/ лет 

7. 

Years of formal study of English (school, ESL classes, 
…) 
Количество лет формального изучения 
английского 

 
years / лет 

8. 
Years of education in your native country (from 
kindergarten to university 
Количество лет обучения в России 

 
 
years / лет 

9. 
Years of education in the US (from kindergarten to 
university) 
Количество лет обучения в США:          

 
 
years / лет 

10. 
Did you immigrate with your family or alone? 
Вы иммигрировали один(одна) или с семьей? 

Alone / 
Один 

With family /  
С семьей 

11. 

Do you use your Russian name or its American 
equivalent to introduce yourself to native English 
speakers? 
Вы представляетесь своим русским именем 
или его американским эквивалентом при 
встрече с американцами?   

 
Russian / 
Русское  

 
American / 
Американское 

12. 

Please provide your phone number and/or email so 
that I could contact you for further data collection. 
Пожалуйста, укажите Ваш телефон и/или 
электронную почту, чтобы я могла связаться с 
Вами для дальнейшего сбора информации. 
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A2 - Section 2: Language Functions Questionnaire 

Please check  the language you use MOST of the time for each of the below mentioned 
purposes. If you use both languages for the same purpose equally, select “Both”. If you use some 
other language for some purposes, select “Other” and specify the language in the comment field 
at the end of this question: 
Укажите язык(и), который Вы используете больше всего в каждом из указанных ниже 
случаев. Если Вы используете оба языка одинаково для одной и той же цели, 
укажите «Оба». Если Вы используете какой-то другой язык для указанной цели, 
выберите «Другой» и укажите какой именно. Выберите ответ “N/A”, если этот вопрос 
к Вам не относится. 
 

 Purpose / Цель Language / Язык 

  Russian
Рус.  

English 
Англ. 

Both 
оба 

Other 
другой

N/A 

1. 
Language(s) that you use overall 
Язык(и), на котором Вы больше всего 
говорите в целом 

     

2. 
Language(s) that you use at home 
Язык(и), на котором Вы говорите дома 

     

3. 
Language(s) that your spouse uses overall 
Язык(и), на котором Ваш(а) супруг(а) 
говорит больше всего 

     

4. 
Language(s) that you mostly think in 
Язык(и), на котором Вы думаете 

     

5. 

Language(s) used for entertainment (TV, 
movies, books, newspapers, etc.) 
Язык(и), на которым Вы предпочитаете 
смотреть телевизор или читать 

     

6. 
Language(s) used at work 
Язык(и), на котором Вы говорите на 
работе 

     

7. 

Language(s) used in your education 
(kindergarten, school, university) 
Язык(и), на котором Вы получали 
образование (детский сад, школа, 
университет) 

     

8. 

Language(s) that you use to express strong 
emotions 
Язык(и), на котором Вы выражаете 
сильные эмоции 

     

9. 
Language(s) that you use for taboo words (to 
swear) 
Язык(и), на котором Вы ругаетесь 

     

10. 
Language(s) that you dream in 
Язык(и), на котором Вам снятся сны 

     

11. 
Language(s) for math calculations that you do in 
your mind (e.g.25 + 63 = ?) 
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Язык(и), на котором Вы считаете в уме (25 
+ 63 =?) 

12. 
Language(s) that you use for shopping lists 
Язык(и), на котором Вы пишете список для 
покупок 

     

13. 
Language(s) that your best friends speak 
Язык(и), на котором говорят Ваши лучшие 
друзья 

     

14. 

Language(s) that you use or would like to use 
with your children when / if you have them 
Язык(и), на котором Вы говорите с 
Вашими детьми или хотели бы говорить с 
детьми, когда/если они у Вас будут 

     

 
If you answered “Other” for any of the questions, please specify the language:  
Если вы ответили «другой» на любой из вопросов, уточните, какой именно язык вы 
имели в виду:
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A3 - Section 3: Self-Reported Language Proficiency Questionnaire 
 
Please circle your proficiency in the following language skills on a scale from 1 (none) to 7 
(native-like fluency). 
Пожалуйста, оцените Ваше владение английским или русским языком по шкале от 1-
го (совсем не владеете) до 7-ми (владение на уровне носителя языка). 
 

 Question/Вопрос  

1. 
Overall mastery in English /  
Общее владение английским языком 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

2. 
Reading skills in English /  
Чтение на английском языке 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

3. 
Writing skills in English /  
Письмо на английском языке 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

4. 
Speaking skills in English /  
Разговорная речь на английском языке 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

5. 
Listening skills in English /  
Восприятие английского языка на слух 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

6. 
Overall mastery in English at the time of arrival in the US / 
Общее владение английским языком на момент 
прибытия в США 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

7. 
Reading skills in English at the time of arrival in the US /  
Чтение на английском языке на момент прибытия в США

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

8. 
Writing skills in English at the time of arrival in the US /  
Письмо на английском языке на момент прибытия в 
США 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

9. 
Speaking skills in English at the time of arrival in the US /  
Разговорная речь на английском языке на момент 
прибытия в США 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

10. 
Listening skills in English at the time of arrival in the US /  
Восприятие английского языка на слух на момент 
прибытия в США 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

11. 
Overall mastery in Russian /  
Общее владение русским языком  

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

12. 
Reading skills in Russian /  
Чтение на русском языке 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

13. 
Writing skills in Russian /  
Письмо на русском языке 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

14. 
Speaking skills in Russian / 
Разговорная речь на русском языке 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

15. 
Listening skills in Russian /  
Восприятие русского языка на слух 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

16. 
Overall mastery in Russian at the time of arrival in the US /  
Общее владение русским языком на момент прибытия в 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A
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США 

17. 
Reading skills in Russian at the time of arrival in the US /  
Чтение на русском языке на момент прибытия в США 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

18. 
Writing skills in Russian at the time of arrival in the US /  
Письмо на русском языке на момент прибытия в США 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

19. 
Speaking skills in Russian at the time of arrival in the US /  
Разговорная речь на русском языке на момент 
прибытия в США 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A

20. 
Listening skills in Russian at the time of arrival in the US / 
Восприятие русского языка на слух на момент прибытия 
в США 

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  N/A
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A4 - Section 4: Culture Dominance Questionnaire 

Please decide to what extent you agree with the following statements. Circle the appropriate 
number on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree): 
Пожалуйста, отметьте степень вашего согласия или несогласия с нижеследующими 
утверждениями по шкале от 1-го (Полностью не согласен) до 6-ти (полностью 
согласен)  
 

1 
Strongly 
disagree 

Полностью 
не согласен 

2 
Moderately 

disagree 
не 

согласен 

3 
Slightly 

disagree 
скорее не 

согласен, чем 
согласен 

4 
Slightly agree 

скорее 
согласен, чем 
не согласен 

5 
Moderately 

agree 
согласен 

6 
Strongly 

agree 
полностью 
согласен 

 
 

 Question / Вопрос  

1. 
The ability to speak Russian is very important to me 
Для меня важно уметь говорить на русском языке 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

2. 
The ability to speak English is very important to me 
Для меня важно уметь говорить на английском языке 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

3. 
I frequently switch to Russian when using English 
Я часто перехожу на русский язык, когда говорю на 
английском языке 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

4. 
I frequently switch to English when using Russian 
Я часто перехожу на английский язык, когда говорю на 
русском языке 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

5. 
I often insist on my children speaking Russian with me  
Я часто настаиваю на том, чтобы мои дети говорили со 
мной на русском языке 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

6. 
I often insist on my children speaking English with me 
Я часто настаиваю на том, чтобы мои дети говорили со 
мной на английском языке 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

7. 
I am comfortable interacting with a group of Russians 
Я чувствую себя свободно, общаясь с людьми из 
России/CCCР 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

8. 
I am comfortable interacting with a group of Americans  
Я чувствую себя свободно, общаясь с группой 
американцев 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

9. 
I am very familiar with the Russian way of life 
Мне хорошо известен русский стиль жизни 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

10. 
I am very familiar with the American way of life 
Мне хорошо известен американский стиль жизни 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

11. 
I am proud of being Russian 
Я горжусь тем, что я русский 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

12. 
I am proud of being American 
Я горжусь тем, что я американец 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

13. 
I often participate in Russian cultural traditions 
Я часто следую русским культурным традициям 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
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14. 
I often participate in American cultural traditions 
Я часто следую американским культурным традициям 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

15. 
I would be willing to marry a person from the Russian culture 
Я соглашусь жениться/выйти замуж за человека русской 
культуры 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

16. 
I would be willing to marry a person from the American culture 
Я соглашусь жениться/выйти замуж за человека 
американской культуры 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

17. 
I enjoy social activities with people from the Russian culture 
Я люблю проводить время с людьми, носителями 
русской культуры 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

18. 
I enjoy social activities with people from the American culture 
Я люблю проводить время с людьми, носителями 
американской культуры 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
 
 

19. 
I enjoy Russian entertainment (movies, music, etc.) 
Я люблю фильмы, песни, спектакли и т.п. на русском 
языке 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

20. 
I enjoy American entertainment (movies, music, etc.) 
Я люблю фильмы, песни, спектакли и т.п. на английском 
языке 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

21. 
I often behave in ways that are “typically Russian”  
Я часто веду себя, как «настоящий русский» 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

22. 
I often behave in ways that are “typically American”  
Я часто веду себя, как «настоящий американец» 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

23. 

