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ABSTRACT 

 

The field of heritage language maintenance lacks an in-depth look at the social 

networks that make-up the linguistic interaction of heritage speakers of Spanish. 

Moreover, the social network studies that have focused on language maintenance have all 

investigated the maintenance of a first language spoken by immigrants or the use of a 

dialect. Undoubtedly, there is a lacuna of research with regard to heritage speakers of a 

language, which is the focus of the proposed study. There is an even greater deficit in the 

study of linguistic insecurity among heritage language speakers and the correlation that 

there may be with regard to social networks. The present research fills this gap by 

examining these issues within a population of heritage speakers of Spanish at the 

University of Arizona.  

This study examines the correlations between linguistic insecurity, social 

networks and language use in heritage speakers of Spanish. The population investigated 

are college aged students registered in the beginning and intermediate courses of the 

Heritage Language Program at the University of Arizona, Tucson (SPAN 103, 203, and 

253). Linguistic insecurity is measured using an adapted version of the Foreign Language 

Classroom Anxiety Scale (Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope, 1986) and language use is 

measured through an on-line questionnaire. The subjects‘ social networks are identified 

using an adapted, on-line version of the Cochran, Larner, Riley, Gunnarson, & 

Henderson‘s (1990) social network questionnaire. This study contributes detailed 

information regarding the social networks of heritage language speakers of Spanish and 
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the correlation between these networks and the speakers‘ prospects of maintaining the 

heritage language. Secondly, it contributes information regarding the linguistic insecurity 

of heritage language speakers of Spanish residing in the United States. The information 

provided by this study helps in the understanding of the function of social networks in the 

maintenance of a heritage language. It further assists in the understanding of linguistic 

insecurity and provides a foundation for further research into how to address linguistic 

insecurity in the heritage language classroom.  

Regarding linguistic insecurity, the present research finds correlations between 

linguistic insecurity levels and the participants‘ oral proficiency, between linguistic 

insecurity levels and heritage language (Spanish) use, and between linguistic insecurity 

and the number of HL contacts in the participants‘ social networks. Regarding the 

structure of social networks, the present research finds that the majority of the contacts in 

the participants‘ social networks are bilingual, and that HL use correlates with the 

number of primary HL contacts in the participants‘ social networks.  
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 

Introduction 

 

The 2000 Census found that 47 million people (18%) reported speaking a 

language other than English in the home. In addition to this diversity of languages, the 

United States has also seen a continuous growth in the Hispanic population and a parallel 

continuous increase of student enrollment in Spanish courses for native speakers of 

Spanish and in Spanish foreign language courses (Lynch, 2003). This increase in 

population and Spanish course enrollment implies that there is a real need within the U.S. 

educational system to provide programs which develop the language abilities of young 

speakers of other languages with a special emphasis on the Spanish speakers so that they 

may maintain and expand the skills they bring with them to the classroom.  

To provide appropriate programs for bilingual Spanish speaking students, it is 

important to consider the fact that bilingual speakers of Spanish have different needs than 

those of the foreign language students. Research shows that native or heritage speakers of 

a language bring with them previous knowledge of that language (Valdes, 1995). 

Additionally, Carreira (2004) discusses the different levels of language skills that heritage 

speakers have and the variety of reasons that students have for taking heritage language 

courses. With regard to Spanish, research has shown that Spanish speakers in the United 

States have different attitudes toward Spanish  (Bills, 2005), different language use 

experience (Bills, 2005), and different levels of self-esteem regarding their own use of 

Spanish (linguistic insecurity) (Potowski, 2005; Carreira, 2000). This variety in 
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motivation, skills, experiences and attitudes presents difficulties in the heritage language 

classroom as a few or all of these issues may be present at any one time in the HL 

classroom. Though the field of Heritage Languages has adopted a series of academic 

objectives to address these issues, there is still a need for research into how many—or if, 

and how any—of these issues influence the students‘ overall propensity to actually 

maintain the language. As Valdés (2001) notes: ―For many educators engaged in the 

teaching of Spanish to heritage Spanish speakers, Spanish language maintenance is an 

important and primary goal‖ (p. 51). The field therefore has a duty to explore these issues 

in-depth and investigate the overlap, interplay and reciprocal relationship of these issues 

as they relate to the possibility heritage language students—and thus heritage language 

speakers in general—have of maintaining their heritage language.  

The present study attempts to begin to fill some of the research gaps by 

investigating the correlation between two of the issues pertinent to heritage speakers of 

Spanish:  linguistic insecurity and heritage language use (language experience). The 

present study also follows the Heritage Language Acquisition research shift proposed by 

Lynch (2003) by focusing on the individual speaker‘s social networks as opposed to 

traditional research which focuses on cross-generational analysis and social diglossia. 

Lynch (2003) explains that by looking at social networks and analyzing intra-

generational variation, research can focus on the difference that individuals exhibit within 

a community and begin to find explanations for those variations instead of focusing on 

changes over time/across generations. 



18 
 

Thus, the research focuses on the individual speaker‘s language use and applies 

the social network method to obtain a detailed picture of the individuals‘ language 

contacts and his/her language interactions.    

Statement of the Problem 

 

As mentioned in the introduction, 18% of the U.S. population reports that they speak 

a language other than English in the home (U.S. Census, 2000). This 2000 Census further 

revealed that Spanish is the most prevalent of the languages other than English, which is 

not surprising when coupled with the other census data, which reported that 12.5% of the 

total U.S. population is Hispanic, making it the largest minority group in the country. 

Despite the growth in population and the number of reported speakers of Spanish, 

Spanish speakers are, like other immigrant communities before them, shifting to English.  

The common misperception is that Spanish speakers, as a community, are refusing to 

learn English (Valdés, 2000). However, the reality is that the continuous influx of 

Spanish speaking immigrants is only providing the illusion of language maintenance and 

instead they are generally shifting to English within three generations (Valdés, 1988; 

Pearson and McGee, 1993; Bills, 2005). It is important to note that the quantity of 

speakers of a minority language in a specific region or community is not necessarily a 

good indicator of maintenance or shift in that community (Silva-Corvalán 2004, Bills, 

Hudson & Chávez 1995, Zentella 1990). This is especially important when considering 

the case of Spanish in the United States, where there is a large Hispanic population in the 

U.S. that has continuously grown over the decades, but the increase in numbers of people 
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has also significantly surpassed the increase in speakers of Spanish (Silva-Corvalán, 

2004, p.211). In other words, although the number of Spanish speakers has increased, this 

increase has not been equal to the increase in the Hispanic population itself. Silva-

Corvalán (2004) explains that the increase of Spanish speakers is a result of the increase 

in Hispanic immigrants and not necessarily a result of the transmission of the language 

from one generation to the next (p.211). Moreover, Bills (2005) mentions that in the 

United States Spanish is lost (or shifts completely) ―after two or three generations‖ 

(p.56), which reaffirms the idea that the increase in Spanish speakers is a result of an 

increase in Spanish speaking immigrants rather than a result of the maintenance of the 

language.   

Even with a relatively high population of Spanish speakers and with an apparent 

language reinforcement coming from the continuous infusion of monolingual Spanish 

speakers into the community, Spanish is not being maintained in the United States. This 

may due in part to the fact that the United States has a long history of passing language 

planning policies that trend toward support for English monolingualism, sometimes 

referred to as Americanization in historical terms (Fishman, 2004). Examples of language 

planning policies passed throughout the history of the U.S. include California‘s 1870 law 

requiring that only English be used in education in both public and private schools 

(Valdés, 2006), the 1880s establishment of English-Only boarding schools by the Bureau 

of Indian Affairs (Wiley, 2004), the passage of official English language laws across a 

majority of states over several decades,  and—most recently—educational Propositions 

227 in California passed in 1998 and 203 in Arizona passed in 2000, both of which were 
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policies ―designed to have a major impact on the education of language-minority 

children‖ (Wiley, 2004, p. 331). Many of the Americanization policies that have come 

about have ignored research in the field of bilingualism and heritage language 

maintenance. Said research has repeatedly demonstrated that being bilingual—in the case 

of language maintenance, maintaining the heritage or first language—provides many 

benefits. The benefits of being bilingual include overall academic success (Cummins & 

Swain, 1986), increased self-esteem (Huang, 1995; Garcia, 1985), increased critical 

thinking and greater intellectual maturity (Potowski, 2005), and increased awareness that 

there are different ways of thinking other than one‘s own Ruiz (1988). Speakers who 

maintain a heritage language, so much as it leads to their bilingualism, also benefit from 

the above mentioned advantages. Additionally, maintaining a heritage language has also 

been shown to allow for increased communication with one‘s family (Wong-Filmore, 

1991) and increased connection to one‘s culture (Garcia, 2003; Beaudrie & Ducar, 2005).  

Ruiz (1988) explains that the language planning orientations which have been 

influential in the development of language policies in the U.S. are language-as-problem 

and language-as-right. The third orientation, language-as-resource, has been mostly 

ignored (Ruiz, 1988). The perspective of language-as-a problem contends that speaking a 

minority language is a problem that needs correcting; whereas the orientation of 

language-as-right views language and the use of a language as a basic human right. From 

the language-as-resource perspective, languages are resources that hold value for both the 

minority community and the community at large.  If instead of blocking the attainment of 

the benefits offered to bilinguals by attempting to correct a problem or by creating a 
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confrontational atmosphere where ―groups and authorities invoke rights against each 

other‖ (Ruiz, 1988, p.13), language policy stemmed from a more language-as-resource 

perspective, the United States might also benefit from the advantages of having bilingual 

communities. Though considering heritage languages as a resource has in some cases 

resulted in the commoditization of those languages for the primary benefit of the nation-

state (Ricento, 2005), heritage languages are a true non-commodity resource for the 

minority communities to which they belong. Ricento (2005) suggests that heritage 

languages should instead focus on the resource that they are to their respective 

community and not the commodity-like value that they afford the majority community. It 

is from this perspective, not just language-as-resource but rather ‗language as community 

resource‘, that the study of heritage language maintenance should proceed. From this 

perspective, the majority vs. minority conflict can be ameliorated by first valuing the 

language for the benefits and advantages it provides the minority community without 

competing with the value of the majority language. 

In addition to the obstacles placed by language policy, the negative perception that 

the society at large has of Spanish and the negative attitudes toward the Spanish spoken 

in the U.S. by its own members adds another level of difficulty to the maintenance of 

Spanish. With regard to the perception of mainstream society, maintaining Spanish is 

difficult because the need to learn English in the United States creates a situation where, 

in order to be able to participate fully in society, speakers of other languages must learn 

English as a second language (Valdés, 1997). Valdés further states that immigrants are 

forced by societal pressures to learn English in a context in which ―their own first 
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languages are accorded little or no prestige by the larger society‖ (Valdés, 1997, p.32). 

With regard to the negative attitudes within the Spanish speaking communities, Carreira 

(2000) reviewing Krashen‘s (1998) investigation of the subject finds that ―relatives, 

classmates, and even teachers, all contribute in varying degrees to the linguistic 

inferiority that assails many Hispanic bilinguals‖ (p. 336). The author goes on to note that 

the negative attitudes toward the Spanish spoken by Hispanic bilinguals, a majority of 

whom are understood to be heritage speakers of Spanish, are also propagated in the print 

media. Carreira (2000) states that the negative public and private attitudes ―Without a 

doubt… serve to systematically undermine the self-esteem of Hispanic bilinguals‖ (p. 

337). The low self-esteem and sense of linguistic inferiority (discussed as linguistic 

insecurity herein) noted by Carreira (2000) is thus another obstacle to overcome when 

attempting to maintain Spanish in the United States.  

For the large community of heritage speakers of Spanish who reside in the United 

States to value fully the community resource they have and to ultimately benefit from the 

advantages of being bilingual, it is imperative that the study of heritage language 

maintenance consider all of the issues and factors that influence the use of Spanish by its 

community members. To this end, the current study aims to delve into how speakers of 

Spanish use their language resource in oral interaction and investigate the affective 

influence that linguistic insecurity may have on their use of Spanish. Through an in-depth 

look at the speakers‘ social networks, an investigation into the contexts in which they 

have and continue to use Spanish, and a measurement of their levels of linguistic 

insecurity this study will provide a comprehensive look at the interrelated functions of 
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these three factors (social networks, contexts, and linguistic insecurity) in Spanish 

language maintenance among heritage speakers of Spanish.  

Research Questions 

 

The following are the questions that I will explore through my investigation: 

1. What levels of linguistic insecurity in Spanish are present among students in three 

oral proficiency levels (HLL Group 1, HLL Group 2, HLL Group 3) as measured 

by their self-confidence in speaking in Spanish (HL)?     

a. Is there a difference in levels of linguistic insecurity between the three oral 

proficiency levels identified among the participants (HLL Group 1, HLL 

Group 2, and HLL Group 3)? 

b. What are the linguistic insecurity scores in the three identified domains 

(Family, School, Other) for each of the three HLL Groups (HLL Group 1, 

HLL Group 2, and HLL Group 3).  

2. Is there a correlation between linguistic insecurity in Spanish and their 

actual/tested oral proficiency in Spanish?  

3. What is the relationship between their linguistic insecurity in Spanish and 

linguistic experience factors such as which parent speaks the HL, location of 

community of family residence, nationality of heritage, and education level of 

parent(s)?  

4. Is there a correlation between the linguistic insecurity in Spanish of the students 

and their self-reported language use of Spanish (HL)? 
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5. What is the structure of the students‘ social networks, as divided into domains 

(Family Home, Home, School,Work)? 

a. Who are their HL contacts in the various domains?  

b. What are the differences in HL contacts across domains (i.e.; what are the 

relationships identified in each domain)?  

c. Looking at primary and secondary contacts as determined by students, is 

there a correlation between their HL contacts (quantity or relationship) in 

any particular domain and their levels of linguistic insecurity in Spanish? 

6. Is there a social network make-up that, when analyzed with levels of linguistic 

insecurity and HL use, could indicate a probability toward either HL maintenance 

or toward loss/transfer to English for HL students? 

Definition of Terms 

Heritage Language 

 

 The term ‗heritage language‘ is commonly used to broadly refer to non-majority 

languages that are spoken by members of minority communities (Valdés, 2005, p. 411). 

However, Fishman (2001) provides more detail in specifying what a heritage language is 

by stating that a heritage language ―refers to a language with which individuals have a 

personal connection‖ and further explains that from this perspective the important point is 

the historical and personal connection that each individual has with the language and not 

the level of proficiency that the individual may have in the language (p.2). This definition 

allows for the inclusion of Native American languages since it is common to find 
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indigenous communities in which there are only a very small number of speakers but in 

which there is also a very strong interest in maintaining or reviving that language. With 

this definition, Fishman (2001) leaves the door open for each individual, community or 

organization to determine its particular connection with the language and in turn limit 

who can or cannot have a connection with their language.  

For the purposes of the present research, Spanish is considered a heritage 

language both because it is a minority language spoken and used within the community 

under investigation, and because the members of this community have an established 

personal and historical connection to Spanish.  

It should also be noted that the term ‗heritage language‘ has played an important role 

in the progress of research and the development and implementation of policy regarding 

bilingual education. The negative perceptions surrounding much of the debate regarding 

bilingual education have led to disuse of the term ‗bilingual‘ in preference of the term 

‗heritage language‘ when discussing issues of first languages other than English 

(Cummins, 2005, p.586). The change in terminology came about in an effort to facilitate 

a more informed discussion regarding research on bilingualism and the issues pertaining 

to speakers of a home language other than English:    

In carving out heritage language education as an independent focus of policy and 

debate, advocates can potentially build on the empirical findings regarding cross-

language transfer that have emerged from bilingual research while at the same time 
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avoiding the ideological turmoil that has made rational debate on bilingual education 

virtually impossible within the United States. (Cummins, 2005, p. 587) 

Support for the use of the term ‗heritage‘ has, however, had its opposition. For 

example, Garcia (2005) suggests that the term ‗heritage language‘ has displaced the 

ideology of bilingualism and that this shift from ‗bilingual‘ to ‗heritage language‘ has 

come about in an effort to control the discourse so that English remains as a more 

powerful language: 

The recognition and use of the term heritage languages harks back to a mythical 

era when English only reigned supreme in the nation‘s public schools, an era 

before bilingualism, before the recognition of two solitudes. It relegates languages 

other than English to a peerless position – backward and unimportant. (p. 605) 

Here, the author implies that when referring to languages in terms of bilingualism, 

languages are considered equal, but using the term ‗heritage language‘ makes languages 

other English un-equal to English because the term does not acknowledge them as 

independently important or relevant as English. However, Garcia also makes the 

argument that the term has allowed for languages other than English to remain in the 

educational system during an increasingly anti-bilingualism atmosphere. She expresses 

this by saying that ―the use of the term heritage languages in education …is a way of 

continuing to operate even a small modicum of professional bilingual activity in times of 

an increasingly bilingual U.S. reality but strict English monolingual imposition‖ (p.604). 
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Thus, even though there is concern for the implications of this term, it is evident 

that its use has achieved, at least until now, the positive outcome of keeping the dialogue 

open with regard to educational issues about languages other than English. The change in 

terminology may also be seen as a way to move the language planning orientation from 

one of language-as-problem or even of language-as-right (and all the conflict and 

negativity associated with these orientations) to one of language-as-resource. 

Heritage Speaker of Spanish 

 

The participants of the present research are all students within a heritage language 

program and therefore to some degree have self-identified Spanish as a heritage language 

to them through a personal or historical connection. However, it is important to 

understand the academic definitions of heritage language students and in turn of heritage 

language speakers within the field of heritage languages.   

Valdés (2001) defines the heritage language student as ―a language student who is 

raised in a home where a non-English language is spoken, who speaks or at least 

understands the language, and who is to some degree bilingual in that language and in 

English‖ (p.2). Though this definition may be applicable in most cases of heritage 

speakers it leaves out students who may have acquired heritage language skills outside of 

their home but not necessarily in the classroom. Thus, a student who learned Spanish at 

the home of his or her grandparents would not be considered a heritage student of 

Spanish even thought he or she clearly has an established personal and historical 

connection to the language through which they developed some skills. Draper & Hicks 
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(2001), in discussing heritage speakers of Spanish, provide a much broader definition, 

which states that a heritage language student is a student who was in contact with Spanish 

outside of the classroom. While this definition allows for the inclusion of the students 

omitted by Valdés‘ definition, it also fails to delineate length of contact with the language 

so that it allows for the inclusion of a person who may have been in contact with Spanish 

but who did not acquire any level of proficiency in that language; not even a receptive 

level of bilingualism in that language. It further allows for the inclusion of students who 

do not have a historical connection to Spanish. It is important to make this distinction in 

the context of the present research because the focus here is on maintenance.  

For these reasons, this author proposes a different definition. The present 

definition is based on a definition provided by Beaudrie & Ducar (2005) which states that 

heritage language learners are ―individuals that have experienced a relatively extended 

period of exposure to the language, typically during childhood, through contact with a 

family member or other individuals, resulting in the development of either receptive 

and/or productive abilities in the language, and varying degrees of bilingualism‖ (p. 10). 

This definition is broad enough to include those that may have been omitted by previous 

definitions but at the same time it specifies the bilingualism requirements overlooked by 

other definitions. However, it does fail to mention the cultural connection stated by 

Fishman (2001). This author thus proposes that the definition presented by Beaudrie and 

Ducar (2005) be extended to also include an individual who has some personal or 

historical connection to the heritage language.  This definition works well in academic 
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settings and within the public school system where the main focus for such groups is 

most likely maintenance of the language. 

A brief mention is needed here regarding the concept of varying degrees of 

bilingualism. Valdés (2001) discusses the varying degrees of bilingualism in presenting 

the bilingual continuum (Figure 1). The bilingual continuum depicts the idea that ―there 

are many different types of bilinguals and that bilingual abilities fall along a continuum‖ 

(Valdés, 2001, p. 5). Through the bilingual continuum, Valdés (2001) illustrates that 

while a person may not have equal proficiency in both languages, he or she may be 

dominant in one language and have minimal competence in either speaking, listening, 

reading or writing in another language and still be considered bilingual when compared 

to a monolingual counterpart with no competence in a second language. The continuum 

represents this through the different size letters which ―indicate different strengths in 

language A and language B in different bilinguals‖ (Valdés, 2001, p. 6). Thus, a person 

can have varying degrees of bilingualism and fall anywhere within the bilingual 

continuum as long as they have at least minimal skills in one of the four basic language 

competences: speaking, listening, reading and writing in a second language.  

Figure 1.1: The Bilingual Continuum (Valdés, 2001, p. 5) 

 

Real Bilinguals: A continuum 

Monolingual  

Language A         

Monolingual  

Language B 

      A   Ab   Ab   Ab    Ab   Ab   aB   Ba   Ba  Ba   Ba   Ba   B  
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For the purposes of the present research, the term heritage speaker and heritage 

student/learner of Spanish are interchangeable, as all of the participants in this study are 

in fact students within a heritage language program. Additionally, because the focus of 

the present research is on the oral production and use of Spanish by each participant, the 

definition proposed for the purposes of the current research follows: A heritage speaker 

of Spanish is an individual who has a personal and historical connection to Spanish, and 

who has experienced a relatively extended period of exposure to Spanish, typically 

during childhood, through contact with family members or other individuals, resulting in 

the development of receptive and productive abilities in Spanish, and varying degrees of 

bilingualism. By making productive abilities a requirement, the present research excludes 

students who may only have receptive abilities in Spanish or even only have a historical 

connection to the language and would therefore not be able to participate in the oral 

proficiency assessment portion of the research. It is important to make this clarification 

because the heritage language program at the University of Arizona does not exclude 

receptive bilinguals in its entry level course (SPAN 103), which is a participating course 

in this study. Additionally, the determination of whether or not an individual has a 

personal or historical connection to Spanish is established here through the Language 

Experience questionnaire. Each individual must identify the personal contact or historical 

connection that he or she has to the language in an effort to include only participants who 

have an established intergenerational connection to Spanish. By requiring this 

intergenerational connection, the present study excludes students who do not have an 

identifiable familial relationship to the language.  
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Linguistic Insecurity 

The concept of linguistic insecurity has been referenced through different 

terminology such as linguistic inferiority (Carreira, 2000), language use self-confidence 

(Martinez & Petrucci, 2004; Jensen, 1974) and linguistic self-confidence (Clément, 1980; 

Noles, Pon, & Clement, 1996). Labov (1972) defines linguistic insecurity as the 

confidence that a speaker has in the perceived ‗correctness‘ of his/her use of a language. 

Labov (1972) further notes that linguistic insecurity is demonstrated by individuals 

through their wider range of stylistic variation in speech, their fluctuation within a given 

stylistic context, by their constant striving for correctness, and by their strongly negative 

attitudes toward their native speech pattern (p. 117).  Clement (1980) defines linguistic 

self-confidence as the individual‘s ―self-perceptions of communicative competence and 

concomitant low levels of anxiety in using the second language‖ (as defined in Noles, 

Pon, Clément, 1996). As part of the socio-contextual model of second language learning 

(Clément, 1980), linguistic self-confidence is a positive influence on a person‘s ability to 

assimilate with an L2 community and on a person‘s increased ability and desire to use the 

L2. The terms linguistic self-confidence and linguistic insecurity therefore represent the 

same concept but from opposite perspectives; where linguistic self-confidence represents 

positive self-perceptions of an individual‘s language and his or her use of the language, 

and linguistic insecurity represents negative self-perceptions of an individual‘s language 

and his or her use of the language. In this study both terms are defined as the individual‘s 

self-perception of the heritage language he/she uses and are therefore used 

interchangeably to represent the same concept. For the purposes of clarity, the terms will 
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be used as follows: in measuring linguistic insecurity when an individual demonstrates 

high insecurity it will be discussed as linguistic insecurity, but when an individual 

demonstrates low insecurity it will be discussed as linguistic self-confidence.  

Social Networks 

 

Downes (1998) defines an individual‘s social network very broadly as ―that 

network of relationships in which he or she is embedded and that makes up the texture of 

daily life‖ (p. 196). Stoessel (2002) also defines a social network, but with much more 

detail as: 

[A] group of people who know each other in some capacity and with differing 

degrees of intensity. This group consists of an anchor person at the center who has 

specific ties or linkages to different people from different spheres or domains of 

his/her life. All of these domains can be seen as subgroups of the social network, 

with the smallest unit of investigation being the connection between the anchor of 

the network and one other person. (p. 95-96) 

From these definitions it is clear that an individual‘s social network is created through the 

relationships that are seen as existing between that individual and the people who are 

members of the domains in which the individual regularly interacts and participates. 

Therefore, the working definition for an individual‘s social networks in this study is: the 

network created by the relationships between an anchor person and different individuals 

from different domains of his/her life. By using this definition, the research emphasizes 
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the importance of the relationships between the individual (anchor) and the various 

people with whom he/she interacts in the different domains of his/her life, and removes 

the requirement for individuals other than the anchor to interact or have a relationship 

with one another.  

Language Maintenance 

 

Fishman (1964) proposed the first definition of the term by stating that the 

maintenance of a language implies that the language has remained in use even though 

there is competition from another language that may be considered more socially or 

regionally powerful (p. 32). This definition is rather broad as it merely makes a 

distinction between maintenance and ‗shift‘, which Fishman (1964) defines as a process 

in which one language replaces another language as the one that is primarily used in all 

types of communication in a community (p.33). Moreover, Fishman (1964) explains that 

language maintenance should be studied diachronically as it is the habitual use of a 

specific language (under different physical contexts, psychological contexts and in 

frequency) by the community that allows for the measurement of either maintenance or 

shift in that community. Through this explanation, Fishman leaves a clear understanding 

that ‗maintenance‘ has to do with the direct transmission of a language from generation to 

generation within a community through its varied uses. Fishman (1991) further specifies 

that it is the intergenerational transmission of the mother tongue within intimate contexts 

such as ―home, family, neighborhood and face-to-face community‖ that must be the first 

priority in any consideration of RLS (reversing language shift) and maintenance (p. xii). 
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Usage of the minority language within these intimate contexts, Fishman states, must be 

well established and defended in order for a language to be maintained.  

Bills (2005) expands this concept. He states that ―the maintenance of a language 

manifests in its historical stability…to maintain a language, there must be transmission of 

the language from one generation to another. If the language is not transmitted from the 

parents to the children, then there will be loss‖ (p.56). This definition by Bills (2005) 

makes the direct connection between generation-to-generation transmissions in the 

community to the more individual perspective in which the building block for 

generational transmission is the transmission from the individual parent to the individual 

child within the community. Bills (2005), therefore, narrows Fishman‘s (1991) theory of 

intergenerational transmission of the mother tongue from transmission within a wide 

range of intimate contexts to transmission within the specific intimate context of family. 

It thus seems obvious that to fully understand the generational transmission of language it 

is further necessary to understand the transmission and maintenance that occurs within 

the specific intimate contexts outlined by Fishman (i.e.: family, home, neighborhood, 

etc.). Though the purpose of the present research is not to investigate transmission per se, 

by gaining a clearer understanding of what occurs within specific contexts and 

interactions, some light may also be shed on the intergenerational transmission of the 

mother tongue.   

It should also be noted that the present research is primarily concerned with 

investigating language maintenance in the individual and therefore applies the concepts 
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of intergenerational transmission and language maintenance through habitual use 

presented by Fishman (1991), but applies it to the more narrow perspective at the 

individual level presented by Bills (2005). For the purposes of the present study, Spanish 

heritage language maintenance by a heritage speaker/learner of Spanish is defined as that 

individual‘s habitual use of Spanish within a variety of contexts.   

Oral Language Proficiency 

 

 There are two different types of tasks which are used to elicit oral language for 

the purposes of data collection: natural communication tasks and linguistic manipulation 

tasks (Burt and Dulay, 1978). A natural communication task is defined as a task that 1) 

―taps students‘ unconscious use of grammatical rules to produce utterances in a 

conversation‖ and 2) ―uses natural speech where students‘ focus is on communicating 

something‖ (Burt and Dulay, 1978, p. 186). A linguistic manipulation task is defined as a 

task that 1) ―taps student‘s conscious application of linguistic rules to perform a 

noncommunicative task‖ and 2) ―uses artificial ‗speech‘ where student‘s focus is on a 

given rule‖. (Burt and Dulay, 1978, p.186).  In this study only natural communication 

tasks are used to assess the oral proficiency of the participants.  

The present research adopts the second perspective proposed by Valdes and 

Figueroa (1994) in the assessment of bilinguals
1
, which states that the ―bilingual speaker 

is a native speaker of one language and a second language speaker of the other language‖ 

(p.34) and treats the heritage language as a speaker‘s second language would be treated. 

                                                           
1
 The three perspectives presented by Valdés and Figueroa (1994) are discussed in more detail in the Oral 

Language Proficiency section of Chapter 2.  



36 
 

This perspective allows for the assessment of the heritage language to determine the 

proficiency levels within that language without requiring a direct comparison with 

monolingual speakers of Spanish. For the purposes of this study, oral language 

proficiency refers to the overall level at which each participant performs 

(speaking/listening) in each of five distinct categories (comprehension, fluency/pausing, 

vocabulary, grammatical accuracy, and use of English) included in the holistic scale used 

for assessment (Appendix G), resulting in the placement of each participant into one of 

three groups: Heritage Language Learner Group 1, Heritage Language Learner Group 2, 

Heritage Language Group 3.  

Significance of the Study 

  

Previous research in language maintenance lacks an in-depth look at the social 

networks that make up the linguistic interactions of the bilinguals investigated. Moreover, 

the social network studies that have focused on language maintenance are all directed at 

the maintenance of a first language spoken by immigrants or a dialect. Undoubtedly, 

there is a lacuna of research with regard to heritage speakers of a language, which is the 

focus of the proposed study. There is furthermore an even greater deficit in the study of 

linguistic insecurity among heritage language speakers and the correlation that there may 

be with regard to social networks.  

The contributions of the proposed research are thus two-fold. First, the currently 

proposed research aims to contribute detailed information regarding the social networks 

of heritage language speakers and the correlation between these networks and the 
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speakers‘ prospect of maintaining the heritage language. Secondly, it aims to contribute 

information regarding the linguistic insecurity of heritage language students. By coupling 

the social network information and linguistic insecurity data, this study will for the first 

time in the field of heritage language maintenance attempt to find a correlation between 

these concepts. Such a study could contribute guidance regarding the nurturing of 

recommended social networks both in the academic context and in the community and 

family contexts.  The findings of this study will therefore be of interest not only to 

teachers of heritage speakers of Spanish, but also to members of the Spanish speaking 

community who have an interest in ensuring the transmission of Spanish for generations 

to come.  

Chapter 1 served as an introduction of the topics discussed in the present research. 

This introduction included a statement of the problem to be addressed, a presentation of 

the research questions explored, definition of the terms to be used throughout and a brief 

discussion of the significance of the study. The remainder of the study is organized as 

follows: Chapter 2 reviews literature pertaining to bilinguals and heritage speakers of a 

language regarding the topics of heritage language maintenance, linguistic insecurity, 

social networks and oral language assessment; Chapter 3 details the methods and 

procedures incorporated in this study including the subjects, instruments, the data 

collection procedures, and data analysis methods; Chapter 4 presents the results from all 

the quantitative and qualitative data collected; and Chapter 5 provides a summary of the 

findings of the study and  presents an overall discussion of the findings and their 

implications.  
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CHAPTER 2 - LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

 

This chapter will review the literature relevant to heritage language maintenance, 

linguistic insecurity, social networks and oral language assessment as it pertains to 

bilinguals and speakers of a heritage language. The first section presents the factors 

influencing language maintenance, loss and shift, and discusses the role of language use 

in the maintenance of a language. The second section presents research in the field of 

linguistic insecurity and discusses language anxiety and its relation to linguistic 

insecurity. The third section, on social networks, discusses the concept as a theoretical 

framework, presents recent studies within the field of language maintenance that employ 

social networks and discusses the relevance between social networks and language use. 

The fourth section discusses oral language assessment, including a presentation of some 

of the difficulties in assessing the linguistic knowledge of bilingual children. The chapter 

ends with a conclusion detailing the relevance between the presented literature.  

Language Maintenance 

 

Factors influencing language maintenance and loss/shift 

 

 Language maintenance and language loss are, in a sense, two sides of the same 

coin; while one factor, context or experience promotes maintenance it may 

simultaneously prevent loss and vice versa. While many factors have been found to 

influence these processes, an individual‘s or community‘s maintenance or loss of a 
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language cannot be attributed to any single factor. Moreover, language maintenance has 

been studied in such a variety of ways that factors influencing it have been categorized 

according to the research perspective from which they were identified. This lack of a 

standard for categorizing and identifying factors has left the field with several notable 

lists of influencing factors that range from factors that influence the maintenance of a 

language in a community to those that influence the individual.  

 In discussing the language maintenance situation of the German-American 

community in the United States, Kloss (1966) proposes a list of 15 factors that influence 

language maintenance. He categorizes these factors as either ―favorable‖ or ―ambivalent‖ 

factors. The favorable factors are those that are favorable to language maintenance, while 

the ambivalent factors have the ability to either favor language maintenance or favor 

language shift. The six factors that Kloss identifies as favorable to language maintenance 

based on the case of German-Americans are: ―1) religio-societal insulation; 2) time of 

immigration (earlier than or simultaneously with the first Anglo-Americans); 3) existence 

of language islands; 4) affiliation with denominations fostering parochial schools; 5) pre-

immigration experience with language maintenance efforts; and 6) former use of the 

language as the only official tongue during [the] pre-Anglo-American period‖ (p. 206). 

The remaining nine factors identified by Kloss (1966) are categorized as ambivalent 

factors: 7) ―high education level of immigrants‖; 8) ―low education level of immigrants; 

9) ―great numerical strength‖; 10) ―smallness of the group‖; 11) ―cultural and/or 

linguistic similarity to Anglo-Americans‖; 12) ―great cultural and/or linguistic 

dissimilarity between minority and majority‖; 13) ―suppression of minority tongue(s)‖; 
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14) ―permissive attitude of the majority group‖; and 15) ―socio-cultural characteristics of 

the minority group in question‖ (p. 206-212). Each of the ambivalent factors has the 

ability to either favor or hinder language maintenance depending on the particular 

situation of the community. All of the factors identified by Kloss (1966) emphasize the 

need to consider socio-economic factors and language experience factors in the study of 

language maintenance. Moreover, the fact that Kloss identifies ambivalent factors as 

opposed to deterrent factors indicates that factors can have either favorable or 

unfavorable effects on language maintenance based on the specific minority/majority 

community situation.  

Lieberson, Dalto, and Johnston (1975) present another such list of factors. The 

authors sought to investigate mother tongue diversity within nations and therefore present 

a list of factors that influence language maintenance and shift in a community. The 

authors propose that it is the origin of the contact situation of the two languages in 

competition which becomes the overriding factor in the shift from one mother tongue to 

another within a community.  They identify the contact situation of the community 

experiencing maintenance or shift by distinguishing the communities that are 

economically and politically subordinate from those that are superordinate and those that 

are voluntary immigrants from those that are indigenous communities
2
. From these 

distinctions, Lieberson et al (1975) identify four types of groups: indigenous 

superordinate, migrant superordinate, indigenous subordinate, and migrant subordinate. 

Because of their more powerful social and political standing, the first two groups are less 

                                                           
2
Lieberson et al (1975) refer to indigenous communities as ―groups with established social institutions—not 

necessarily the earliest groups known to have inhabited a given area‖ (p.53).   
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likely to shift. The latter groups are both likely to shift, with the migrant subordinate 

having the likelihood of shifting most quickly. Lieberson et al (1975) state that the 

indigenous subordinate group will most likely shift at a considerably slower rate than the 

migrant subordinate because it will initially, at the onset of language contact, continue its 

activities in the same way as pre-contact within their established institutions. The authors 

further state that these groups tend to maintain isolation from the superordinate contact 

group.  The identification of contact situation as a factor in language maintenance 

acknowledges the importance of the socio-political environment in which a community 

exists.  

 The situation of Spanish and other languages in the United States reflects the 

language shift rates proposed by Lieberson et al (1975). Despite its vast immigrant 

history, the United States has a predominantly English speaking population (Fishman, 

1991). Research has also demonstrated that most immigrants in the United States, 

including Spanish speaking immigrants, transfer to English by the third generation 

(Valdes, 1988; Pearson and McGee, 1993; Bills, 2005). However, Lieberson et al (1975) 

state that in the 1940 Census 45% of the third and later generations of ‗Native 

Parentage‘
3
 population in New Mexico reported Spanish as their mother tongue. The 

authors contend that because a considerable portion of the Native Parentage population 

may not be of Spanish speaking origins, then it can be inferred that a large proportion 

(more than half) of the population had not shifted to English. These census numbers 

suggest that the indigenous subordinate communities in this section of the country shifted 

                                                           
3
 ‗Native Parentage‘ could include Native American ancestry or Spanish ancestry.  
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at a much slower rate, at least at the onset of language contact, than the immigrant 

subordinate communities have in the United States.  

Other factors have been identified as influencing both language maintenance and 

shift in the community as well as maintenance and loss in the individual. In his review of 

Spanish language maintenance in the United States, Bills (2005) creates two categories 

within which to place all of these factors: external and internal. According to the author, 

external factors are those that originate as influences from forces outside of the minority 

community and/or individual; whereas internal factors originate in the individual or 

within the minority community.  The categorization of factors as either external or 

internal allows for the inclusion of factors that influence language maintenance and shift 

at the community level, as well as maintenance and loss at the individual level.  In 

accordance with this categorization, following is a list of some of the most salient factors 

presented in the language maintenance research.  

External factors in language maintenance 

 

Pressure to assimilate (Bills, 2005) 

This factor refers to the pervasive ideology in the United States which supports 

English monolingualism. The ideology of ―Americanization‖, as it has been historically 

termed (Fishman, 1964) encourages speakers of languages other than English to learn, 

use and develop only English skills.  
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The inherent racism in national language movements (Bills, 2005) 

Bills (2005) identifies the English Only movement as one such racist movement. 

Movements such as these have led to laws and amendments in the U.S. that have 

effectively weakened the transmission from one generation to the next of heritage 

languages (Fishman, 2004).  Moreover the passage of these laws discourages speakers of 

languages other than English from using these languages in public (Fishman, 2004). 

Socioeconomic factors (Bills, 2005) 

This factor was proposed by Edwards (1985) when he stated that in choosing to speak 

one language over another, the speaker is seeking to align their identity with that of 

specific groups primarily for economic reasons. In later work, Edwards states that 

individuals want to use a powerful language because of its beneficial economic features: 

status, prestige, economic clout, cultural dominance, elevated levels of education and 

income, and opportunities for social and psychological mobility (Edwards, 2006). 

Bonner‘s (2001) study, in which she investigates the use of Garifuna (Belize‘s ethnic 

language), Spanish, and English in Belize, found that with regard to economic factors, the 

youth in the community chose to use English in an effort to identify with the higher 

economic status of the English-speaking group in the community. Bonner‘s (2001) 

finding confirms Edwards‘ theory and illustrates that there is a shift happening in Belize 

from the ethnic language of Garifuna to English precisely as a result of the 

socioeconomic factors identified by Edwards. 
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Several studies have also found evidence to suggest that there is a clear inverse 

relation between socioeconomic levels and language maintenance, so that the higher the 

economic levels of the minority language group, the lower the probability of minority 

language maintenance (Bills, Hudson and Hernández-Chávez, 1995, 2000; Hudson, 

Hernández-Chávez, and Bills, 1995; Rivera-Mills, 2000; Holmes et al. 1993).  There is a 

notable exception to the inverse relationship between socioeconomic status and language 

maintenance, the Cuban community in Florida. The Cuban community in Florida differs 

from most other Hispanic communities in the United States in that they are generally of 

high socioeconomic status (Potowski, 2005) and have been shown to have a high rate of 

Spanish language maintenance (Lynch, 2000). Additionally, though this inverse relation 

appears consistently in the language maintenance literature (Bills, 2005), recent research 

finds that it has weakened and in some parts of the United States no longer exists 

(Jenkins, 2009), so that an increase in socioeconomic levels does not necessarily imply as 

direct a relation to language shift at the community level or of language loss at the 

individual level as it once did.  

Ethnolinguistic vitality (Giles, Bourhis and Taylor, 1977) 

Giles, Bourhis and Taylor (1977) define ethnolinguistic vitality (EV) as ―that which 

makes a group likely to behave as a distinctive and active collective entity in intergroup 

relations‖ (p. 307). The influence of EV on language maintenance is such that groups 

with a high level of EV are more likely to maintain their language, whereas groups with 

low levels are less likely to maintain their language (Yagmur, 2009). To measure EV, 
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Giles et al. (1977) propose considering a groups‘ demography, status, and institutional 

support (Balestra, Martinez, and Moyna, 2008). Within EV is the concept of subjective 

ethnolinguistic vitality (SEV). SEV refers to the perceptions that group members have of 

themselves in relation to other groups as those pertain to the factors affecting 

ethnolinguistic vitality (Allard and Landry, 1992). Prujiner, Deshaies, Hamers, Blanc, 

Clement and Landry (1984) detail the following as EV factors: demographic capital, 

economic capital, political capital and cultural capital.  

