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Abstract

:

Family language policy (FLP) provides a critical framework to explain the planning of language use in the home. It constitutes a dynamic construct that sheds light on variations in the language acquisition of bilingual children, potentially explaining the shifts that may occur in language dominance and preference. The environment and life experiences are thought to shape FLP, yet little is known about the function of age. This study examines the association of FLP with children’s chronological age and the age they become bilingual. Data were collected via questionnaires from parents and their bilingual children (n = 82) aged 5.08–14.08 (M = 8.98, SD = 3.27) speaking English (heritage language) and Hebrew (societal language). Correlations and logistic regressions indicate a relationship between FLP and dimensions of age. Findings reveal that age may have repercussions for parent language beliefs, patterns of language use within the home, and the adoption of language promotion strategies. Younger children and children with a later age of onset of bilingualism are associated with families who lean towards a pro-heritage language FLP. Considering dimensions of age enhances our understanding of FLP and may offer a greater insight into how languages are supported in the bilingual home.
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1. Introduction


Children are introduced to language at home, and it is considered vital for language acquisition (Spolsky 2012). Family language policy (FLP) explores implicit and explicit language planning within families used to influence bilingual children’s linguistic proficiency and may change over time (Kaveh 2020; Kaveh and Sandoval 2020; Smith-Christmas 2022b). Two dimensions of time that impact bilingual language acquisition are chronological age (CA) and the age at which a child is introduced to an additional language (age of onset of bilingualism (AOB); Meir 2023; Paradis 2023). Accordingly, the present study’s objective is to investigate FLP as a function of CA and AOB. It attempts to establish whether mechanisms that impact language development also shape FLP.



Children with an AOB from birth may have been exposed to the heritage language from one parent and the societal language from the other parent. In contrast, those with a later AOB are anticipated to be exposed to the heritage language from both parents (De Houwer 2023). Child-rearing practices also change with CA (Orellana et al. 2001). Parents may relax their FLP with older children once they have mastered both languages (Paradowski and Michałowska 2016). Temporal measures may be associated with academic, cultural, and societal pressures. Older children may be susceptible to peer influence and school culture (T. S. Lee 2007). These influences may guide parental FLP decisions (Welsh and Hoff 2021) and impact FLP success (Luo and Wiseman 2000). Nonetheless, the association between FLP in English–Hebrew-speaking bilingual families and their child’s CA and AOB remains unestablished. Investigating FLP may have implications for sociolinguistics and bilingual language acquisition. This study holds the potential to offer practical insights for parents, educators, researchers, and other professionals seeking a deeper understanding of the factors influencing FLP and the approaches to support languages in bilingual homes.



1.1. Context: The Status of English in Israeli Society


In Israel, Hebrew stands as the official language and dominates the public domain (Stavans 2023). However, English has a high status and serves as a primary means of communication internationally and within scientific, academic, and technological spheres (Kopeliovich 2022). English is integrated into everyday life (Stavans 2023). Across numerous sectors, including health, electricity, and telecommunications, companies often offer English as a language option for communication. Television programs and movies are predominantly shown in English, often complemented by Hebrew subtitles. English is also often seen on road signs, shop names, and advertisements.



English is encouraged in Israeli educational institutions (Gordon and Meir 2023). English instruction is compulsory in school. In many state schools, English learning officially commences from third grade. However, students may begin learning English earlier through school or private programs. Third-grade students typically dedicate 2 h per week to studying English as a foreign language. This allocation of time usually increases to 4 h as children get older (see Israel Ministry of Education 2023a). On joining secondary school, the typical number of hours spent studying English is also 4 h per week (see Israel Ministry of Education 2023b). In primary and secondary school, children may be divided according to their English proficiency level. This categorization often distinguishes between students learning English as a second language and those with English as a heritage language. At the end of secondary school, students take a psychometric exam that includes English literacy skills. This is a standardized test that is necessary to be accepted into universities and other higher education institutions.



In Israel, English-speaking immigrants from English-speaking countries make up a small percentage of the population (Zlotnick et al. 2020). English-speaking immigrants often present with higher incomes than other Israeli immigrants, such as those from Russian-speaking backgrounds. They are more likely to find employment opportunities in academic institutions and international companies (Raijman et al. 2015). Moreover, they are less likely to present with proficient Hebrew, attributed to a paucity of social pressure due to the status of English as a lingua franca (Raijman et al. 2015).




1.2. Family Language Policy


Family language policy (FLP) encompasses the language beliefs and planning employed by families to guide language use within the home (Hollebeke et al. 2020). It serves as a link between two fields of study: language policies and bilingual language outcomes of children (Karpava 2022). Subsequently, FLP is considered necessary for heritage language development (Caldas 2012; Dekeyser and Stevens 2019; Romanowski 2021; Spolsky 2004, 2012).



The FLP framework (Spolsky 2012) is frequently adopted to conceptualize language planning within the home. It comprises three distinct yet interrelated key components (Shohamy 2006; Spolsky 2004, 2012). The first component, ideology, focuses on beliefs and attitudes toward the heritage and societal languages (Hollebeke et al. 2022). It is considered the driving force of FLP, formed by many factors (Curdt-Christiansen and Huang 2020). For example, beliefs regarding language as capital (language for professional, academic, and economic advancement), language as connection (language to form relationships), and language as culture (language for relating to the community’s customs and values) are considered crucial aspects of ideology (Seo 2017). Ideology may predict language outcomes in both languages (Ronderos et al. 2022; Rose et al. 2023).



The second component, management, delves into the strategies that the family plans to employ to govern language use within the home. It encompasses how families opt to introduce languages, such as employing strategies like ‘one parent one language’, both parents speaking the heritage language, or parents speaking both languages (Piller 2001). It also includes discourse strategies, which may encourage a monolingual (i.e., heritage language only) or bilingual home (i.e., switching between languages) (De Houwer and Nakamura 2022; Lanza 1997).



The third dimension, practice, pertains to the observed behaviors in the home. Practice encompasses both the strategies employed and language use. It is indicated to influence bilingual language outcomes (Cohen et al. 2021). However, parents may be oblivious to strategies that they employ (De Houwer and Nakamura 2022). Consequently, relying solely on parental interviews may prove insufficient to capture practice. Child interviews may also offer valuable insights (e.g., see Altman et al. 2014; Rose et al. 2023).



Policies in the home may be shaped by internal (e.g., emotions, identity) and external factors (e.g., socioeconomic status, language status, and institutional support) (see Curdt-Christiansen and Huang 2020; De Houwer 2020). The FLP may be modified if it is perceived as unsuccessful (Caldas 2012) and evolve in response to the changing environment (Kaveh 2020; Kaveh and Sandoval 2020; Smith-Christmas 2022b). FLP is potentially subject to the influence exerted by temporal dimensions. The influence may be attributable to the alterations in the environment that occur concomitantly with the developmental changes observed in children (e.g., starting school; Kaveh and Sandoval 2020). Two dimensions of time that are of interest to examine are the chronological age (CA) and age of onset of bilingualism (AOB). It has been established that they distinctly impact bilingual language development (Altman et al. 2022; Armon-Lotem et al. 2021; Meir 2023; Paradis 2023). However, there has been a paucity of extensive inquiry conducted within the context of FLP.




1.3. Chronological Age and Family Language Policy


Chronological age (CA) is an essential demographic variable used to determine children’s developmental expectations, including physical, emotional, and cognitive abilities. The impact of CA on language development is well known. As typically developing children get older, their language abilities improve. However, differences are observed in the heritage and societal languages. The trend is that younger children are more proficient in the heritage language, possibly as they spend more time in the home (Barron-Hauwaert 2004). As children age, and experience more school, they become more dominant in the societal language (Kaveh and Lenz 2022; Montrul 2018). The heritage language becomes secondary, diverging from native speakers’ outcomes (Scontras et al. 2015). However, late introduction of the societal language (i.e., around ages 9–12) may affect the capacity to attain native language levels (Montrul 2023).



Chronological age (CA) may also influence FLP. Parents may have more control over the FLP with younger children. Younger children may adopt the attitudes of those around them, including parents, teachers, and friends. Notably, positive parental attitudes play a pivotal role in cultivating children’s inclination to learn a language (Asmali 2017). However, research is not definitively conclusive as young children have been shown to possess the ability to influence the language used within their home (Smith-Christmas 2016). Nonetheless, it is generally expected that older children have more control over the languages used at home (De Houwer and Nakamura 2022). For instance, when children go to school, they may increase societal language use (Bayley and Schecter 2003; Kaveh 2020). They may even be observed using their own management strategies, encouraging parents to repeat phrases from the heritage language to the societal language (Gafaranga 2010). Thus, the trend is that children’s desire to continue to use their heritage language may decrease with age. Ergo, preference for the societal language may increase over time.



