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Abstract

This study examines different aspects of bilingyadind heritage language. An extensive
survey was administered to students from five ckife public and private universities in the
United States. Based on their responses the ssbjemte divided into heritage and non-
heritage and fluent and non-fluent bilinguals. &sahypothesized that those participants who
have two bilingual parents are likely to learn theeign language at a faster rate and be more
fluent than the subjects who had only one bilingpatent or two monolingual parents.
However, the main focus of this study was to deileenany possible social influences on
maintenance of bilinguality. Parts of the survewltgith whether or not bilingual subjects
have ever been made fun of or felt embarrassesipieaking their second language in public.
Further, the sense of pride and comfort in speaéifigreign language was measured among
heritage and non-heritage bilinguals. Based orrdkalts of this study, more fluent heritage
and non-heritage bilinguals reported a sense off@drm speaking their heritage language
although they also reported having been ridiculedome point. Heritage speakers seem to
also report a stronger sense of pride about beimgbal than non-heritage speakers.

Keywords: Bilinguality, heritage language, social embarrassmegarental influence.

1. Introduction

According to United States census data over 16Qulages are spoken in the U.S. and over
20% of the population speaks a language otherEmgtish at home (Gordon, 2005). In fact,
by 2011 it was estimated that there were over 4Bomiimmigrants in the U.S. and that as
many as one out of every five children who livetle U.S. are from immigrant families
(Migration Policy Institute, 2012). Even so, theg@ number of bilinguals in the U.S. is
dwarfed in comparison to the number of bilinguatl anultilingual speakers in the world.
Such speakers are estimated to make up over fitgemt of the world population (Shin &
Kominski, 2010; Ryan, 2013).

Bilinguality is a matter of both degree and defmit Most true bilinguals are immigrants as
they bring their native language to their new foaondntry and use it in the household. Thus,
the heritage language is defined as a languagestiearned at home and where, at least in
the case of the United States, English is not thmidant language of the household. The
heritage language is always a minority language o$ten by first generation immigrants and
taught intentionally or inadvertently to their arén (Rothman, 2009). It is generally agreed
that bilinguals are either simultaneous, who ledmwth languages during the same
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approximate period of development, or they are eetigl bilinguals in which case they learn
the language that is predominately spoken in theséloold (heritage language) first and later
adopt a second language either during later childhmr adolescence (Bialystok & Hakuta,
1994).

Often the process of acquisition of a heritage Uagg in early childhood is interrupted when
the child starts their formal schooling and the @@nt language is strongly stressed and
encouraged both by educators and peers alike. Asgrants often feel the urgency to adopt
the language and customs of their new country, #®y use the dominant language more at
home to the point that the heritage language udsgmmes significantly reduced and
restricted perhaps just to certain occasions oresded to only a specific individual. For
example the child may only use her heritage langwegen speaking to her mother.

In the absence of any intervention, the heritagguage is at times completely forgotten
within three generation (Fillmore, 2000). This pberenon has been documented among
many immigrants including Hispanic Americans (Pser& Schauffler, 1994, 1996). Even
when the heritage language is somehow maintaineddibrupted development of the
acquisition of the heritage language can still iteéisufossilization or decay of the language.
As the first generation of heritage language spmaikkeexposed to a variety of input in their
language by a variety of individuals in many nalisti@ settings, the second generation
speakers are often exposed to limited input inrotiet settings by few selected individuals.
This interrupted and restricted exposure oftenltesu fossilized development especially in
the area of grammar (Montrul, 2008).

The level of competency of the heritage speakeassis difficult to define or delineate. Some
heritage speakers achieve a full level of fluenog anastery of their language with vast
vocabularies and accurate pronunciation. Howewen such able second-generation heritage
speakers seem to lag in the aspects of languageghvané acquired later during adolescence
such as the application of discourse devices amdnigmatical subtleties and pragmatics
(Krashen, 1998). On the other end of the spectiless competent speakers have some
comprehensive capabilities in their heritage lagguabut are lacking in productive
competence in their heritage language (Kondo-Br@@06).

The reason some heritage speakers achieve a Hmerof competency than others is a
difficult question to answer. One possible expleomats a genetic predisposition for second
language learning among some individuals. Dale lasisdcolleagues studied 604 pairs of
fourteen year old twins in England and Wales. Theported a fairly strong influence of
heredity and low influence of environment in sectamtjuage acquisition. So perhaps some
individuals are born better equipped to learn asedanguage (Dale, Harlaar, Haworth &
Plomin, 2010).