It is important for me to maintain or develop Russian cultural 
practices 
Для меня важно поддерживать и развивать русские 
культурные традиции 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

24. 

It is important for me to maintain or develop American cultural 
practices 
Для меня важно поддерживать и развивать американские 
культурные традиции 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

25. 
I believe in mainstream Russian values 
Я разделяю русские взгляды и ценности 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

26. 
I believe in mainstream American values 
Я разделяю американские взгляды и ценности 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

27. 
I enjoy Russian jokes and humor 
Мне нравится русский юмор и шутки 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

28. 
I enjoy American jokes and humor 
Мне нравится американский юмор и шутки 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

29. 
I am interested in having Russian friends 
Мне нравится, что у меня есть русские друзья 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

30. 
I am interested in having American friends 
Мне нравится, что у меня есть американские друзья 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

31. 
I am familiar with Russian popular culture 
Я хорошо знаком с русской поп-культурой 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

32. I am familiar with American popular culture 1  2  3  4  5  6 
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Я хорошо знаком с американской поп-культурой 

33. 
I am familiar with Russian history 
Я знаю историю России 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

34. 
I am familiar with American history 
Я знаю историю США 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

35. 
I am familiar with the Russian political system 
Я знаком с устройством российской политической 
системы 

1  2  3  4  5  6 

36. 
I am familiar with the American political system 
Я знаком с устройством американской политической 
системы 

1  2  3  4  5  6 
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A5 - Section 5: Writing Sample Questions 

 
Writing Samples / Письменные ответы на вопросы 

 
1. In Russian, please describe your first impressions upon arrival in the US. What was most 

shocking to you? Have your immediate likes and dislikes changed over time? In what ways?  
Пожалуйста, опишите на русском языке Ваши первые впечатления по прибытию в 
США. Что Вас больше всего шокировало и что больше всего понравилось? 
Изменилось ли как-то Ваше восприятие того, что Вам нравилось и не нравилось со 
временем? Каким образом? 

 
 
 
2. In Russian, please compose a request for a salary increase addressed to your immediate 

supervisor. Provide a justification for your request. 
Пожалуйста, напишите на русском языке просьбу о повышении зарплаты на имя 
Вашего непосредственного начальника. Обоснуйте Вашу просьбу.  

 
 
 
3. In English, please explain why you do or do not like living in the US. 
Пожалуйста, объясните на английском языке, почему Вам нравится или не 
нравится жить в США. 

 
 
 
4. In English, please compose a request for additional team members due to heavy work load 

addressed to your immediate supervisor. Provide a justification for your request. 
Пожалуйста, напишите на английском языке просьбу Вашему непосредственному 
начальнику принять Вам в отдел дополнительных работников в связи с 
увеличением объемов работы. Обоснуйте Вашу просьбу. 
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A6 - Number of Words and Percentages for Letters in Word Frequency Lists 

 
 

  
Russian 

  
English 

a  62 62 1.24%   A 428 428 6.77%

б 236 174 3.48%   b 734 306 4.84%

в  633 397 7.94%   c 1390 656 10.38%

г  767 134 2.68%   d 1788 398 6.30%

Д 990 223 4.46%   e 2094 306 4.84%

е  1011 21 0.42%   F 2399 305 4.83%

ж  1067 56 1.12%   g 2555 156 2.47%

з  1278 211 4.22%   h 2750 195 3.09%

и  1405 127 2.54%   i 3012 262 4.15%

к 1676 271 5.42%   j 3057 45 0.71%

л  1772 96 1.92%   k 3094 37 0.59%

м 1987 215 4.30%   l 3320 226 3.58%

н  2277 290 5.80%   m 3620 300 4.75%

О 2637 360 7.20%   n 3746 126 1.99%

п  3500 863 17.26%   o 3915 169 2.67%

р  3749 249 4.98%   p 4427 512 8.10%

C  4323 574 11.48%   q 4454 27 0.43%

т  4519 196 3.92%   r 4842 388 6.14%

у  4704 185 3.70%   S 5567 725 11.48%

ф  4747 43 0.86%   t 5891 324 5.13%

х  4796 49 0.98%   u 5997 106 1.68%

ц 4821 25 0.50%   v 6092 95 1.50%

ч  4886 65 1.30%   w 6295 203 3.21%

ш 4935 49 0.98%   x 6296 1 0.02%

щ  4940 5 0.10%   y 6317 21 0.33%

э  4968 28 0.56%   z 6318 1 0.02%

ю  4975 7 0.14%           

я 5000 25 0.50%           

                  

Total   5000 100.00%   Total   6318 100.00%
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A7 - Stroop Color-Naming Tasks 

 
 
Task 1 - Naming the color of the circles 
 

 
 
 
Task 2 - Naming the color of the words written in English 
 

Blue 
Yellow 
Red 
Green 
Yellow 
Blue 
Green 
Red 

 
 
Task 3 - Naming the color of the words written in Russian 
 

Синий 
Желтый 
Красный 
Зеленый 
Желтый 
Синий 
Зеленый 
Красный 



 

 

247

A8 - Interview Questions 

 
- How old were you when you came to the US? 
- Did you know any English at that time? 
- Was it difficult to learn English here?  
- Which language do you think you are more dominant in? Why? 
- What culture are you more comfortable with? Why? 
- Was it difficult to adjust to your new life in the US? What was most difficult? 
- If you were to go back to your native country now, would you feel more 

comfortable there than you do here?  
- In an ideal world, where would you like to live? Why? 
- Did you go to school here? Was it more difficult than back home? Why or 

why not? 
- Do you try to maintain your native language? 
- Do you try to preserve your native culture? 
- Testing in which language was more difficult for you during this study?  
- What questions on the questionnaire did you find especially interesting or 

difficult? 
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APPENDIX B: QUANTITATIVE RESULTS 

 
B1 - Self-Reported Proficiencies Overall and for the Four Language Skills 

 
         

Older Group  Younger Group  

Current English Min Max Mean
Std. 
Dev. Min Max Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

overall self-rated proficiency 1 7 4.18 1.37 5 7 6.62 0.67
reading 1 7 4.73 1.58 5 7 6.62 0.67
writing 2 7 4.14 1.32 4 7 6.48 0.87
speaking 2 7 4.32 1.21 5 7 6.62 0.67
listening 0 7 4.64 1.73 6 7 6.86 0.36
mean score for overall self-
rating and four skills 2.2 7 4.4 1.29 5.2 7 6.64 0.61
 
         

Older Group  Younger Group  

English at the time of Arrival Min Max Mean
Std. 
Dev. Min Max Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

overall self-rated proficiency 1 5 1.95 1.13 1 6 2.05 1.66
reading 1 6 2.18 1.56 1 7 2.05 1.86
writing 1 5 1.95 1.29 1 7 2 1.87
speaking 1 5 1.86 1.17 1 6 1.95 1.6
listening 1 5 1.68 0.99 1 6 2 1.58
mean score for overall self-
rating and four skills 1 5 1.93 1.16 1 6 2.01 1.68
 
         

Older Group  Younger Group  

Current Russian Min Max Mean
Std. 
Dev. Min Max Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

overall self-rated proficiency 5 7 6.82 0.5 2 7 5.52 1.5
reading 5 7 6.91 0.43 2 7 5.71 1.74
writing 5 7 6.82 0.5 1 7 5.24 1.84
speaking 5 7 6.82 0.5 2 7 5.81 1.37
listening 5 7 6.91 0.47 4 7 6.38 0.97
mean score for overall self-
rating and four skills 5 7 6.85 0.44 2 7 5.73 1.36
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Older Group  Younger Group  

Russian at the time of Arrival Min Max Mean
Std. 
Dev. Min Max Mean 

Std. 
Dev. 

overall self-rated proficiency 5 7 6.86 0.47 1 7 5.33 2.08
reading 5 7 6.91 0.43 1 7 5.52 2.25
writing 4 7 6.82 0.67 1 7 5.29 2.24
speaking 5 7 6.86 0.47 1 7 5.76 2
listening 5 7 6.91 0.43 1 7 5.95 1.86
mean score for overall self-
rating and four skills 5 7 6.87 0.48 1 7 5.57 1.98
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B2 - One-Way ANOVA Results for Each Culture Dominance Question between the Two 