Children’s language shift in language preference may shape FLPs as parents tend to accommodate their children’s choice of communicating in the societal language, thereby reducing conflict (De Houwer 2020; Kheirkhah and Cekaite 2015). However, not all older children choose to communicate in the societal language at home. Children’s perspectives may be influenced by external pressures, such as school policy (B. Y. Lee 2013). The heritage language (English) of the population in this study (English–Hebrew speakers) is supported within Israeli society. However, mere exposure may not be sufficient. Spanish is a globally spoken language and there remains a decline in heritage Spanish (e.g., Montrul 2022; Stavans and Ashkenazi 2022).



Finally, parents’ desire for their children to speak the heritage language could reduce with age and their strategies may relax (Paradowski and Michałowska 2016). This may signify the belief that children have achieved proficiency in both languages, rendering heritage language support no longer essential (Barron-Hauwaert 2004). Parents of older children may perceive the societal language as more essential for accessing activities and meeting academic demands (Bayley and Schecter 2003; Welsh and Hoff 2021). Accordingly, as children get older, the opinions of both parents and children may modify and this may influence the management and use of language within the home.




1.4. Age of Onset of Bilingualism and Family Language Policy


Age of onset of bilingualism (AOB) is a measurement of language exposure that influences linguistic proficiency in the heritage language (Armon-Lotem et al. 2021; Meir 2023; Paradis 2023) and societal language (Altman et al. 2022; Muñoz and Singleton 2011). Presently, there is no agreement on the definition of early or late AOB (Strangmann et al. 2019). In general, the later the AOB, the more advanced the heritage language outcomes (Montrul 2023) and the less proficient the societal language outcomes (Altman et al. 2022; Hamann and Abed Ibrahim 2017). However, the role of AOB seems to endure in heritage language outcomes but not societal language outcomes. Societal language proficiency tends to align with monolingual peers’ proficiency after they receive education in the societal language for a few years (Paradis 2023). Moreover, a strong foundation in the heritage language prior to exposure to the societal language may even facilitate the acquisition of the societal language (Schwartz 2014).



The length of time being exposed to one language may play a crucial role in FLP. It sheds light on the developmental stage that a child is experiencing when bilingualism commences and provides information on the context in which the languages were introduced (Armon-Lotem et al. 2021). For instance, an early AOB may indicate that both languages were introduced in the home. A late AOB may indicate that the child is a sequential bilingual and was exposed to the societal language in more formal settings once the heritage language was established. AOB may also illuminate patterns of parent language choice. Children whose parents adopt the one parent one language approach are likely to have an early AOB and speak the societal language more proficiently. Children with a later AOB are more likely to hear the heritage language from both parents and either achieve balanced bilingualism or attain greater proficiency in the heritage language by the age of 3.5 (De Houwer 2023).



Lastly, there may be a psycho-emotional dimension to consider (Tannenbaum 2012; Tannenbaum and Yitzhaki 2016). Children’s agency influences FLP, as they may react to the introduction of societal language, impacting the success of FLP (Fogle and King 2013; Shen and Jiang 2023; Smith-Christmas 2022a, 2022b). Children under 2 years old have displayed rejection of management strategies to encourage heritage language use when they are introduced to the societal language at daycare (Slavkov 2015). This suggests that a later AOB may change the timing of heritage language rejection. Nonetheless, while the timing of exposure (i.e., AOB) may logically influence FLP, there is little evidence available to support this assertion.





2. Research Questions


Whilst most studies concentrate on defining FLP at a particular moment, it is anticipated that time plays a crucial role in mediating a family’s policies (Lanza and Lomeu Gomes 2020). Within the context of FLP, the dimensions of age (CA and AOB) have rarely been examined, despite the potential they have in shaping parenting ideologies, management strategies, and language practices. Enhancing our understanding of language policy in the home holds implications for refining FLP frameworks. It may have consequences for professionals who support bilingual families, helping to deepen their understanding of the language decision-making processes within the home. Accordingly, this study aims to answer two research questions:




	
Is chronological age associated with the family language policy of English–Hebrew-speaking families?








As children get older, parents’ aspirations for their children to use their heritage language may decrease and they may moderate their use of strategies (Paradowski and Michałowska 2016). Furthermore, as children get older and start school, there may be an increase in societal language use (a subcomponent of practice) (Kaveh 2020; Kaveh and Sandoval 2020). This may result in a shift in language preference from the heritage to the societal language, and parents may adjust their FLP to align with their children’s preferred language choice (De Houwer 2020; Kheirkhah and Cekaite 2015). However, English as a heritage language could be unique. There may be no significant differences between the FLP of families with children of different ages as it is taught and promoted in the educational systems (see Israel Ministry of Education 2023a, 2023b). Moreover, the status of English as a lingua franca may reduce the likelihood of a language preference shift as there is less societal pressure to stop speaking English (Raijman et al. 2015). Thus, irrespective of age, it is predicted that English may continue to be supported in the home.




	2.

	
Is age of onset of bilingualism associated with the family language policy of English–Hebrew-speaking families?









The AOB is often adopted as a measurement of bilingual language exposure (e.g., Altman et al. 2022; Paradis 2023). However, it could also provide information on the timing and context of bilingualism (Armon-Lotem et al. 2021). A later AOB indicates that languages were introduced sequentially and that whilst the heritage language was introduced in the home, the societal language may have been introduced in an educational institution. Children with a later AOB tend to encounter the heritage language through exposure from both parents. In contrast, children with an earlier AOB may predominantly receive heritage language exposure from one parent (De Houwer 2023). This could have repercussions for FLP. Furthermore, AOB may have implications for children’s language preferences and attitudes. Children may reject pro-heritage language policies (Slavkov 2015). It is reasonable to posit that the earlier the AOB, the sooner the heritage language might encounter resistance or rejection. Accordingly, it is predicted that families of children with a later AOB are more likely to exhibit a stronger pro-heritage language FLP compared to those with an earlier AOB.




3. Materials and Methods


This study is part of a larger cross-sectional study on the FLPs of English–Hebrew-speaking families (see Rose et al. 2023). The population examined were speakers of English as a heritage language and Hebrew as a societal language. Parents hold an ideology that is pro-bilingual, valuing both languages (Rose et al. 2023). However, in comparison to other immigrant populations where Hebrew serves as the societal language (such as Russian–Hebrew speakers), the importance of Hebrew might be less prominent, mainly due to the pervasive influence of English (Amit 2010; Joffe 2018). Accordingly, most children were exposed to English in the home and Hebrew out of the home (Rose et al. 2023).



In-depth background history was obtained using a parent background questionnaire, adapted from the bilingual parental questionnaire (BIPAQ) (Abutbul-Oz and Armon-Lotem 2022). Maternal educational level, quantified by the number of years of schooling completed (Table 1), served as a proxy for socioeconomic status (see Faraj and Hamid 2023; Meir and Armon-Lotem 2017). It was determined that families had a mid-high socioeconomic status. Both parents had resided in Israel for a minimum of 2 years (mothers = 2–40 years (M = 14.86, SD = 9.75); fathers = 2–45 years (M = 19.04, SD = 12.82)). Values are missing for 1 mother and father who immigrated as children. Inclusion criteria specified that at least one immigrant parent was from an English-speaking country (e.g., Australia, UK, and USA). More than 90 percent of mothers and fathers strongly agreed that they were fluent in and understood English. In contrast, only 27 percent of mothers and 54 percent of fathers strongly agreed that they were fluent in Hebrew, while 44 percent of mothers and 59 percent of fathers strongly agreed that they understood Hebrew. Values are missing for 1 mother and 1 father.



Data were collected from 82 (41 females) English–Hebrew bilingual children, with a mean age of 8.98 years (R = 5.08–14.08, SD = 3.27). The children included 36 kindergarten children aged 5.08–6.67 years (M = 5.71, SD = 0.37), 25 primary school children aged 9.0–10.5 years (M = 9.78, SD = 0.34), and 21 secondary school children aged 13.08–14.08 years (M = 13.63, SD = 0.34). These age-related distinctions align with the structure of the educational system in Israel and reflect the diverse academic expectations, literacy levels, and language development stages across three distinct schooling periods (Rose et al. 2023). The decision to include a larger proportion of kindergarteners compared to other age groups was based on the greater variability typically observed among kindergarten-aged children in contrast to older age groups. See Table 1 for sociodemographic data. Mothers’ mean age was 40.94 years (R = 28–54, SD = 4.94, missing 2) and fathers’ mean age was 42.48 years (R = 31–55, SD = 4.73, missing 4). Over 70 percent of the children were born in Israel. They had no known neurodevelopmental, language, emotional, or behavioral disorders. Furthermore, all the children attended Hebrew-speaking kindergartens and schools with a majority of native Hebrew speakers. The mean number of children in each family was 3.88 (range 1–8) and most of the participating children had older siblings. In this study, there were 8 pairs of siblings, with 3 children from one family. To participate in this study, parents’ consent and children’s assent were secured. The study was approved by the Faculty of Humanities’ Institutional Review Board.