Another explanation may lie in the environment andre specifically, parental influences
and family dynamics. Children often only use thegritage language when communicating
with their parents. In fact the presence of a i@ mother, father and/or a sister in the
home, appears to increase the probability of maimg the heritage language for second
language learners (Halsted, 2013; Oh & Fuligini020Park & Sarkar, 2007). Other
important factors include the priorities of the gurais and their determination to preserve and
pass on their native language and culture to tle generation as well as the steps that they
take towards achieving this goal. These effortéunie mandating that the child should only
speak the heritage language at home or sendinghilee to weekend language schools or
even sending the child to their parents’ home aguim order to improve their linguistic
competency (Krashen, 1998). Other influences, aglhhe existence of heritage language
schools in the community and having other peopladdition to one’s parents to converse
with in the heritage language, have also been agedcwith the preservation of these
languages (Shibata, 2000; Dopke, 1992).
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One factor that has not been sufficiently exploaed examined at the present time is the
guestion of prestige of the heritage languages thadsocial embarrassment that may be
associated with speaking these languages outsed@dime environment. English is a high
prestige language; in fact, it currently enjoys lighest level of prestige and dominance in
the world. It is the first language of over 328 liil people and is spoken by close to one
billion people. English is the primary language diplomacy, commerce, science and
technology, the internet and entertainment; a bingua Franca of our time. This level of

prestige propels non-English speakers all ovemtbed to try to learn English as a second
language even if they have no plans to migratentdeaglish speaking country. Presently,
over 90% of students in Europe learn to speak Bhngind countless others all across Asia
and Africa are in pursuit of achieving at least sdevel of English competency (Rubenstein,
2013).

If English is such a dominant language in the wotlen why should second generation
immigrants learn heritage languages? There are meagons for an individual to become
bilingual. In the past few decades some clear adgas of bilinguality have been

documented. These advantages include better ridlcogmemory among older bilingual

adults, an earlier development of executive cordgmbng the bilingual children and a slower
natural decline of these function as a result afigg@Bialystok, 2007; Wodniecka, Craik, Lou
& Bialystok, 2010).

Aside from the basic advantages of bilingualityséems to be helpful for an individual's
social and emotional well-being to preserve attlesmsne competency in their heritage
language. In some families the heritage languadke primary tool of communication with
some immediate and extended family members. Whisnctimmunication becomes limited
due to language barriers between the old and nexerggons, many cultural and family
traditions are lost with the passing of the elddrs. addition, the lack or limited
communication or at times miscommunication betwadrnand new generations can result in
strained and distant inter-generational relatigmstand ultimately lead to lower self-esteem
and isolation among immigrant children (Anderso0£ Cho & Krashen, 1998; Han &
Hong, 2010; Portes & Hao, 2002; Tseng & FuligniD@p In fact there seems to be more
family cohesion and communication between adoléscamd their parents when they speak
the heritage language. In addition, adolescents avhable to speak their heritage language
seem to have higher aspirations and better acadaumdomes (Portes & Hao, 2002; Chen,
Benet-Martinez & Bond, 2008).

On the other hand, at times first and second géarranmigrants in the United States feel
that their language is considered to be of a lovadume and prestige by the American society
(Valdes, Fishman, Chavez & Perez, 2006). There beag sense of shame associated with
being a speaker of a lesser language and it coelc hurdle in the path toward full
assimilation into the American society. This efféstpartly regional as French is more
desirable in parts of Louisiana and Spanish mocefed in California. Nevertheless, this is
an undeniable influence that often pushes the r@nldand adolescents to abandon their
heritage language (Caldas & Caron-Caldas, 2002;edtac2000). This form of linguistic
chauvinism causes even an evaluative judgment oéras. A British accent is often
considered more sophisticated and polite wheredadiaan or Hispanic accent is considered
less desirable and the speaker judged as to be dapsble or knowledgeable
(Ladegaard,1998; Lippi-Green, 2012; Wang, Arndug8i Biernat, 2009).

