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1. Introduction

The investigation of bilingualism is traditionally organized around two main perspectives: societal vs. individual bilingualism.


The view according to which a bilingual is an individual who has native speaker proficiency in both of their languages (with equally good speaking, writing and reading skills in both) is nowadays shared usually by non-linguists. In the first half of the 20th century this view was also predominant in the profession: Bloomfield XE "Bloomfield, Leonard"  (1933: 56) also defined the bilingual as a person who has “native-like control of two languages”. In the real world, such individuals are very rare, and bilingualism is manifested in many different ways. Today, bilingualism is conceived of as a continuum, with people who have at least one of their four skills (speaking, understanding, reading or writing) in another language at one of its end points, and those with balanced, high level proficiency in both languages at the other (Diebold XE "Diebold, Richard"  1961; Bartha XE "Bartha, Csilla"  1999). Most researchers today use Grosjean XE "Grosjean, Francois" ’s functional definition of the bilingual being the person who needs and uses (or is able to use) both of their languages in their everyday life. „The bilingual uses the two languages–separately or together–for different purposes, in different domains of life, with different people. Because the needs and uses of the two languages are usually quite different, the bilingual is rarely equally or completely fluent in the two languages.” (Grosjean XE "Grosjean, Francois"  1992: 51).

There are different ways in which people become bilingual. Next, I will briefly review the cases where children acquire two languages from birth (or soon afterwards) simultaneously at home, in the family.

1. The Ronjat-type family: The “one person, one language” model
The parents are of different language backgrounds, but they speak each other’s languages. The language of one of the parents is also the language of the outside world. The parents speak their own language to the child from birth.

2. The Fantini-type family: Acquiring the non-dominant language at home
The parents are of different language backgrounds here, too, and the language of one of them is also the language of the outside world. In their communication with the child, the parents do not use the latter language – the child acquires it naturalisticaly, outside the home. In this model the second language of the child is acquired due to the strong influence of the outside world. At home the family strengthens the acquisition of the home language. The language used outside the home may be acquired after the first (home) language. Also categorized under this model is Deuchar XE "Deuchar, Margaret" ’s method (Deuchar XE "Deuchar, Margaret"  and Quay XE "Quay, Susanna"  2000), under which the parents also use the language of the outside world with the child whenever they are talking outside the home.

3. The Elwert-type family: Two non-dominant home languages with no community support

The parents’ language backgrounds are different, and neither language is also the language of the outside world. Both parents use their mother tongues with the child. In this model, the child usually becomes trilingual. The child’s competence in the three languages will be greatly influenced by the school and the larger community, and the child’s third language often becomes the dominant language.

4. The Saunders-type family: One of the parents uses a foreign language with the child
The parents’ mother tongue is the same, and this language is also the language of the outside world. In their communication with the child, one of the parents uses a foreign language they speak at an advanced level, rather than their mother tongue.

5. Mixed languages (mixed language input)

The parents are bilingual, and some of the larger community are also bilingual. In this case, both parents mix languages and switch between languages in their communication with the child and with each other. Codeswitching and borrowing are very frequent in this case (Bartha XE "Bartha, Csilla"  1999; Grosjean XE "Grosjean, Francois"  1982; Hoffmann XE "Hoffmann, Charlotte"  1991; Karmacsi XE "Karmacsi, Zoltán"  2007; Navracsics XE "Navracsics, Judit"  1999). (For more on the typology of bilingual parental strategies, see Romaine XE "Romaine, Susanne"  1989: 166–168).


The extent and method of language acquisition is greatly affected by the time of the acquisition. In the models discussed so far the child acquires their languages simultaneously. A child can also become bilingual at a later stage, through successive acquisition.


According to MacLaughlin XE "MacLaughlin, Barry"  (1978), acquisition is simultaneous if the child acquires their two languages by the time they are three years old, and successive if later. Meisel XE "Meisel, Jürgen"  (1989) defines the time boundary of simultaneous acquisition as one month, while De Houwer XE "De Houwer, Annick"  (1995) as one week.

In the next section I will discuss some characteristic features of the development of naturalistic bilingualism.

2. The acquisition of the accusative case in Hungarian and in Slovak


All healthy children construct for themselves the grammar of their mother tongue. According to Slobin XE "Slobin, Dan"  (1973: 175), acquisition of grammar largely depends on the the cognitive abilities of the child, with the help of which they identify the basic semantic categories of their experience that are supposed to be expressed through language. Language acquisition occurs via two parallel processes: the development of speech perception and of speech production. Meaningful speech usually first occurs at the age of one year: this is when the acquisition of the active use of language and an increasingly conscious manipulation of the rule systems of the mother tongue start (Gósy XE "Gósy, Mária"  2005). In Grosjean XE "Grosjean, Francois" ’s view (1982: 181), the process of language acquisition is the same in both monolingual and bilingual children. Children’s articulatory mechanism and perception develop gradually and are indispensable in learning to pronounce the sounds of the language(s) to be acquired and in recognizing the speech sounds pronounced by others. Both monolingual and bilingual children go through the same stages of language development (De Houwer XE "De Houwer, Annick"  1995). They pronounce their first words at the same stage of development (Doyle XE "Doyle, A. M."  et al. 1978), learning to pronounce easier sounds first, producing many overgeneralizations in the earliest stage, and producing increasingly longer utterances etc. Bilingual children have one more task to learn than their monolingual peers: to distinguish between and separate their two languages.


During the simultaneous acquisition of two languages, differences can occur in the phases of acquisition of some linguistic constructions in the two languages, one of the reasons for which is that the difficulty involved in the acquisition of the constructions may be different in the two. Children avoid the more complex grammatical rule and acquire primarily the one that they find clearer and easier. According to Slobin XE "Slobin, Dan" , “[i]f a given meaning receives expression at the same time in both languages of a bilingual child, this suggests that the formal devices in the two languages are similar in complexity. […] If a given semantic domain receives expression earlier in one of the two languages, a difference in formal complexity is suggested" (Slobin XE "Slobin, Dan"  1973: 181; see also De Houwer XE "De Houwer, Annick"  1995).


Slobin XE "Slobin, Dan" ’s claim seems to be clearly proven by the example mentioned by Grosjean XE "Grosjean, Francois"  (1982: 189) about Russian–Georgian bilingual children first acquiring Russian nominative and accusative case relations, and the same has been illustrated in Estonian–Russian bilingual children, who acquired Estonian noun inflection later than that of English.


During the first stage of language acquisition, children have one grammar and one lexicon, composed of structures and words from both languages  (Grosjean XE "Grosjean, Francois"  1982: 183; Štefánik XE "Štefánik, Jozef"  2000; De Houwer XE "De Houwer, Annick"  1995). At this stage children produce word sentences or holophrases, using the same word to express the meaning of various sentences (Gósy XE "Gósy, Mária"  1999: 170; Štefánik XE "Štefánik, Jozef"  2000). At around the age of two years, sentences of two or more elements and grammatical constructions start occurring in children’s speech (cf. also S. Meggyes XE "Meggyes, Klára S."  1979: 240). In the case of bilingual children, these sentences and constructions may contain elements from both languages, and children also produce utterances containing characteristics of both languages inseparably, in what is called hybrid structures.