Groups 

 
   Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Question 1 Between Groups 0.05 1 0.05 0.03 0.87
  Within Groups 70.23 41 1.71     

  Total 70.28 42       
Question 2 Between Groups 0.34 1 0.34 1.36 0.25
  Within Groups 10.17 41 0.25     

  Total 10.51 42       
Question 3 Between Groups 2.16 1 2.16 1.11 0.30
  Within Groups 79.89 41 1.95     

  Total 82.05 42       
Question 4 Between Groups 15.56 1 15.56 5.52 0.02*
  Within Groups 115.60 41 2.82     

  Total 131.16 42       
Question 5 Between Groups 3.71 1 3.71 0.84 0.37
  Within Groups 177.90 40 4.45     

  Total 181.62 41       
Question 6 Between Groups 0.22 1 0.22 0.10 0.76
  Within Groups 89.00 39 2.28     

  Total 89.22 40       
Question 7 Between Groups 7.46 1 7.46 3.63 0.06
  Within Groups 84.17 41 2.05     

  Total 91.63 42       
Question 8 Between Groups 25.59 1 25.59 26.05 0.00**
  Within Groups 40.27 41 0.98     

  Total 65.86 42       
Question 9 Between Groups 0.58 1 0.58 0.43 0.51
  Within Groups 54.40 41 1.33     

  Total 54.98 42       
Question 10 Between Groups 26.68 1 26.68 21.67 0.00**
  Within Groups 50.48 41 1.23     

  Total 77.16 42       
Question 11 Between Groups 6.56 1 6.56 2.73 0.11
  Within Groups 98.56 41 2.40     

  Total 105.12 42       
Question 12 Between Groups 20.23 1 20.23 7.65 0.01**
  Within Groups 108.51 41 2.65     

  Total 128.74 42       
Question 13 Between Groups 0.03 1 0.03 0.01 0.91
  Within Groups 111.83 41 2.73     
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  Total 111.86 42       
Question 14 Between Groups 1.63 1 1.63 1.51 0.23
  Within Groups 44.42 41 1.08     

  Total 46.05 42       
Question 15 Between Groups 0.10 1 0.10 0.02 0.88
  Within Groups 152.38 40 3.81     

  Total 152.48 41       
Question 16 Between Groups 34.38 1 34.38 8.88 0.00**
  Within Groups 154.95 40 3.87     

  Total 189.33 41       
Question 17 Between Groups 0.60 1 0.60 0.24 0.63
  Within Groups 102.19 41 2.49     

  Total 102.79 42       
Question 18 Between Groups 11.26 1 11.26 10.80 0.00**
  Within Groups 42.74 41 1.04     

  Total 54.00 42       
Question 19 Between Groups 9.39 1 9.39 4.92 0.03*
  Within Groups 78.23 41 1.91     

  Total 87.63 42       
Question 20 Between Groups 52.68 1 52.68 8.25 0.01**
  Within Groups 261.79 41 6.39     

  Total 314.47 42       
Question 21 Between Groups 0.75 1 0.75 0.31 0.58
  Within Groups 98.69 41 2.41     

  Total 99.44 42       
Question 22 Between Groups 14.84 1 14.84 6.66 0.01**
  Within Groups 91.34 41 2.23     

  Total 106.19 42       
Question 23 Between Groups 1.63 1 1.63 0.68 0.41
  Within Groups 98.42 41 2.40     

  Total 100.05 42       
Question 24 Between Groups 0.92 1 0.92 0.43 0.52
  Within Groups 87.73 41 2.14     

  Total 88.65 42       
Question 25 Between Groups 1.12 1 1.12 0.51 0.48
  Within Groups 89.67 41 2.19     

  Total 90.79 42       
Question 26 Between Groups 2.64 1 2.64 1.71 0.20
  Within Groups 63.13 41 1.54     

  Total 65.77 42       
Question 27 Between Groups 0.41 1 0.41 0.16 0.69
  Within Groups 106.10 41 2.59     

  Total 106.51 42       
Question 28 Between Groups 34.09 1 34.09 18.26 0.00**
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  Within Groups 76.56 41 1.87     

  Total 110.65 42       
Question 29 Between Groups 0.07 1 0.07 0.03 0.87
  Within Groups 98.58 41 2.40     

  Total 98.65 42       
Question 30 Between Groups 1.59 1 1.59 1.59 0.21
  Within Groups 41.06 41 1.00     

  Total 42.65 42       
Question 31 Between Groups 2.53 1 2.53 0.81 0.37
  Within Groups 127.94 41 3.12     

  Total 130.47 42       
Question 32 Between Groups 63.93 1 63.93 43.31 0.00**
  Within Groups 60.53 41 1.48     

  Total 124.47 42       
Question 33 Between Groups 0.92 1 0.92 0.42 0.52
  Within Groups 89.73 41 2.19     

  Total 90.65 42       
Question 34 Between Groups 26.09 1 26.09 20.32 0.00**
  Within Groups 52.65 41 1.28     

  Total 78.74 42       
Question 35 Between Groups 0.04 1 0.04 0.02 0.90
  Within Groups 99.03 41 2.42     

  Total 99.07 42       
Question 36 Between Groups 12.04 1 12.04 7.69 0.01**
  Within Groups 64.15 41 1.56     

  Total 76.19 42       

*p<.05 
**p<.01 
 
Below is the list of questions: 

1. The ability to speak Russian is very important to me 
2. The ability to speak English is very important to me 
3. I frequently switch to Russian when using English 
4. I frequently switch to English when using Russian 
5. I often insist on my children speaking Russian with me  
6. I often insist on my children speaking English with me 
7. I am comfortable interacting with a group of Russians 
8. I am comfortable interacting with a group of Americans  
9. I am very familiar with the Russian way of life 
10. I am very familiar with the American way of life 
11. I am proud of being Russian 
12. I am proud of being American 
13. I often participate in Russian cultural traditions 
14. I often participate in American cultural traditions 
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15. I would be willing to marry a person from the Russian culture 
16. I would be willing to marry a person from the American culture 
17. I enjoy social activities with people from the Russian culture 
18. I enjoy social activities with people from the American culture 
19. I enjoy Russian entertainment (movies, music, etc.) 
20. I enjoy American entertainment (movies, music, etc.) 
21. I often behave in ways that are “typically Russian”  
22. I often behave in ways that are “typically American”  
23. It is important for me to maintain or develop Russian cultural practices 
24. It is important for me to maintain or develop American cultural practices 
25. I believe in mainstream Russian values 
26. I believe in mainstream American values 
27. I enjoy Russian jokes and humor 
28. I enjoy American jokes and humor 
29. I am interested in having Russian friends 
30. I am interested in having American friends 
31. I am familiar with Russian popular culture 
32. I am familiar with American popular culture 
33. I am familiar with Russian history 
34. I am familiar with American history 
35. I am familiar with the Russian political system 
36. I am familiar with the American political system 
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B3 - Mean Writing Scores Obtained by the Younger Group and the Older Group 

 
Older Group  Younger Group  

English Informal Min Max Mean 
Std. 
Dev. Min Max Mean Std. Dev. 

# words/sentence 8 31 14.8 7.21 6 31 17.55 6.93
Lexical diversity 8 110 37.8 27.66 6 164 54 48.42
Interference 0 3 0.73 0.96 0 1 0.07 0.27
error 0 8 2.27 2.28 0 2 0.71 0.83

holistic grade 3 9 6.27 2.15 2 10 7.64 2.84

total score 0 128 38.09 35.76 0 191 52.27 57.31
Older Group  Younger Group  

English Formal Min Max Mean 
Std. 
Dev. Min Max Mean Std. Dev. 

# words/sentence 8 24 13.037 4.36
12.

5 36 18.47 6.31
Lexical diversity 22 78 52.5 20.35 20 80 47.75 19.29
Interference 0 2 0.7 0.67 0 1 0.08 0.29
error 0 6 3 2.26 0 2 0.42 0.79

holistic grade 4 10 7.2 1.93 6 10 8.17 1.59

total score 0 
94.6

2
31.380

5 37.64 0 112 42.22 40.58
Older Group  Younger Group  

Russian Informal Min Max Mean 
Std. 
Dev. Min Max Mean Std. Dev. 

# words/sentence 6.6 25.5 11.99 4.76 3 19.4 12.84 5.93
Lexical diversity 18 123 52.40 31.26 5 156 69.71 53.99
Interference 0 2 0.27 0.70 0 2 0.57 0.79
error 0 1 0.13 0.35 0 5 1.00 1.91

holistic grade 9 10 9.87 0.35 2 10 7.86 3.18

total score 0 
157.

