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ABSTRACT 

This study explored language attitudes of high-school-level heritage learners of 

Spanish. Five varieties of Spanish and English, namely, standard Mexican, non-native and 

local Southern Arizona Spanish, code-switching, and Chicano-accented English were 

presented to heritage learners using audio-recorded voice samples. Evaluations were 

recorded on semantic differential scales designed to reflect two distinct attitude 

dimensions, solidarity and socio-intellectual status/prestige. In addition to quantifying 

language attitudes, the study attempted to establish correlations with demographic factors. 

Demographic surveys and student interviews further yielded information to develop a 

current description of heritage learners in a formal, classroom setting. Teacher interviews 

provided insights into program structure and teacher preparation. The ultimate 

pedagogical goal of this investigation was to define implications for heritage language 

instruction and for the preparation of teachers for this relatively new, yet growing field. A 

total of 238 students from programs for Spanish heritage learners in ten schools 

encompassing four districts, public and private, took part in the study. 

Structure and practices of heritage programs were found to differ widely, with 

teachers exercising considerable discretion over curriculum. Students were found to be 

90°b recently arrived or second-generation students of Mexican, mostly Sonoran, 

background. Students expressed largely instrumental motivation for their pursuit of 

Spanish in school and 85% planned to pursue higher education. Results indicate significant 

differences in students' attitudes between the normative and vernacular language varieties 

tested. In this academic setting, students' attitudes reflected a distinct preference for more 

standard varieties. The English test variety was ranked below these and above the 

vernaculars. Student-participants also showed sensitivity to fine distinctions in register and 
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style. Gender of both speaker and listener were shown to affect language attitudes. 

Students' habits of language use, in particular the extent of outside reading and radio 

listening in Spanish, were significantly correlated with more positive language attitudes 

toward standard varieties. These habits also correlated with higher proficiency levels. 

These results engendered three salient implications for teaching and teacher 

preparation: the need to enhance students' outside reading and listening habits, the need to 

extend students' familiarity with divergent speech styles, the necessary inclusion of 

sociolinguistic underpinnings in teacher preparation. 
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Chapter One 

INTRODUCTION 

•'Language is ... not merely a carrier of content ... language 

itself IS content, a referent for loyalties and animosities, an indicator of 

social statuses and personal relationships, a marker of situations and topics 

... that tvpify every speech community" 

(Joshua Fishman, 1971, p. 1). 

In his introduction to Sociolingiiistics, Joshua Fishman (1971b) underscores the 

imponance of language attitudes in our daily lives. The attitudes we hold toward different 

varieties of language help us to identify speech communities and to organize our group 

membership and perceptions of those around us. In diglossic, multilingual or multi-

dialectal communities, membership and attitudes toward speech communities may have 

important outcomes with respect to employment, living conditions and integration into 

aspects of society. 

Public school teachers and curriculum developers in courses for foreign and 

second language instruction have not regularly taken these sorts of issues into account. 

\'et. as new courses are developed for "new" populations, broad outcomes highlighted by 

these considerations may be important. 

Let us consider the following demographic facts: Between the 1980 and 1990 

censuses, the number of Spanish speakers in the U.S. increased from 11.1 million to 17.3 

million. The figures for the 2000 census are not yet available but will certainly reflect a 

similar increase. Meanwhile, the school-age segment of the Spanish-speaking population 

grew by 41.4%, representing 24% of the total number of Spanish speakers in this country 
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in 1990. Regionally, for Arizona, the U.S. Bureau of the Census predicts that Hispanics 

will comprise 22.3 % of the state's population in 2000; by 2005 this is expected to grow 

to 24.3 ° o. From a more local perspective, in Pima County, located in southern Arizona, 

the statistics are more dramatic: 27.9% of the population in 1996 was Hispanic, of whom 

46,8 °b were aged 5 to 14 years old (U.S. Bureau of the Census). 

From another perspective, looking at sheer numbers of Spanish speakers, the 

United States ranks as the country in the world with the fourth largest number of Spanish 

speakers, after Mexico, Spain and Colombia, and Los Angeles is the city with the second-

largest Hispanic population. Hispanics will soon be the largest ethnic minority in the U.S. 

Recent reports indicate that, in California, white Anglo-Saxon Americans are soon to lose 

their status as majority group, as is the case in several smaller states already. In 1990, 

Hispanics represented 54.5% of the non-English-speaking population in the U.S. (Vaides, 

1997: Elias-Olivares et al., 1985). This population clearly has reached a "critical mass" 

(.Aparicio, 1997). Yet who are these speakers of Spanish? Which speech communities are 

represented? What might be the consequences for speech patterns and attitudes of such an 

urbanized and juvenescent group of speakers? 

In response to these dramatic demographic changes, educational institutions have 

developed new "Spanish for Native Speakers" courses. Such population-specific courses 

had already begun to appear in the U.S. in the 1970's and 1980's, particularly at the post-

secondary level. In the past decade, secondary schools, while responding to this increased 

need for focused course sequences in Spanish for these learners, have been somewhat 

slow in developing them. A 1997 survey conducted by the Center for Applied Linguistics 

showed that 7% of secondary schools in the U.S. offer heritage classes, an increase of 3% 

over the preceding 10 years (Draper & Hicks, 2000). These new courses have 

unfortunately precipitated a fair amount of confusion for teachers and the foreign 
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language departments responsible for their creation. This confusion linked to a scarcity of 

teachers with focused training may have hindered further expansion of such programs. 

Teachers must address students' highly divergent linguistic and academic backgrounds, 

diverse mastery levels within students' bilingual range, oralcy vs. literacy issues, and 

questions of dialect control. Thus, the kind and variety of pedagogical issues and 

problems to be solved with these bilingual learners far outstrip those of a traditional 

foreign or second language classroom (Webb & Miller, 2000). 

Classroom practices have often been lacking in perspective and careful 

consideration of sociolinguistic realities. Whether integrated into "regular" Spanish 

classes or placed in special groups, home language Spanish learners have traditionally 

been approached from a remedial perspective (Romero, 2000). Since these learners 

frequently use a variety of Spanish different fi^om that of the teacher, often a non-standard 

variety of Spanish which the teacher may depreciate, instruction has focused exclusively 

on standard language norms, norma ciilta, fi-om Mexico, or even a norm based upon a 

European Spanish model. Grammar-translation methods sought to instruct speakers about 

their language; it was held that this was important to prepare them for the "more 

advanced" regular literature sequences of the university curriculum. From a stimulus-

response perspective, audio-lingual methods focused on habit-formation in foreign 

language learners. In the I970's when "problem" heritage learners were first segregated 

into their own sections, they continued to be taught using Audio-Lingual Method 

materials to drill their "'bad habits" into non-existence. 

In today's heritage classroom, teachers still have limited preparation to deal with 

the special problems they will encounter. Most come from a background of teaching 

Spanish as a foreign language and attempt to make personal sense of the differing 

circumstances they encounter with heritage learners. They find few resources readily 
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available to suppoit them. Yet, some assert that, given the changing U.S. demographics, 

"all foreign language teachers should be prepared to teach heritage language 

learners"(Scalera, 2000, p. 72).' 

One salient issue at the high-school level is the heterogeneity of the students 

themselves and their particular language and academic background—considerably greater 

than that encountered at the university level where a selective process has narrowed the 

group High school enrollments in heritage classes include English-dominant Chicanos 

(second- or third-generation bilinguals), Spanish-dominant bilinguals, and newly arrived 

Latino students who speak little or no English.^ Some students have academic experience 

in Spanish, either in Mexico (or another Hispanic nation) or from bilingual programs in 

elementary schools in the United States; some students, while they express themselves 

quite fluently in oral Spanish, have never encountered the written word, nor do they 

necessarily know the alphabet. For the newly arrived whose native Spanish may be a 

stigmatized variety, schooling in the home country can range from excellent to very 

limited, compounding the need to link a language curriculum to instruction for basic 

academic skills. In schools where no separate class or curriculum has been established, 

teachers will meet native speakers or heritage learners along with traditional 

(monolingual anglophone) foreign language students, further complicating the situation. 

Focusing on educational planning, some interest in the teaching of Spanish to 

Spanish-speaking bilinguals was manifested as early as the 1930's. Nevertheless, until 

the early I980's, most university Spanish departments barely acknowledged their 

Hunter College of the City Universitv' of New York will require all students seeking certification as 
foreign language teachers to take two methods courses; one of these will focus solely on problems and 
methods for teaching heritage language learners (Webb & Miller, 2000). 

" In tills paper, tlie term "Chicano" is used to designate U.S.-bom individuals of Mexican descent, while 
•"Latino" will refer to the broader group of Spanish-speaking or Hispanic heritage individuals fixjm various 
countncs of origin. 
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presence. A summer institute sponsored by the National Endowment of the Humanities in 

1978 served to coalesce interest in this population, and, while rather narrow in its 

audience, participants attempted to define the field. This group sought to differentiate it 

from foreign language teaching, to consider issues of dialect vs. a prestige variety for 

classroom use, as well as appropriate classroom materials and practices, and implications 

for teacher preparation. 

Valdes (1981) points out that the field of English has embraced such a 

ditTerentiation. The distinctions and recognition of differences for methodology, 

materials and pre-service preparation for teaching English as a native language vs. 

English as a second language vs. English as a second dialect (biloquialism) are well 

accepted. For example, few English teachers would claim to be prepared and skilled in 

teaching both ESL and English as a native language/language arts. Yet, in Spanish 

instruction, it remains the rule that the teacher does both, particularly at the secondary 

level. The Spanish-teaching profession has not yet successfully disseminated a similar 

division and training possibilities for pre- and in-service teachers of heritage learners 

remain scattered. 

Second/foreign language instruction implies the step-wise development of 

specific skills for communication in addition to those one possesses in the first language. 

Second dialect instruction implies the acquisition of a prestige variety in addition to the 

native, stigmatized variety. Valdes (1981) points out that in order to accomplish this 

pedagogically, a great deal of linguistic analysis and description must be available with 

respect to the first dialect. This has not always been the case for contact varieties of 

Southwest Spanish. Following the lead of the National Council of Teachers of English, 

teaching Spanish as a native language would imply very global strategies for teaching 
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effective expression and communication, e.g., the power of language for communication, 

per sc. 

By the I990's, the situation had again shifted considerably. The important influx 

of new immigrants into urban centers, grafted upon historic patterns of Hispanic 

settlement in the Southwest, reinforced, perhaps extended, diglossic communities. (See 

page 32 for additional discussion of diglossia.) These movements also significantly 

increased the number of varieties of Spanish encountered, both educated and prestige 

varieties as well as the heavily stigmatized. Basic precepts and theories within the foreign 

language teaching profession had changed also, as grammar-driven curricula were 

abandoned and oral proficiency standards and communicative competence were 

embraced as major objectives of foreign language study. 

New issues and reformulations of old questions continue to surge forth in the area 

of instruction for bilingual students, as well. Among them is the role of the foreign 

language teaching profession in maintaining minority languages, in particular Spanish, 

through specialized as well as regular courses. Increased political opposition to bilingual 

education (such as Proposition 203 in Arizona and Proposition 227 in California) 

diminish the hopes for development of bilingualism and biliteracy in other school 

programs. In foreign language departments, learners who had previously been variously 

known as "native speaker," "quasi-native speaker," "home-language speaker," "bilingual 

learner" are now grouped into the new nomenclature, "heritage learner," which 

encompasses the previous distinctions and underscores this language maintenance 

perspective. In curricular terms, one currently widespread objective of instruction in 

Spanish for heritage learners is the maintenance and/or retrieval of functional Spanish 

abilities (Valdes, 1997). As such, the embracing of Spanish as an ethnic language within 
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the curriculum entails a whole new examination of instructional practices with respect to 

the use and teaching of dialect and standard forms. 

Statement of the Problem and Research Questions 

In Tucson, a telephone survey conducted by this researcher revealed that there are 

currently ten secondary school sites spanning four districts where separate Spanish for 

Spanish Speakers classes have been organized. Many other sites and districts expressed 

interest and are considering the development of such special sequences in their schools. 

By and large, there is no coherent model for these courses and very little shared 

information. Programs are relatively autonomous, even within the same district; classes 

have in some cases been organized out of administrative frustration over "where to put 

these kids"" Teachers manage the classes either by the force of their own personality and 

personal vision of their students and needs, or, in some instances, experience acute 

frustration. Whereas, in the past, teachers complained about a lack of sufficient and 

appropriate materials for heritage learners, extensive activity in this area as well as 

increased availability of technology now present the teacher with a smorgasbord of 

options, but still few clear formulations of principles and objectives to assist in selecting 

amongst them. A dissemination of clear and empirically justifiable learning principles 

and goals must certainly be at the core of this process. 

The history of teaching heritage learners also highlights the ongoing debate with 

respect to the appropriate variety of language to be used and/or taught in the classroom 

(for example, Bemal Enriquez, 1997; Villa, 1996). As cooperative learning, TQE (total 

quality education) and other leamer-based approaches have taken hold, interest in learner 
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variables, for example, attitude, motivation, and language for specific purposes, has risen. 

Participatory instructional models are now the norm as opposed to older frontal teaching 

formats. Thus, the resources, including linguistic resources, which students bring to the 

classroom, need to be weighed and understood to a more thorough degree. With this in 

mind, the current study has been undertaken. 

This study will explore language attitudes among high-school-level heritage 

learners of Spanish in a Southwestern urban environment. It will attempt to discover what 

attitudes these learners hold with respect to specific, locally common varieties of Spanish 

(listed in Question 1, below), whether some variety holds more status for this population, 

and whether attitudes held are related to motivational factors. 

-As Valdes points out, one commonly stated goal of courses for heritage learners 

of Spanish is the acquisition of a prestige variety of Spanish, yet "few theories exist on 

how standard dialects are acquired by speakers of non-prestige varieties" (Valdes, 1997, 

p. 23). In fact, achievement of such a goal entails a number of issues. What is the prestige 

variety or standard to be targeted'' What about the fact that learners may often be 

unaware that their own variety varies substantially from this target? And what of the 

psychological and motivational factors involved, such as, the solidarity that learners may 

feel with certain non-prestige varieties? 

This investigation formally poses the following questions: 
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1 What attitudes do high school heritage learners of Spanish hold with respect to the 

following varieties of Spanish and English? 

• a norma niral of Southern Arizona/Northern Mexico^ 

• norma culta, a Mexican standard for educated Spanish 

• a code-switching variety 

• an English-accented non-native variety 

• Chicano-accented English"*' 

2 In a bilingual community where many marked varieties coexist (see pages 53-54 for a 

discussion of this concept), can a variety be identified which seems to hold more 

status or prestige, perhaps covert prestige, for adolescent urban Latino bilinguals? 

3 What statistical correlations exist between students' attitudes and 

• students' own heritage backgrounds? 