During the acquisition of the Hungarian language, the first acquired inflections are usually the accusative (-t) and the possessive (-é; roughly the equivalent of the ‘s genitive in this book is John’s) (Gósy XE "Gósy, Mária"  1978: 94; Lengyel XE "Lengyel, Zsolt"  1974: 62). In the acquisition of Slovak, the accusative is the first marked grammatical case that is acquired immediately after the nominative (see Štefánik XE "Štefánik, Jozef"  2000). 

In the rest of the present section I will analyze occurrences of the Hungarian and Slovak accusative in bilingual production data from the early stage of language acquisition. 


The data I analyze have been produced by a Hungarian–Slovak bilingual child during a two-week-long period and recorded in my field notes that I took during participant observation (Labov XE "Labov, William"  1984: 61) as well as in digitally taped and then transcribed conversations. The participant child was 2 years and 5 months old at the time, his father’s mother tongue being Slovak, his mother’s Hungarian. The child’s parents used the “one parent, one language” strategy, both parents using their own mother tongues with their son. In my observation, the boy was Hungarian dominant bilingual at the time of the investigation, which was due to the fact that the larger community of the child was mostly Hungarian speaking, and the child was greatly influenced by the daily interaction with the Hungarian speaking grandparents as well as the Hungarian language preschool he attended. Only the father and the paternal grandmother spoke Slovak in the child’s family, and their input could not counterbalance the Hungarian language influence provided by the other family members as well as the preschool.

At the time of the investigation the child used both Hungarian and Slovak accusative forms actively. In the field note data I recorded 27 instances (types) of the Hungarian accusative, and 15 of the Slovak. In 7 additional instances, both Slovak and Hungarian accusative occurs in the forms produced by the subject. There are several tokens of the various types occurring in the data.

Forms bearing the Hungarian accusative, -t:

 egyet ‘one’, autót ‘car’, mézet ‘honey’, mamát ‘mom’, pimbint ’penguin’, kezet ‘hand’, kicsit ‘small one’, kakabót ‘chocolate milk’, billát ‘fork’, celuzát ‘pencil’, ablakot ‘window’, lángost ‘fried bread, mesét ‘story’, biciglit ‘bike’, kogultot ‘yogurt’, nyihahát ‘horse’, hóembelt ‘snowman’, hót ‘snow’, ezt ‘this’, halacskát ‘fish’, melyiket ‘which one?’, tojást ‘egg’, csokoládét ‘chocolate’, kenyélt ‘bread’, másikot ‘another one’, légyt ‘fly’, and husit ‘meat’. 

Forms bearing the Slovak accusative (as in Slovak the fact that a noun is in the accusative is only evident from its context, in the Slovak examples I provide the entire phrase in which the noun occurred):

plosím čajíček ‘I want tea', ideme piť mliečko ‘we’re going to drink milk’, obujem si ponožky ‘I put on the socks’, umývam zuby ‘I brush my teeth’, daj mi batelky ‘give me a battery’, ulobíme vláčiku ‘we made a train’, plosím vodičku ‘I want water’, plosím chlebíček ‘I want bread’, plosím cuklíky ‘I want sugar’, doblú noc ‘good night!’, daj mi kutelák, ‘give me the towel (uterák)’, zobeleme tašku, ‘we’re taking a bag’, Pištu,’Steve’, tatu, ‘daddy’, papu, ‘grandpa’, and plosím toto ‘I want this’.
 


Forms bearing both the Slovak and Hungarian accusatives:


kélek szalonnut ‘I want bacon’, plosím si ubolku ‘I want pickles’, kélek Snehulkát 'I want Snow White’',
  čo si prosíš? ‘what would you like?’ husiku ‘meat’, kenyél ‘bread’. Mesélj hali-belit ‘tell me hali-beli [a Slovak language riddle]’. Five nouns in the data do not receive accusative inflection even though they are in the accusative: nyílsz indián ‘cut out the Indian [from paper]’, mama hozta Dusankovi kogult ‘mom brought yogurt’, kelesünk vakond könyvekbe ‘we look for mole in books’, Mikol hoz nekem a tata husika meg kenyél? ‘What is daddy bringing me, meat and bread?’. 


2.1. The analysis of forms bearing the Hungarian accusative:
Nouns, numerals, adjectives and pronouns marked for the accusative occur in the Hungarian examples. Nouns occurring in the data are of the following types:
· invariable stems: autót ‘car’, kakaót ‘chocolate milk’, lángost ‘fried bread’, biciklit ‘bike’, hóembert ‘snowman’, tojást ‘egg’, csokoládét ‘chocolate’, husit ‘meat’, pingvint ‘penguin’,

· stems requiring connecting vowel: mézet ‘honey’, ablakot ‘window’, egyet ‘one’, joghurtot ‘yoghurt’, másikot ‘another one’,

· final vowel lengthening stems: villát ‘fork’, halacskát ‘fish’, mesét ‘story’, mamát ‘mom’, ceruzát ‘pencil’, nyihahát ‘horse’, teát ‘tea’,

· stem internal vowel quantity chaning stems: kezet ‘hand’, légyt ‘fly’, kenyért ‘bread’,

· v-inserting stems: hót ‘snow’
Other parts of speech: 

· numeral: egyet ‘one’ (invariable stem)
· adjective: kicsit ‘small one’ (invariable stem) 
· pronouns: ezt ‘this’ (invariable stem), másikot ‘another one’ (stem requiring connecting vowel)


As the examples show, the investigated child acquired the main rule of the use of the accusative, and its application did not pose a problem in three stem types. In more complex cases (such as in stems changing the quantity of stem internal vowels or inserting a v), however, the child produced non-standard accusative froms such as kenyért ‘bread’ and légyt ‘fly’, despite the fact that the consonant clusters in these forms make their pronunciation harder. A frequently used item, the accusative form kenyért was soon replaced by the standard form kenyeret in the child’s usage. The légy [nominative] vs. legyet [accusative] opposition went through the following line of development: légy – légyet [nonstandard accusative form] – legyet [standard accusative form]. A similar change occurred in the case of jéget [nonstandard accusative form] – jeget [standard accusative form] ‘ice’ (the example comes from later field notes), however, the nonstandard accusative variant jégt did not occur, which might be because the word jég ‘ice’ entered the child’s vocabulary later and was not produced in non-standard form. A noun of the same type, the accusative form kezet ‘hand’ also occurred in the standard variant – this is a form that occurs frequently in everyday use (in expressions such as kezet mosni ‘wash one’s hands’), and that facilitated its acquisition in the appropriate grammatical form even before the rule relevant to it was generated. The use of the nonstandard accusative form hót ‘snow’ before the standard havat also occurs in the speech of older and monolingual children. The use of the word joghurt ‘yogurt’ involves vacillation: the developmental form kélek kogultot ‘I want yogurt’ (cf. standard Hungarian: kérek joghurtot) contained a variant that follows the rule of standard accusative formation but co-occurred with the nonstandard accusative in mama hozta kogult ‘mom brought yogurt’ at this stage.
 In the latter form, the absence of the accusative marker –t can have alternative explanations. One is that it reflects the use of the Slovak accusative, since codeswitching occurs before the phrase in question in the utterance (Dušankovi ‘to Dušanko’). The Slovak equivalent of Hungarian joghurt is jogurt,2 which is not marked in the accusative. The other is that the last –t in mama hozta kogult can be interpreted as the accusative marker.  – A later sentence produced by the boy (at the age of 4:1) included the following:  kérem a robot, robot [then, after a pause, with question intonation] robotot? ‘I want the robot, robot, robot [accusative]?’ Here the vacillation is caused by the form of the stem. – It is likely that both factors are at play, under a case of multiple causation.