5 50.36 44.83 0 181 29.61 54.45
Older Group  Younger Group  

Russian Formal Min Max Mean 
Std. 
Dev. Min Max Mean Std. Dev. 

# words/sentence 
7.6

7 24 12.55 4.47 5 30 14.38 8.77
Lexical diversity 17 72 46.82 17.75 5 100 45.50 31.38
Interference 0 4 0.45 1.21 0 3 0.75 1.16
error 0 0 0.00 0.00 0 4 2.00 1.77

holistic grade 6 10 8.82 1.40 2 10 7.00 3.07

total score 0 98.8 33.87 36.95 0 132 24.43 38.85

 
Note: The total score was computed by adding the number of words per sentence, lexical 
diversity, and holistic grade, and subtracting instances of interference and error.



 

 

255

B4 - One-Way ANOVA Results for Mean Scores of Informal and Formal Writing in 
Russian and in English between the Two Groups 
 
   Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 2160.56 1 2160.56 0.96 0.33 
Within Groups 92551.25 41 2257.35     

English  
informal 

Total 94711.81 42       
Between Groups 1262.73 1 1262.73 0.83 0.37 
Within Groups 62686.70 41 1528.94     

English  
Formal 

Total 63949.43 42       
Between Groups 4624.38 1 4624.38 1.87 0.18 
Within Groups 101497.57 41 2475.55     

Russian 
informal 

Total 106121.96 42       
Between Groups 956.81 1 956.81 0.67 0.42 
Within Groups 58865.27 41 1435.74     

Russian  
formal 

Total 59822.08 42       
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B5 - One-Way ANOVA Results for Letter Fluency Tests between the Two Groups 

 
   Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 7.54 1.00 7.54 0.38 0.54
Within Groups 816.46 41.00 19.91     

Russian 
Д 

Total 824.00 42.00       
Between Groups 6.63 1.00 6.63 0.36 0.55
Within Groups 749.79 41.00 18.29     

Russian  
O 

Total 756.42 42.00       
Between Groups 39.43 1.00 39.43 1.64 0.21
Within Groups 986.44 41.00 24.06     

Russian  
C 

Total 1025.86 42.00       
Between Groups 14.95 1.00 14.95 0.92 0.34
Within Groups 664.82 41.00 16.22     

Russian 
Letter  
Mean Total 679.77 42.00       

Between Groups 41.96 1.00 41.96 3.30 0.08
Within Groups 520.74 41.00 12.70     

English  
F 

Total 562.70 42.00       
Between Groups 61.24 1.00 61.24 3.89 0.06
Within Groups 645.83 41.00 15.75     

English  
A 

Total 707.07 42.00       
Between Groups 163.82 1.00 163.82 8.64 0.01**
Within Groups 777.81 41.00 18.97     

English  
S 

Total 941.63 42.00       
Between Groups 81.62 1.00 81.62 7.51 0.01**
Within Groups 445.43 41.00 10.86     

English 
Letter 
Mean Total 527.05 42.00       

**p<.01 
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B6 - Paired t-Test Results for Letter Fluency Testing (words produced for equivalent 
letter stimuli) 
 

Older Group         
    Paired Differences       

    

95% Confidence 
Interval  

of the Difference 

    

Mean
Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error  
Mean 

Lower Upper 

t df Sig.  
(2-

tailed) 

Pair 1 rusД - englF 2.91 3.83 0.82 1.21 4.61 3.56 21.00 0.002

Pair 2 rusO - englA 2.36 3.51 0.75 0.81 3.92 3.16 21.00 0.005
Pair 3 rusC - englS 3.77 3.77 0.80 2.10 5.44 4.70 21.00 0.000

Pair 4 rusletavr - englletavr 3.02 2.30 0.49 2.00 4.03 6.16 21.00 0.000

 
 
 

Younger Group         

Paired Differences       
95% Confidence 

Interval  
of the Difference 

    

Mean
Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error  
Mean 

Lower Upper 

t df Sig.  
(2-

tailed) 

Pair 1 rusD - englF 0.10 5.01 1.09 -2.18 2.38 0.09 20.00 0.93
Pair 2 rusO - englA -0.81 4.01 0.87 -2.63 1.01 -0.93 20.00 0.37
Pair 3 rusC - englS -2.05 4.65 1.02 -4.17 0.07 -2.02 20.00 0.06

Pair 4 rusletavr - englletavr -0.92 3.20 0.70 -2.38 0.54 -1.32 20.00 0.20
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B7 - One-Way ANOVA Results for Category Fluency Tests between the Two Groups 

 
   Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 83.64 1 83.64 1.66 0.20
Within Groups 2066.27 41 50.40     

Russian 
animals 

Total 2149.91 42       
Between Groups 5.82 1 5.82 0.15 0.70
Within Groups 1608.69 41 39.24     

Russian 
clothes 

Total 1614.51 42       
Between Groups 33.39 1 33.39 0.86 0.36
Within Groups 1592.52 41 38.84     

Russian 
category 

mean Total 1625.92 42       
Between Groups 326.29 1 326.29 10.74 0.00**
Within Groups 1246.17 41 30.39     

English 
animals 

Total 1572.47 42       
Between Groups 425.38 1 425.38 22.03 0.00**
Within Groups 791.73 41 19.31     

English 
clothes 

Total 1217.12 42       
Between Groups 374.20 1 374.20 20.27 0.00**
Within Groups 756.81 41 18.46     

English 
category 

mean Total 1131.01 42       

**p<.01 
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B8 - Paired t-Test Results for Category Fluency Testing (words produced for equivalent 
category stimuli) 
 

Older Group         
Paired Differences       

95% Confidence 
Interval  

of the Difference 
    

Mean
Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error  
Mean 

Lower Upper 

t df Sig.  
(2-

tailed) 

Pair 1 rusanim - englanim 5.68 4.82 1.03 3.54 7.82 5.52 21.00 0.000
Pair 2 ruscloth - englcloth 5.41 4.26 0.91 3.52 7.30 5.95 21.00 0.000

Pair 3 ruscatavr - englcatavr 5.55 3.69 0.79 3.91 7.18 7.04 21.00 0.000

 
 
 

Younger Group         
Paired Differences       

95% Confidence 
Interval  

of the Difference 
    

Mean
Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error  
Mean 

Lower Upper 

t df Sig.  
(2-

tailed) 

Pair 1 rusanim - englanim -2.62 8.55 1.87 -6.51 1.27 -1.40 20.00 0.18

Pair 2 ruscloth - englcloth -1.62 5.92 1.29 -4.31 1.08 -1.25 20.00 0.22

Pair 3 ruscatavr - englcatavr -2.12 6.80 1.48 -5.21 0.98 -1.43 20.00 0.17
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B9 - One-Way ANOVA Results for Color-Naming Tasks between the Two Groups 

 
   Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 17.58 1 17.58 5.33 0.03*
Within Groups 135.16 41 3.30     

Russian  
circles 

Total 152.74 42       
Between Groups 9.88 1 9.88 0.47 0.50
Within Groups 864.40 41 21.08     

Russian 
ink (Engl) 

Total 874.28 42       
Between Groups 22.53 1 22.53 3.55 0.07
Within Groups 259.89 41 6.34     

Russian 
ink (Rus) 

Total 282.42 42       
Between Groups 16.22 1 16.22 2.35 0.13
Within Groups 282.79 41 6.90     

Russian 
color 

average Total 299.01 42       
Between Groups 137.04 1 137.04 12.79 0.00**
Within Groups 439.14 41 10.71     

English  
circles 

Total 576.19 42       
Between Groups 251.90 1 251.90 5.52 0.02*
Within Groups 1870.01 41 45.61     

English 
ink (Engl) 

Total 2121.91 42       
Between Groups 169.87 1 169.87 8.59 0.01**
Within Groups 810.74 41 19.77     

English 
ink (Rus) 

Total 980.60 42       
Between Groups 183.25 1 183.25 8.82 0.00**
Within Groups 851.82 41 20.78     

English 
color 

average Total 1035.07 42       

Between Groups 10.50 1 10.50 1.17 0.29
Within Groups 357.90 40 8.95     

difscore 
rusinke 

Total 368.40 41       
Between Groups 0.00 1 0.00 0.00 1.00
Within Groups 196.57 40 4.91     

difscore 
rusinkr 

Total 196.57 41       
Between Groups 1.52 1 1.52 0.16 0.69
Within Groups 374.10 40 9.35     

difscore 
englinke 

Total 375.62 41       
Between Groups 0.02 1 0.02 0.00 0.95
Within Groups 278.76 40 6.97     

difscore 
englinkr 

Total 278.79 41       

*p<.05 
**p<.01
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B10 - Paired t-Test Results for Color-Naming Tasks (number of seconds needed to 
complete the task in two languages) 
 