• proficiency levels? (Are certain attitudes/ affective responses related to certain 

levels of proficiency'') 

• educational and life goals? 

• apparent motivation for Spanish study (instrumental vs. integrative 

motivation)? 

Framed differently, can we determine an "ingroup" code for this population 

and how it is related to integrative and/or instrumental motivations? 

' VVliilc it may be difTicult to use this appellation to definitively describe a single variety, I mean this to 
refer to a \ aricty common among less-educated Spanish speakers of Tucson; some of its hallmarks include 
tlic following morphosyniactic features: the addition of's' to second person fringiiiar preterite verb forms 
(e.g.. ni 'comprastes^), and a pronounced disuse of formal usted- forms, and, frequently, the use of the 
gerund instead of the infinitive (for e.\ample. "me gusta bailando"); phonologic features; reduction of 
diphtliongs. substitution of the fricative [§| for the explosive [C]; and, le.xical shifts reflecting English usage, 
for e.xample, "venir pa 'atrds^ for volver. 

' Only one \ aricty of English was included: Englisli spoken by Chicano Tucson natives who retain a mild 
accent in their English phonological production. 
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4. What can be learned which may be potentially useful in teacher development? 

What information might be particularly useful to teachers training to work 

with classes of Heritage Learners of Spanish? 

Significance of the Study 

The need to define and understand students' language attitudes, then, is strongly 

invoked by educational trends discussed above and can have an important impact on the 

atTective climate and student success in the Heritage Learner context. Furthermore, these 

very students are placed "at-risk" in many traditional educational contexts, increasing the 

importance of the affective component of instmction for these students. Walqui (1997) 

advances a departure from prescriptivist orientations, especially those using a primarily 

linguistic focus, and advocates instead a critical-constructivist model of instruction where 

learners focus on language as a medium of communication, for the elaboration and 

analysis of ideas. She stresses the importance for teachers to understand basic 

sociolinguistic precepts; teachers should view their work within the social context of 

language in contact. 

.\fter identifying and describing heritage learner attitudes toward varieties of 

Spanish, and toward English, the information gathered should give clues to educational 

needs for teachers who will work with these students, and, further, facilitate some 

decision-making in the many new Heritage Spanish programs. 



22 

Definition of Terms 

Attitude: 

Attitudes, in general, can be defined as "a set or disposition (readiness, 

inclination, tendency) to act toward an object according to its characteristics as far as we 

are acquainted with them" (Woodworth, in Wolck, 1986, p. 38). Attitudes are said to 

appear on a stratum below constituent beliefs which are at the very surface, and above the 

values they form at a deeper level. Thus, attitudes are relatively stable, yet also 

changeable and learnable (Oppenheim, 1966, p. 110). 

Language attitudes are considered a basic working assumption underlying 

language variation studies. Users of variant forms are seen to hold evaluative attitudes 

about the variants, ascribing to them attributes such as relative beauty, effectiveness, or 

purity These attitudes are unconscious and may differ from consciously held attitudes 

about the same variants (Ferguson, 1994). 

Their covert nature, then, makes attitudes difficult to measure. Attitude has also 

been defined as "an evaluative mediating response" which predisposes an individual to 

perform various overt behaviors (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). In this way, a positive attitude 

towards one's employer, for example, may be read as a factor leading to higher work 

quality from that employee Many indirect and often ingenious methods have been 

devised to elicit attitudes and to study them via subsequent behavior. 

Matched-Guise Technique: 

In studies of language attitudes, speakers' utterances are presented as stimuli to 

juries who are asked to determine those speakers' social characteristics by listening to 

their speech samples. While many approaches are possible, a common type of language 
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attitude study uses a matched-guise technique where a single speaker simulates two or 

more languages or language varieties. 

Variety. 

Speech behavior of individuals is known to vary substantially in many different 

ways, morphosyntactically, lexically and phonologically, for example. The term "dialect" 

is used to refer to these differences, although it is most frequently used to refer to 

regional variants. Due to the negative connotations of the term "dialect" in everyday 

usage, however, the term "variety" is often substituted (for example. Holmes, 1992) and 

will be the term used here. 

Speech Community: 

•A. speech community is a sociolinguistic entity rather than a purely linguistic one. 

It is an idealized construct, which combines three distinct concepts: social group, 

communication network, linguistically homogeneous population. "A speech community, 

in this idealized sense, is a group of people who 1) are linked by some form of social 

organization, 2) talk to each other, and 3) all speak alike" (Halliday, 1978, p. 154). 

Fishman (1971b) defines it as a community in which all members share at least a single 

speech variety and the norms for its appropriate use. Wolfson (1989) adds that speech 

community is a construct whose boundaries may be broadened or narrowed, depending 

upon the empirical question at hand. 

These definitions reflect an ideal, rural community. In an urban setting, some of 

these concepts must necessarily be adjusted. An urban speech community is a 

heterogeneous unit, showing diversity between individuals and within a single individual. 

That is, in urban speech, language itself is seen as variable. Urban speech cannot be 



24 

defined in terms of some invariant norm or a deviation from it. According to Labov 

(1972). the internalized pattern is extraordinarily heterogeneous. The individual reacts to 

this heterogeneity by picking out a few variables and assigning normative value to them. 

The speech community represents a consensus about these values and these are social 

values. Variable usage of terms of address such as "sir," "hey, man," and "dude" and 

their concomitant social evaluations depending upon speech community serve as an 

example. .A. speech community, then, is a locus in which speakers agree on the social 

meanings and evaluations of the variants used, and, as such, the concept incorporates 

variability in language use. 

Heritaue Learner: 

Heritage learner is a relatively new term used to refer to students who are learning 

the language of their ethnic heritage. These learners have had exposure to a language 

other than English outside of the formal U.S. educational system, usually a home 

background in the language (Draper & Hicks, 2000). For Spanish, these learners have 

previously been called "native speakers," "quasi-native speakers," "home-language 

speakers, " or "bilingual learners." The new term permits the grouping of students bom in 

the United States with recent immigrants seeking to maintain and develop their language 

skills (Campbell & Peyton, 1998). As such, the term does nothing to limit the diversity of 

the students thus classified. Nevertheless, the term may have a positive influence on the 

field inasmuch as it recognizes languages other than English as a part of the U.S. 

linguistic landscape. 

The term "native speaker" has typically carried with it a number of assumptions. 

"For most people, a native speaker is one who can function in all settings in which other 

native speakers normally function ... other native speakers should assume that he or she 
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acquired the language from infancy"(Valdes, 1998, p. 153). Kramsch has noted that 

"native speakership was viewed as an uncontroversial privilege of birth" and native 

speakers had "grammatical intuitions that non-native speakers did not have" (quoted in 

Draper & Hicks, 2000, p. 19). These assumptions have not always accurately portrayed 

the case of students in so-called "native speaker classes." The term "heritage learner" 

may be more accurate. 

Motivation: 

Motivation with respect to language learning and acquisition is often regarded as 

comprising two essential orientations; instrumental and integrative. Instrumental 

motivation is utilitarian in nature, linked to desires for better employment or better 

education. With integrative motivation, language learning is stimulated by the desire to 

meet, communicate with, or be similar to the valued members of the target language 

community (Gardner & Lambert, 1972; Genesee et al., 1983; Horwitz and Young, 1990). 

Overview of the Dissertation 

In this introduction, the purpose and significance of this study have been 

discussed. It will explore language attitudes of heritage learners of Spanish toward five 

language varieties and relate the findings to pedagogical questions for heritage courses in 

Spanish. 

Chapter Two reviews the literature on language attitudes. Language attitude 

research is contextualized within sociolinguistics and language variation; issues of 

languages in contact and the ethnohistoric matrix of the United States Southwest and 
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especially Tucson are explored. A linguistic description is developed for the test varieties 

of Spanish. The area of language planning as well as the pedagogical context are 

reviewed including those aspects of second language acquisition theory which are 

implicated. 

In Chapter Three, the design of the study is presented. The methodology includes 

the development of the instruments, selection of the participants, data collection 

procedures, primary data organization and scoring. The statistical analyses applied are 

also reviewed. 

Chapter Four reports the research findings. Briefly, these findings include high 

language evaluations for standard Mexican speakers, as well as for non-native speakers 

of Spanish. Significant correlations were found between these attitudes and certain 

language use patterns (See pages 151-153.) 

The final chapter discusses the results and implications for teaching and teachers. 

Future research directions are suggested. 
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Chapter Two 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This thesis uhimateiy concerns the application of sociolinguistic concepts and 

knowledge to a pedagogical problem. The study will require a cross-disciplinary 

approach to the review of the literature to be adequately contextualized. It will reflect 

pertinent perspectives drawn from Linguistics, Sociolinguistics, Second Language 

.Acquisition and Pedagogy. As this current research project is concerned with varieties of 

language, it will be important to consider conceptual developments in fields of 

dialectology, and the study of diglossia and bilingualism. Issues in language planning are 

also invoked, because, to some extent, the topic implies the introduction of Spanish into 

new realms for new purposes. The studies and perspectives cited emanate from distinct 

research traditions and assumptions; I will nevertheless gather the spectrum into a beam 

of focus with respect to understanding our particular problem, the attitudes of heritage 

learners. 

Language attitude studies have a complex forty-year tradition of cataloging 

attitudes in numerous contexts around the world. Here, the discussion of general 

conceptualizations gives way to a focus on work in Spanish in the Southwestern United 

States. The present review highlights only the most trend-setting studies most pertinent to 

the Tucson setting. 

This review must first situate itself within the field of Sociolinguistics. In 1949, 

Currie drafted a paper entitled "Projection of sociolinguistics: The relationship of speech 

to social status"' (published in 1952). During the interceding five decades, studies of the 

relations between language and society merged to form this field of academic inquiry. 

Sociolinguistics. concerned with describing language use as a social phenomenon. 



28 

attempts to establish causal links between language and society, yet to a large extent the 

field has deemphasized theory-driven empirical experimentation in favor of descriptive 

work. Two orientations define the field: micro- and macro-sociolinguistics. The first is 

sociolinguistics in a narrow sense which includes dialectology and other specifically 

language-centered fields; it comprises the investigation of how social structure influences 

the way people speak and how language varieties and patterns of use correlate with social 

variables, for example, age, class or sex. The second orientation is often referred to as the 

"sociology of language." Its focus is what societies do with their languages, attitudes 

which account for the functional distribution of speech forms in society, of language shift 

and maintenance, and the definition and interaction of speech communities. This said, 

these two orientations often blur in view of the goal of a fiill understanding of language 

as a social phenomenon. Language attitudes studies also fall somewhere between these 

two pure orientations. 

Language Variation 

Variation Theory is one major subtopic within Sociolinguistics. Language is 

inherently variable with respect to phonology, morphology and syntax. In this paradigm, 

an understanding of variation and change in the structural parts of language is sought, in 

particular as it relates to certain dimensions that are external to language itself. Linguistic 

geography, including traditional dialectology, focuses on regional differences in speech, 

while historical linguistics considers language variation over time. However, another 

important dimension is the social variation in language. 
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Speech does not occur in a vacuum; it occurs in specific places, on specific 

occasions, about specific topics with specific interlocutors, using a specific medium or 

channel. Language forms used by any individual will depend upon these variables. Men 

and women of varying ages, with different educational, social, regional, or ethnic 

backgrounds will speak differently. 

Underlying the study of these manifestations is the sociolinguistic principle that 

individuals' native language competence includes a repertoire of speech styles, registers 

and behaviors which the individual speaker varies according to rules of appropriateness 

which e.xist within particular speech communities (Wolfson, 1989). Hymes (1962), in 

elaborating his theoretical framework for an ethnography of speaking, has made a 

significant contribution to the study of language use. His was an attempt to bring the 

patterns of speech into focus, and, in part to see them as factors in the cultural 

organization of societies. 

Hymes (1972, 1974) proposed a taxonomy for investigating the way speech is 

used in any given community. The minimal unit of analysis, the speech act, and the larger 

sequence, the speech event, are both rule-governed and said to be determined by many 

factors: by situation, participants, purposes of the exchange, and norms of interaction 

dictated by society. Their analysis must also consider issues of message form and 

message content, manner, medium of communication, register, code and genre. 

Variables such as gender (for example, Lakoff, 1973; McConnell-Ginet, 1978; 

Svvacker, 1976; Trudgill, 1972; Deuchar, 1988; Eckert, 1989; Tannen, 1990; Fasold, 

1992; ) and social class (Labov, 1966b, 1972; Milroy & Milroy, 1977, 1992; Trudgill, 

1971, 1988; Shuy, et al., 1967; Eckert, 1991; Labov, 1990, 1994) have been the focus of 

much study. The social dimension of language variation was the first to be studied 

quantitatively, that is, by counting variants and comparing the incidence of variants in 
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different strata of the population. An investigator would select a variable, for example, a 

sound segment such as /a/ which is observed to vary in pronunciation. Then these 

pronunciation variants would be observed and quantified in the natural speech of 

different speakers and groups of speakers in different situations. The variations observed 

would then be related to speaker variables such as socioeconomic class, age, or social 

network, etc. This work has generated a most important principle: that variability in 

language can be shown to be structured. 

The work of Labov' (1963. 1966b, 1972) has yielded important contributions to 

this effon to delineate the heterogeneous quality of linguistic structure itself (in 

particular, although not exclusively, the phonologic system of English). The variations 

have been shown to be systematic in nature, conforming to class and generational strata 

in society, as well as encompassing regional variation (Labov, 1972). Labov has 

investigated finite categories of phonologic variables (for example, the centralization of 

(ay) and (aw) in Martha's Vineyard, the (r) in New York City) and interpreted these 

variations through emic information about the organization of status and attitudes within 

the locality. It is this social meaning of linguistic cues, their social stratification, which 

allows insight into mechanisms of linguistic change. 

The Martha's Vineyard study (Labov, 1963) encompassed several levels of 

analysis. First, was the selection of the linguistic variable to study. While the salient 

retention of final and preconsonantal /r/ presented itself as a striking feature and study 

possibility, Labov's preliminary exploration of the Vineyard indicated another, 

potentially more interesting variable: the diphthongs of /ay/ and /aw/ in a range of 

manifestations with respect to their degree of centralization. More importantly, perhaps, 

while the variation in centralization was salient for the linguist, it was apparently immune 

' Indeed. Hudson (1996. p. 30) has called Labov "the most influential of all sociolingusts." 
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to conscious control or distortion by island speakers. This linguistic variable becomes 

even more significant in that the apparent trend on the island runs counter to the long-

range shift in these diphthongs in English during the past two centuries or so. 

Demographics of the community were studied, allowing Labov to isolate four distinct 

groups which included three distinct ethnicities and associated speech communities. 