3.1. Materials and Procedure


Data were collected by means of two online surveys (one for children and one for parents) that were developed for the purpose of this study, which was part of a larger research project (see Rose et al. 2023). The surveys were based on a questionnaire originally developed by the second and third authors and colleagues for Russian–Hebrew speakers (Altman et al. 2014, 2021), and grounded in studies on sociolinguistics (e.g., Allard and Landry 1986, 1994; Anderson 1996; Lambert 1990; Sachdev and Bourhis 2005). They required participants to evaluate FLP statements on a five-point Likert scale. The complete survey can be found in Appendix A. Descriptive statistics (M and SD) of each FLP statement are provided in Supplementary Table S1. The parent survey was concerned with ideology, management, and language use (a subcomponent of practice) within the home. Following the completion of the survey, parents joined the first author on Zoom and were given the opportunity to ask questions. The child survey focused on observed behaviors in the home, providing an insight into family language practices. Overall, Cronbach alphas ranged from 0.69 to 0.83, all surpassing the acceptable threshold (Babbie 2021). The alphas for ideology in both Hebrew and English were 0.80. Regarding management, the alphas were 0.74 for pro-English and 0.69 for pro-Hebrew strategies. For practice, the alphas were 0.73 and 0.83 for English- and Hebrew-focused practice, respectively.



Children met with an interviewer on Zoom for around 20 min in their preferred language. Online service delivery has been proposed as effective for engaging with children and gathering data (e.g., Hidayat et al. 2022; Manning et al. 2020). Moreover, it has been asserted that establishing rapport with children online, including those aged 5 to 14 years old, is achievable. The flexibility in scheduling and the necessity for assessors to be well prepared and organized may enhance the relationship (Akamoglu et al. 2018). Seventy children were interviewed in English and twelve were interviewed in Hebrew. It is plausible that most children opted for English during the interviews due to their familiarity with communicating in English within their home environment.



Following Altman et al. (2014), the ‘magic ladder’ was adopted to help the children rate on the Likert scale. The ‘magic ladder’ provides children with a visual representation of the Likert scale. Each rung of the ladder is equivalent to a number on the Likert scale and there is a happy face at the top and a sad face at the bottom. The more a child agrees with a statement, the closer their rating is to the smiley face. While the ‘magic ladder’ served as a learning tool for all the children, a subset of them, mostly older ones, consistently demonstrated the ability to use the Likert scale and did not need the support of the ‘magic ladder’ during the actual interview.




3.2. Data Analysis


Two inferential statistics techniques were adopted to enhance our understanding of the association between dimensions of time (AOB and CA) and FLP. Spearman correlations investigated the linear association between ratings (1 = not at all to 5 = very much) of FLP statements and age variables (CA and AOB). Multiple logistic regressions were performed to provide a deeper understanding of the relationships. This choice of statistical analysis is commonly adopted in questionnaire-based research with similar sample sizes, offering valuable insights into relationships between variables and enhancing our understanding of the data (e.g., Faraj and Hamid 2023; Quay and Nakamura 2023). These approaches are also well suited for handling ordinal outcome variables that may be characterized by limited variability and non-normal distributions (Bürkner and Vuorre 2019; Schober et al. 2018).



Both CA and AOB can be categorized in assessments and educational institutions. Supplementary Tables S2 and S3 present the data with CA and AOB as categorical constructs.





4. Results


4.1. Associations between Chronological Age and Family Language Policy


4.1.1. Correlations


Spearman correlation coefficients were performed to investigate the linear relationship between FLP and CA (Table S4). Quartile analysis revealed a strong parental consensus. Notably, most of the ideology components that correlated significantly with CA had quartile 1 values of 4 and quartile 3 values of 5.



A relationship between CA and the three components of FLP was identified. Regarding ideology, the associations mostly indicated a decrease in the importance of English as a child gets older. There were negative correlations between CA and English language as capital, such as the importance of English for school (r = −0.23, p < 0.05) and employment (r = −23, p < 0.05). Furthermore, as the importance of English diminished, the importance of Hebrew increased with CA. For instance, there was a positive correlation between CA and Hebrew language as culture, reflecting the importance of a child’s connection to Israel (r = 0.22, p < 0.05). Nonetheless, English still retains some value as children get older. This was indicated by the positive correlation between CA and the status of English (e.g., parent rating of Israel’s opinion on the status of English (r = 0.26, p < 0.05)).



Management’s association with CA aligns with ideology. As a child gets older, the promotion of English in the home decreases. This is evinced by the negative correlation between CA and the use of TV to promote English (r = −0.27, p < 0.05).



The relationship between practice and CA offers additional evidence of a transition from prioritizing English to emphasizing Hebrew as CA increases. There is a promotion of Hebrew with age, exemplified by the practice of encouraging Hebrew use with siblings (r = 0.28, p < 0.05).




4.1.2. Multiple Ordinal Logistic Regression Analysis


Multiple ordinal regression analysis (Table 2) confirmed a statistically significant association between FLP and CA. The results indicate that in general, English diminished in importance and Hebrew increased in importance with CA. Regarding ideology, the importance of Hebrew as culture was predicted by CA (B = 0.02, Wald χ2 = 4.46, p = 0.035, SE B = 0.01, 95% CI [0.00, 0.04]). Focusing on management, parents were less likely to promote English as children got older. Specifically, they were less likely to encourage children to watch TV in English (B = −0.01, Wald χ2 = 5.98, p = 0.014, SE B = 0.01, 95% CI [−0.03, −0.00]). Lastly, in practice, parents were more likely to promote Hebrew use with siblings as children aged (B = 0.02, Wald χ2 = 7.96, p = 0.005, SE B = 0.01, 95% CI [0.01, 0.03]).





4.2. Associations between Age of Onset of Bilingualism and Family Language Policy


4.2.1. Correlations


Spearman correlation coefficient was calculated to investigate the linear relationship between FLP and AOB (Table S5). Firstly, analyses revealed that as children’s AOB increased, there was a corresponding increase in ratings focusing on English and a decrease in ratings focusing on Hebrew. In terms of ideology, positive correlations emerged between AOB and the importance of English for connecting with people (e.g., siblings and friends (r = 0.29, p < 0.01, r = 0.22, p < 0.05, respectively)). Similarly, positive correlations were found between AOB and ratings reflecting beliefs associated with English culture, encompassing the child’s attachment to and pride in their English-speaking country (r = 0.24, p < 0.05, r = 0.34, p < 0.01, respectively). In contrast, ratings concerning the belief in the importance of Hebrew as a means of connecting with other family members (e.g., grandparents) showed a negative correlation with AOB (r = −0.23, p < 0.05).



A negative correlation between Hebrew and AOB was also observed in management. The adoption of strategies to promote Hebrew, such as encouraging Hebrew use with siblings and family not living at home, decreased as AOB increased (r = −0.24, p < 0.05, r = −0.45, p < 0.001, respectively).



Analyses of the association between practice and AOB aligned with findings examining AOB, ideology, and management. The use of English positively correlated with AOB, including both parent and child ratings of the child’s use of English with parents (r = 0.28, p < 0.01, r = 0.25, p < 0.05, respectively). In contrast, parent and child ratings of the child’s use of Hebrew with parents negatively correlated with AOB (r = −0.35, p < 0.01, r = −0.25, p < 0.05, respectively). Further analyses of language strategy use in practice supported these results. The promotion of English usage with non-resident family members positively correlated with AOB, while encouraging Hebrew usage with non-resident family members displayed a negative correlation with AOB (r = 0.36, p < 0.01, r = −0.32, p < 0.01, respectively).



Lastly, results revealed an association between AOB with the method by which languages were introduced. A rise in AOB showed a negative correlation with management ratings that indicated Hebrew was introduced at home. Consequently, the ratings indicating the introduction of both languages simultaneously, as well as English at home followed by Hebrew at home, and the one parent one language approach exhibited a negative correlation with AOB (r = −0.58, p < 0.01, r = −0.31, p < 0.01, r = −0.26, p < 0.05, respectively). Furthermore, management ratings indicating that Hebrew was introduced outside of the home exhibited a positive correlation with AOB (r = 0.52, p < 0.01).