Older Group         
Paired Differences       

95% Confidence 
Interval  

of the Difference 
    

Mean
Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error  
Mean 

Lower Upper 

t df Sig.  
(2-

tailed) 

Pair 1 ruscircl - englcircl -1.86 3.18 0.68 -3.27 -0.45 -2.75 21.00 0.01
Pair 2 rusinke - englinke -3.45 5.74 1.22 -6.00 -0.91 -2.82 21.00 0.01

Pair 3 rusinkr - englinkr -1.91 4.59 0.98 -3.94 0.12 -1.95 21.00 0.06

Pair 4 ruscolavr - englcolavr -2.41 4.28 0.91 -4.31 -0.51 -2.64 21.00 0.02
Pair 5 rusinke - rusinkr 0.27 3.27 0.70 -1.18 1.72 0.39 21.00 0.70
Pair 6 englinke - englinkr 1.82 4.55 0.97 -0.20 3.84 1.87 21.00 0.08

 
 
 

Younger Group         
Paired Differences       

95% Confidence 
Interval  

of the Difference 
    

Mean
Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error  
Mean 

Lower Upper 

t df Sig.  
(2-

tailed) 

Pair 1 ruscircl - englcircl 0.43 1.94 0.42 -0.45 1.31 1.01 20.00 0.32

Pair 2 rusinke - englinke 0.43 4.02 0.88 -1.40 2.26 0.49 20.00 0.63
Pair 3 rusinkr - englinkr 0.62 2.29 0.50 -0.42 1.66 1.24 20.00 0.23

Pair 4 ruscolavr - englcolavr 0.49 2.37 0.52 -0.59 1.57 0.95 20.00 0.35
Pair 5 rusinke - rusinkr 0.76 3.37 0.74 -0.77 2.30 1.03 20.00 0.31
Pair 6 englinke - englinkr 0.95 2.69 0.59 -0.27 2.18 1.62 20.00 0.12
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B11 - Paired t-Test Results for Difference Scores for Color-Naming Tasks  

(difference between the amount of seconds needed to name in Russian or in English the 
ink color of words presented in each language vs. just naming the color of circles in 
Russian or in English) 
 
 

Older Group     
Paired Differences       

95% Confidence 
Interval  

of the Difference 
    

Mean
Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error 
Mean 

Lower Upper 

t df Sig.  
(2-

tailed) 

Pair 1 
difscore_rusinke - 
difscore_englinke -1.38 3.28 0.72 -2.87 0.11 -1.93 20.00 0.07

Pair 2 
difscore_rusinkr - 
difscore_englinkr 0.24 1.79 0.39 -0.57 1.05 0.61 20.00 0.55

Pair 3 
difscore_rusinke - 
difscore_rusinkr -0.24 2.28 0.50 -1.28 0.80 -0.48 20.00 0.64

Pair 4 
difscore_englinke - 
difscore_englinkr 1.38 4.17 0.91 -0.51 3.28 1.52 20.00 0.14

 
 
 

Younger Group         
Paired Differences       

95% Confidence 
Interval  

of the Difference 
    

Mean
Std. 
Dev. 

Std. 
Error  
Mean 

Lower Upper 

t df Sig.  
(2-

tailed) 

Pair 1 
difscore_rusinke - 
difscore_englinke 0.00 2.77 0.61 -1.26 1.26 0.00 20.00 1.00

Pair 2 
difscore_rusinkr - 
difscore_englinkr 0.19 2.20 0.48 -0.81 1.19 0.40 20.00 0.70

Pair 3 
difscore_rusinke - 
difscore_rusinkr 0.76 3.37 0.74 -0.77 2.30 1.03 20.00 0.31

Pair 4 
difscore_englinke - 
difscore_englinkr 0.95 2.69 0.59 -0.27 2.18 1.62 20.00 0.12
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B12 - Correlations for Color-Naming Tasks and Culture Dominance  
 
Correlations for Russian Color-Naming Tasks and Culture Dominance (Older Group)  

 

Circles  
in 
Russian 

Ink 
color in 
Russian 
(English 
words) 

Ink 
color in 
Russian 
(Russian 
words) 

Difference 
score in 
Russian  
(English 
words-
circles) 

Difference 
score in 
Russian  
(Russian 
words-
circles) 

Russian 
color 
average 

Culture 
Dominance 
(Russian) 

Circles in Russian   0.65** 0.61** 0.07 -0.21 0.82** -0.15
Ink color in 
Russian  
(English words)     0.73** 0.80** 0.27 0.93** -0.27
Ink color in 
Russian  
(Russian words)       0.48* 0.65** 0.89** -0.01
Difference score in 
Russian  
(English words-
circles)         0.52* 0.58** -0.23
Difference score in 
Russian  
(Russian words-
circles)           0.31 0.14
Russian color 
average             -0.17
Culture Dominance 
(Russian)               

 
Correlations for Russian Color-Naming Tasks and Culture Dominance (Older Group)  

 

Circles  
in 
Russian 

Ink 
color in 
Russian 
(English 
words) 

Ink 
color in 
Russian 
(Russian 
words) 

Difference 
score in 
Russian  
(English 
words-
circles) 

Difference 
score in 
Russian  
(Russian 
words-
circles) 

Russian 
color 
average 

Culture 
Dominance 
(Russian) 

Circles in Russian   0.69** 0.28 0.40 -0.42 0.74** -0.15
Ink color in 
Russian  
(English words)   0.63** 0.94** 0.12 0.97** -0.37
Ink color in 
Russian  
(Russian words)   0.67** 0.75** 0.77** -0.41
Difference score in 
Russian  
(English words-
circles)   0.36 0.87** -0.40
Difference score in 
Russian  
(Russian words-
circles)    0.21 -0.28
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Russian color 
average     -0.39
Culture Dominance 
(Russian)               

 
Correlations for English Color-Naming Tasks and Culture Dominance (Older Group)  

 

Circles  
in 
English 

Ink 
color in 
English 
(English 
words) 

Ink 
color in 
English 
(Russian 
words) 

Difference 
score in 
English  
(English 
words-
circles) 

Difference 
score in 
English  
(Russian 
words-
circles) 

English 
color 
average 

Culture 
Dominance 
(American)

Circles in English   0.90** 0.78** 0.62** -0.25 0.94** -0.38
Ink color in 
English  
(English words)   0.84** 0.89** -0.02 0.98** -0.39
Ink color in 
English  
(Russian words)   0.73** 0.40 0.91** -0.57**
Difference score in 
English  
(English words-
circles)   0.22 0.82** -0.33
Difference score in 
English  
(Russian words-
circles)    0.04 -0.33
English color 
average     -0.46*
Culture Dominance 
(American)               

 
Correlations for English Color-Naming Tasks and Culture Dominance (Younger Group)  

 

Circles  
in 
English 

Ink 
color in 
English 
(English 
words) 

Ink 
color in 
English 
(Russian 
words) 

Difference 
score in 
English  
(English 
words-
circles) 

Difference 
score in 
English  
(Russian 
words-
circles) 

English 
color 
average 

Culture 
Dominance 
(American)

Circles in English   0.30 -0.01 -0.36 -0.53* 0.52* -0.25
Ink color in 
English  
(English words)   0.16 0.78** -0.02 0.75** -0.20
Ink color in 
English  
(Russian words)   0.16 0.86** 0.68** -0.04
Difference score in 
English  
(English words-
circles)   0.33 0.39 -0.04
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Difference score in 
English  
(Russian words-
circles)    0.31 0.09
English color 
average     -0.22
Culture Dominance 
(American)               
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APPENDIX C: QUALITATIVE DATA 

C1 - List of Themes from Writing Samples in Russian 

# Positive # Negative #
No or uncertain 
evaluation 

1
1 

politeness and 
friendliness 6 lower level of education 4

lack of people in the 
streets 

5 smiles 5 heat 4
everything big (stores, 
groceries, trucks, airports) 

3 
work 
organization 4 lack of language knowledge 3

amounts of cars/necessity 
of cars 

3 sunny 3 
lack of neatness in people 
and places 2

prefer Western cities to 
Eastern 

3 
traffic 
organization 2 

people say what you want to 
hear, not what they think 2

nature, weather and 
climate 

2 

clean and 
automatic 
bathrooms 2 

a lot of promises but lack of 
seeing them through 1

feeling younger due to 
lack of adaptation 

2 abundance 2 no real friends 1 small buildings 

2 level of services 2 
lack of manners in public 
places 1 clothes (shorts) 

2 

tolerance and 
willingness to 
help 2 

lack of or boring social 
activities 1 skyscrapers 

2 way of life 1 limited alcohol 1 strange humor 

2 
living 
accommodations 1 bad healthcare system 1

people with weight 
problems 

1 
alcohol in all 
stores 1 tasteless food    

1 bank system 1 
expensive tickets to ballet, 
opera, etc.    