Linguistic data were collected on an interview schedule which provided many examples 

of (ay) and (aw) in casual, emotionally colored, and careful speech, as well as reading 

style .-Xfter collection, the diphthong values were analyzed via acoustic spectrograms and 

submitted to a six-point scale to measure their "height." At this point, Labov sought to 

explain the phonetic distributions of the diphthongs by examining independent variables, 

such as prosodic factors, stylistic influences, age, etc. Ultimately, when the distribution 

was examined by categories reflecting each informant's desire to remain on or leave 

Martha's Vineyard, the sharpest stratification was revealed, indicating that this would be 

the most valid explanation for the variation of pronunciation. The meaning of the 

centralization of the diphthong, then, judged from the context of Martha's Vineyard, was 

found to be a positive orientation towards the island, a fact which in turn had implications 

with respect to the social organization on the island. 

Labov's (1966a) study of the pronunciation of (r) in New York City department 

stores represents an attempt to address the methodological problem of the observer's 

paradox, that is, that the means of gathering the data interfere with the data to be 

gathered. For this study, Labov devised his system of rapid anonymous observations, 

taking as his primary object of study the language used by ordinary people in their 

everyday affairs. Again, a program of preliminary studies coupled with detailed 

knowledge of the dialect history and the distribution of linguistic variables of the area and 

a caretlil consideration of extralinguistic context form a foundation for the test 
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hypotheses: that the linguistic variable (r) is a social differentiator in all levels of New 

York City speech, and, that rapid and anonymous speech events could be used as the 

basis tor systematic study of language. Linguistic data were collected in three socially 

ditTerentiated department stores in Manhattan, Saks, Macy's and Klein's from sales and 

other tloor personnel. The "interview" was simple: a question regarding on which floor a 

specific department might be found—and it was always one on the fourth floor—so that 

the reply would be "fourth floor." This first response would then be followed by "Excuse 

me'^" leading to a repetition of the information in an emphatic style. Thus, four data bits, 

four manifestations of the focus variable (r) were recorded for comparison and analysis. 

Labov s results indeed bore out a significant pattern of distribution of this variable by 

social strata (Labov, 1972). 

Labov has attempted to describe and explain language change, including the 

origin of linguistic variations, the spread of linguistic changes and their regularity. He has 

posited that language change cannot be understood apart from the social life of the 

community in which it occurs, that is, from within the social interactions through which it 

occurs. This view of language as an orderly heterogeneous system where the choice 

between linguistic variables serves social and stylistic fiinctions allows that the 

mechanism for change be sociolinguistic in nature, based on findings that variant systems 

coexist within the speech community as a whole, as well as within the repertoire of each 

individual speaker. This explanation advances that linguistic change is a gradual change 

in frequency of the variants which are already part of the linguistic and communicative 

competence of the individual (Wolfson, 1989). 

Other large-scale studies have fiinher served to deepen and extend Labov's 

groundbreaking work in social dialectology. Shuy et al. (1967) carried out a similar study 

in Detroit and again found social status to be the single most important variable 
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correlating with linguistic differences (in Wolfson, 1989). Trudgill (1971, 1972) also 

utilized Labov's methodology in Norwich, England, confirming the frequencies of the 

use of certain linguistic forms by members of particular social classes. This study also 

highlighted socially-marked patterns of style-shifting. These style-shifting features were 

studied further by Milroy (1977, 1980) in Belfast. Using more ethnographic 

methodologies, Milroy reports that reading is evaluated differently among lower class 

speakers in Belfast than among Labov's New York City middle-class speakers. For some 

of the Belfast speakers, reading fiction aloud was culturally strange, something they 

never did. 

Labov and others have demonstrated that variation is, in fact, not random but 

structured and can be described and incorporated into broader linguistic theory. Thus, 

language is a constantly evolving system inclusive of a vast social component which can, 

and does, take many different, still legitimate, forms. These rule-governed language 

varieties reflect linguistic behavior of specific speech communities. While they can be 

thus validated, it has also been found that the status of these varieties is linked with the 

broader societal status of the communities which speak them, rather than with any 

specific deficit or advantage found in the linguistic code itself. 

From this perspective, the notion of "correct" language becomes a subjective 

decision. Although it may be difficult to define a single "standard" language, it is clear 

that groups of people in positions of power can affect the relative status of a language 

variety (Wolfram & Christian, 1989). In language, there are usually many ways to state 

the same message. The value placed on a certain way of saying something is very closely 

associated with the social status of the people who say it that way. It is the society's 

evaluation of different groups that includes their ways of speaking. Through 

socialization, we leam our attitudes about what is proper behavior, in language as well as 
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in other areas. This important contribution of variationist studies underlies the current 

exploration of language attitudes. What is acceptable according to the standards of a 

society is considered "correct"; what is not acceptable will be looked on as "incorrect." 

Language use, especially phonologic and syntactic choices, can be seen as intimately tied 

to issues of status and prestige (Holmes, 1992). 

What is further of interest in Labov's and others' work on variation is the often 

unconscious nature of the interaction between the phonologic distinctions and the social 

response. Groups and individuals are often not only unconscious of their reactions to 

cenain features, they will also avidly deny certain features of their own speech. The 

literature is replete with examples of this phenomenon; Labov cites one particularly 

poignant anecdote of an upwardly mobile woman and her daughter, who, after claiming 

they never used a stigmatized (r)-pronunciation, were mortified to hear it for themselves 

in the tape-recording even of their most careful, controlled register. They broke down and 

wept at the kitchen table where they were being interviewed (Labov, 1972). It is difficult, 

if not impossible, to assess such attitudes, stereotypes and responses through direct 

interview methods. 

Research approaches used to study language may have important implications for 

the outcomes. Whether speech samples are collected through observation or elicitation 

presumes assumptions about the subjects' awareness of their role and has an impact on 

the results and their validity. The identity of the listener can also be a significant factor in 

stylistic variation of speech (Beebe, 1977; Finegan & Biber, 1994). Studies might yield 

quite different results depending upon differential power and solidarity relationships 

between subjects and interviewers. 

Closely related to this, but arising from the field of social psychology is the 

proposition that individuals vary their speech style as they attempt to accommodate it to 
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their interlocutor to thus win approval (Giles &. Powesland, 1975; Giles & Smith, 1979; 

Bebee & Giles, 1984; Hudson, 1996). Known as Accommodation Theory, these social-

psychological dynamics have been shown to be an important part of explaining variable 

performance data, both for first, as well as for second language speakers (in Wolfson, 

1989). Accommodation Theory is considered in greater detail later in this chapter. 

Attitudes 

In a general study of attitudes, two competing theories about their nature have 

been advanced. From a "mentalist" perspective, attitude is viewed as a state of readiness; 

it is an intervening variable between a stimulus and an individual's response to that 

variable (.Agheyisi & Fishman, 1970). Williams (1974, p. 21) considers attitude "as an 

internal state aroused by stimulation of some type which may mediate the organism's 

subsequent response." A "behaviorist" view of attitudes, by contrast, links them simply to 

individuals' responses in social situations, from which subsequent tabulations and 

analyses are derived (Fasold, 1984). 

mentalist view of attitude has been adopted in most language-attitude work, 

even though it is a difficult fit with experimental approaches; if an attitude is an internal 

state of readiness, rather than an observable response, then how can it be elicited? The 

researcher must depend on subjects' reports of their attitudes or infer attitudes indirectly 

from behavior patterns. Self-reports of attitudes can often be unreliable, while inferences 

from behavior are a step removed from the phenomenon purportedly under study. Much 

effort, then, has been expended in devising research methods to reveal attitudes without 

calling subjects' overt attention to the process. 
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A further issue in the mentalist model is that attitudes are seen to have identifiable 

subcomponents: cognitive, affective and conative (leading to action) (Agheyisi & 

Fishman, 1970). Indeed, many phenomena do appear to be influenced by language 

attitudes. The incorporation of sound changes in language may be affected by whether the 

change is favored or disfavored by a speech community, a concept which itself hinges in 

part on identifying collective language attitudes. Language attitudes of teachers may 

afTect student success levels, while students' attitudes may affect their acquisition of a 

second language. It may also be the case that attitudes have a part in whether a language 

v ariety is intelligible to a given listener, or not (Fasold, 1984). 

The literature on attitudes toward second language learning reflects a general 

tendency to treat attitudes as an independent variable or causal factor of language 

learning proficiency (for example, Spolsky, 1969). A sociopsychological theory of 

language learning maintains that those learning a second language must be 

psychologically willing to adopt certain aspects of the behavior of another linguistic 

cultural group (Gardner& Lambert, 1972). After a comprehensive study, Gardner and 

Lamben concluded that two motivational orientations influenced second language 

learning success: an instrumental motivational orientation which places value on 

utilitarian aspects of second language proficiency, and integrative motivation wherein the 

learner seeks to become friendly with, or similar to, the target linguistic group. In the 

current study of attitudes toward varieties of language, possible correlations between 

language attitudes and the motivational orientations were sought. 
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Matched-Guise Procedure and Semantic Differential Scales 

The earliest attitude research dealing with evaluative reactions to language was 

done by Lambert and his associates (reviewed in Lambert 1967). He innovated the use of 

the matched-guise technique and applied Semantic Differential Scales in his study of 

English and French intergroup tensions in Canada. The procedure is built on the 

assumption that speech style triggers certain social categorizations which will lead to a 

set of group-related trait inferences. In Lambert's study, French-Canadian and English-

Canadian students were asked to rate bilingual speakers reading the same prose passage, 

once in English and once in French and to rate them on 14 bipolar adjective scales. 

Listeners were led to believe that all were different speakers. Since prosodic and 

paralinguistic voice features, such as pitch, rate, etc., were kept constant, Lambert argued 

that reactions to the speakers were dependent solely on social categories derived from the 

language cues and associated expectations. All respondents, French and English speakers 

alike, reacted most positively toward the English-Canadian guises, rating these highest on 

scales for kindness and intelligence. This work led Lambert to affirm that the stereotyped 

impressions that members of one ethnolinguistic group held of another group could be 

called foah effectively by speech cues alone. The value of this initial study to attitude 

research is summarized in Giles and Coupland (1991): 

• Lamben ei al. had invented a rigorous and elegant method for eliciting private 

attitudes. 

• Findings spotlighted the critical role of language in impression formation. 

• The study laid the foundations for the cross-disciplinary field of language attitudes at 

the interface between sociolinguistics and social psychology. 

• It spawned an explosion of research world-wide within this paradigm. 
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• The dependent variables used in this study gave rise to trait clusters now pervasively 

recognized by the terms "status" vs. "solidarity." 

• Lambert formulated the concept of group denigration by showing that attitudes which 

originated within the majority culture had been adopted by the minority group. 

This type of "linguistic self-hatred," first coined by Labov (1966b), has been frequently 

affirmed (see Grosjean, 1982, for examples from Switzeriand). 

The work of Lambert and his associates (1967) has provided a firm methodology 

and empirical principles for the study of subjective reactions which have become 

virtually standard in the field. The basic technique consists of exposing listeners to a 

series of tape-recorded speech samples that include one individual speaker presenting 

several language varieties, or "matched guises." Listeners record their judgements of the 

speakers in terms of personality traits such as intelligence, honesty, ambition, kindness, 

etc This differential rating of the same speaker in the various matched guises gives a 

measure of the listener's unconscious social processing of the two dialects, languages or 

varieties, as the person speaking each is actually held constant. It is important to note that 

matched-guise tests do not contrast individual features of language, per se, but record 

undifferentiated responses to the language variety as a whole. 

Subsequent work in language attitudes has yielded further principles which can be 

summarized, as follows: 

• Subjective evaluations of social dialects are remarkably uniform throughout a given 

speech community. 

• Evaluations of language not readily available to conscious elicitation are consistently 

expressed in terms of personality judgements about different speakers. 

• -Attitudes achieve social expression in early adolescence and may be acquired earlier 

in upper-middle-class youth. 
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To return to Labov's (1963,1966b) studies of New York City language 

stratification, he further found that speakers using the highest degree of stigmatized 

language in their own natural speech also showed the greatest tendency to stigmatize 

others for their use of these forms (Labov, 1972, p. 311). 

The development of these matched-guise procedures in the fields of social 

psychology and sociolinguistics is examined by Wolck (1986). While Lambert et al. 

(1967) first introduced these methods into sociolinguistics in the I960's, the development 

of the semantic differential scaling techniques for general attitude measurement are 

attributed to Thurstone (1929) and Likert in the 1930's. Then, Osgood et al. (1957) 

formalized an attitude instrument that was used in psycholinguistics and semantic 

differential analysis. 

The semantic scales designate opposite extremes of a selected trait which is 

named at each end, leaving a chosen number of blank spaces in between. A subject, after 

listening to a spoken passage, for example, should consider the range of reactions and 

indicate a particular level of impression on the continuum. Development of the scales 

should be undertaken painstakingly, as each semantic continuum is defined by its poles. 

Thus, a scale contrasting "caring" with "thoughtless" is distinct fi-om one with "caring" 

contrasted with "apathetic." Mere negations of terms ("pleasant" vs. "unpleasant") may 

not always represent true antonyms. Furthermore, the adjectives chosen should reflect the 

norms and connotations of each particular community under study. Wolck (1986) reports 

a problem experienced when studying a Quechua community in Peru. In that study the 

traditional "boss-worker" opposition was translated as "jefe-empleado." It was later 

discovered, upon reviewing the counter-logical results, that in the Quechua community 

"empleado" carried a local meaning of "white-collar worker" and carried a great deal of 

prestige, whereas "jefe" was used as a term of endearment for males of nearly all ages; 
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or, for example, that, in the same community, "simpatico" is reserved for use in the 

feminine form, "simpatica," and implies physical beauty: "pretty." 

While matched-guise/semantic-differential designs have become most common in 

language attitude research, other approaches are possible, such as, questionnaires, 

interv iew s and observation (Fasold, 1984). Any of these methods can, of course, be used 

in conjunction to support or extend the accuracy or depth of the findings. 

Before moving away from methodological considerations, it is important to 

consider some of the problems encountered with the matched-guise techniques and some 

of the modifications that have been applied to them. The first issue is the control of the 

content of the language samples used. In its purest application, the matched-guise 

technique requires that the same passage be read by each speaker in each language in an 

accurate translation. While this approach controls for one variable, it introduces another: 

the speakers may be judged on their ability to read and not on the variety used. A 

modification that has been introduced is to have speakers engage in more natural 

discussion of the same topic, one of a non-controversial, culturally congruent nature. 

Particularly important for studies in diglossic communities is the use of the "right" 

language for the "right" topic (Agheyisi & Fishman, 1970). 

Validity in language attitude studies must also be discussed. A measure is valid 

only if it in fact measures what it is supposed to measure. In the case of cognitive and 

atTective attitudes, this is nearly impossible to demonstrate irrefutably. Results of attitude 

experiments would have to be compared with what people really think and feel as 

discovered in some other, independent way. The problem is somewhat easier to solve if 

only conative attitudes, those which result in a subsequent behavior, are considered. In 

that case, to show that the attitude measure is valid, one would have to place the subjects 

in a situation where the particular attitudes measured would result in an expected 
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behavior; then one might hold the attitude measure to be valid. In one study, Fishman 

{1971a) used something he called a "commitment measure" to test this type of validity. 