2.2. Marking the Slovak accusative

In the Slovak language, the form of the accusative inflection is assigned depending on the grammatical gender (masculine vs. feminine) and animacy (animate vs. inanimate), and the grammatical gender can be deduced from the inflection of inanimate nouns. Animate masculine nouns ending in –a have a singular accusative form in –u. Inanimate masculine nouns have identical nominative and accusative forms in both the singular and and plural, and inanimate feminine nouns do so in the plural. The singular accusative inflection of feminine nouns is –u. The Slovak forms occurring in the data are nouns (with one exception) exhibiting the following distribution grammatically:
· Masculine, singular, animate: tatu ‘grandpa’, papu ‘dad’, Pištu ‘Steve’.

· Masculine, singular szám, inanimate: čajíček ‘tea’, kutelák ‘towel’, chlebíček ‘bread’, vláčiku ‘train’.

· Masculine, plural szám, inanimate: zuby ‘teeth’, cuklíky ‘candy’.
· Feminine, singular: vodičku ‘water’, tašku ‘bag’, noc ‘night’.

· Feminine, plural, inanimate: ponožky ‘socks’, batelky ‘batteries’.

· Adjective: doblú ‘good’

The Slovak examples clearly demonstrate that the boy had acquired the most frequently used Slovak accusative forms. He used correctly the simplest masculine constellation, where the nominative and the accusative are identical in both the singular and the plural. In the data there is only one erroneous form: an inanimate masculine noun, vláčiku ‘train’ was assigned a feminine accusative inflection –u. The boy used correctly the accusative forms of feminine nouns in –a: my observations show that the –u inflection occurred as early as the initial stage of acquisition.3 The adjectival form dobrú ‘good’ in dobrú noc ‘good night’ received a feminine accusative inflection -ú. Since concord between the Slovak premodifying adjective and the noun it modifies presented a problem for the boy even at the age of four and a half, and since noc ‘night’ is a feminine noun which, untypically, does not end in –a (similar words can cause a problem for monolingual children as well at this stage of language acquisition), it seems likely that the entire phrase was acquired as a chunk rather than as an analyzed and actively used accusative adjectival form followed by the accusative form of noc.
I have listed the forms tatu ‘dad’, papu ‘daddy’, and Pištu ‘Steve’ among Slovak accusative forms due to their Slovak inflections even though they are forms that can occur in either Hungarian or Slovak rather than strictly speaking belong to exclusively one or the other. Formally, these are animate masculine nouns, which were inflected in the standard forms in the data, although it was most likely the early acquired feminine –u accusative inflection which provided a model – this is supported by the fact that these words do not occur in another grammatical case of the appropriate masculine paradigm. 
The accusative inflection –u was also attached to some Hungarian nouns if it formally fit Slovak feminine nouns (that is, if it ended in –a): szalonnut ‘bacon [accusative]’ (of Hungarian szalonna ‘bacon’), uborku ‘pickle [accusative]’ (of Hungarian uborka ‘pickle’), and husiku ‘meat [accusative]’ (of Hungarian husika ‘meat’). The words szalonna and uborka are interlinguistic paronyms – which probably made them likely candidates for the use of Slovak inflections on them. (Their Slovak equivalents are slanina and uhorka, respectively.) The form szalonnut is marked for the accusative with the inflections of both languages.
 The form husiku – along with the form husit ‘meat [accusative]’, discussed above – is the result of the use of the word as a nonce borrowing. The boy used it when speaking with his father, which likely explains the use of the Slovak grammatical form. The forms Snehulkát ‘Snow Shite [accusative]’ and hali-belit ‘hali-beli [name of riddle; accusative]’ were borrowed from Slovak and given standard Hungarian endings in sentences which used Hungarian as the base language. Their borrowing was likely supported by the proper noun status of the former and the title status of the latter. (The word Snehulkát was shortened by the boy from Snehulienka, which was first documented in the boy’s repertoire in the exchange given in footnote 2 above.)

1.3. The general characteristics of the acquisition of the accusative in the two languages


It is possible that in the forms keresünk vakond ‘we look for mole’, nyírsz indián ‘cut out the Indian [from paper]’, mama hozta kogult ‘mom brought yogurt’, Mikor hoz nekem a tata husika meg kenyér? ‘when will daddy bring me meat and bread?’ the absence of the Hungarian accusative ending is due to the fact that the boy gave preference to the syntactic operation over the morphological one – which is characteristic of children under the age of two (cf. Mikes XE "Mikes, Melánia"  1971: 54) – although the effect of the zero accusative morpheme of the Slovak masculine inanimate paradigm cannot be discounted either.


No absence of the –t ending on accusative forms in Hungarian sentences was documented at later stages in the boy’s acquisition process, but the boy used the same strategy when inserting a Hungarian word into a Slovak language context – the Hungarian words tejecske ‘milk’ in (1) and gomba ‘mushroom’ in (2):


(1)

Father: Čo si prosíte? ‘What would you like?'

     
Son (3:11): Tejecske. Prosíme tejecske. ‘Milk. We would like milk.’ 

(2)

Father: Čo som hodil? ‘What did I throw?' (playing with the dice)


Son (3:10): Gomba. ‘Mushroom [accusative].’

Father: Čo? 'What?'


Son: Hríbik. 'Mushroom [accusative].’

The discussed examples demonstrate that the Hungarian accusative was acquired and actively used by the boy at the investigated stage, and errors occurred only in the use of infrequently used stem types. The inflection –u was the accusative form which was the first to be generated in Slovak along with the use of zero marked forms of inanimate nouns. The inflection –a of the accusative form of masculine animate nouns was not acquired yet at this stage, just like concord between the premodifying adjective and its noun was not either. The later acquisition of the accusative of masculine animate nouns can be due to fact that the masculine nouns used around the boy from an early stage were nouns in –a, whose accusative inflection is –u. The examples also clearly show that the mixing of the two languages in the boy’s speech is infrequent: at the age of 2:5 the boy used the Hungarian accusative with greater certainty than its Slovak equivalent. This may be because the Slovak accusative is formally more complex than the Hungarian, but the fact that the boy was a Hungarian dominant bilingual cannot be discounted either, since this would just as certainly contribute to the phase lag in the use of the two in his repertoire as would structural differences between grammatical categories.
3. Observations on changes in childhood code choice and codeswitching


In the present section I discuss code choice and codeswitching occurring in bilingual language acquisition. The discussion is based on my observations made as a participant observer in a family with parents living in a mixed marriage and bringing up their two children as bilinguals. Both the observed siblings and their parents are bilingual. These children can be categorized as bilingual on the basis of various definitions of bilingualism, including the basis of their origin (Skutnabb-Kangas XE "Skutnabb-Kangas, Tove"  1995: 15), according to which definition a bilingual is a person who acquired two languages from native speakers of those languages in their family from birth. The parents of the observed family can be considered bilingual on the basis of the functional definition, where “[b]ilingualism is the regular use of two (or more) languages, and bilinguals are those people who need and use two (or more) languages in their everyday lives” (Grosjean XE "Grosjean, Francois"  1992: 51). In the literature on bilingualism in Hungarian, code choice and codeswitching have been extensively discussed by Bartha XE "Bartha, Csilla"  (1999, 2002) and Lanstyák XE "Lanstyák, István"  (2000, 2002, 2005a, 2005b, 2006). According to Bartha XE "Bartha, Csilla"  (1992: 21), code choice is the choice of an unmarked base code in relation to which changes are made. Codeswitching is defined, following Grosjean XE "Grosjean, Francois"  (1982: 145), as the “alternate use of two or more languages in the same utterance”. In addition to involving two different languages, codeswitching can also involve the alternate use of different varieties (e.g. regional dialects or stylistic varieties) of the same language. 