1 clean everywhere 1 
road quality leaves much to 
be desired    

1 internet 1 lack of transport    

1 law abidance 1 
annoying sales people in 
stores    

1 no marriage rush 1 lack of maturity in teenagers    
1 no discrimination        

1 
sports 
organization        

1 
freedom of 
interests        
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C2 - List of Themes from Writing Samples in English 

 

# Positive # Negative # 
No or uncertain 
evaluation 

1
6 opportunities 4

no real relationships 
(superficial) 1 

adaptation to 
culture 

1
0 freedoms 4 no friends 1 between cultures 

7 my country now 2
aggressor to the rest of 
the world 1 weather 

6 
possibility to do a lot of 
things 2 bad medical system     

6 hard work gets rewarded 1
difficult to climb up the 
social ladder     

6 laws/rights 1 too much feminism     

4 
accessibility of a lot of 
things 1

lack of history and 
culture     

4 polite/good people 1 low level of education     
3 ease of travel         

3 
different values, no 
judgement         

2 conumer goods         
1 banking system         
1 clean streets         
1 good medicine         

1 
no discrimination towards 
Jewish people         

1 stability         
1 traffic organization         
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C3 - Common Themes from Writing Samples and Interviews 

 

# Positive # Negative #
No or uncertain 
evaluation 

1
7 opportunities 7

lower level of 
education 3 weather 

1
5 politeness and friendliness 6 no real friends     

1
1 freedom of interests 3

bad healthcare 
system     

7 law abidance         

5 

tolerance and willingness to 
help         

4 traffic organization         

4 abundance         

2 bank system         

2 clean everywhere         

2 no discrimination         

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

269

C4 - Participants' Comments 

(written comments presented the same way participants made them, i.e. with mistakes, 
Russian words in Roman alphabet, etc.) 
 
L2 Acquisition 

Older Group 

Positive 
1. #1: да, конечно мой английский намного лучше, чем раньше, да только 

раньше его совсем не было поэтому... 
 Yes, of course my English is much better now than it used to but it's because it 
 was non-existent before... 
2. #6: Конечно выучил, и считаю, что неплохо. И на работу общаюсь, могу 

поддержать беседу и легальные документы понимаю. 
Of course I've learned it and I think I've learned it not bad at all. I can 
communicate at work, I can take part in a conversation and I understand legal 
papers too. 

 
Negative 
3. #1: Ничего в голову не приходит..   
 Nothing comes to my mind... 
4. #3: Ой, что-то я все слова забыла! 
 I've forgotten all words! 
5. #5: Интересно, как сразу все из головы улетучилось. Сейчас постараюсь что-

то ответить. 
 It's interesting how my mind just goes blank. I'll try to come up with something. 
6. #6: Из-за отсутствия языка, я не мог устроиться на нормальную работу. 
 Due to lack of language skills I couldn't get a good job. 
7. #6: Я очень плохо понимал английский на слух и очень стеснялся говорить, 

потому что и с ошибками говорил и с акцентом сильным. Собственно, так 
до сих пор и есть - не всегда понимаю, когда мне что-то говорят, да и 
говорю с акцентом.  
I could hardly understand spoken English and was hesitant to speak because I 
made a lot of mistakes and had an accent. Actually, it's still the same way - I don't 
always understand when I'm spoken to and I still have an accent. 

8. #7: Ну надо же! ничего больше не могу вспомнить! 
 I just can't remember anything else! 
9. #8: Мой английский был не настолько хорош 
 My English wasn't that good 
10. #8: Сейчас, сейчас, что-нибудь еще вспомню 
 Hold on, hold on, let me think of something else 
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11. #11: а книги даже американских писателей предпочитаю читать в русском 
переводе. 

 and I prefer to read books even by American writers in Russian 
12. #21: Хм, прям стыдно как-то, что ничего больше не могу даже и сказать. 
 It's a shame, I can't even name anything else. 

 
Younger Group 

Positive 
13. #5: вначале все время хотелось быть как все и делала все как все 

At first I wanted to be like everyone else and I did everything the way they did it 
14. #21: I learned English because I knew the material they were covering in school... 

would have been much more difficult if I didn't know either the language or the 
material! 

15. #21: когда только приехали хотелось окунуться с головой во все 
американское 
When we just arrived I wanted to be submerged in everything American 

 
Negative 
16. #1: slozhno bilo ponimat molodezhnuju rech i rechafroamerikanzev. Vrode zvuki 

znakomie..da i slova tozhe- a vsio vmeste ne viazhetsia! 
It was difficult to understand slang and the speech of African-Americans. The 
sounds are all familiar, as are the words but all together they did not make sense. 

17. #15: Устный английский оказался не таким, который мы проходили в школе, 
и мне было сложно общаться с людьми. 
Spoken English turned out to be different from what we learned in school and it 
was difficult for me to talk to people. 
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L1 Maintenance 

Older Group 

Positive 
18. #3: На русском веселее дело пошло. Хоть что-то на ум приходит! 

It's easier in Russian. At least I can think of a few words! 
19. #9: По-русски легче конечно было вспоминать слова, не надо было 

выжимать из себя по слову, а прямо лилось все само. 
It was easier to remember words in Russian, I didn't have to pull one by one, they 
just flowed easily. 

 
Negative 
20. #8: Ой, я так давно не писала по-русски! Последний раз уж даже не помню, 

когда надо было что-то писать, да еще такие распространенные ответы. 
I haven't written in Russian for so long! I don't even remember when I needed to 
write anything last, especially such an elaborate answer. 

21. #11: Тяжело было по-русски начать писать - уж больно давно не 
приходилось этого делать. Даже слова на ум не приходили, и пару раз 
пришлось проверять правописание! 
It was difficult to start writing in Russian - I haven't had to do that in a long time. 
I couldn't think of words and occasionally had to check spelling. 

22. #12: Даже не знаю, что бы включить в такую просьбу. 
I'm not even sure what to include in such a request. 

 
 
Younger Group 

Positive 
23. #9: Мне кажется, что я неплохо говорю по-русски, даже научилась писать 

уже здесь и здесь намного легче учить русский, чем в России. 
I think I speak Russian rather well, I even learned to write here and it's easier to 
learn Russian here than in Russia. 

24. #20: Конечно я хочу, чтоб мои дети знали русский язык! Это мой родной 
язык и хотелось бы, чтоб я мог общаться с ними на нем. А потом, это ведь 
сколько культурного наследия погибнет, если они не смогут читать на 
русском! Т вообще всегда хорошо знать несколько языков - мозг 
развивается лучше! 
Of course, I want my children to know Russian. This is my native language and 
I'd like to communicate with them in Russian. Also, so much cultural heritage 
would be lost if they can't read in Russian. And it's always good to know several 
languages - your brain develops better! 
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Negative 
25. #16: Так сложно было по-русски вдруг писать! сто лет такого не делала! 

Сидела, сидела, а слов все никак не находила подходящих. Коряво как-то 
вышло... 
It was so difficult to write in Russian all of a sudden! I haven't done that for ages! 
I was sitting there with a blank mind with no words coming to me. Everything 
looked so far from fluent... 
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Cultural Issues 

Older Group  

Positive 
26. #1: изобилие 

abundance 
27. #3: people seemed friendly and everybody smiles all the time! 
28. #3: The people have the good opportunities to study? make a career 
29. #3: Очень понравились люди и их стремление к общению. Улыбки. Видя, 

что я плохо говорила по-английски, они готовы были говорить медленно, 
повторять свои фразы миллион раз и менять слова в предложениях на 
понятные мне. 
I liked the people here and how communicable they are. Smiles. Seeing that I 
don't speak English well, they were ready to slow down and repeat themselves in 
a way I could understand. 

30. #4: The feeling of freedom is getting me high 
31. #6: обилие товаров в магазинах 

Abundance of goods in stores 
32. #6: Пытался сориентироваться и понять новую культуру, но все равно мои 

дети сделали это намного лучше. Что-то я конечно понимаю и ценю, но 
многое по-прежнему неясно. 
I tried to acculturate and understand the new culture but still my children achieved 
it much better. Of course I understand some things and appreciate them but a lot is 
still unclear to me.  

33. #8: I like to live in United States, because it is a country of opportunities, country 
of great living conditions, country of democracy and a country were all citizens 
have equal rights. 