First, Fishman elicited attitudes from Puerto Ricans in New York about their ethnicity. 

Later, he invited them to an evening of Puerto Rican cultural activity. Fishman compared 

subjects' responses on the questionnaire with their concomitant attendance at the 

activities. When these coincided, the questionnaire responses—and the instrument—were 

considered validated, that is, individuals behaved in a manner commensurate with their 

expressed beliefs. 

.Another design used by Giles, Baker & Fielding (1975) also tested for validity of 

the matched-guise technique and found that subjects' behavior coincided with the 

language attitudes they expressed. In this study, two persons posing as psychologists 

were introduced to a class of high school students. One addressed them and elicited their 

knowledge and preconceptions in the field. As students began to write their responses, 

this individual left the room and did not return. The second "psychologist" then explained 

that the first individual was being considered for a position to work with high school 

students on topics in psychology. Students were given a closed questionnaire to elicit 

their attitudes and feelings about the speaker who had left. The experiment was repeated 

in a matched group, wherein the "psychologist" used a different guise. Then, the results 

of both instruments, the questionnaire rating scales and the quantity of student writing, 

were compared. Students indeed wrote more after listening to one guise than the other 

and the amount written was consistent with the attitudes reported on the questionnaire 

rating scales (in Fasold, 1984). The realistic situation posed within this experiment 

masked its real purpose and subjects were unaware that their language attitudes were the 

real focus of study. Nevertheless, behavior does not always coincide (nor must it) with 

language attitudes expressed. Still, the quantity of descriptive language attitude studies 
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emanating from diverse language contexts bear out a great number of the principles 

discussed here and tend to reinforce the validity of the methodology's measures. 

The potential artificiality of the ordinary matched-guise technique is a final 

concern within this paradigm. Judging speakers by voice cues alone is a bit removed 

from most real-life contexts. Also, because the procedure requires same or similar content 

in each of the series of voice samples, listeners may also react to the repetition, becoming 

bored or apathetic. Finally, giving subjects a predetermined evaluative set (the selected 

semantic-differential scales) requires them to make judgements in a way that is unusual 

and unnatural to ordinary situations. Another study was devised by Giles and Bourhis 

(1976) to attempt to set some of these concerns to rest. The target population were 

theatergoers in Wales. On consecutive evenings, the public was addressed over the PA 

system during the intermission in different guises (from "Received Pronunciation," to 

Welsh-accented English, to Welsh) instructing them to fill out a survey soliciting their 

input with respect to future programming. This design overcomes the objections to the 

artificiality of the matched-guise procedures. The analysis of the data yielded results 

similar to those expected, those found also when more traditional, simpler formats are 

used. 

While the matched-guise language evaluation method is not without its critics, it 

has been the technique most widely used to study language attitudes (Cargile et al., 1994, 

p 213). By the 1970's, the Semantic Differential Attitudinal Scales had also been 

evaluated for reliability and validity. Consistently high results in multiple and repeated 

experiments have led to the establishment of these scales as a favored tool in attitude 

studies (Mulac et al., 1974). 

•Attitude studies have been used to illuminate the social importance of language 

and to explain the social nature of language variation and change. They have also proved 
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their importance in areas of language policy and educational policy involving language. 

Wdlck (1986, p. 36) asserts that "it is now standard procedure to check out the target 

population's expectations and desires before making final plans or major decisions." 

Linguistic and grammatical analyses alone are seen as inadequate for resolving issues of 

language norms, standards and language teaching policies. Wolck also indicates the 

efficacy of matched-guise techniques to measure the extent of language mixture in 

bilinguals and for exploring the question of systemic boundaries between languages; 

statistical differences in reactions to two communicative systems or varieties will confirm 

their distinctness. 

Diglossia and Bilingualism 

While most of the principles which underlie this discussion have so far been 

drawn from research traditions within the English language, it is important to examine 

how these have been borrowed, adapted and implemented to study the situation of 

Spanish, and in particular, Spanish in the American Southwest. In order to move forward 

investigating this language situation, language variation and language attitudes for the 

region, including Tucson, we must introduce work in the areas of bilingualism and 

diglossia. Bilingualism is seen as a characterization of individuals' linguistic behavior, 

while diglossia is a characterization of linguistic organization at the sociocultural level 

(Fishman, 1967). 

The term diglossia refers to a linguistic division of labor. In its classic sense, it is 

used to describe situations where two distinct varieties of a single language coexist in 

clearly defined and separated contexts of life (Ferguson, 1959). Examples include 
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classical vs. colloquial Arabic, Swiss German and High German in a Swiss German 

canton or Haitian Creole and French in Haiti. The distinguishing patterns of use require 

the use of the High dialect (H) in more formal spheres of life along with the Low dialect 

(L) in more informal or relaxed situations. Ferguson defined the following twelve typical 

situations in which diglossic varieties can be distinguished: religious services (H); 

instructions to servants, waiters, employees (L); personal letter (H); language of politics 

(H); university lecture (H); conversation with family, fnends, colleagues (L); media 

broadcasts (H); radio soap operas (L); written media (H); captions on political cartoons 

(L); poetry (H); folk literature (L). Importantly, it is a serious gaffe to use the wrong 

variety in an inappropriate situation. Attitudes towards the two varieties within the 

diglossic community differ with respect to the prestige they are accorded. The High 

variety is considered superior, more elegant, more educated. It is the language of the 

literary heritage. The Low variety is believed to be inferior—its existence may even be 

denied in a sort of self-deception. Acquisition of the diglossic varieties is also seen to 

differentiate: Low varieties are learned by children, at home, in natural unselfconscious 

ways; High varieties are generally acquired within the educational system, formally. 

Because of this difference, the high varieties tend to be heavily codified and are seen as 

standard. Often L is not written, or has no established spelling rules. 

similar division of use patterns has been recorded in some bilingual 

communities, this time reflecting two separate languages where the choice again is 

determined by context and situation. The definitional range of the term 'diglossia' has 

expanded to encompass this linguistic situation, as well (Fishman, 1967). In Fishman's 

definition, it is critical that the linguistic differences be functionally distinguished in the 

diglossic community. Yet, as the term describes a speech community and not an 

individual, any individual may be bilingual (or not) within a diglossic community. That 
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is, diglossia describes a society or community where two varieties (or codes) are 

necessary to cover ail the community's domains, and choice of code is typically 

situationally or contextually determined. In migrant communities, for example, 

bilingualism with diglossia is the common situation (Verdoodt, 1977). In such a 

community, each generation begins anew with a monolingual repertoire, based on hearth 

and home, becoming bilingual through contact with formal education, government 

entities and the sphere of work. While diglossia is considered to be a generally stable 

linguistic situation, it can change or evolve gradually over time (Holmes, 1992). 

By this broad definition, Mexican-American communities in the U.S. Southwest 

are said to be diglossic. English and Spanish assume particular functions for the 

communities and are associated with specific domains of activity or certain subject 

matter. Omstein (1975) researched the use of Spanish and English in contexts of home, 

school, recreation and work. Inasmuch as these domains of use are separate and distinct, 

he found few "balanced bilinguals" in the Southwest. English, the language of the 

surrounding community, was determined to be necessary for all public and official 

interactions with the institutions of that community, such as banking, government, etc. As 

such, English is seen as the High variety, identified with success, power and prestige. 

Spanish, by contrast, was seen as the language of intimacy used in casual, unofficial 

interactions of the home, family, and "in-group"—used for the "low" fiinctions in the 

community (Valdes, 1988). An "in-group/out-group" contrast between the functional 

application of the two coexisting language codes leads to the development of the 

concepts of status and solidarity as expressed on attitudinal scales. 

This next section will discuss language attitude study as a tool for understanding 

how language is used as a symbol of group membership and can be helpful in identifying 

diglossic relationships. While the technique has been successful in revealing certain 



46 

relationships, it has also proved problematic with respect to others. In study after study 

(d'Anglejan & Tucker, 1973, in Quebec; Ryan & Carranza, 1975, with Mexican-

Americans; Giles, Bourhis & Taylor, 1977, with West Indians in England; Bourhis, Giles 

& Lambert, 1975, in Quebec and Wales), analysis of the data showed that standard 

language varieties, or, in diglossic situations, the High varieties were always rated more 

favorably on scales for status, intelligence and education by listeners in all categories. 

What is perhaps more surprising in these studies is their consistent failure to show higher 

ratings for friendliness, trustworthiness or solidarity for Low or non-standard varieties 

even by the speakers of those same varieties (in Fasold, 1984). 

Some studies have also attempted to explore the contexts of diglossia for specific 

communities. In such studies, one would expect the resuhs to reflect specific contexts of 

language use. Two studies in this category are reviewed by Fasold (1984). Carried out in 

Egypt. El-Dash and Tucker (1975) included both Classical and Colloquial Arabic guises, 

as well as English. Semantic differential rating scales had items reflecting intelligence, 

leadership, religiousness and likability. Classical Arabic and Egyptian English both 

scored high for intelligence and leadership, whereas guises of Classical Arabic alone 

were rated significantly higher for religiousness. Although the expectation might be for 

the Colloquial Arabic to rate highest on likability scales, again this was not borne out in 

the data. Since El-Dash and Tucker also asked questions about suitability of the different 

varieties in different settings, they were also able to show that respondents considered 

Colloquial Arabic to be by far most suitable for use at home, with Classical Arabic seen 

as least suitable. In school. Classical Arabic was deemed the only suitable variety, while 

for use on the radio and television, there was a step-wise differentiation: Classical Arabic 

was found to be most suitable, then English, but Colloquial Arabic was also sometimes 
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accepted. These results then help to clarify the attitudes and situational language use for 

this diglossic community. 

Ryan and Carranza's (1975) study of Mexican-Americans in Chicago, which used 

semantic ditTerential scales stressing status and solidarity dimensions, also employed 

speech stimulus tapes to reflect a diglossic functional use of Spanish and English. It was a 

"mirror-image" design. That is, one narrative presented once in Spanish and once in 

English about a mother preparing breakfast in the kitchen was matched to paragraphs 

about a teacher giving a history lesson at school, also recorded for each language. 

Subjects were Anglo and Mexican American high school students. The expectations were 

that: 

• Me.xican .American ratings would be higher for Spanish in the home setting, and 

higher for English in the school setting. 

• Mexican .Americans would place English high on status scales but would prefer 

Spanish on the solidarity scales. 

• .Anglo ratings would be higher for English in both settings and on both sets of scales. 

Overall, both Mexican-Americans and Anglos evaluated English more highly than 

Spanish, the typical result for High languages in diglossic relations. The interaction 

effects for context by language, and scale type by language, showed significant 

distinctions; Spanish was rated higher than English in the home context and English 

higher in the school context, thus underscoring the significance of context, which if 

ignored would lead to only the recognition of an overall preference for English. In this 

way. attitudes about languages in diglossic relationship can be revealed with some clarity 

using language attitude evaluation experiments. 

•As opposed to such community-based distinctions, bilingualism is a characteristic 

of an individual. Nevertheless, communities are often explored with respect to their 
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bilingualism as an indicator of language maintenance, language shift or language loyalty. 

Relying on a classification of bilingualism outlined by Lewis (1972), Sanchez (1982, p. 

12) distinguishes four types of bilingualism in the Southwest: stable (as along the border 

regions where both English and Spanish survive intact for all functions), dynamic (as 

overlapping tlinctions occur, one language threatens to displace the other in an unstable 

linguistic environment), transitional (a more advanced stage where one language has 

completely appropriated some functions) and vestigial (where only some expressions 

remain in use). Maintenance of Spanish, for Sanchez, is seen as a "bond uniting working-

class Spanish speakers in U.S. communities to workers in Latin America. For some 

middle-class Latinos, the maintenance of Spanish means greater opportunities in 

employment" (Sanchez, 1982, p. 13). 

There have been numerous studies of the nature and progression of bilingualism 

in the Southwest. These studies emanate from the educational situation, concerns of 

socioeconomic equity, or purely linguistic interest (McConnell, 1985; McDowell, 1982, 

for example). In studies of Spanish language maintenance and shift, age and generation 

were repeatedly linked to levels of Spanish use (reviewed by Floyd, 1985). In south 

Te.xas, Skrabanek (1970) found that children tended to use less Spanish than their 

parents. Thompson (1974) found (in Austin) that while male heads of household who 

were first generation Americans used all Spanish with children in the home, third 

generation heads used only half Spanish or less with children, while 60% of the children 

of second-generation parents reported using only English in the home, even when 

addressed in Spanish. Laosa's (1975) study in Texas also confirmed these results; his 

Mexican-American study group manifested the greatest degree of language shift toward 

English. In Lopez' (1978) survey of Los Angeles families, 84% of the third generation 

reported using mostly English. In all these studies, as well as Ortiz (1975) and Hudson, 
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Edwards and Bills (1980), use of Spanish was negatively correlated with age. Gmtierrez 

(1980) reported a pronounced shift toward English by informants under thirty in 

Martineztown, a Chicano area in Albuquerque, New Mexico, concluding that English 

appeared to be functioning as their language in all domains. 

Other factors affecting the maintenance of Spanish vs. shift to English in speech 

communities have been sought with limited results. Childhood residence may have some 

impact, with urban speakers shifting more rapidly to English (Thompson, 1974; Lopez, 

1978). Gutierrez (1980), exploring lower education level as it relates to Spanish use and 

maintenance, found a weak correlation with this variable, while sex of the informant was 

found to be unrelated. Social class, investigated by Omstein (1975), was also found not to 

be a significant factor in use of Spanish in his El Paso study population. 

Since Sanchez (1982), considerable linguistic, as well as sociolinguistic research, 

has continued to be directed toward the issue of language loyalty and maintenance in the 

Latino communities of the United States (Floyd, 1985; Hidalgo, 1993; Lipski, 1990; 

Ocampo, 1990, for example). Floyd (1985) noted a language shift away from Spanish and 

in the direction of English, especially in large urban centers such as Austin and Los 

.\ngeles, although she noted that even remote areas such as rural New Mexico were not 

immune to the trend. Hidalgo (1993) found that, while Spanish remains in extensive use 

in the home, this is only a moderate predictor of the language to be used by fiiture 

generation speakers. 

Work on language maintenance and shift in border areas of the Southwest often 

contlicts with such predictions of general patterns of loss. Amastae (1982) observed, in 

the Rio Grande Valley of Texas, a complementary shift from English to Spanish when 

Spanish-speakers attained a desired socioeconomic status. In this same region, Mejias 

and .Anderson (1987; 1988) advanced the following results of their studies: 
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• border residents preferred maintenance of Spanish to shift to English; 

• instrumental attitudes toward Spanish were not as strong as integrative ones; 

• when instrumental attitudes were present, they were more openly expressed by men 

than women; 

• older generations attached symbolic value to Spanish, whereas recent arrivals did not. 