In my case study I treat as codeswitching the alternate use of Hungarian and Slovak, disregarding the stylistic switching within the same language. I investigate when and how code choice and codeswitching develop during the process of language acquisition. The investigation is based on the participant observation of a girl and a boy, whose ages were 7:7 and 3:11, respectively, at the time of observation. As both children were close friends of mine whom I observed in everyday situations during their routine activities, I did not have to deal with the observer’s paradox (according to which, knowing that they are being observed results in speakers modifying their usual way of speaking; Labov XE "Labov, William"  1972: 181, 1984: 30).

I recorded my observations in the form of written fieldnotes, which I sometimes augmented with notes made following the observation. The parents of the observed children followed the “one parent, one language” strategy in bringing up their children as bilinguals (for a brief overview of the strategies, see section 2 above). In the early stages of language acquisition, the father, a native speaker of Slovak, used Slovak, while the mother, a native speaker of Hungarian, used Hungarian with the children. In speaking to each other, the parents also tried to follow a similar strategy and use their own native languages: the wife spoke Slovak to her husband only if she thought that the complexity of the topic would be compromised by the use of Hungarian for the husband, who used Hungarian rarely and whose proficiency in it was, thus, mostly passive. The husband’s Hungarian language use is clearly separable to two layers: a strongly regional layer of language use he acquired as a child in interactions “in the street”, and a variety he acquired during his marriage, which is a variety approximating the regional standard variety of Hungarian used in Slovakia. The other family members, relatives and friends of the family also used their own native languages in interactions with the children of the family. The two children spoke Hungarian between each other. 

The wider linguistic context in which the family lived was a small town in Slovakia, in which the Hungarian population locally constituted 73%, according to the results of the 2001 census. The children were, thus, affected outside the family more by Hungarian language use in their lives than by Slovak. According to the observations of the mother, the community expectation based on several decades’ of experience in the small town dictated that children of exogamous marriage partners “should” be Slovak dominant bilinguals. (The mother mentioned that, when meeting friends whose native language was Hungarian, it often happened that while the adults spoke Hungarian with each other, they addressed the children present in Slovak.)

The language development of the two observed siblings differed, which was the result of two basic factors. The individual difference between the two of them was that the girl’s language development was faster than her brother’s. (The boy lagged behind the girl in his language development by about a year.) The other factor was environmental: the family moved to the small town of the local Hungarian majority population when the girl was 4:6, and the boy 1:3. The family lived in the Hungarian grandparents’ house for two and a half years, where the language of communication was predominantly Hungarian. Even though the other, Slovak speaking grandmother also lived in the same town, the children saw her less frequently. The children attended preschool and school with Hungarian as their language of instruction, which considerably strengthened the role of Hungarian in their lives. The language of both the immediate and wider social environment of the children was primarily Hungarian, which clearly affected their bilingualism: according to my observations, the girl was a basically balanced bilingual until the age of 5 years, becoming a Hungarian dominant bilingual afterwards, under the influence of the above factors, whereas the boy became a Hungarian dominant bilingual with no preceding balanced bilingual stage. 
3.1. Stages of language acquisition as reflected in code choice and codeswitching

In a bilingual context children are affected by two languages. At an early stage of bilingual language acquisition, the lexicon is composed of words from both languages. Both observed children often produced utterances which reflected the characteristics of both languages in an inseparable way, without parts of the utterance being identifiably from one language or the other. These utterances included some hybrid forms: lexical hybrids as well as grammatical and phonological hybrids as well.

Examples of lexical hybrids: 

Kérek marancsot ‘I want an orange [accusative]’ (vs. Hungarian narancsot) (girl, 1:8).

Lexical and grammatical hybrids: 


Mother: Gyere ide, kicsikém! ‘Come here, sweetie!’

Daughter (2:0): Megyem. ‘[I’m] Coming.’ (vs. Hungarian megyek)
Phonological and grammatical hybrids: 


Nechcem tejecskü. ‘I don’t want milk [accusative].’ (vs. Hungarian tejecskét) (boy, 2:4)

Plosím vizecskü.
 ‘I want water [accusative]’ (vs. Hungarian vizecskét) (boy, 2:6)


In the last example the subject inserted a Hungarian word in the Slovak base language, but instead of using the Slovak feminine –u accusative inflection, he used –ü, which complied with the rules of Hungarian vowel harmony despite the fact that there is no ü phoneme in Slovak. 


I have also observed “hybrid” sentences: Mama, batelky musím, tam je koptel, dáme koptelt, musím batelky, nézd csak, batelky, mama nézd, benne elem, teszek ‘Mom, I found the batteries, there is the helicopter, give me the helicopter, look, batteries, mom, look, batteries in it, putting’ (boy, 2:4; Hungarian underlined).  Even though at this stage the boy was producing one to two word phrases, in the present example the emotional motivation of the child was so strong that it resulted in a sentence much longer than any utterance before or after it.
 In this case the base language cannot be established – the child uses both languages equally. The boy’s mother and sister were present in the same room, with the language of the conversation being Hungarian. It is important to note that this utterance demonstrates clearly that the boy was conscious of his mother and sister understanding both languages. The Slovak language part of his utterance could be motivated by the fact that he usually used his helicopter when playing with his father. This was followed by change of the base language to Hungarian, probably motivated by the fact that the dominant language of the people with him was Hungarian.

In my observation, when the children were talking with their mother, they used Hungarian words, whereas with their father they used Slovak (the above Nechcem tejecskü was addressed to the father.) The acquisition of the words of the two languages did not proceed in a parallel fashion: at this stage the child used the word which became a part of their lexicon earlier when talking in either language. The word havo ‘doggy’ (Slovak) is such a word: the boy acquired it at the age of one year, and used it in both languages until the age of a year and a half. If he had strong emotional attachment associated with a word or if it could be tied to a particular situation, the word would be recalled in the language it was first acquired in even at a later stage of the acquisition process. Such words in the boy’s repertoire were kutelák (Slovak uterák) ‘towel’, pena ‘foam’, čelvené ‘red’, the Hungarian equivalents of which, hab ‘foam’ and piros ‘red’, did not occur in the boy’s production until the age of 3:5,
 despite the fact that he had passively acquired the Hungarian equivalents already before this time. The use of these words even in utterances with Hungarian as the base language cannot be considered instances of codeswitching – the recall of these words in Hungarian remained unsuccessful.


After this early stage, the separation of the two languages began. This happened earlier and in a more clearly pronounced manner in the case of the girl: after the age of two years, no words inseparably intertwining the characteristics of the two languages occurred in her production. The girl’s choice of code in her production was defined by the language of her interlocutor – at this stage she developed the habit of connecting code choice with the person of her interlocutor. She started exhibiting the phenomenon often observed in the case of the language production of bilingual children: translating what one parent said in one language into the other language for the other parent.