Recent research on the role of EV in language maintenance demonstrates weak 

support for the relationship between EV and language maintenance/shift. While research 

has shown a positive correlation between language use and high levels of EV in first 

generation subjects, this correlation has not always carried over to subsequent generations 

(Yagmur and Akinci, 2003). Additionally, research has demonstrated a correlation 

between low levels of EV to propensity for language shift (Yagmur, De Bot, and 

Korzilius, 1999; Yagmur and Akinci, 2003; Gogonas, 2009; Yagmur, 2009), but there are 

no studies that demonstrate a correlation between high levels of EV to increased 

propensity for maintenance.   

Increased opportunity for language use 

In discussing the results of their studies, Holmes et al (1993) and Bills, Hernández-

Chávez and Hudson (1995), go beyond the explanation of socioeconomic class and 

mention the increased opportunity to use the language in more contexts. In Bills, 

Hernández-Chávez and Hudson (1995), opportunity is in relation to proximity to the 



46 
 

border. Bills et al (1995) suggest that the opportunity provided by proximity to the border 

consists of increased interaction with monolingual Spanish speaking relatives, visitors 

and increased business transactions with monolingual Spanish speakers from Mexico. In 

Holmes et al. (1993), opportunity relates to the type of employment held by the members 

of the Tongan community as compared to other members of the community under 

investigation to the extent that Tongan community members can interact and 

communicate almost exclusively in their language in a variety of contexts without the 

need to use the majority language.  

This suggestion of opportunity as a factor relates back to Fishman‘s (1989) theory 

regarding maintenance. Fishman (1989) states that language choice is based on the 

speaker making a distinction between the intimate context and the context of prestige. 

The intimate context includes contexts of friendship, home and family, where the 

minority language is generally the dominant language. The context of prestige includes 

the contexts of work and school, where the majority language is generally dominant. 

Based on Fishman‘s (1964) definition of maintenance and shift, we thus understand that 

any changes or lack of changes in the use of these languages within each of his identified 

contexts might indicate either maintenance or shift in a community and maintenance or 

loss in an individual. The pattern that arises in the study of language maintenance in 

regard to contexts is that the more contexts there are for speakers of a language to use 

that language, the higher the possibility that the language will be maintained (Fishman 

1971, 2004; Silva-Corvalán, 2001). Thus, a specific language is predominantly used over 

another based, in part, on the opportunity provided by the various contexts.  
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Proximity to the border 

Research in the area of Spanish language maintenance demonstrates that proximity to 

the border plays an important part in propensity for either language maintenance or shift 

and rate of shift. With regard to language maintenance and shift, proximity to the border 

(in the case of Spanish this is the Mexican-U.S. border) increases the possibility of 

intergenerational transmission of Spanish (Bills, Hernández-Chávez and Hudson, 1995; 

Hudson, Hernández-Chávez and Hudson, 1995; Mora, Villa, and Dávila, 2005; Jenkins, 

2009). Relating to rate of shift, research shows that proximity to the border slows the rate 

of language shift (Bills, Hernández-Chávez and Hudson, 1995).  It is, however, important 

to note that all the research done on this factor also demonstrates that it functions in 

conjunction with, and sometimes as a secondary factor to, factors such as assimilation, 

continuous immigration, opportunity and attitude toward Spanish.  

The factors presented above are categorized as external factors because they begin as 

influences from entities outside of the minority community and/or the individual (Bills, 

2005). The following factors, internal factors, are categorized as such because they begin 

in the individual or within the minority community.  

Internal factors in language maintenance 

 

Desire to maintain linguistic and cultural identity 

Bourhis (2001) identifies this factor as important in determining the degree to which 

an immigrant or immigrant community will seek to assimilate to the host culture. He also 
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couples this factor with the concept of the value attributed by the individual to 

maintaining linguistic and cultural identity (discussed below as language loyalty). 

Krashen (1998) also addresses this factor by mentioning that individuals may reject and 

ultimately abandon some or all of their heritage language and culture as result of their 

desire to assimilate or integrate into the dominant culture.  

Language loyalty (Fishman, 1966) 

This term was first introduced by Joshua Fishman (1966) to refer to an individual‘s 

tendency toward maintenance of a language beyond the normal time frame, not because 

the language itself serves any practical purpose but rather because it serves as a link to 

their culture, their cultural identity, and their individual identity (Hinton, 2003; Fishman, 

1991; Fishman, 1966). The term was later more clearly defined by Weinreich (1970) as 

―a principle—its specific content varies from case to case—in the name of which people 

will rally themselves and their fellow speakers consciously and explicitly to resist 

changes in either the functions of their language (as a result of language shift) or in the 

structure or vocabulary (as a consequence of interference)‖ (p. 99). Hidalgo (1986) 

validates the link of language loyalty to culture, cultural identity and individual identity 

in her study of language loyalty in the Juarez-El Paso region of the Mexican-U.S. border. 

In future research, Hidalgo (1993) further substantiates the link between language loyalty 

and language maintenance in her investigation of language loyalty among the Mexican-
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U.S. border residents of Chula Vista by reporting a positive correlation between language 

loyalty and language maintenance (p. 65).
4
  

Internal racism (Bills, 2005) 

With regard to community level maintenance this term refers to the prejudice that 

exists within the Spanish speaking communities toward members of their own 

communities. The term also relates to maintenance at the individual level, as it also refers 

to the prejudice held towards and discrimination experienced by speakers of a variety of 

Spanish which differs from what may be considered the standard. Many studies 

conducted within the United States have supported this notion of internal racism and 

further demonstrate that this factor contributes to the rejection of Spanish and ultimately 

to shift within those communities (Bills, 2005).  

Personal socio-historical linguistic factors (Bernal-Enriquez, 2005) 

This factor refers to the ―totality of linguistic experience during childhood‖ and 

includes the language(s) spoken in the home, the age of English acquisition, and the 

amount of years spent receiving English-only education (Bernal-Enriquez, 2005, p. 271). 

In her study of these factors and their relation to Spanish language loss, Bernal-Enriquez 

(2005) found that the use of English in the home, early acquisition of English and 

exclusive English language education during elementary school leads to a decrease in 

                                                           
4
 Hidalgo (1993) equates language use, which is what she explicitly measures, with language maintenance 

by stating: ―Language maintenance is herein synonymous with language use‖ (p. 69).  
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Spanish language use which weakens the speaker‘s abilities in Spanish and ultimately 

leads to a disuse of Spanish by the individual.  

Ethnolinguistic attitudes 

The term ethnolinguistic attitude serves as an umbrella term to refer to the factors that 

Allard and Landry (1992) identify as the individual‘s language aptitude and competence 

and the individual‘s cognitive-affective disposition (p. 173). The authors identify these 

factors as functioning within a model of additive and subtractive bilingualism as part of 

the psychological in this model. Allard and Landry (1992) propose that these factors 

―determine‖ a speaker‘s language behavior within a bilingual context and ultimately 

―contribute to language maintenance and loss‖ (Allard and Landry, 1992, p. 175). 

The factors identified above as influencing language maintenance were presented in 

the internal/external categorization proposed by Bills (2005) in order to better understand 

where these factors arise. This, coupled with the influencing factor of language contact 

situation presented by Lieberson, Dalto, and Johnston (1975) and Kloss‘s (1966) 

identification of ambivalent factors, helps direct research in the field of heritage language 

maintenance as to the factors that may or may not be present in a specific community or 

for a specific individual. Research in the fields of language loss at the individual level, 

language shift at the community level and language maintenance allows for the inclusion 

of the following factors in the external category: pressure to assimilate (Bills, 2005), the 

inherent racism in national language movements (Bills, 2005), socioeconomic factors 

(Bills, 2005), ethnolinguistic vitality (Giles, Bourhis and Taylor, 1977), increased 
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opportunity for language use, proximity to the border (Bills, Hernández-Chávez and 

Hudson, 1995; Hudson, Hernández-Chávez and Hudson, 1995; Mora, Villa, and Dávila, 

2005; Jenkins, 2009). Research further allows for the inclusion of the following factors in 

the internal category: desire to maintain linguistic and cultural identity (Bourhis, 2001), 

language loyalty (Fishman, 1966), internal racism (Bills, 2005), personal socio-historical 

linguistic factors (Bernal-Enriquez, 2005), and ethnolinguistic attitudes. All of the 

identified factors are presented in Table 2.1 by category. However, none of these factors 

can be claimed to be the single most influential factor in language maintenance or 

loss/shift. The mere identification of such a large number of factors suggests that they all 

play a role in language maintenance and loss/shift. It is even possible to conceive that 

these factors function within a multidirectional influencing cycle in which one factor 

influences another, and that factor in turn influences another and so on, all the while 

influencing an individual‘s propensity to or not to maintain a language.  By 

understanding which factors may be more prominent in a community or for an individual, 

the field of heritage language maintenance can investigate the unique situation of specific 

communities and the experiences of the individuals in those communities to better tailor 

maintenance and loss/shift prevention efforts for those communities.    

Table 2.1: Internal and External Factors, categorized based on Bills (2005)  

External Factors Internal Factors 

Pressure to assimilate (Bills, 2005)  Desire to maintain linguistic and cultural 

identity (Bourhis, 2001) 

Inherent racism in national language 

movements (Bills, 2005) 

Language loyalty (Fishman, 1966) 

Socioeconomic factors (Bills, 2005) Internal racism (Bills, 2005) 

Ethnolinguistic vitality (Giles, Bourhis and 

Taylor, 1977) 

Personal socio-historical linguistic factors 

(Bernal-Enriquez, 2005) 
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Increased opportunity for language use, 

proximity to the border (Bills, Hernández-

Chávez and Hudson, 1995; Hudson, 

Hernández-Chávez and Hudson, 1995; 

Mora, Villa, and Dávila, 2005; Jenkins, 

2009) 

Ethnolinguistic attitudes 

 

The Roles of Language Use, Social Networks and Linguistic Insecurity in Language 

Maintenance 

The present research focuses on three not previously mentioned factors as important 

influencing factors in language maintenance: language use, linguistic insecurity and 

social networks. These three factors were chosen for the focus of this study in part 

because they are factors that are repeatedly addressed and/or alluded to in the discussions 

and explanations about many of the aforementioned factors. The importance of the use 

given to a language is explicitly addressed in the following factors: pressure to assimilate, 

inherent racism in national language movements, socioeconomic, ethnolinguistic vitality, 

opportunity, personal socio-historical linguistic factors, and ethnolinguistic attitudes. The 

importance of contexts, domains and/or contacts, which are all components of social 

networks as discussed below, in language maintenance are addressed in the following 

factors: ethnolinguistic vitality, opportunity, personal socio-historical linguistic factors, 

and ethnolinguistic attitudes. Research on linguistic insecurity is very limited within the 

field of language maintenance
5
. The present researcher would therefore like to bring this 

specific affective factor into the discussion of heritage language maintenance.  In order to 

                                                           
5
 The one notable exception to this generalization is Martinez and Petrucci‘s (2004) study of linguistic 

insecurity among heritage Spanish- language students at the University of Texas.  
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adequately address these three factors, they will be discussed here in more detail -- 

independently of the list already presented-- as separate research topics. 

Language Use 

 

The role that contexts play in the maintenance of a language suggests that it is 

important for the individual to use a language in order for that individual to actually 

maintain it. De Bot (2001) makes this connection clear when discussing language loss, by 

emphasizing that there is a direct relation between language input/output and language 

loss. In explaining the psycholinguistic consequences of non-use of a language De Bot 

(2001) states that language becomes less accessible when it is not used regularly. He goes 

on to explain that because language production is such a rapid process in the brain, 

individuals will often compensate by avoiding ―elements (word, syntactical procedures)‖ 

(p. 68) that become difficult to access. This, De Bot contends, ―will have an effect on the 

range of language used and ultimately in the choice of language used in situations in 

which there is such a choice‖ (p. 68-69). In other words, if a language is not used 

frequently or not used at all in a particular context, then the speaker will increasingly 

experience difficulty in accessing linguistic elements of that language. The difficulty, per 

De Bot‘s (2001) proposal, will lead the speaker to increasingly avoid those elements 

which will exacerbate the accessing difficulties. This will eventually lead the speaker to 

have a more limited linguistic repertoire in that language within that context. Thus, the 

availability of language elements depends on the individual‘s frequency of use of those 

elements, so that ―ultimately there is a direct relation between amount of contact with the 
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language and the maintenance or loss of that language‖ (p. 69). This relation is of 

particular interest to the study of heritage language maintenance as research shows that 

proficiency and fluency in heritage speakers differs based on the topics discussed, with 

more proficiency shown when discussing topics falling under the intimate context 

(Alonso, 1997). The close relationship between proficiency and context may reflect the 

increased use afforded to the heritage language in the intimate context, where it is 

expected to be used with more frequency. 

De Bot (2001) also emphasizes the importance of language production (output) in 

both language acquisition and maintenance. The author discusses the four functions of 

output as identified by Swain (1985) (noticing, hypothesis testing, internalization of 

linguistic knowledge, and fluency enhancement) and concludes that: ―output is also 

needed to strengthen connections between elements in the language production system: 

access of word forms is dependent on regular use and again only seeing or hearing them 

is not enough to better learn or maintain them‖ (p. 76). In other words, the individual 

needs to produce the language in order to strengthen the connections in the brain relating 

to elements of that language. Such a strengthening of connections increases the 

possibility of maintenance for the individual. 

Additionally, Ecke (2004) in explaining the theory of language decay, states that 

―numerous investigations suggest that linguistic structures, which are infrequently used 

or not used at all over extensive periods of time, are affected by decay‖ (p.331). Ecke 

(2004) goes on to note, however, that a reduction in first language input may only be one 
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of a variety of contributing factors in the loss of an individual‘s first language, such as the 

loss of Spanish by L1 speakers of Spanish in the United States (p. 332). Nevertheless, the 

decrease in contexts of use for speakers of Spanish has been shown to be a contributing 

factor to language loss
6
 (Ecke, 2004, p. 12). Thus, based on De Bot‘s explanation of 

psycholinguistic consequences of non-use, a decrease in contexts of use for Spanish and 

the resulting reduction of Spanish use (in producing output and receiving input), may also 

be a contributing factor in the loss/maintenance of linguistic structures and lexical items 

for an individual. As Spanish contexts decrease (and therefore contact with Spanish 

decreases), so does the individual‘s ability to access linguistic structures and lexical items 

in Spanish. While this may not initially lead to loss in the more protected intimate 

contexts, it may eventually influence the language used precisely because of a lack of 

quick lexical and linguistic structure retrieval experienced as a result of context 

reduction. A continual reduction in contexts would thus make it more difficult to 

maintain a language over time, even in the intimate contexts.  

Fishman, Cooper, and Ma‘s (1971) theories further contribute to this 

understanding as, in distinguishing between stable bilingualism and transitional 

bilingualism at the community level the authors explain that bilingualism will remain 

stable when there are a great variety of contexts in which to use each language and when 

the contexts in which each language is used are well defined. Without these two criteria, 

Fishman et al. suggests that one of the two languages would eventually become obsolete 

                                                           
6
 It should be noted that Ecke (2004) makes it clear that loss does not necessarily equal permanent 

forgetting of a structure or a lexical item, but may be simply a matter of temporary difficulties in retrieval. 
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or one language would simply take over the contexts in which the other language would 

normally be the dominant language, thus beginning the shifting process at the community 

level (p. 541). Silva-Corvalán also (2001) discusses the importance of contexts and use in 

her research of linguistic changes/variation in the Spanish spoken by Hispanics in the 

United States when she compares the changes in the U.S. variety of Spanish with that of 

other Spanish speaking communities: 

We say that a change in language L has accelerated in the speech of group X 

when both the number of various contexts (as opposed to examples of the same 

context) and the frequency of use given to the innovative term, in a token count in 

the various contexts, is greater when compared to group Y, an older age group 

within the same community as group X; and at the same time this increase is 

higher than any increase possible that could be identified in the speech of group P 

when compared to group Q, an older age group within the same speech 

community as P. Obviously, X, Y, P, Q share the same L language. (p. 274-275)
7
 

Although this explanation is dealing with the internal changes of a language that are 

motivated by the language‘s own grammaticalization process and not as a result of the 

interference caused by another language with which it is in contact, it does reaffirm that 

                                                           
7
 This is the author‘s translation of: ―Decimos que un cambio en un idioma L se ha acelerado en 

la lengua de un grupo X cuando tanto el número de tipos de contexto (a diferencia de los casos o 

ejemplos de un mismo contexto) como la frecuencia de uso de la innovación en un recuento de 

casos en los varios contextos son más elevados comparados con un grupo Y de edad más 

avanzada en la misma comunidad de habla del grupo X y, a su vez, este incremento es más 

elevado que cualquier aumento posible que se pueda identificar en el hable de un grupo P, 

comparando con un grupo Q de edad más avanzada en la misma comunidad de hable de  P. 

Obviamente, X, Y , P, Q comparten el mismo idioma L.‖ (Silva-Corvalán, 2001, p. 274-275) 

 



57 
 

the quantity of contexts and the frequency of use that a language receives does in fact 

have consequences as to the stability and permanence of these changes in the language 

(Silva-Corvalán, 2001). Similarly, the use of one language over another in different 

contexts and the frequency with which this language is used will have consequences on 

the stability and permanence of this language in said contexts.  

 Other studies have investigated the speaker‘s contexts in greater detail (Starks, 

2005; Galindo, 1996). Starks (2005), in her study of language choice, found that in 

Auckland, New Zealand the choice between Pasifika (the language spoken by the 

immigrants) and English (the area‘s dominant language) is based on context. Starks 

(2005) defines context as the type of interlocutor and not the situation or the physical 

location in which the speaker finds himself. This definition is thus more closely in line 

with the context differentiation outlined by Fishman (1989). The interlocutors that Starks 

(2005) identifies as different contexts are: grandparents, fathers/uncles, mothers/aunts, 

significant others, older siblings, younger siblings, teenagers, and preschoolers. The 

author finds that all of the groups report using Pasifika with their grandparents and that 

all of them use Pasifika more with their grandparents than with the teenagers. Starks 

(2005) thus illustrates that the minority language is more frequently used with older 

interlocutors than with younger interlocutors. This in turn indicates that in the ‗context‘ 

of ‗older person‘ the language is maintained, but in the ‗context‘ of ‗younger person‘ 

there is a higher probability of shift to English within this community. 

However, both of these contexts fall under the ‗intimate‘ context identified by 

Fishman (1989) as all the interlocutors fall into the context of ‗home and family‘. Having 
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noticed that both of these ‗sub-contexts‘
8
 are actually part of the same intimate context, it 

is clear that English is being used within a context where the minority language, Pasifika, 

is expected to be used almost exclusively. More importantly, though, is that the younger 

speakers are using the majority language in this intimate context thus allowing for 

increased opportunity for use of the majority language and in turn reducing the contexts 

in which the minority language is being used. This coincides with the maintenance 

pattern discussed, which states that when there are more contexts in which a language can 

be used then there is a higher probability of maintenance. However, in this case the 

reduction of contexts in which the minority language is being used may also be reducing 

the probability of maintenance and increasing the probability of shift to English at the 

community level and loss of Pasifika at the individual level.  

 Like Starks (2005), Galindo (1996) also finds a difference in minority language 

use based on age within the intimate context. In her study of the language choices of 

women in the bilingual community of Laredo, Texas, the author proposes that this 

community has stable bilingualism. She bases this proposal on the fact that both Spanish 

and English are used in private contexts and contexts of prestige. Galindo (1996) finds 

that although Spanish is used in many prestigious contexts where English would normally 

be used most, the use of Spanish clearly predominates in the intimate, private contexts. In 

this study, the private context, in which Spanish is the norm, includes conversations with 

grandparents, parents, significant others, family living in Mexico, in-laws, housekeepers, 

                                                           
8
 The term ‗sub-context‘ is used here to refer to Starks (2005) contexts of older persons (grandparents) and 

younger persons (teenagers) in order to distinguish them from Fishman‘s more traditionally recognized 

‗intimate‘ context.  



59 
 

and older neighbors. It is important to note, however, that English is also used in the 

private context but with different interlocutors: brother, children, cousins, and young 

neighbors. What is evident here is that, like in Starks (2005), Spanish is used with older 

speakers while English is used with persons of a similar age or younger than the speaker 

even within an intimate context. Galindo‘s proposal that bilingualism is stable in this 

community because of the use of Spanish in prestigious contexts is therefore marred by 

the fact that English at a higher rate with the younger interlocutors of the intimate 

context. Thus, within the intimate context, bilingualism is not stable. There is a shift from 

Spanish to English occurring within the intimate contexts of this community, specifically 

among younger interlocutors. This detailed finding in both of these studies illustrates the 

importance of having an in-depth view of the interlocutors and interactions that each 

individual has in order to make more accurate observations of how a language is 

maintained.  

De Bot (2001) links language use and language loss by explaining that the 

psycholinguistic consequences of reduced language use is reduced access to elements of 

that language by the individual. This link is extended to the community level and 

supported by Fishman, Cooper and Ma (1971) through their proposal that bilingualism is 

maintained through a large variety of well defined contexts in which a language may be 

used. Silva-Corvalán (2001) expands on this link by affirming that quantity of contexts 

and frequency of language use in those contexts affects the stability of changes within a 

language. The studies in language maintenance presented in this section (Starks, 2005; 

Galindo, 1996) identify interlocutors as contexts within the intimate family context and 
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find that within the ‗intimate‘ family context language use differs when the age of the 

interlocutors is considered. This difference in language use within one context makes it 

clear that much of the language maintenance research which suggests a link between any 

social construct or context and heritage language maintenance may benefit from further 

delving into the individual‘s use of the language within those specific contexts and with 

specific interlocutors. Such research is possible by way of the social network method of 

research. Milroy (1987), in her own research (to be discussed in more detail below), 

points out that while there are clear patterns that emerge in the group analysis ―there is a 

large residue of systematic variation between individuals‖ (p.131) that deserves further 

investigation. This may also be the case in the studies presented in the previous section. 

By not considering the individual‘s use of the language more closely in studies such as 

Holmes et al (1993), Bills, Hudson and Hernández-Chavez (1995) and Rivera-Mills 

(2000), the opportunity to better understand some of the reasons behind the maintenance 

of minority languages has been missed. This further places into question factors such as 

membership in a lower socioeconomic class as being favorable to language maintenance. 

Though the current study does not focus on any specific socioeconomic class, it does aim 

to fill this understanding gap by precisely looking at the individual‘s language use in the 

very detailed method of outlining the individual‘s social network.  
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Social Networks  

Social Networks a theoretical concept 

 

The concept of social networks in language research came about as part of 

dialectal studies looking at the use of a specific dialect of a language and is notably 

presented as a method developed by Lesley Milroy (1987) in her studies of the use of a 

vernacular dialect by residents in an area of Belfast. However, in her book Language and 

Social Networks Milroy (1987) notes that the notion of social networks was first 

mentioned in Blom and Gumperz‘s (1972) study of code switching in Hemnes, Norway. 

This early mention of the concept only distinguishes between ‗closed‘ networks and 

‗open‘ networks. Milroy suggests that a closed network can be conceptualized as one in 

which one person‘s contacts will almost all know each other; whereas an open network is 

one in which one person‘s contacts will most likely not know each other. The author 

further proposes that these concepts should not be considered as opposing one another 

but rather as a base for classifying a network as ―more or less dense than another‖ (p. 21). 

By considering networks from the concept of density, Milroy allows for the investigation 

of social networks themselves and their relation to other social functions. As Milroy‘s 

(1987) research interests lie in language variation, she also proposes that the concept of 

social networks is a viable medium within which to study individual linguistic behavior 

(p. 21). The current research follows this suggestion, as have many other studies, (such as 

Cochran et al., 1990; Stoessel, 2002; and Hulsen, De Bot, & Weltens, 2002 to name only 

a few recent studies), and uses the concept of social networks to further investigate the 

linguistic behavior of heritage language speakers of Spanish. 
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Like Stoessel (2002) and Hulsen, De Bot, and Weltens (2002), the current 

research focuses on three key social network dimensions as presented by Cochran et al. 

(1990): the relational characteristics of the social contacts, the structural properties of the 

network, and the location in space and time. Hulsen, De Bot, and Weltens (2002) 

describe these network dimensions as follows: 

Relational characteristics refer to the nature of the relationship (kin, neighbor, 

friend, colleague), the form of support (e.g. emotional, instrumental, 

informational), and the intensity of the contact. Intensity refers to the extent to 

which a network member is important for an individual. By establishing the 

intensity of each contact, the network can be divided into a primary network, 

which consists of the most important contacts, and a non-primary network, which 

consists of less vital contacts. Structural properties refer to the size of the total 

network, and the size of the primary and non-primary networks, and to the density 

and mutiplexity of the network. Location in space and time refers to the 

geographic and temporal characteristics of the network such as the proximity of 

the network member and frequency of contact. (p. 32) 

Previous research has shown that these characteristics are significant in relation to 

immigrants‘ first language maintenance; it therefore stands to reason that these 

characteristics are also significant in relation to heritage language maintenance for non-

immigrant individuals. A more detailed discussion regarding the findings of previous 

research is presented in the following section. 
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 The concept of social networks as described above represents the theoretical 

framework that is used in the present research. Because Milroy (1987) establishes that 

studying social networks is a legitimate method through which linguistic behavior can be 

studied, the current research aims to investigate the linguistic behavior of heritage 

language students through the mapping of their social networks.   

Previous research on Social Networks 

 

 The following section outlines recent studies in language maintenance which 

incorporate the social network framework.  

Milroy (1987) confirms through her investigation that social networks are a factor 

that correlates with an individual‘s language use. Through the use of statistical 

correlation
9
, Milroy (1987) finds that there is a systematic ―link between the closeness to 

vernacular culture [social network] and high frequency of key vernacular linguistic 

variables [use]‖ (p. 179). Milroy (1987) thus concludes that ―a close-knit network 

structure is an important mechanism of language maintenance, in that speakers are able to 

form a cohesive group capable of resisting pressure, linguistic and social, from outside 

the group‖ (p. 182). The author goes on to note that ―a highly focused set of vernacular 

norms‖ (i.e.; the use of specific dialectal forms or pronunciations) demonstrates loyalty 

and solidarity to a set of values and it is the social networks that ensure that the individual 

                                                           
9
 Statistical correlation is accomplished by assigning each participant one point for fulfilling each of five 

specified conditions and comparing the individuals‘ scores to their respective linguistic scores which were 

based on the number of tokens that each individual produced of the phonetic variants of eight different 

variables.  The five conditions specified were: 1) membership of a high density community, 2) having 

substantial ties of kinship in the neighborhood, 3) working at the same place as at least two others from the 

same area, 4) the same place of work as at least two others of the same sex from the area, 5) voluntary 

association with workmates in leisure hours. (p. 141-142) 
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members of a group ―maintain this set of norms in a highly focused form‖ (p. 208). 

Milroy (1987) states that the work of Labov in Harlem and other anthropological studies 

further corroborate the idea that social networks place pressure on their members 

regarding norms of use and therefore have an ―effect on individual behavior‖ (p. 208).  

 Though Milroy‘s social network method was used to study vernacular 

maintenance, it can be applied to the study of heritage language maintenance within a 

contact language situation. This is possible when one considers that a person who is in a 

contact language situation is choosing to use their L1 or their L2 in any given context 

within their community in much the same way as a person who is choosing to use either 

their dialect or the standard form of a language in any given context within their 

community. The current study thus uses the social network method to investigate the 

language maintenance propensity of heritage speakers of Spanish residing in a 

predominantly English community.  

Several recent studies in the field of language maintenance have used the social 

network method and have identified two patterns. The first is that the number of L1 

speaking contacts that an individual has correlates with maintenance; in other words the 

more L1 contacts an individual has, the higher the tendency toward maintenance. The 

second pattern found is that the stronger the contact between individuals and their family 

members in their native country (or family‘s native country), the higher the tendency for 

that individual to maintain the language (Stoessel 2002; Hulsen et al. 2002).  
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In her study, Stoessel uses questionnaires and interviews to investigate the L1 

maintenance of 10 women
10

.  The maintenance of the subjects was measured by the self-

reported use of L1 and L2 across domains for which a ratio of L2/L1 was then calculated 

so that the higher the calculated number, the more use of English. Based on this ratio the 

subjects were placed on a maintenance and shift continuum with the lower numbers 

representing maintenance of their native language and the higher numbers representing 

shift to English. 

Stoessel (2002) found that the participants who demonstrated the most tendencies 

toward maintenance also had more L1 contacts. She also found that these same 

participants reported that their L1 contacts were located at a much closer distance than 

the L1 contacts of the participants who showed a higher tendency toward shift.  

Stoessel (2002) also considered the intensity of the relationship between the 

participants and their contacts by requiring that the participants identify the contacts that 

they considered ‗really important‘. By identifying certain contacts as ‗really important‘, 

the contacts could then be divided into two groups: primary network (made up of all 

those contacts identified as ‗really important‘)and secondary network (made up of all 

those contacts that were not identified as ‗really important‘). With regard to the 

correlation between intensity and maintenance, Stoessel (2002) found that the 

participants with a higher tendency toward language maintenance have more L1 contacts 

in their secondary network than those participants with a higher tendency toward 

language shift. The author concluded that the L1 contacts in the secondary network have 
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 All of the women were from different countries and were highly proficient speakers of English.  
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a stronger correlation between tendencies toward language maintenance than those 

contacts who are in the primary network. This finding may be due to the fact that L1 

contacts in the second network were predominantly those L1 contacts that lived in the 

U.S. and the L1 contacts of the primary network were mostly living in the home country. 

Moreover, Stoessel (2002) found that the L1 contacts and the L2 contacts in the 

secondary network have different roles: the L1 contacts are relied upon for personal 

needs, whereas the L2 contacts in the secondary network are relied upon for practical 

needs. 

Though Stoessel (2002) demonstrates that a detailed look at social networks can 

provide extensive information regarding the linguistic behavior and maintenance 

tendencies, the study did not to take issues of language competence and self-perceptions 

into consideration. These two specific issues are specifically addressed in the current 

research in an attempt to fill this gap in the previous research.   

 Like Stoessel (2002), Hulsen et al. (2002) found similar tendencies indicating that 

the number of L1 contacts correlates with language maintenance. In their study of three 

generations of Dutch immigrants to New Zealand, the authors use social networks to 

investigate the L1 speaking contacts that these immigrants have both within New Zealand 

and in their home country of the Netherlands, the complexity of the relationships with 

these contacts, and the number of contacts that each participant has in their social 

network. These factors are all taken into consideration to investigate the tendency toward 

shift that has been identified in this community. The authors found that each successive 
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generation increases the amount of L2 contacts even though all of the generations have 

more L2 contacts than L1 contacts. This result coincides with Stoessel‘s (2002) finding as 

Hulsen et al (2002) illustrate that the less L1 contact the individual has, the lower the 

likelihood of language maintenance. 
11

  

Hulsen et al (2002)also report that the L1/L2 ratio is positively correlated to 

L1use, importance attached to language maintenance, and to picture-naming reaction 

times regardless of generation, so that the more L1 contacts versus L2 contacts, the 

higher the use, the more importance attached to language maintenance and the faster the 

picture-naming reaction times. Additionally, the report that L1 contact in primary 

networks are better indicators of importance attached to maintenance and L1 use outside 

of the family context, again irrespective of generation. Based on all these results, the 

authors determine that the L1 contacts in the primary network are better indicators of 

whether or not individuals will maintain their language or shift to the new host language. 

Although this final analysis contradicts Stoessel‘s conclusion regarding which of the two 

social networks, primary vs. secondary, has more correlation with maintenance, the two 

studies illustrate clearly that L1 contacts have a strong correlation with maintenance 

regardless of the classification of these contacts as either primary or secondary.  

Wiklund (2002) also looks at the relationship between language use and social 

networks, though as it pertains to second language use. Wiklund (2002) investigates the 

relationship between social networks and high school students‘ proficiency in their L2. 
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 Stoessel (2002) found that there was a positive correlation between the number of contacts and the 

tendency toward language maintenance.  
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The study has a total of 65 subjects (all high school students), 54 bilinguals and 11 who 

served as Swedish controls from 2 different schools. The majority of the speakers at one 

of the schools consisted of non-Swedish mother tongue speakers while the other school 

had a majority of Swedish mother tongue speakers.  

To delineate their social networks, subjects listed all the people in each of the 

categories (family, relatives, countrymen, Swedes, and interactants from other ethnic 

groups not Swede) with whom they interacted on a regular basis and then identified their 

three ‗best‘ friends from each of three groups (their own ethnic-group, Swedes born in 

Sweden, and people from other ethnic group) for a maximum total of 9 interactants (p. 

67). They were also asked to report which interactants knew each other. This was done to 

determine the density of the social network.  The friendship multiplexity of each network 

was calculated by first scoring overlapping capacities, such as having a friend who is also 

a classmate and a neighbor, then by giving a score to activities performed with each 

interactant, and finally by scoring the frequency of interaction.  All of these scores were 

added to get a ‗potential network effect‘ score so that a high multiplexity score in a 

particular group (either own ethnic group, Swedes, or other ethnic group) indicates higher 

interaction directed toward that group.  

Wiklund (2002) then looked at Swedish proficiency in speech and writing through 

individual interviews and written compositions scored for advanced mastery of Swedish 

by teachers from the same schools. The author found that ―there are tendencies for better 

Swedish performance in bilingual informants whose networks are mainly oriented toward 
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Swedes or toward Swedes and ethnic groups other than their own.  Here the language 

used is Swedish, and there is consequently negotiation of meaning to varying degrees, 

which facilitates development of L2‖ (p. 85). Thus, the author concludes that the need to 

speak Swedish with Swedish natives or people of a different ethnic background than the 

subject promotes the students‘ development of Swedish.  

This study demonstrates clearly that the detailing of a person‘s social network can 

help in the understanding of how social networks correlate with language use, which in 

turn may have an effect on L2 proficiency. In the study of language maintenance and 

loss, such a correlation can also be investigated in relation to heritage language use and, 

in turn, possible heritage language proficiency. Moreover, by illustrating the social 

networks of heritage language speakers, one could show which social network structures 

are associated with higher use of the heritage language. This finding could then be 

combined with reported heritage language use and/or L2 language use to determine 

which social network promotes maintenance or loss (measuring maintenance and loss by 

L1/L2 use ratio as done in Stoessel, 2002). 

Having established social networks as a legitimate means through which linguistic 

behavior could be studied, Milroy (1987) set the stage for the researchers presented above 

to expand the concept from dialectal studies to language use studies. Stoessel (2002), 

Hulsen, De Bot & Weltens (2002), and Wiklund (2002) successfully extended the 

concept of social networks beyond the study of the use of linguistic elements within a 

community to the study of use of one language over another within a community. These 
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studies have further established that by investigating social networks, information 

regarding language maintenance may also be explored. The current research therefore 

aims to extend this concept further by applying it specifically to heritage language 

maintenance. 

Social Networks and Language Use 

 

Finally, it is important to discuss in more detail the shared relationship between 

social networks and language use as this is a major component the multidirectional 

influencing cycle
12

 (between social networks, linguistic insecurity, and language use) 

proposed by the current research as correlating with Spanish language maintenance. 

Landry and Allard (1992) provide an excellent view of the reciprocal and influential 

relationship between social network contacts (which they refer to as individual network 

of linguistic contacts or INLC), affective factors, and language use in an individual‘s 

propensity toward language maintenance.  In illustrating their model of additive 

bilingualism, the authors demonstrate that the interaction an individual has with their 

social contacts influences both their aptitude toward learning and using a language and 

their willingness to learn and use a language (p. 230). This aptitude and willingness then 

influences the individual‘s language behavior (their actual use of the language).  Landry 

and Allard (1992) further describe the reciprocal nature of the relationship: 

Both competence and beliefs are complementary and mutually reinforcing factors 

influencing the use of a language and, [as described in their model] language 
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 The multidirectional influencing cycle is presented and discussed in detail at the end of Chapter 2.  
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behavior feeds back to the INLC since behavior is always part of the individual‘s 

network of linguistic contacts. Language behavior is simultaneously a part of the 

INLC and a result of past experiences within the INLC. In the model, the INLC 

refers to the network of opportunities provided to the individual to use the 

language whereas language behavior is the actual use of the language within the 

network (p. 230).  

Through the use of this model, the empirical data of their study finds that additive 

bilingualism is most probable for a person who is a member of the majority group in a 

community. Conversely, the authors find that members of the minority group will most 

likely experience subtractive bilingualism. However, Landry and Allard (1992) fail to 

fully investigate the function of the networks and simply note that ―linguistic ambiance‖ 

appears to be a largely influencing factor in determining ―linguistic competencies, beliefs 

in ethnolinguistic vitality, ethnolinguistic identity, and the degree of language use‖ (p. 

244). The findings of this study would greatly benefit from a more in-depth look at the 

make-up of the subjects‘ social networks so as to present a better understanding of what 

within the networks makes them so influential.  

Linguistic Insecurity 

 

One of the main focuses of the present research is to investigate the linguistic 

insecurity of heritage language students. Therefore, the following section will provide a 

review of the study conducted by Labov in which linguistic insecurity was first defined 

and of the recent study by Martinez and Petrucci (2004) which applies the concept of 
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linguistic insecurity directly to heritage language students. Foreign language anxiety will 

also be addressed within this section as many of its concepts overlap with those of 

linguistic insecurity.  

The concept of linguistic insecurity was first clearly presented and described by 

Labov (1972) in his study of final–r pronunciation in New York City. Labov (1972) 

contends that between three stores which socially stratify into high, middle and low 

socioeconomic levels, the employees of the department store in the middle stratification 

(Macy‘s) demonstrate linguistic insecurity in that they aim to pronounce final–r at the 

same norm level as the employees at the high ranking store (Saks). The subjects‘ ‗aim‘ to 

pronounce final –r in a particular manner was determined by the way in which they 

pronounced the word floor when the researcher (Labov) asked them to repeat themselves. 

In other words: Did they repeat the same pronunciation as the first time they uttered the 

word or did they ‗correct‘ their pronunciation upon the request to repeat? If the subjects 

‗corrected‘ their pronunciation then Labov infers that they are aiming to attain the norm 

of the Saks employees.  

Labov (1972) further details that the age distribution at Saks and Macy‘s 

demonstrates that it is the older Macy‘s employees who are attempting to adopt the 

pronunciation pattern of the younger Saks employees. Labov (1972) posits that this is a 

reflection ―of the linguistic insecurity of the lower middle class, which has led the older 

generation to adopt the most recent norm of [pronouncing the final -r]‖ (p.65) instead of 

maintaining the previously held norm of omitting the final –r in pronunciation. Moreover, 
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Labov (1972), through extensive interviews with residents of New York City‘s Lower 

East Side, determines that linguistic insecurity is reflected by members of the middle 

class when a subject ―distinguishes between his own pronunciation of a word and the 

correct pronunciation‖ of that word (p. 52). Here ‗correct‘ pronunciation refers to the 

subject‘s perception of what is considered correct, not any dictionary-dictated 

pronunciation of the word. Labov (1972) further describes linguistic insecurity as 

demonstrated by members of the lower middle class in their wider range of stylistic 

variation in speech, their fluctuation within a given stylistic context, by their constant 

striving for correctness, and by their strongly negative attitudes toward their native 

speech pattern (p. 117).  

Labov‘s identification of the characteristics of linguistic insecurity provides a 

point of departure from which to measure linguistic insecurity in other linguistic groups 

such as speakers of a heritage language. Through a face-to-face interview with the 

students, such information as ‗striving for correctness‘, attitudes toward their native 

speech and perceptions of ‗correct‘ and ‗incorrect‘ speech can be elicited.  

 Martinez & Petrucci (2004) specifically look at linguistic insecurity among 

heritage language students at the University of Texas. The purpose of the study was to 

identify different levels of linguistic insecurity among 145 students categorized as 

developmental and non-developmental learners enrolled in Spanish for Heritage 

Learners 1
13

. The categorization of the students is the result of their testing outcomes on 

                                                           
13

 The Spanish for Heritage Learners I students had to either be concurrently enrolled in Freshman 
Composition or have previously completed Freshman Composition (p. 93). 
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the TASP test (a standardized test administered in Texas which is used to measure the 

language arts and mathematical skills of incoming university students).  Those students 

who do not meet the minimum state-mandated score on the TASP are labeled 

developmental learners and are required to take courses to assist them in improving their 

skills (p.90). Martinez and Petrucci (2004) further explain that individual institutions 

have also implemented policies that restrict the courses in which the students can enroll. 

Those courses thus limited to ―classes that administrators perceive as not requiring 

extensive reading and writing skills. Included in this short list of classes are Art 

Appreciation, Music Appreciation, and Spanish for Heritage Learners‖ (p.91).  