4.2.2. Multiple Ordinal Logistic Regression Analysis


Multiple ordinal regression analysis revealed a statistically significant association between FLP and AOB (Table 3). Consistent with the findings from correlation analyses, a later AOB was linked to higher ratings pertaining to questions centered around English, while conversely, the opposite pattern emerged concerning Hebrew. For instance, within ideology, a higher AOB predicted a greater emphasis on the importance of speaking English with siblings and friends (B = 0.02, Wald χ2 = 4.22, p = 0.040, SE B = 0.01, 95% CI [0.00, 0.04], B = 0.02, Wald χ2 = 5.70, p = 0.017, SE B = 0.01, 95% CI [0.00, 0.04], respectively). In terms of management, a later AOB predicted lower ratings in promoting Hebrew with family members residing outside the home (B= −0.06, Wald χ2 = 11.19, p < 0.001, SE B = 0.02, 95% CI [−0.09, −0.02]). Lastly, within the realm of practice, English language use was predicted to rise with AOB, such that a later AOB predicted an increase in the parent rating of everyone speaking English at home (B = 0.03, Wald χ2 = 4.28, p = 0.039, SE B = 0.01, 95% CI [0.00, 0.05]). Additionally, parents were more inclined to promote English with family not residing at home when AOB was later, whereas the antithesis was observed for Hebrew ((B = 0.04, Wald χ2 = 6.70, p = 0.010, SE B = 0.01, 95% CI [0.01, 0.06], B= −0.02, Wald χ2 = 4.64, p = 0.031, SE B = 0.01, 95% CI [−0.04, −0.00], respectively).



The AOB also influenced the approach to introducing languages. In terms of management, a later AOB increased the likelihood that Hebrew was introduced out of the home (B = 0.05, Wald χ2 = 5.58, p = 0.018, SE B = 0.02, 95% CI [0.01, 0.08]). Moreover, both management and practice ratings revealed that a later AOB reduced the likelihood of introducing Hebrew in the home. For example, introducing both languages simultaneously within the home became less likely with a later AOB (Management; B= −0.06, Wald χ2 = 15.77, p < 0.001, SE B = 0.02, 95% CI [−0.09, −0.03]; Practice; B= −0.05, Wald χ2 = 12.52, p < 0.001, SE B = 0.01, 95% CI [−0.07, −0.02]).






5. Discussion


5.1. Summary of Findings


The examination of FLP aims to provide a greater understanding of language variations amongst bilingual children. Child internal factors, including CA and AOB, contribute to bilingual language outcomes (Meir 2023; Paradis 2023). However, there is a dearth of knowledge concerning their contribution within the context of FLP. Accordingly, the primary objective of this study was to investigate the relationship between FLP and age-related variables.



Correlations illustrated an association between these age-related variables (CA and AOB) and FLP. Multiple ordinal regression analysis confirmed that CA and AOB also predict FLP. Findings suggested that parents of older children tend to prioritize their child’s integration into the local culture, reflecting ideological shifts. This shift was reflected in management and practice. For example, English may be promoted less, and older children may be encouraged to use Hebrew in the home more than their younger peers. Nonetheless, the importance of maintaining proficiency in English was still recognized by parents of older children, possibly reflecting its prevalence within Israeli society (Stavans 2023).



Regarding AOB, a later onset was linked to heightened importance placed on English as a heritage language. The AOB was also associated with patterns of language use, as per assertions by Armon-Lotem et al. (2021). As anticipated, the likelihood of the societal language being introduced outside of the home increased with a later AOB. Consequently, with a later AOB, it was less likely that both languages were introduced simultaneously. In line with this finding, a later AOB was associated with a greater use of English in the home. Furthermore, English was more likely to be promoted with a later AOB. For example, child ratings for encouraging English language use with family members not residing at home were likely to increase with AOB. Conversely, the promotion of Hebrew exhibited a decline with AOB, as demonstrated by parent ratings for encouraging the use of Hebrew with family not residing at home, and child ratings for watching TV in Hebrew.




5.2. The Relationship between FLP and CA


Children’s CA is associated with developmental expectations including monolingual and bilingual language milestones and linguistic outcomes. It is expected that older bilingual children will demonstrate more proficient linguistic skills in their societal language compared to their heritage language (Kaveh and Lenz 2022; Montrul 2018). Accordingly, CA is purported to shape FLP. A parent’s desire for their child to communicate in the heritage language may decrease (Paradowski and Michałowska 2016). An increase in societal language use at home may also occur (Kaveh 2020; Kaveh and Sandoval 2020). This study supports these assertions, contrary to predictions that CA would not influence FLP due to the unique status of English within Israel. The findings suggested that families of older children exhibited an FLP that was more pro-societal language than those with younger children. They were more likely to encourage siblings to speak in Hebrew and less likely to encourage them to watch TV in English.



It is plausible that parents may perceive their older children as having achieved adequate linguistic proficiency in both languages. Given the support for English in education (Gordon and Meir 2023) and its prevalence in everyday life (Stavans 2023), parents may shift their focus away from furthering its development.



Additionally, expectations within the home may align with child language preferences and strengths, becoming increasingly pro-societal language as they get older. Parents may have reduced pro-heritage language promotion strategies to help ensure that communication at home is harmonious and that family members are able to express themselves easily (Kheirkhah and Cekaite 2015; Nakamura 2018). In line with this proposition, it is reasoned that parents of older children were more likely to ask their child to use English to clarify what they said in Hebrew because older children were using Hebrew more frequently. Furthermore, it is conceivable that English-speaking parents may not comprehend the higher-level Hebrew that older children are capable of using.




5.3. The Relationship between FLP and AOB


The AOB is frequently used as a measurement of bilingual language exposure and is associated with bilingual linguistic outcomes (Altman et al. 2022; Armon-Lotem et al. 2021). It provides information on the length of time a child was monolingual (Armon-Lotem et al. 2021; Meir 2023). The current study determined that AOB may also shape FLP. For example, parents of children with a later AOB were more inclined to introduce their child to the heritage language in the home and the societal language out of the home. It is not surprising that parents of children with an earlier AOB exhibited a greater proclivity to introduce both languages concurrently. Findings support assertions that AOB exerts an influence on the contextual dynamics surrounding language introduction (Armon-Lotem et al. 2021; De Houwer 2023).



In general, it was also observed that families with children characterized by a later AOB were more likely to favor a pro-heritage language FLP. They tended to assign greater importance to heritage language use by children to connect with siblings and friends (ideology). Parents were less likely to adopt societal language promotion strategies. For example, parents with children with a later AOB were less likely to encourage the use of Hebrew with family that did not live at home. Children confirmed that this was observed in practice. Consistent with findings on CA, expectations within the home may correspond to the language preferences and strengths of children. Children who experience a later AOB remain monolingual for a more extended period, with exposure limited exclusively to the heritage language for a greater length of time. Subsequently, they often present with greater heritage language proficiency (Armon-Lotem et al. 2021). The impact of AOB on the heritage language is maintained into adulthood and is observed even when CA is controlled for (Paradis 2023). Moreover, in addition to the association between a later AOB and advanced heritage language outcomes, the advantages attributed to English as a lingua franca and the reduced social pressure to communicate in Hebrew (Raijman et al. 2015) may also partially explain why parents of children with a later AOB are less inclined to prioritize Hebrew.



The observed patterns indicating a shift toward a stronger emphasis on the societal language with an earlier AOB and later CA suggest that variables related to a child’s age may exert influence over FLP. It lends support to prior research, affirming that parents are not merely constructing FLPs in isolation (Shen and Jiang 2023; Smith-Christmas 2022a). They are forming FLPs in response to the environment and attributes of family members.




5.4. Implications


FLP is a dynamic framework, connecting language policy and child development (Karpava 2022). To understand its formation, the sociolinguistic, socioeconomic, sociopolitical, and sociocultural contexts, as well as the home environment, parental background, and economic resources, should be considered (Curdt-Christiansen and Huang 2020). This study suggests that child internal factors, specifically CA and AOB, also have consequences for FLP. Considering these dimensions of time within the field of FLP resonates with the understanding that child agency influences a family’s language planning (Smith-Christmas 2022a, 2022b).