(3)

Father: Pôjdeme domov a budeme večerať, dobre? ‘We’ll go home and eat dinner, OK?’ (in Slovak)

Daughter (2:4): Mama, tata azt mondta, hogy hazamegyünk és megvacsorázunk, jó?’Mom, daddy said we’d go home and eat dinner, OK?’ (in Hungarian)
In connection with the word tata ‘dad’ it has to be clarified that, in the usage of the family, the word does not have its Standard Hungarian meaning ‘old man’ but is the “Hungarianized” form of Slovak tato ‘dad’, which became a child language form used in the family. The daughter in the family first acquired the word tata, but after the entire family started using it, she associated it with the Hungarian language. She also learned the Slovak word oci ‘daddy’ from people around her, and the word tata became limited to her Hungarian language production, whereas the word oci to her Slovak language production. Her brother picked up this usage from her and started using it in the same way. The girl also regarded her toys to be bilingual: when she played by herself, she often chose Slovak as the language of playing, but when she had a monolingual playmate, she always chose the latter’s language. The girl stopped occasionally using Slovak as a language of play at around the age of six years – the same time when she started attending (the Hungarian language) school and became Hungarian dominant. Her brother went through a longer stage of separating the two languages than she did. The boy’s code choice associated with an interlocutor appeared in traces fairly early on, but his Slovak contained a lot of codeswitching into Hungarian – presumably due to his dominance in Hungarian – and he often chose Hungarian as the base language of his interactions. 
Examples of code choice based on interlocutor: 

Son (2:6): Ahoj tata, ocko! Ahoj oci! Ocko kde si? ‘Hi dad, hi daddy! How are you, daddy?‘ (in Slovak). 
Son, speaking to his father (2:6): Prosím čajíček. ‘I want tea’ (in Slovak). Then turning to his mother: Teát kérek. ‘I want tea’ (in Hungarian). In the Slovak utterance the reflexive pronoun is missing – most likely due to the influence of Hungarian, which does not require one in the equivalent sentence, as well as to the imperfect acquisition of the grammatical construction. The boy also often produced intersentential, intrasentential and even intramorphemic codeswitching. 

Son (3:9): Oci, toto auto mi urobíš, lebo mi spadlo. ’Daddy, fix it, because it fell off.’ (in Slovak) Mama, ezt meg kell csinálni, tata megcsinálja nekem. ‘Mom, this needs to be fixed, dad will fix it.’ (in Hungarian)
Then, turning to his father again: Urobíš? ‘Will you fix it?' (in Slovak) Összetörött. ‘It’s broken.’ (in Hungarian). This utterance results in intersentential codeswitching.

Intrasentential codeswitching. Son (3:10): To neni moja zubná kefka, tu je egérke. ‘This is not my toothbrush, there is a mouse here.’ (egérke in Hungarian).
Intramorphemic codeswitching. Son (3:10): Megpecsezzük a kenyeret.
 We bake the bread.' The form peč- is a stem variant of the Slovak verb for ‘bake’ (cf. Slovak piecť ‘to bake [infinitive]’, but peč-ie ‘s/he bakes’, peč-ú ‘they bake’, and peč ‘[you] bake!’’). 

There is no agreement among linguists studying codeswitching whether intramorphemic codeswitching (i.e. codeswitching within a morpheme) is possible. According to Poplack XE "Poplack, Sarah"  (1980), no codeswitching is possible between bound morphemes, but this has recently been questioned by some (cf. van Gass XE "Gass, Kate"  2002; Mantero XE "Mantero, Miguel"  and Herpe XE "Herpe, Estelle"  2007; Redouane XE "Redouane, Rabia"  n.d.) and completely rejected by others. Data analyzed by me support the possibility of intramorphemic codeswitching. The already mentioned forms szalonnut, do pohárba, and megpecsezzük contain within-word codeswitching, and in the two former both Hungarian and Slovak case markers are applied, whereas in the latter form a Slovak relative stem receives a Hungarian prefix and a suffix. 

In the boy’s case, there was a notable strategy of code choice that he applied. When he wanted something from his father, he usually chose the Slovak language. 
(4)
Son: Oci, poďme sa hrat’! ‘Daddy, let’s go play!’ (in Slovak) Mesélj mesét! ‘Tell me a story!’ (in Hungarian)
Father: Nie, už ideme spať. ‘No, we’re off to sleep!’ (in Slovak)
Son: Ale prečo? Rozprávku chcem, ešte neni sötét. Oci! ‘But why? I want a story, it isn’t dark yet. Daddy!' (sötét ‘dark’ in Hungarian).
In this case the boy clearly tried to express himself exclusively in Slovak. He recalled the word sötét ‘dark’ only in Hungarian, so he switched into Hungarian in mid-sentence. In other cases it was not infrequent of him to use Hungarian when talking to his father. If his father responded with a question in Slovak, the boy would often (although not always) repeat what he had just said in Slovak. (At the time of the following exchange the boy was 3:10). 
(5)
Father: Čo chceš robiť? ‘What do you want to do?’ (in Slovak)
Son: Játszani ezzel. ‘Play with this.’ (in Hungarian)
Father: A kde máš miesto? ‘Where are you going to sit?’(in Slovak) [they sit down]

Son: Tu. ‘Here.’ (in Slovak)
Father: Aj ja. ‘Me, too’.  (in Slovak) [they choose pieces by color for the board game]

Son: So žltými. ‘I’ll be yellow.' (in Slovak) [he throws the dice]

Father: Čo som hodil? ‘What did I throw?’ (in Slovak)
Son: Gomba. ‘A mushroom.’ (in Hungarian)
Father: Čo? ‘What?’ (in Slovak)
Son: Hríbik. ‘A mushroom.’ (in Slovak) [he thows the dice]

Zase napocska. ‘The sun, again.’ (‘the sun’ in Hungarian)
Father: Čo to je? Čo to svieti? ‘What’s that? What’s giving light?’ (in Slovak)
Son: Slniečko. ‘The sun.’ (in Slovak)
Father: Čo to je? ‘What’s that?’ (in Slovak)
Son: Fa. Stromček. ‘Tree. A tree.’ (stromček in Slovak)
Father: A toto? ‘And this?’ (in Slovak)
Son: Srdiečko. ‘A heart.’ (in Slovak)
Here the boy shows a gradual adjustment to the Slovak language. Before the conversation with his father started, he was talking with his mother in Hungarian – and at the start of the conversation with his father that is the language he still used. The form gomba ‘mushroom’ shows the effect of Slovak in the lack of the Hungarian accusative ending –t. After the boy continues the conversation with his father in Slovak, the latter language is foregrounded in his production as well. He responds to Slovak language questions first in Hungarian, then in both languages, and finally in Slovak. The forms gomba ‘mushroom’ and fa ‘tree’ lack a diminutive in Hungarian child language, unlike the diminutive form napocska ‘sun’ (from nap ‘sun’). In the Slovak language the use of diminutives is much more frequent than in Hungarian (in child language as well as outside it), and in the Slovak equivalents all three words occur in their diminutive forms. When the boy spoke with his mother, he switched codes rarely, choosing always Hungarian. The boy also chose Slovak at play sometimes (2:6), but not after the age of 3:0. 

After the separation of the two languages, the girl’s code choice depended primarily on her interlocutor. She always spoke Hungarian with her mother and Slovak with her father, but topic sometimes also had an effect on code choice: when school was discussed, she usually used Hungarian. She switched only when there was an element of strong emotional attachment to a part of a story: in such cases she always switched into the language which was used when the event in question happened or in which the story was told. When she quoted previously said discourse or used names, she did it in the original language (cf. Harding XE "Harding, Edit"  and Riley XE "Riley, Philip"  1986: 59). Occasionally, she used intrasentential codeswitching and also nonce borrowing. 
Examples: Ešte musím bepakolovať ‘I still have to pack my bag’ (girl 7:7). The girl was consciously attempting to keep the two languages separate.