To measure the linguistic insecurity of the students in the Spanish for Heritage 

Learners I courses, the authors constructed a multi-part questionnaire. The first part of the 

questionnaire included questions regarding ―social characteristics such as age, gender, 

and educational experience…; sociolinguistic histories and [questions] about their daily 

language use‖ (p. 93). For language use, the authors looked at the contexts of work, home 

and church and the interlocutors labeled as parents, best friend and 

spouse/boyfriend/girlfriend. The second part of the questionnaire included questions 

about the students‘ confidence levels when speaking in different ―functional domains‖ of 

both Spanish and English (p. 94).  The study also sought to investigate confidence levels 

in the ―written registers in each language‖ (p. 94). Thus, the third part of the 

questionnaire included questions about the students‘ confidence levels in different written 

registers. The final section of the questionnaire addressed issues of classroom instruction.   
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Ultimately, the study aimed to find a correlation between student‘s self-

confidence levels and the institutional framework that they are exposed to when 

identified as either developmental learners or non-developmental learners:  

The thrust of our study is to show that Latina/o students who have failed the 

TASP on at least one occasion and who are concurrently enrolled in 

developmental writing courses and Spanish for heritage learners courses tend to 

generalize the deficit status imposed upon them in the institutional framework. 

This generalization, moreover, results in a heightened sense of linguistic 

insecurity in both languages. (p. 91) 

Martinez & Petrucci (2004) found that the developmental learners were more 

confident in both their speaking and writing skills in Spanish than the non-developmental 

learners. However, the authors note that while this might be easily seen as a breakdown 

between Spanish dominant and English dominant students, the demographic and use data 

collected for the students does not make that distinction between the two groups. 

Furthermore, they note that 78% of developmental learners and 53% of the non-

developmental learners reported speaking only Spanish to their parents growing up. 

However, ―only 13% of non-developmental learners reported speaking only English in 

the home during childhood‖ (p. 96). The authors conclude that this language experience 

fact demonstrates that Spanish ―plays a significant role in the sociolinguistic histories‖ of 

both categories of learners (p. 96).  
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With regard to language use, the researchers found only slight differences 

between the two groups, where a ―higher percentage of developmental learners reported 

using Spanish alone in every context…and with every interlocutor‖ (p.96). However, all 

the subjects (developmental and non-developmental) ―report using mostly both languages 

in contexts such as work and with interlocutors such as friends and spouses‖(p. 96). Thus, 

the only true difference in language use between the groups appears to lie exclusively in 

the use of Spanish in the family context and specifically with the parents.  

Martinez & Petrucci (2004) contend that because of the similarities found in the 

language use patterns, the educational experience and the sociolinguistic history of the 

subjects within both groups then the difference in confidence levels between the groups 

must be due to another factor: ―[T]he institutional context of learning is at least partially 

motivating the discrepancy [in confidence levels]‖ (p.98). In comparing simultaneously 

the confidence levels of the developmental learner‘s in both languages and of the non-

developmental learners‘ in both languages, the authors found that ―the only context in 

which confidence levels varied significantly cross-linguistically for developmental 

learners was when speaking with an English instructor‖ (p.98). The authors go on to note 

that the developmental learners have high overall levels of insecurity in both languages 

whereas the non-developmental learners have higher insecurities in Spanish but very low 

levels of insecurity in the English contexts. The authors state that this data suggests that 

the developmental learners have ―constructed one overarching self- perception about 

language‖ where they have an overall ―sense of linguistic insecurity‖(p. 99); whereas the 
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non-developmental students have constructed ―two coexisting self- perceptions about 

language: one for English and another for Spanish‖ (p. 99).  

The methodology used in this study to determine linguistic insecurity is of 

particular interest to the present study as it attempts to measure the same concept. 

However, Martinez & Petrucci (2004) concentrate on how the students‘ linguistic 

insecurity relates to the students‘ categorization by the educational institution as either 

developmental learners or non-developmental learners, whereas the current research 

specifically looks at the relation between linguistic insecurity and language use as it 

relates to the probability of maintenance or loss for the heritage language student. One of 

the major limitations in Martinez & Petrucci (2004) is that the students‘ linguistic 

contacts (i.e.: the students‘ social networks) were not explored. Although the authors 

consider the students‘ language use in a variety of contexts and with hypothetical 

interlocutors, they fail to fully consider the ramifications of social networks in their 

study. Moreover, Martinez & Petrucci (2004) readily dismiss the differences in Spanish 

and English use as they relate to the students‘ social networks without further statistical 

analysis or consideration of the potential importance of these differences. Specifically, 

the authors dismiss the fact that the two groups show a marked difference in their use of 

Spanish within the intimate context. This study is further limited in the explicit collection 

of linguistic self-confidence data. By inquiring directly about how self-confident a 

student feels in a specific situation, the authors ignore the self-perceptions that may still 

be present in that interaction (the concept of self-perception will be discussed as part of 

language anxiety).  
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For the purpose of clarity, it should be noted that the term ‗linguistic insecurity‘ is 

also referenced when discussing the self-perceived quality of a community‘s language. 

This is also discussed as a community feeling that they do not speak a ‗correct‘ version of 

a standard language. As such, this term is often used when discussing Quebec‘s 

experience with Canadian French and Standard French (Oakes & Warren, 2007) and 

notably by Zentella (1990) with regard to Dominican Spanish. It has further been used in 

research about American English (Baron, 1976) and Costa Rican Spanish (Solano Rojas 

& Umaña Aguiar, 1994). The research pertaining to this type of linguistic insecurity 

suggests that speakers of dialects that are considered non-standard (i.e.: Canadian French, 

Dominican and Costa Rican Spanish) consistently show signs of linguistic insecurity as 

reflected in negative attitudes toward their variety of the language.   However, in this 

sense the term linguistic insecurity refers to the evaluation of the quality of a specific 

dialect or national version of a language as compared to what has been historically 

considered the standard of that language. This is not the definition of linguistic insecurity 

that will be applied in the present study. Instead, linguistic insecurity will be limited here 

to the self-evaluation of the individual‘s spoken language as relating to ―a bad feeling 

about the way one talks like a bad feeling about the way one looks‖ (Bucci & Baxter, 

1984) and not to the dialect spoken by the individual. As such, the term linguistic 

insecurity to be used here is best associated with the definition provided by Labov (1972) 

and interpreted by Martinez and Petrucci (2004) as more closely relating to the speaker‘s 

perception of his/her individual ‗correct‘ use of the language and not the perceived social 

status of the dialect they speak.  
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Foreign Language Anxiety 

 

In the seminal article Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety, Elaine Horwitz, 

Michael Horwitz, and Joann Cope (1986) were the first to define foreign language 

anxiety as an anxiety uniquely experienced in the foreign language context. The authors 

define foreign language anxiety as ―a distinct complex of self-perceptions, beliefs, and 

behaviors related to classroom language learning arising from the uniqueness of the 

language learning process‖ (p.128).  Through this definition, Horwitz et al. distinguish 

foreign language anxiety from trait and state anxiety and instead propose that it is a 

situation-specific anxiety. Spielberger (1983) defines trait and state anxieties as follows: 

trait anxiety is a personality characteristic that may appear in any given situation, whereas 

state anxiety is a transitory response to a specific stimulus at a specific point in time 

(p.13). Situation-specific anxiety however is neither a personality trait nor a one-time 

situation specific occurrence. Instead, situation-specific anxiety refers to multifaceted 

anxiety that re-occurs consistently within a specific situation (Horwitz, 2001; MacIntyre 

& Gardner, 1991). Since Horwitz et al.‘s definition was proposed, several studies have 

supported the view that foreign language anxiety differs entirely from other types of 

anxieties (Horwitz, 1986; MacIntyre & Gardner, 1989; 1991).  

Horwitz et al. (1986) identify three types of anxieties that contribute to the 

complex nature of foreign language anxiety: communication apprehension, fear of 

negative evaluation, and test anxiety. Notably, all of these anxieties are also closely 

associated with performance anxieties in first language use and everyday life (Horwitz et 
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al, 1986; Gregersen & Horwitz, 2002). Though Horwitz et al. draw from well-known 

anxieties to conceptualize foreign language anxiety, the authors clarify that foreign 

language anxiety is not simply the combined transfer of communication apprehension, 

fear of negative evaluation, and test anxiety; instead they contend that it is a complex 

phenomenon in and of itself: 

Rather, we conceive foreign language anxiety as a distinct complex of self-

perceptions,, beliefs, feelings, and behaviors related to classroom language 

learning arising from the uniqueness of the language learning process. (Horwitz, 

Horwitz, & Cope, 1986, p. 128) 

Because this phenomenon takes self-perception into account, relates directly to the 

language learning process and draws upon experiences with first language use and 

everyday life, it relates well to heritage language learning, maintenance and loss. 

 Horwitz et al. (1986) state that communication apprehension relates to various 

forms of communication and includes oral communication anxiety, stage fright, and 

receiver anxiety. Oral communication anxiety refers to speaking in ―dyads or groups‖, 

stage fright refers to speaking in public, and receiver anxiety refers to ―listening to or 

learning a spoken message‖ (p.127). These types of anxieties are especially manifested in 

foreign language communication because the student is expected to communicate in a 

language for which he/she only has a limited facility in ―range of meaning and affect‖ 

(Horwitz et al., 1986, p.128). Similarly, the heritage language speaker is often expected 

to communicate in his/her heritage language at a level of ability or facility which he/she 
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may not actually have. The anxiety associated with both communications stems from the 

same concept: ―the awareness that the range of communicative choices and authenticity is 

restricted‖ (Horwitz et al., 1986, p. 128) and that the restriction may prevent the 

presentation of the speaker‘s true self. This concept relates to Labov‘s description of 

linguistic insecurity as a person‘s self-perception of whether or not he/she is stating 

something ‗correctly‘, and takes the self-perception beyond simply correct or incorrect 

pronunciation to the level of actual comprehension of the message by the listener as 

intended (conceptualized) by the speaker. In other words, the linguistic limitations faced 

by a foreign language speaker and heritage language speaker may cause communication 

apprehension because of an inherent awareness that he/she may not be able to present the 

idea that he/she is attempting to communicate in the best possible way.  

 The second component of foreign language anxiety relates more directly to the 

language classroom: test anxiety. Horwitz et al., (1986) state that though this type of 

anxiety manifests itself specifically in testing situations, it actually stems from a fear of 

failure.  In the language classroom, not just the foreign language classroom, but also the 

second and heritage language classrooms, the students‘ performances are continuously 

being evaluated overtly through tests and quizzes and often less overtly through class 

participation. Therefore these settings provide more opportunities for test anxiety to 

present itself than do other academic classrooms.  

 The third anxiety included in foreign language anxiety is labeled ‗fear of negative 

evaluation‘. Horwitz et al., (1986) define fear of negative evaluation as proposed by 
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Watson & Friend (1969): ―apprehension about others‘ evaluations, avoidance of 

evaluative situations, and the expectation that others would evaluate oneself negatively‖ 

(as cited in Horwitz et al., 1986, p. 128). The authors explain that unlike text anxiety, fear 

of negative evaluation ―may occur in any social, evaluative situation‖ (p. 128). They 

further elaborate that in the foreign language classroom the students are continuously 

being evaluated by the teacher, who is the only fluent speaker of the language in that 

setting and that the students may also perceive themselves to be evaluated by their peers. 

Tallon (2006) confirms this through phone interviews of heritage speakers of Spanish in a 

Spanish foreign language classroom. The author reports that heritage students ―not only 

fear that the more native speakers will catch their errors, they also feel that they will be 

judged by them‖ (p. 152). However, for the heritage language speaker this experience of 

evaluation is not limited to the language classroom. Rather it extends into heritage 

language speakers‘ personal and social lives in that any conversation invites evaluation if 

they are speaking with a person who they perceive as a native or simply a ‗better‘ speaker 

of the language than themselves.  

Like communication apprehension, fear of negative evaluation relates to Labov‘s 

(1972) description of linguistic insecurity. Labov (1972) finds that speakers who choose 

to alter their speech do so in order to speak in a way that is perceived to be more 

prestigious—in other words, they use speech that they perceive will be evaluated more 

positively than their own. Thus, a person who is linguistically insecure is expecting that 

their unaltered speech will be evaluated negatively by the person/s with whom he/she is 

speaking. 
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Prior to the proposal of this definition, there was much inconsistency within the 

field of foreign language anxiety as there was no adequate definition of anxiety in this 

context nor were there appropriate instruments to measure it (Horwitz et al., 1986). Along 

with defining foreign language anxiety, Horwitz et al. also introduced an instrument with 

which to measure foreign language anxiety: the Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety 

Scale (FLCAS). The FLCAS was developed as a 5 point Likert- scale using statements 

expressed by the 30 members of the ―Support Group for Foreign Language Learning‖ at 

the University of Texas. All of the statements included in the scale reflect communication 

apprehension, test anxiety, and fear of negative evaluation in the language classroom (p. 

129).   

Research into foreign language anxiety has since revealed more specific details 

about its three main components. For example, as far as communication apprehension, in 

Horwitz et al.‘s initial use of the FLCAS the authors found that students with high levels 

of anxiety also report being afraid to speak in the foreign language (p. 129). MacIntyre 

and Gardner (1991) found that speaking is the ―most anxiety-provoking of second 

language activities‖ (p. 303) and further found that students‘ confidence in the foreign 

language stems from ―the ability to successfully comprehend a message or to deliver 

one‖ (p. 300). Moreover, several authors have found that when required to speak in front 

of their class ―a majority of students are extremely anxious‖ and that experiencing such 

anxiety ―can lead to apprehension about future attempts to communicate‖ (Onwuegbuzie, 

Bailey, & Daley, 1999, p. 220). The research presented here demonstrates the 
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relationship between a person‘s linguistic insecurity/self-confidence regarding a foreign 

language and that person‘s decision to speak in the language.  

With regard to the fear of negative evaluation, Horwitz et al. (1986) states that 

when communicating in a foreign language a person‘s usually unchallenged self-

perception is challenged because their communication ―will be evaluated according to 

uncertain or even unknown linguistic and socio-cultural standards‖ (p. 128) and this in 

turn affects their self-confidence. Several studies have supported this claim: Krashen 

(1980) proposes that self-esteem and language anxiety are related while others have 

suggested that ―heavy ego-involvement in language learning tends to increase anxiety 

levels‖ (Bailey, 1983; Horwitz et al., 1986; Price, 1991 as cited in Onwuegbuzie et al., 

1999). In reviewing some of the literature regarding low self-esteem and language 

anxiety, Young (1991) concludes that students who have low self-perceptions of their 

ability in a foreign language are the ones who are most likely to have foreign language 

anxiety. The research presented here illustrates that self-esteem and the perceptions 

associated with it are related to foreign language anxiety. This is similar to the way that 

self perceptions relate to linguistic insecurity.  

The FLCAS has also been used to measure anxiety in heritage students. Using a 

modified version of the FLCAS
14

, Tallon (2006) compares the foreign language anxiety 

of heritage students of Spanish and non-heritage students in a Spanish foreign language 

classroom. The author reports that in reading, speaking and listening the heritage students 

                                                           
14

 Tallon (2006) added seven statements to the original FLCAS scale. All seven statements addressed issues 

specific to heritage language students and were not included in the FLCAS used for the non-heritage 

students.  
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low anxiety scores and that they all have lower levels of anxiety than the non-heritage 

students in all four categories (p.92). Tallon (2006) also investigates the anxiety levels of 

the heritage and non-heritage students in the various courses—from beginning to 

intermediate to advanced. The author further finds that heritage students have lower 

anxiety levels than non-heritage students in all but one of the courses, phonetics and 

pronunciation. He proposes that this may be due to the fact that this course, unlike the 

others, is a lecture course in which the students are not required to speak as much and 

thus reduces the anxiety of the non-heritage students. Tallon (2006) also notes that the 

heritage students experience their highest levels of anxiety in the second semester and 

third semester courses (Elementary II and Intermediate I respectively) and their lowest 

levels in the other second-year courses (Intermediate II, Oral & Written Expression, and 

Spanish for Health Professions). In addition to including heritage language speakers into 

the discussion of foreign language anxiety, Tallon (2006) demonstrates that this anxiety 

is in fact an important and complex factor that requires further investigation in this 

population. Though the focus of this study is FLA within the foreign language classroom, 

the author‘s successful use of the FLCAS with heritage students further allows for its use 

(if appropriately modified) in future research into foreign language anxiety experienced 

by heritage students.  

The review of literature on Foreign Language Anxiety and linguistic insecurity 

reveals two major parallels between the two concepts. First, both Foreign Language 

Classroom Anxiety and linguistic insecurity deal with issues of communication 

apprehension and fear of negative evaluation. Second, though linguistic insecurity was 
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conceived as a phenomenon manifested in a person‘s L1 and FLCA was conceived as a 

phenomenon in a person‘s L2, both can be extended to apply to the heritage language 

learner/speaker. Consequently, the implications of the previous communication 

apprehension and fear of negative evaluation research may also be applied to study 

linguistic insecurity in heritage language speakers. 

This section of Chapter 2 presented in detail the three factors (language use, social 

networks and linguistic insecurity) that are the main focus of the present research. 

Specifically, the current research investigates the interrelatedness of these three factors 

and how their influence upon each other may affect heritage language maintenance. The 

remainder of this chapter discusses oral language assessment and the perspectives that 

guide the current research as they pertain to the oral language proficiency of heritage 

speakers of Spanish.  

Oral Language Assessment 

 

Valdés and Figueroa (1994) state that there is a distinction between language proficiency 

and verbal ability and cite Duran (1985) to make this distinction clear: ―the term verbal 

ability is used by cognitive psychologists and psychometricians to refer broadly to 

language skills, whereas the term language proficiency is used by researchers in the area 

of elective bilingualism and nonnative language assessment to denote familiarity with a 

language system‖. (p. 37) The authors note that while this definition may apply to 

elective bilinguals it is not applicable to circumstantial bilinguals. Elective bilinguals are 

defined by Valdés (1997) as individuals ―who choose to become bilingual and who seek 
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out either formal classes or contexts in which they can acquire a foreign language‖ but 

who live in societies where their first language is the majority language (p.31). 

Circumstantial bilinguals are defined by Valdés (1997) as ―individuals who, because of 

their circumstances, find that they must learn another language in order to survive‖ 

(p.31). Valdés and Figueroa (1994) state that circumstantial bilinguals are to some degree 

‗learners‘ of one of the two languages that they speak. 

 The heritage speakers/learners of Spanish in the U.S. are comparable with 

circumstantial bilinguals in several ways. First, they are similar in that they can be 

viewed as continuing to learn at least one of their languages (Spanish or English) to some 

degree. Though the circumstantial bilingual is by definition continuing to ‗learn‘ a second 

language, the heritage speaker continues to ‗learn‘ the heritage language. Secondly, while 

the circumstantial bilingual may exhibit non-native characteristics in the second language 

(Valdés and Figueroa, 1994), it is also expected that heritage speakers exhibit non-native 

characteristics of the heritage language as their experience with that language is not the 

same as that of monolingual native speakers of that language and their exposure to the 

language may be limited to a specific variety of the language. Finally, though heritage 

speakers of Spanish in the U.S. do not need Spanish to survive, they are like 

circumstantial bilinguals in that for them one language does not fulfill all of their 

communicative needs
15

. From this perspective it is therefore possible to assess the 

heritage speaker‘s proficiency in the heritage language without attempting to compare the 

abilities of the heritage speaker with those of the monolingual speaker of Spanish.  

                                                           
15

 Circumstantial bilinguals ―are individuals whose first language does not suffice to carry out all of their 

communicative needs‖ (Haugen, 1972 as cited in Valdés, 1997). 
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In the field of language assessment, individuals are not generally required to 

prove their proficiency in their first/native language
16

. However, in the case of assessing 

bilinguals it is necessary to determine the perspective from which each or both languages 

are going to be assessed. Valdés and Figueroa (1994) lay out three possible perspectives 

for the assessment of bilinguals: 1) that the bilingual speaker is a native speaker of both 

languages, 2) the bilingual speaker is a native speaker of one language and a second 

language speaker of the other language or 3) that the bilingual speaker is a native speaker 

of neither of the two languages (p. 34). From the first perspective, neither language 

would be assessed as abilities in each language would be seen as equal to that of any 

other native speaker of that language. From the second perspective, the individual is 

assumed to have proficiency to some degree in what is deemed the second language, but 

is also understood to be a learner of that language. This perspective allows for the 

assessment of the language being learned to determine the proficiency levels within that 

language. From the third perspective, the individual is assumed to be a learner of both 

languages and could therefore be assessed in both languages to determine proficiency 

levels. The consideration of these perspectives is extended here to the assessment of oral 

proficiency in heritage speakers. 

In the field of second language research, there are standard placement tests and 

proficiency assessments for second language learners. The assessment of oral proficiency 

for second language learners is mostly guided by the well-accepted guidelines detailed in 
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 The exception to this arises when individuals are being tested for disabilities related to first language 

development  
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the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines. However, in the field of heritage languages there has 

been little progress in the development of placement tests and proficiency assessments. 

As a result, it is suggested that individual programs develop their own placement tests 

(AATSP, 2000) and, more importantly to the current study, the field does not have a 

standard test for the assessment of oral proficiency in a heritage language.  

Sanchez (2006) describes some of the reasons for which there is a difficulty in 

assessing the linguistic knowledge of bilingual children: ―The different levels of language 

proficiency among bilingual minority children, the predominance of oral traditions over 

the written text in many of these communities, and differences in oral text structures that 

challenge cross-linguistic validity are some of the difficulties that researchers face‖ 

(p.117). These are all challenges that apply not only to bilingual children, but to bilingual 

students at any age.  

The use of the ACTFL guidelines has also been contested as they are not 

considered an appropriate assessment tool for heritage speakers of a language or bilingual 

speakers of a minority language and English. In reviewing the validity of the ACTFL oral 

proficiency guidelines, Valdés (1989) finds that the guidelines are meant to apply to the 

foreign language student and not a native-speaker/heritage or bilingual speaker of a 

language and English. Because the guidelines are based on the idea that there is an ideal 

speaker of a language, they focus on a level of accuracy and grammatical use that can 

only be associated with a well-educated native speaker of that language. Valdés (1989) 

notes that in the case of heritage speakers of Spanish, they may only be exposed to a 
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variety of Spanish that does not include the ‗educated norm‘ variety and the ACTFL 

guidelines would therefore not be applicable to these bilingual speakers. Additionally, 

Alonso (1997) proposes that the ACTFL guidelines do not take into consideration the fact 

that bilingual/heritage speakers have different levels of oral proficiency based on the 

topic of discussion and whether or not it is considered personal. The author explains that 

heritage speakers of a language are more likely to demonstrate higher proficiency levels 

when discussing topics of a personal nature as opposed to topics that are more formal 

and/or abstract.  

Through a discussion of Bachman‘s (1990) model of communicative language 

ability (CLA), Valdés and Figueroa (1994) point out that competence and abilities in a 

language include grammatical knowledge (referred to as organizational knowledge by 

Bachman) and a speaker‘s functional abilities in that language (referred to as pragmatic 

competence by Bachman) (p. 31-34). The authors further explain that Bachman (1990) 

made a point of demonstrating the importance of these two components of language 

knowledge and the two components should therefore be taken into consideration when 

attempting to assess the languages spoken by a bilingual speaker. In the case of heritage 

speakers of Spanish in the U.S., the characteristics of their particular variety of Spanish 

should also be considered. Some of the characteristics of U.S. Spanish include 

codeswitching to English, lexicon that is influenced by the contact between the two 

languages (i.e., parquear instead of estacionar; printear instead of imprimir) (Silva-

Corvalán, 1994), reduced differentiation between the preterite and imperfect forms of the 
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past (Silva-Corvalán, 1991), and the use of periphrastic structures (i.e., voy a comer 

instead of comeré) (Silva-Corvalán, 1994). 

In this study, the characteristics of the variety of U.S. Spanish are taken into 

consideration and not viewed as ‗incorrect‘ but rather treated as valid forms for this 

variety of the language. The concept of the bilingual continuum and an individual‘s 

oscillation within the continuum is also central to the understanding of the abilities that 

heritage speakers have in Spanish and is therefore also taken into consideration in the 

assessment of oral proficiency. The inclusion of these considerations leads the current 

researcher to assess the heritage speakers of the present study from the second 

perspective detailed by Valdés and Figueroa (1994). By assessing heritage speakers from 

this perspective, it is possible to establish a scale that starts with a more substantial level 

of oral proficiency than would otherwise be possible and to include characteristics that 

would be considered ‗incorrect‘ in scales such as the ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines. 

Conclusion  

 

Of the various external and internal factors that influence language 

maintenance/loss and shift, no single factor is responsible for the linguistic outcome of 

language contact (i.e., maintenance or loss/shift). The propensity for an individual and/or 

community to maintain a language or lose/shift to another language is the result of a 

multidirectional influencing cycle where each factor influences the other individual 

factors present in that unique situation. Therefore, while it is important to continue to 

identify and investigate the individual factors that play a role in Spanish language 
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maintenance in the United States, it is equally important to expand the research by 

identifying various factors that are present within a specific community and investigating 

the role that the combination of those factors plays in that community and in turn for the 

individuals of that community.  

The three factors identified in the present research for this type of expanded 

research are Spanish language use, social networks and linguistic insecurity. Research in 

the fields of heritage language maintenance, linguistic insecurity and social networks 

supports the concept of a multidirectional influencing cycle: an individual‘s social 

network will (or will not) provide that individual the opportunity to use his/her heritage 

language, which influences his/her competence and beliefs- presented here as linguistic 

insecurity, and ultimately influences his/her use of the heritage language (Spanish). The 

influencing cycle continues as it is the individual‘s use of the heritage language that 

reciprocally creates experiences with the social network contacts that either increase or 

decrease opportunity for heritage language use and again influences the individual‘s 

linguistic insecurity. The multidirectional nature of this cycle is due to the fact that an 

individual‘s linguistic insecurity may be directly influenced by the contacts in the social 

network and the interactions and experiences within that social network. In this direction, 

linguistic insecurity eventually influences the Spanish language use of the individual. The 

direction of the cycle, thus, may continually change for each individual based on which 

factor (social network, linguistic insecurity, or language use) is predominantly at work at 

any one time.  
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The concept of the multidirectional influencing cycle stems from the broader 

model proposed by Landry and Allard (1992) in which they state that the interactions that 

an individual has with their social contacts influence their desire to use and learn a 

language, which in turn influence the individual‘s actual use of that language. What the 

multidirectional influencing cycle does is provide a model in which various specific 

factors may be considered and their influence may be investigated in relation to the social 

network in which the interaction is occurring. In the present study, the specific factors 

considered are linguistic insecurity and oral language use, but those could be replaced in 

further research by other affective factors and behavioral factors. Additionally, the 

multidirectional influencing cycle is proposed as one that is in motion during every 

interaction and with every individual contact that the speaker engages in the context of 

the specific language—in this case Spanish—rotating in any direction and changing its 

influencing direction based on each specific interaction with each specific contact. 

Landry and Allard‘s model looks at the influence between these factors in an overall 

manner, meaning that overall interaction with social contacts influences overall affective 

factors and in turn influences overall language behavior. Landry and Allard demonstrate 

that this is true, therefore, the current model delves deeper to investigate the influence 

that each factor has upon each other in a specific moment in time, without dismissing the 

influence that previous behavior and interaction has on the interaction of a specific 

moment.  
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Figure 2.1: Multidirectional Influencing 

Cycle for the factors of social network, 

linguistic insecurity in Spanish as HL, and 

HL (Spanish) use. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

 

The purpose of the study is to investigate the use, specifically oral interaction, that 

heritage speakers of Spanish afford their heritage language and investigate the affective 

influence that linguistic insecurity may have on their use of Spanish. By looking at the 

speakers‘ social networks and detailing the contexts in which they have and continue to 

use Spanish, and by measuring the speakers‘ levels of linguistic insecurity this study will 

ultimately provide a comprehensive look at the interrelated functions of all these factors 

(social networks, use in contexts, and linguistic insecurity) in Spanish language 

maintenance among heritage speakers of Spanish. In addition, this investigation aims to 

provide a foundation for considering language use, linguistic insecurity and social 

networks as important, interplaying factors whose role needs to be further studied so as to 

provide the community of heritage speakers of Spanish with the best guidance as to how 

to maintain their heritage language. 

This study specifically attempts to find any correlations between linguistic insecurity, 

social networks, and heritage language use. To fulfill the purpose of this investigation, 

several different instruments were utilized: questionnaires, sociolinguistic interviews, and 

oral proficiency assessments. All of the questionnaires used were adapted from their 

original formats to adequately examine heritage language maintenance and use. The 

instruments were also adapted for computer/internet based distribution and 
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administration. This chapter details the procedures incorporated in this study including 

the subjects, instruments, the data collection procedures, and data analysis methods. 

Research Design 

Setting - The University of Arizona – Heritage Language Program 

 

 The state of Arizona is located in the American Southwest, a region which is 

characterized as having a large Hispanic population primarily of Mexican descent. 

Hispanics make up 29.6% of Arizona‘s population. Comparably, the University of 

Arizona has a total undergraduate population of 29, 719 students of which 5,794 (16%) 

are Hispanics for the Fall of 2008. In the fall of 2008, 330 students enrolled for Spanish 

heritage language courses and 331 students enrolled in the spring of 2009. These numbers 

total only 5.6% of the Hispanic population of the University. 

The Spanish for Heritage Learners Program at the University of Arizona offers six 

different courses. The courses range from beginning language levels (103-253) to more 

advanced writing and linguistics courses (323-343). All of the courses are specifically 

designed for students who are of Hispanic heritage and promote the development of a 

great variety of linguistic, metalinguistic and global objectives. In addition to 

progressively increasing the level and expanding the knowledge of the use and form of 

grammatical structures, vocabulary, and orthography, each course also focuses on 

specific global objectives in speaking skills, literacy skills, cultural awareness, Spanish 

language maintenance, sociolinguistic awareness, and general academic skills. These 

global objectives progressively expand and range from such specific goals as ‗how make 
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a connection between texts and current/personal experiences‘ as a literacy goal in SPAN 

103 to ‗how to critically analyze movies and literary works‘ as a literacy goal in SPAN 

333, to sociolinguistic goals such as ‗awareness of the consequences of languages in 

contact‘ in SPAN 203 to ‗introductory knowledge about the historical changes of the 

Spanish language‘ in SPAN 323. The following table gives a brief description of the 

course objectives for each of the six courses that make up the program: 

Table 3.1: Description of courses in the Spanish for Heritage Learners Program at the 

University of Arizona. 

Course Course Description 

SPAN 103 Oral skills for the HL learners:  

 Designed for receptive bilinguals who are capable of understanding spoken 

Spanish but encounter considerable difficulties in producing the language. 

Students develop conversational skills in Spanish, expand vocabulary, are 

introduced to the written language, and listening skills are strengthened. 

Course focuses on building student self confidence and expansion of language 

use contexts. Students are introduced to the main linguistic varieties and 

cultural patterns of the Spanish speaking world with a special emphasis on the 

Spanish varieties and cultures in the US.  

SPAN 203 Written and oral skills for the HL learners: 
―This course builds on the linguistic competence students already have in order 

to expand their proficiency for language use in a wide variety of situations.‖ 

The focus of the course is on written and oral skills, but all skills, including 

reading and listening are practiced. The course uses a variety of resources to 

expand the language abilities of students in oral presentations, groups-work, 

class discussion and written assignments. There is a special emphasis on 

learning about cultural topics relevant to Hispanic communities in the US.   

SPAN 253 Intermediate Spanish for HL learners: 
 This course expands on the language knowledge that the students already 

possess. The focus of the course is on expanding the students‘ understanding 

of the differences between formal and informal use of the language and on 

increasing the abilities to use both varieties. It continues to expand the 

students‘ vocabulary, writing, listening, oral production, and grammar skills. 

SPAN 323 Intermediate Spanish II for HL learners: 

This course focuses on the use of formal (academic) Spanish in both written 

and oral formats and to develop the students‘ critical thinking skills. The 

course further expands the students‘ knowledge of Spanish grammar and 

orthography for the purpose of reinforcing communicative abilities.  
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SPAN 333 Advanced Spanish for HL learners: 

This course focuses on expanding Spanish written and oral skills for the 

purposes of professional and academic use.  The course further focuses on 

expanding knowledge on the writing process through activities such as 

brainstorming, planning, outlining, draft writing and revisions. Through these 

activities the students learn how to write in different formats such as academic 

essays, interviews, memos and letters.  

SPAN 343 Spanish phonetics for the heritage speaker:   
Introduces the student to the field of descriptive linguistics, specifically in 

Spanish phonetics and phonology. This course teaches the language 

differences between oral and written formats, presents the analysis of spoken 

language for the purpose of increasing written skills, and explores the various 

dialects of Spanish.   

 (University of Arizona; Department of Spanish and Portuguese, 2010) 

Enrollment in the HL Program can happen in a variety of ways. First, incoming freshmen 

take a Spanish as Heritage Language placement exam which identifies prospective HL 

students and specifies the course level in which they should enroll (SPAN 103, SPAN 

203, or SPAN 253).  Secondly, instructors teaching in the basic courses of Spanish as a 

foreign language (SPAN 101, 102, 201 and 202) are trained to identify students that 

might be heritage speakers of Spanish and refer them to the director of the HL program 

for further evaluation and confirmation of their status as a HL speaker of Spanish and 

possible enrollment in the HL program. Thirdly, any student seeking to declare a major or 

minor in Spanish is also evaluated by the respective advisor as advisors are also trained to 

identify prospective HL students and inform/advise all prospective HL students regarding 

enrolling in the HL program.  To enroll in courses at the SPAN 253 level and above, the 

department requires that the students have a declared major or minor in Spanish.  

 This study focuses on students enrolled in courses 103, 203, and 253 for several 

reasons. First, these are the courses in which there is a greater distinction of bilingual 
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skills between levels. Students enrolled in SPAN 103 are often receptive bilinguals who 

have little to no speaking skills in Spanish whereas students in SPAN 203 have more 

extensive speaking abilities in the language including good command of the basic tenses 

and the ability to discuss topics pertaining to Fishman‘s intimate domains.   At the SPAN 

253 level the students tend to have considerably more speaking abilities in Spanish 

including having excellent command of basic tenses and have the ability to discuss a 

wide variety of topics, but often lack in their abilities to express themselves in different 

registers and to use advanced grammatical structures. The distinction between these 

courses allows for the study of heritage language speakers at different points of the 

bilingual continuum (Valdes, 2001) and thus at different stages of the language 

maintenance/loss process. Second, these courses have a stronger stated emphasis on 

communication skills (oral and written)—the focus of this study—than the more 

advanced courses which also emphasize academic and metalinguistic skills. Therefore the 

majority of the students enrolled in them have a higher need to develop communication 

and personal interaction related skills. The students in these courses express this need 

through their stated desires to improve the way in which they speak Spanish, often 

specifically referring to issues of fluency, vocabulary, and register use.   

Subjects 

 

The subjects for this research are students from the Heritage Language Program at 

the University of Arizona, Tucson. Specifically, only students enrolled in SPAN 103, 

203, and 253 were included. In order to maximize reliability, two courses from each level 
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were used, allowing for a projected maximum of 50 students from each course level and a 

maximum total of 150 students for the entire study. Ultimately, a total of 90 students 

volunteered to participate in the study. To be considered for inclusion in the study, the 

subjects also had to have received formal education in the U.S. for at least eleven of the 

thirteen K-12 school years and had to have an identifiable link to their Hispanic heritage. 

The requirement of eleven years of formal education in the U.S. is not arbitrary, it was 

selected to ensure the inclusion of subjects‘ who may have only attended early 

elementary school in a Spanish country and those who may have temporarily (up to 2 

years) relocated to a Spanish speaking country. Additionally, potential participants with 

formal education experience beyond two years in a Spanish speaking country were 

identified as outliers in terms of the language use data gathered and would thus have 

adversely skewed group analysis of the data if included. With regard to their Hispanic 

heritage link, the participants had to identify at least one parent or one grandparent/great-

grandparent as either a Spanish speaker or as a relative born in a Spanish-speaking 

country.  

After screening the subjects, one participant from the possible 29 was removed 

from the study because he/she reported that he/she had formal education experience 

beyond two years in a Spanish speaking country and therefore did not the criteria for 

inclusion, leaving a possible total of 28 subjects. Of the remaining 28 participants, three 

did not attend the regularly scheduled class in which they took part in the oral proficiency 

assessment. In order to be able to do all the planned correlations on all the participants, 

these last three participants had to be removed because they would be lacking data on 
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oral proficiency. This removal left 25 participants in the study (SPAN 103: 10; SPAN 

203: 8, SPAN 253: 7). There were a total of 17 female and 8 male subjects and all of the 

subjects were between the ages of 18 and 40 (the mean age for the participants was 19.64 

and the mode was 18). Because the University of Arizona is located in an area of the 

country where the majority of the Hispanic population is of Mexican background, the 

majority of the subjects in this study had some Mexican heritage (17). Four participants 

reported that all of their parents and grandparents were born in the U.S. with at least one 

Spanish-English bilingual parent.
17

 Several other national heritages were identified 

including Chilean (1), Cuban (1), Argentinean (1) and Peruvian (1).  

Table 3.2: Heritage by nationality identified and 

number of participants for each. 

National Heritage Number of Participants %  

Mexican 18 72% 

United States 4 16% 

Chilean 1 4% 

Cuban 1 4% 

Argentinean 1 4% 

TOTAL  25 100% 

 

It should be noted that, with regard to national heritage, the 18 participants that 

reported having some Mexican heritage are a very heterogeneous group: five of the 

participants reported that all of their parents and grandparents were born in Mexico; 10 

reported that at least one parent or grandparent was born in the U.S, one reported 

relatives born in the U.S., Mexico and in Puerto Rico; one reported relatives born in the 
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 To ensure that these students fit the criteria for participation, the research looked at their use data to 

confirm that Spanish was used with at least one parent and other family members during early childhood.  
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U.S., Mexico and in Peru; and one reported relatives born in the U.S., Mexico and the 

Philippines. Table 3.3 presents this information:  

Table 3.3: Break down of the heritage make up of the 18 

students who reported some Mexican heritage. 

Heritage make up 

Number of 

participants % 

Mexico 5 27.7% 

Mexico and United States 10 55.5% 

Mexico, United States, & 

Puerto Rico 1 5.6% 

Mexico, United States, & Peru 1 5.6% 

Mexico, United States, & 

Philippines 1 5.6% 

TOTAL 18 100% 

 

Data Collection Procedures 

 

All of the data for the present study was collected throughout the Fall semester of 

2009. To begin collecting data, permission was obtained from the Spanish for Heritage 

Speakers of Spanish program at the University of Arizona and IRB approval was 

obtained for the University of Arizona.  

The entire data collection process consisted of three main parts. The first part 

consisted of all the participating students completing three on-line questionnaires, which 

were distributed in two separate batches during the first 13 weeks of the semester. The 

three on-line questionnaires were the Language Experience Questionnaire, the Self-

Confidence Questionnaire, and the Social Networks Questionnaire. The second part, 

administered during the 8
th

 and 9
th

 weeks of the semester, included the oral proficiency 
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assessment during which each student participated in a computer mediated oral task. The 

third and final part of the process, carried out during the 12
th

 to 15
th

 weeks of the 

semester, included only 6 of the participants and consisted of a qualitative research 

interview.  

At the beginning of the semester, the researcher attended each of the participating 

courses to discuss the research project and to request participation from the students in 

those courses. At that time, all the students were given a consent form to sign if they 

wished to participate. The students were asked to return the consent form to their 

instructors by the end of the week regardless of whether or not they intended to 

participate in the study. This was done in order to keep the identity of the actual 

participants private. Upon receipt of the completed consent forms, a master list of 

participants and their corresponding e-mails was created for private communication.  

All the participants were e-mailed a link for them to individually, and at their 

convenience, login into the DatStat Illume system and proceed with completing two of 

the three online questionnaires (Language Experience and Self-Confidence 

questionnaires). The login information was sent to them during the second week of the 

semester. The first two questionnaires were set up to follow one another within the same 

login session and were only divided through headings within the questionnaires 

themselves. So as to increase the number of participating subjects, volunteers who had 

not completed the surveys after one week were sent reminder e-mails, as necessary, 
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through the fifth week of the semester
18

—no participant received more than 3 reminder 

emails
19

. During the eighth week of the semester, all the participants were sent an e-mail 

with the new link to login into the DatStat Illume system to complete the final 

questionnaire: the Social Networks questionnaire. This questionnaire was administered 

separately from the first two in an effort to distribute the task burden for the participants. 

As with the previous questionnaires, the participants who did not complete the 

questionnaire within one week of receiving the e-mail received reminder e-mails, as 

necessary, through the twelfth week of the semester. No participant received more than 3 

reminder e-mails.   

The second component of the data collection, the oral proficiency assessment, 

took place during the eighth and ninth weeks of the semester. The computer mediated 

task designed for the assessment was administered during the students‘ regular class/ 

laboratory time.  Because this activity was designed to be incorporated as part of the class 

curriculum, all of the students in the course participated including those that were not 

volunteering in the research project. Those students who were not part of the project were 

later removed from the data collected and their participation was not evaluated by any 

member of the research project.   