Findings also have implications for models of bilingual language development. The FLP can potentially influence language outcomes (see Rose et al. 2023), in conjunction with the child’s internal and external factors, such as cognitive ability and parent language proficiency (see Paradis 2023). This study indicates that CA and AOB not only impact bilingual language but also have implications for FLP and the language-learning environment. Subsequently, to understand the complex dynamics of bilingual language development, it is imperative that we delve into how influential sources interact (Meir 2023). To deepen our understanding of these interactions, future research endeavors could examine additional potential influencing factors, including parental proficiency levels in both the heritage and societal languages. Additionally, investigating the linguistic experiences of children in greater detail, such as their participation in out-of-school programs focusing on the heritage language, could provide valuable insights. Furthermore, few relationships between ratings on language use and CA and AOB were detected. Financial and time considerations aside, alternative methods to a Likert scale may include video recordings of family conversations (e.g., Kheirkhah and Cekaite 2015; Lomeu Gomes 2022).



Developing our understanding of FLP holds significance for practitioners and educators tasked with supporting bilingual development. It may contribute to the advice given to parents, helping to manage their expectations and plan language use in the home to achieve their family language goals. The emphasis of this study was on thorough assessment of participants, meticulous item examination for questionnaire development, and deeper data understanding. However, to better understand the patterns and relationships among variables investigated and reveal the most relevant questions, future research might consider a larger sample size, which will enable factor analysis. In addition, to determine if the results can generalize to other language pairs and contexts (especially considering the skewed SD on some of the ratings; see Tables S1–S3), further research within Israel and beyond is advised.





6. Conclusions


Family language policy (FLP) is a dynamic phenomenon, influenced by a plethora of factors. This study has portrayed the FLPs of English–Hebrew bilinguals living in Israel as multifaceted and has shown that children’s CA and AOB may play a fundamental role in shaping FLPs. Younger children and those with a later AOB are more inclined to choose a pro-heritage language FLP compared to their older peers and those with an earlier AOB. Ergo, while it is acknowledged that individual experiences of age diverge, it may be expected that CA and AOB might be considered for inferring the context in which languages are experienced in the home. Findings may be used to inform current FLP frameworks and models of bilingual language development. They also bear practical implications. For instance, a deeper understanding of FLP can help professionals, such as educators and speech and language therapists, provide interventions and support strategies that effectively align with the needs of bilingual individuals. Moreover, understanding FLP dynamics can empower and guide parents to modulate their FLP decision-making process.
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Appendix A. Parent and Child Family Language Policy Questionnaires


The questionnaires are presented in a format conducive to immediate utilization.



Appendix A.1. Parent Family Language Policy Questionnaire


____________________________________________________________________________________________________________



 



Start of Block: Introduction



Dear parent,



Thank you for agreeing to participate in research about language proficiency and family language policy. The questionnaire was developed by Karen Rose, Sharon Armon-Lotem, and Carmit Altman from Bar-Ilan University. Family language policy refers to a set of beliefs, rules or decisions that are made within a family to determine which languages are acquired, spoken, and promoted in the home.



The questionnaire has no wrong or right answers. We would be grateful if you could answer the questions sincerely to help ensure the study is as accurate as possible. Most of the questions ask you to indicate if you agree with a given statement by giving it a mark from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much). It is recommended to fill out the questionnaire on laptop/computer if possible. It can be filled out on a phone if needed. It should take less than 15 min to complete.



Note: The questionnaire was based on work by Altman et al. (2014, 2021), that was grounded in studies on sociolinguistics (e.g., Allard and Landry 1986, 1994; Anderson 1996; Lambert 1990; Sachdev and Bourhis 2005), as well as other papers, including Spolsky (2012), Lanza (1997), Piller (2001), and Seo (2017).



End of Block: Introduction



 



____________________________________________________________________________________________________________



Start of Block: General



Q1.1. Your full name



________________________________________________________________



Q1.2. Child’s full name



________________________________________________________________



Q1.3. Child’s date of birth



________________________________________________________________



Q1.4. Relationship with the child



________________________________________________________________



Q1.5. Date questionnaire completed.



________________________________________________________________



End of Block: General



 



____________________________________________________________________________________________________________



Start of Block: General Beliefs Regarding Bilingualism



Q2.1. I agree with the following statements:



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
Bilingualism has cognitive benefits

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Bilingualism has economic benefits

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Bilingualism has social benefits

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]









End of Block: General Beliefs Regarding Bilingualism



  



____________________________________________________________________________________________________________



Start of Block: Section Focused on English



Q3.1. As a parent, I agree with the following:



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
I think that English is important for my child
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My community in Israel thinks that English is important for my child

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
In Israel, English is important for my child

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
The world considers English important for my child

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]









Q3.2. As a parent, I think that it is important for my child to be able to do the following in ENGLISH:



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
Speak with parent/s

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Speak with sibling/s

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Speak with other family members (e.g., grandparents, cousins)

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Speak with friends

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Speak with people in the community (neighbors, doctors, teachers, local shop keepers and businesses, bus drivers etc.)

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]









Q3.3. As a parent, I think that the following is important for my child:



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
To be American/Australian/British/Canadian/South African etc.

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
To know a lot about America/Australia/Canada/UK/South Africa etc. To know about the food, how people live, and what people do (e.g., Americans have Thanksgiving, Brits have Guy Fawkes night)

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
To like to be American/Australian/Canadian/British/South African etc.

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
To be proud to be American/Australian/British/Canadian/South African etc.

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]









Q3.4. As a parent, when my child is older, I think that ENGLISH language will be important.



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
To do well in school
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To do well in university
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To get a good job
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End of Block: Section Focused on English



 



____________________________________________________________________________________________________________



Start of Block: General Family Language Questions



Q4.1. We have rules for the language/s that are used at home. Do you agree?




	○

	
Yes




	○

	
No









Q4.2. Do you agree that:



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
Child learned to speak both languages at the same time

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Child learned to speak English at home, and s/he learned to speak Hebrew outside of the home

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Child learned to speak English first at home and then s/he learned Hebrew at home

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
One parent speaks English, and one parent speaks Hebrew at home

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]









Q4.3. Do you agree that at home:



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
Child can speak in any language that s/he chooses to

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
It is okay to mix languages i.e., speak Hebrew and English together
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Q4.4. If my child does not speak English at home, I will:



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
Ask child to say the word/sentence again, only using English
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Pretend not to understand

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Guess what child is saying by asking a question in English (e.g., Do you mean.? Child responds with a yes/no)
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Repeat the word/sentence back to them in English
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Not say anything about it and just keep talking

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Talk to child in Hebrew instead

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]









Q4.5. I agree with the following:



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
I encourage my child to play with siblings in English
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I encourage my child to play with friends in English
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I encourage my child to speak to family not living at home in English (e.g., via Zoom/social media)
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I encourage my child to watch TV in English (e.g., news, sports, entertainment)
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Q4.6. Do you agree that at home:



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
Both parents speak English
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Everyone speaks English
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Child speaks English
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Child speaks English with parent/s
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End of Block: General Family Language Questions



 



____________________________________________________________________________________________________________



Start of Block: Section Focused on Hebrew



Q5.1. As a parent, I agree with the following:



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
I think that Hebrew is important for my child
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My community in Israel thinks that Hebrew is important for my child

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
In Israel, Hebrew is important for my child
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The world considers Hebrew important for my child
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Q5.2. As a parent, I think that it is important for my child to be able to do the following in HEBREW:



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
Speak with parent/s
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Speak with sibling/s
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Speak with other family members (e.g., grandparents, cousins)

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Speak with friends
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Speak with people in the community (neighbors, doctors, teachers, local shop keepers and businesses, bus drivers, etc.)
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Q5.3. As a parent, I think that the following is important for my child:



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
To be Israeli
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To know a lot about Israel. To know about the food, how people live, and what people do (e.g., bonfires on Lag Baomer)

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
To like to be from Israel
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To be proud to be Israeli
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Q5.4. As a parent, when my child is older, I think that HEBREW will be important.



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
To do well in school
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To do well in university
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To get a good job
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Q5.5. I agree with the following:



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
I encourage my child to play with siblings in Hebrew

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
I encourage my child to play with friends in Hebrew

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
I encourage my child to speak to other family not living at home in Hebrew (e.g., via Zoom/social media)
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I encourage my child to watch TV in Hebrew (e.g., news, sports, entertainment)
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Q5.6. Do you agree that at home:



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
Both parents speak Hebrew
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Everyone speaks Hebrew

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Child speaks Hebrew
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Child speaks Hebrew with parent/s
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Q5.7. Do you have any comments or questions?