Hidalgo (1995) claims that factors such as Anglo/Mexican population ratio, 

intergenerational transmission of the ancestral language (Spanish), an upward mobility of 

Mexican-Americans and a move toward self-determination are at the root of a "reverse 

language shift" occurring along the U S-Mexican border, including El Paso, Tucson and 

Pima County, and San Diego. Furthermore, following Sanchez (1983, p. 49), she also 

notes the case of "shared domain," that is, domains of use where both English and 

Spanish may be used, e.g., in commerce. 

In her study of Spanish-speaking families in Chula Vista, California, Hidalgo 

(1993) reported strongest attitudes supporting Spanish use, both integrative (around 90%) 

and for instrumental purposes (around 70%). Still, only 46% of parents recorded that they 

felt Spanish was important for "a better standard of living." On the other hand, of the 

children polled, only 16% felt that Spanish was important for "status or financial 

situation" and only 33% for "a better standard of living." About 50% of the children had 

strong integrative attitudes toward Spanish. While Hidalgo consents that even borderland 

Spanish-speakers undergo the linguistic stresses of more distanced relatives, she finds 

that as a whole, they do maintain a positive link to Spanish. She sees the prestige of 

Spanish in the border context supported by a series of factors; its official status and 

vitality in near-by Mexico, its frequent public use even on the U.S. side, and its link to 

identity and ethnicity. Thus, she has proposed a fiindamental distinction for Southwestern 

Spanish-speaking communities; the border communities vs. those ftirther removed fi"om 
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the border. As such, differing linguistic and vitality characteristics are defined for each 

(Jaramillo, 1995). Spanish speaking communities of the interior Southwest have; 

• high Spanish language retention rates among individuals of lower educational 

levels or lower socioeconomic status (Sole, 1975; Lopez, 1978); 

• greater use of Spanish among first-generation speakers with widespread shift to 

English with each successive generation (Thompson, 1974; Lopez, 1978; Hudson-

Edwards & Bills, 1980; Floyd, 1982); 

• greater maintenance of Spanish in rural (vs. urban) environments (Skrabenek, 

1970; Lopez. 1978); 

• strong diglossic use patterns for English and Spanish (Barker, 1950; Ortiz, 1975; 

Peiialosa, 1980; Mendoza-Denton, 1999). 

By contrast, salient characteristics of a border or quasi-border community which differ 

from the above are: 

• Spanish and English are not found to be in clear diglossic relationship (Aguirre, 

1982, .Amastae, 1982; Mejias & Anderson, 1987); 

• Spanish language loyalty and highly positive attitudes toward Spanish are present 

(Amastae, 1982; Mejias & Anderson, 1987; Hidalgo, 1993); 

• there is a stronger tendency toward maintenance and retention of Spanish across 

generations (Skrabenek, 1970; Aguirre, 1982; Mejias & Anderson, 1987; Hidalgo, 

1993). 

.As such, community type (urban/metropolitan, rural, border and/or quasi-border) is 

defined as an important variable in the retention or loss of Spanish. With respect to 

Spanish and English, a new, stabler kind of bilingualism may be arising where speakers 

are neither abandoning Spanish nor resisting English (Hidalgo, 1993; Aparicio, 1997). 
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Jaramillo (1995), in her macrolinguistic study of Tucson as a 'quasi-border' 

region, points out that Spanish and English are not in a clear diglossic relationship in the 

language behavior of bilingual speakers here; in other words, the fiinctional spheres of 

language use between the Low and High functions do not strictly obtain in this 

community She signals the clear presence of Spanish in the public sector as indication of 

possible "reverse diglossia" in progress and the initial stages of a reversal of language 

shift away from Spanish. Relying on Giles' et al. (1977) model of Ethnolinguistic Vitality 

wherein three variable categories are established and used to determine relative levels of 

vitality of an ethnic group or language, Jaramillo rates Tucson at a level of "low-

medium." 

Jaramillo discusses each of the three categories separately. With respect to "status 

variables", she ascribes to the Tucson Mexican-American community a rating of "low-

medium." This population is largely non-professional, although some gains in 

socioeconomic standing seem to be in progress. Ingroup solidarity derives from the long 

tradition and history in the area, Ingroup pride and self-esteem are high, while ascribed 

social status by the dominant Anglo-American society remains low. While there is a 

constant reminder that Spanish is an international language of high status, the prestige of 

Spanish in Tucson is attenuated by its existence as a minority language on the U.S. side 

of the border, 

Jaramillo ascribes to Tucson's Mexican-American community a rating of 

"medium" for "institutional support variables." Spanish is acknowledged in many formal 

public spheres; the educational system, mass communication media, and religious 

institutions. Furthermore, the intelligentsia is actively involved in preserving and 

promoting Spanish visibility in cultural and political arenas. 
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As for the "demography variables" in Giles' model, Jaramillo assesses Tucson as 

being of low," though resurging, vitality. While the Mexican-American populace in 

1995 constituted one-fourth of the total population of Greater Tucson, absolute numbers 

as well as percentages have been on a steadily increasing curve since a low of 16.8% was 

reached in 1960. 

In her report, Jaramillo (1995) includes an extensive demographic 

characterization of Tucson and Pima County. Figures used are based on the U.S Census 

of 1992. The total population of Hispanic origin has been steadily expanding, by 1990 

reaching 24.5% compared to a 68.2% Anglo-American community. (21% and 72.4% 

were the comparable figures in 1980.) The vast majority of the Hispanic origin 

population in Tucson is of Mexican heritage, 90.4%. There is a trend toward an 

increasing presence of foreign-bom residents from Mexico. In another earlier study, 

Willwerscheid Merz (1977) reports a I960 estimate that 70.6% of Mexican-bom 

Tucsonans were from the Mexican state of Sonora. 

Maintenance of Spanish in the community is also high: federal census data reveal 

that 117,872 persons, or, 19.1% of all persons aged five and older reported speaking 

Spanish at home; of these 84.2% (99,223) also reported speaking English "well/very 

weir" (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1992, reported in Jaramillo, 1995). It is a logical 

conclusion, then, that the Spanish-speaking population of Greater Tucson/Pima County is 

bilingual. The remaining 15.8% (18,649) speak English "not well/not at all." An 

interesting breakdown of this group, fijrther shows that of the full or near monolingual 

speakers of Spanish in Pima County, 20% are children, 67.5% are active adults of the 

community 18-64 years of age and that only 12.5% are elderly. These figures are in stark 

contrast to situations of linguistic shift described above where one expects elderly 

speakers to comprise the bulk of the monolingual Spanish-speakers. They suggest that, in 
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Tucson, there is sufficient situational support for the cultivation and maintenance of 

Spanish at least through second-generation speakers. 

Mass communication media, a measure of the robustness of an ethnic language 

(Fishman, 1966) and certainly an element in situational support, dates back to 1877 in 

Tucson, Spanish language newspapers, also radio and television programming are readily 

available. At the time of this study. El Imparcial^ from Sonora was circulating from 100 

to 200 papers daily in Greater Tucson. Locally, El Agiiila was also available, as well as 

Spanish language versions of People and other magazines of popular culture. Both 

monolingual Spanish as well as bilingual programming is amply available on television 

and radio Spanish language religious services are also available within the Roman 

Catholic Church, as well as other denominations. 

With respect to socioeconomic status, the 1990 census figures showed that 28.2% 

of Hispanic origin persons were identified as living below the poverty level. Per capita 

income for Latinos averaged $7,639 in comparison to $13,177 for the total population of 

Pima County. Latinos also lagged behind with respect to educational attainment, 

representing only 11.4% of the total persons 25 and older who had exposure to college 

(U S. Census 1992). Residence of Latinos in Tucson largely still reflects a neighborhood 

pattern established by the 1900's, with fourteen ethnic enclaves, barrios, flanking the 

Santa Cruz River. 

While it is claimed that Tucson's Spanish-speaking populace is politically 

subordinated, it also boasts a small but aggressive Mexican-American elite. This elite can 

be found holding elected offices and also in leadership positions of diverse organizations, 

including those promoting Mexican-American and Latino causes (Chicanos por la Causa, 

LUL.A.C, Borderlands Theater, for example). In these, Spanish (or a mix of Spanish and 

English) is oflen the language of meetings as well as social interaction. Thus, language 
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loyalty and pride are very mucli part of public life in Tucson. Spanish use is also 

conspicuous in job advertisements, promotion of consumer products and services, as well 

as in pamphlets of government and private agencies. All of this contributes to an 

"ongoing passive legitimization" of Spanish in Tucson (Jaramillo, 1995). 

Studies such as those above outline the "why" and the "how." They attempt to 

explain the motivation for language use and shift or maintenance. Mendoza-Denton 

(1999) makes a case for deeper study of the relationship between micro- and macro-

levels of sociolinguistic inquiry. Yet, such studies of language dynamics must also rely 

upon descriptive linguistic studies. In many of the Southwestern contexts studied, contact 

varieties of Spanish have been shown to reflect internal language shift. 

Linguistic Description 

Contact with the dominant English code is seen to affect Spanish through three 

basic processes; semantic extension, borrowing, or code-switching (Valdes, 1988, p. 

121). The concept of bilingual range with specific contexts of use has been broadly 

defined (Valdes, 1997). Styles and registers in use in Mexican American communities 

compared with monolingual Spanish-speaking communities have been documented (for 

example, Garcia & Weller, 1985). And, while it has been shown that various styles are 

available to Mexican-American speakers of Spanish, their distribution often gives the 

impression that the Spanish spoken in such communities is more limited, perhaps less 

elegant, than that heard in monolingual Hispanic countries, and often more colored by 

informal speech (Garcia & Weller, 1985; Valdes, 1988, p. 120). This may well be an 

outcome of the diglossic situation. 
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Let us now examine the linguistic situation in Tucson. While the bilingual vitality 

of Spanish in the community is robust, it may not precisely fit Sanchez' "stable" 

category. As a diglossic community, it may be questioned whether Spanish survives 

intact for all functions in all domains; still, Tucson bilingualism, if not stable, is very 

nearly stable. 

Penalosa (1975) notes that successful bilingual education for Chicanos, at least 

with respect to mastery of Spanish and English, is dependent upon students' attitudes 

toward the majority and minority cultures and varieties. He makes a plea for respect for 

the different varieties of speech of the Chicano community. An investigation of the 

varieties and styles of Spanish used in the community may provide some interesting 

insights. Relying on Barker (1950), Penalosa underscores several varieties of Spanish 

spoken in Tucson and notes that "these would seem to be fairly common elsewhere in the 

Southwest. "They are: 

• Standard Mexican Spanish, the language spoken by educated persons in Mexico; 

• Rural-lower-class Mexican Spanish spoken in Mexico by the uneducated, and which 

Barker identifies, too narrowly [he feels] as 'Southern Arizona Dialect of Spanish'; 

• Youth argot" (Penalosa, 1975, p. 166). 

• To these, Penalosa adds his own case for a wide-spread, systematic code-switching 

variety. 

Barker himself had offered the following description of the "southern Arizona 

dialect"; 

• It has many points in common with the Spanish spoken by the Hispano-American of 

N ew Mexico, for example, the use of archaic forms. 
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• Nevertheless, Tucson Spanish has retained few of these archaic forms, perhaps 

because of formal education in Spanish, or perhaps because it is less isolated from 

Mexico than many New Mexican communities. 

• Hispanized English words, "pochismos", borrowed words and expressions, for 

example "talking back' (hablando para atras), 'having a good time' (tener muy buen 

tiempo), etc. are in heavy use. 

• There is heavy reliance on familiar second person forms (tii). 

• Its melodic "sonsonete" is similar to the Spanish of northern Sonora, which is 

described thus: "the sentences and phrases have a rising inflection with a sharp fall 

toward the close, the words themselves being spoken with a drawl when emphasis is 

desired" (Barker, 1950, p. 14; and similarly noted in Foster, 1978). 

In addition to these characteristics, other authors have noted particular phonologic 

manifestations in Tucson Spanish. Post (1934) recorded, among others, the suppression 

of initial vowels and consonants as in "hora"(ahora), "horita"(ahorita), "uyar" (aullar), 

"onde" (donde), as well as a tendency for final "e" to assimilate to "i", thus "ondi" and 

"nochi ." .A.lso discussed is the reduction of "ilia" to "ia" (silla -> sia). 

Other phonologic characteristics of Tucson Spanish were documented by 

Willwerscheid Merz (1977) in her dissertation study of nine first, second and third 

generation Tucsonans of Mexican ancestry. She found the tendency for the explosive 

affricate [c] to sound fricative [s] particularly salient in her study, thus, [mu s a s o] and 

[mu s o] as well as occasionally the nasalized [mu~ s o] (also [mu" c o]) which seemed to 

appear in free variation and at different levels altogether in different speakers. (One 

informant of Mexico City parents evidenced consistent and sole use of the allophone [c].) 

Interestingly, Post had not recorded these allophones in 1934, even though Miller (1975) 

found them in the speech of a 65-year-old Sonoran in his study. Willwerscheid Merz 
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hypothesized that this shift to the voiceless palatal fncative [s] used for the affricate [c] 

may be a relatively new phenomenon in Tucson. According to Willwerscheid Merz, 

Phillips (1967) did not recognize it in widespread use in Los Angeles and Espinosa 

(1909) did not list it for New Mexico, whereas Duncan (1956) working there later does 

include the allophone in his description, [s] for [c] was also recorded in Texas Spanish by 

the 1960's (Willwerscheid Merz, 1977). 

Other phonetic distinctions which Willwerscheid Merz emphasizes in her report 

of Tucson Spanish are the presence of the labiodental phone [v] for/b/ (also recorded by 

Post. 1934) and documented in regional varieties in contact with English across the 

Southwest), maintenance of the hiatus between contiguous vowels (for example, "a-a", 

and the weakening of the fricatives and vibrants as well as the weakening, even 

devoicing, of utterance final vowels. Perhaps more importantly, she emphasizes the free 

variation of these many allophones (Willwerscheid Merz, 1977, p. 330). 

Vlany of these feature distinctions are attributed to a more general Mexican-

.•\mencan Spanish (Foster, 1978), still, they certainly also manifest themselves in the 

Tucson, or southern Arizona, variety. Foster also points out that dialects are not 

characterized by their uniqueness, per se, because, of course, Mexican-American 

Spanish, or Tucson Spanish, bears many of the features of Mexican or general Latin-

.American Spanish. Rather, he suggests that that which is unique about any particular 

dialect is the "coincidence of a unique number of specific features" (Foster, 1978, p. 92). 