Another hurdle in the path of second generationtdwr speakers is the constant correction
and at times ridicule of more competent speakeh& process of learning any language

includes mispronunciations, grammatical mistakemantic errors so on. When these errors
are met with critical remarks of the more fluenéakers, young heritage learners can become
discouraged and be more likely to give up on argrefo preserve their heritage language

(Krashen, 2000).
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In light of these various factors that can influentie use and preservation of heritage
language by the second-generation speakers, mpg®riant to further explore the social
impacts of peers and society in general on youngigrants’ linguistic choices and how
social pressure and fear of embarrassment may ttéggoopulation from using their heritage
language in front of non- speakers. In the prestumty, it was predicted that in answering an
extensive guestionnaire about their second languhgee speakers who have both parents
speak the heritage language, are much more likebetfluent in their second language and
learn the language at an earlier age in compatisdhe speakers who only have one or no
bilingual parents.

Another hypothesis of this study addressed theabg@ressures against bilinguality. It was
predicted that all bilinguals would feel a senseslohme or ridicule about being bilingual at
some point in the course of their development. Was expected to result in some hesitation
in using their second language in public. Howetlex,heritage and more fluent speakers were
expected to cope better with these pressures atdefes embarrassed and more confident
about using their second language. That is, a tddkuency may lead to more insecurity
about using one’s heritage language.

2. M ethodol ogy
2.1. Subjects

The current study is a part of a larger researdiepr where 122 English-speaking college
students responded to a 100-item multi-scale omlimeey. From this larger subject pool only
a subset of 57 participants who reported being ib#peak a second language was used for
the current study. This subset included both hgeitand non-heritage bilinguals. Consistent
with the prior definitions in the literature, fon individual to be considered a heritage speaker
he or she was expected to come from a non-Engtisakéng home or from an environment
where both their parents were non-native speakéasd¢s, 2001). All the subjects were
students from four public and private universite®sl one community college in the states of
North Carolina and Tennessee. These studentsipatéd in the present study in exchange
for extra credit points. Subjects spoke English thadr second languages included Spanish,
French, Polish, Farsi and German.

The subjects ranged in age from 18 to 42 with amaege of 22 years and a median age of 21
years reflecting the average age of the undergtadpapulations in the participating
community college and universities. A total of 8¥the subjects were female. The larger
number of female participants in this study is asdirect reflection of the larger proportion
of females in psychology classes of the five inftihs who were part of the subject pool for
this study. Specific characteristics of the sulsjece reported ifiable 1.

Table 1. Characteristics of the participant groups

Characteristic Non-heritage Hagé
Number of participants 28 29
Mean Age (years) 21.2 21.9
Mean Age of second language acquisition (years) 12.2 3.0
% born in US (or in English- speaking countries)  89% 55%

% with mother born outside US 7% 83%
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% with father born outside 3S 7% 83%

% learning second language before age 5 4% 86%

a. In non-English speaking countries.

2.2. Procedures and M easur es

An online 100-item in-depth questionnaire of biliiadjty presented in English was designed
for this study. The questionnaire asked for demalgainformation about the subjects, and
additionally it required the participants to prawidheir self-ratings about their level of
competence in speaking, reading and writing a se¢oan-English) language. Furthermore,
other questions dealt with schooling, backgrounmhhbiies and interests that involved the
second language of the subjects. The survey atdoded many in-depth questions about all
the members of the subject’'s household and theubayes that are spoken by various family
members. In another section, the participants vasked about the level of embarrassment
and comfort of the bilinguals in speaking theirdaage in public and whether or not anyone
had ever made fun of their speaking in their sedanguage.

3. Results

3.1. Parental I nfluence

Of the 57 subjects in this study who reported beibbe to speak a second language, 42%
described themselves as fluent speakers of anatbe+English language. The remaining 33
subjects stated they could speak a second landuagevery well” (14%), “pretty well”
(26%) or “very well” (18%).

Subjects had provided information about the presarimther family members in the home
who spoke a language other than English while these growing up. Subjects fell into two
groups: “non-heritage,” where everyone at homespmmly English (49%) and “heritage”
where one or more other languages were spokennag (©1%). For each of the 29 subjects
in this study with non-English speakers at homesé¢hfamily members always included the
mother, the father or both parents. Moreover, Inbat one case the subjects’ “second”
language was the same as the native language afrdragth parents. That is, for 97% of this
group the “second” language was the same as doetloiparents’ original heritage language.
As might be expected, there was a strong assatiaebween those who had one or more
heritage language family members and level of reglbrted fluency in subjects’ second
language, Chi-square = 20.0, df = 3, p < .001.ufiéidlL shows the percent of subjects in the
heritage and non-heritage groups who reported @agfee of second language fluency.