                                                           
18

 The program allows students to start and stop the questionnaires at their convenience without losing the 

information entered. This feature resulted in some students starting the survey and not completing it for 

several days or weeks. 
19

 The online questionnaires were left active for several weeks after the last reminder e-mail was sent. As a 

result, data for the questionnaires was received after the researcher had stopped actively trying to solicit the 

data from the participants.  
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The final component of the data collection, the qualitative research interview, was 

conducted in the month of November at the convenience of the students. Every student 

who volunteered for this follow-up, face-to-face interview met individually with the 

researcher on campus at either the main campus library or the graduate student 

laboratory. Following is a schedule of the data collection: 

Table 3.4: Data collection procedures 

 Data collection dates Instrument used Data collected 

Part 

one 

(A) 

9/4/2009 – 

9/30/2009 

(2
nd

 - 6
th

 week of the 

semester) 

-Language Experience 

Questionnaire (online) 

-Self-Confidence 

Questionnaire (online) 

-Background (demographic) 

information  

-Spanish/English Use 

information 

-Linguistic Insecurity data 

Part 

one 

(B) 

10/17/2009-

11/19/2009 

(8
th

 – 13
th

 week of 

the semester) 

-Social Network 

Questionnaire 

(online) 

- information regarding 

social contacts (including 

type of relationship, age, 

distance, type of interaction) 

Part 

two 

10/12/2009; 

10/13/2009; 

10/19/2009 

(8
th

 and 9
th

 weeks of 

the semester) 

Oral Proficiency 

Assessment Task 

(computer mediated) 

-participant oral proficiency 

level  

Part 

three 

11/9/2009 – 

11/30/2009 

(12
th

 – 15
th

 week of 

the semester 

Face-to-Face 

interviews 

-perceptions of ‗correctness‘ 

-perceptions of use 

-self-reflections about social 

network 

 

DatStat Illume 4.7 

 

The online platform used for all the questionnaires in this study is DatStat Illume 

4.7.  This survey creator was chosen because of the amount of flexibility that it has in the 

formatting of the questionnaires, the presentation of the questions/statements, and the 

ability to ‗pipe‘ information from one section of the questionnaire to another.  
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Additionally, the login options in DatStat Illume allowed for each participant to 

receive a login code in order for their questionnaires to be kept together for analysis. The 

login codes were assigned randomly in order to ensure privacy for the participants. 

Instruments 

 

A total of five instruments were used to complete this study, including three on-

line questionnaires, an oral proficiency assessment, and a sociolinguistic follow-up 

interview. In this section, the development of each instrument will be detailed and their 

purpose and function will be explained. The three on-line questionnaires are presented 

first, followed by the Face-to-Face Sociolinguistic interviews and the Oral Proficiency 

Assessment is discussed last.  

With regard to general formatting of the questionnaires, all the questionnaires 

were first written and designed based on a printed format and then adapted to the online 

format. The questionnaire were converted to an online format and administered 

electronically so as to allow the participants time to reflect on the questions and so that 

they could complete them at their convenience. During the initial development stage 

there was much consideration given to the length of the questionnaires but priority was 

given to making sure that the task of completing the questionnaires was perceived as easy 

and manageable for the participants (Bradburn, Sudman and Wansink, 2004) in order to 

encourage their careful deliberation throughout: ―Although the length [of the 

questionnaire] is important, the respondent‘s perception of the difficulty of the task is 

even more important on self-administered questionnaires‖ (p. 308).  
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After organizing the questionnaires, all of the text was copied into the DatStat 

Illume 4.7 software. Part of the adaptation to the online format included dividing the 

questionnaires into two sessions to be administered separately. The first session included 

the Language Experience Questionnaire and the Self-Confidence Questionnaire. The 

second session included only the Social Networks Questionnaire.  The format of the 

questionnaires was further adapted by setting subsections of the questionnaires to appear 

independently on the screen instead of as a continuous questionnaire. This was done in 

some of the subsections of the questionnaires in an effort to make the questionnaire 

appear less complex and to allow the participants to consider the statements as 

independently as possible from the other subsections presented (Bradburn, Sudman and 

Wansink, 2004).  

Also following the recommendations in Bradburn, Sudman and Wansink (2004), 

where possible, the questions and responses were coded prior to the administration of the 

questionnaires. As a general rule, any predetermined responses of ‗not applicable‘ or ‗not 

known‘ were coded as missing data so as to not skew the statistics. The specific pre-

coding done for each questionnaire is detailed below within the discussion of each 

individual questionnaire.  

Language Experience Questionnaire (Appendices A & B) 

 

 This questionnaire is an adapted version of the Language Experience Survey 

constructed by Silvia B. Rasi Gregorutti (2002), which was based on a language choice 

questionnaire originally constructed by Kenji Hakuta and Daniel D‘Andrea (1992) both 
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of which looked at language choice among Mexican-American high school students.  

Hakuta and D‘Andrea‘s (1992) original survey consisted of four parts, of which only two 

were adopted and adapted for the present study: the background section and the language 

use/choice section. The modifications made to the questionnaire brought the 

questionnaire in line with the population being studied: College students who are heritage 

speakers of Spanish. Following is a detailed description of the adapted version used in 

this study as well as a brief explanation of how the instrument was modified.  

The first section of the two part questionnaire, titled Background Information 

(Appendix A), asks demographic questions pertaining to the subjects and the subjects‘ 

parents.  The purpose of this section of the questionnaire is to obtain the demographic 

information of each participant that allowed for classification and group analysis on 

factors such as which parent speaks Spanish, nationality of heritage, birthplace and 

generational status, among others. This section of the questionnaire was adapted in order 

to also serve as a screening tool to ensure that all participants met the U.S. education 

criteria and that they all had an identifiable link to their Hispanic heritage. To this end, 

questions regarding the birthplace of both the maternal and paternal grandparents were 

added, a question asking who the first person in both sides of their family was to emigrate 

to the U.S.  (mother/father, grandmother/grandfather, great-grandmother/great-

grandfather, great-great-grandmother/great-great-grandfather or beyond great-great-

grandparent) was added and the original formal education question was changed from 

asking how many years of schooling took place in ―the country of origin‖ to ―outside of 
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the U.S.‖ as it was expected that the majority of the participants would not be immigrants 

themselves.   

 The second section of the questionnaire, titled Language Use (Appendix B), 

consists of statements meant to elicit information about the subjects‘ language use in 

different domains and with different interlocutors. This questionnaire is based on 

Fishman‘s (1967, 1971) definition and identification of domains and on the questionnaire 

used in Stoessel (1998, 2002). Though domains are the basis for this questionnaire, the 

present questionnaire is more closely related to the one developed by Hakuta & 

D‘Andrea (1992) to detail properties of heritage language loss and maintenance in 

Mexican-background students residing in the U.S.  The questionnaire thus asks that the 

students select which language is primarily used with specific interlocutors who 

correspond to the domains of use identified for the Social Network questionnaire (below). 

The use domains identified for the current study are neighborhood (Hometown
20

), 

neighborhood (Home), Relatives, School, Work and Other.
21

 The questionnaire also 

includes questions regarding the participants‘ language use today, middle and high 

school, and during childhood. These different time frames were included to obtain a 

diachronic view of language use, as suggested by Fishman (1967, 1971). As in Hakuta & 

                                                           
20

The ‗Hometown‘ domain is selected to make a clear distinction between the ‗permanent residence‘ of 

university students (where they grew up or lived prior to attending college and where they go when school 

is not in session) and the place where they live while attending school, which could be a distinctly different 

domain: ‗Home‘. This distinction is important because the ‗context‘ and ‗behavioral co-occurrences‘ may 

be very different. 
21

 Though Fishman also identifies ‗religion‘ as an important domain (Fishman, Cooper and Ma, 1971), this 

domain was not included in the present research because it was not determined by the researcher as a 

domain that would provide enough interaction to merit investigation. However, a general question 

regarding language use in church was included in the ‗other‘ domain: when I‘m in church, I usually 

speak…‖.   



110 
 

D‘Andrea (1992), six response categories were provided in a Likert scale: ‗only Spanish‘, 

‗mostly Spanish‘, ‗both about equally‘, ‗mostly English‘, ‗only English‘, and ‗not 

applicable‘. The first five responses were scored as interval data ranging from 1 (‗only 

Spanish‘) to 5 (only English). The ‗not applicable‘ response was coded as missing data in 

order to not skew the scale.   

 Several changes were made to this section of the questionnaire. First, language 

use was clearly distinguished as speaking and listening through statements such as ‗My 

mom usually speaks to me in‘…, and ‗I usually speak to my mom in…‘. Additionally, 

several interlocutors were added: extended family such as aunts, uncles, and cousins; 

neighbors, and a distinction was made between using Spanish with friends in school and 

out of school. Finally, because Hakuta & D‘Andrea‘s (1992) version of the questionnaire 

was designed for high school students, the time periods for past use of the language 

ended at middle school; the current version was designed for college students therefore 

language use during high school was coupled with middle school as a past period of time.  

Self-Confidence Questionnaire (Appendix C) 

 

The Self-Confidence questionnaire developed for this study is a merging of the 

Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS) developed by Horwitz, Horwitz 

and Cope‘s (1986) and the self-confidence questionnaire developed by Martinez and 

Petrucci (2004). The FLCAS was designed to measure a student‘s foreign language 

anxiety in the classroom whereas the Martinez and Petrucci questionnaire was designed 

to measure students‘ linguistic insecurity when using Spanish in various contexts and 
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with various interlocutors. As discussed in Chapter 2, linguistic insecurity and language 

anxiety have various overlapping factors.  The present self-confidence questionnaire 

incorporates all of the foreign language anxiety factors and linguistic insecurity factors 

addressed in both the FLCAS and the Martinez and Petrucci questionnaire that apply to 

the heritage language speaker by measuring such factors as self-perception when 

speaking Spanish, perceived evaluation by others, nervousness when speaking, and 

confidence when speaking Spanish in different contexts and with different contacts. The 

format and verbiage of the questionnaire mostly reflect that of the FLCAS, but also 

incorporates the concept of using the language in different domains and with different 

interlocutors as seen in the Martinez and Petrucci (2004) questionnaire.  

The statements in the current questionnaire were adapted from the FLCAS to 

include contexts other than the school context and were reworded to apply to heritage 

language speakers of Spanish. To preserve the integrity of the questionnaire, an effort 

was made to maintain as much of the original verbiage used in the FLCAS. For example, 

the FLCAS statement ‗I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking in my foreign 

language class‘ was reworded to create the following statements which are applicable to 

more contexts: ‗I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking in my Spanish class; 

I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking Spanish with my immediate family; I 

never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking Spanish with my extended family; I 

never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking Spanish with people that are not my 

family members‖. Other statements were used as a template for developing new 

statements. For example, the FLCAS statement ―Even if I am well prepared for language 
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class, I feel anxious about it‖ served as a template for the new statement ―Even if I know I 

topic very well, I feel anxious when discussing it in Spanish with extended family‖ which 

is more relevant for the population investigated. Finally, 12 statements from the FLCAS 

were omitted from the questionnaire because they were not applicable to the current 

study. Such statements included ―It wouldn‘t bother me at all to have to take more 

language classes; During language class, I find myself thinking about things that have 

nothing to do with the course; I feel overwhelmed by the number of rules you have to 

learn to speak a foreign language‖; and ―I am usually at ease during tests in my language 

class‖ among others. All of the changes, additions and omissions resulted in a self-

confidence questionnaire which contains 36 statements.  All of the statements were 

organized according to domain with 13 statements falling under the Family domain, ten 

statements falling under the School domain, and 13 statements falling under the ‗other‘ 

domain
22

 which represents more generality but does not include the family and School 

domains
23

. 

 The 36 statements require responses on a Likert scale with gradient levels of 

agreement: 1-Strongly Agree, 2-Agree, 3- Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4- Disagree, 5-

Completely Disagree. Twenty eight of the 36 statements were negative, using wording 

such as ―I get nervous when…, I never feel quite sure about myself when…, I worry 

that…, and I feel very self-conscious about…‖ among others. The remaining nine 

                                                           
22

 In order to ease understanding throughout the remainder of the present study, the label of ‗Other‘ domain 

in the Self-Confidence questionnaire has been replaced with ‗Community‘ domain. The label of ‗Other‘ 

remains in the Appendices, as these reflect the actual format of the questionnaires.  
23

 During analysis the researcher found that one statement (statement #30) was incorrectly placed in the 

‗Other‘ domain that should have been placed in the Family domain. Upon analysis, statement #30 was 

calculated within the Family domain and all results in Chapter 4 reflect this correction.  
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statements were positive, using wording such as ―I would not be nervous…, I am 

comfortable…, I am usually at ease, and I don‘t worry…‖ among others.  The negative 

responses were coded to have a 1 to 1 equivalence so that a response of ‗1-Strongly 

Agree‘ equals a score of 1, ‗2-Agree‘ equals a score of 2, ‗3-Neither Agree nor Disagree‘ 

equals a score of 3, ‗4-Disagree‘ equals a score of 4, and ‗5-Strongly Disagree‘ equals a 

score of 5. For each negative statement, the lower the number selected as a response the 

higher the level of insecurity, but for the positive statements, the lower the number 

selected as a response the lower the level of insecurity. Therefore, the responses to the 

positive statements were recoded at the time of analysis to match the incremental 

direction of the negative statements. For analysis purposes, the positive statements were 

scored as follows: ‗1-strongly agree‘ was scored as a 5, ‗2-agree‘ was scored as a 4, ‗3-

Neither Agree nor Disagree‘ was scored as a 3, ‗4-disagree‘ was scored as a 2, and ‗5-

strongly disagree‘ was scored as a 1. To calculate the mean score for each participant, the 

sum total of the responses, which ranges from 36 to 180, was then divided by 36. The 

final calculated mean score ranges from 1 to 5 with 1 representing the highest level of 

linguistic insecurity and 5 representing no linguistic insecurity.  

As part of the online adaptation of this questionnaire, consideration was given to 

the format of the domain sections and the order in which they were to be presented. The 

most common format is to list general questions before more specific questions (Sudman 

& Bradburn, 1982).  However, Sudman and Bradburn (1982) state that it is the 

positioning of the specific question that denotes the generality of the more general 

question, so that there is a different effect if the specific question is presented 
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immediately preceding the related general question or if it is presented with more 

distance between it and its related general question. If a question is presented directly 

preceding the more general question then the respondent is less likely to consider the 

specific content of the specific question as part of the more general question, but if the 

specific question is presented previously with more distance between it and the general 

question then the respondent may still consider its content as part of the general content 

(p. 65). To reduce confusion for the participants and to ensure that the Community 

domain did not include the Family and School domains, the more general Community 

domain was presented last. Also, each domain section was presented independently on 

the screen and each section had its own instructions specifying the domain for which the 

included statements should be considered. For example, ―The following statements apply 

to your school environment‖, was clearly displayed at the top of the screen containing the 

School domain questions. 

Social Network Questionnaire (Appendix D) 

 

The social network questionnaire is based on Saskia Stoessel‘s (1998) social 

network questionnaire which was developed to investigate the social networks of 

immigrant women. Stoessel‘s social network questionnaire is in turn based on Cochran, 

M., Larner, M., Riley, D., Gunnarson, L., and Henderson, C.R., Jr.‘s (1990) six part 

questionnaire originally developed to elicit detailed lists of contacts within the family 

social network. Stoessel‘s (1998) questionnaire added components to Cochran et al.‘s 

questionnaire to address the social network issues of the immigrant population 
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investigated.  The additions included requesting information about the language used 

with each contact and the geographic location of each contact.  Because the current study 

is also interested in language use and because a distinction between Home and Family 

Home was necessary for the college student population (to be discussed below), both of 

these concepts were also included in the current questionnaire. Another significant 

difference between the Stoessel and the Cochran questionnaires is that the latter was 

administered in interview format whereas the former was administered in written format. 

The present study used the Stoessel (1998) written format as a template to create an 

electronic version of the questionnaire that was administered on-line using the on-line 

platform DatStat Illume (discussed further below).  The final format of the questionnaire 

closely resembled that of Stoessel (1998) with some additional changes to be discussed 

below as part of the description of the questionnaire.  

Like Stoessel (1998), the first part of the questionnaire elicits information 

regarding the subjects‘ contacts within different domains as defined by Fishman (1964). 

The domains for the current study differ somewhat from Stoessel as the population is 

different. Specifically, the current study includes a differentiation between ‗family home‘ 

and ‗current home‘ in the neighborhood domain for those students who do not currently 

live with their families as a result of being away at college. Also, Work and School were 

treated as two separate domains in the present study whereas Stoessel (1998) categorized 

them as only one domain. Thus, the present questionnaire has seven use domains as 

opposed to Stoessel‘s five: neighborhood (Family Home), neighborhood (Home), 

Relatives, School, Work, Organizations and Other. The ‗other‘ domain serves as a 
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catchall for contexts and interlocutors that may not be considered part of one of the 

previously named domains. Because the present study is interested in obtaining as much 

detailed information as possible about the type of relationships and contacts that the 

subjects have within each identified domain, a relationship component was also added to 

this section. The first part of the questionnaire therefore provides information regarding 

the domain to which each contact belongs, the number of contacts within each domain, 

the relationship held with each contact, and the language primarily used with each 

contact.  

The second part of the questionnaire addresses the multiplexity of the 

relationships. Following the same format used in Stoessel (1998) and Cochran et al. 

(1990), the subjects were asked to provide information regarding the types of situations in 

which contacts listed previously would be contacted. The possible situations were 

presented as 12 separate questions within two different categories -- Social Exchange (1-

9) and Activities (10-12): 

1. Child care: Are there people who you turn to or who turn to you for baby sitting 

or child care?  

2. Sickness: Who do you turn to if you are sick?  

3. Advice: Who do you turn to for advice? What kind of advice? 

4. Borrowing: From whom would you borrow money or to whom would you lend 

money? 

5. Finances: Who would you turn to if it gets financially really tight? 
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6. Personal needs: Who would you turn to if you need emotional support? 

7. Work: Who do you turn to if you have to make an important decision for work? 

8. Conflicts: From the immediate list above, do you sometimes have a hard time 

getting along with anyone on this list? By this I mean that you might disagree or 

be in conflict with this person a fair amount of time.  

9. From those listed in #8, what do you think causes the conflict or disagreement? 

10. With whom do you do sports activities?  

11. Dancing, parties, movies?  

12. What other activities do you participate in with other people on the list? 

The last part of the questionnaire inquires about intensity of the relationship with 

the contact. As mentioned in Chapter 2, intensity ―refers to the extent to which a network 

member is important for an individual‖ (Hulsen, De Bot, and Weltens, 2002). The 

purpose of determining intensity is to categorize the contacts as either part of the primary 

or secondary social network. The intensity of the relationship with each contact was 

determined by asking the subjects to identify who of the people listed previously in the 

questionnaire they considered really important. Those identified as really important were 

categorized as part of the primary network and those that were not were categorized as 

part of the secondary network. Like Stoessel (1998), follow-up questions were asked 

regarding time and space aspects (proximity and frequency) and general demographic 

data (age, job, nationality, religion, and age) for each contact listed regardless of the 

network to which the contact belonged. Members of both networks were asked the 
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following questions, though question #1 from the following list was not asked for the 

secondary contacts: 

1. What is it about this person that made you choose him/her as one of your most 

important contacts? 

 

2. Proximity: How near does he/she live to you? 

3. Frequency: How often are you in touch? How do you stay in touch? 

4. Contact length: How long have you known this person? 

5. Job: What do these people do for a living? 

6. Nationality: What cultural background do they come from? 

7. Religion: What religious background do they come from? 

8. Age: How old are they? 

Asking these questions about all of the contacts is a deviation from Cochran et al. (1990), 

where the questions varied based on the network and multiplexity of the contact. Cochran 

et al. only asked all of the above stated questions about the contacts in the primary 

network and all but the first question listed were asked about those contacts in the 

secondary network that were determined to have multiplex relationship with the subject. 

The same information was not asked about the remaining contacts in the subjects‘ 

network. Stoessel (1998), however, posited the same questions about all of the contacts in 

an effort to have more uniformity in the information collected and this approach was 

maintained here for the same reasons. This final section of the questionnaire thus 

provides information regarding the intensity of the relationship with each contact, the 
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frequency of interaction with each contact, the proximity of each contact and 

demographic information about each contact.  

Finally, the adaptation of the questionnaire to an electronic format requires some 

discussion. The electronic format provided the added advantages of tailoring the 

questionnaire to be more concise and manageable for each subject and it reduced the 

probability of missing data. First, the electronic format allowed the subjects to skip 

sections which did not pertain to them – based on conditions coded into the software 

which determined the applicability of certain questions or sections of the questionnaire. 

For example, the questionnaire asks the following question: ―Are there people from your 

neighborhood (the neighborhood where you live when school is in session) that you have 

contact with from time to time (including phone conversations, e-mail, and/or face to face 

contact?‖; if the response to that question was ‗no‘, then that section of the questionnaire 

was not presented to the subject. This feature tailored the length of the questionnaire for 

each subject.  

The electronic format also allowed for clarity in answering specific questions 

about the contacts in that it was coded to pipe (copy information from one section to 

another) the response typed by the subject in one section of the questionnaire to another 

section of the questionnaire where that response was applicable. For example, in the first 

part of the questionnaire the subjects provided the names of contacts which the software 

then piped to the last part of the questionnaire where the subjects were asked to provide 



120 
 

additional information about each contact such as contact length, proximity and age. This 

reduced the possibility for missing data about any contact listed in the questionnaire.  

Face-to-Face Interviews (Appendix E) 

 

Face-to-face semi-structured interviews were conducted with five subjects. After 

completing all the on-line questionnaires, subjects were provided an explanation of the 

follow-up, face-to-face interview and then given the opportunity to volunteer. Those 

subjects who were interested in volunteering were asked to submit their name and contact 

information for interview arrangements to be made. All of the interviews were conducted 

on campus and lasted between 20 to 30 minutes.  

The purpose of these interviews was to delve into the issues addressed through the 

questionnaires: social network, linguistic insecurity and use issues. This was 

accomplished by asking questions such as: ―Do you feel expectations from people in your 

social network concerning the language you use?‖ (Stoessel p.122) and ―What are the 

contexts/factors that you can identify as those that encourage you to speak in Spanish, 

those that discourage?‖ During the interview subjects were also asked about their 

perceived correctness of their Spanish.  In accordance with the semi-structured interview 

format, the researcher had previously prepared questions to guide and focus the 

interview. However, all of the questions were open-ended and allowed for a free flowing 

conversation about the central topics of linguistic insecurity, the subjects‘ social networks 

and the subjects‘ Spanish language use.  
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Oral Proficiency Assessment (Appendices F &G) 

 

Students within the Heritage Language Program at the University of Arizona 

receive placement assessments upon entering the program in order to be placed in either 

SPAN 103, SPAN 203 or SPAN 253. As a result of this placement procedure it was 

expected that most of the participants would naturally group into categories that 

correspond with their respective course level. However, through experience within this 

program and based on the wide variety of abilities found within each course, it was 

necessary to give all of the participants a standardized assessment which specifically 

addressed their oral production abilities. The Oral Proficiency Assessment (OPA) was 

administered during the eighth and ninth weeks of the semester. All of the participants 

completed the assessment in the language laboratory during their regularly scheduled 

Spanish laboratory class. The present researcher gave a brief explanation about the two 

sections of the assessment to each class and administration of the full assessment was 

given by the researcher and one lab assistant.  

The OPA (Appendix F) was designed to segregate the participants into three 

separate proficiency groups. In order to reduce the burden upon the participants, to more 

easily administer the assessment to a large number of participants, and to reduce 

variability between assessments, the OPA was computer mediated. The assessment 

consisted of two sections: the first section asked the students questions about their 

personal life and the second section asked the students about a short animated film which 

they all watched as part of the assessment. This personal section was presented first 
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because the subject matter is much more informal and because heritage speakers are 

known to have more experience with these topics. Presenting these topics first allowed 

the students to use more familiar language at the beginning of the assessment before 

requiring them to use more cognitively challenging language as was needed in the second 

section. By formatting the assessment this way, the researcher was attempting to create a 

comfortable environment for the students so as to reduce their affective filter as early as 

possible and allow for more speech to be produced throughout the entire assessment. 

Following is a more detailed look at each section of the assessment. 

The first section of the assessment consisted of personal questions about the 

students‘ families, university life, summer vacation, and future weekend plans. All the 

questions were open-ended so as to provide the opportunity for the students to use their 

own language and to reply at their own desired length. Each question within this section 

also attempted to elicit specific grammatical forms of speech. For example, the third 

question asked was designed to elicit the use of the past tense: ―Cuéntame sobre tu 

verano. ¿Qué hiciste el verano pasado?‖ (Tell me about your summer. What did you do 

last summer?), while the last question in this section was designed to elicit the use to the 

future tense: ―¿Qué planes tienes para este fin de semana? Cuéntame que tienes planeado 

para el viernes, sábado, y domingo.‖ (What are you plans for this weekend? Tell me what 

you have planned for Friday, Saturday and Sunday.). The grammar forms were generally 

elicited in the order in which they are typically presented in each of the course levels that 

formed part of the study, so that the first question of the assessment elicited the present 

tense, the second elicited the present perfect, the third and fourth questions elicited the 
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past tense, the fifth question elicited the imperfect subjunctive and/or the future tense and 

the final question elicited the future.  

This first section took between 10 to 20 minutes to complete in each class with 

the SPAN 103 courses completing it faster and the SPAN 203 and SPAN 253 courses 

taking longer to complete the section. Because students were going at their own pace, 

they were instructed to pause the audio and wait quietly for further instructions before 

proceeding to the second section. Each class watched the approximately 3 minute-long 

film together so that all the students would have the opportunity to see it at the same time 

and begin the second section of the assessment at the same time. 

The second section of the assessment was based on Pixar‘s animated short film 

For the Birds (2001). This particular film was selected for several reasons. First, For the 

Birds (2001) had been successfully used by the researcher in previous classroom 

activities designed to elicit language production and communication from and among the 

students. In using this short-film, it was evident that neither the storyline nor the graphics 

were perceived as visually complex by the students, a criteria suggested by Luoma (2004) 

for consideration when using pictures in oral assessment. Secondly, Luoma (2004) state 

that pictures are often used in oral assessment because they ―evoke meanings and ideas 

without using actual words that might influence the examinees‘ performance too 

strongly‖. For the Birds (2001) does just this, by providing a detailed story without the 

use of any language. Finally, the short film provided a standard detailed story in a very 

short amount of time which allowed for a wide variety of tasks to accompany it. For 
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example, the students were asked to narrate and to determine the overall message of the 

film.  

The tasks within this part of the assessment elicited both specific grammatical 

forms and specific types of speech through open-ended tasks. The first task within this 

section required that the students narrate the story they had just seen (―Recuenta con 

detalle la historia de los pajaros‖/ ―Retell, in detail, the story of the birds‖).  This task 

gave the students the opportunity to ―show what they know‖ (Luoma, 2004) and provides 

the opportunity to evaluate the students on vocabulary outside the family context, fluency 

in retelling a non-personal story, grammatical accuracy in a newly introduced topic, and 

ability to deliver a comprehensible and concise story. The second and third tasks attempt 

to elicit the subjunctive form by asking the students to give advice to specific characters 

in the film: ―Ahora dale recomendaciones a los pajaritos chiquitos. ¿Qué crees que los 

pajaritos deben de hacer ahora para ser amigos del pájaro grande? Empieza tus frases 

diciendo, ―Es necesario que…‖, ―Espero que…‖, o ―Sería bueno que…‖ (Now, give the 

small birds advice. What do you think the small birds should do now to become friends 

with the big bird? Begin your sentences with ‘It is necessary …’, ‘I hope that…’, or ‘It 

would be good…’). The fourth task required that the students think outside the box and 

imagine how the story might otherwise end had it not ended when it did: ―Imagínate que 

el video no se acabó, ¿cómo quisieras que terminara el cuento? (Imagine that the story 

did not end. How would you like the story to end?). The final task required that the 

students determine what the ultimate message of the short-film was: ¿Cuál crees que es el 

mensaje principal del video? (What do you think the main message of the video is?). Both 
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of these final tasks provided the students with the opportunity to expand on the language 

and vocabulary that they had already used. The fourth tasks further elicited the 

description of a new scene and/or situation with a clear outcome. By doing this, the last 

two tasks allowed for the evaluation of vocabulary, comprehension, fluency, grammatical 

accuracy and use of English when faced with being more spontaneous and creative with 

their language.  

Once the questions and tasks were designed for both sections of the test, the 

present researcher digitally recorded the questions into a master audio file. Because each 

student would be in charge of individually pausing and starting the audio, the researcher 

purposefully paused after each task/question for at least 3-4 seconds before beginning the 

next question. To additionally assist the students in managing the audio file, the 

researcher also stated the number of the question/task before posing the question/task. 

Also, at the beginning of the audio file the researcher gave the following brief 

description:  

―I am going to ask you several questions about your life as a university student. 

Please be sure to answer each question as completely as possible with as much 

information as you can think of.  Feel free to collect your thoughts before starting 

to record your answers. If you don‘t understand the question completely, simply 

answer it to the best of your ability/understanding.‖  

The above description was given in English to ensure that all the students clearly 

understood how they were expected to proceed. At the end of the first set of questions—
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the end of the first section of the assessment—the students were again given brief 

instructions in English on how to proceed to watch the video. The remainder of the 

recording was in Spanish.  

The master audio file was transferred as an individual audio file to the desktops of 

all the computers in the computer lab that was used by the Spanish language courses 

participating in the study. This file was used by the students of the participating courses 

to listen to the questions and tasks from their own computers at their own pace during the 

assigned class time for this activity. Each student individually opened up the audio file 

and played the questions and paused after each question in order to record his/her 

response. The Audacity program was used to record the students‘ responses. The 

students‘ recordings were saved onto a master class file from which only the files of the 

participating volunteers were extracted for evaluation. 

Based on the purpose of the questions and tasks detailed earlier, a holistic scale 

was designed (Appendix G) to assess and group the students into one of three groups: 

Heritage Language Learner Group 1, Heritage Language Learner Group 2 and Heritage 

Language Learner Group 3 (Appendix G). As can be seen in the scale, there are five 

distinct categories that were considered for evaluation: comprehension, fluency/pausing, 

vocabulary, grammatical accuracy, and use of English. Each category was determined 

based on the researcher‘s experience in the heritage language classroom, the stated 

expectations of the three different course levels involved in the study, and the information 
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that was elicited from each of the questions/tasks. The ACTFL proficiency guidelines 

were also consulted for a clearer understanding on how to segregate each group.   

The scale was used by the raters to determine the proficiency level of each 

participant. The three different groups were designed primarily to correspond with the 

expected abilities of students in the three different course levels, so that HLL Group 1 

corresponds to SPAN 103, HLL Group 2 corresponds to SPAN 203 and HLL Group 3 

corresponds to SPAN 253. This correspondence was sought to validate the proficiency 

level differences among the various participants as it is common place to have at least 

two or three students who have been incorrectly placed in a particular course. This 

incorrect placement can go in one of two directions, either the student is placed in a 

course which is above his/her proficiency level or the student is placed in a course which 

is beneath his/her proficiency level. Additionally, placement criteria for the Heritage 

Program at the University of Arizona relies primarily on a multiple choice, computer 

mediated test that does not have an oral component therefore it was necessary to assess 

the oral abilities of the participants without consideration of writing or reading abilities. 

To increase the reliability of the proficiency assessment, two raters were used: the present 

researcher and one other rater. The additional rater was selected for the following 

reasons: First, she is a former Graduate Teaching Assistant within the Heritage Language 

Program at the University of Arizona (taught SPAN 103 and SPAN 253) and therefore 

has experience with the Spanish of the population under investigation; second, she has a 

Masters degree in Spanish with a Linguistics Major; and finally, as part of her degree the 

rater took a heritage language pedagogy course and several sociolinguistic courses, that 
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all directly informed her understanding of language variation and heritage language 

speakers of Spanish. Though the second rater is not a native or heritage speaker of 

Spanish, her extensive experience with this population both as an instructor and as a 

student within the field made her a perfect fit for this undertaking. Additionally, the 

present researcher is a native speaker of Spanish and it was therefore unnecessary to have 

two native speakers as raters.  Instead, it was deemed more important to have two raters 

who understood the complexities of the heritage language students and their experience 

with the language.  

To determine the proficiency level of each participant, the individual audio files 

for each participant were given an ID that removed any link to the real identity or class 

enrollment of the participant. All 25 audio files were made accessible to both raters at the 

same time and over the course of 3 days each of the raters listened to each audio file and 

determined individually which group (either HLL Group 1, HLL Group 2, or HLL Group 

3) each of the participants should be placed in. Twenty one of the 25 participants were 

placed by both raters into the same HLL group (in other words, the raters agreed on 

which group to place the participants). Rater placement did not match for four of the 

participants. Of these, the discrepancies were only between consecutive HLL Groups, 

i.e., Rater 1 placed participant #17 into HLL Group 3, but Rater 2 placed participant #17 

into HLL Group 2. To reconcile the difference, both raters listened to each of the non-

matching audio files simultaneously and discussed their respective reasons for placement. 

Through this discussion and re-listening to each of these four files, the raters together 

concluded which HLL Group the participants best belonged in.  
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Analysis  

The data for this study were analyzed both quantitatively and qualitatively. 

Several of the preceding sections discuss how each instrument was coded and organized 

for analysis. This section will detail how the data obtained from each instrument were 

subsequently analyzed independently and in relation to each other.  

Quantitative 

Data from the Language Use questionnaire, the Self-Confidence questionnaire, 

the Social Networks questionnaire and the Oral Proficiency Assessment Task were 

analyzed using quantitative procedures. First, the data obtained from all of these 

instruments were coded as discussed above and then entered into individual Microsoft 

Excel spreadsheets. Microsoft Excel was used to calculate descriptive statistical 

information such as means, frequency distributions, and percentages. The quantitative 

data collected were then analyzed statistically using Pearson‘s Correlations and Analysis 

of Variance (ANOVA) in the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS), Version 19.  

The first part of the Language Experience questionnaire, the demographic section, 

provided data regarding the subjects‘ family language history, such as which parent 

speaks Spanish, parent‘s education, persons living in the family home, national heritage, 

location of family residence. This data were individually coded to produce a score which 

represents the category into which each participant falls in each of the factors. The codes 

used for the language experience factors are presented in Table 3.5. 

Table 3.5: Codes for the categories within each of the language experience factors 

Factor Category (code) 

Location of family residence Border city (1), Semi-border city (2), Non-border city (3) 

People residing in the With parents + siblings (1), With parents only (2), With 
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family home parents + grandparents (3) 

Which parent speaks the 

heritage language 

Paternal: Only Spanish (1), Only English (2), Both (3) 

Maternal: Only Spanish (1), Only English (2), Both (3) 

Parent‘s education level 0-some HS (1), HS-some college (2), college degree + (3) 

Nationality of Hispanic 

heritage 

Mexican heritage (1), U.S.A. heritage (2), Other (3) 

  

 For each factor, the score assigned to each participant and the scores obtained 

from the Self-Confidence questionnaire were then used for statistical analysis by method 

of a one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).  

For the Language Use questionnaire each participant received an overall use 

score, and a score for each of the domains identified: Hometown, Home, Relatives, 

School, Work and Other. Additionally, a combined score was calculated for the domains 

of Hometown and Home (Hometown/Home) to be used for analysis in an effort to 

explore the possibility that together these two intimate domains might be found to 

correlate differently than when analyzed on their own. The use scores are the calculated 

means (averages) of the responses given by the participants to the statements in the 

Language Use questionnaire, so that the overall use score for each participant is the 

calculated mean of all the responses in the Language Use questionnaire, and the use score 

for each of the domains is the calculated mean of the responses to the statements 

corresponding to each respective domain.  Because the response scale for this 

questionnaire ranged from 1 (‗only Spanish‘) to 5 (‗only English‘), a lower score in any 

of the above identified domains represents a tendency towards greater use of Spanish, 

while a higher score represents a tendency toward greater use of English in that domain. 

These use scores were thus analyzed using Pearson‘s correlation to determine their 
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relationship (if any) with linguistic insecurity (scores on the Self-Confidence 

questionnaire). The criterion used in the present research for interpreting the level of 

correlation for the data analyzed using Pearson‘s correlations is based on Cohen‘s (1988) 

recommendation and Horwitz‘s (1986) determination of level of correlation. The 

correlations in the present research will be interpreted as presented in Table 3.5:  

Table 3.6: Guide for interpretation of 

correlations 

-.7 to -1.0  High negative correlation 

-.5 to -.6.9 Moderate negative correlation 

-.2 to -.49 Low negative correlation 

.2 to .49 Low positive correlation 

.5 to .69 Moderate positive correlation 

.7 to 1.0 High positive correlation 

 

For the Self-Confidence questionnaire each participant received an overall score 

and a score for each of the identified domains within this section: family, school, and 

other. The scores for the Self-Confidence questionnaire (referred to as the linguistic 

insecurity scores) were calculated the same way as the language use scores: the linguistic 

insecurity scores are the calculated means (averages) of the responses given by the 

participants to the statements in the Self-Confidence questionnaire, so that the overall 

linguistic insecurity score for each participant is the calculated mean of all the responses 

in the Self-Confidence questionnaire, and the linguistic insecurity score for each of the 

domains is the calculated mean of the responses to the statements corresponding to each 

respective domain.  The response scales for this questionnaire was also 1 to 5 with 1 

representing the highest possible level of linguistic insecurity and 5 representing the 

lowest (also described here as high linguistic self-confidence). Using ANOVA, these 
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scores were used to analyze the relationship between linguistic insecurity and language 

experience factors. Using Pearson‘s correlation, these scores were also used to analyze 

language use and information collected from the Social Networks questionnaire regarding 

the participants‘ heritage language primary and secondary contacts. 

For the Social Network questionnaire descriptive statistical information was 

calculated regarding the contacts listed for each of the different domains identified in this 

instrument: neighborhood (Family Home), neighborhood (Home), Relatives, School, 

Work, Organizations and Other. Additional descriptive statistical information was 

calculated regarding the relationships with the contacts identified, intensity of 

relationships, frequency of interaction, and proximity of contacts. The Social Networks 

questionnaire also provided information regarding how many heritage language contacts 

each participant has in their respective primary and secondary networks. This tally of 

contacts was used to perform Pearson‘s correlations in order to determine the 

relationship, if any, between linguistic insecurity and number of primary and secondary 

contacts.   

For the Oral Proficiency Assessment each participant was placed into one of three 

groups (HLL Group 1, HLL Group 2, HLL Group 3). The HLL Group assignment served 

as the oral proficiency score of each participant, so that participants grouped into HLL 

Group 1 received an oral proficiency score of 1, participants grouped into HLL Group 2 

received an oral proficiency score of 2, and participants grouped into HLL Group 3 

received an oral proficiency score of 3. By segregating the participants into three separate 
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groups, the researcher was able to calculate linguistic insecurity for each group using the 

corresponding oral proficiency scores and the linguistic insecurity scores from the Self-

Confidence questionnaire. These group scores were then analyzed through an ANOVA to 

determine statistical differences between the linguistic insecurity of the three groups. 

Additionally, because the oral proficiency assessment is hierarchical in that the groups 

represent increasing levels of proficiency, the oral proficiency scores were also used to 

determine the relationship between oral proficiency and linguistic insecurity using 

Pearson‘s correlation.  

Analyses of Variance and Pearson‘s Correlations were performed to determine the 

relationships between language use, linguistic insecurity and social networks. To clarify 

the ways in which these different quantitative data were analyzed Table 3.6 demonstrates 

how their interaction are analyzed: 

Table 3.7: Analyses between data collected by the various instruments in this study; 

Pearson‘s Correlation (PC) and/or ANOVA 

 Language 

Experience 

Questionnaire 

(Demographic) 

Language 

Experience 

Questionnaire 

(Language 

Use) 

Self-

Confidence 

Questionnaire 

Social 

Networks 

Questionnaire 

Language 

Experience 

Questionnaire 

(Demographic) 

 ------- ANOVA ------- 

Language 

Experience 

Questionnaire 

(Language Use) 

-------  PC ------- 

Self-Confidence 

Questionnaire 
ANOVA PC  PC 

Social Networks ------- ------- PC  
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Questionnaire 

Oral Proficiency 

Assessment 
------- ------- 

ANOVA 

PC 
------- 

Qualitative 

 

The Social Networks Questionnaire provided data regarding the multiplexity of 

the relationships identified by the participants. This information is included in the present 

analysis to allow for a more in-depth understanding of the contexts and situations that 

favor Spanish language use among the heritage speaking population.  

Further qualitative data was gathered through the face-to-face interviews 

conducted toward the end of the data collection process. Some of the data gathered from 

these interviews is included in this study as it provides direct and often detailed access to 

the participants‘ perceptions of their language, their use of the language, their 

expectations of themselves and the perception they have regarding the expectations of 

others.  The interviews were designed as semi-structured interviews; every participant 

was asked a series of prepared questions within a free-flowing conversation format (see 

Appendix E) which allowed the participants to use their own words and language to 

speak about the topics addressed. Following the methodology for analyzing qualitative 

data, specifically interviews, by Silverman (2003), the present researcher identified 

common topics/themes discussed by the participants to demonstrate the participants‘ 

most salient language use perceptions and self-perceptions. 
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Conclusion 

In this chapter a detailed description of the subjects and their background was 

given to fully understand the perspective from which this study was conducted. 