He also notes that inasmuch as Mexican-American varieties are essentially colloquial, 

non-literary dialects, there exists greater free variation in them. Although these 

descriptions may appear dated, this researcher, in working with current Tucson 

adolescents, has encountered these phonologic characteristics in their speech as well as 

observed their manifestations in the written work of those same students. 
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Barker further undertakes to describe the difference between southern Arizona 

Spanish and a "type of standard Spanish spoken in Tucson" which he equates to Standard 

Mexican Spanish, namely that "spoken in the highlands of central Mexico" (following 

the Mexican linguist Henriquez Urena) (Barker, 1950, p. 15). Since the capital of Mexico 

City is situated in this area. Barker attributes to this variety the "greatest prestige." Barker 

distinguishes this variety from Castilian Spanish of Spain in a few strokes, but, more 

critically to the current discussion, draws the distinctions with the northern Sonora dialect 

and the southern Arizona dialect. The most obvious to him is the difference in intonation 

patterns, which his informants described as "clipped." He also notes a paucity of 

archaisms in the Mexican Standard from central Mexico, as well as the stricter use of the 

formal forms. 

Language Planning 

Many authors have registered concern over which variety of Spanish should be 

chosen for language instruction at the university, high school, and even elementary 

school levels (Hidalgo, 1987, 1997; Politzer, 1993; Porras, 1997, for example) For Garcia 

and Weller (1985), the concern revolved around what they regarded as a generalized 

choice for a Castilian or a general Latin American standard, to the detriment of varieties 

spoken closer to home. Their study included judges from both Mexico City and 

California. They represented both middle and working classes. When presented with 

super-standard, formal forms as well as vernacular and stigmatized forms, all judges were 

to accept or correct what they simultaneously heard and read. Their responses were taken 

to indicate which forms were acceptable and/or stigmatized for each group. In some 
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cases, both Mexican and Mexican-American respondents showed similar judgements and 

knowledge of the items. In numerous test utterances, lexical forms were unfamiliar to the 

Mexican-American judges, while, at other times, forms which were highly stigmatized 

for the VIexicans were found acceptable to a majority of the Chicanos. In this way, the 

social dimension of the notion of'speech community' is said to be inseparable from the 

linguistic dimension. Where there are some features not held in common across two 

groups of speakers, their evaluations cannot be compared, and they should be defined as 

two separate speech communities, as the results of this study point out. 

Garcia and Weller further formulated implications for teaching Spanish: where 

Spanish is used and taught for purposes of spoken communication in the United States, 

the nonstandard constructions of the Mexican-American speech community were not 

regarded as problematic as they are not likely to be stigmatized. In writing and the 

teaching of literacy skills, however, the authors preferred to err on the conservative side 

and recommended a more formal, Mexican standard. 

In essence, these sorts of queries and considerations land this discussion within 

the realm of Language Planning. Fishman (1977) defines two kinds of language planning: 

status planning and corpus planning. Corpus planning refers to the codification, 

standardization and elaboration of a language itself to adapt it and make it acceptable in 

various contexts. Status planning involves policy formulations for the use of language(s). 

These two joint processes are needed when languages are brought into new contexts of 

use The instruction of Spanish as a heritage language in the United States represents one 

such new context. 

In the case of Spanish, these considerations raise issues of "which Spanish?" "for 

whom?" "in what context?" Many authors have attempted to grapple with this difiBcuIt 

practical, pedagogical issue (Valdes, 1997; Villa, 1996; Walqui, 1997). An overriding 
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concern in much of the discussion is the heterogeneity of the heritage learner group, 

especially at the high school level (Valdes, 1997; Walqui, 1997). The profile includes 

extreme contrasts along the axes of urban vs. rural, country of origin, academic 

background and performance, socioeconomic status, immigrant vs. U.S.-bom, degree of 

bilingualism and biliteracy, native variety of Spanish spoken (stigmatized variety or not). 

Nevertheless, in any given school or community the scope of the variation in the student 

profile may be investigated and found to be more narrowly defined. Furthermore, in what 

ways should these heterogeneous factors impact the choice of language of instruction and 

the pedagogies applied? Walqui (1997) warns that the answers must not be too narrowly 

focused on pure linguistic issues. Evidence that Latinos in the United States have the 

highest drop-out rate, and lowest levels of academic achievement after graduating from 

high school, coupled with survey information indicating that these students most 

commonly report that their high school classes in Spanish are 'boring' and 'irrelevant,' 

should be taken as a cause for reexamination. Walqui urges that this reconsideration 

come from a sociolinguistic perspective on language in contact. 

This discussion, this status planning, must be part of the institutionalization of any 

curriculum for Spanish for heritage learners. Bills (1997, p. 296) discusses the difficulty 

in making such a selection, given the considerable regional, social and generational 

variations in Spanish—even when only the Southwestern U.S. is considered. Villa 

(1996), in reviewing this problem, finds that classroom use and validation of the local 

"community variety" is most appropriate. He discerns a significant negative affective 

impact from the imposition of an out-group standard on heritage learners, who, 

liirthermore, may not yet fully possess the "community variety." Recovery and 

maintenance of students' heritage varieties are of central importance, according to Villa, 
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to be followed by learning to negotiate meaning among different language varieties, a 

necessity for any Spanish-speaker in today's Hispanic world. 

Hidalgo (1997) presents a strong proposal in the area of corpus planning. After 

reviewing six important principles behind the normalization of standard varieties (use as 

a literary language, use in education, aesthetic, purist, as well as national and ethnic 

principles, and communicative and pragmatic value), she frankly advocates for the 

writing of a dictionary for Spanish of the United States, un Diccionario bdsico del 

L'spaiiul de las Estados Unidos. This would bring with it, according to Hidalgo, the 

codification and normalization of the language and/or dialects in point, eliminating the 

notion that U.S. Spanish is a mere vernacular. She expresses the position that Spanish has 

never been impervious to innovation and change in spite of what many speakers may 

believe. The pedagogical value of such a tome would be to lend support and credence to 

formulations and expressions which Latino students of Spanish bring to their classroom 

work, eliminating the anxiety and embarrassment they sometimes feel with respect to 

their community-based forms. 

More broadly, language planning may be considered from a number of 

orientations. "Orientations are related to language attitudes in that they constitute the 

framework in which attitudes are formed: they help to delimit the range of acceptable 

attitudes toward language, and to make certain attitudes legitimate" (Ruiz, 1984, p. 16). 

Ruiz elaborates three such orientations: "language-as-problem," "language-as-right," and 

"language-as-resource." The manner in which these orientations, whether consciously or 

not—and Ruiz maintains that these dispositions may be largely prerational—are borne 

out by policy decisions can be revealing. While the "language-as-right" orientation may 

well be involved in the mosaic of resurgence of language loyalty described above, the 

problem and resource orientations are most pertinent here. 
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Ruiz maintains that bilingual education in the United States was originally bom 

from a "language-as-problem" orientation. The Bilingual Education Act of 1968, 

formulated in conjunction with the War on Poverty, in fact started with the assumption 

that non-English language groups have a handicap to overcome. This helps to explain 

why transitional (and not maintenance) bilingual programs have become the norm. 

Garcia (1993) concurs with this evaluation. She uses an analysis of the 

relationship of official U.S. positions toward Spanish across historical periods to 

demonstrate how Spanish-speaking ability could come to be regarded as a problem in 

need of remediation. She begins with the use of Spanish for expansion of North 

.American interests in Latin .America during colonial times and culminates with the 

positions of the English-Only movement of the 1980's. 

During the 19th century, an elite tradition of Spanish for polite accomplishment 

became entrenched in the United States, particularly in the Northeast, beginning with 

policies launched at Harvard in 1816. The language teaching profession of the time 

advocated Spanish for Anglos only for literary value or linguistic discipline—and this 

precisely as the United States came into contact with Spanish-speakers as a result of its 

territorial expansion into the Southwest subsequent to the Spanish American War. While 

Spanish was used as a means to assimilate this newly acquired population, "their 

Spanish" was regarded as a sigmatized variety, while it was "the other Spanish" 

(Castilian) which was accorded positive value (Garcia, 1993). 

The first two decades of the 20th century were marked by increased interest of the 

U S. in Latin America. The opening of the Panama Canal in 1914 and the European 

abandonment of Latin American markets during World War I were critical to this 

expansion. But at the same time, the Modem Language Association made it a point to 

distance itself from the Spanish of the Southwest. The American Association of Teachers 
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of Spanish and Portuguese (AATSP), which was founded in 1917 in New York, also 

reflected this climate of imperialism and prejudice against Southwest Spanish speakers 

(Garcia, 1993). 

Based on this and further review of historical factors, Garcia (1993) has 

formulated what she sees as an "unwritten Spanish language policy in the United States." 

She has deduced the following: 

• across all these historical periods, Spanish has been used by various groups as a 

resource for their own benefit; 

• use of Spanish which benefits the U.S. government has always been promoted; 

• use of Spanish by U.S. Latinos has been restricted and even forbidden during most 

historical periods up to the Civil Rights Era. Since then it has been tolerated, although 

often still attacked (for example by the English-Only movement beginning in the 

1980's); 

• during different historical periods, distinct varieties of Spanish have been validated in 

the U S. depending upon the perceived role for Spanish; e.g., during periods of 

economic and political expansion into Latin America, oral communication has been 

stressed in the Spanish variety of the particular Latin Americans who were doing 

business with the United States. During times when large numbers of uneducated, 

poor Spanish speakers have been recognized in the U.S., institutional stressing of 

Spanish literacy skills upon a Castilian model has been more prevelant; 

• use of Spanish as a symbol of positive Latino ethnic identity has rarely been allowed, 

in this way ensuring that Spanish is reserved as a resource only for those who have 

power. 

The concept of "markedness" is also helpful in understanding this "language-as-

problem" or "language-as-deficit" orientation. In any society, the dominant language in 



65 

its accepted, standard variety is tiie "unmarked" language. Vis-a-vis this unmarked 

language, all other non-standard varieties, dialects and ethnic languages are "marked." In 

the foreign language context, the major European standard language varieties of French, 

German or Spanish, for example, become the unmarked languages. While these 

unmarked foreign languages may be seen as a resource, non-standard varieties, including 

Mexican-.A.merican varieties of Spanish, have continued to be manipulated from a deficit 

perspective. Thus, it becomes transparent why, historically, when the U.S. has 

experienced a national outcry for foreign language competence to boost the academic, 

commercial or intellectual resource base of the country (in the National Defense 

Education Act, 1958; or, A Nation at Risk, 1983, for example), little attention has ever 

been granted to those ethnic resources already extant within the population. 

Moreover, such diversity is frequently seen as dangerous: 

Cultural diversity is one of America's greatest strengths. We could not suppress it 

if we would; and we should not suppress it if we could. But unity is also 

•America's strength. And the ability of every citizen to communicate in our 

national language is the keystone of unity (Hufstedler, 1980, in Ruiz, 1988, p. 10). 

.Americans generally reject the idea that maintenance of immigrant or indigenous 

languages has value, either intrinsic, social or economic (Valdes, 2000). 

As courses in Spanish for heritage learners are developed within foreign language 

departments, it is certainly necessary for teachers and students to be aware how their 

attitudes are impacted by these various historical orientations. A fuller development of a 

resources-oriented approach to language may help to reshape attitudes toward language 

varieties and their speakers. Invoking a comprehensive view of language use, benefits of 

bilingualism, and an understanding of language perceptions might help to redefine 

"marked" and "unmarked" languages for heritage languages. 
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Language Attitudes 

Let us now review some of the basic principles and understandings of language 

attitudes as they exist within speech communities. The underlying premise is that in 

interacting with others, we as human beings respond not only to the content of what is 

said and bv whom it is said (Labov, 1966; Trudgill, 1972, Wolfson, 1989, for example); 

how it is said will also have evaluative repercussions, that is social significance. We react 

to specific features of the language or language variety used (Cargile et al., 1994, p. 211) 

and assign value judgements. While vocabulary and syntax play a role in these 

judgements, phonetic distinctions have been shown to be largely responsible (Giles & 

Powesland. 1975). Furthermore, these judgements based on segmental and 

suprasegmental characteristics are formed in a matter of a few seconds (Lipski, 1997). 

The decades of study in language attitudes have shown that these judgements are 

ultimately not of the language per se, but rather of the individuals themselves and their 

speech community. Studies have shown that there is considerable social consensus 

among listener-judges about the stereotypical traits associated with voices; attitudes are 

definite and consistent toward speakers who use particular styles of speech. Speakers of 

non-prestige dialects are generally held in low esteem (Fasold, 1984). This socialization 

can begin early in life; children as young as 3 to 5 years of age recognize differences in 

language and make associations with other types of behavior on the basis of language 

differences (Rosenthal, 1974). Attitudes toward language varieties, in fact, extend well 

beyond the language of the speakers to other personal attributes including their morality, 

integrity and competence. Issues of group loyalty, solidarity, considerations of status and 
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social prestige motivate many of these judgements (Wolfram, 1991; Cargile & Giles, 

1997). "Prestige codes emerge by social consensus and owe nothing to their intrinsic 

linguistic features" (Holmes, 1992, p. 353). That is, the language varieties which tend to 

be considered "correct" tend to be those of the more powerfijl or affluent group. Status or 

solidarity factors become salient depending on the context and situation, a concept also 

captured in the terms "overt and covert prestige" (Holmes, 1992). Furthermore, 

judgements are random when people listen to unfamiliar accents or languages; that is, 

attitudes toward a language or variety appear to develop along with stereotypes and 

prejudices toward its speakers (Trudgill & Giles, 1978; Holmes, 1992). Thus, the social 

capital that may be secured by using certain language varieties becomes important. 

Early language attitude studies of the 1960's and 1970's were largely descriptive, 

generating baseline data about intergroup attitudes in specific and varied sociolinguistic 

communities around the world and concerned themselves with the evaluative 

consequences of linguistic difference of culturally dissimilar groups. Giles investigated 

the prestige structure of accents, that is, which forms were valued, or not, by a particular 

group. He has elucidated a generally consistent pattern relating to the social evaluation of 

standard and non-standard speakers around the world, wherein a standard variety is one 

which, due to historical accident rather than intrinsic value, is most often associated with 

high socioeconomic status, power and media usage, e.g., its extrinsic associations account 

for its more favorable ratings on traits relating to competence. These more favorable 

ratings have also been related to behavioral differences in respondents, such as higher 

levels of information recall (Giles, et al., 1975; Giles & Farrer, 1979) and greater 

compliance with requests (Bourhis & Giles, 1976; Kristianson & Giles, 1992, 

Kristianson, 1991 - reported in Giles & Coupland, 1991). 
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Nevertheless, situations have also been documented where standard speakers have 

been downgraded, especially on traits relating to solidarity, integrity and social 

attractiveness as compared to non-standard speakers. A study in Switzerland is one 

example; there, Swiss German was rated more favorably than High German (Hogg et al., 

1984) In an Australian study, male Aboriginal speakers were upgraded on solidarity 

traits, as compared to white males (Edwards, 1977). In Kentucky (Luhman, 1990) 

showed that speakers who self-identify as part of a low-status speech community were 

more reluctant to accept a low-status stereotype than out-group members. Flores and 

Hopper (1975) revealed that those who identified as "Chicano" showed a higher 

preference for Mexican-American speech styles. In general, however, most research has 

borne out a tendency of non-standard speakers to adopt the stereotyped, self-denigrating 

views of the majority group in a society (in Giles & Coupland, 1991). 