________________________________________________________________



End of Block: Section Focused on Hebrew



 



____________________________________________________________________________________________________________




Appendix A.2. Child Family Language Policy Questionnaire


The questionnaire was developed by Karen Rose, Sharon Armon-Lotem, and Carmit Altman from Bar-Ilan University. To help ensure that the child understands what is expected of them, employ the ‘magic ladder’ as described and successfully used by Altman et al. (2014).



Note: The questionnaire was based on work by Altman et al. (2014, 2021), that was grounded in studies on sociolinguistics (e.g., Allard and Landry 1986, 1994; Anderson 1996; Lambert 1990; Sachdev and Bourhis 2005), as well as other papers, including Spolsky (2012), Lanza (1997), Piller (2001), and Seo (2017).



____________________________________________________________________________________________________________



Start of Block: Introduction



Dear child,



Thank you for helping us with our language research. We want to learn about how families use and talk different languages in the home.



The questions we are going to ask are like a fun game—there are no right or wrong answers. We are going to give you statements, and you can show how much you agree with them.



End of Block: Introduction



____________________________________________________________________________________________________________



Start of Block: General



Q1.1. Child’s full name



________________________________________________________________



Q1.2. Child’s date of birth



________________________________________________________________



Q1.3. Date questionnaire completed.



________________________________________________________________



End of Block: General



 



Start of Block: Family Language Rules



Q2.1. We have rules for the language/s that are used at home. Do you agree?




	○

	
Yes




	○

	
No









Q2.2. Do you agree that at home



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
Your parent/s speak English
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Everyone speaks English
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You speak English
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You speak English with your parent/s
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You can speak in any language that you choose to

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
It is okay to mix languages i.e., speak Hebrew and English together

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
You learned to speak both languages at the same time

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Your learned to speak English at home and you learned to speak Hebrew outside of the home

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
You learned to speak English first at home and then you learned Hebrew at home

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
One parent speaks English, one parent speaks Hebrew at home

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]









Q2.3. Are there any other rules? Please indicate how often they are used.



________________________________________________________________



Q2.4. If you do not speak in English at home your parent/s will:



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
Ask you to say the word/sentence again, only using English

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Pretend not to understand

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Guess what you are saying by asking a question in English (e.g., Parent asks ‘Do you mean.?’ Child responds with a yes/no)

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Say what you said in English

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Not say anything about it and just keep talking

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Talk to you in Hebrew instead

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]









End of Block: Family Language Rules



 



________________________________________________________________



Start of Block: Section Focused on English



Q3.1. Do you…



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
Play with sibling/s in English

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Play with friends in English

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Speak to family not living at home in English (e.g., via Zoom/social media)

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Watch television in English (e.g., news, sports, entertainment)
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End of Block: Section Focused on English



 



________________________________________________________________



Start of Block: Section Focused on Hebrew



Q4.1. Do you agree that at home



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
Your parent/s speak Hebrew

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Everyone speaks Hebrew

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
You speak Hebrew
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You speak Hebrew with your parent/s
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Q4.2. Do you…



	

	
Not at all

	
Not really

	
So so

	
Quite a lot

	
Very much




	

	
1

	
2

	
3

	
4

	
5




	
Play with sibling/s in Hebrew

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Play with friends in Hebrew

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Speak to family not living at home in Hebrew (e.g., via Zoom/social media)

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]




	
Watch television in Hebrew (e.g., news, sports, entertainment)

	
[image: Languages 09 00139 i001]









Q4.3. Is there anything you want to ask or add?



________________________________________________________________



End of Block: Section Focused on Hebrew



________________________________________________________________






References


	



Abutbul-Oz, Hadar, and Sharon Armon-Lotem. 2022. Parent questionnaires in screening for developmental language disorder among bilingual children in speech and language clinics. Frontiers in Education 7: 846111. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Akamoglu, Yusuf, Hedda Meadan, Jamie N. Pearson, and Katrina Cummings. 2018. Getting connected: Speech and language pathologists’ perceptions of building rapport via telepractice. Journal of Developmental and Physical Disabilities 30: 569–85. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Allard, Réal, and Rodrigue Landry. 1986. Subjective ethnolinguistic vitality viewed as a belief system. Journal of Multilingual & Multicultural Development 7: 1–12. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Allard, Réal, and Rodrigue Landry. 1994. Subjective ethnolinguistic vitality: A comparison of two measures. International Journal of the Sociology of Language 108: 117–44. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Altman, Carmit, Efrat Harel, Natalia Meir, Peri Iluz-Cohen, Joel Walters, and Sharon Armon-Lotem. 2022. Using a monolingual screening test for assessing bilingual children. Clinical Linguistics & Phonetics 36: 1132–52. [Google Scholar]

	



Altman, Carmit, Zhanna Burstein Feldman, Dafna Yitzhaki, Sharon Armon Lotem, and Joel Walters. 2014. Family language policies, reported language use and proficiency in Russian–Hebrew bilingual children in Israel. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development 35: 216–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Altman, Carmit, Zhanna Burstein-Feldman, Sveta Fichman, Sharon Armon-Lotem, Susan Joffe, and Joel Walters. 2021. Perceptions of identity, language abilities and language preferences among Russian-Hebrew and English-Hebrew bilingual children and their parents. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development 42: 1–16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Amit, Karin. 2010. Determinants of life satisfaction among immigrants from Western countries and from the FSU in Israel. Social Indicators Research 96: 515–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Anderson, Norman H. 1996. A Functional Theory of Cognition. Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. [Google Scholar]

	



Armon-Lotem, Sharon, Karen Rose, and Carmit Altman. 2021. The development of English as a heritage language: The role of chronological age and age of onset of bilingualism. First Language 41: 67–89. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Asmali, Mehmet. 2017. Young Learners’ Attitudes and Motivation to Learn English. Novitas-ROYAL (Research on Youth and Language) 11: 53–68. [Google Scholar]

	



Babbie, Earl. 2021. The Practice of Social Research, 15th ed. Belmont: Wadsworth Cengage Learning. [Google Scholar]

	



Barron-Hauwaert, Suzanne. 2004. Language Strategies for Bilingual Families: The One-Parent-One-Language Approach. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters, No. 7. [Google Scholar]

	



Bayley, Robert, and Sandra R. Schecter. 2003. Language Socialization in Bilingual and Multilingual Societies. Edited by Robert Bayley and Sandra R. Schecter. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters, vol. 39. [Google Scholar]

	



Bürkner, Paul-Christian, and Matti Vuorre. 2019. Ordinal regression models in psychology: A tutorial. Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological Science 2: 77–101. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Caldas, Stephen J. 2012. Language policy in the family. In The Cambridge Handbook of Language Policy. Edited by Bernard Spolsky. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 351–73. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cohen, Cathy, Eurydice Bauer, and Jacob Minniear. 2021. Exploring how language exposure shapes oral narrative skills in French-English emergent bilingual first graders. Linguistics and Education 63: 100905. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Curdt-Christiansen, Xiao Lan, and Jing Huang. 2020. Factors influencing family language policy. In Handbook of Social and Affective Factors in Home Language Maintenance and Development. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton, pp. 174–93. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



De Houwer, Annick. 2020. Why do so many children who hear two languages speak just a single language? Zeitschrift für Interkulturellen Fremdsprachenunterricht 25: 7–26. [Google Scholar]

	



De Houwer, Annick. 2023. Polish-German preschoolers develop and use heritage Polish differently depending on whether they heard German from birth or not. Frontiers in Psychology 14: 1080122. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



De Houwer, Annick, and Janice Nakamura. 2022. Developmental perspectives on parents’ use of discourse strategies with bilingual children. In Multilingualism across the Lifespan. Edited by Unn Royneland and Robert Blackwood. UK: Routledge, pp. 31–55. [Google Scholar]

	



Dekeyser, Graziela, and Gillian Stevens. 2019. Maintaining one language while learning another: Moroccan children in Belgium. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development 40: 148–63. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Faraj, Ismael Rafaat, and Twana Saadi Hamid. 2023. Differential effects of input quantity and input quality on bilingual development: A study with Kurdish–English adolescents. Languages 8: 220. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fogle, Lyn W., and Kendall A. King. 2013. Child agency and language policy in transnational families. Issues in Applied Linguistics 19: 1–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gafaranga, Joseph. 2010. Medium request: Talking language shift into being. Language in Society 39: 241–70. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gordon, Sidney, and Natalia Meir. 2023. English as a heritage language: The effects of input patterns and contact with Hebrew. International Journal of Bilingualism. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hamann, Cornelia, and Lina Abed Ibrahim. 2017. Methods for identifying specific language impairment in bilingual populations in Germany. Frontiers in Communication 2: 16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hidayat, Syarip, Imas Damayanti Lovita, Zenzen Zakiyah, and Arinda Nurpratiwi. 2022. The Effectiveness of Online Learning Using Zoom Meetings at Elementary Schools. International Journal of Technology in Education and Science 6: 559–68. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hollebeke, Ily, Esli Struys, and Orhan Agirdag. 2020. Can family language policy predict linguistic, socio-emotional and cognitive child and family outcomes? A systematic review. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development 44: 1–32. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hollebeke, Ily, Graziela N. M. Dekeyser, Thomas Caira, Orhan Agirdag, and Esli Struys. 2022. Cherishing the heritage language: Predictors of parental heritage language maintenance efforts. International Journal of Bilingualism 27: 925–941. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Israel Ministry of Education. 2023a. Organizing Studies—Elementary School [in Hebrew]. Available online: https://meyda.education.gov.il/files/mosdot/organizing-studies-elementaryschool-tashpad.pdf (accessed on 27 February 2024).