Additionally, this chapter provided an extended description of each of the instruments 

used, explained the data collection methods implemented and laid-out the quantitative 

and qualitative ways in which the various data collected was used for analysis. The 

information provided within this chapter demonstrates the comprehensive nature of the 

present study as it was illustrated that the researcher made every effort to incorporate 

valid data regarding the various aspects of the heritage speaker‘s experience with their 

language. The following chapter presents the results obtained from the data collection 

process described in this chapter.  
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CHAPTER 4 - RESULTS 

 

 This chapter presents the results from all the quantitative and qualitative data 

collected. The chapter begins with a summary of the background information on the 

participants and proceeds with a presentation of the results for each of the six research 

questions. The chapter ends with a presentation of the qualitative data gathered via the 

interviews.  

Background Information of Participants 

 As presented in Chapter 3, a total of 25 subjects participated in all phases of the 

study and were therefore included in the analysis of the results. There are a total of 17 

female and 8 male subjects and all of the subjects are between the ages of 18 and 40. The 

average age for the participants is 19.6 and the mode age for the participants is 18. Of the 

25 participants, 18 are of Mexican heritage, four are of United States heritage (no other 

nationality was identified for any of the parents or grandparents), one of Argentinean 

heritage, one is of Chilean heritage, and one is of Cuban heritage. Twenty-four of the 25 

participants listed an Arizona city as their primary residence, and the remaining subject 

listed California as the primary residence. All of the subjects report having lived in the 

United States for ‗more than 13 years‘. For numbers of years attended in U.S. schools, 17 

of the 25 participants report that they attended ‗all K-12 and some college‘ in the United 

States, and the remaining 8 report that they attended ‗all K-12 (13 years) in the United 

States. Twenty three of the 25 participants report that they have not attended school 

outside of the U.S., and two report that they attended school in Mexico for one year. 
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Regarding persons living in the family home, 8 students report living with their father, 

mother, and brothers; 3 report living with their mother and father; 3 report living with 

their father, mother and sisters; 3 report living with their father, mother, sisters and 

brothers; 2 report living with their father, mother, sister and ‗other‘; one reports living 

with their father, mother , sister, brother and ‗other‘, one reports living with their father 

and brother; one reports living with their mother and sister, one reports living only with 

their mother, and one reports living only with ‗other‘. Table 4.1.1 summarizes all the 

language experience information presented here. All of the subjects were students 

enrolled in the Spanish as a Heritage Language program and were in one of three 

beginning and intermediate Heritage Language courses (SPAN 103, 203 and 253).  

Table 4.1.1: Overall participants‘ language experience information obtained 

from the Language Experience questionnaire 

Language Experience Response (number of participants) 

Nationality of Heritage  Mexican (18) 

 United States (4) 

 Argentinean (1) 

 Chilean (1) 

 Cuban (1) 

Primary Residence  Tucson, AZ (17) 

 Nogales, AZ (1) 

 Phoenix, AZ (1) 

 Chandler, AZ (1) 

 Litchfield Park, AZ (1) 

 Goodyear, AZ (1) 

 Sahuarita, AZ (1) 

 Gilbert, AZ (1)  

 Coronado, CA (1) 

Years lived in the U.S.  More than 13 years (25) 

Years of school attended 

in the U.S. 
 All K-12 and some college (more than 13 years) 

(17) 

 All K-12 (13 years) (8) 

Years of school attended  0 years (23) 
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outside of U.S.  1 year (2) – both in Mexico 

Persons living in your 

family home 
 Other (1) 

 Mother (1) 

 Mother and Father (3) 

 Father,  brothers (1)  

 Mother, sisters (1) 

 Father, mother, sisters (3) 

 Father,  mother, brothers (8) 

 Father,  mother, brothers, sisters (3) 

 Father,  mother, brothers, sisters, other (1) 

 Father,  mother, sisters, other (2) 

 Father, mother, grandfather (1) 

 

 Research Questions 

 The following research questions are addressed in this chapter: 

1. What levels of linguistic insecurity in Spanish are present among students in the 

three oral proficiency levels (HLL Group 1, HLL Group 2, HLL Group 3) as 

measured by their self-confidence in speaking in Spanish (HL)?  

a. Is there a difference in levels of linguistic insecurity between the three oral 

proficiency levels identified among the participants (HLL Group 1, HLL 

Group 2, and HLL Group 3)? 

b. What are the linguistic insecurity scores in the three identified domains 

(Family, School, Other) for each of the three HLL Groups (HLL Group 1, 

HLL Group 2, and HLL Group 3).  

2. Is there a correlation between linguistic insecurity in Spanish and their 

actual/tested oral proficiency in Spanish?  
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3. What is the relationship between their linguistic insecurity in Spanish and 

linguistic experience factors such as which parent speaks the HL, location of 

community of family residence, nationality of heritage, and education level of 

parent(s)?  

4. Is there a correlation between the linguistic insecurity in Spanish of the students 

and their self-reported language use of Spanish (HL)? 

5. What is the structure of the students‘ social networks, as divided into domains 

(Family Home, Home, School, Work)? 

a. Who are their HL contacts in the various domains?  

b. What are the differences in HL contacts across domains?  

c. Looking at primary and secondary contacts as determined by students, is 

there a correlation between their HL contacts (quantity or relationship) in 

any particular domain and their levels of linguistic insecurity in Spanish? 

6. Is there a social network make-up that, when analyzed with levels of linguistic 

insecurity and HL use, could indicate a probability toward either HL maintenance 

or toward loss/transfer to English for HL students? 

Levels of linguistic insecurity 

 

Research Question 1: What levels of linguistic insecurity in Spanish are present 

among students in the three oral proficiency levels (HLL Group 1, HLL Group 2, 

HLL Group 3) as measured by their self-confidence in speaking in Spanish (HL)? 

As discussed in Chapter 3, the 25 participants were grouped, through use of an 

Oral Proficiency assessment designed and administered by the present researcher, into 
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three Heritage Language Learners (HLL) groups: HLL Group 1, HLL Group 2, and HLL 

Group 3. The three oral proficiency groups identified represent three gradient levels of 

oral proficiency among the participants. Table 4.1.2 presents the participants‘ respective 

group assignment. 

Table 4.1.2: Participants‘ group assignment (HLL Group 1= 1, HLL 

Group 2= 2, HLL Group 3= 3) 

Participant 

ID 

HLL GROUP 

ASSIGNMENT  
Participant 

ID 

HLL GROUP 

ASSIGNMENT  

1 3 14 1 

2 1 15 2 

3 1 16 2 

4 3 17 2 

5 3 18 3 

6 3 19 2 

7 1 20 2 

8 2 21 2 

9 1 22 2 

10 1 23 2 

11 1 24 3 

12 1 25 3 

13 3   

 

A relatively equal distribution was achieved in these groups which resulted in HLL 

Group 1 consisting of 8 participants, HLL Group 2 consisting of 9 participants, and HLL 

Group 3 consisting of 8 participants. Table 4.1.3 shows the distribution of students in the 

HLL groups.  

Table 4.1.3: Distribution of students‘ course enrollment in HLL 

groups  

 SPAN 103 SPAN 203 SPAN 253 TOTAL  

HLL Group 1 6 2 0 8 

HLL Group 2 3 3 3 9 

HLL Group 3 1 3 4 8 
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As demonstrated in Table 4.1.2, in HLL Group 1 the majority of participants (6) are 

enrolled in SPAN 103, two are enrolled in SPAN 203 and none of the participants are 

enrolled in SPAN 253; in HLL Group 2 there is an equal distribution of the courses in 

which the participants are enrolled, 3 in each; and in HLL Group 3 there are more 

participants in SPAN 253 (4) than in either of the other courses, 3 students are enrolled in 

SPAN 203, and only one student is in enrolled in SPAN 103. Though it was not expected 

that there be a direct relation between course enrollment and HLL Group assignment, it is 

evident that the distribution somewhat reflects the course enrollment, as the majority of 

those participants whose assessment resulted in assignment into the lowest oral 

proficiency group, HLL Group 1, are enrolled in SPAN 103; the participants assigned to 

the mid-range oral proficiency group, HLL Group 2, are equally enrolled in the three 

courses; and the highest oral proficiency group, HLL Group 3, has more participants 

from the highest course level, SPAN 253, than from each of the other two courses. The 

minor disparity between course enrollment and HLL Group assignment may be due to 

two main factors. First, the assessment used to determine HLL grouping was specific to 

oral proficiency, whereas placement criteria for the Heritage Program at the University of 

Arizona relies primarily on a multiple choice, computer mediated test that does not have 

an oral component and subsequent course enrollment is based on sequentially passing a 

course
24

, which is based on successfully mastering skills in addition to oral proficiency 

skills. Thus, it is not surprising that HLL Group 2 has an equal number of participants 

from each course level while HLL Group 1 and HLL Group 3 are less mixed. Second, 

                                                           
24

 If a student is initially enrolled in SPAN 103, then to enroll in SPAN 203 he/she must successfully 

complete SPAN 103, and to enroll in SPAN 253 then he/she must successfully complete SPAN 203. 
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SPAN 203 has a wide variety of students that includes 1) students who entered the 

program at SPAN 103 and moved into SPAN 203 without high fluency, 2) students who 

have intermediate levels of fluency and 3) students with higher fluency but who may 

have low literary skills. This variety in oral fluency within SPAN 203 may thus also 

explain why students enrolled in this course may have been placed into HLL Group 1 or 

HLL Group 3 in addition to HLL Group 2 via the Oral Proficiency Assessment 

administered by the present researcher.  

A mean linguistic insecurity score was calculated for each group. As discussed in 

Chapter 3, the linguistic insecurity score ranges from 1 to 5 with 1 representing the 

highest level of linguistic insecurity and 5 representing no linguistic insecurity. This 

score was calculated based on the participants‘ responses to 36 statements on a Likert 

scale with gradient levels of agreement: 1-Strongly Agree, 2-Agree, 3- Neither Agree nor 

Disagree, 4- Disagree, 5-Completely Disagree (a complete explanation of how the score 

was coded and calculated is in the Self-Confidence Questionnaire section of Chapter 3). 

Table 4.1.4 presents the mean linguistic insecurity scores and standard deviations for 

each HLL group.  

Table 4.1.4: Mean Linguistic Insecurity scores by group. 

GROUP SCORE 

HLL Group 1 M = 2.39 (SD = .39) 

HLL Group 2 M = 3.09 (SD = .62) 

HLL Group 3 M = 3.67 (SD = .99) 

 

 Because lower insecurity scores indicate higher linguistic insecurity, a mean 

linguistic insecurity score of 2.39 in HLL Group 1 indicates that this oral proficiency 
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group is clearly on the higher end of the linguistic insecurity scale, as the score falls 

decidedly below the average score of 3 and the standard deviation (SD= .30) for this 

group illustrates that the majority of the participants in this group score below the average 

score of 3. Figure 4.1.1 illustrates where on the linguistic insecurity scale (ranging 1 – 5) 

each of the 8 HLL Group 1 participants‘ scores lies (rounded to the nearest hundredth).  

Figure 4.1.1: Individual linguistic insecurity scores based on 1-5 Likert 

scale in the HLL Group 1 (scores rounded to nearest hundredth) 

 

When rounded to the nearest whole, five of the eight (63%) participants scored a 2, and 3 

of the eight participants (38%) scored a 3. No participants scored in any of the other 

levels.  

Figure 4.1.2: Linguistic insecurity scores in HLL Group 1 based 

on the 1-5 Likert scale (scores rounded to the nearest whole)  
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A mean linguistic insecurity score of 3.09 in HLL Group 2 indicates that the participants 

in this oral proficiency group demonstrate a neutral tendency that does not markedly lean 

toward either linguistic insecurity or linguistic self-confidence.  The standard deviation 

for this group indicates that a majority of the participants scored below 4.0 but above 2.0. 

Figure 4.1.3 illustrates where on the linguistic insecurity scale (ranging 1 – 5) each of the 

9 HLL Group 2 participants‘ scores lies (rounded to the nearest hundredth).   

Figure 4.1.3: Individual linguistic insecurity scores based on 1-5 

Likert scale in the HLL Group 2 (scores rounded to nearest hundredth) 

 

When rounded to the nearest whole, no participants scored a 1 (0%), two participants 

scored a 2(22%), five participants scored a 3 (56%), two participants scored a 4 (22%), 

and no participants scored a 5 (0%).  

Figure 4.1.4: Linguistic insecurity scores in HLL Group 2 based on the 

1-5 Likert scale (scores rounded to the nearest whole) 
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A mean linguistic insecurity score of 3.67 in HLL Group 3 indicates that this oral 

proficiency group is leaning toward the lower end of the linguistic insecurity scale, as the 

mean score falls decidedly above the average score of 3 and the standard deviation (SD= 

.99) for this group illustrates that the majority of the participants in this group score 

above 2.0. Figure 4.1.5 illustrates where on the linguistic insecurity scale (ranging 1 – 5) 

each of the 8 HLL Group 3 participants‘ scores lies (rounded to the nearest hundredth).  

Figure 4.1.5: Individual linguistic insecurity scores based on 1-5 Likert 

scale in the HLL Group 3 (scores rounded to nearest hundredth) 

 

When rounded to the nearest whole, no participants scored a 1 (0%), one participant 

scored a 2(12.5%), three participants scored a 3 (37.5%), one participant scored a 4 

(12.5%), and three participants scored a 5 (37.5%).  

Figure 4.1.6: Linguistic insecurity scores in HLL Group 3 based on the 1-5 

Likert scale (scores rounded to the nearest whole) 
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The above data demonstrates that the HLL Groups progressively decrease their linguistic 

insecurity levels as the proficiency levels increase. Overall, HLL Group 1 has the highest 

levels of linguistic insecurity with most of the participants scoring below the neutral 

score of 3; HLL Group 2 is a more neutral group wherein the majority of the participants 

score a neutral score of 3, and HLL Group 3 has the lowest levels of linguistic insecurity, 

where a majority of the participants score at or above the neutral score of 3.  

Linguistic insecurity differences between oral proficiency levels 

 

Research Question 1a: Is there a difference in levels of linguistic insecurity between 

the three oral proficiency levels identified among the participants (HLL Group 1, 

HLL Group 2, and HLL Group 3)? 

Table 4.1.3 illustrates that there is a shift toward less linguistic insecurity as the 

oral proficiency increases, where HLL Group 1 represents lower oral proficiency levels 

than HLL Group 2, Group 2 represents lower oral proficiency levels than HLL Group 3, 

and HLL Group 3 represents the highest levels of oral proficiency among all the 

participants.  A one-way between subjects Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was 

performed to compare the effect of HLL group on linguistic insecurity. There was a 

significant effect of participant grouping (HLL Group) on the linguistic insecurity score 

at p < .01 for the three groups [F(2,22) = 6.53, p = 0.006]. Post-hoc analyses using 

Tukey‘s HSD indicated that there was a significant difference between the mean 

linguistic insecurity score for HLL Group 1 (M = 2.39, SD = .39) and the mean linguistic 

insecurity scores for HLL Group 3 (M = 3.67, SD = .99) at p =.004, but no significant 

difference between the mean linguistic insecurity scores of HLL Group 2 and HLL Group 
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3 (p = .51) or the mean linguistic insecurity scores of HLL Group 1 and HLL Group 3 (p 

=.13) . 

Similarities and differences between the linguistic insecurity scores of the 

participants in the three different groups can also be observed by looking at each of the 

statements in the Self-Confidence questionnaire. The responses given to each statement 

in the Self-Confidence questionnaire by each of the 25 participants was used to calculate 

a mean score of linguistic insecurity for each statement. Table 4.1.5 shows a breakdown 

of the mean linguistic insecurity scores rounded to the nearest whole for each statement 

in the questionnaire.  

Table 4.1.5: Mean linguistic insecurity scores per question divided by HLL group 

 

Statement 

HLL 

Group 1 

HLL 

Group 2 

HLL 

Group 3 

Family 1. I get nervous when I don‘t understand 

every word that another Spanish speaking 

family member is saying. 3 3 4 

 2. I am afraid that the native Spanish 

speakers in my family will laugh at me when 

I speak Spanish. 2 4 4 

 3. I would not be nervous speaking Spanish 

with family members that I don‘t speak with 

very often. 3 3 4 

 4. Even if I know a topic very well, I feel 

anxious when discussing it in Spanish with 

extended family. 2 3 3 

 5. I never feel quite sure of myself when I am 

speaking Spanish with my immediate family. 2 4 3 

 6. I never feel quite sure of myself when I am 

speaking Spanish with my extended family. 2 3 3 

 7. I am comfortable when speaking Spanish 

with family members who speak Spanish 

fluently. 2 4 4 

 8. I feel confident when I speak Spanish 

outside my home with my extended family 2 4 4 

 9. I feel confident when I speak Spanish in 

my home. 4 4 4 
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 10. I worry that my extended family will 

notice my mistakes when I speak Spanish. 2 3 3 

 11. I get nervous and confused when I am 

speaking Spanish with my immediate family. 3 4 4 

 12. I worry that my parent(s) will notice my 

mistakes when I speak Spanish. 3 4 4 

 13. I feel very self-conscious about speaking 

Spanish at gatherings with extended family. 2 3 4 

 30. I always feel that my parent(s) speak 

Spanish better than I do. 2 2 3 

School 14. I keep thinking that other students are 

better at Spanish than I am. 2 2 3 

 15. The more I study for Spanish class, the 

more confused I get. 4 4 4 

 16. I get nervous when the Spanish teacher 

asks questions which I haven‘t prepared in 

advance. 2 3 4 

 17. I always feel that the other students speak 

Spanish better than I do. 2 3 4 

 18. I can feel my heart pounding when I‘m 

going to be called on in my Spanish class. 2 3 4 

 19. It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in 

my Spanish class. 3 3 4 

 20. When I‘m on my way to my Spanish 

class, I feel very sure and relaxed. 4 3 4 

 21. I start to panic when I have to speak 

without preparation in my Spanish class. 2 3 4 

 22. I never feel quite sure of myself when I 

am speaking in my Spanish class. 3 3 4 

 23. It frightens me when I don‘t understand 

what the teacher is saying in Spanish. 3 4 4 
Community 24. I get nervous when I don‘t understand 

every word that another Spanish speaker is 

saying (non-family member). 3 4 4 

 25. I would not be nervous speaking Spanish 

with native speakers that are not my family 

members. 3 3 4 

 26. When out in public, I often feel like not 

participating in Spanish conversations. 3 3 4 

 27. When speaking Spanish, I can get so 

nervous I forget things I know. 2 3 4 

 28. I never feel quite sure of myself when I 

am speaking Spanish with people that are not 

my family members. 2 3 4 

 29. I feel very self-conscious about speaking 

Spanish in front of other Spanish speakers 

that are not my family members. 2 2 3 
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 31. I feel bad that I don‘t speak Spanish as 

well as people expect me to. 2 2 4 

 32. I am comfortable when speaking Spanish 

with fluent Spanish speakers who are not 

members of my family. 3 3 5 

 33. I feel confident when I speak Spanish. 2 3 4 

 34. I get nervous and confused when I am 

speaking Spanish with someone who is not a 

family member. 2 3 4 

 35. I feel anxious when I talk with someone 

who I think speaks better Spanish than I do. 2 3 4 

 36. I don‘t worry about making mistakes 

when I speak Spanish. 2 3 4 

 

Table 4.1.6 presents the statements that match between HLL Groups along with 

each statements‘ mean linguistic insecurity score and the domain to which each 

corresponds.   

Table 4.1.6: Statements that match between different HLL Groups; mean response 

per statement and domain of each statement  

 

Statement # 

Mean 

response per 

statement 

Domain of 

statement 

ALL 

Groups 

9. I feel confident when I speak Spanish in my 

home. 
4 Family 

 
15. The more I study for Spanish class, the more 

confused I get. 
4 School 

 

1. I get nervous when I don‘t understand every 

word that another Spanish speaking family 

member is saying. 3 

Family 

 

3. I would not be nervous speaking Spanish with 

family members that I don‘t speak with very 

often. 3 

Family 

 14. I keep thinking that other students are better 

at Spanish than I am. 2 
School 

 19. It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my 

Spanish class. 3 
School 

HLL 

Group 

1 
22.  I never feel quite sure of myself when I am 

speaking in my Spanish class. 3 

School 

and  25.  I would not be nervous speaking Spanish 3 Community 
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with native speakers that are not my family 

members. 

HLL 

Group 

2 
26.  When out in public, I often feel like not 

participating in Spanish conversations. 3 

Community 

 29.  I feel very self-conscious about speaking 

Spanish in front of other Spanish speakers that 

are not my family members. 2 

Community 

 30.  I always feel that my parent(s) speak 

Spanish better than I do. 2 
Family 

 31.  I feel bad that I don‘t speak Spanish as well 

as people expect me to. 2 
Community 

 32 . I am comfortable when speaking Spanish 

with fluent Spanish speakers who are not 

members of my family. 3 

Community 

HLL 

Group 

2 

and 

HLL 

Group 

3 

2 . I am afraid that the native Spanish speakers in 

my family will laugh at me when I speak 

Spanish. 4 

Family 

4.  Even if I know a topic very well, I feel 

anxious when discussing it in Spanish with 

extended family. 3 

Family 

6.  I never feel quite sure of myself when I am 

speaking Spanish with my extended family. 3 
Family 

7.  I am comfortable when speaking Spanish with 

family members who speak Spanish fluently. 4 
Family 

8.  I feel confident when I speak Spanish outside 

my home with my extended family. 4 
Family 

10.  I worry that my extended family will notice 

my mistakes when I speak Spanish. 3 
Family 

11.  I get nervous and confused when I am 

speaking Spanish with my immediate family 4 
Family 

12.  I worry that my parent(s) will notice my 

mistakes when I speak Spanish. 4 
Family 

23.  It frightens me when I don‘t understand what 

the teacher is saying in Spanish. 4 
School 

24.  I get nervous when I don‘t understand every 

word that another Spanish speaker is saying 

(non-family member). 4 

Community 

HLL 

Group 

1 and  

HLL 

Group 

3 

 

20.  When I‘m on my way to my Spanish class, I 

feel very sure and relaxed. 

 

4 

 

School 
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The highest number of matching scores for any domain is between HLL Group 2 

and HLL Group 3 in the Family domain. Of the ten statements in which HLL Groups 2 

and 3 match, eight of them are in the Family domain. Of these eight, the respondents 

‗disagree‘ with five statements (#2, #7, #8, #11, #12) and ‗neither agree nor disagree‘ 

(#4, #6, #10) with the remaining three statements. The remaining two statements that 

match between HLL Groups 2 and 3 are in the School and Community domain; #23 and 

#24 respectively.  

The highest number of overall matching scores (11) is between HLL Group 1 and 

HLL Group 2. This group also has the second- highest number of matching scores for any 

domain. In this category, six of the 11 matching mean linguistic scores belong to the 

Community domain. The remaining five statements belong to both the School and the 

Family domain with three and two matching mean linguistic scores respectively.  

The remaining two categories, ‗All Groups‘ and ‗HLL Group 1 and HLL Group 

3‘, have considerably fewer matches as the first group only has two matching mean 

linguistic scores and the latter only has one. Specifically, the results show that the 

participants in all three oral proficiency groups, on average ‗disagree‘ with statements #9 

and #15: ―I feel confident when I speak Spanish in my home‖ and ―the more I study for 

Spanish class, the more confused I get‖ respectively. The only statement in which HLL 

Group 1 and Group 3 match is statement #20, where the participants ‗agree‘ with ―When 

I‘m on my way to my Spanish class, I feel very sure and relaxed‖. 
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Linguistic insecurity scores per domain 

 

Research Question 1b: What are the linguistic insecurity scores in the three 

identified domains (Family, School, Other) for each of the three HLL Groups (HLL 

Group 1, HLL Group 2, and HLL Group 3).  

 A mean linguistic insecurity score was calculated for the three domain groups 

identified in the questionnaire (Family, School, and Other) for each of the HLL Groups 

(HLL Group 1, HLL Group 2, and HLL Group 3). Following is a presentation of the 

mean linguistic insecurity scores for each of these groups in all three of the domains. 

 The mean linguistic insecurity scores for the three oral proficiency groups in the 

Family domain are presented in Table 4.1.7. 

Table 4.1.7: Mean linguistic insecurity scores (M) 

and standard deviation (SD) as calculated per HLL 

Group in the Family domain 

 M SD 

HLL Group 1 2.33 .41 

HLL Group 2 3.35 .64 

HLL Group 3 3.53 1.30 

 

 Table 4.1.6 demonstrates that linguistic insecurity decreases as the oral 

proficiency increases, where HLL Group 1 represents lower oral proficiency levels than 

HLL Group 2 and HLL Group 2 represents lower oral proficiency levels than HLL Group 

3, and HLL Group 3 represents the highest levels of oral proficiency among all the 

participants. From the mean and standard deviation of HLL Group 1 (M= 2.33, SD= .41) 

it is clear that the majority of the participants in HLL Group 1 score below the average 

score of 3 in the Family domain indicating that this group is on the higher end of the 



153 
 

linguistic insecurity scale.  From the mean and standard deviation of HLL Group 2 

(M=3.35, SD= .64) it is clear that the majority of the participants score within the range 

of above 2.0 and below 4.0. This indicates that the participants in HLL Group 2 have a 

neutral tendency that does not markedly lean toward either linguistic insecurity or 

linguistic self-confidence in the Family domain. The mean of HLL Group 3 (M=3.53, 

SD= 1.30) indicates that the participants in this group have lower linguistic insecurity 

than the participants in the other two groups. However, the standard deviation score 

alludes to a greater variability within this group as compared to the others.  

The mean linguistic insecurity scores for the three oral proficiency groups in the 

School domain are presented in Table 4.1.8. 

Table 4.1.8: Mean linguistic insecurity scores (M) 

and standard deviation (SD) as calculated per HLL 

Group in the School domain 

 M SD 

HLL Group 1 2.58 .81 

HLL Group 2 3.02 .88 

HLL Group 3 3.80 .95 

 

As in the Family domain, Table 4.1.7 demonstrates that linguistic insecurity in the 

School domain decreases as the oral proficiency increases. Because the standard 

deviation in the groups for this domain are wider than those seen in the Family domain, it 

is clear that there is much more variability in scores in this domain. For HLL Group 1 the 

majority of the scores vary from below 2.0 to above 3.5, for HLL Group 2 the majority of 
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the scores vary from above 2.0 to below 4.0 and for HLL Group 3 the majority of the 

scores are above 3.0.  

The mean linguistic insecurity scores for the three oral proficiency groups in the 

Community domain are presented in Table 4.1.9. 

Table 4.1.9: Mean linguistic insecurity scores (M) 

and standard deviation (SD) as calculated per HLL 

Group in the Community domain 

 M SD 

HLL Group 1 2.30 .39 

HLL Group 2 2.86 .65 

HLL Group 3 3.78 .91 

 

The final domain, Community, also illustrates that linguistic insecurity decreases 

as oral proficiency increases. From the mean and standard deviation of HLL Group 1 

(M= 2.30, SD= .39) it is clear that the majority of the participants score below 3. This 

indicates that the participants in HLL Group 1 are predominantly linguistically insecure. 

From the mean and standard deviation of HLL Group 2 (M= 2.86, SD= .65), it is clear 

that the participants score within the range of above 2.0 and below 4.0. This indicates that 

the participants in HLL Group 2 have a more neutral tendency than those in HLL Group 

1 in the School domain. For HLL Group 3, the mean and standard deviations (M= 3.78, 

SD= .91) show that the majority of the participants in this group score within a range 

above 2.5 and below 5. As in the School domain, as the HLL Group proficiency 

increases, the linguistic insecurity shifts toward more participants scoring on the lower 
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end of the linguistic insecurity scale which indicates an increase in linguistic self-

confidence as oral proficiency increases.  

In answering research question 1, it is clear that linguistic insecurity manifests 

itself differently in the three oral proficiency groups identified. The data presented 

illustrates repeatedly that among the three groups, HLL Group 1 has the highest levels of 

linguistic insecurity and HLL Group 3 has the lowest levels of linguistic insecurity, while 

HLL Group 2 demonstrates a tendency toward more neutral levels of linguistic 

insecurity.  

Linguistic insecurity and oral proficiency 

 

Research Question 2: Is there a correlation between linguistic insecurity in Spanish 

and their actual/tested oral proficiency in Spanish?  

As discussed in Chapter 3, a mean linguistic insecurity score was calculated for 

each of the 25 participants. Table 4.2.1 illustrates the participants‘ mean scores (M) and 

their respective standard deviation (SD). 

Table 4.2.1: Mean linguistic 

insecurity score (M) for each 

participant with their corresponding 

standard deviation (SD) 

Participant 

ID 

M SD 

1 4.64 .99 

2 3.02 1.34 

3 2.44 .61 

4 2.58 .91 

5 2.47 1.42 

6 3.22 .76 

7 2.03 .45 
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8 2.50 .65 

9 2.83 .91 

10 1.94 1.19 

11 2.14 .90 

12 2.17 .91 

13 4.53 .65 

14 2.56 1.13 

15 4.14 1.20 

16 2.25 1.10 

17 3.39 1.10 

18 4.92 .28 

19 2.44 .81 

20 2.94 1.09 

21 3.44 .84 

22 3.11 .82 

23 3.64 .54 

24 2.89 1.06 

25 4.14 .96 

 

Table 4.2.1 presents the individual linguistic insecurity scores that are used throughout 

the remainder of the present research for statistical calculations relating to linguistic 

insecurity. 

As discussed previously, each student also participated in an Oral Proficiency 

Assessment which resulted in the assignment of each participant into an HLL Group 

(HLL Group 1, HLL Group 2, and HLL Group 3). The HLL Group assignment served as 

the oral proficiency score of each participant, so that participants grouped into HLL 

Group 1 received an oral proficiency score of 1, participants grouped into HLL Group 2 

received an oral proficiency score of 2, and participants grouped into HLL Group 3 

received an oral proficiency score of 3. Using the above calculated linguistic insecurity 

score mean for each of the 25 participants and their respective HLL group assignment, a 
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Pearson‘s Correlation was performed using SPSS. The correlation demonstrates that there 

is a moderate and statistically significant, positive correlation between the participants‘ 

linguistic insecurity (M = 3.06, SD = .86) and their tested oral proficiency (M= 2.0, SD = 

.81) in Spanish, Pearson‘s r (25) = .61, p < .01. This moderate positive correlation 

indicates that linguistic insecurity scores increase as oral proficiency level increases. 

Because the linguistic insecurity scale is set so that 1 represents the highest level of 

linguistic insecurity and 5 represents linguistic self-confidence (the equivalent of no 

linguistic insecurity), a moderate positive correlation means that linguistic self-

confidence increases as oral proficiency levels increase.
25

 

Though this finding is expected based on the presentation of the data in research 

question 1, this correlation confirms statistically that linguistic insecurity and oral 

proficiency are related factors.  

Linguistic insecurity and language experience factors 

 

Research Question 3:  What is the relationship between their linguistic insecurity in 

Spanish and linguistic experience factors such as which parent speaks the HL, 

location of community of family residence, nationality of heritage, and education 

level of parent(s)?  

 Five language experience factors (location of family residence-- primary 

residence, people residing in the home, which parent speaks the heritage language, 

parents‘ educational level, and nationality of heritage) were analyzed to see if there is any 

relationship between said factors and the linguistic insecurity scores of the participants. 

                                                           
25

 In terms of linguistic insecurity, a positive correlation indicates that linguistic insecurity decreases as oral 

proficiency level increases. 
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The first experience factor considered was location of family residence (primary 

residence). This factor was selected based on previous research which identifies 

proximity to the Mexican border as an influencing factor in heritage language 

maintenance (Bills, Hernández-Chávez and Hudson, 1995; Hudson, Hernández-Chávez 

and Hudson, 1995; Mora, Villa, and Dávila, 2005; Jenkins, 2009). Location of family 

residence (primary residence) was determined by asking the students to write in the city 

of residence for both his/her mother and father.  It was expected that a large number of 

the student population would list Arizona cities as their primary residence because of the 

location of the University. Ultimately, a total of 13 out of the 25 participants listed 

Tucson as their primary residence (one student listed Sahuarita and this was included as 

Tucson as Sahuarita is commonly treated as a suburb of Tucson); seven participants each 

listed different Arizona cities including Nogales, Phoenix, Gilbert, Goodyear, Litchfield 

Park, Mesa, and Chandler; one student listed Coronado, CA, one student listed Royal 

City, WA, one student listed Portland, OR, one student listed Laredo, TX, and one 

student listed Pittsburgh, PA. Table 4.3.1 presents the grouping of primary residence: 

Table 4.3.1: Count of cities listed 

by participants 

Tucson 13 

Arizona city, NOT-Tucson 7 

Not Arizona 5 

To determine proximity to the Mexican border, geographic coordinates were used 

for each city listed by the participants and the geographic coordinates for the nearest 

border city to each of the cities of primary residence identified by participants. The four 

border cities used to determine distance were Nogales, AZ and Otay Mesa, CA, Del Rio, 
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TX, and Laredo, TX. Nogales, AZ served as the border city to determine proximity to the 

border for all Arizona cities; Otay Mesa, CA was used as the closest border city for 

Coronado, CA, Royal City, WA, and Portland, OR; and Del Rio, TX was determined to 

be the closest border city to Portland, OR.  To calculate the distance between the two 

geographic points, the coordinates for each of the identified cities and its corresponding 

border city were entered into an on-line calculator which uses the Haversine formula to 

―calculate great-circle distances between the two points – that is, the shortest distance 

over the earth‘s surface – giving an ‗as-the-crow-flies‘ distance between the points 

(ignoring any hills!)‖ (http://www.movable-type.co.uk/scripts/latlong.html). Nogales, AZ 

and Laredo, TX are both border-cities that were determined to be the primary residence 

for two separate students, it was therefore unnecessary to calculate distance from the 

border for these two cities. Table 4.3.2 illustrates the distance in miles between each of 

the two cities. 

Table 4.3.2: Distance in miles between city of permanent 

residence identified by participants and the closest border city 

City of 

Permanent 

Residence 

Nogales, 

AZ 

Otay Mesa, 

CA 

Del Rio, 

TX 

Laredo, 

TX 

Nogales, AZ 0 -- -- -- 

Tucson, AZ 60.89 -- -- -- 

Chandler, AZ 145.46 -- -- -- 

Gilbert, AZ 147.66 -- -- -- 

Mesa, AZ 152.92 -- -- -- 

Phoenix, AZ 160.09 -- -- -- 

Goodyear, AZ 166.87 -- -- -- 

Litchfield, AZ 170.34 -- -- -- 

Coronado, CA -- 10.77 -- -- 

Portland, OR -- 924.60 -- -- 

Royal City, WA -- 994.34 -- -- 

Pittsburgh, PA -- -- 1,404.30 -- 

http://www.movable-type.co.uk/scripts/latlong.html
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Laredo, TX -- -- -- 0 

As Table 4.10 shows, two cities listed are themselves border-cities. The smallest 

distance, not including the border-cities, is between Coronado, CA and Otay Mesa, CA 

(10.77 miles) followed by the distance between Tucson, AZ and Nogales, AZ (60.89 

miles). The longest distance is between Pittsburgh, PA and Del Rio, TX (1,404.30 miles) 

followed by the distance between Royal City, WA and Otay, Mesa, CA (994.34 miles). 

In order to perform statistical analysis, the cities were placed into one of three 

groups created on the basis of proximity to border: border city, semi-border city, and non-

border city. Based on Bills, Hernandez-Chavez and Hudson (1995) where cities were 

coded based on distance from the border at 100-mile intervals, the present researcher 

grouped cities, other than the identified border cities of Nogales, AZ and Laredo, TX, that 

are less than 100 miles from the border as semi-border cities, and cities that are more than 

100 miles from the border as non-border cities. Table 4.3.3 presents this data. 

Table 4.3.3: Groups per proximity to border, the number of cities for 

each group (N) and their respective mean (M) and standard 

deviations (SD) scores.  

Border Group N M SD 

Border City 2 4.14 .71 

Semi-Border City 14 3.08 .91 

Non-Border city 9 2.78 .64 

OVERALL 25 3.05 .86 

 

Table 4.3.3 shows that the majority of the cities identified as semi-border cities 

which are located less than 100 miles from the border. From the table it is clear that there 

is a difference between the three groups, in that the mean linguistic insecurity scores 
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decrease, indicating higher levels of linguistic insecurity, as distance from the border 

increases. 

A one-way between subjects ANOVA was performed to compare the effect of 

proximity to the border (M= 3.05, SD= .86) on linguistic insecurity (M = 3.06, SD = .86) 

in the three identified conditions: border city (M= 4.14, SD= .71), semi-border city 

(M=3.08, SD= .91), and non-border city (M= 2.78, SD= .64). The analysis demonstrated 

that there was not a significant effect of proximity to the border at the p <.5 level for the 

three conditions [F(2,24) = 2.30, p = .12]. This indicates that in this particular group of 

participants, proximity to the border is not a statistically significant factor that is related 

to linguistic insecurity levels. However, the mean scores presented in Table 4.3.3 show a 

trend toward increasing linguistic insecurity scores as proximity to the border increases, 

indicating a decrease in linguistic insecurity as distance from the border decreases (this is 

discussed in more detail in Chapter 5).  

The second experience factor considered was people residing in the home. This 

experience factor sought to investigate who the participant shared his or her family home 

with. The participants selected from the following list of people: father, mother, 

brother(s), sister(s), grandfather(s), grandmother(s), other. Out of the 25 participants, 22 

selected ‗father‘, 23 selected ‗mother‘, 13 selected ‗brother(s)‘, 10 selected ‗sister(s)‘, 

one selected ‗grandfather(s)‘, and four selected ‗other‘
26

. In order to analyze the data and 

determine any relationship between this experience factor and linguistic insecurity, the 

                                                           
26

 Of the four that selected ‗other‘, one participant only selected ‗other‘ from the list of people and therefore 

only had an undefined person (‗other‘) as the only data for this question, this participant‘s response was 

coded as missing data in order to not skew the analysis. 
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data was coded to correspond to whether or not the participant lives with 1) parent(s) and 

at least one sibling, 2) parent(s) only/no sibling(s), or 3) no sibling/only parent + 

grandparent. . These categories were chosen based on the finding in current heritage 

language research which indicates that there is a generational difference in use of heritage 

language where the heritage language tends to be used more with older contacts such as 

parents and grandparents versus younger contacts such as siblings (Starks, 2005; Galindo, 

1996). Table 4.3.4 shows the participants‘ breakdown based on these categories: 

Table 4.3.4: Number of participants per category for factor labeled 

‗people residing in the family home‘ (N) and their respective means 

(M) and standard deviations (SD). 

 N M SD 

With Parents + siblings 19 2.92 .82 

With Parents ONLY 4 3.34 .64 

With Parent + Grandparent 1 4.92 / 

OVERALL 24 3.08 .88 

 

As Table 4.3.4 illustrates, the majority of the participants (19) live with their 

parent(s) and at least one sibling, four participants live in their family home with only 

their parents, and only one participant lives with one parent and one grandparent. Table 

4.3.4 shows a clear trend toward increasing mean linguistic insecurity scores as the age of 

the contacts in the family increases. Because on the linguistic insecurity scale, 1 

represents high linguistic insecurity and 5 represents linguistic self-confidence (no 

linguistic insecurity), this indicates lower levels of linguistic insecurity, as age of contacts 

in the family home increases. A one-way between subjects ANOVA was performed to 

compare the effect of people residing in the family home on linguistic insecurity (M = 
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3.06, SD = .86) in the three identified conditions: parent(s) and sibling(s) (M= 2.92, SD= 

.82), parent(s) only (M= 3.34, SD= .64), parent(s) and one grandparent (M= 4.92). The 

analysis demonstrates that there is not a significant effect of people residing in the family 

home on linguistic insecurity at the p < .05 level for the three conditions [F(2,23) = 3.27, 

p = .06]. This indicates that the factor of people residing in the family home cannot be 

demonstrated to have influence on linguistic insecurity in this particular population.  

The third factor to be considered was which parent speaks the heritage language. 

Nicoladis and Secco (2002), in a study on language use by bilingual children, 

demonstrate that bilingual children use language differently with each parent. Based on 

the concept that children may use and therefore perceive a language differently 

depending on which parent they are interacting with, the present research extends the 

concept to consider if there is any correlation between which parent speaks the heritage 

language and levels of linguistic insecurity.  In the present research, the concept of using 

the language differently with each parent is examined to For this factor the students were 

asked to report what languages their fathers speak and what languages their mothers 

speak. For his/her father, the participants reported that five speak only English, one 

speaks only Spanish and 19 speak both English and Spanish.  

Table 4.3.5: Spanish and/or English spoken by 

Father 

 N M SD 

Only Spanish 1 3.22 / 

Only English 5 2.66 .52 

Both Spanish and 

English 

19 3.15 .93 

OVERALL 25 3.05 .86 
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For his/her mother, the participants reported that one speaks only English, two speak only 

Spanish, and 22 speak both English and Spanish.  

 

Table 4.3.6: Spanish and/or English spoken by 

Mother 

 N M SD 

Only Spanish 2 2.85 .53 

Only English 1 3.64 / 

Both Spanish and 

English 

22 3.05 .90 

OVERALL 25 3.06 .86 

 

To determine if the languages spoken by the participants‘ mother and father have 

any relationship to their linguistic insecurity, a one-way between subjects ANOVA was 

performed on the Mother‘s language data (M= 3.06, SD= .86) and separately on the 

Father‘s language (M=3.05, SD= .86) data.  The analysis demonstrates that there is not a 

significant effect between the mother‘s language and linguistic insecurity at the p < .05 

level [F(2, 22) = .28, p = .76] and that there is not a significant effect between the father‘s 

language and linguistic insecurity at the p = < .05 level [F(2, 22) = .63, p = .544]. This 

indicates that the factor of parents‘ language is not an influencing factor on linguistic 

insecurity in this particular population. 