(6)
Daughter: Mama, mi az a morzeovka? Morzeov? ‘Mom, what is “morzeovka”? “Morzeov”?’
Mother: Morze. ‘Morse code.’
Daughter: Hát ez morze. ‘So it’s Morse code.’ [tapping].


In the case of the observed children, even with their individual differences, the same three stages were identifiable during the bilingual language acquisition process that are well-known from the bilingual acquisition literature. 


There are two leading views in the literature regarding the early stage of language acquisition. According to one, there is one unified linguistic system that includes words from the two languages (cf. Grosjean XE "Grosjean, Francois"  1982). According to the other view, the two languages are clearly separated even at the earliest stage. My data seem to support the former view.

In the first stage of language acquisition, the children under observation produced one or two word long utterances, using words from both languages to compose their lexicon. Which language the words came from in the child’s production was independent of the interlocutor – no conscious code choice or codeswitching occurred at this stage. At the second stage the two languages started to separate, both lexically and structurally. The children started to produce sentences of two or more parts in both languages. Code choice became dependant on the interlocutor, and codeswitching became frequent, especially in the production of the boy, who spoke Hungarian. The time of transition between the second and third stage was of different length in the case of the two children: it depended on their exposure to the language and change of social context as well as individual characteristics. At the third stage, the use of the two languages separated completely, dominance developed (but did not become static). In the life of a bilingual, a change in the wider social context and in the exposure to a language, language dominance can change – as is clearly exemplified by the way how the girl in the investigated family became Hungarian dominant after being a balanced bilingual.
4. The development of passive bilingualism

In the present section I overview, through the example of a Hungarian–Slovak bilingual child’s, Anna’s language acquisition process, a less studied area of naturalistic bilingualism, namely, the way in which passive bilingualism can develop. In my understanding, passive bilingualism is the situation when a bilingual person uses only one of their languages in production, whereas the other language is limited to understanding only. 
I prepared fieldnotes regarding the language use habits of Anna’s family and her language acquisition process during regular participant observation sessions. In this paper I discuss Anna’s language development through the age of three years. 
Anna is the third and youngest child in her family, where the father’s mother tongue is Slovak, the mother’s Hungarian. The parents have decided to bring up their children as bilinguals. With the first two children in the family, the parents followed the ‘one parent, one language’ strategy. The language situation was different, however, when the third child was born: Hungarian became the family’s dominant language by this time. In addition to using an increasing number of Hungarian codeswitching in his Slovak, the father also started to choose Hungarian as the base language of conversation. The parental strategy used with the two older children of the family was thus one-sided in the sense that only the mother used her mother tongue consistently with the children, while the father used both languages when speaking with the children. By the time the third child was born, the father had adopted the strategy of using Hungarian with the children, and only discussing serious matters in Slovak. Thus, although in his communication with the children Hungarian was predominant, Slovak was definitely part of everyday language use between him and them. Anna’s two older siblings and Hungarian grandmother spoke only Hungarian with her, whereas her Slovak grandmother and aunts – all of whom she had frequent contact with – spoke only Slovak with her. It was characteristic of the family’s language use that the older children often chose to speak Slovak with their father. Based on all of this, it can be safely concluded that Anna lived in a bilingual language environment, where Slovak language communication with several people, Slovak language story telling, and watching Slovak language television programs ware natural components of daily interaction. The question is what effect bilingual language use had on Anna’s bilingual language acquisition.
Anna first started to speak when she was one year old, her first words being typical child language words such as mama ‘mom’ (both Hungarian and Slovak), tata ‘dad’, tam 'there' (Slovak), fa ‘tree’ (Hungarian), dabda 'ball' (Hungarian labda), baba ‘doll’ (Hungarian), kakas ‘rooster’ (Hungarian), amma ‘apple’ (Hungarian alma), vava ‘dog’ (Hungarian vau-vau ‘bow-wow’) etc. At this time Anna used many words containing back rounded vowels, whereas words containing central and front vowels appeared in her production two months later (1:3: deje ‘come!’ (Hungarian gyere!), lepete ‘butterfly (Hungarian lepke). Her acquisition of Hungarian followed a course similar to what is documented in the literature on Hungarian first language acquisition. The main difference between her acquisition and that of her older siblings’ was her almost complete lack of an active use of Slovak words up until the age of 2:3. The only exception was the word tam, mentioned above. A reason for the early acquisition and frequent use of this word was, probably, that it fit in well with the other words of back rounded vowels. Anna stopped using this word from one day to the next at the age of a year and a half and adopted ott ‘there’ (Hungarian) instead. This happened most likely due to two reasons: first, by this time she started using words containing vowels of all types by backness, and, second, I strongly believe that by this time she identified tam as a word which was not part of the Hungarian language – because following this point in time she consistently tried to use only Hungarian, the word disappeared from her production.
The first Slovak words that Anna started using appeared in her usage one year and three months after she started to speak, that is, at the age of two years and three months, and were ano ‘yes’, peniaze ‘money’, mačiatko ‘kitty’, and krtko ‘mole [animal]’. It might appear that Anna’s language development in Slovak lagged considerably behind that in Hungarian. However, the picture outlined so far is greatly modified if we take Anna’s passive language knowledge and understanding of Slovak into consideration as well. Despite the fact that estimating passive knowledge is rather difficult due to the fact that it can only be done based on indirect evidence, the analysis of such evidence does allow to gauge the level of Anna’s understanding of Slovak with considerable certainty. 
Anna was nine months old when she first reacted to a Slovak language question in such a way that it could be unequivocally determined that she understood it: on hearing the question kde je tanierik? ‘where is the plate?’, she looked up at the ornamental plate on the wall and fixed her gaze on it. She was a year and five months old when the parents quizzed her on 50 different Slovak words, and on hearing kde je oko, noha, ruka ‘where is your eye, foot, hand’ etc. type of questions, Anna pointed at the body part the question inquired about. She was one year and ten months old when she translated Slovak sentences (mama varí obed v kuchyni ‘mom is cooking lunch in the kitchen’, chlapec ide do školy ‘the boy goes to school’) into Hungarian. She was not yet three when she provided evidence of understanding even more complex constructions by answering in Hungarian, e.g. koho to je? Ildikine ci Dušankove? ‘whose is this? Ildikó’s or Dusanko’s?’ (Slovak) Ancsié. ‘Ancsi’s’ (Hungarian). In the Slovak sentence the question asking about the possessor is present in three different forms (the interrogative pronoun, and nouns with feminine and masculine possessor marker inflections). These are answered with the form bearing the Hungarian possessor marking inflection. 

The extent to which the Slovak language was present in Anna’s mental lexicon even before the first consciously produced Slovak words was clearly indicated by two slips of the tongue I recorded. She was 2:1 when, at lunch, she produced the sentence kérek cibulát ‘I want onion’ (cibula ‘onion’, Slovak) instead of kérek céklát ‘I want beet’ (Hungarian), and at another time saying én is kérek kiszlét ‘I want pickles, too’ (cf. kisle ‘pickles’, Slovak) instead of saying körtét ‘pear [accusative]’ (Hungarian), thereby providing evidence of a phonetically based association between words in her mental lexicon – instead of the intended Hungarian cékla she indicated the phonetically similar but semantically different Slovak cibula in the first occurrence, and produced Slovak kisle instead of Hungarian körte in a similar fashion the second time. Besides their phonetic similarity, the pairs of words are also connected by belonging to the semantic field of food. 