Interpretation of the findings of such diverse language attitude studies have led to 

more explanatory structures, such as Giles' theory of speech accommodation (Giles, 

1973; Giles & Powesland, 1997). Recent years have broadened the scope of the varieties 

studied, as well as opened investigations into the role communicative context plays and 

its impact on the expression of attitudes (Carranza & Ryan, 1975; Bourhis & Sachdev, 

1984; Bradac, 1990). Taped guises have evolved away from the reading of passages 

toward more natural speech segments. Measuring of language attitudes has evolved, also. 

Most recent studies incorporate theoretically motivated semantic items, for example, the 

two primary dimensions of interpersonal interaction, status and solidarity, borrowed from 

Brown (1965. in Bradac, 1990). Status-stressing scales are expected to reflect actual 

societal status differences between speakers of distinct languages or varieties, while 

solidarity-stressing scales are more related to affective and group identification values 

(Ryan & Carranza, 1977). 
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Ryan and Carranza (1975; 1977) extended the application of the matched-guise 

techniques to investigate attitudes toward varieties of Spanish, standard English and 

Mexican-American accented English. In their Midwestern study that used both Anglo-

American and Mexican-American adolescent raters, both groups rated English speakers 

higher than Spanish speakers on status scales. Both groups also rated English speakers 

higher on solidarity scales. When evaluative reactions to standard vs. Mexican-accented 

English were looked at, Anglos produced lower status ratings of accented English, while 

the Mexican-.\merican judges seemed to differentiate less between accented and standard 

English. Downgrading of accented speech passages was more pronounced when they 

were set in the context of school than when they were set in the context of home. Also, 

while results showed a definite preference for English in the school context, a slight 

preference was shown for Spanish in the home context. Thus, context and 

appropriateness seem also to be taken into account in the attitudinal reactions, reflecting 

the functional, diglossic, separation of English and Spanish. In the 1977 study, Carranza 

isolated three major dimensions affecting the language preferences of the Mexican-

.Americans, namely instrumental, integrative and affective-communicative dimensions. 

In a follow-up study that looked only at reactions towards degree of accentedness 

of English, Brennan and Brennan (1981) again found that status reactions were highly 

negatively correlated with accentedness, while they found no significant differences in 

solidarity ratings with differing levels of accent. It has been proposed, therefore, that it 

may be the Spanish language, rather than accented English, which is the variety of speech 

which evokes solidarity. A related study by Flores and Hopper (1975), examined attitudes 

as they related to ethnic self-referents and social class as measured by annual net income. 

The raters were mainly adults in a doctor's waiting room and some college students. All 

subjects responded favorably to both the standard Spanish and standard English guises 
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used in the study, irrespective of their own language use. The only subjects who did not 

significantly downgrade the non-standard varieties were those subjects who identified 

themselves as "Chicano" These studies suggest a complex social texture where many 

factors can impact the attitude ratings of these Spanish and English varieties. Motivation, 

contextual elements, self-identity, and task definition seem to be several of the salient 

tactors. 

In another pertinent study, Ramirez, Milk and Sapiens (1983) examined language 

attitudes of Mexican-American bilingual high school students toward four varieties of 

Spanish. Of interest were their judgements with regard to notions of appropriateness for 

classroom use, degree of "correctness" and the speaker's academic potential. These 

researchers additionally assessed the influence of student characteristics (language 

proficiency and use, birthplace and sex) as well as geographic setting (Texas or 

California) on their judgements. Traditional matched-guise techniques using read 

passages were used to present the four study varieties which were: 

1) code-switching, 

2) vernacular Spanish where deviations were syntactic, morphological and 

phonological, 

3) non-standard Spanish where deviations were only morphological and phonological, 

4) standard Mexican Spanish. 

In the analysis, responses were scored and significant differences in the means were 

determined through pair-wise T-tests. Results revealed that student attitudes were of a 

hierarchical nature across all of the judgement dimensions. Code-switching was rated the 

lowest for all scales, standard Mexican Spanish at the top, and the two non-standard 

varieties were ranked in the middle with the most deviant being lower. Analysis of 

variance tests were used to examine the influence of the demographic factors. Significant 
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effects were found for geographical location, sex, language usage and birthplace. 

Students from California rated the code-switching variety lower than the Texas students; 

authors hypothesized that code-switching may be less acceptable to California students 

who are raised in a location that is more predominantly Spanish-speaking. Female 

subjects rated standard Spanish more highly than males, a finding which corroborates 

earlier findings where females regularly favor more standard language varieties in 

comparison to males. Furthermore, it was the "usage factor" that reflected the contexts in 

which subjects regularly used Spanish (with parents, with siblings, with teachers...) and 

not the proficiency level (which students had self-evaluated using a three-point range of 

•well. ' "very well," "extremely well" for the four skill areas of reading, writing, speaking 

and understanding) which most dramatically affected all of the Judgement scores. 

•Authors speculated that this "usage factor" in specifying sociolinguistic contexts might, 

in fact, be a more accurate reflection of language proficiency, at least in the oral 

modality, than an assessment of Spanish language proficiency along some "unmarked" 

language dimension. Birthplace was also a factor which affected students' judgements 

with respect to the non-standard varieties; those bom in Mexico were less tolerant of the 

non-standard varieties. 

Gradually, use of more ethnographic methodologies became common in language 

attitude studies. Natural conversation coupled with survey interview revealed attitudinal 

differences existing within a single family across generations (EHas-Olivares, 1975, in 

Galindo, 1995). Thus, while the community recognized standard Spanish as the prestige 

variety, especially younger and lower-class speakers showed a strong sense of loyalty to 

the local varieties. In her ethnographic study in East Austin, Galindo (1995) reports 

largely negative attitudes of Chicano adolescents toward the use of Spanish outside the 

home. The study population expressed desires to distinguish themselves from more recent 
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immigrants from Mexico. These adolescents, however, also showed little sensitivity or 

preference toward Anglo vs. Mexican-accented Spanish. 

How do developments in education as well as in society relate to attitudes in the 

Mexican-.-Vmerican community toward varieties of English? It is worthwhile to consider 

the impact of political forces and changes on the changing identity of the Chicano. Tovar 

(1972) gives a poignant account of self-images of young Mexican-Americans in the 

1960"s, a time during which U.S. society promoted only acculturation and the mastery of 

Standard English. Success for a Mexican-American meant anglicisation, because an 

accent or "foreign" culture was unacceptable. Achievement-conscious Mexican-

.•\mericans concentrated their efforts on erasing all traces of "the wrong accent" from 

their English speech. Arguably, not only achievement but even survival was at stake. The 

mingling of Spanish and English words was seen as "disadvantaged" and substandard. A 

study in 1965 by Manuel (reported in Hoffer & Omstein, 1972) revealed attitudes such as 

the following among Mexican-American teens: One girl stated that the main problem 

facing a Mexican-American student is his speech, the mixture of English and Spanish. 

.\nother highlighted her pride at being Spanish (reflecting still a reluctance to use the 

term Mexican-American). One boy said that he used to speak a form of Spanish that now 

he is ashamed to hear; he referred to his mixing of Spanish and English, and highlighted 

his terrible mistakes. One student reported with pride that at his school the Mexican-

.A.mericans had organized a club called SOS (Stop Our Spanish) whose goal it was to 

have all the members speaking only standard English. 

In Tucson, the 1966 report from the "NEA-Tucson Survey on the Teaching of 

Spanish to the Spanish Speaking" contains this piece by a thirteen-year old girl ("who 

never seemed to be a child with a problem"): "To begin with, I am a Mexican. That 

sentence has a scent of bitterness as it is written. I feel that if it weren't for my 
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nationality, I would accomplish more. My being a Mexican has brought about my lack of 

initiative. No matter what I attempt to do, my dark skin always makes me feel that I will 

fail. .. I will not fight for something even if I know I'm right. I do not have the 

vocabulary that it would take to express myself strongly enough." 

These statements as an ensemble reflect historically negative feelings toward 

anything but standard English (and Anglo identity), but in particular toward any variety 

of code-switching. The writers of these statements might be the parents or grandparents 

of our current high school students. And politically, socially, attitudinally, the Chicano 

movement has worked to create a pride in and an identity for this "Chicano Idiom" which 

shifts across a spectrum of language use fi-om standard Spanish to standard English to 

slang to pachuco. It is probable that young heritage learners in Tucson are bound to feel 

differently about these language varieties. 

Code-switching between English and Spanish has now been studied to investigate 

feelings of solidarity and group identity. What used to be regarded as "possibly a 

somewhat peculiar act" (Luckmann, 1983, in Auer, 1998, p. 1), code-switching is now 

seen as a subject which can shed light on many linguistic issues, including the formation 

of group identities and ethnic boundaries through verbal behavior (Hudson, 1996). On the 

basis of a detailed analysis of natural conversation, Gumperz and Hernandez-Chavez 

(1975) concluded that code-switching as a strategy was similar to using familiar forms of 

address and conveyed intimacy and solidarity vs. social distance and respect. It appears 

that it is not necessarily the individual alternations of speech varieties that carry 

interactional meaning; often it is the overall effect that is exploited for group 

identification. Furthermore, code-switching is sensitive to, at times, very local processes 

and influences (Auer, 1998). 
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Mexican-accented English is spoken by native speakers of Spanish, but even 

many native speakers of English demonstrate a notable influence from Spanish 

phonology. The high numbers of speakers (even monolingual speakers) of this accented 

variety led Rosen & Ortego (1969) and Metcalf (1971) to argue for recognition of 

Mexican-American English as a separate dialect. The variety of English spoken in the 

harno may not represent an unsuccessful attempt by Spanish-speakers to produce 

English, but rather the successful attempt of native speakers to produce a specific dialect 

of English characteristic of their speech community (Arthur, et al., 1974). This position is 

corroborated by Thompson (1974) after studying language loyalty in Austin. 

The attitude research on Mexican-accented English, while not completely 

unequivocal, quite consistently reveals a negative attitude. Studies have been conducted 

with children and adolescents (Politzer & Ramirez, 1975; Ryan & Carranza, 1975), with 

college students (Arthur et al., 1974; Galvan et al., 1975), as well as with teachers 

(Williams, 1970, 1976) as subjects. Additional variables, such as context of home vs. 

school, degree of accentedness, and foreign- vs. native-bom judges were variously 

introduced. Nevertheless, the overall landscape underscores generally negative attitudes 

for all groups, with one notable exception; foreign-bom Mexican students upgraded 

accented English as compared to their U.S.-bom Spanish-speaking counterparts in a 

Midwestern high school. This may be affected by length of exposure to language 

prejudice, related to a more positive self-image maintained by the foreign-bom students 

(in Ryan & Carranza, 1977). While one common finding across the studies seems to be a 

lack of sensitivity on the part of bilingual Latinos toward standard vs. accented English, 

the results more strongly point to the diversity of attitudes embraced by this bilingual 

minority. 
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Second Language Acquisition and Instruction 

In the setting of the heritage learner classroom, it is also important to 

contextualize this research within the field and theories of Second Language Acquisition. 

Lambert's social psychological theory of second language acquisition suggests that 

successful L2 acquisition depends in part on an individual adopting various aspects of 

behavior which characterize members of another linguistic and cultural group— 

integrative motivation. Favorability of learners' attitudes toward the group, the level of 

integrative motivation, fosters this success. Motivation at the other pole, when no 

mention is made of desire to communicate with the target language community, is termed 

"instrumental." Instrumental motivation is an index of the extent to which the learner 

feels that the target language is important for utilitarian or practical purposes (Gardner, 

1979). 

Language attitudes are reflected in linguistic behavior patterns. Schumann (1976) 

examined the effect of social factors, which might promote either social distance or 

solidarity, on language learning. Schumann delineated issues affecting social distance: 

• political, cultural, or economic dominance, nondominance or subordinance; 

• integration patterns of a non-dominant group towards assimilation or preservation; 

• congruence of the cultures; 

• cross-cultural attitudes; 

• intended length of residence in the target language area for the language learner. 

When the confluence of these factors increases social distance, it will be more difficult 

for the second language learner to acquire the target language. 
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Learning a second language or extending language competence can be construed 

as a sociopolitical process wherein learners' language attitudes may facilitate or impede 

acquisition. One study in Scandinavia, for example, focused on a conflict between 

instaiction and learner attitudes. Learners of English as a foreign language showed 

considerable solidarity with American varieties, which were not those targeted by formal 

instruction (Bradac & Giles, 1991). The development of accommodation theory along 

with concepts of instrumental and integrative motivation toward second language 

acquisition help to elucidate such problems. 

Giles" theory of speech accommodation is concerned with the motivation and 

social consequences which underlie changes in people's speech styles (Giles, Bourhis & 

Taylor, 1977; Giles & Coupland, 1991)). The tendency to adapt one's speech styles to 

those of the interlocutor(s) has been called 'convergence' and lies at the center of 

accommodation theory. Drawing from social psychology, as well, accommodation theory 

provides a conceptual framework highlighting the negotiative nature of interpersonal 

communication (Holmes, 1992). In its simplest terms, it suggests that people are 

continually modifying their speech in interpersonal interactions either to reduce or to 

accentuate the linguistic, hence social, differences between them depending on the 

situation. 

Several forces seem to be at work here. Similarity-attraction theory proposes that 

the more similar individuals' attitudes and beliefs are, the more likely they will be 

attracted. Specifically, the reduaion of differences between two people with respect to 

their language, dialect or paralinguistic features is likely to increase attraction, as well as 

intelligibility and predictability, and may increase social approval. Weighed against the 

rewards of such convergent language behavior, however, must also be certain costs in 

terms of personal integrity and identity. Thus, the individual's inclination toward 
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convergence" may be situationally motivated and include personal needs for solidarity, 

status, and the like. When these notions are applied not only to individuals but to social 

groups or speech communities, speech style can be an important clue to social group 

membership (Giles & Smith, 1979), In a classroom setting, there may be important 

consequences for learning as well as on the affective class environment (Seligman et al., 

1972, Giles & Powesland, 1975; Edwards, 1994). 

Gardner reanalyzed the language acquisition process from within the educational 

system. When a second language is acquired, 

the student is faced with the task of not simply learning new information 

(vocabulary, grammar, pronunciation, etc.) ... but rather of acquiring symbolic 

elements of a different ethnolinguistic community... he is being asked to acquire 

linguistic elements of the new code, to make them part of his own language 

reservoir. This involves imposing elements of another culture into one's own life 

space... the students' harmony with their own cultural community and willingness 

or ability to identify with other cultural communities become important 

considerations in the process of second language acquisition (Gardner, 1979, p. 