 The fourth factor to be considered was ‗parents‘ education level‘. Parents‘ 

educational level was selected as a factor based on Edwards (2006) proposal that elevated 

levels of education may be one socioeconomic factor that influences an individual‘s 

choice of language. Though Edwards (2006) specifically addresses the influence that this 
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factor may have on a person‘s choice to use a more powerful language, the present 

researcher sought to investigate the relationship that this factor might have on linguistic 

insecurity. For this factor students were asked to select one of the following categories 

for the highest level of education completed by his/her mother and father separately: 0 -4 

the grade, 5
th

 – 8
th

 grade, some high school, high school diploma, some college, college 

degree or more, and don‘t know. In response to the fathers‘ education no participants 

selected 0 – 4
th

 grade, two selected ‗5
th

- 8
th

 grade‘, three selected ‗some high school‘, four 

selected ‗high school diploma‘, three selected ‗some college‘, 12 selected ‗college degree 

or more‘ and one selected ‗don‘t know‘. In response to the mothers‘ highest level of 

education completed, one participant selected ‗0-4
th

 grade‘, two selected ‗5
th

- 8
th

 grade‘, 

two selected ‗some high school‘, six selected ‗high school diploma‘, two selected ‗some 

college‘, 12 selected ‗college degree or more‘ and none selected ‗don‘t know‘. Table 

4.3.7 presents this participants‘ selection of categories. 

Table 4.3.7: Participants‘ report of Father and 

Mother‘s highest level of education completed. 

Highest level of 

education completed 

Father‘s 

Education 

Mother‘s 

Education 

0 -- 4
th 

 Grade 0 1 

5
th

 – 8
th

 Grade 2 2 

Some High School 3 2 

High School Diploma 4 6 

Some College 3 2 

College Degree or more 12 12 

Don‘t know 1 0 

Two results standout in Table 4.3.7: 1) A majority of the participants‘ parents (both 

mother and father) have at least some college (29)—fathers (15), mothers (14)—and a 

majority of these have completed a college degree or more; 2) more of the participants‘ 
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mothers (6) have a high school diploma as their highest level of education completed than 

the participants‘ fathers (4). The rest of the categories were selected at most three times 

(some high school) and for both father and mother one category was not selected at all (‗0 

–4
th

 grade‘ and ‗don‘t know‘ respectively).  The categories were collapsed to expand the 

range of education completed so as to increase the sample size per category and to 

correspond more closely with the educational level categories identified in Jenkins 

(2009). The broader categories created are: 0 – some high school, high school diploma – 

some college, college degree or more. The ‗don‘t know‘ category was coded as missing 

data so as to not skew the statistical analysis. Table 4.3.8 presents the collapsed 

categories and their respective counts for father and mother. 

Table 4.3.8: Collapsed categories for highest level of education 

completed for the participants mothers and fathers 

 
Father Mother total 

0 - some HS 5 5 10 (20%) 

HS - some college 7 8 15 (31%) 

college degree + 12 12 24 (49%) 

TOTAL 24 25 49 
 

 

Statistical analyses were performed on the father‘s and mother‘s level of 

education separately.  A one-way between subjects ANOVA was performed to compare 

the effects of father‘s level of education on linguistic insecurity (M = 3.06, SD = .86) in 

the three conditions identified: 0 – some H.S. (M= 3.27, SD= .99), H.S. Diploma – some 

college (M=2.80, SD= .83), and college degree or more (M=3.10, SD= .87). The analysis 

demonstrates that there is not a significant effect of father‘s education on linguistic 

insecurity at the p <.05 [F(2, 21) = .43, p = .65]. A one-way between subjects ANOVA 
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was performed to compare the effect of mother‘s level of education on linguistic 

insecurity (M = 3.06, SD = .86) in the three conditions identified: 0 – some H.S. (M= 

3.21, SD= 1.26), H.S. Diploma – some college (M= 2.67, SD= .60), and college degree or 

more (M= 3.25, SD= .80). The analysis demonstrates that there is not a significant effect 

of mother‘s education on linguistic insecurity at the p <.05 level [F(2, 22) = 1.20, p = 

.32]. These results indicate that parents‘ level of education do not have an influence on 

linguistic insecurity in this particular population.  

 The fifth and final factor considered is nationality of Hispanic heritage. 

Nationality of Hispanic heritage was selected as a factor for analysis, as it may have an 

impact on an individual‘s language loyalty since nationality is often equated with specific 

cultural traditions and specific linguistic variations. Hidalgo (1993) finds a positive 

correlation between language loyalty and language maintenance along the Mexico-U.S. 

border. Because in this geographical region Mexican heritage is predominant among the 

Hispanic community, it is possible to consider if nationality of heritage may have an 

influence on language maintenance and therefore merits investigation in the area of 

linguistic insecurity. This factor was established by asking that the students report the 

birthplace of their parents (mother and father separately) and the birthplace of their 

paternal and maternal grandparents (grandfathers and grandmothers separately). The 

birthplace of the grandparents was requested in the event that neither of the parents was 

born outside of the United States or in case the participant‘s Hispanic heritage did not 

correspond directly to one of the parents (i.e., neither of the parents were born in a 

Hispanic country). By looking at the father‘s birthplace, paternal grandmother and 
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paternal grandfather‘s birthplace, a paternal Hispanic heritage was determined for each 

participant. Similarly, a maternal Hispanic heritage was determined for each participants 

based on the mother‘s birthplace, maternal grandmother‘s and maternal grandfather‘s 

birthplace. 

As expected, the majority of the students reported their Hispanic heritage to be of 

Mexican origin. Regarding maternal Hispanic heritage, it was determined that 13 (52%) 

participants are of Mexican heritage, seven are of United States heritage, and five are of 

other Hispanic heritage. Of these five participants, one is of Argentinean heritage, one is 

of Chilean heritage, one is of Cuban heritage, one is of Mexican and Peruvian heritage, 

and one is of Puerto Rican heritage.  

Table 4.3.9: Maternal Hispanic Heritage 

Hispanic Heritage  

Mexican 13 (52%) 

United States 7 (28%) 

Other: 5 (20%) 

Argentinean (1)   

Chilean (1)  

Cuban (1)  

Mexican/Peruvian (1)  

Puerto Rican (1)  

 25 (100%) 

 A one-way between subjects ANOVA was performed to compare the effect of 

maternal Hispanic heritage (M= 3.05, SD= .86) on linguistic insecurity (M= 3.06, SD= 

.86) in the three conditions identified: Mexican heritage (M= 3.06, SD= 1.02), U.S.A. 

heritage (M= 3.09, SD= .63), and Other Hispanic heritage (M= 2.96, SD= .85). The 

analysis demonstrates that there is not a significant effect of maternal Hispanic heritage 

on linguistic insecurity at the p< .05 level [F(2, 22) = .03, p = .97]. 
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Regarding paternal Hispanic heritage, it was determined that 15 (60%) 

participants are of Mexican heritage, eight are of United States heritage, and two are of 

other Hispanic heritage. Of these two participants, one is of Argentinean heritage and one 

is of Chilean heritage.  

Table 4.3.10: Paternal Hispanic Heritage 

Hispanic Heritage  

Mexican 15 (60%) 

United States 8 (32%) 

Other: 2 (8%) 

Argentinean (1)  

Chilean (1)  

 25 (100%) 

A one-way between subjects ANOVA was performed to compare the effect of 

paternal Hispanic heritage (M= 3.05, SD= .86) on linguistic insecurity (M= 3.06, SD= 

.86) in the three conditions identified: Mexican heritage (M= 3.06, SD= .96), U.S.A. 

heritage (M= 2.98, SD= .24), and Other Hispanic heritage (M= 3.29, SD= 1.20). The 

analysis demonstrates that there is not a significant effect of maternal Hispanic heritage 

on linguistic insecurity at the p< .05 level [F(2, 22) = .09, p = .91]. 

Five language experience factors were presented here for analysis. In the first 

factor, location of family residence, mean linguistic insecurity scores for the three 

categories (border city, semi-border city, and non-border city) show a trend toward 

increased linguistic insecurity as distance from the border increases, though this was not 

shown to be statically significant. In the second factor, people residing in the family 

home, mean linguistic insecurity scores for the three categories (with parents and 

siblings, with parents ONLY, and with parents and grandparents) show a trend toward 
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increased linguistic self-confidence as the age of the contacts in the family home 

increases. Unfortunately, these are the only two factors that show any level of influence 

over linguistic insecurity for this particular population. The reader is cautioned to not 

generalize the findings relating to the experience factors, as the results herein may be 

primarily due to the small sample size.  

Linguistic insecurity and language use 

 

Research Question 4: Is there a correlation between the linguistic insecurity in 

Spanish of the students and their self-reported language use of Spanish (HL)? 

As discussed in Chapter 3, a mean language use score was calculated for each of 

the 25 participants based on the responses to the Language Use Questionnaire. Table 

4.4.1 illustrates the participants‘ mean language use scores (M) and their respective 

standard deviation (SD).  

Table 4.4.1: Participants mean 

language use scores (M) and their 

respective standard deviations (SD) 

ID Mean SD 

1 2.88 1.71 

2 4.41 .88 

3 3.35 1.49 

4 3.07 1.92 

5 2.63 1.62 

6 2.49 1.59 

7 4.17 .82 

8 4.47 .86 

9 4.27 .67 

10 4.10 1.26 

11 4.10 1.02 

12 3.07 .34 

13 1.97 1.13 

14 3.76 1.20 
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15 4.30 .78 

16 4.16 .79 

17 3.57 1.06 

18 2.11 1.20 

19 4.21 1.05 

20 3.68 .79 

21 3.24 1.12 

22 3.82 .61 

23 3.67 .85 

24 4.15 .93 

25 3.23 1.03 

Overall 3.63 .87 

Using the calculated mean for each of the participants‘ linguistic insecurity score 

and their respective language use scores a Pearson‘s Correlation was performed using 

SPSS. The correlation demonstrates that there is a statistically moderate significant, 

negative correlation between the participants‘ linguistic insecurity scores (M= 3.06, SD= 

.86) and their language use scores (M=3.63, SD= .87), Pearson‘s r (25) =  -.55, p < .05 . 

Because the linguistic insecurity scale is set so that 1 represents the highest level of 

linguistic insecurity and 5 represents linguistic self-confidence (the equivalent of no 

linguistic insecurity) and the language use scale is set so that higher scores indicate 

higher use of English, a moderate negative correlation means that linguistic self-

confidence increases as English language use decreases.
27

 

 

 

 

                                                           
27

 In terms of linguistic insecurity and use of Spanish, a negative correlation indicates that linguistic 

insecurity decreases as Spanish language use increases. 
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Figure 4.4.1: Significant negative correlation between Linguistic 

Insecurity and Use of Spanish.  

 

The language use scale, as described previously, is set so that the higher the score the 

higher the use of English. The linguistic insecurity scale is set so that the higher the 

number the lower the level of linguistic insecurity. With the scales set in this way, Figure 

4.4.1 demonstrates that the correlation between these two variables is that as use of 

English increases (as the use score increases) then linguistic insecurity increases (the 

linguistic insecurity score decreases).  

 The correlation between linguistic insecurity levels and Spanish language use can 

be further explored by specifically looking at the linguistic insecurity scores of the 

participants in each of the domains identified in the Self-Confidence questionnaire 

(Family, School, and Other) and the use scores in each of the domains identified in the 

language use questionnaire (Family, Home, Hometown, Home and Hometown combined, 

School, and Work).  Table 4.4.2 presents the mean linguistic insecurity scores for each of 

the participants in the three different domains identified for the Self-Confidence 

questionnaire.  
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Table 4.4.2: Mean linguistic insecurity scores (M) and standard 

deviation (SD) for School domain, Family domain and Community 

domain  

ID LI-Family LI-School LI-Other 

 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

1 4.64 1.08 5.00 0.00 4.33 1.23 

2 2.14 1.17 4.10 0.74 3.17 1.27 

3 2.50 .65 2.50 0.71 2.33 .49 

4 2.43 .85 2.70 0.95 2.67 .98 

5 1.29 1.07 3.80 0.63 2.75 1.14 

6 3.14 .77 3.00 0.67 3.50 .80 

7 2.07 .47 2.20 0.42 1.83 .39 

8 2.43 .65 2.30 0.48 2.75 .75 

9 2.79 .89 3.50 0.85 2.33 .65 

10 1.79 1.31 1.70 0.67 2.33 1.37 

11 2.29 1.14 2.30 0.82 1.83 .58 

12 2.07 1.00 2.00 0.94 2.42 .79 

13 4.43 .85 4.40 0.52 4.75 .45 

14 3.00 .96 2.30 1.57 2.25 .75 

15 4.43 1.28 4.30 1.25 3.67 .98 

16 3.21 1.12 1.60 0.52 1.67 .49 

17 3.71 1.20 2.60 1.17 3.67 .49 

18 4.93 .27 4.90 0.32 4.92 .29 

19 2.57 1.02 2.40 0.70 2.33 .65 

20 2.79 1.31 3.70 0.67 2.50 .80 

21 3.71 .73 3.50 0.85 3.08 .90 

22 3.36 1.01 2.90 0.74 3.00 .60 

23 3.86 .53 3.90 0.32 3.17 .39 

24 3.00 .96 2.60 1.17 3.00 1.13 

25 4.07 1.21 4.00 0.67 4.33 .89 

Overall 3.07 .96 3.13 .98 2.98 .89 
 

 

Table 4.4.3 presents the mean language use scores for each of the participants in 

the seven different domains identified for the Language Use Questionnaire.  
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Table 4.4.3: Mean language use scores (M), and standard deviation (SD) for the Use 

domain: Family, Home, Hometown, Hometown & Home combined, School and Work 

ID 
Use-

Family Use-Home 
Use-

Hometown 
Use-

Hometown/Home Use-school Use-Work 

 
M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

1 2.41 1.12 4.86 0.38 2.86 0.90 3.52 1.26 4.17 1.27 4.00 1.15 

2 4.51 0.75 4.86 0.38 4.93 0.28 4.90 0.32 4.58 0.79 / / 

3 3.23 1.50 4.86 0.38 4.93 0.28 4.90 0.31 4.33 1.15 4.50 0.71 

4 2.90 1.46 4.43 1.51 5.00 0.00 4.81 0.92 4.42 1.38 5.00 0.00 

5 2.39 1.30 2.71 1.70 3.00 1.51 2.89 1.56 4.50 0.52 5.00 0.00 

6 2.53 1.40 2.86 0.69 4.14 0.69 3.71 0.90 4.00 1.60 5.00 0.00 

7 4.46 0.73 4.86 0.38 5.00 0.00 4.95 0.22 4.92 0.29 4.50 0.58 

8 4.63 0.92 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.78 5.00 0.00 

9 4.50 0.50 4.67 0.52 5.00 0.00 4.90 0.31 4.33 0.49 5.00 0.00 

10 3.90 1.39 5.00 0.00 4.86 0.53 4.90 0.45 4.50 1.16 5.00 0.00 

11 4.44 1.05 4.71 0.49 4.86 0.36 4.81 0.40 4.50 0.80 5.00 0.00 

12 3.86 0.76 3.00 0.00 4.43 0.76 3.95 0.92 4.00 0.85 3.50 0.58 

13 1.81 0.48 2.67 1.03 2.42 0.51 2.50 0.70 3.75 1.21 / / 

14 3.89 1.13 5.00 0.00 4.07 0.92 4.38 0.86 4.00 0.95 5.00 0.00 

15 4.60 0.49 5.00 0.00 4.93 0.27 4.95 0.22 4.83 0.40 5.00 0.00 

16 4.32 0.84 4.71 0.49 5.00 0.00 4.90 0.30 4.50 0.80 5.00 0.00 

17 3.54 1.30 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 3.75 0.87 4.00 0.00 

18 1.91 0.57 2.60 1.14 2.83 0.94 2.76 0.97 3.33 1.15 4.00 0.00 

19 3.70 1.58 5.00 0.00 4.86 0.36 4.90 0.30 4.67 0.78 5.00 0.00 

20 3.83 0.91 4.29 0.49 4.43 0.51 4.38 0.50 4.25 0.62 4.00 0.00 

21 3.54 0.86 3.00 0.82 3.33 0.78 3.21 0.79 3.50 1.17 3.50 0.58 

22 4.22 0.52 4.00 0.00 4.29 0.61 4.19 0.51 3.92 0.99 4.50 0.71 

23 3.70 1.16 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 3.92 0.29 4.00 0.00 

24 4.59 0.32 4.00 1.00 4.71 0.73 4.48 0.87 3.83 1.11 5.00 0.00 

25 3.31 0.66 3.71 1.11 4.43 0.94 4.19 1.03 3.83 1.11 4.00 0.00 

 3.33 1.19 4.15 .86 4.29 .80 4.24 1.19 4.20 .41 4.54 .54 
 

Following are the results for each of the Pearson correlations performed between 

the linguistic insecurity domain scores and language use domain scores. The first 

linguistic insecurity domain to be analyzed was the Family domain. A Pearson‘s 

correlation was performed for each pair of scores; the mean linguistic insecurity scores in 

the Family domain (M= 3.07, SD= .96) for each of the participants and his/her respective 

language use scores for each of the use domains: Family (M=3.33, SD= 1.19), Home 
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(M= 4.15, SD= .86), Hometown (M= 4.29, SD= .80), Home and Hometown combined
28

 

(M= 4.24, SD= 1.19), School (M= 4.20, SD= .41), and Work (M= 4.54, SD= .54). The 

correlations demonstrate that there is a statistically significant low negative correlation 

between the participants‘ linguistic insecurity scores in the Family domain and their 

language use in the combined Hometown and Home domains, Pearson‘s r(25) = -.46, p < 

.05, a statistically significant moderate negative correlation between linguistic insecurity 

scores in the Family domain and their language use in the School domain at Pearson‘s 

r(25), =-.58, p < .01, a statistically significant low negative correlation between linguistic 

insecurity scores in the Family domain and their language use in the Hometown domain, 

Pearson‘s r(25) = -.52, p < .05, and a statistically significant low negative correlation 

between linguistic insecurity scores in the Family domain and their language use in the 

Work domain, Pearson‘s r(25) = =.41, p < .05.  

Figure 4.4.2: Negative correlation between linguistic insecurity 

scores in the Family domain and language use scores in the 

combined Hometown and Home domains. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
28

 The domains of Home and Hometown were combined throughout for analysis in an effort to consider the 

possibility that together the domains might be found to correlate differently than when analyzed on their 

own.  
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Figure 4.4.3: Negative correlation between linguistic insecurity 

scores in the Family domain and language use scores in the School 

domain 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.4.4: Negative correlation between linguistic insecurity 

scores in the Family domain and language use scores in the 

Hometown domain 
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Figure 4.4.5: Negative correlation between linguistic insecurity 

scores in the Family domain and language use scores in the Work 

domain 

 

The above figures (4.4.2-2.4.5) illustrate the four negative correlations identified in the 

Family domain. Because the linguistic insecurity scale is set so that 1 represents the 

highest level of linguistic insecurity and 5 represents linguistic self-confidence (the 

equivalent of no linguistic insecurity) and the language use scale is set so that higher 

scores indicate higher use of English, the negative correlations illustrated here mean that 

linguistic self-confidence increases as English language use decreases. In terms of 

linguistic insecurity and Spanish language use, these correlations indicate that as 

linguistic insecurity decreases, Spanish language use increases.  

Statistical analysis shows that there is not a statistically significant correlation 

between the participants‘ linguistic insecurity scores in the Family domain and their 

language use in the Home domain, Pearson‘s r(25)= -.25, p<.05; and between the 

linguistic insecurity in the Family domain and their language use in the Family domain, 

Pearson‘s r(25) = .-29, p < .05. Though the statistical analysis between linguistic 
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insecurity scores in the Family domain and their language use in the Home domain, and 

the Family domain are all in the low correlation range, they are not significant at the p = 

.05 level, indicating that given a larger sample size these factors may in fact be 

significant and therefore merit further research.  

The second linguistic insecurity domain to be analyzed was the School domain. 

Like the Family domain, a Pearson‘s correlation was performed for each pair of scores; 

the mean linguistic insecurity scores in the School domain (M= 3.13, SD= .98) for each 

of the participants and his/her respective language use scores for each of the use domains: 

Family (M=3.33, SD= 1.19), Home (M= 4.15, SD= .86), Hometown (M= 4.29, SD= .80), 

Home and Hometown combined (M= 4.24, SD= 1.19), School (M= 4.20, SD= .41), and 

Work (M= 4.54, SD= .54). The correlations demonstrate that there is a statistically 

significant low negative correlation between the participants‘ linguistic insecurity scores 

in the School domain and their language use in the Family domain, Pearson‘s r(25) = .-

43, p < .05, a statistically significant moderate negative correlation between linguistic 

insecurity in the School domain and their language use in the combined Hometown and 

Home domains at Pearson‘s r(25) =-.58, p < .01, and a statistically significant high 

negative correlation between linguistic insecurity in the School domain and their 

language use in the Hometown Domain at Pearson‘s r(25) = -.63,, p < .01. 
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Figure 4.4.6: Negative correlation between linguistic insecurity in the 

School domain and language use in the Family domain 

 

 

Figure 4.4.7: Negative correlation between linguistic insecurity in the 

School domain and language use in the combined Hometown and 

Home domains 

 

Figure 4.4.8: Negative correlation between linguistic insecurity in 

the School domain and their language use in the Hometown 

domain. 
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Figures 4.4.6, 4.4.7, and 4.4.8 illustrate the three statistically significant negative 

correlations between linguistic insecurity scores in the School domain and the language 

use domains.  Because the linguistic insecurity scale is set so that 1 represents the highest 

level of linguistic insecurity and 5 represents linguistic self-confidence (the equivalent of 

no linguistic insecurity) and the language use scale is set so that higher scores indicate 

higher use of English, the negative correlations illustrated here mean that linguistic self-

confidence increases as English language use decreases. In terms of linguistic insecurity 

and Spanish language use, these correlations indicate that as linguistic insecurity 

decreases, Spanish language use increases.  

Statistical analysis demonstrate that there is not a statistically significant 

correlation between the participants‘ linguistic insecurity scores in the School domain 

and their language use in the Home domain, Pearson‘s r(25)= -.36, p<.05; between the 

participants‘ linguistic insecurity in the School domain and their language use in the 

Work domain, Pearson‘s r(25)= -.37, p < .05; and between the linguistic insecurity in the 

School domain and their language use in the School domain, Pearson‘s r(25) = .-34, p < 

.05. Like in the Family domain, although the statistical analysis between linguistic 

insecurity in the School domain and their language use in the Home domain, the School 

domain and the Work domain are all in the low correlation range, they are not significant 

at the p = .05 level, indicating that given a larger sample size these factors may in fact be 

significant and therefore merit further research. 
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The third and final linguistic insecurity domain to be analyzed was the 

Community domain. As with the other two linguistic insecurity domains, a Pearson‘s 

correlation was performed for each pair of scores; the mean linguistic insecurity scores in 

the Community domain (M= 2.98, SD= .89) for each of the participants and his/her 

respective language use scores for each of the use domains: Family (M=3.33, SD= 1.19), 

Home (M= 4.15, SD= .86), Hometown (M= 4.29, SD= .80), Home and Hometown 

combined (M= 4.24, SD= 1.19), School (M= 4.20, SD= .41), and Work (M= 4.54, SD= 

.54). The correlations demonstrate that there is a statistically significant, negative 

correlation between the participants‘ linguistic insecurity scores in the Community 

domain and all of their language use domains. There is a statistically significant moderate 

negative correlation between the linguistic insecurity scores in the Community domain 

and their language use in the Family domain , Pearson‘s r(25) = .-56, p < .01; a 

statistically significant high negative correlation between linguistic insecurity scores in 

the Community domain and their language use in the combined Hometown and Home 

domains at Pearson‘s r(25), =-.67, p < .01; a statistically significant low negative 

correlation between linguistic insecurity scores in the Community domain and their 

language use in the Work domain, Pearson‘s r(25), =-.43, p < .05; a statistically 

significant moderate negative correlation between linguistic insecurity scores in the 

Community domain and their language use in the School domain, Pearson‘s r(25), =-.60, 

p < .01; a statistically significant moderate negative correlation between linguistic 

insecurity scores  in the Community domain and their language use in the Home domain, 

Pearson‘s r(25), =-.52, p < .01; and a statistically significant high negative correlation 
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between linguistic insecurity scores in the Community domain and their language use in 

the Hometown domain, Pearson‘s r(25), =-.69, p < .01. 

Figure 4.4.9: Negative correlation between the linguistic insecurity 

scores in the Community domain and language use in the School 

domain 

 

 

Figure 4.4.10: Negative correlation between linguistic insecurity 

scores in the Community domain and their language use in the Home 

domain 
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Figure 4.4.11: Negative correlation between linguistic insecurity 

scores  in the Community domain and their language use in the 

combined Hometown and Home domains 

 

Figure 4.4.12: Negative correlation between linguistic insecurity 

scores in the Community domain and their language use in the 

Work domain 
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Figure 4.4.13: Negative correlation between linguistic insecurity 

scores in the Community domain and their language use in the 

Home domain 

 

 

Figure 4.4.14: Negative correlation between linguistic 

insecurity scores in the Community domain and their language 

use in the Hometown domain 
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that higher scores indicate higher use of English, the negative correlations illustrated here 

mean that linguistic self-confidence increases as English language use decreases. In terms 

of linguistic insecurity and Spanish language use, these correlations indicate that as 

linguistic insecurity decreases, Spanish language use increases.  

The analysis of heritage language use and linguistic insecurity demonstrates that 

as the HLL speakers of Spanish in this study decrease their use of Spanish, their 

respective levels of linguistic insecurity increase. The data presented herein confirms that 

language use and linguistic insecurity are interrelated factors.  

Social network structure 

 

Research Question 5a: What is the structure of the students’ social networks, as 

divided into domains (Family Home, Home, School, Work)? 

Through the use of the Social Network Questionnaire (Appendix D), the 

researcher was able to draw a comprehensive, generalized picture of the social networks 

of the 25 heritage language speakers who participated in this study from the Spanish for 

Heritage Learners Program at the University of Arizona. Table 4.5.1 presents the contacts 

that the participants self-identified as members of their social network and the number of 

participants that identified said contacts:  

Table 4.5.1: Overall contacts identified as 

part of the social networks 

Contact 

number of 
participants that 
identified each 

contact 

mother 21 (13.21%) 
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friend 18 (11.32%) 

father 17 (10.69%) 

aunt 16 (10.06%) 

grandmother  15 (9.43%) 

best friend 15 (9.43%) 

cousin 13 (8.18%) 

brother 10 (6.29%) 

sister 9 (5.66%) 

other 8 (5.03%) 

uncle 6 (3.77%) 

grandfather 5 (3.14%) 

significant other 4 (2.52%) 

co-worker 2 (1.26%) 

TOTAL 159 (100%) 
 

As can be seen in Table 4.5.1, the contact most identified by the participants is 

‗mother‘, 21 participants identified ‗mother‘ as a contact. The second most identified 

contact is ‗friend‘, mentioned by 18 participants; the contact ‗father‘ followed, mentioned 

by 17 participants. The remaining contacts identified are, in descending order: ‗aunt‘, 

identified by 16 participants; ‗grandmother‘, identified by 15 participants; ‗best friend‘, 

identified by 15 participants; ‗cousin‘, identified by 13 participants; ‗brother‘, identified 

by 10 participants; ‗sister‘, identified by 9 participants; ‗other‘, identified by 8 

participants
29

; ‗uncle‘, identified by 6 participants; ‗grandfather‘, identified by 5 

participants; ‗significant other‘, identified by 4 participants; and ‗co-worker‘, identified 

by 2 participants. The participants were given the opportunity to write-in a description in 

their own words of the contacts they identified as ‗other‘; however, only one participant 

provided a description (the participant wrote-in ‗pastor‘ for the description), all of the. 

                                                           
29

 The participants were given the opportunity to write-in a description in their own words of the contacts 

they identified as ‗other‘; however, only one participant provided a description (the participant wrote-in 

‗pastor‘ for the description), all of the other participants left the descriptions blank. 
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This overall, comprehensive depiction can be further broken down to examine the make-

up of the participants‘ social networks.  

The first question about the make-up of the social networks is: ―Who are the HL 

contacts in the various domains‖? The social networks questionnaire was designed to 

answer this question, as it was divided into separate sections that clearly state the context 

of their daily lives from which the participant‘s should list contacts (i.e.: ―Are there 

people from your hometown (the neighborhood where you live when school is not in 

session) that you have contact with from time to time (including phone conversations, e-

mail, and/or face-to-face contact)?‖).   

The first domain identified and presented in the questionnaire is ‗Family Home‘. 

Under this domain the participants listed the following contacts: mother, father, 

grandmother, grandfather, sister, brother, cousin, aunt, other, friend, best friend, and 

significant other. However, not all of these contacts are contacts with whom the 

participants speak the HL. Of the contacts listed, the following were identified as Spanish 

speaking contacts: mother, father, grandmother, cousin, and friend. Of the contacts listed 

in this domain, the following were listed as contacts with whom both languages are 

spoken: mother, father, grandmother, grandfather, sister, brother, friend, and best friend. 

Table 4.5.2 illustrates this break-down: 

Table 4.5.2: Number of contacts identified as 

HL (Spanish) contacts and Spanish and English 

(Both) contacts in ‗Family Home‘ domain 

  Spanish Both 

Mother 4 6 
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Father 3 5 

Grandmother  3 2 

Grandfather 0 1 

Sister 0 3 

Brother 0 3 

Cousin 1 0 

Friend 0 4 

best friend 0 3 

TOTAL 38(100%) 11(28.9%) 27(71.1%) 

 

The next domain presented in the questionnaire is ‗Home‘. The participants listed 

the following contacts in this domain: mother, father, grandmother, grandfather, sister, 

brother, cousin, aunt, uncle, other, friend, best friend, and significant other. Of these, the 

following were identified as Spanish and English (Both) speaking contacts: mother, 

father, grandmother, grandfather, sister, brother, aunt, other, friend, and best friend. 

However, only the following were listed as Spanish speaking contacts: mother, 

grandmother, other, and friend. Table 4.5.3 present this data: 

Table 4.5.3: Number of contacts identified as HL 

(Spanish) contacts and Spanish and English 

(Both) contacts in ‗Home‘ domain 

 

Spanish Both 

Mother 1 1 

Father 0 1 

Grandmother 1 1 

Grandfather 0 1 

Sister 0 1 

Brother 0 2 

Aunt 0 2 

Other 1 1 

Friend 1 4 

Best Friend 0 3 

TOTAL 21(100%) 4(19%) 17(81%) 
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The next domain presented in the questionnaire is the ‗Relatives‘ domain. In this 

domain, the participants identified the following contacts: mother, father, grandmother, 

grandfather, sister, brother, cousin, aunt, uncle, other, and best friend. Of these contacts 

identified, only grandmother, grandfather, cousin, aunt, uncle, and other were identified 

as only Spanish speaking contacts, while mother, father, grandmother, cousin, aunt, uncle 

and other were identified as ‗both‘ (Spanish and English) speaking contact. Table 4.5.4 

illustrates this data: 

Table 4.5.4: Number of contacts identified as 

HL (Spanish) contacts and Spanish and 

English (Both) contacts in ‗Relatives‘ 

domain 

 

Spanish Both 

Mother 0 2 

Father 0 2 

Grandmother 6 3 

Grandfather 2 0 

Sister 0 0 

Brother 0 0 

Cousin 3 8 

Aunt 5 3 

Uncle 2 1 

Other 2 1 

Best Friend 0 0 

TOTAL 20(50%) 20(50%) 

 

 The fourth domain presented in the questionnaire is ‗School‘. In this domain the 

participants identified the following contacts: other, teacher, friend, best friend, 

significant other, and classmate. Of those identified, only one best friend and one friend 
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were identified as Spanish speaking contacts, while several friends, best friends and one 

significant other were identified as both Spanish and English speaking contacts. Table 

4.5.5 displays this data: 

Table 4.5.5: Number of contacts identified as 

HL (Spanish) contacts and Spanish and 

English (Both) contacts in ‗School‘ domain 

 

Spanish Both 

Other 0 1 

Teacher 0 0 

Friend 1 6 

Best Friend 1 10 

Significant Other 0 1 

Classmate 0 2 

TOTAL 22(100%) 2(9.1%) 20(90.9%) 

 

 The fifth domain presented in the questionnaire is ‗Work‘. In this domain, the 

contacts identified included: friend, and co-worker. Of these contacts, only one contact 

was identified as speaking both Spanish and English: ‗friend‘.  There were no contacts in 

this domain identified as only Spanish speaking. Table 4.5.6 presents this data:  

Table 4.5.6: Number of contacts identified as 

HL (Spanish) contacts and Spanish and 

English (Both) contacts in ‗Work‘ domain 

 

Spanish Both 

Friend 0 1 

Co-worker 0 0 

TOTAL 0(0%) 1(100%) 

 The final domain presented in this questionnaire is ‗Other‘. In this domain, the 

participants identified the following contacts: friend and best friend. Of these, only one 

contact (‗friend‘) was identified as a contact with whom only Spanish is spoken and only 
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one contact (‗best friend‘) was identified as a contact with whom both Spanish and 

English is spoken. Table 4.5.7 presents this data:  

Table 4.5.7: Number of contacts identified as 

HL (Spanish) contacts and Spanish and 

English (Both) contacts in ‗Other‘ domain 

 

Spanish Both 

Friend 1 0 

Best friend 0 1 

TOTAL 1(50%) 1(50%) 

Heritage language contacts across domains 

 

Research Question 5b: What are the differences in HL contacts across domains? 

The best way to ascertain the differences across domains is to first look at the 

overall composition of the individual domains. The following table presents the 

numerical breakdown of the contacts identified in each domain including a count of those 

contacts that were identified as Spanish speaking and those that were identified as ‗both‘ 

(Spanish and English speaking) contacts: 

Table 4.5.8: Total number of distinct contacts identified in each 

domain, and total number of distinct contacts identified as ‗Spanish‘ 

and ‗Both‘. 

Domain ALL HL Contacts 

  

Spanish Both Total HL 

Family Home 89 11 (12%) 27 (30%) 38(43%) 

Home 52 4 (8%) 17 (33%) 21(40%) 

Relatives 80 20 (25%) 20 (25%) 40(50%) 

School 64 2 (3%) 20 (31%) 22(34%) 

Work 13 0 (0%) 1 (8%) 1(8%) 

Other 13 1 (8%) 1 (8%) 2(15%) 

TOTAL 311 38(12%) 86(28%) 124(40%) 
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As table 4.5.8 shows, the ‗Family Home‘ and the ‗Relatives‘ domains are the 

domains with the most number of distinct contacts identified, (89 and 80 distinct contacts 

respectively). The ‗School‘ domain is the third domain with the most distinct contacts 

(64) and the ‗Home‘ domain is the fourth domain in number of distinct contacts (52). The 

two remaining domains, ‗Work‘ and ‗Other‘, both have the same number of distinct 

contacts (13).  

A more interesting picture emerges when observing the percentage of HL contacts 

within each domain. As can be seen in Table 4.5.8, though the ‗Family Home‘ domain 

has the highest number of distinct contacts, at 12%  it does not contain the largest 

percentage of Spanish speaking contacts; the ‗Relatives‘ domain has the highest 

percentage of contacts identified as Spanish speaking contacts(25%). In the remaining 

domains less than 10% of the contacts are identified as Spanish speaking contacts. With 

regard to the HL contacts identified as ‗Both‘(speaking Spanish and English) the ‗‘Home‘ 

domain has the highest percentage of both Spanish and English speakers with 33%, 

closely followed by the ‗School‘ domain with 31%. Thirty percent of the contacts in the 

‗Family Home‘ domain are identified as both Spanish and English speakers and 25% of 

the contacts in the ‗Relatives‘ domain are identified as both Spanish and English 

speakers. In the two remaining domains, ‗Work‘ and ‗Other‘, 8% of the contacts are 

identified as both Spanish and English speakers.   

The domains also present differences with regard to the relationships with the 

contacts that are identified within each.  
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Table 4.5.9: Contact relationships identified within each domain. 

  

Family 

Home Home Relatives School Work Other 

mother √ √ √       

father √ √ √       

grandmother √ √ √       

grandfather √ √ √       

sister √ √ √       

brother √ √ √       

aunt √ √ √       

uncle   √ √       

other √ √ √ √     

friend √ √   √ √ √ 

best friend √ √ √ √   √ 

significant 

other √ √   √     

cousin √ √ √       

teacher 

   

√ 

  co-worker         √   

As can been seen in Table 4.5.9, the greatest variety in relationships is seen within 

the ‗Family Home‘, ‗Home‘ and ‗Relatives‘ domains where 12, 13, and 11 (respectively) 

of the overall identified relationships are identified. The next highest domain, ‗School‘, 

has only six identified relationships. The two remaining domains, ‗Work‘ and ‗Other‘, 

are significantly reduced to only two identified relationships.  

Primary/secondary contacts and linguistic insecurity 

 

Question 5c: Looking at primary and secondary contacts as determined by students, 

is there a correlation between their HL contacts (quantity or relationship) in any 

particular domain and their levels of linguistic insecurity in Spanish? 

In the Social Networks Questionnaire the participants were asked to identify who, 

of the people they listed in the questionnaire, they considered really important. The 

contacts that the participants identified as really important were categorized as primary 

contacts that are part of the primary network and those that were not were categorized as 

secondary contacts that are part of the secondary network. A count of the participants‘ 
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HL primary contacts and HL secondary contacts was performed. Table 4.5.10 shows this 

data. 

Table 4.5.10: Count of HL primary and HL 

secondary contacts per participant 

ID 

HL 

Primary 

HL 

Secondary 

 

TOTAL 

1 7 0 7 

2 4 0 4 

3 3 1 4 

4 2 3 5 

5 9 2 11 

6 2 0 2 

7 2 0 2 

8 0 0 0 

9 2 3 5 

10 0 0 0 

11 0 0 0 

12 3 0 3 

13 6 0 6 

14 1 1 2 

15 2 2 4 

16 1 1 2 

17 1 4 5 

18 9 3 12 

19 4 3 7 

20 4 0 4 

21 2 3 5 

22 3 4 7 

23 1 6 7 

24 1 0 1 

25 8 12 20 

TOTAL 77 48 125 
 

Using the calculated mean of the linguistic insecurity scores (presented previously 

in Table 4.2.1) for each of the 25 participants and their respective overall total counts for 

HL primary contacts and HL secondary contacts, Pearson‘s correlations were performed 
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using SPSS
30

. As discussed previously, the linguistic insecurity scale is set so that the 

higher the number on the scale the lower the levels of linguistic insecurity. With regard to 

linguistic insecurity (M=3.06, SD=.86) and HL primary contacts (M= 3.08, SD= 2.72), 

the Pearson‘s correlation demonstrates that there is a statistically significant moderate 

positive correlation between the participants‘ linguistic insecurity score and the number 

of primary heritage language contacts, Pearson‘s r (25) = .57, p < .01.  Figure 4.5.1 

illustrates these results and shows that as the linguistic insecurity decreases (the score 

itself increases) the number of primary HL contacts increases. With regard to linguistic 

insecurity (M=3.06, SD=.86) and overall count of HL secondary contacts (M= 1.92, SD= 

2.71), the analysis demonstrates that there is not a significant correlation between the 

participants‘ linguistic insecurity scores and their secondary heritage language contacts, 

Pearson‘s r(25) = .27, p < .05.  

Figure 4.5.1: Positive correlation between Linguistic Insecurity scores and 

number of primary Heritage Language contacts. 

 

                                                           
30
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  A count was also done of all the HL primary and secondary contacts that each 

participant reported for each specific domain. A Pearson‘s correlation assessment was 

then computed to assess the relationship between the participants‘ linguistic insecurity 

(M=3.06, SD=.86) and their HL primary and secondary contacts in each of the domains. 

Only three of the domains were found to have a correlation with linguistic insecurity
31

. 

There was a statistically significant low positive correlation between the primary HL 

contacts in the Family Home domain (M= 1.52, SD= 1.53) and linguistic insecurity 

(M=3.06, SD=.86), Pearson‘s r(25) = .45, p < .05; and there was a statistically significant 

low positive correlation between the primary HL contacts in the Home domain (M= .52, 

SD= 1.26) and linguistic insecurity, Pearson‘s r(25) = .46, p < .05. With regard to the 

secondary contacts, there was a statistically significant low positive correlation between 

the secondary HL contacts in the School domain (M= .72, SD= 1.21), Pearson‘s r(25) = 

.41, p< .05.  A positive correlation in these three domains means that as linguistic 

insecurity scores increased (as linguistic insecurity decreases) the quantity of contacts in 

the Family Home, Home and School domains also increased.  