100%

80% - B Non-Heritage
O Heritage
60%

40% +

20%7:._\ l
0% | ‘ ‘ N .

Not very well Pretty well Very well Fluent

Raramnt of subjets

How well do you speak your second |language?

Fig. 1. Fluency for heritage and non-heritage speak er s
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In addition, the age when subjects reported legrritmeir “second” (i.e., non-English)
language was strongly related to having one or patlknts who spoke that heritage language
at home. Figure 2 shows the average age of seeogddge acquisition as a function of the
number of parents who spoke the heritage languagethose where both parents spoke a
heritage language at home the average age of lgagearning was two years. For the
subjects with either a mother or father (but nathbavho spoke the heritage language the
average age was eight years, and for subjectspaittnts who only spoke English the mean
age for starting to learn a second language walvawears, F(2,54) = 48.8, p < .001. So in
this study the most fluent speakers of a secondukge had one or more other family
members who spoke that same heritage languageegaah llearning that language prior to or
at about the same time as they learned English.

14
12

Average age

Both parents One Parent Neither Parent

Presence of non-English speakersin home

Fig. 2. Age of second language acquisition

3.2. Social Ease

Spearman rank order correlations (rho) were usedssess the relationship between the
ordinal measure of language fluency and a setdihal measures assessing social aspects of
language use. Looking at social ease regardinggubé of the second language, there was a
strong association between degree of fluency andart level speaking the second language
in public, Spearman rho (57) = 0.76, p <.001. Hssociation was found for both those with
heritage speakers at home (Spearman rho (29) 7 ©62001) as well as those from English
speaking homes who started to learn the secondidgegonly as teenagers (Spearman rho
(28) = 0.62, p < .001). Overall, 33% of the sulgeeicross both groups felt “very
comfortable” speaking their second language in ipuldtigure 3 shows the relationship
between comfort level and degree of fluency.

100%

% 60% B Not very well
= ] E Pretty well
60% -

3 O O Very well
o
= 40%- O Fluent
8
B 20%- -

0% 1 ol |

Not at all A little Pretty Very

comfortable comfortable

Comfort level speaking second language in public

Fig. 3. Comfort level and degr ee of second language fluency
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Similarly, there was a significant association lestw being proud to speak a second language
and degree of competence in that language (Spearhmrf{56) = 0.63, p < .001). The
association held up for both subgroups: heritageeg8nan rho (28) = 0.57, p < .002) and
non-heritage (Spearman rho (28) = 0.45, p < .00grall, 48% of subjects reported being
proud “all the time” of being able to speak a setamguage. Figure 4 shows the relationship
between pride and degree of fluency.

100%

B Not very well

n  80% —
2] @ Pretty well
=
7 60% —  OVery well
S i
§ 40% || Fluent
. l . ‘ —‘

0% - T T T

A little Sometimes Usually All the time
Degree of pride in being able to speak a second
language

Fig. 4. Pride and degr ee of second language fluency

3.3. Social Ridicule and Embarrassment

For the question “Has anyone ever made fun of p@aking your second language?” 54% of
the subjects said yes (at least once in a whilmare often). Across all of the subjects there
was a significant positive association between éaeting been made fun of and language
competence (Spearman rho (55) = 0.29, p < .031yeder, with both smaller subgroups the
associations were not statistically significantitage (Spearman rho (27) = -0.07, ns); non-
heritage speakers (Spearman rho (28) = 0.34, it)rd=5 shows the relationship between
social ridicule and degree of language fluency.

100%
® Not very well

80%
= Pretty well

60% -
O Very well

40% 1 O Fluent

20% A

Per cent of subjects

0% -

| N =
Never Onceina  Sometimes Often

while

Frequency of social ridicule

Fig.5. Social ridicule and degr ee of second language fluency

Looking at social embarrassment, 46% of the subjeaid that at least “once in a while” they
felt embarrassed speaking their second languageulriic. This embarrassment was
significantly associated with lower language corepet (Spearman rho (55) = -0.45, p <
.001). Although directionally the same associatwas found for both heritage and non-
heritage speakers, with both smaller subgroups dbsociation was not statistically
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significant: heritage (Spearman rho (28) = -0/28, non-heritage (Spearman rho (27) = -
0.36, ns). Figure 6 shows the relationship betwembarrassment and degree of language
fluency.