	



Israel Ministry of Education. 2023b. Organizing Studies—Middle School [in Hebrew]. Available online: https://meyda.education.gov.il/files/mosdot/organizing-studies-middleschool-tashpad.pdf (accessed on 27 February 2024).

	



Joffe, Susan. 2018. Identity, Motivation, Language shift, and Language Maintenance. Ph.D. thesis, Bar Ilan University, Ramat Gan, Israel. [Google Scholar]

	



Karpava, Sviatlana. 2022. The Interrelationship of Family Language Policies, Emotions, Socialisation Practices and Language Management Strategies. Journal of Home Language Research 5: 1–23. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kaveh, Yalda M. 2020. Unspoken dialogues between educational and family language policies: Language policy beyond legislations. Linguistics and Education 60: 100876. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kaveh, Yalda M., and Ashley Lenz. 2022. “I’m embarrassed and scared to speak a different language”: The complex language beliefs and emotions of bi/multilingual children of immigrants in monolingual US schools. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 1–18. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kaveh, Yalda M., and Jorge Sandoval. 2020. ‘No! I’m going to school, I need to speak English!’: Who makes family language policies? Bilingual Research Journal 43: 362–83. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kheirkhah, Mina, and Asta Cekaite. 2015. Language maintenance in a multilingual family: Informal heritage language lessons in parent–child interactions. Multilingua 34: 319–46. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kopeliovich, Shulamit. 2022. Early language education in Israel. In Handbook of Early Language Education. Edited by Mila Schwartz. Cham: Springer International Publishing, pp. 763–87. [Google Scholar]

	



Lambert, Wallace E. 1990. Issues in Foreign Language and Second Language Education. In Proceedings of the First Research Symposium on Limited English Proficient Student Issues. Washington: Office of Bilingual and Multicultural Education, pp. 321–60. [Google Scholar]

	



Lanza, Elizabeth. 1997. Language Mixing in Infant Bilingualism: A Sociolinguistic Perspective. New York: Oxford University Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Lanza, Elizabeth, and Rafael Lomeu Gomes. 2020. Family language policy: Foundations, theoretical perspectives and critical approaches. In Handbook of Home Language Maintenance and Development: Social and Affective Factors. Edited by Andrea C. Schalley and Susana A. Eisenchlas. Berlin and Boston: Walter de Gruyter GmbH & Co KG., vol. 18, pp. 153, 173. [Google Scholar]

	



Lee, Boh Young. 2013. Heritage language maintenance and cultural identity formation: The case of Korean immigrant parents and their children in the USA. Early Child Development and Care 183: 1576–88. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lee, Tiffany S. 2007. “If they want Navajo to be learned, then they should require it in all schools”: Navajo teenagers’ experiences, choices, and demands regarding Navajo language. Wicazo Sa Review 22: 7–33. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lomeu Gomes, Rafael. 2022. Talking multilingual families into being: Language practices and ideologies of a Brazilian-Norwegian family in Norway. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development 43: 993–1013. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Luo, Shiow-Huey, and Richard L. Wiseman. 2000. Ethnic language maintenance among Chinese immigrant children in the United States. International Journal of Intercultural Relations 24: 307–24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Manning, Brittany L., Alexandra Harpole, Emily M. Harriott, Kamila Postolowicz, and Elizabeth S. Norton. 2020. Taking language samples home: Feasibility, reliability, and validity of child language samples conducted remotely with video chat versus in-person. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research 63: 3982–90. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Meir, Natalia. 2023. Individual Differences in Bilingual Child Language Acquisition: A plunge into a Complex and Dynamic Network. Journal of Child Language 50: 827–31. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Meir, Natalia, and Sharon Armon-Lotem. 2017. Independent and combined effects of socioeconomic status (SES) and bilingualism on children’s vocabulary and verbal short-term memory. Frontiers in Psychology 8: 1442. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Montrul, Silvina. 2018. Heritage language development: Connecting the dots. International Journal of Bilingualism 22: 530–46. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Montrul, Silvina. 2022. Native Speakers, Interrupted: Differential Object Marking and Language Change in Heritage Languages. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Montrul, Silvina. 2023. Heritage Languages: Language Acquired, Language Lost, Language Regained. Annual Review of Linguistics 9: 399–418. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Muñoz, Carmen, and David Singleton. 2011. A critical review of age-related research on L2 ultimate attainment. Language Teaching 44: 1–35. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nakamura, Janice. 2018. Parents’ use of discourse strategies in dual-lingual interactions with receptive bilingual children. In Crosslinguistic Research in Monolingual and Bilingual Speech. Edited by Elena Babatsouli. Chania: ISMBS, pp. 181–200. [Google Scholar]

	



Orellana, Marjorie Faulstich, Barrie Thorne, Anna Chee, and Wan Shun Eva Lam. 2001. Transnational childhoods: The participation of children in processes of family migration. Social Problems 48: 572–91. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Paradis, Johanne. 2023. Sources of individual differences in the dual language development of heritage bilinguals. Journal of Child Language 50: 793–817. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Paradowski, Michał B., and Monika Michałowska. 2016. Establishing a bilingual home: Parents’ perspective on the effectiveness of the adopted communication strategies. Lingwistyka Stosowana 17: 43–65. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Piller, Ingrid. 2001. Private language planning: The best of both worlds. Estudios de Sociolingüistica 2: 61–80. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Quay, Suzanne, and Janice Nakamura. 2023. Factors Affecting Home Language Literacy Development in Japanese-English Bicultural Children in Japan. Languages 8: 251. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Raijman, Rebeca, Moshe Semyonov, and Rona Geffen. 2015. Language proficiency among post-1990 immigrants in Israel. Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 41: 1347–71. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Romanowski, Piotr. 2021. A deliberate language policy or a perceived lack of agency: Heritage language maintenance in the Polish community in Melbourne. International Journal of Bilingualism 25: 1214–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ronderos, Juliana, Anny Castilla-Earls, and G. Marissa Ramos. 2022. Parental beliefs, language practices and language outcomes in Spanish-English bilingual children. International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism 25: 2586–607. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Rose, Karen, Sharon Armon-Lotem, and Carmit Altman. 2023. Family language policy and vocabulary of bilingual children across different ages. Ampersand 11: 100154. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sachdev, Itesh, and Richard Bourhis. 2005. Multilingual communication and social identification. In Intergroup Communication. Multiple Perspectives. Edited by Jake Harwood and Giles Howard. New York: Peter Lang, pp. 65–91. [Google Scholar]

	



Schober, Patrick, Christa Boer, and Lothar A. Schwarte. 2018. Correlation coefficients: Appropriate use and interpretation. Anesthesia & Analgesia 126: 1763–68. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schwartz, Mila. 2014. The impact of the first language first model on vocabulary development among preschool bilingual children. Reading and Writing 27: 709–32. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Scontras, Gregory, Zuzanna Fuchs, and Maria Polinsky. 2015. Heritage language and linguistic theory. Frontiers in Psychology 6: 1545. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Seo, Youngmin. 2017. Early Bilingual Development: Expanding Our Understanding of Family Language policy In Heritage Language Maintenance. Ph.D. thesis, University of Washington, Washington, DC, USA. Available online: http://hdl.handle.net/1773/40431 (accessed on 2 January 2020).