 

 

 

 

                                                           
31

 There were no HL secondary contacts identified in the ‗Work‘ domain, as a result SPSS was unable to 

perform the Pearson‘s correlation between that and Linguistic Insecurity. 
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Figure 4.5.2: Positive correlation between the primary HL contacts in the 

Family Home domain and linguistic insecurity levels 

 

 

 

Figure 4.5.3: Positive correlation between the primary HL contacts in the 

Home domain and linguistic insecurity 
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Figure 4.5.4: Positive correlation between the secondary HL contacts in the 

School domain 

 

 The data regarding the participants‘ social networks illustrates that the majority of 
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is a statistically significant low negative correlation between language use (M= 3.63, SD= 

.87) and their overall HL contacts (M= 4.48, SD= 3.55), Pearson‘s r(25) = -.27, p < .01. 

The language use scale is set so that the higher numbers indicate a higher use of English 

(or decreased use of Spanish), thus the negative correlation indicates that the lower the 

use of Spanish reported by the participants, the lower the number of overall HL contacts 

in their respective social networks.  

Figure 4.6.1: Negative correlation between language use and their overall HL 

contacts 
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number of primary HL contacts in their respective social networks. With regard to 

language use and secondary HL contacts, the analysis demonstrates that there is not a 

significant correlation between the participants‘ language use and their respective 

secondary HL contacts (M= 1.92, SD= 2.71), Pearson‘s r(25) = -.15, p < .05.  

 

Figure 4.6.2: Negative correlation between language use and their overall 

primary HL contacts 
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Bernardo, Celia, Diana, Ernesto. Four of the five participants were enrolled in SPAN 253 

at the time of the interview, and one was enrolled in SPAN 103. Three of the participants 

were placed into HLL Group 2, one in HLL Group 1 and one in HLL Group 3. Table 

4.7.1 shows the participants‘ data. 

Table 4.7.1: Interview participants‘ course 

enrollment and HLL Group assignment 

 Course  HLL Group 

Alexis SPAN 253 2 

Bernardo SPAN 253 2 

Celia SPAN 253 2 

Diana SPAN 103 1 

Ernesto SPAN 253 3 

 

 Analysis of the interviews reveals one overall prominent theme and three different 

aspects of that theme. The overall theme that emerges from the interviews is the concept 

of perceived correctness. The participants discuss three different aspects of perceived 

correctness: the correctness of their own Spanish, the correctness of others‘ Spanish as 

compared to their own, and the effect that the awareness of their perceived correctness in 

Spanish has on their use of Spanish. Following is a presentation of the three themes and 

examples of the responses given by the participants. 

The first aspect of perceived correctness to emerge is the participants‘ repeated 

negative self-assessment of their abilities in Spanish. Even during discussions that were 

initially guided toward different topics, the participants commonly mentioned the level of 

correctness or how ‗well‘ they speak Spanish.  
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The initial question posed to the participants was ―Why did you decide to take 

Spanish and why in the heritage program?‖ While answering and expanding on this topic, 

several students mention what they perceive to be their Spanish language shortcomings:  

 Example 1  

―I‘ve had difficulties in this class that I‘m in right now because I don‘t always 

understand everything and it takes me a lot longer once I go through the 

vocabulary that I struggle with because I’ve lived here all my life so I’m Spanglish 

not Spanish, yeah, but you know a lot of those words aren’t what they are 

supposed to be, so it‘s like, you know formal type of what I‘m reading and so, I 

like translate it and I‘m like so why didn‘t they just say it that way.‖ (Alexis, 

SPAN 253) 

Example 2  

―I told my teacher my, like, basis at first was like, ‗I am not a native speaker, I am 

not fluent’, she‘s like ‗can you understand movies in Spanish‘ and I‘m like ‗well 

yeah‘, ‗and can you understand a conversation in Spanish‘ and I‘m like ‗well 

duh‘, and like, wait a minute, ok, maybe, so then I kind of redefined it cause I get 

so uncomfortable cause that‘s my biggest thing in that class ,cause, like, we 

actually just got our second test back, I got an A ,she comes up to me, she‘s like, 

‗you do so well on all the tests‘ and I‘m like ‘yeah, I just don’t like speaking it 

because I sound so white and everyone else doesn’t.‘‖ (Celia, SPAN 253) 
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 In discussing the difficulties that she is currently experiencing in her heritage 

class, Alexis expands on her language shortcomings by comparing what she perceives to 

be ‗her overall language‘, Spanglish, and the language being used in the classroom, 

‗Spanish‘.  Celia, also compares her language to that of what the other students use in the 

classroom, but she instead is more specific and focuses the fact that she feels she sounds 

‗white‘ compared to the other students.  

 When the participants are asked to discuss the contexts and the people with whom 

they use Spanish, the also mention what they perceive to be another person‘s more 

appropriate use of the language as compared to their own. 

Example 3  

A lot of my friends are Mexican and I just kind of gave up on speaking Spanish to 

them…they speak it like very well and their parents taught them and everything, 

and they could go down to Mexico and just like fit in and stuff, but when I try to 

speak it I’m just like really awkward, so like you know. (Ernesto, SPAN 253) 

Example 4 

―My aunt speaks really, really fast and so whenever I‘m around her I like try and 

speak it as well as possible just cause she‘s just like ramble ramble, ramble and 

I‘m like ahhh, I‘d never be able to do it that fast.‖ (Diana, SPAN 103) 
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Example 5 

―Not really, other than when we‘ve been on vacation in Mexico, I mean, you 

know, like even if it‘s just to Rocky Point, it‘s nice to know that if you need to use 

it you can use it cause you know it, even if it’s not proper or completely correct 

you can converse in one way or another. And even when we‘re there we never 

speak Spanish to personnel anyway or help or whatever.‖ (Alexis, SPAN 253)  

In Example 4, Ernesto compares his Spanish language abilities to those of his friends, 

whose Spanish, he estimates, is more native like than his own when he asserts that they 

would ‗fit in‘ in Mexico and then alludes to the fact that it would not be the same for him 

because he is ‗really awkward‘. Diana makes this comparison when discussing the 

contexts in which she consciously decides to use Spanish. In Example 5, Alexis was 

asked if there were any contexts in which she felt encouraged to use Spanish.  

Regarding their use of Spanish, a couple of students mentioned the fact that their 

awareness that their language was not the same as their interlocutors led them at times to 

simply not speak in Spanish. 

Example 6 

―I remember one time there was somebody working on our house and he spoke 

solely Spanish—I attempted to speak Spanish to him, but then like he started 

saying like words that I didn‘t understand so I kinda felt like, mmm I need to back 

off. (Bernardo, SPAN 253) 
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Example 7 

―I don‘t know, sometimes I guess like with the higher like students that know 

Spanish a little more who are speaking to me in Spanish and I don‘t know 

something I‘m like, I‘ll just say it in English. Yeah. You know like kinda like the 

whole intimidation factor, like they know it better than me and I‘m like, ‗oh 

darn‘.‖ (Bernardo, SPAN 253) 

Example 8 

Definitely in kind of like family gatherings and like family reunions and there will 

be a lot of people there and so I‘ll I only want to use Spanish, but since like I get 

too nervous, I’ll just stay quiet, it‘s like a double standard or something. (Ernesto, 

SPAN 253) 

In Example 6, the participant was answering the question: ―Can you think of any context 

or person where you actively say to yourself, ‗ I am not going to speak Spanish.‘‖ 

Example 7, also given by Bernardo, is in response to the follow-up question: ―Are there 

things that happen on a more regular basis. Like, where you might say, you know what, I 

need to not use Spanish.‖ While in Example 8, Ernesto was responding to the question: 

―Can you think of any situations where you might purposefully use Spanish -- where you 

actively think ‗I should use Spanish in this situation,‘ or ‗I don‘t want to use English with 

this person or in this situation‘.‖  
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In addition to the discussions presented above, Ernesto gives a very detailed 

description of the hierarchical order that he has in order to determine who he speaks 

Spanish with. He explains how he feels when he is speaking to certain people and how 

those feelings contribute to how he uses the language: 

―It all depends on who the person is…it‘s weird in my head cause there‘s lots of 

standards to it, like with  my mom- I live with her on a daily basis, I‘m 

completely comfortable with her, you know what I mean, I know she‘s not going 

to judge me at all so it‘s like with her I just speak Spanish the way I think I should 

just normally speak it, I don‘t even think about it at all, I just let it out, and the it‘s 

like with my friends I‘m kind of relaxed about it but I‘m still like just watch your 

step sort of thing, and like kind of like people with  higher authority above me, 

with them I think that with them it‘s like I dunno, I kind of do think about it a lot 

to the point where I just speak it really poorly, like I almost forget everything. 

Like seriously, like I said, that‘s why I speak a lot of Spanglish with my teachers 

because I kind of just forget everything, it‘s so weird so it kind of just depends 

who the person is.‖ (Ernesto, SPAN 253) 

Ernesto has categories of people who he either feels more comfortable with or 

less comfortable with and that level of comfort influences the way in which he speaks 

Spanish, either uninhibited or with careful consideration of what he is saying and how he 

is saying it. He even notes that the over-thinking leads him to regularly code-switch or 
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use what he might consider non-standard Spanish (use Spanglish) in order to 

communicate with people of ‗authority‘. 

Conclusion 

This chapter presented the results to the analysis performed on all of the data 

collected for this study. It also presented examples of the post-interviews conducted 

which were representative of the themes discussed by the participants in the post-

interviews. The following chapter will discuss the results presented here. 
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CHAPTER 5- ANALYSIS AND SUMMARY  

Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the findings of the study. In the first 

section of this chapter, the results or each research question are presented and discussed 

in relation to other relevant research. The second part of this chapter is a discussion of the 

main findings of the study. The third and final section of this chapter discusses the 

limitations and implications of the study as well as recommendations for future research.  

Analysis and Summary of Major Findings 

Research to date regarding the maintenance of Spanish as a heritage language has 

provided an ever-expanding list of factors that may affect heritage language maintenance. 

Missing from much of that research is an in-depth look at the social networks in which 

these factors function. Also missing is research regarding the interrelatedness of these 

factors or how the factors may influence each other to affect the outcome of a language 

contact situation. The present study takes a step toward filling that research gap by 

investigating three specific factors that have been repeatedly identified or alluded to 

within the field of language maintenance: language use, social networks, and linguistic 

insecurity. By focusing on these three specific factors, the present study is among the first 

to take a detailed look at the social networks of heritage language speakers of Spanish, 

among the first to investigate the role that linguistic insecurity plays in language 

maintenance, and one of the first to investigate the correlation between all three factors 

(language use, social networks, and linguistic insecurity).  
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There are eight major findings in this study: 1) with regard to overall levels of 

linguistic insecurity, participants in HLL Group 1 demonstrate moderately high levels of 

linguistic insecurity, participants in HLL Group 2 demonstrate neutral levels (neither high 

or low) of linguistic insecurity, and participants in HLL Group 3 demonstrate low levels 

of linguistic insecurity, 2) linguistic insecurity in Spanish correlates with Spanish 

language use, 3) linguistic insecurity in Spanish correlates with Spanish oral proficiency 

levels, and 4) linguistic insecurity in Spanish correlates with the number of HL contacts 

(Spanish speaking contacts) that a participant has in his/her social network. 5) the 

majority of the HL contacts in the participants‘ social networks are bilingual, 6) the 

context of ‗grandparent‘ is the only context in which Spanish is well-established and 

protected, 7) there is a correlation between the quantity of primary HL contacts in the 

social network and levels of linguistic insecurity, and 8) there is a correlation between 

Spanish language use and quantity of HL contacts in the social network. These eight 

findings are discussed below as part of the summary discussion for each research 

question.  

Levels of Linguistic Insecurity Among Students in a Heritage Language Program 

 

The first research question and its follow-up questions (1a-b) directly address the 

levels of linguistic insecurity among the students of the heritage language program when 

divided into oral proficiency groups. Through the use of the Self-Confidence 

questionnaire, the linguistic insecurity level of each student was measured on a 1 – 5 

scale with 1 representing the highest level of linguistic insecurity and 5 representing the 
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linguistic self-confidence (equivalent to no linguistic insecurity). The mean score for 

linguistic insecurity in HLL Group 1 of 2.39 indicates that the participants in this group 

have an overall tendency toward linguistic insecurity. The score further illustrates that 

there are high levels of agreement with both negative and positive statements regarding 

their levels of anxiety and/or self-confidence when using Spanish such as ―I get nervous 

and confused when I am speaking Spanish with my immediate family‖; ―I never feel 

quite sure about myself when I am speaking in my Spanish class‖; ―I would not be 

nervous speaking Spanish with native speakers that are not my family members‖; and ―I 

don‘t worry about making mistakes when I speak Spanish.‖ As illustrated in Figure 4.1.2, 

the majority of the students in HLL Group1 received a mean score of 2. It is important to 

note that no student scored on the low end of the linguistic insecurity scale (no participant 

scored a 4 or a 5).  This may be seen as further indication that the student population in 

this program is comprised of students with higher levels of linguistic insecurity than of 

students with lower levels of linguistic insecurity.  A shift in linguistic insecurity can be 

observed from HLL Group 1to HLL Group 2 as the mean linguistic insecurity score for 

the latter group is 3.09. This higher score demonstrates that HLL Group 2 not only has 

decreased levels of linguistic insecurity as compared to HLL Group 1, it also shows that 

HLL Group 2 is much more neutral than HLL Group 1. With a mean of 3.09, the 

participants in this group do not indicate an overall tendency toward linguistic insecurity 

or toward linguistic self-confidence. As can be seen in figure 4.1.4, the majority of the 

participants in HLL Group 2 receive the mean score of 3, and an equal number of 

participants in this group score a 2 and a 4 (2 participants respectively). However, no 
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participants score the lowest level of linguistic insecurity (a score of 5) nor do any 

participants score the highest level of linguistic insecurity (a score of 1). The fact that all 

of the participants are so markedly clustered in the middle of linguistic insecurity scale 

reaffirms the fact that participants in this group have overall neutral levels of linguistic 

insecurity. The shift in decreased levels of linguistic insecurity is further illustrated by the 

mean linguistic insecurity scores of HLL Group 3, M= 3.67. This score of 3.67 indicates 

that the participants in HLL Group 3 have a tendency toward lower levels of linguistic 

insecurity. This is evidenced in that an equal number of participants (3) scored a 3 as 

scored a 5 on the linguistic insecurity scale. The remaining two participants scored a 2 

and a 4. With 50% of the participants scoring on the higher end of the linguistic 

insecurity scale in this group, it is clear that HLL Group 3 has overall low levels of 

linguistic insecurity.  

  Question 1a focuses on differentiating between the insecurity levels of the three 

oral proficiency groups identified.  When looking at the mean scores for each group it is 

clear that there is a steady shift towards decreased linguistic insecurity as the oral 

proficiency increases. HLL Group 1, the group with the lowest oral proficiency levels, 

has a mean score of 2.39; HLL Group 2, the group with the next highest oral proficiency 

levels, has a mean score of 3.10; and HLL Group 3, the group with the highest oral 

proficiency levels, has a mean score of 3.67. Although minimal, this steady decrease in 

linguistic insecurity suggests that linguistic insecurity levels decrease as levels of oral 

proficiency increase.  The statistical analysis reveals that the significant difference in 

groups is actually between HLL Group 1 and HLL Group 3. In other words, the 
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participants with the lowest oral proficiency levels are significantly more linguistically 

insecure than the participants in the highest oral proficiency group. A closer look at HLL 

Group 1 reveals that 63% (5 out 8) of the members of HLL Group 1 are also among the 

eight participants with the highest levels of linguistic insecurity (see Appendix H, Table 

A.1 ). The heightened linguistic insecurity of this group, may be related to the fact this 

group is made up of mostly students enrolled in SPAN 103 (6 out of 8) and SPAN 203 (2 

out of 8), whereas HLL Group 3 has a more mixed population with students who are 

enrolled in all three levels: SPAN 103 (1), SPAN 203(3) and SPAN 253 (4) (see Table 

4.1.2). For the members of HLL Group 1 who are enrolled in SPAN 103, the introductory 

course to the Heritage Language Program, their enrollment in SPAN 103 indicates that 

they have also been evaluated by the department to have lower levels of overall 

proficiency in Spanish, whereas the majority of the members of HLL Group 3 have to 

some degree had their level of overall proficiency evaluated as higher since they have 

either tested into the higher level language courses or have successfully completed the 

required courses to now be enrolled in the higher level course. This third-party evaluation 

of their language proficiency may influence the participants‘ own self-evaluation of their 

language abilities. Additionally, the interviews revealed that the participants‘ linguistic 

insecurity seems to increase when they interact with people who they perceive to be 

better Spanish speakers than they self-evaluate themselves to be. This, coupled with the 

low-proficiency evaluation by a third-party (Spanish for Heritage Learners Program) for 

the majority of the members of HLL Group ,1 may further influence these participants‘ 

and therefore increase their levels of overall linguistic insecurity when using Spanish.  
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Conversely, the participants in HLL Group 3 with higher-proficiency evaluations by a 

third party may decrease the amount of interactions in which the participants perceive 

their abilities to be less than that of the speaker with whom they are interacting, resulting 

in the lowered sense of linguistic insecurity demonstrated by the members of HLL Group 

3 as compared to those in HLL Group 1.  

In looking at the similarities that exist in the responses to the various statements in 

the Self-Confidence questionnaire, it is evident that HLL Group 1 and HLL Group 2 

share higher levels of linguistic insecurity in the Community domain, whereas HLL 

Group 2 and HLL Group 3 share lower levels of linguistic insecurity in the Family 

domain. Thus, the similarities that exist between HLL Group 1 and HLL Group 2 revolve 

more around higher levels of linguistic insecurity in the least intimate domain, and the 

similarities that exist between HLL Group 2 and HLL Group 3 revolve around lower 

levels of linguistic insecurity in the most intimate domain. The similarities between the 

groups indicate that the main difference between HLL Group 1 and the other two groups 

is in the Family domain, where HLL Groups 2 and 3 jointly demonstrate more overall 

linguistic self-confidence (overall low linguistic insecurity). Thus, the lowered sense of 

linguistic insecurity that is seen in HLL Groups 2 and 3 is clearest in the domain in which 

it is expected that they have more frequent interaction in Spanish and in which they are 

expected to have more intimate Spanish speaking contacts.  This may, again, be due in 

part to the participants‘ self-evaluation of their own Spanish language abilities around 

speakers whom they perceive to be better speakers of the language. Where members of 

HLL Groups 2 and 3 may perceive their abilities as equal or above those of other 
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classmates in the School domain, in the Family domain they are probably interacting with 

Spanish speakers whom they perceive to be of higher proficiency than themselves, 

leading to a reinforcement of their ‗high‘ linguistic abilities and therefore a higher sense 

of linguistic self-confidence in this domain.  

The findings in this study add a new dimension to the understanding of classroom 

anxiety and linguistic insecurity among heritage speakers of Spanish. Tallon‘s (2006) 

research in foreign language anxiety finds that heritage speakers of Spanish in a Spanish 

foreign language classroom have very low levels of speaking and listening anxiety. His 

findings are contradicted here by the high levels of linguistic insecurity found in HLL 

Group 1 and the more neutral levels of linguistic insecurity present among heritage 

students in HLL Group 2. The comparison is valid in that the instrument of measurement 

used in the current research only addressed issues of speaking and listening in Spanish. 

The most plausible explanations for the contradiction are that 1) the course designs are 

significantly different and 2) the classroom make-up is significantly different. In Tallon‘s 

(2006) study the heritage students were part of a foreign language classroom designed for 

the foreign language learner. In such a context, the heritage language speaker of Spanish 

has the advantage of previous experience speaking and listening in Spanish in a context 

where less experience may be expected, perhaps leading to very low anxiety about those 

specific skills. However, in the present research, the heritage students are part of heritage 

language classrooms, in which at least some minimal experience with the language is 

expected, leading to a more critical evaluation of those skills and in turn more neutral 

levels of anxiety/insecurity for those who are part of HLL Group 2 and higher levels of 
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anxiety/insecurity for those in HLL Group 1.  The classroom make-up may also be a 

factor, in that the anxiety felt and the linguistic insecurity acknowledged by students may 

be relative to how the students evaluate their skills in relation to their classmates‘ skills. 

The heritage speakers in a foreign language classroom, as in Tallon (2006) may be 

comparing their skills to those of mostly students who have had relatively less, if any 

previous experience with Spanish, allowing them to feel more confident about their 

abilities in speaking and listening. Conversely, the heritage speakers in the heritage 

language classroom may be comparing their skills to those of students who have also had 

previous experience with Spanish, leading them to feel less confident about their skills.   

Tallon (2006) posits that it is the focus of the courses that causes the higher 

anxiety; he finds that in the more advanced foreign language courses, where the focus of 

the courses is grammar, the heritage students‘ overall anxiety levels increase. The 

findings in the present research contradict Tallon‘s proposal in that it is the students in 

the HLL Group with the highest number of students in the higher level courses that 

demonstrate lower levels of linguistic insecurity. The demonstrated decrease in linguistic 

insecurity as the number of participants in higher level courses increases per group 

suggests that the focus of the courses and the student make-up of the courses may 

influence positively in the reduction of feelings of anxiety and insecurity regarding 

language.  This is discussed further in the following section.  

Levels of Linguistic Insecurity and Oral Proficiency 

 This question delves deeper into the possible relation between oral proficiency 

and linguistic insecurity by correlating each participant‘s individual linguistic insecurity 
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scores with their respective oral proficiency scores. The results illustrate that there is a 

negative correlation between linguistic insecurity and oral proficiency. In other words, as 

the linguistic insecurity decreases (which is in fact an increase in linguistic insecurity 

scores) the oral proficiency score also increases and vice a versa. This clear correlation 

corroborates the previous correlation found between HLL group proficiency levels and 

linguistic insecurity. The correlation may be an indication that the students are aware of 

their oral proficiency in Spanish and reflect this awareness in their levels of linguistic 

insecurity. Additionally, as discussed above, those participants who self-evaluate their 

Spanish proficiency as high may have had more experience with speakers whom they 

perceive to be of equal or lower Spanish proficiency. Experiencing more interactions like 

this, in which the participants can communicate and interact with less apprehension and 

with little expectation of negative evaluation, may be providing an increased opportunity 

for language use, which may in turn be positively influencing oral proficiency. Thus, as 

the students‘ perception of their oral proficiency increases (possibly related to an actual 

increase in Spanish proficiency), this perception is reflected in their reported levels of 

linguistic insecurity.  

These findings help establish a more comprehensive understanding of the 

importance of linguistic insecurity in overall language learning. Previous research 

regarding foreign language anxiety and oral proficiency among second language learners 

has shown a negative correlation between language anxiety and oral proficiency levels in 

second language speakers (MacIntyre, Noels, & Clément, 1997; Perales & Cenoz, 2002). 

This similarity in relationship suggests that linguistic insecurity is just as important a 
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factor in the language development of heritage speakers of Spanish as it is in the 

language development of second language learners.  Moreover, the similarity in the 

present findings regarding linguistic insecurity and those of previous research in the field 

of foreign language anxiety supports the proposal herein that there are strong parallels 

between the concepts of foreign language anxiety and linguistic insecurity. By 

establishing this parallel through investigative results it is also confirmed that the fields 

of heritage language acquisition/maintenance and foreign language acquisition can 

mutual benefit from current and future research in either field.   

Ultimately, the relation identified here between oral proficiency and linguistic 

insecurity suggests two things: 1) HL speakers of Spanish are aware of their oral 

language proficiency levels and this awareness influences their respective levels of 

linguistic insecurity, and/or 2) the levels of linguistic insecurity in HL speakers of 

Spanish influences oral production abilities and therefore affects oral proficiency levels. 

  If only the first scenario is at work, then it is the job of the instructors and more 

proficient Spanish speaking interlocutors to help HL speakers of Spanish develop ways to 

identify their real and perceived oral deficiencies and work toward reducing those 

deficiencies so as to reduce linguistic insecurity. Additionally, it is important to continue 

to promote the linguistic concept that all language varieties are valid and that differences 

do not necessarily equal incorrectness, so as to minimize any linguistic insecurity that 

may be mostly based on perceived incorrectness. If, however, the second scenario is also 

at work (and there is no evidence to suggest that it is not), then it is imperative that 
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anyone interested in promoting Spanish language maintenance (instructors, community 

leaders, organizations, members of the public media, parents and students themselves) 

not participate in the propagation of negative attitudes and negative evaluations of an 

individual‘s spoken Spanish. Instead there should be a conscious effort to reduce 

linguistic insecurity by again promoting the value of language varieties, eliminating the 

comparisons between the Spanish spoken by a bilingual and the Spanish spoken by a 

monolingual, and by highlighting the linguistic repertoire that heritage speakers of 

Spanish already posses.   

Linguistic Insecurity and Language Experience Factors 

 The third research question explores the possible relationship between experience 

factors and linguistic insecurity. Five experience factors were chosen: location of 

residence, people residing in the home, heritage language speaking parent, parents‘ 

educational level, and nationality of heritage. The statistical analysis showed that none of 

the factors had an effect on the linguistic insecurity scores of the participants. This 

finding can be interpreted in one of two ways. First, because the population was to a 

certain degree highly homogeneous it is difficult for the data to find distinguishing 

features from which to determine a relationship between the factors and linguistic 

insecurity. Thus, for this particular population, because the participants are so similar, 

(i.e., a majority of the students live with both parents and at least one sibling, the majority 

of the student speak both Spanish and English with both of their parents, almost 50% of 

the students report that their parents‘ have a college degree or more, and the majority of 

the students are of Mexican or Mexican-American heritage) it becomes difficult to isolate 
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factors that would in fact show an effect on linguistic insecurity. Second, it could be that 

these factors, individually, are not powerful enough to influence linguistic insecurity. 

Instead, these may be factors that work together within the confines of each individual‘s 

ongoing experience with the heritage language to either increase or decrease linguistic 

insecurity.  

 It should, however, be noted that the though the data did not show statistical 

significance there are two factors where a relationship of some kind is apparent. In the 

first factor, location of family residence, descriptive data on the three conditions tested 

shows that linguistic insecurity increases as distance from the border increases. The lack 

of statistical significance may be due to the previously stated reasons, or it may be due to 

the small number of participants. The clearly increasing levels of linguistic insecurity 

seen here indicate that with a larger sample size, the factor may be found to have 

statistical significance and therefore merits further investigation. In the second factor, 

people residing in the family home, descriptive data on the three conditions analyzed 

shows that linguistic insecurity decreases as the age of the people residing in the family 

home increases. As in the first factor, the lack of statistical significance may be due to the 

small number of participants. The clearly decreasing levels of linguistic insecurity 

evident in this factor indicate that with a larger sample size, the factor of people residing 

in the family home may be found to have statistical significance and therefore merits 

further investigation.  
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Linguistic Insecurity and Heritage Language Use  

 Research Question #4 addresses the use that the participants make of their 

Spanish and how that relates to their levels of linguistic insecurity. The statistical analysis 

demonstrates that the use of Spanish decreases as linguistic insecurity increases. In other 

words, the less Spanish a HLL of Spanish uses the higher their levels of linguistic 

insecurity. It is important to note that this is not a cause and effect; rather it is 

confirmation that these two separate factors are interrelated. The confirmation of their 

interrelatedness supports MacIntyre and Gardner‘s (1994) proposal that the affective 

factor of language anxiety (analyzed here as linguistic insecurity) hampers specific 

cognitive processes in language learning, namely language processing and output 

(analyzed here as Spanish language use). Following this proposal, increased linguistic 

insecurity may ultimately hamper language maintenance as it is the lack of language use 

that weakens language processing leading to disuse of language elements (De Bot, 2001), 

in turn decreasing the language contexts in which it is used; and it is the continued use of 

a language in a variety of contexts the promotes language maintenance (Fishman 1971, 

2004; Silva-Corvalán, 2001).   

Research in language use finds that the possibility of language maintenance is 

increased when there is a larger number of contexts in which to use a language (Fishman 

1971, 2004; Silva-Corvalán, 2001), and that lack of language use leads to access 

difficulties during language processing and the eventual use of avoidance techniques in 

that language (De Bot, 2001), increasing the possibility of language loss. The findings 

presented here, that language use and linguistic insecurity are correlated, also imply that 
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there is a correlation between linguistic insecurity and language maintenance. Such that if 

linguistic insecurity in Spanish influences the amount of use a HLL of Spanish gives 

Spanish, and increased Spanish language use increases the probability of Spanish 

language maintenance, then decreasing linguistic insecurity may increase HL use and 

therefore influence the probability of Spanish language maintenance.  Thus, taking steps 

to decrease linguistic insecurity also takes steps to increase language use and ultimately 

increase the possibility of language maintenance. These findings relating to linguistic 

insecurity and language use further support the proposition stated here, that Spanish 

language maintenance efforts should consider Spanish linguistic insecurity as an 

important factor to be identified and addressed in order to increase the possibility of their 

success.   

Social Networks: Structure and HL Contacts 

 Research Question #5 focuses on the social networks of the population under 

investigation. The Spanish speaking contacts (Spanish only and both Spanish and 

English) that make-up the various domains of each HL Spanish speaker range overall 

from parents (mother and father) to co-workers and friends. All of the domains have at 

least one bilingual contact (identified as a contact that speaks both Spanish and English) 

and all but one domain (Work) have at least one Spanish-only speaking contact. At first 

glance this may appear to be a positive indication that Spanish has a high possibility of 

being maintained within these domains. However, another pattern that arises in the social 

networks of the participants is that in five of the six domains, the majority of the contacts 

are bilingual and not Spanish-only contacts.  The fact that both English and Spanish are 
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used with a marked majority of the contacts within these domains points toward a 

decreased possibility of maintenance in all of them. The only exception to this pattern is 

in the Relatives domain, where the Spanish-only and bilingual (Spanish and English) 

contacts are split evenly at 50% each. The Relatives domain was conceived as an intimate 

domain and as such is one of the domains where it was expected that the participants 

would report a majority of the contacts as Spanish-only. The identification of the contacts 

as equally bilingual users of Spanish and English as Spanish monolingual speakers is not 

only surprising, but it indicates that Spanish is not stable in this domain. Therefore, this is 

an indication that, like the other intimate domains, there is a decreased possibility of 

Spanish language maintenance in this domain.  

Adding to the decreased possibility of maintenance in these domains is the 

number of contacts with whom Spanish is not spoken; 57% in the Family Home domain, 

60% in the Home domain, 50% in the Relatives domain, 66% in the School domain, 92% 

in the Work domain, and 85% in the Other domain. Fishman (1991) stresses that for a 

minority language to be maintained it must be well established and protected within the 

intimate contexts. The amount of non-Spanish use indicates that Spanish is most 

established in the Relatives domain—an intimate domain that is similar to Fishman‘s 

―Home‖ domain. Spanish is not, however, protected as the language of preference in this 

or any of the other domains, since it is only reportedly spoken exclusively, that is without 

any use of English, with only 25% of the contacts in the Relatives domain, 11% in the 

Family Home domain, 8% in the Home domain, 3% in the School domain, 0% in the 

Work domain and 8% in the Other domain. The combination of high percentage of 



223 
 

English language contacts in the intimate domains of ‗Home‘ and ‗Family Home‘, 

coupled with the low percentage of Spanish-only contacts in the intimate domains of 

‗Family Home‘ and ‗Home‘ suggests that, overall, Spanish is not well-established or 

protected within the intimate domains of the HLL of Spanish in this study.  

A closer look at the intimate domains and the contacts within them shows that 

only two interlocutors are identified as contacts with whom the participants primarily 

speak Spanish: grandparents (grandmother and grandfather), and uncle. A total of 20 

contacts across the domains are identified as grandmother or grandfather, of which 60% 

(12) are Spanish-only contacts. A total of 3 contacts are identified as uncles, of which 2 

(67%) are Spanish-only contacts. these three predominantly Spanish-only contacts, only 

the ‗grandparents‘ contact appears in all three of the intimate domains, indicating that the 

use of only Spanish with grandparents is consistent throughout the intimate domains. The 

identification of the grandparent as a well established minority language contact with 

whom the minority language is primarily used is also documented in Sparks (2005) and 

Galindo (1996). The findings in this research therefore confirm that the ‗sub-context‘ of 

grandparent within intimate domains is well-established and protected.  

Two interlocutors show an equal use of Spanish and English at 50% each: aunt 

and other. Five of the 10 contacts identified as aunts are listed as Spanish speaking 

contacts and three of the six contacts identified as ‗other‘ contacts are listed as Spanish 

speaking contacts. Of All of the other interlocutors, including those that may be 

considered to be most representative of the intimate context, mother and father, are 
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primarily identified as both Spanish and English contacts: mother, 64% (9 out of a total 

of 14); father (72%, 8 out of a total of 11); sister, 100% (4 total contacts); brother, 100% 

(5 total contacts); cousin, 62% (8 out of a total of 13 contacts); friend 80% (12 out of 15 

total contacts); and best friend 100% (6 total contacts).  Within the sub-contexts of 

‗mother‘ and ‗father‘ in the intimate domains, Spanish is not just sharing linguistic space 

with English, it is losing linguistic space to English; thus increasing the probability of 

shift from Spanish to English in the intimate domains. This shift to English is further 

evidenced by the fact that all of the contacts that might be considered of the same age or 

younger than the participants (sister, brother, cousin, friend, and best friend) are also 

mostly identified as Spanish and English contacts. These findings coincide with those of 

Sparks (2005) and Galindo (1996), where the sub-context of ‗younger interlocutors‘ 

within the overarching intimate Family domain is shifting from the HL (Spanish) to the 

socially dominant language (English).  By introducing the choice of speaking English or 

Spanish with a majority of the contacts in these intimate domains, the contexts in which 

Spanish language is used is essentially reduced. This reduction of contexts, therefore, 

reduces the probability of Spanish language maintenance for this population and in turn 

increases the probability of shift to English and loss of Spanish at the individual level.  

With regard to the non-intimate domains: the School domain stands out and 

merits discussion. In the School domain, participants report a relatively high number of 

HL contacts: 22 contacts. This is of note because the School domain is generally 

considered prestigious and it would therefore not be expected to contain a number of HL 

contacts comparable to those of the intimate Home domain. The fact that this prestigious 
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domain displays any similarity one of the three intimate domains further illustrates that 

Spanish is not protected in the intimate domains and is instead spoken with a comparable 

amount of contacts as in a prestigious domain.  It may also be an indication that for this 

population, within the overarching prestigious School domain, there is an intimate ‗sub-

context‘ which provides HL speakers of Spanish the opportunity to use Spanish in a 

context where such use is expected to be restricted. That sub-context is demonstrated here 

to be comprised almost exclusively of contacts identified as friend and best friend. The 

fact that participants identify an overwhelming majority of their friends and best friends 

as bilinguals with whom they interact in both Spanish and English, demonstrates that they 

are in fact actively attempting to maintain their HL outside of the intimate domains.  

Though, because the contacts are bilingual it is not an indication that Spanish is in any 

way well-established or protected within this sub-context or the overall domain. Like the 

findings in the intimate domains, the high number of bilingual contacts and English-only 

contacts identified suggests that Spanish has a decreased possibility of being maintained 

in the School domain. 

The identification of ‗sub-contexts‘ within the school and the intimate domains, 

highlights the need for research to consider domains based on specific interlocutor 

interactions and not so much on the social or physical location in which a cluster of 

interactions may occur. By looking at specific interlocutor interaction, researchers may 

begin to form a clearer picture of how individuals use a language within a broader 

domain and begin to from a different understanding of where and with whom a specific 

language is predominantly used. Furthermore, such an understanding might ultimately 
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lead to a better understanding about where a language can be expected to be 

predominantly used, maintained and/or lost.  

The third part of research question #5 focuses on the relationship between the 

quantity of primary and secondary contacts and the linguistic insecurity levels of each 

participant. The data shows that there is a moderate positive correlation between the 

quantity of the participants‘ primary HL contacts and their respective levels of linguistic 

insecurity, indicating that as the levels of linguistic insecurity decrease the number of 

primary HL contacts increases. In other words, the more primary HL contacts that the 

participants have the less linguistically insecure they are. Further analyses show that there 

is a low positive correlation between primary HL contacts in the Family Home domain 

and a low positive correlation between primary HL contacts in the Home domain. These 

results indicate that in the intimate domains of Family Home and Home, it is the contacts 

that participants consider most important that appear to most influence their levels of 

linguistic insecurity in those domains. There was also a low positive correlation between 

the secondary HL contacts and the School domain. This result indicates that it is the 

contacts in the non-intimate domain of School that are not considered important who 

have the most influence on the linguistic insecurity levels of the participants. The results 

regarding the HL contacts and linguistic insecurity illustrate the influence that primary 

contacts have in the intimate domains and the influence that secondary contacts have in 

the prestigious domains.  
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HL Contacts in the Social Network and HL Use   

The last research question investigates the possible correlation between the 

participants‘ self-reported language use and the number of primary and secondary HL 

contacts that they have. The analysis demonstrates that there is a correlation between 

these two factors so that as participants‘ self-reported Spanish use decreases so does the 

number of their overall HL contacts in their social networks.  This correlation is 

expected, as it is the HL contacts in the social network that provide the participants with 

the opportunity to interact in and use the HL, a requirement of language maintenance 

(Fishman, 1971). Having a higher number of L1 contacts has been proven to demonstrate 

a tendency toward language maintenance within immigrant communities (Stoessel, 2002; 

Hulsen, 2002); such may be the case with heritage languages as demonstrated here. As 

HL contacts and HL (Spanish) language use decrease in a HL speaker‘s social network, 

so too does the possibility of heritage language maintenance decrease. A reduction in the 

contacts with whom an HL speaker may use Spanish not only reduces the use but also 

weakens the HL speaker‘s ability to access elements of Spanish—per De Bot‘s (2001) 

proposal)-- and therefore reduces the possibility of HL maintenance. Further analysis of 

the HL contacts reveals that there is a correlation between the primary HL contacts and 

language use, but not between secondary HL contacts and language use. This finding 

parallels the results of Hulsen (2002) where L1 contacts were found to be better 

indicators of language maintenance in an immigrant community. If the quantity of HL 

contacts relates to HL use and thus heritage language maintenance, then it is the HL 

contacts that are considered primary contacts that exert the most influence in this cycle. 

The primary contacts in this population may be the most influential regarding language 
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use because the majority (58%) of all the contacts identified was labeled as primary 

contacts and an even higher percentage (67%) of all the HL contacts were labeled 

primary contacts. As such they make up the majority of the social networks for the 

participants and therefore hold the key to providing the opportunity for Spanish use.   

Discussion and Conclusions  

Discussion 

Correlations were found to exist between the three factors identified herein for 

investigation and this merits a comprehensive discussion about the significance of all 

these correlations in the field of heritage language maintenance. There are three major 

findings regarding the correlations between the factors of language use, linguistic 

insecurity and social networks: 1) there is a correlation between levels of linguistic 

insecurity in Spanish and Spanish language use, 2) there is a correlation between the 

primary contacts in the social networks and levels of linguistic insecurity, and 3) there is 

a correlation between the primary contacts in the social networks and Spanish language 

use. These correlations, coupled with the fact that the participants in this study have 

neutral levels of linguistic insecurity and the fact that the participants do not have a 

stable, long lasting context/domain in which Spanish is well established and protected 

and with the fact that the majority of the contacts that are identified as heritage language 

speakers are bilinguals with whom both languages are spoken suggests that there is low 

possibility that the participants in this study will maintain their heritage language.  

The findings of this study demonstrate that increased linguistic insecurity in 

Spanish as a heritage language is related to decreased use of Spanish. Post interviews 
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reveal that participants experience such anxiety that they ―get too nervous‖ (Participant 

E) or are so concerned about how others are evaluating their Spanish that they resort to 

the avoidance tactics of either codeswitching (by speaking English or Spanglish) where 

that is an option, or to not speaking at all when codeswitching is not an option. Though 

Spanglish may simply be a non-standard variety of Spanish, the students clearly perceive 

it as not Spanish (or at minimum not standard Spanish) and therefore interpret their use of 

Spanglish as not using Spanish in contexts where they might otherwise prefer to use 

Spanish. Participants who have high linguistic insecurity, thus, limit the contexts and 

interlocutors with whom they interact in Spanish. Post interviews reveal that these 

contexts may include family settings and/or classroom settings. Considering that the 

majority of the HL contacts indentified by the participants in most of the social networks‘ 

domains are bilingual contacts and that the only interlocutors with whom Spanish use is a 

well-established are the grandparents, the probability that the participants with high levels 

of insecurity will avoid the use Spanish is very high. The probability of reducing the use 

of the heritage language is further noted in that the majority of the participants‘ HL 

contacts are also identified as primary contacts. As primary contacts, these interlocutors 

are expected to be the people with whom the participants either interact with more 

regularity or with whom the interactions are more important. In avoiding the use of 

Spanish with the important primary contacts, the participants weaken their processing 

abilities in any Spanish language elements associated with contexts to which those 

contacts belongs. The weakened state of these processing abilities may already be 

evident: the current research also finds a correlation between high levels of linguistic 
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insecurity and lower levels of oral proficiency among the participants, so that if the 

participants with higher levels of linguistic insecurity are more likely to use Spanish less, 

then it is more likely that these same participants also have lower levels of oral 

proficiency. In fact, five of the eight high insecurity participants scored into HL Group 1 

(the lowest oral proficiency level) and two scored into HL Group 2 and these same 

participants report using only Spanish with only 7% of their primary contacts. As 

suggested by De Bot (2002), this weakening in processing abilities will lead to further 

avoidance of Spanish and thus a continued reduction of contexts in which Spanish is used 

by the participants. Without intervention, the continued reduction in contexts will 

eventually lead to decreasing probabilities of maintaining Spanish as a heritage language 

for participants with high levels of linguistic insecurity. 