34. #9: Из того, что понравилось сразу и отношение не изменилось сейчас - 
терпимось и уважение к другим 
Tolerance to others is the thing I liked immediately and still do. 

35. #10: Благодарна Америке за отношение к пожилым людям, не чувствую себя 
чужой. 
I'm thankful to American for its attitude toward elderly people, I don't feel an 
outsider here 

36. #11: freedom of speech 
37. #12: The United State is a county? where you can make a good carrier, and have 

more chance to make your wishes come true 
38. #13: меня больше всего шокировали магазины. Обилие разных продуктов и 

вещей. 
I was mostly shocked by stores. Abundance of groceries and clothing! 

39. #14: I love to live in the United States because of the different opportunities that 
people have here: financial? political? social? and cultural. most of all I appreciate 
the freedom to be yourself, 
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40. #16: I like living in the US because I can achieve almost everything I want to 
41. #18: Американцы относятся к нам очень дружелюбно, помогают 

разобраться, если мы чего-то не понимаем, часто предлагают помощь. 
Americans are very friendly to us, help us figure out things and often offer us 
their help when we don't understand something 

42. #18: попасть в страну полного изобилия 
find oneself in a land of abundance 

43. #19: I like live in the US because I have freedom of choice 
44. #20: I enjoy freedom of travel, expressing yourself. And I like economic freedom 

even in this hard time. 
45. #21: If you working hard, you can live well 
46. #21: При все при том, очень не хотелось забыть свои корни, а наоборот, 

хотелось, что и дети выросли в нашей среде. 
Still, i didn't want to lose my heritage rather I wanted my children to grow up in 
our culture. 

 
Negative 
47. #1: Честно говоря, мне немного неловко в компании американцев и я 

предпочитаю общаться с русскими. 
Honestly, I don't feel comfortable among Americans and I prefer to be among 
Russians. 

48. #1: Здесь у меня конечно позиция намного ниже и хуже, ну да я  понимала, 
что так будет. Зато уровень жизни выше. 
Of course my job title here is much worse than what I had there but I always 
knew it would be like that. But the level of life is much higher. 

49. #1: конечно тяжело было оставлять там подруг, но главное что всей семьей 
переехали 
it was difficult to leave friends behind but at least my entire family moved 
together 

50. #3: Not enough  communication/friends here 
51. #4: I was glad to finally find real friends among other Russian immigrants here. I 

dearly missed the ones I left behind. 
52. #6: Из-за отсутствия языка, я не мог устроиться на нормальную работу. 

Получилось, что зря столько лет учился и работал на Украине, здесь это все 
равно не пригодилось, пришлось идти на более низкую позицию. НО при 
этом, там эти высокие должности не позволяли обеспечить жизнь себе и 
своей семье настолько хорошо, как здесь даже менее высокие должности. 
Due to lack of language skills I couldn't get a good job. Turns out it I wasted all 
those years studying back in Ukraine because I didn't need it here. I had to take a 
much lower position. But even with the higher positions there I could not afford 
the life I have here with a lower one. 

53. #8: не понравились система школьного образования и система 
здравоохранения 
I didn't like education and healthcare systems here 
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54. #8: Мой английский был не настолько хорош, чтоб меня взяли на 
должность, равную той, которая у меня была. Хотя зарплата все равно 
получалась больше тут, чем там, на больше хватало! 
My English wasn't good enough for a position equal to the one I had had before. 
Yet, with my salary I could afford more than there. 

55. #9: Some customary behaviors here make me feel a little uneasy, even though I've 
lived here for 15 years already 

56. #11: Уровень образования и воспитания детей до сих пор не изменило моего 
мнения. 
Education and upbringing haven't changed my mind yet. 

57. #13: Но меня очень раздражали замечания по поводу того, что я не 
улыбалась. Думаю, что я стала улыбаться чаще, но все же иногда меня 
спрашивают, если у меня что-то случилось так как я не улыбаюсь. И меня 
это до сих пор раздражает :) 
But it irritated me when people mentioned I don't smile. I think I'm smiling more 
now but still people wonder if something bad has happened that I'm not smiling. It 
still irritates me :) 

58. #17: I like having Russian friends, we can get together, have parties, support each 
other 

59. #17: Больше всего меня шокировало то, что американцы не знают ничего 
или почти ничего о Европе, европейских фильмах, актерах, незнание 
географии 
Most of all I was shocked by the lack of knowledge about Europe, European 
films, actors, geography. 

60. #19: Чтоб устроиться на работу по специальности, надо было помимо языка, 
которого не было, еще и подтверждать диплом, а времени на это не было, да 
и не нужен тут был никому мой диплом из России. 
To get a job in my major, language skills that were non-existent anyway were not 
enough. One needed to confirm their degree and it required more time than I had 
and no one needed my Russian degree here in any case. 

61. #20: Завела русских подруг и чувствую себя хорошо. 
I found Russian friends and feel good now 

62. #21: Первое, что удивило меня это отсутствие географических знаний, а 
также истории культуры других народов. К сожалению, ситуация не 
изменилась.  
The first thing that surprised me was the lack of knowledge of geography and 
culture of other countries'. Unfortunately, that hasn't changed. 

63. #21: Обидно, что по специальности мне так и не довелось тут работать. 
It's upsetting that I didn't get a chance to work in the field I majored in. 

64. #21: Уже знаю как себя вести, но от этого комфортнее не становится. 
I know how to behave myself but it doesn't make it more comfortable for me. 
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Younger Group  

Positive 
65. #1: I strongly believe that in America hard work gets rewarded and you can work 

your way up the ladder. 
66. #3: can achieve anything in the US as opposed to a very limited future in the 

native country 
67. #5: вначале все время хотелось быть как все и делала все как все, в потом 

прошло, и было приятно стать опять собой 
At first I wanted to do everything the way everybody else did but then this desire 
went away and I was glad to be myself again. 

68. #6: Я специально читала про иx обычаи и традиции, чтобы не лопухнуться и 
не повести себя как-то не так. 
I read up about their traditions and customs to avoid embarrassing situations. 

69. #6: remember how in metro everybody is so gloomy, no eye contact, no smiles, 
no “excuse me” when they shove you on their way to the exit? 

70. #7: Интересно, что я больше знаю про историю Американских традиций, 
чем русских, хотя именно русские вроде как роднее, но Американские 
лучше усвоены что ли... 
It's interesting that I know more about the history of American traditions than of 
Russian even though Russian traditions are closer and dearer but American ones 
are better learned, I guess. 

71. #8: I strongly believe that the opportunities for education and social mobility are 
endless 

72. #9: I like that I have an ability to do what I want and pursue my dreams, goals. 
73. #10: очень вежливое обращение. 

extreme politeness 
74. #12: I love this country for the opportunities that it has provided me 
75. #14: The US is a country where everything is accessible to almost everyone 
76. #16: . The political, religious, economic, and cultural freedoms that we enjoy in 

America are unrivaled anywhere else in the world. 
77. #19: I guess at some point I wanted to be so much like any other American born 

here, that I tried doing everything their way, more than I do now but then it 
seemed important to do thing like everyone else, even if I didn't necessarily like 
it. And it forced me to learn what exactly the meaning of their customs is, to 
understand why they're doing it.  

78. #20: it is the land of opportunities, where with hard work and consistent effort, 
almost anything is possible 

79. #21: когда только приехали хотелось окунуться с головой во все 
американское, а потом прошло такое желание. 
When we just arrived, I wanted to do everything the American way but then it 
went away 

80. #21: I was trying to get tickets for the price as a citizen and I said: "two tickets, 
please", and she looks at me strangely and asks to show her my passport. She was 



 

 

277

very suspicious and asked me if I was a citizen. The next thing I know, the next 
guy in line just says "two tickets!" and she hands them to him! 

 
 

Negative 
81. #1: ne nravilos sozialnoe vremia preprovozhdenija.. kozalos skuchno i tupo! igri 

kakie-to chuzhdie...shutki chuzhdie i sovsem ne smeshnie... (written by 
participant in Roman alphabet) 
I didn't like social life... It seemed boring and stupid. Strange games, strange 
humor that wasn't funny at all. 

82. #2: Когда я приехала в США, меня больше всего потрясло то, что в моей 
школе, которая находилась в богатой части Финикса, ученики старших 
классов либо вели себя как дети (например, играли в куклы в 17 лет  
The thing that shocked me most was that in my school in a well-off part of 
Phoenix high school students behaved like kids (played with dolls at the age of 
17) 

83. #2: I also do not like the fact that people are often superficial rather than sincere, 
as if being nice is valued here more than being honest. 
#18: Things that I don't necessarily like about living in the US include a cretain 
superficiality of relationships  

84. #2: Я на самом деле ни там, ни там не чувствую себя уютно... всюду как 
чужая 
Actually I don't feel at home neither here nor there... I don't belong in either one. 