100%

n 80%
3 | Not very well
403; 60% - @ Pretty well
G O Very well
= 40%- y
§ O Fluent
0% - ‘ ‘ ‘ ml ]
Never Onceina Sometimes Often Don't know
while

Frequency of Embarrassment

Fig. 6. Embarrassment by degr ee of second language fluency

4. Discussion

4.1. Second Language Acquisition

This study was designed to look at parental infbeean the age of acquisition and level of
fluency of speaking a second language in bothdgiand non-heritage speakers. Further, it
aimed to provide some insight about the level oéficy of second language speakers and
their sense of self-confidence in their linguisdtailities. Additionally, in order to determine
the influence of social pressure on bilingualitye tevel of social embarrassment and ease of
using a foreign language in public was measurechlly, the feeling of pride about one’s
heritage language was investigated.

Based on the results of this study, those subjebts had one or more heritage language
speaking parents were more likely to be fluenhigirtsecond language and to have acquired
their second language at an earlier age in congramsth the subjects whose parents were
monolinguals. The participants with two bilinguadrents acquired their second language
around age two, the ones with only one bilingualepaaround age eight and those with

monolingual parents acquired their second langaagend age twelve.

This result is consistent with the notion that lieeitage speakers are more likely to have been
exposed at home and within family conversationthér heritage language. In addition, the
linguistic environment of heritage speakers is #unms setting where a wide variety of
language samples are heard. In order to interdist With their parents the children are
encouraged to acquire and use their heritage |@egihen there are two heritage speaking
parents at home the opportunities to use and peatte heritage language is higher so it is
reasonable that the age of acquisition of thosgestsowould be found to be earlier than the
one heritage parent group.

Aside from linguistic practice and opportunity, lvithe heritage speaking subjects there is
often a system of support at home for the acqaisitatnd maintenance of the heritage
language. This includes supportive parents who wadleach their heritage language to their
children and promote their heritage language byamdy emphasizing the use of heritage
language at home but at times sending their childee second language schools on the
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weekend to ensure the survival of the heritagedagg in their family (Arriagada, 2005;
Shin, 2010).

Another possible reason for the better and eddia of fluency among the heritage speakers
is a sense of ethnic pride and cultural identityolwinaturally necessitates the preservation of
heritage language. A sense of belonging and igewith a cultural group can often motivate
an individual to make efforts to fit in with thedthnic group which is very difficult without
being able to speak their language. This desirbetong and to be accepted by the other
members of the culture is a strong motivation teteaone’s heritage language. So perhaps
the level of motivation is one of the factors tisats bilingual and heritage speakers apart.
After all, it is one thing for an individual to uaedake learning another language out of
interest or necessity but it is an entirely diffgirendeavor to try to master a language in order
to preserve one’s cultural identity and maintaies twith a cultural group (Tse, 2000).
Ultimately all of the above factors (family strucy cultural identity and more available
linguistic opportunities in heritage families) playpart in enabling the heritage speakers to
master their second language earlier and more atetypl

Another point to consider is the diverse naturethad second languages spoken by the
participants of this study. All were from of theoRr-Indo-European family of languages,
though of different branches of this language tfF@ench and Spanish were from the lItalic
(Romance branch) while German is from the Germanémch and Polish from the Balto-
Slavic branch. Finally Farsi is from the Indo-Irami branch of the Proto-Indo-European
family of languages. One reason for choosing imtligls with different heritage languages
was to see whether or not some languages werelikelgeto survive as a heritage language
while others would be less likely to be maintainddhis study included more Spanish
speaking individuals consistent with the linguiddodscape of the United States. However,
even with the limited sample of this study theremsed to be no particular language related
effect. Seemingly, different languages of differesub-branches with different writing
systems could all still be maintained by the hgetapeakers.