However, the majority of the participants in this study do not demonstrate high 

levels of linguistic insecurity. As previously presented, seventeen of the 25 participants 

have scores that are either neutral or on the lower end of the linguistic insecurity scale. A 

majority of the participants are therefore not linguistically insecure. Eleven of the 25 

participants have neutral linguistic insecurity scores, indicating that they are neither 

linguistically insecure nor self-confident. Of these eleven participants with neutral 

linguistic insecurity scores, nine score high on the language use scale, indicating that they 

have a tendency to use English over using both languages and over using Spanish-only 

with their contacts. Of the nine participants who have a tendency to use English, six 

scored into HL Group 2 for oral proficiency and three scored into HL Group 1. As 

demonstrated by the correlation between oral proficiency and linguistic insecurity, the 
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majority of these participants, who‘s linguistic insecurity has decreased over those of 

high linguistic insecurity, also have higher oral proficiency scores than those with high 

levels of linguistic insecurity. However, the participants with neutral linguistic insecurity 

scores also report that they use only Spanish with only 13% of the primary contacts in 

their social networks. Therefore, even though the participants with neutral insecurity 

scores have a higher percentage of Spanish-only contacts, the number of contexts in 

which Spanish is used exclusively is small. The small number of contexts decreases the 

opportunity for these participants to use Spanish and therefore keeps their possibilities for 

increasing linguistic insecurity or increasing oral proficiency depressed. By keeping these 

possibilities low, these participants continue to decrease the probability of HL 

maintenance. Participants with neutral levels of linguistic insecurity may be highly 

susceptible to intervention aimed at increasing language maintenance. These are students 

who do not overtly evaluate their HL linguistic abilities negatively and do not experience 

noticeable levels of fear or anxiety regarding their HL. As a result, they may be more 

willing to use the HL with the bilingual contacts in their social networks and may be 

more apt to expand their social networks to include more Spanish only and/or bilingual 

Spanish/English speakers.  

The remaining participants in the present study, six of the 25, show low levels of 

linguistic insecurity. Of these six participants, 50% have use scores that indicate a higher 

tendency toward use of Spanish over English and four of the six participants scored into 

the highest oral proficiency group, HL Group3. These participants also have the highest 

percentage of primary contacts with whom they only speak Spanish (23%) which is a 
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good indicator of increased possibility of language maintenance (Stoessel, 2002; Hulsen, 

2002; Wilkund, 2002). The combination of all these factors makes this the group of 

participants that has the highest probability of maintaining their heritage language. The 

social network make-up of these participants provides the most opportunity for the 

participants to use Spanish which allows them an increased opportunity to reinforce 

processing abilities within the various contexts that they have contacts. The fact that their 

processing abilities is evidenced in that a majority of the participants scored high on oral 

proficiency and none of these participants scores into HL Group 1. However, the 

increased oral proficiency levels, higher opportunity for use of the heritage language and 

low levels of linguistic insecurity do not secure the maintenance of Spanish of the 

heritage language among this group. Like the other participants in the study, the overall 

number of primary contacts that all of the subjects have are overwhelmingly contacts 

with whom the participants report using both languages (Spanish and English) and/or 

with whom they report using Spanish. Thus, even among the participants who have the 

highest probability of maintaining the heritage language, it is still in danger of being lost.  

Conclusion 

The overall findings in the present study demonstrate that the primary contacts in 

the social network of a heritage speaker of Spanish correlate with both the use (speaking 

and listening) given to the heritage language and with the levels of linguistic insecurity 

reported regarding his/her  heritage language. The post interviews reveal that participants 

are routinely evaluating their heritage language abilities in relation to others‘ abilities. 

They also reveal that the level of insecurity that participants feel about their Spanish 
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language abilities differs depending on the domain and interlocutor with whom they are 

interacting and that level of insecurity influences whether or not the participants choose 

to continue to use Spanish in those interactions or not.  The correlation between linguistic 

insecurity in specific contexts and heritage language use is confirmed through statistical 

analysis herein. All of these findings indicate that each of these factors exert influence 

over each of the other factors, creating a multidirectional influencing cycle that is 

dependent upon the specific variables present during specific interactions. The social 

networks of the heritage language speakers and the post interviews reveal that it is 

commonly the level of linguistic insecurity felt with any specific contact that exerts the 

most influence on a HL speaker‘s decision to use Spanish with that specific contact. 

Because linguistic insecurity and HL use are also correlated, it becomes clear that the 

quantity and quality of the Spanish use interaction between the contact and the HL 

speaker will also influence the level of linguistic insecurity that a HL speaker may 

develop with a contact. This in turn influences whether or not a bilingual contact in the 

social network becomes/remains a contact with whom both languages are spoken or with 

whom one language is preferred over the other – Spanish or English.  This continually 

flowing cycle of influence from one factor to another to another and back is what 

ultimately determines whether or not a HL speaker will maintain the heritage language 

within the context of that interlocutor. And the maintenance or not of the heritage 

language with each interlocutor in each domain ultimately determines if the heritage 

language is maintained by the HL speaker in that domain. Therefore, all three factors 

work in conjunction to determine if a heritage language speaker of Spanish will maintain 
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Spanish in a wide variety of domains. Maintenance across a variety of domains, thus, 

indicates maintenance of Spanish as a heritage language for that speaker.  

Pedagogical Implications: 

 The findings of the present research have several implications for the heritage 

language classroom. First, the fact that there are students in a heritage language program 

who have high levels of anxiety indicates that this is an affective factor of which 

instructors and administrators should be cognizant. Additionally, just as foreign language 

anxiety has been correlated with foreign language achievement (Onwuegbuzie, Bailey, & 

Daley, 1999), the present research has now correlated linguistic insecurity in a heritage 

language with oral proficiency in the heritage language. This correlation indicates that it 

is a factor that needs to be taken seriously, as it may affect the success of the heritage 

language student both in and outside of the classroom. To that end, instructors need to 

engage students in activities that bolster their linguistic self-confidence. This might be 

achieved by increasing the number of lessons in which the students‘ variety of the 

language is used as opposed to the standard and by reinforcing on a regular basis that 

non-standard Spanish does not equal ‗incorrect‘ Spanish.  Another important concept that 

needs to be presented and discussed with heritage speakers of Spanish is that they should 

not engage in comparing their abilities in the language with a monolingual‘s abilities. 

Several of the students in the post interviews alluded to the fact that they did not speak 

Spanish as well as ―people in Mexico‖ or as other relatives who they categorize as native 

speakers or monolingual speakers of Spanish and that this difference in abilities meant 

that they (the heritage speakers) did not speak Spanish well.  It is important that the 
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students be made aware of the differences between a monolingual person‘s language 

experience and that of a bilingual person‘s. This awareness may be presented through a 

discussion about the bilingual continuum and reinforced through activities encouraging 

the students to highlight their bilingual abilities as opposed to highlighting the differences 

between their abilities and that of the monolingual or standard Spanish speaker.  

Another important finding in the present research is the correlation between 

primary HL contacts and heritage language use. Instructors and course curriculum can do 

little to expand the social networks of HL students or to even establish lasting 

relationships with new HL contacts outside of the classroom. All they can do is create 

opportunities for students to do this on their own through activities such as interviewing 

HL contacts (not just family members) for different topics, investigating family history, 

participating in a Spanish language related community event or community organization, 

and researching cultural traditions. These activities create opportunities for the students to 

interact with people in their own social network and encourage them to interact with 

people outside of their social network. However, direct instructor influence on social 

networks is still very limited. Instructors might best assist heritage students to expand 

their social networks by providing students with the continued opportunity to use their 

heritage language to discuss topics that they might wish to discuss outside of the 

classroom with HL contacts in their social networks. Current events discussions often 

provide good topics of conversation for the students as they are subjects that are probably 

being discussed outside of the classroom in a variety of domains and by a variety of 

interlocutors. By allowing the students the opportunity to learn and use vocabulary 
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related to these topics, their linguistic insecurity may be reduced enough so that they may 

feel more prepared to have a conversation on the subject with HL contacts outside of the 

classroom. This may especially be the case for students such as those in this study who 

demonstrate neutral levels of linguistic insecurity, as that added sense of being prepared 

may reduce linguistic insecurity just enough to increase language use with a specific 

interlocutor or a specific context.  

 Finally, because the factors of heritage language use, linguistic insecurity, and 

social networks have been shown to work together, it is important that these all factors 

and their interrelatedness be taken into consideration in the heritage language classroom 

at all times. In other words, when an activity or assignment is conceived, it should 

simultaneously consider the implications for opportunity of language use, propensity to 

influence linguistic insecurity levels and possibility for expansion or reinforcement of 

social network contacts. Though it may not always be possible to have activities that have 

the potential to yield positive results for all three factors, by simply being aware of these 

factors instructors may be more likely to create and assign activities that are beneficial to 

one or all of the factors. And because they are interrelated, benefitting one factor may in 

fact result in a benefit in all three factors.  

Limitations 

 The main limitation of the present study is that it is a non-experimental design and 

as such does not allow for any inferences to be made regarding cause and effect between 

any of the factors investigated. The fact that the present study is a correlation study also 

disallows the generalization of the results. The study does, however, provide a first step 
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in future research regarding the interrelatedness of the factors explored and level of 

influence that each may have in heritage language maintenance.  

 A second limitation of this study is the small size and homogeneity of the 

population. Though efforts were made to include and maintain as large a sample size as 

possible throughout the semester, there was a continuous decrease in subject 

participation. The homogeneity of the population was expected to some degree as the 

subject pool was drawn from a specific community in the southwestern part of the United 

States. However, it was not expected that such a degree of homogeneity would exist as to 

have possibly hampered the analysis of language experience factors. A larger quantity of 

subjects may have clarified if the homogeneity of the participants is representative of the 

heritage language students in the Heritage Language Program at the University of 

Arizona or if the resulting homogeneity was an indirect result of the small quantity of 

participants. 

 Another limitation to this study is the synchronic nature of the study. The levels 

of linguistic insecurity only reflect the state of linguistic insecurity at the time of data 

collection. Similarly, the description of the social networks only illustrates the social 

networks at the time of data collection. The current study would benefit from a more 

diachronic approach in which the levels of linguistic insecurity were measured across a 

period of time, possibly by measuring the levels of linguistic insecurity at the beginning 

and end of the semester and over several semesters following the participants who 

progress through the heritage language program. Data such as this would go a long way 
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toward demonstrating whether or not participation in such a program has any influence 

over levels of linguistic insecurity and might give a more accurate depiction of the 

probability of language maintenance for the participants.  Also, obtaining a view of the 

participants‘ social networks as they progress through the program might provide a more 

accurate indicator of the participants‘ probability of maintaining their heritage language. 

A combination of such data in both factors might also shed light on whether or not there 

is a tendency for the multidirectional influencing cycle to rotate in a specific direction or 

if a specific factor has more influence within it at any given point.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

The present study has provided a solid basis for future research into linguistic 

insecurity and social networks within the field of heritage language maintenance. First, as 

discussed in the limitations section, a replica of this study that collects similar data but 

over a longer period of time would provide a more accurate picture of how social 

networks, linguistic insecurity and heritage language use change over time. By collecting 

such data over a longer period of time, research may be able to show specific directional 

changes in the multidirectional influencing cycle. A similar study with foreign language 

students and with the extended period of data collection, might also further inform 

bilingual and second language acquisition research as to the influence of these factors in 

the language classroom. Such data might also assist in highlighting pedagogical 

differences that may need to be taken into account when designing courses aimed at 

heritage language speakers of a language.  
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Second, the present research was limited to a very specific area of the United 

States and to a very specific group of students within a university setting. The field of 

heritage languages, not just the subcategory of HL maintenance, would benefit greatly 

from similar data being collected for a more diverse population. Because there is such 

little research regarding the structure of social networks of heritage speakers of Spanish, 

there also needs to be data collected regarding the social networks of heritage speakers of 

Spanish who are members of other communities in the United States, especially less 

homogeneous communities and communities that are not necessarily part of a university 

setting. By obtaining a clearer picture of the social networks of heritage speakers of 

Spanish in a variety of communities, the field can begin to investigate with much more 

precision how the various factors that influence maintenance function in different 

communities. Understanding how factors function within each specific community will 

allow the pedagogical institutions, government institutions, community organizations and 

the community leaders/members themselves to tailor their specific language maintenance 

efforts in ways that will be most beneficial to their particular situation.   However, to 

fully understand the influence of social networks and their interrelatedness with other 

factors, such data also needs to be collected regarding speakers of other heritage 

languages. The similarities and differences that may be found through such research will 

help to inform the fields of heritage languages, language maintenance and loss, second 

language acquisition and bilingualism.  

Finally, the sociolinguistic interviews in the present research suggest that HL 

speakers of Spanish have a hierarchical order somewhat established within their social 
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networks which guides them in determining when and with whom they will use Spanish. 

The field of heritage languages and language maintenance overall would benefit from 

research that delves further into this ‗use hierarchy‘. Questions regarding this hierarchy 

might include: ‗Is there a hierarchy that is typical for all heritage speakers of Spanish?‘; 

‗Does this or a similar hierarchy exist for heritage speakers of other languages?‘; ‗Does 

the hierarchy change, expand, or disappear at any point‘, etc. By understanding this 

hierarchy, the field might be better prepared to address factors, such as those explored 

here, that may be associated with it.  
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APPENDIX A – LANGUAGE EXPERIENCE SURVEY 

LANGUAGE EXPERIENCE SURVEY 

Instructions: 

Thank you for participating in this survey. We would like to know your opinion about 

some aspects of your language experience. The information you will provide is part of a 

research project designed to better understand the language experience of Spanish-

English Bilinguals in the Heritage Language Program. 

Your answers will not affect your grade or status in the course in any way. No one at the 

University will see your individual answers at any time. All identifying information 

(name) will be removed from the data so that your identity and information may remain 

private. 

Please answer all of the questions to the best of your ability. You may write any 

comments you have next to the questions or in the designated areas throughout the 

survey. 

 

I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

 

Please complete the following information, if a question doesn‘t apply, please write N/A. 

Student‘s Information: 

a. Sex:   _____ Male  _____Female 

b. Age:  ______ 

c. Birthplace:

 ___________________________________(State/Province/Country) 

d. Current residence _____________________________(City) 

e. Years of residence in U.S:  _________________________ 

f. Years of school in U.S.:  _________________________  

(ex: K-12 & 2 yrs. of college) 
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g. Years of school outside of U.S. : _________________________ 

a. Country: ___________________ 

h. Persons in your family (living in your family home): 

____ father  ____ mother 

____ brother(s)  ____sister(s)  How many: ______________ 

____ grandfather(s) ____grandmother(s)  

____ Other(s): _________________________________ 

Parents‘ Information: 

a. Father‘s birthplace: 

__________________________________(State/Province/Country) 

b. Father‘s current residence: _____________________________ (City) 

c. Father‘s education (check highest level completed): 

____ 0-4 grade ____Some High School ____Some college 

____5-8 grade  ____High School diploma ____College degree or more 

d. What languages does your father speak? 

_____________________________________ 

e. Paternal grandparents‘ birthplace: 

Grandfather: _________________(Country)     Grandmother: 

_____________(Country) 

f. Mother‘s Birthplace: 

_________________________________(State/Province/Country) 

g. Mother‘s current residence: ____________________________(City) 
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h. Mother‘s education (check highest level completed): 

____ 0-4 grade  ____Some High School ____Some college 

____5-8 grade  ____High School diploma ____College degree 

or more 

g. What languages does your mother speak? 

____________________________________ 

h. Maternal grandparents‘ birthplace: 

Grandfather: _________________(Country)     Grandmother: 

_____________(Country) 
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APPENDIX B – LANGUAGE USE 

III. LANGUAGE USE 

NAME: 
SECTION: 

The following statements have to do with the language that you speak to 
certain people and the language that those people use to speak to you. 
There are statements that may apply to more than one person in your life, 
for these statements please keep in mind the bilingual person(s) with 
whom you have the most interaction. Please complete the following 
statements by selecting the appropriate option. Only choose one option per 
statement. 

 
  Only 

Spanish 
Mostly 
Spanish 

Both 
about 

equally 

Mostly 
English 

Only 
English 

N/A 

A. 1.  As a child I first learned to 
speak … 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

B. Before starting school,   

2.  to my mother, I usually spoke… 1 2 3 4 5 X 

3.  my mother usually spoke to 
me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

4.  to my father, I usually spoke … 1 2 3 4 5 X 

5.  my father usually spoke to me 
in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

6.  to my aunt(s), I usually spoke… 1 2 3 4 5 X 

7.  my aunt(s) usually spoke to me 
in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

8.  to my uncle(s), I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

9.  my uncle(s) usually spoke to 
me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

10.  to my grandmother(s), I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

11.  my grandmother(s) usually 
spoke to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

12.  to my grandfather(s), I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

13.  my grandfather(s) usually 
spoke to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

14.  to my brothers/sisters, I 1 2 3 4 5 X 
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usually spoke… 

15.  my brothers/sisters usually 
spoke to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

16.  to my cousin(s), I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

17.  my cousin(s) usually spoke to 
me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

C. When I was in elementary school, 

18.  to my mother, I usually spoke… 1 2 3 4 5 X 

19.  my mother usually spoke to 
me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

20.  to my father, I usually spoke  1 2 3 4 5 X 

21.  my father usually spoke to me 
in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

22.  to my aunt(s), I usually spoke… 1 2 3 4 5 X 

23.  to my aunt(s), I usually spoke… 1 2 3 4 5 X 

24.  to my uncle(s), I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

25.   my uncle(s) usually spoke to 
me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

26.  to my grandmother(s), I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

27.  my grandmother(s) usually 
spoke to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

28.  to my grandfather(s), I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

29.  to my brothers/sisters, I 
usually spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

30.  my brothers/sisters usually 
spoke to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

31.  to my cousin(s), I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

32.  my cousin(s) usually spoke to 
me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

  Only 
Spanish 

Mostly 
Spanish 

Both 
about 

equally 

Mostly 
English 

Only 
English 

N/A 

33.  outside of class to my friends, I 
usually spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

34.  outside of class my friends 
usually spoke to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

35.  in class to my friends, I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

36.  in class my friends usually 1 2 3 4 5 X 
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spoke to me in… 

37.  to the kids in my 
neighborhood, I usually 
spoke…  

1 2 3 4 5 X 

38.  the kids in my neighborhood 
usually spoke to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

39.  to my adult neighbors, I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

40.  my adult neighbors usually 
spoke to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

41.  to adult caregivers (I.e., 
babysitter), I usually spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

42.  adult caregivers usually spoke 
to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

43.  to my teachers, I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

44.  my teachers usually spoke to 
me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

E.  When I was in middle school and high school, 

45.  to my mother, I usually spoke… 1 2 3 4 5 X 

46.  my mother usually spoke to 
me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

47.  to my father, I usually spoke  1 2 3 4 5 X 

48.  my father usually spoke to me 
in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

49.  to my aunt(s), I usually spoke… 1 2 3 4 5 X 

  Only 
Spanish 

Mostly 
Spanish 

Both 
about 

equally 

Mostly 
English 

Only 
English 

N/A 

50.  my aunt(s), I usually spoke to 
me… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

51.  to my uncle(s), I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

52.   my uncle(s) usually spoke to 
me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

53.  to my grandmother(s), I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

54.  my grandmother(s) usually 
spoke to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

55.  to my grandfather(s), I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

56.  my grandfather(s) usually 
spoke to me… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

57.  to my brothers/sisters, I 1 2 3 4 5 X 
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usually spoke… 

58.  my brothers/sisters usually 
spoke to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

59.  to my cousin(s), I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

60.  my cousin(s) usually spoke to 
me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

61.  outside of school to my 
friends, I usually spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

62.  outside of school my friends 
usually spoke to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

63.  in school to my friends, I 
usually spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

64.  in school my friends usually 
spoke to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

65.  to my neighbors, I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

66.  my neighbors usually spoke to 
me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

67.  to my teachers, I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

68.  my teachers usually spoke to 
me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

69.  to my co-workers, I usually 
spoke… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

70.  my co-workers usually spoke 
to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

F Today 

71.  to my mother, I usually speak… 1 2 3 4 5 X 

72.  my mother usually speaks to 
me in … 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

73.  to my father, I usually speak … 1 2 3 4 5 X 

74.  my father usually speaks to me 
in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

75.  to my aunt(s), I usually speak… 1 2 3 4 5 X 

76.  my aunt(s) usually speak to me 
in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

77.  to my uncle(s), I usually 
speak… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

78.  my uncle(s) usually speak 1 2 3 4 5 X 

79.  to my grandmother(s), I usually 
speak… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

80.  my grandmother(s) usually 
speaks to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 
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81.  to my grandfather(s), I usually 
speak… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

82.  my grandfather(s) usually 
speak to me… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

83.  to my brothers/sisters, I 
usually speak… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

84.  my brothers/sisters usually 
speak to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

85.  to my cousin(s), I usually 
speak… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

86.  my cousin(s) usually speak to 
me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

87.  to my hometown neighbors, I 
usually speak… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

88.  my hometown neighbors 
usually speak to me in… 

      

89.  to my current neighbors I 
usually speak… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

90.  my current neighbors usually 
speak to me in… 

      

91.  when I’m in Spanish class, to 
my friends I usually speak… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

  Only 
Spanish 

Mostly 
Spanish 

Both 
about 

equally 

Mostly 
English 

Only 
English 

N/A 

92.  in Spanish class, my friends 
usually speak to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

93.  when I’m not in Spanish class, 
to my friends I usually speak… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

94.  when I’m not in Spanish class, 
my friends usually speak to me 
in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

95.  to my teachers at school, I 
usually speak… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

96.  my teachers usually speak to 
me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

97.  when I watch television, 
movies or listen to music I 
usually hear… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

98.  when I read magazines, books, 
newspapers, 
articles/information on the 
internet, I usually read in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

99.  when I’m in church, I usually 1 2 3 4 5 X 
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speak… 

100.  when I’m at the supermarket, I 
usually speak… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

101.  when I’m at the doctor’s office, 
I usually speak… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

102.  when at work, to co-workers, I 
usually speak… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

103.  when at work, my co-workers 
usually speak to me in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

F. In the future, after I graduate college, I will  

104.  probably speak to my mother 
in … 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

105.  probably speak to my father in 
… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

106.  probably speak to my children 
in… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

107.  probably speak to my 
brother(s)/sister(s) in … 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

108.  probably speak to my bilingual 
(Spanish/English) neighbors in 
… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

109.  probably speak to my bilingual 
(Spanish/English) co-workers in 
… 

1 2 3 4 5 X 

110.  have children that speak … 1 2 3 4 5 X 

 

If you feel you need to comment on a specific answer, please write down the number of 

the statement and provide your comment below. (if you need more space, please write on 

the back of this paper) 
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APPENDIX C – SELF-CONFIDENCE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Self-Confidence Questionnaire  

Directions: Please read the following statements and circle the most appropriate response.   

Statements 1 – 13 apply to your family environment. 
immediate family = parents and siblings 

extended family =  grandparents, aunts, uncles, cousins, etc. 

        Strongly Agree         Agree        Neither Agree        Disagree         Strongly Disagree 
                                                               nor Disagree         
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

1. I get nervous when I don’t understand every word that another Spanish speaking 
family member is saying. 

                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

2. I am afraid that the native Spanish speakers in my family will laugh at me when I 
speak Spanish. 

                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

3. I would not be nervous speaking Spanish with family members that I don’t speak with 
very often. 

                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

4. Even if I know a topic very well, I feel anxious when discussing it in Spanish with 
extended family.  

                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

5. I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking Spanish with my immediate 
family.  

                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

6. I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking Spanish with my extended family. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

7. I am comfortable when speaking Spanish with family members who speak Spanish 
fluently. 

                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

8. I feel confident when I speak Spanish outside my home with my extended family. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

9. I feel confident when I speak Spanish in my home. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

10. I worry that my extended family will notice my mistakes when I speak Spanish. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

11. I get nervous and confused when I am speaking Spanish with my immediate family. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

12. I worry that my parent(s) will notice my mistakes when I speak Spanish. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

13. I feel very self-conscious about speaking Spanish at gatherings with extended family. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 
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Statements 14 – 23 apply to your school environment. 
 

        Strongly Agree         Agree        Neither Agree        Disagree         Strongly Disagree 
                                                               nor Disagree         
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

14. I keep thinking that other students are better at Spanish than I am. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

15. The more I study for Spanish class, the more confused I get. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

16. I get nervous when the Spanish teacher asks questions which I haven’t prepared in 
advance. 

                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

17. I always feel that the other students speak Spanish better than I do. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

18. I can feel my heart pounding when I’m going to be called on in my Spanish class. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

19. It embarrasses me to volunteer answers in my Spanish class. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

20. When I’m on my way to my Spanish class, I feel very sure and relaxed. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

21. I start to panic when I have to speak without preparation in my Spanish class. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

22. I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking in my Spanish class. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

23. It frightens me when I don’t understand what the teacher is saying in Spanish. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

 
Statements 24 – 36 apply to environments other than family or school. 

 

        Strongly Agree         Agree        Neither Agree        Disagree         Strongly Disagree 
                                                               nor Disagree         
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

24. I get nervous when I don’t understand every word that another Spanish speaker is 
saying (non-family member).  

                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

25. I would not be nervous speaking Spanish with native speakers that are not my family 
members.  

                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

26. When out in public, I often feel like not participating in Spanish conversations. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

27. When speaking Spanish, I can get so nervous I forget things I know. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

28. I never feel quite sure of myself when I am speaking Spanish with people that are not 
my family members. 
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                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

29. I feel very self-conscious about speaking Spanish in front of other Spanish speakers 
that are not my family members. 

                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

30. I always feel that my parent(s) speak Spanish better than I do.  
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

31. I feel bad that I don’t speak Spanish as well as people expect me to. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

32. I am comfortable when speaking Spanish with fluent Spanish speakers who are not 
members of my family. 

                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

33. I feel confident when I speak Spanish. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

34. I get nervous and confused when I am speaking Spanish with someone who is not a 
family member. 

                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

35. I feel anxious when I talk with someone who I think speaks better Spanish than I do.  
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 

36. I don’t worry about making mistakes when I speak Spanish. 
                     1                        2                      3                           4                          5 
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APPENDIX D – SOCIAL NETWORK QUESTIONNAIRE 

Social Network Questionnaire 

The following questionnaire will ask you to identify people you know in several areas in 

your life; people who are your friends, neighbors, relatives, co-workers, classmates, etc. 

The same people may occur multiple times in different contexts (e.g., a relative may also 

be a neighbor).  

If there is a question you cannot answer, please write ‗don‘t know‘ or ‗not applicable‘. 

All information provided in this questionnaire will be treated confidentially. Neither your 

name nor the names of the people you list will be used in the study. 

 

I. Neighborhood – Family Home 

1. Are there people from your hometown (the neighborhood where you live 

when school is not in session) that you have contact with from time to 

time (including phone conversations, e-mail, and/or face-to-face contact)? 

2. If yes: 

Which ones of these people are important to you in one way or another 

(people you might turn to or who might turn to you for general help or 

advice about things, when you need to borrow something, when you have 

a personal problem, or any other reason). What language do you usually 

speak with them? 

Name of Person Relationship Language used 

   

   

   

 

II. Neighborhood – Home 

1. Are there people from your neighborhood (the neighborhood where you 

live when school is in session) that you have contact with from time to 

time (including phone conversations, e-mail, and/or face-to-face contact)? 

2. If yes: 

Which ones of these people are important to you in one way or another 

(people you might turn to or who might turn to you for general help or 

advice about things, when you need to borrow something, when you have 

a personal problem, or any other reason). What language do you usually 

speak with them? 

 

Name of Person Relationship Language used 
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III. Relatives  

1. Are you in touch with any of your relatives (any relative from either side) 

from time to time? 

2. If yes: 

Thinking about the relatives that you have contact with (by phone, e-mail, 

or in person), can you list the relatives that are important to you in one 

way or another? (Again, people you might turn to for advice, information, 

help; people who might discuss important problems with you or just be 

there when you need them. Or they may be important for some other 

reason.) Please list their first names, state what their relation to you is and 

what language you speak with each of them? 

 

Name of Person Relationship Language used 

   

   

   

IV. Work 

1. Is there anyone at work who you have contact with who is important to 

you in one way or another? Who? What language do you speak with 

them? 

Name of Person Relationship Language used 

   

   

   

b. Is there anyone whom you have already mentioned as a relative or 

neighbor who you know from work as well? 

Name of Person Relationship Language used 

   

   

   

 

V. School 

1. Is there anyone at school who you have contact with who is important to 

you in one way or another? Who? What language do you speak with 

them? 

Name of Person Relationship Language used 
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b. Is there anyone whom you have already mentioned as a relative, neighbor 

or work contact who you know from school as well? 

Name of Person Relationship Language used 

   

   

   

 

VI. Others  

1. Are there people that you are in contact with who do not fit neatly into one 

of the areas already mentioned like neighbors from your hometown, 

neighbors from home, relatives, co-workers, or fellow students? Again, I 

am interested in those people who are important to you in one way or 

another: friends from another part of town/another city, people who have 

moved on to new locations or with whom you still maintain contact, or 

maybe someone you know through your significant other.  

Please list their first name, what your relationship is with them and the 

language you use when you speak with them.  

Name of Person Relationship Language used 

   

   

   

 

VII. Organizations 

1. Many people belong to organizations/groups or a church/synagogue. For 

example, they may be involved in a social club, a community organization 

like the ‗Y‘, a political-type group, or perhaps some other kind of group 

not mentioned here.  

 

Do you belong to any groups or organizations (here or in your 

hometown)? Please explain briefly the purpose of this group or 

organization and note the language(s) spoken at the meetings. If 

applicable, also note the nationalities of the people involved. 

1. Group Name/description: 

Name of Person/relationship Nationality Language Used 

   

   

2. Group Name/description: 

Name of Person/relationship Nationality Language Used 

   

   

3. Group Name/description: 

Name of Person/relationship Nationality Language Used 
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b. Are there any other people whom you have not mentioned that come to 

mind who are important to you in one way or another? Who? What 

language do you speak with them? 

Name of Person How you know them Language used 

   

   

   

c. Looking back over the list, do you also know some of these people 

through the organization(s) that you‘ve mentioned (neighbors, relatives, 

work, school, others)? 

Name of Person How you know them Language used 

   

   

   

d. Are there other people who you sometimes do not get along with? People 

who may at times make things hard but who you think are important to 

you in one way or another. Please list their first name, your relationship to 

them, and the language you usually use when speaking with them. 

Name of Person Relationship Language used 

   

   

   

e. Are any of the people listed (besides your relatives) related to each other 

through marriage and/or parenthood? 

Name of Person Relationship Language used 

   

   

   

 

For the following sections please use the lists of people you have already provided to 

answer the questions. 

VIII. Social Exchange 

Indicate the people who are important to you in one or many of the following 

categories: 

13. Child care: Are there people who you turn to or who turn to you for baby 

sitting or child care? 

14. Sickness: Who do you turn to if you are sick? 
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15. Advice: Who do you turn to for advice? What kind of advice? 

16. Borrowing: From whom would you borrow money or to whom would you 

lend money? 

17. Finance: Who would you turn to if it gets financially really tight? 

18. Personal needs: Who would you turn to if you need emotional support? 

19. Work: Who do you turn to if you have to make an important decision for 

work? 

20. Conflicts: From the immediate list above, do you sometimes have a hard time 

getting along with anyone on this list? By this I mean that you might disagree 

or be in conflict with this person a fair amount of time. 

21. From those listed in #8, what do you think causes the conflict or 

disagreement? 

 

IX. Activities 

With whom of all of those contacts you have mentioned do you do which of the 

following activities or specify other activities. 

1. With whom do you do sports activities? 

2. Dancing, parties, movies? 

3. What other activities do you participate in with other people on the list? 

 

X. Primary network 

Considering all the people you have named, answer the following questions: 

A. When you think about your life, who would you say are the most important 

people to you? People who for whatever reason have the greatest effect on your 

life. List them and then answer the following questions for each person listed. 

9. What is it about this person that made you choose him/her as one of your 

most important contacts? 

10. Proximity: How near do they live to you? 

11. Frequency: How often are you in touch? How do you stay in touch? 

12. Contact length: How long have you known this person? 

13. Job: What do these people do for a living? 

14. Nationality: What cultural background do they come from? 

15. Religion: What religious background do they come from? 

16. Age: How old are they? 

XI. Secondary network 
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B. Please list all the other people who were not listed in the previous section (X) and 

then answer the following questions for each person listed. 

1. Proximity: How near do they live? 

2. Frequency: How often are you in touch? How do you stay in touch? 

3. Contact length: How long have you known this person? 

4. Job: What do these people do for a living? 

5. Nationality: What cultural background do they come from? 

6. Religion: What religious background do they come from? 

7. Age: How old are they? 
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APPENDIX E – SOCIOLINGUISTIC INTERVIEW 

Face-to-face Sociolinguistic Interview Questions 

1. Why did you decide to take Spanish? Why in the heritage program? 

2. What did you think of the social network questionnaire? Do you think you were 

able to give a generally accurate description of the people in your life? 

3. Thinking about all the people you mentioned in the questionnaire, do you feel 

expectations from people in your social network concerning the language you 

use?‖ 

4. What are the contexts/factors that you can identify as those that encourage you to 

speak in Spanish, those that discourage? 

5. Can you think of any situations where you might actively avoid using Spanish? (where 

you actively think ―I refuse to use Spanish in this situation or with this person‖, or ―I 

don‘t want to use Spanish with this person or in this situation‖) 

6. Can you think of any situations where you might purposefully use Spanish? (where you 

actively think ―I should use Spanish in this situation, or I don‘t want to use English with 

this person or in this situation) 

7. Is there a context in which you would like to be able to use Spanish, but don‘t currently 

(either by your own choice or because it is not an option)? 

8. Perceived correctness 

9. How well do you think you speak Spanish? Why (what about it makes it better/worse)? 

10. Are there instances where you think you speak better or worse in Spanish than others?  
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APPENDIX F – ORAL PROFICIENCY ASSESSMENT SCRIPT 

Oral Proficiency Assessment Script 

PART 1 

I am going to ask you several questions about your life as a university student. Please be 

sure to answer each question as completely as possible with as much information as you 

can think of.  Feel free to collect your thoughts before starting to record your answers. If 

you don‘t understand the question completely, simply answer it to the best of your 

ability/understanding. [PAUSE] 

1. Primero cuéntame de tu familia. ¿Quiénes son, que hacen, donde viven, etc…? 

2. ¿Qué haces durante un día típico en la universidad? Por ejemplo, ¿Cuáles son las 

actividades en las que participas? [PAUSE] 

3. Cuéntame sobre tu verano. ¿Qué hiciste el verano pasado? [PAUSE] 

4. ¿Qué película viste? ¿De qué se trataba? [PAUSE] 

5. ¿Hiciste algo que quisieras hacer otra vez el verano que viene? [PAUSE] 

6. ¿Qué planes tienes para este fin de semana? Cuéntame que tienes planeado para el 

viernes, sábado, y domingo. [PAUSE] 

PART 2 

Después de ver el video titulado ‗los pájaros‘, cuéntame con detalle la historia. 

VIDEO 

Recuenta con detalle la historia de ‗los pájaros‘.  [PAUSE] 

Contesta las siguientes preguntas basadas en el video que acabas de ver. 

1. ¿Qué recomendación le darías al pájaro grande para que pueda tener más amistades? 

Dale por lo menos 3 recomendaciones.  Empieza tus frases diciendo, ―Le recomiendo que 

… ― [PAUSE] 

2. Ahora dale recomendaciones a los pajaritos chiquitos. ¿Qué crees que los pajaritos 

deben de hacer ahora para ser amigos del pájaro grande? Empieza tus frases diciendo, 

―Es necesario que…‖, ―Espero que…‖, o ―Sería bueno que…‖[PAUSE] 
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2. Imagínate que el video no se acabó, ¿cómo quisieras que terminara el cuento? 

[PAUSE] 

3. ¿Cuál crees que es el mensaje principal del video? [PAUSE] 
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APPENDIX G – ORAL PROFICIENCY ASSESSMENT SCALE 

 Oral Proficiency Assessment Scale (Rater Guidelines) 

*Small words are defined here as ‘eh, um, osea, pues, y, si, etc.’, when used as connectors or 

fillers; generic words are defined here as ‘este/a, aquel/lla, esa cosa’ or descriptive words that 

are understood within the context of the question/answer but without the aid of gestures or 

visual stimuli.  

 Heritage Language Learner – 
Group 1 
 

Heritage Language Learner – 
Group 2 
 

Heritage Language Learner – 
Group 3 
 

Comprehensi
on 
 

- Shows understanding of most of the 
questions by speaking about or 
responding to the appropriate topics; 
sometimes demonstrates gap in 
understanding of questions. 

- Message delivered is understood but 
not precise and therefore somewhat 
confusing to the listener. 

- Shows understanding of all the questions 
by responding directly to the topics 
posed; does not expand answers to make 
appropriate topical connections.  

- Message delivered is understood but not 
very concise. 

- Shows complete understanding of 
all the questions by responding 
directly to the appropriate topic; 
may expand answers to make 
appropriate topical connections. 

- Delivers a clear and concise 
message that is completely 
understood by the listener. 

 

Fluency/pausi
ng 
 

- Has many disruptive pauses, 
demonstrates a need to pause and 
consider the next utterance. 

- Most of the small words and generic 
words used do not contribute to the 
understanding of the message and 
their use disrupts the flow of the 
speaker’s response*. 

- Demonstrates more fluency in the 
personal section of the assessment as 
compared to the film section.  

- Has some disruptive pauses. 
- Small words and generic words used 

sometimes contribute to the 
understanding of the message and 
usually allow the speaker to maintain a 
natural flow within the response*.  

- Demonstrates more fluency in the 
personal section of the assessment as 
compared to the film section. 

- Has very few to no disruptive 
pauses. 

- Small words and generic words 
used almost always contribute to 
the understanding of the message 
and help the speaker maintain a 
natural flow within the response*. 

- Demonstrates about equal fluency 
(no marked difference) in both 
sections of the assessment—
personal and film. 

Vocabulary 
 

- Limited vocabulary— uses same 
vocabulary repetitively throughout the 
entire assessment. 

- Vocabulary mostly limited to what was 
presented/used in the question/task 
posed. 

- Somewhat expansive vocabulary—uses 
vocabulary outside of what is presented 
in the question, though sometimes 
repetitive it is not distracting or simplistic 
in use. 

- Very expansive vocabulary—uses a 
wide variety of terms that are not 
noticeably repetitive throughout 
the assessment. 

Grammatical 
accuracy 
 

- Uses the present (indicative) tense in 
most or all of the tense contexts. 
Makes many conjugation mistakes 
when attempting to use other tenses. 

- Makes many gender/number 
correspondence errors.  

- Uses all of the tenses in the appropriate 
context – when required—with some 
noticeable conjugation mistakes.  

- Does not have command of the 
subjunctive tense. 

- Some gender/number correspondence 
errors. 

 

- Uses all tenses correctly with very 
few conjugation mistakes 
(including use of the subjunctive).  

- Little to no gender/number 
correspondence errors.  

 

Use of 
English 
 

- Frequent use of English: 
    Uses some English in most responses.  
    Most English utterances are not 

restated in   Spanish.  
    Some complete sentences in English 

that are not restated in Spanish.  

- Little use of English: 
    Uses some English in some responses. 
    Restates most English utterances in 

Spanish.  
    No complete sentences in English that are 

not restated in Spanish. 

- Very little to no use of English: 
    Uses some English in very few 

responses.  
    Restates most English utterances in 

Spanish. 
    No complete sentences in English. 
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APPENDIX H – ALL PARTICIPANT SCORES 

Table A.1: Mean linguistic insecurity score 

(LI) for each participant, their 

corresponding Oral Proficiency Score (HLL 

Group Assignment), and their respective 

mean language use scores (USE) 

Participant 

ID 

LI HLL 

Group 

USE 

1 4.64 3 2.88 

2 3.02 1 4.41 

3 2.44 1 3.35 

4 2.58 3 3.07 

5 2.47 3 2.63 

6 3.22 3 2.49 

7 2.03 1 4.17 

8 2.50 2 4.47 

9 2.83 1 4.27 

10 1.94 1 4.10 

11 2.14 1 4.10 

12 2.17 1 3.07 

13 4.53 3 1.97 

14 2.56 1 3.76 

15 4.14 2 4.30 

16 2.25 2 4.16 

17 3.39 2 3.57 

18 4.92 3 2.11 

19 2.44 2 4.21 

20 2.94 2 3.68 

21 3.44 2 3.24 

22 3.11 2 3.82 

23 3.64 2 3.67 

24 2.89 3 4.15 

25 4.14 3 3.23 
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