85. #2: я когда приезжаю в Россию, то первые пару дней привыкаю и 
перестраиваюсь, хотя не всегда удается полностью перестроиться. 
When I come to Russia, I spend the first few days getting used to it and 
acclimating myself though I don't always succeed in doing so. 

86. #2: не нравилось, что друзья все остались там, а я здесь один 
I didn't like it that all my friends were there and I was here alone 

87. #3: Вроде должна знать обе, но на самом деле не знаю ни одну (культуру). 
seems I should know both but I don't know either culture 

88. #4: Мне здесь нравилось с самого начала, но вначале очень скучал за 
друзьями из школы 
I liked it right away here but at first I missed my school mates a lot! 

89. #5: I have lots of American friends but my closest friend is Russian. 
90. #7: Ochen zarko. Nichego ne izmenilos. Takze zarko (written by participant in 

Roman alphabeth) 
very hot. nothing changed. still hot. 

91. #12: Переезд в Штаты интересно повлиял на моё самосознание, а точнее на 
мою оценку собственного умственного развития, соотносимого с возрастом. 
Если в Киеве я уже чувствовал себя взрослым человеком, то в Тусоне я 
ощущал себя на несколько лет младше. Это может быть объяснимо моим 
переходным возрастом в 14 лет, существенной разницей в уровнях 
общественного образования в пользу Киева, но, я думаю, что больше всего 
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повлияла именно разница в том, насколько быстро развиваются подростки 
"здесь" и "там". 
Immigration to the US influenced the way I viewed myself a lot, especially the 
way I felt about my age. In Kiev I felt mature and I was an adult but in Tucson I 
felt much younger. It could be explained by puberty at the age of 14 and the much 
better education in Kiev but also the difference in how quickly teenagers grow up 
"here" and "there". 

92. #12: this country's public education statistics are comparable to those of third 
world countries, 

93. #12: Очень странно себя ощущая и с американцами  и с русскими в россии. 
Feeling very awkward with the Americans and with Russians in Russia. 

94. #12: В Киеве очень непривычно вначале было, Все казалось чужим, хотя 
вроде все такое знакомое. 
It was all very strange in Kiev at first. Everything seemed foreign even though 
familiar at the same time. 

95. #12: И друзей здесь сложнее завести, потому что даже в школе все по 
разным классам, каждый год все меняется! 
It's more difficult to become friends with anybody here because even in school 
everybody goes to different classes and it changes every year! 

96. #13: Наверно сложнее всего было оставить друзей... 
probably the most difficult thing was to leave friends behind... 

97. #19: It's like I don't know either of the cultures, neither one feels right to me, you 
know? Something is always slightly off, more so if I go to Russia I think but even 
here, I sometimes feel that I'm not quite at home.  

98. #19: It was difficult to get used to the difference in what a "friend" means here 
and back home. Two totally different concepts! 

99. #19: Здесь я так и не нашла таких же друзей какие были дома, но появились 
знакомые среди других русских - самое близкое к тем самым друзьям 
I haven't managed to find friends like the ones I used to have back home but I've 
acquired some acquaintances among other Russian, which is the closest to the 
friends back home. 

100. #19: In school I was shocked that in 5-th grade math we were doing division 
when I did that in 2nd grade at home 
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Comments on the Tasks  

Older Group  

Positive 
 
 

Negative 
101. #1: Ничего в голову не приходит.. 

Nothing comes to my mind... 
102. #3: Ой, что-то я все слова забыла! 

I've forgotten all words! 
103. #3: На русском веселее дело пошло. Хоть что-то на ум приходит! 

It's easier in Russian. At least I can think of a few words! 
104. #3: I never asked for salary increase. Никогда не просила прибавки к 

зарплате, так как считала это не удобным. 
 I've never asked for a salary increase, since I consider it inappropriate. 
105. #5: Интересно, как сразу все из головы улетучилось. Сейчас постараюсь 

что-то ответить. 
It's interesting how my mind just goes blank. I'll try to come up with something. 

106. #7: Ну надо же! ничего больше не могу вспомнить! 
I just can't remember anything else! 

107. #8: Ой, я так давно не писала по-русски! Последний раз уж даже не 
помню, когда надо было что-то писать, да еще такие распространенные 
ответы. 
I haven't written in Russian for so long! I don't even remember when I needed to 
write anything last, especially such an elaborate answer. 

108. #8: Извините, но мне никогда (ни в Союзе, ни здесь, в Америке) не 
приходилось писать подобный документ. 
I'm sorry but I've never had to write such a request either in the Soviet Union or in 
the US. 

109. #8: Сейчас, сейчас, что-нибудь еще вспомню 
Hold on, hold on, let me think of something else 

110. #9: По-русски легче конечно было вспоминать слова, не надо было 
выжимать из себя по слову, а прямо лилось все само. 
It was easier to remember words in Russian, I didn't have to pull one by one, they 
just flowed easily. 

111. #11: Не знала, что ответить на вопрос про телевизор и книги, потому что 
телевизор я смотрю на английском (не было пока возможности русское 
телевидение установить), а книги конечно читаю в основном по-русски. 
Поэтому ответила, что оба языка использую, но вообще-то это совершенно 
разные вещи! Фильмы мне американские нравятся, смотрю их на 
английском, а книги даже американских писателей предпочитаю читать в 
русском переводе. 
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I didn't know how to respond to the question about the TV and books, because I 
watch TV in English (I haven't had a chance to install Russian TV yet) but I read 
books in Russian predominantly. So I said I use both languages but these are two 
different things! I like American movies and watch them in English, but I prefer 
to read books even by American writers in Russian. 

112. #11: Тяжело было по-русски начать писать - уж больно давно не 
приходилось этого делать. Даже слова на ум не приходили, и пару раз 
пришлось проверять правописание! 
It was difficult to start writing in Russian - I haven't had to do that in a long time. 
I couldn't think of words and occasionally had to check spelling. 

113. #11: Funny question... 
114. #12: Так как я никогда не работала на русского начальника, такая 

возможность не находилась. Даже не знаю, что бы включить в такую 
просьбу. 
Since I've never worked for a Russian boss, I've never had to write such requests. 
I'm not even sure what to include there. 

115. #20: Я никогда не просила лично повысить себе оклад или заработную 
платы, но попытаюсь 
I've never asked for a salary increase myself but I'll try 

116. #21: Я считаю, что это не совсем удачная тема. Я никогда в жизни не 
просила о повышении зарплаты, тем более в письменном виде. Об этом 
обычно говорится намеками, в моем понимании, при личной встрече с 
начальником. И как результат либо ты получаешь прибавку к зарплате, либо 
начинаешь искать другую работу. Поэтому я не могу ответить на этот 
вопрос. 
I don't think it's a good topic. I've never had to ask for a salary increase in my life, 
especially in writing. One usually hints at this, in my opinion, when meeting with 
the boss in person. As a result, one either gets an increase or has to start looking 
for a new job. Thus, I can't answer this question. 

117. #21: Хм, прям стыдно как-то, что ничего больше не могу даже и сказать. 
 It's a shame, I can't even name anything else. 

 
 
Younger Group  

Positive 
 
 

Negative 
118. #4: I don't have Russian keyboard 
119. #6: Знаете, мне не приходилось такие просьбы писать и на английском 

языке. Если я нормально работаю, то мне повышают зарплату и без всяких 
просьб. 
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You know, I've never had to write such requests in English either. If I work well, I 
get an increase without any requests. 

120. #9: Sorry, no Russian fonts 
121. #10: no Russian fonts 
122. #13: u menja net russkih fontov 
 I don't have Russian fonts 
123. #14: my lap top doesn't have a russian keyboard so I am not able to write it in 

russian. 
124. #16: Так сложно было по-русски вдруг писать! сто лет такого не делала! 

Сидела, сидела, а слов все никак не находила подходящих. Коряво как-то 
вышло... 
It was so difficult to write in Russian all of a sudden! I haven't done that for ages! 
I was sitting there with a blank mind with no words coming to me. Everything 
looked so far from fluent... 

125. #19: Esli chesno, to nikogda ne pisala takiye pros'bi dazhe na angliiskom 
yazike, dazhe ne znayu kak nachat'...mozhet shto-to po tipu: 
Frankly, I've never written anything such requests even in English. I don't even 
know how to start something like that... maybe something like: 

126. #20: can't do it without Russian keyboard 
127. #20: I've never written anything like this. DOesn't seem appropriate to me. 
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