	



Shen, Chunxuan, and Wenying Jiang. 2023. Parents’ planning, children’s agency and heritage language education: Re-storying the language experiences of three Chinese immigrant families in Australia. Frontiers in Psychology 13: 1083813. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Shohamy, Elana. 2006. Language Policy: Hidden Agendas and New Approaches. London and New York: Routledge. [Google Scholar]

	



Slavkov, Nikolay. 2015. Language attrition and reactivation in the context of bilingual first language acquisition. International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism 18: 715–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Smith-Christmas, Cassie. 2016. What Is Family Language Policy? London: Palgrave Pivot. [Google Scholar]

	



Smith-Christmas, Cassie. 2022a. ‘Right an turn agadsa’: The reflexivity between language socialisation and child agency in exploring ‘success’ in FLP. Language & Communication 86: 119–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Smith-Christmas, Cassie. 2022b. Using a ‘Family Language Policy’ lens to explore the dynamic and relational nature of child agency. Children & Society 36: 354–68. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Spolsky, Bernard. 2004. Language Policy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Spolsky, Bernard. 2012. Family language policy–the critical domain. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development 33: 3–11. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stavans, Anat. 2023. Linguistic Diversity in Education: The Case of Israel. In Diversity Education in the MENA Region. Edited by Hassan Abouabdelkader and Barry Tomalin. Cham: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 149–78. [Google Scholar]

	



Stavans, Anat, and Maya Ashkenazi. 2022. Heritage language maintenance and management across three generations: The case of Spanish-speakers in Israel. International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism 25: 963–83. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Strangmann, Iris M., Stanley Chen, and Lorain K. Obler. 2019. 17 Multilingual Language Processing and the Multilingual Brain. In Multidisciplinary Perspectives on Multilingualism: The Fundamentals. Edited by Simona Montanari and Suzanne Quay. Boston and Berlin: Walter de Gruyter Inc., pp. 375–96. [Google Scholar]

	



Tannenbaum, Michal. 2012. Family language policy as a form of coping or defence mechanism. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development 33: 57–66. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tannenbaum, Michal, and Dafna Yitzhaki. 2016. ‘Everything comes with a price…’; family language policy in Israeli Arab families in mixed cities. Language and Intercultural Communication 16: 570–87. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Welsh, Stephanie N., and Erika Hoff. 2021. Language exposure outside the home becomes more English-dominant from 30 to 60 months for children from Spanish-speaking homes in the United States. International Journal of Bilingualism 25: 483–99. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Zlotnick, Cheryl, Laura Dryjanska, and Suzanne Suckerman. 2020. The association between acculturation variables and life satisfaction among Israeli immigrants from four English-speaking countries. Journal of Happiness Studies 21: 1427–44. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








 





Table 1. Sociodemographic characteristics of participants.
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All Participants




	

	
n = 82

(41 Female; 41 Male)




	

	
M

	
SD

	
R






	
Chronological age (years)

	
8.98

	
3.27

	
5.08–14.08




	
Age of onset of bilingualism (years)

	
1.79

	
2.25

	
0–10.92




	
Maternal education (years)

	
17.23 a

	
1.80

	
13–24








Note. a Missing data for 1 participant.













 





Table 2. Summary of multiple ordinal logistic regression analysis for chronological age predicting ratings of family language policy components (significant models only). Age of onset of bilingualism as a covariate.
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Criterion (DV)

	
Predictors (IVs)

	
B

	
SE B

	
Wald χ2

	
p

	
95% CI






	
Ideology via parent questionnaire

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
 Israel’s opinion (English) a

	
CA

	
0.02

	
0.01

	
5.62

	
0.018

	
0.00

	
0.03




	

	
AOB

	
−0.00

	
0.01

	
0.07

	
0.790

	
−0.02

	
0.02




	
 School (English) b h

	
CA

	
−0.01

	
0.01

	
2.44

	
0.118

	
−0.02

	
0.00




	

	
AOB

	
−0.00

	
0.01

	
0.05

	
0.824

	
−0.02

	
0.01




	
 Employment (English) b h

	
CA

	
−0.01

	
0.01

	
3.53

	
0.060

	
−0.02

	
0.00




	

	
AOB

	
−0.00

	
0.01

	
0.07

	
0.792

	
−0.02

	
0.01




	
 Child sense of belonging (Israel) c h i

	
CA

	
0.02

	
0.01

	
4.46

	
0.035

	
0.00

	
0.04




	

	
AOB

	
−0.01

	
0.01

	
0.23

	
0.633

	
−0.03

	
0.02




	
Management via parent questionnaire




	
 One parent one language d i

	
CA

	
−0.02

	
0.01

	
4.09

	
0.043

	
−0.03

	
−0.00




	

	
AOB

	
−0.03

	
0.02

	
2.07

	
0.151

	
−0.06

	
0.01




	
 TV in English e

	
CA

	
−0.01

	
0.01

	
5.98

	
0.014

	
−0.03

	
−0.00




	

	
AOB

	
0.00

	
0.01

	
0.16

	
0.694

	
−0.01

	
0.02




	
Practice via child questionnaire




	
 Everyone speaks English f

	
CA

	
0.01

	
0.01

	
2.31

	
0.129

	
−0.00

	
0.02




	

	
AOB

	
0.01

	
0.01

	
1.72

	
0.190

	
−0.01

	
0.03




	
 Parent requests clarification in English g i

	
CA

	
0.01

	
0.01

	
4.64

	
0.031

	
0.00

	
0.03




	

	
AOB

	
0.00

	
0.01

	
0.12

	
0.732

	
−0.01

	
0.02




	
 Hebrew with siblings e i

	
CA

	
0.02

	
0.01

	
7.96

	
0.005

	
0.01

	
0.03




	

	
AOB

	
−0.01

	
0.01

	
1.08

	
0.299

	
−0.02

	
0.01








Note: Bold text indicates statistically significant results (p < 0.05). In all the models, the model fit was significant, indicating that the final models provide a significant improvement over the baseline intercept-only models (except for h). Pearson and Deviance goodness of fit statistics were not significant, indicating that the fits were good. The test of parallel lines was insignificant to ensure the proportional odds assumption was held (except for i). Consult Table S4 to gain insights into the spread of rating distribution. CA = chronological age; AOB = age of onset of bilingualism; a language status; b language as capital; c language as culture; d introducing languages; e promoting language strategies; f language use; g interaction strategies parent/s adopt if child speaks Hebrew at home.













 





Table 3. Summary of multiple ordinal logistic regression analysis for age of onset of bilingualism predicting ratings of family language policy components (significant models only). Chronological age as a covariate.
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Criterion (DV)

	
Predictors (IVs)

	
B

	
SE B

	
Wald χ2

	
p

	
95% CI OR






	
Ideology via parent questionnaire

	

	

	

	

	

	




	
 Social benefits a g h

	
AOB

	
0.03

	
0.02

	
3.17

	
0.075

	
−0.00

	
0.06




	

	
CA

	
−0.01

	
0.01

	
1.71

	
0.191

	
−0.03

	
0.01




	
 Speak with siblings in English b

	
AOB

	
0.02

	
0.01

	
4.22

	
0.040

	
0.00

	
0.04




	

	
CA

	
−0.01

	
0.01

	
4.24

	
0.040

	
−0.03

	
−0.00




	
 Speak with friends in English b

	
AOB

	
0.02

	
0.01

	
5.70

	
0.017

	
0.00

	
0.04




	

	
CA

	
−0.01

	
0.01

	
3.03

	
0.082

	
−0.02

	
0.00




	
 Child attachment to English-speaking country c g

	
AOB

	
0.01

	
0.01

	
2.65

	
0.103

	
−0.00

	
0.03




	

	
CA

	
−0.00

	
0.01

	
0.33

	
0.568

	
−0.01

	
0.01




	
 Child pride for English-speaking country

	
AOB

	
0.02

	
0.01

	
5.34

	
0.021

	
0.00

	
0.03




	

	
CA

	
0.00

	
0.01

	
0.05

	
0.820

	
−0.01

	
0.01




	
 Speak with other family members in Hebrew b g h

	
AOB

	
−0.01

	
0.01

	
0.70

	
0.403

	
−0.02

	
0.01




	

	
CA

	
−0.01

	
0.01

	
2.42

	
0.120

	
−0.02

	
0.00




	
Management via parent questionnaire




	
 Both languages at home together d

	
AOB

	
−0.06

	
0.02

	
15.77

	
<0.001

	
−0.09

	
−0.03




	

	
CA

	
0.00

	
0.01

	
0.17

	
0.681

	
−0.01

	
0.01




	
 English at home; Hebrew out of the home d

	
AOB

	
0.05

	
0.02

	
5.58

	
0.018

	
0.01

	
0.08




	

	
CA

	
0.01

	
0.01

	
1.32

	
0.250

	
−0.01

	
0.02




	
 English at home, then Hebrew at home d g h

	
AOB