4.2. Social I nfluences

The second aim of this study was to investigatesitgal aspects of bilingualism and the

influence of social pressure on bilingual individuaThere was a significant correlation

between the level of fluency of a second language subjects’ comfort level in speaking

their second language in public. If the level oifort is determined by the ability to speak
the language in a correct and efficient way thers inot surprising that the most fluent

speakers are more comfortable speaking their layggila public. On the other hand, if

bilinguals are concerned about social bias agairisteign language use and a fear of social
rejecting and not “fitting in,” then the level ofuéncy should not influence the level of

comfort. However, that was not found to be theedaghis study.

A different explanation could be that with moreeficy come more ease of conversation and
a sense of self-confidence that for the most peerammes worries about the judgment of

others. Additionally, previous research has shdvat more fluent heritage speakers tend to
overcorrect or even make fun of less competentkgpegKrashen, 2000). If that is indeed

the case then it would also explain this partictilading that less competent speakers were
more hesitant to speak in front of other more ftuslinguals.

One basic question was whether or not bilinguahkpes had ever been made fun of for the
use of their language in public. Approximately 54%othe subjects in this study reported
having been made fun of for their second languaggeL This was the case for both heritage
and non-heritage speakers. In fact the more flsahjects were more likely to have been
made fun of than the less fluent participants. ti@one hand, this might be expected based
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on the sheer frequency of their second languaggeudde fluent speakers more frequently
use their language in public so they are more ylikel have had instances when others,
perhaps monolinguals, made fun of them.

On the other hand, if social pressure and a dasiassimilate into Western culture is a strong
force against the maintenance of heritage languhge, it seems many bilinguals are able to
overcome this negative pressure. Despite beingsamtally ridiculed, they still continue to
use and practice their second language to the pbiathieving fluency. It is important to
point out, that there was a directional but nomiigant finding indicating that heritage
speakers were less likely to have been made fuhaof non-heritage speakers. This lack of
significance is likely due to insufficient numbef subjects in each subgroup. So if the
directional results are any indications, heritageagers reported fewer instances of being
ridiculed. Similarly, in this study the more fluespeakers were less likely to have ever been
embarrassed to speak their language in public kbss fluent speakers. Finally, the more
fluent speakers seemed to have a stronger sengegid® about speaking their second
language.

Taken together there seem to be a lack of embaneagsand a stronger sense of pride
associated with heritage and fluent speakers cardptr the non-fluent group. Whatever
influence public ridicule has on the acquisitior arsage of a second language seems to have
less effect on the heritage speakers and fluenibgbihls. There are many possible
explanations for these findings. One argumentas ifftoccasionally these subjects were made
fun of while they spoke their second language iy inave been too infrequent and minor to
have had any lasting impact on the attitude ofsthigiects about their foreign language. On
the other hand, at least for the heritage grougiy thinguage is an important part of their
ethnic and cultural identity so the support of tHamily and friends can be a strong force in
being able to overcome occasional ridicule. Coneetly, these bilinguals are comfortable in
speaking their second language in public and aredpof their bilinguality.

For the non-heritage group it is more difficult éstimate why negative social pressures
against bilinguality and the absence of any systienspport of family and ethnic group
have not hindered their gaining mastery of a sedanguage. One possible explanation is
this group does not feel any pressure to assimitdibethe United States culture and society
because they are already a part of it. If so, ey degree of negative pressure they may
experience about learning a second language idasmhed important.

To help confirm the answers this study has provittethe questions on the importance of
social influence on second language acquisitiodjtiatial research with larger samples of
heritage and non-heritage bilinguals is neededh fict heritage speakers are less likely to be
made fun of or be embarrassed about their heritagguage than non-heritage fluent
speakers, perhaps there is more cultural sengitigiher than merely respecting linguistic
differences at work here. Alternatively, they nimyexposed to the same level of pressure as
non-heritage speakers but have a better systemppiost and a sense of pride to overcome
these pressures.

5. Conclusion

One of the main aims of this study was to seeeafdhare fundamental differences between
heritage and non-heritage bilinguals. The findisgpported the notion that fluent heritage
speakers have a strong sense of confidence and pbdut their language which can
overcome minor social pressures. Many childreneoitige language households face strong
social forces against learning their heritage lagguand are unable or unwilling to maintain
the heritage language of their parents. Howevesedims that the fluent heritage speakers in
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this study have a stronger sense of commitment souial and cultural support which
together can help keep their ancestral language.ali
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