At the age of 2:5, Anna actively used some Slovak words and expressions with her father and paternal grandmother (e.g. ano ‘yes’, nie ‘no’, moje ‘mine’, pena ‘foam’, kačička ‘duck’, káčatko oblízla penát ‘the duck licked the foam’, čo to je? ‘what’s that?’, pivo ‘beer’, tata má pivo ‘daddy has beer’), although she usually chose Hungarian as the language of speaking and responded in Slovak only in particular situations, usually by repeating the question in Slovak. At the age of 2:6, a change occurred in Anna’s language use, namely, the use of Slovak, which had just begun, was quickly reduced in her production. By the age of 2:8, she was consciously refusing to speak Slovak and professed that she did not speak this language. 

The conscious rejection of Slovak was evident in the following. Anna started to refer to the two languages in her life explicitly at a very early age, at 2:3. She would often ask the person who was reading a story to her to do so in Slovak (mondd szlovákul is ‘say that in Slovak, too’ 2:3). At such times, the story had to be continued in Slovak: if the story reader did not continue in Slovak or changed back into Hungarian after a while, she would say szlovákul mondd ‘say it in Slovak!’. At the age of 2:8 she was able to name with certainty who was using what language, as is clearly illustrated by the following exchange:
(7)
Mother: Ancsikám, te tudsz szlovákul? ‘Do you speak Slovak, Annie?’
Anna: üüm. ‘Mmm.’
Mother: És magyarul tudsz?’And do you speak Hungarian?’
Anna: Igen ‘yes’
Mother: És a tata, az hogyan beszél? ‘And how does dad speak?’
Anna: Szlovákul meg magyajul. ‘In Slovak and in Hungarian.’
Mother: És a mama hogyan beszél?’And how does mom speak?’
Anna: Magyajul. ‘In Hungarian.’
Mother: És kivel beszélek én szlovákul? ‘And who do I speak in Slovak with?’
Anna: Tatával. ‘With dad.’
Mother: És még?’And who else?’
Anna: Babkával. ‘With Slovak grandma.’ (babka ‘grandma’ in Slovak)
Anna was 2:8 when she announced that she was willing to speak only Hungarian:


(8)
Anna: Mama, én csak magyajul beszélek. ‘Mom, I speak only Hungarian.’
Mother: Dehogyis kicsikém, hiszen tudsz te a tatával szlovákul is. ‘No, sweetie, you can also speak Slovak, with dad.’
Anna: De én csak magyajul. ‘No, only Hungarian.’
Mother: És a tatával? ‘And with dad?’
Anna: Magyajul. Üümmm. ‘Hungarian. Mmm.’
Despite the fact that the method of data collection was participant observation, in some instances I tried to also activate Anna’s Slovak proficiency in a quasi-experimental way in order to see if an active use of her second language could be elicited from her. Anna’s favorite game at 2:8 was trying to guess a notion from a definition supplied by her interlocutor

(9)
– Ez egy cipő. Neked is van piros. Nyáron szoktuk hordani. ‘It’s a kind of shoe. You have red ones. We wear them in the summer.’
– Szandál. ‘Sandals.’
– Ez egy olyan, amit nyáron szoktunk enni és hideg. ‘It’s something we eat in the summer, and it’s cold.’

– Fagyi. ‘Ice cream.’
I also tried to play the Slovak equivalent of the game with Anna:

(10)
– Teraz nosíš topánky, ale cez leto čo si nosila? ‘Now you have shoes on. What did you wear in the summer?’ (in Slovak)
– Szandál. Papucs. Rajzoljál papucsot. Kék papucsot. Ez mi lesz? ‘Sandals. Slippers. Draw slippers! Blue slippers. What’s that?’ (in Hungarian)
(11)
– To je také, čo máš velice rada, je to studené, cez leto to papáme, a musíš to pomaly jesť. This is something that you like very much, it’s cold, we eat it in the summer, and you eat it slowly.’ (in Slovak)
– Fagyi. ‘Ice cream.’ (in Hungarian)
(12)
· Dá sa z toho papať, aj Anička má také, je to modré, zobereš si príbor a papkáš.  Čo to je? ‘You can eat off of it, Annie has one, too, a blue one, you just get cutlery out and you eat. What’s that?’ (in Slovak) 

· Tányér. ‘Plate.’ (in Hungarian)
As is evident from the exchanges above, Anna understood the Slovak directed at her, but she responded only in Hungarian. In (10) she did not supply the Hungarian accusative ending on the grammatical object that she gave as her answer, which may be the influence of Slovak and the substitution of the Hungarian accusative with the zero morpheme inflection of the Slovak inanimate noun paradigm.
In another quasi-experimental situation the parents wanted to coax Anna into using Slovak by the father refusing to play with her unless she asked him in Slovak: but when they insisted, Anna would either stop playing or be on the verge of crying.

I also had a chance of observing what kind of communication strategies Anna used in her interaction with her Slovak speaking grandmother. She used the following:
· Nonverbal gestures to indicate yes or no, often accompanying these with ühüm, üümm ‘mmm’. 

·  Using family members present as interpreters or asking her mother, if present, to speak for her, mondd te ‘you say it.’.

·  Avoiding conversation. When she was asked about something and a member of her immediate family (a parent or a sibling) was present, she would cuddle up to them instead of supplying a straight answer.

· Ignoring the conversation as if she had not been spoken to, and pretending that she was busy doing something and thus unable to hear that she had been asked.

With the use of these communicative strategies Anna was able to avoid changing the base language and speaking Slovak altogether. In a conversation recorded at the age of 2:9 (included in the Appendix) it became apparent that Anna tried to consciously avoid using Slovak. Both she and her interlocutors preserved the base language of their choice, with no codeswitching happening.

It is important to mention that Anna was able to talk about the two languages in her life in an abstract way and also to explicitly state which language she was choosing for conversation before the age of 3 years. She remained very consistent in this, which is clearly demonstrated in the fact that she consciously kept the two languages completely separate and avoided codeswitching despite the relatively mixed language use around her. Despite the fact that she understood the Slovak used in everyday interactions, she did not use it actively at all, avoiding even to borrow words from it in her production. 
By the age of 3 years, Anna can be described as having developed into a bilingual who used one of her languages in both production and perception, with the other language used in communication only as far as understanding was concerned. In my opinion, there are several factors that contributed to the development of this. First, Slovak language input was of much lesser extent than Hungarian was, mostly because the father did not use exclusively Slovak with Anna and also because he spent less time with her due to his work. Second, Anna was able to satisfy her communicative needs by using one language actively and understanding two languages. Third, level of proficiency also played an important role in her language choice. The less balanced the bilingual competence, the more likely it is that a child would give preference to the language in which they can express themselves with ease and in a complex way. Anna was able to express herself in a complex way and use a wide vocabulary already at the age of 2 years, and since her Slovak proficiency was not of this same level, she started rejecting the use of her second language consciously in her production. 
5. Implications

Investigations of individual bilingualism are of great linguistic and social importance. In 2010, 25% of people of Hungarian nationality entering into marriage did so with a partner of Slovak nationality, a rate that has been relatively stable in the past decade (source: Štatistický úrad SR databáza SLOVSTAT).  In bringing up their children, parents are generally left to using their own resources. Parental strategies of bringing up bilingual children are varied, and their choice has significant influence on the outcomes. Literature describing international experience in this involves a great variety of language pairs as well as varying social practices, making espousing the results in the Slovakia Hungarian situation possible only after a careful adaptation to the local circumstances. 


In connection with the “classic” parental strategies for bringing up bilingual children discussed in this paper it has to be mentioned that real life practices and detailed case studies present a much more complex picture: it seems very difficult for parents to uphold parental strategies consistently and fully in actual daily interaction. Analyses taking into account sociolinguistic factors regard it an important factor whether the parent creates a monolingual or bilingual context within a specific interaction. It is not infrequent in bilingual families for the bilingualism of older vs. younger children to differ, occasionally to the extent that while older children are able to communicate in both languages, younger children develop into passive bilinguals, or, sometimes, into monolinguals. 
Such situations are quite frequent in the context of minority language use. By the time older children complete their language acquisition and the younger children are born, language use practices in the family change: a sort of modus vivendi develops where the older children still acquire both languages because the family’s language use is also still at a stage where it vacillates, and this allows for the older children to acquire both languages. In the case of minorities, it is usually the majority language which become dominant at the expense of the minority language. The factors affecting the development and maintenance of child bilingualism are most likely infinite – differences between communities, social and emotional characteristics produce a great range of outcomes (Bartha XE "Bartha, Csilla"  1999: 175; Hoffman 1991: 40-46). However, the results of bilingual case studies allow to draw the more general conclusion that during simultaneous language acquisition, the decisive role is played by the language input and, as Romaine XE "Romaine, Susanne"  (1989) emphasizes, the quality of that input.
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Appendix
Conversation 1. Anna (2:9)
Mother: Ancsikám, te tudsz szlovákul?’Annie, do you speak Slovak?’
Anna: Üümm. ‘Nope.’
Mother: És magyarul tudsz?’And how about Hungarian?”
Anna: Igen. ‘Yes.’
Mother: És a tata, az hogyan beszél?’And how does dad speak?’
Anna: Szlovákul meg magyajul. ‘In Slovak and Hungarian.’
Father: És a mama az hogyan beszél? ‘And how does mom speak?’
Anna: Magyajul. ‘In Hungarian.’
Father: A vie po anglicky? ‘And does she know English?’
Anna: Igen. Dusival. ‘Yes, with Dusi.’
Mother: Ancsi, és a nagyi hogyan beszél? ‘Annie, and how does grandma speak?’
Anna: Magyajul. ‘In Hungarian.’
Mother: És a babka? ‘And how about the Slovak grandma?’
Anna: Szlovákul. ‘In Slovak.’
Father: A ona vie po maďarsky? ‘And does she know Hungarian?’
Anna: Üümm. ‘No.’
Conversation 2. 

Father: Nakreslíš mi rybičku? ‘Would you draw a fish for me?’

Anna: Igen, ez lesz a hosszú farka. ‘Sure, this is going to be its long tail.’
Father: Počkaj, to bude plutva. Kde žijú rybičky? ’Wait, that’s going to be its fin. Where do fish live?’

Anna: A vízben. Ez a víz. ‘In the water. This is water.’
Father: A kde býva vtáčik? ‘And where do birds live?’

Anna: A fészek a fán, és abban élnek a fészkükben, tojás is van benne. És ez mi? ‘The nest in the tree, and they live in the nest, there are eggs in there, too. What’s this?’
Father: To sú kamienky. Vo vodičke. Čo sa dá robiť s kamienkami? ’These are rocks. In the water. What can you do with rocks?’

Anna: Dobtunk. Ilyen nagyot. ‘We threw them. This far.’
Father: A kam sme ich hodili? ‘And where did we throw them?’

Anna: Dunába. ‘Into the Danube.’
Father: Čo to vrčí vonku? ‘What’s making that noise?’

Anna: Autó. Igen. ‘A car. Yes.’
Conversation 3. 

Father: A toto je akej farby? ‘And what color is this?’

Anna: Piros. Fehér. ‘Red. White.’
Father: Ešte máme aké farby? ‘And what other colors are there?’

Anna: Zöld, kék. ‘Green, blue.’
Father: Skús aj ty tak prejsť ceruzkou. A teraz tadeto, sem, sem zatoč, a tadeto. ’Try and trace this line with your pencil. This way, here, and now turn this way, here.’ [She follows the instructions]
Anna: Te mit csinálsz most? ‘What are you doing now?’
Father: Urob aj ty také. ‘Do the same thing I’m doing.’
Anna: Jó. ‘Sure.’
Father: Jak autíčko keď ide.’The way the car goes. [He shows what they should be drawing.]

Anna: Igen. ‘Yes.’
Conversation 4. 

Father: Nemali by sme najprv pozbierať tie karty? ’Shouldn’t we pick up the cards first?’

Anna: Igen. ‘Sure.’
Father: A kde sú gumičky? Kam si ich dala? ‘And where are the rubber bands? Where did you put them?’

Anna: Itt van egy gumi, ez jó lesz. ‘Here is a rubber band, it will do.’
Father: Počkaj, počkaj, všetko to vysypeš Ancsikám. ’Wait, wait, you’re going to scatter them around.’

Anna: Sok lufija van. ‘She has a lot of balloons.’
Father: Má veľa balónov? Ano? ‘She has a lot of balloons? Does she?’

Anna: Igen. Hol van még kártya? ‘Yes. Are there more cards anywhere?’
Father: Neviem. Tu sú. ‘I don’t know. Here they are.’
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� In the present paper I do not wish to deal with the hypotheses of unified vs. separate linguistic systems. 


� The form occurred as part of the following exchange: 


Boy: Kérek Snehulkát. ’I want Snow White.’


Mother: Mit kérsz? ’What is it you want?’


Boy: Snehulkát. ’Snow White.”


Mother:  Hóembert? ’A snowman?’


Boy: Nem hóembert, snehulkát. ’No, not a snowman, Snow White.’


Mother:  Hófehérkét? ’Snow White?’


Boy: Igen, Hófehérkét. ’Yes, Snow White.’


� The standard Hungarian form joghurt (pronounced [jokhurt]) has a variant jogurt [jogurt] used in Slovakia, which is pronounced identically with the Slovak jogurt form. The child under investigation acquired this form as part of his variety of Hungarian spoken in Slovakia. (For more on this topic, see Lanstyák� XE "Lanstyák, István" � et al. 2000.)





� A similar example from with a locative ending from a later stage of language acquisition (3:9): do pohárba ’into the glass [cup]’, where the Slovak preposition do and the Hungarian illative case inflection -ba/-be have the same meaning, ’into’.





� Examples of very early occurrence in the acquisition process of the accusative inflection -u in the bilingual context by female subject:  prosím vodičku ’I want water’, chcem mamičku ‘I want mom’, prosím vizecskü ’I want water’, (subject’s age: 1:2). The last example bears a strong influence of Hungarian vowel harmony, occurring in data from two different child subjects.





� The boy wanted to play with the helicopter he received as a gift earlier, for which he had just found the batteries.


� The words are used at bath time.


� This sequence was produced during dinner, where the father’s code of choice was Slovak, the mother’s Hungarian. 





�szerintem egy angol nyelvû cikkben ez a lábjegyzet (az elsõ mondatát leszámítva) elhagyható.