193). 

In considering the language learning situation of the heritage learner, it is less 

clear to what extent these considerations are valid. Some have suggested that heritage 

learners are acquiring a second dialect, the standard (Valdes, 1997). Given their already 

complex bilingual situation, attitude toward and psychological distance from that norm 

may be important variables in their success. 

Viewed developmentally, some researchers have sought to determine a threshold 

proficiency level beyond which these attitudes or ability to judge non-standard varieties 

are acquired (.AJ-Kahtany, 1995; Nesdale & Rooney, 1996). Valdes (1997) points out that 
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heritage learners of Spanish often fail to distinguish non-prestige from prestige features 

of their own speech. It is not clear whether this may be due to a proficiency threshold and 

inability to perceive the differences of the variety, or whether it may be more aptly tied to 

the findings by Labov (1972) that speakers of non-standard varieties (of English in New 

York City) are often unaware that their own speech bears those low-prestige 

characteristics they disdain. 

The instruction of Spanish to a diverse heritage learner population presents, then, 

some very particular problems. Earlier paradigms for foreign language and second dialect 

instruction (the deficit perspective) are no longer seen as particularly suitable or 

efficacious, although these approaches frequently continue in practice with heritage 

learners At the heart of these practices may be the pervasive notion of "standard" and a 

sense that the educational institution exists for the purpose of transmitting that standard. 

•As early as 1981, Valdes (1981) proposed instruction modeled after an English 

language arts program to develop receptive as well as productive skills both orally and in 

writing; the objective of this instruction would be to develop and enrich students' 

language skills within the existing dialects, leading to wider communicative competence 

in Spanish overall, as well as the enhancement of self-image. This perspective has been 

elaborated more recently also, as authors continue to question traditional "normative" 

approaches to teaching Spanish to Spanish speakers, finding these to be at cross-purposes 

with a sociolinguistic validation of previously stigmatized language varieties (for 

example. Porras, 1997). 

Ethnographic research in education fiarther supports the notion that instruction 

should emanate from the language community it serves (Hymes, 1981) and thus reflect 

the linguistic habits of these communities. Pino (1997) gives a personal reflection on her 

own experience in New Mexico schools with the "limited normative approach," recalling 
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ia imposicion de la norma "ideal' o estandar...que no encaja con la realidad de la 

comunidad" and the resultant alienation of students as well as community which had 

sustained and developed their dialect, their variety, for generations. 

In recent years, ideas of content-based language instruction, task-based learning, 

and learner-centered curricula have permeated the U.S. educational system. From the 

perspective of Spanish instruction for heritage learners, this shift implies an application 

of theories of Freire and Vygotsky where the learner becomes a teacher and investigator, 

connecting learning with community life (Pino, 1997). Cooperative and collaborative 

learning activities are strongly endorsed for heritage language classrooms (Duran, 1994; 

Draper & Hicks, 2000; Valdes, 2000). When the learner is taken as the starting point for 

curriculum development, it behooves educators to develop an information base with 

respect to their learners as well as connections to the community (Webb & Miller, 2000). 

These changes and these goals can also be seen reflected in the National Standards for 

Foreign Language Learning (1996), the heart of which might be called teaching for 

•'enduring understanding" (Wiggins & McTighe, 1999). Above all, heritage learners 

emanate from and are attached to a community that gives meaning to learning. 

The additional fact that these very students continue to be placed "at-risk" in 

many traditional educational contexts increases the importance of the affective 

component of instruction for these students. Walqui (1997) advances a departure from 

prescriptivist orientations, especially those using a primarily linguistic focus, and 

advocates instead a critical-constructivist model of instruction where learners focus on 

language as a medium of communication, for the elaboration and analysis of ideas. She 

stresses the importance for teachers of understanding basic sociolinguistic precepts: 

teachers should view their work within the social context of language in contact (as 

discussed in the sections above). 
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The need to define and understand students' language attitudes, then, is strongly 

invoked by current educational trends and can have an important impact on the affective 

climate and student success in the heritage learner context. 
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Chapter Three 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter will review the processes, procedures and instruments developed and 

implemented for data collection in this study. First, the research design of the study is 

presented. Preparation of the data and its analysis are then outlined. 

Research Design 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the language attitudes of high school 

heritage learners of Spanish towards four distinct varieties of Spanish as well as Chicano-

accented English. The varieties of Spanish selected for this study were: 

• norma rural of Southern Arizona/Northern Mexico; 

• norma ciilta, Mexican standard for educated Spanish; 

• a code-switching variety; 

• an English-accented non-native variety of Spanish. 

These particular test varieties were selected to represent varieties that students in the 

test population commonly encounter in their daily lives. An English guise was added to 

reflect the diglossic character of the Chicano community in Tucson, as well as to reflect 

an attempt to ground this study with respect to earlier studies which also looked at 

Spanish and English (for example, Ryan & Carranza, 1975; 1977). While it might be 

argued that a standard English variety should also have been included, an additional guise 



82 

would have been cumbersome and perhaps diluted the focus of the study, namely 

attitudes toward varieties of Spanish. 

The procedures used to elicit these attitudes follow the matched-guise/semantic 

differential scale techniques developed within the research agenda in language attitudes 

over the past 40 years. The current study does not purport to refiite or reexamine these 

methods and conceptualizations; instead, in this study they are applied to a particular 

population, adolescent Latino students of Spanish. 

The outcome of this study should be an enhanced description of the heritage 

learners who undertake to improve their Spanish in formal, institutional settings. As such, 

no hypotheses were developed per se. The following research questions, however, outline 

the directions of the inquiry; 

1 What attitudes do high school heritage learners of Spanish hold with respect to 

varieties of Spanish and English? 

2. In a bilingual community where many marked varieties coexist, can a variety be 

identified that seems to hold more status or prestige for adolescent urban Latino 

bilinguals? 

3 What correlations exist between these attitudes and students' own 

-heritage backgrounds? 

-proficiency levels? (Are certain attitudes/ affective responses related to certain 

levels of proficiency?) 

-educational and life goals? 

-apparent motivation for Spanish study (instrumental vs. integrative motivation)? 

Framed differently, can we determine an "in group" code for this population? 

If so, how is it related to integrative and/or instrumental motivations? 

4. What can be learned that may be potentially useful in teacher development? What 
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information might be particularly useful to pre- and in-service teachers working with 

heritage learners of Spanish? 

The independent variables in this study were the varieties of Spanish and English 

presented in audio-taped listening selections. The dependent variables assessed are 

attitude dimensions of solidarity and socio-intellectual status/prestige toward the 

varieties presented. 

Demographic information collected was applied to developing a group profile for 

these heritage learners. Further, it was used to segment the data to test for relationships 

between language attitudes and: 

• learner gender; 

• age; 

• country of origin; 

• learner motivation (integrative, instrumental, or mixed); 

• proficiency scores based on self-reporting. 

Qualitative interviews were used to fiirther instantiate the findings and enrich the 

description. They are described in depth in that section on pages 86-87. 

Materials and Instruments 

The materials and instruments used in this study were modeled after those in 

similar attitude studies. A standard attitude instrument has several basic components: 

• a specific population whose attitudes are being investigated; 

• the voice stimulus to which the listeners react; 
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• the terms or attributes offered to the listeners to evaluate their reactions to the 

voice stimulus; 

• a rating scale to check the degree of reaction to a specific attribute given a 

specific stimulus. 

Wolck (1986) offers some guidelines in these areas. He emphasizes the 

importance of carefijlly controlling the match of the instruments with the community 

whose language behavior is under investigation. He goes on to highlight two problems 

with respect to scales development. First, he admonishes that extreme care be taken when 

setting the two poles of a bipolar semantic scale. Mere negations of terms, for example 

"pleasant" and "unpleasant" or "'orderly" and "disorderly," may not always be true 

antonyms. Connotations and usage of such terms must also be carefully considered. 

Particular care must be used if traditional pairs are adopted into a new setting with 

possibly distinct social-cultural values. Evaluative terms employed on rating scales in 

attitude studies should, in fact, reflect actual, current community values in order to serve 

as useful and reliable measures of the attitudes of its members. Thus, the evaluative terms 

selected should be indigenous to the speech community, relatively uniform in usage 

among its membership, and frequently used. For these reasons, this study adopted an 

emic procedure (which will be described below) in developing the semantic items used 

on the scales. 

Another issue raised for consideration, is the adoption of an even (as per Osgood 

et al, 1959) vs. an odd number (as per Likert, in Wolck, 1986) of intervals on the scales. 

This current investigation opted for a scale with a neutral middle point; in this way, it was 

felt, student participants could readily register unwillingness to respond toward either 

pole, without further complicating the instrument by adding a choice for "don't know" or 

"don't understand." 
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VVolck (1986, p. 41) further lays down specific criteria for the development of the 

voice stimuli: 

• The stimulus should be a sample of natural conversational speech and contain all 

aspects of phonological, grammatical and lexical pragmatic, prosodic and stylistic 

structure known to influence attitudes and ratings. 

• Stimuli from different speakers should have approximately the same content, so that 

the effect of content differences upon ratings is minimized. This is achieved by 

holding the topic of conversation constant for all speakers. 

• .An appropriate topic is one that is familiar to all speakers and listeners, indigenous to 

the speech community and of minimal emotional appeal, so that the listeners' 

reactions are not unduly influenced by their agreement or disagreement with the 

speaker's statements. 

Nevertheless, Wolck reports that results of experiments indicate that the criterion 

of topic consistency is less important as long as the other criteria are observed. He reports 

that topic shifts as important as those between the common cold, a trip to the zoo, and 

wallpapering a room had no significant effects upon the ratings of speakers (Wolck, 

1986). 

The Voice Stimulus 

The five varieties investigated were standard Mexican Spanish, Tucson/northern 

Sonoran Spanish, non-native lightly Anglo-accented Spanish, code-switching, and lightly 

accented Chicano English. For each target variety, one female and one male speaker were 

selected. Results in language attitude studies have often revealed differential judgements 

based on the sex of the speaker (Coulmas, 1997; Giles & Coupland, 1991). Some 

varieties, in particular vernaculars, have been associated with positive attitudes for male 
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speakers, while female speakers have been downgraded. Conversely, In many studies, 

female speakers are significantly upgraded when they speak using locally acknowledged 

high language forms not always accepted from male speakers. This study used both a 

male and a female speaker for each variety to reveal and control for any effects of gender 

bias toward certain varieties. 

All speakers were aged 22 to 32 to avoid large differences in perception due to 

age Interviews were informal to elicit natural speech samples and focused on the neutral 

topic of "mis pasatiempos" leisure-time activities. Speakers of all varieties were 

interviewed in Tucson. Each speaker's background was critical in his/her selection as 

representative of a variety, as were certain linguistic features of their interview and the 

basic neutrality and similarity of their statements. The male and female interviewees in 

the Mexican standard variety were both recent arrivals to the United States and working 

on post-graduate degrees at the University of Arizona. They were both raised in the 

highlands of central Mexico. The border variety of Spanish was spoken by two Mexican-

•American native Tucsonans for whom Spanish was a first language. Neither has 

completed a post-secondary degree. The non-native Spanish guises were created by 

•Anglo-.American instructors of Spanish in Tucson, but not native to the Southwest. Each 

is pursuing post-graduate work in Spanish and is married to a native speaker of Spanish. 

The code-switch varieties were modeled by U.S. bom Latinos. The English guises were 

created by Mexican-Americans, who, while they have grown up in Tucson, retain a 

"Chicano accent" in English. These are speakers who use both Spanish and English in 

their private and work lives, and who have not pursued higher education. In fact, one 

male speaker was selected to represent three different varieties; thus, the researcher 

employed a true matched-guise technique in this instance. 
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The interviews themselves were of varying lengths, due to the higher need of 

certain speakers to relax with the recording equipment and speak naturally. This was 

particularly so with the code-switching variety, which, with its affective, interactional 

nature, needed some instigation. Segments of talk were then edited from the interviews 

and piloted as described below. 

Those speech samples were then digitized and re-edited to create listening 

segments lasting 35 seconds each. Shorter segments still allow for judgement formation 

while limiting the informational input to the listener-judges. Care was given to include 

particularly salient phonologic features of each variety. An effort was made to 

" standardize" the content of each segment, such that they would be as similar as possible. 

.•\ppendix .A. contains the scripts for the speech segments as well as a breakdown of topics 

and particular expressions used by each speaker. 

The voices were then randomized into three distinct test "forms." In this way, the 

impact of rater fatigue, wavering interest level, or learning curve would be spread across 

the voice guises. Table 1 displays the order of each variety for each form of the 

instrument. 

The forms were administered to class groups. The researcher rotated the form 

used with each successive class. In this way, it was hoped that approximately one-third of 

the participants would respond to each variation form of the voice guises. Two factors, in 

fact, contributed to a more uneven distribution of forms in the final sample; widely 

varying class sizes and response packets which were deleted from the sample for 

incompleteness. In fact, 30 % of the sample was exposed to Form A, 26 % to Form B and 

44 % to Form C. 
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Table 1: Presentation Order of Varieties 

FORM A; 1) Spkr #3; 2) Spkr #6; 3) Spkr #2; 4) Spkr #9; 5) Spkr #8; 

6) Spkr #5; 7) Spkr #7; 8) Spkr #1; 9) Spkr #10; 10) Spkr #4 

FORM B; I) Spkr #2; 2) Spkr #3; 3) Spkr #8; 4) Spkr #4; 5) Spkr#l; 

6) Spkr #6; 7) Spkr #5; 8) Spkr #7; 9) Spkr #10; 10) Spkr #9 

FORM C I) Spkr #1; 2) Spkr #4; 3) Spkr #6; 4) Spkr #7; 5) Spkr #9; 

6) Spkr #8; 7) Spkr #2; 8) Spkr #5; 9) Spkr #10; 10) Spkr #3 

Speaker #1 (Spkr#l) - male - Mexican standard Spanisii {norma culta) 

Speaker #2 (Spkr#2) - female - Mexican standard Spanish {norma culta) 

Speaker ^3 (Spkr#3) - male - Sonoran/Tucsonan Spanish {norma rural) 

Speaker #4 (Spkr#4) -female - Sonoran/Tucsonan Spanish {norma rural) 

Speaker (Spkr#5) - male - Code- switching Variety 

Speaker #6 (Spkri'f6) - female - Code- switching Variety 

Speaker #7 (Spkr#7) - male - Non-native (Anglo) speaker of Spanish 

Speaker #8 (Spkr#8) - female - Non-native (Anglo) speaker of Spanish 

Speaker #9 (Spkr#9) - male - lightly Chicano-accented English 

Speaker ?? 10 (Spkr#10) - female - lightly Chicano-accented English 

The instruments and administration procedures were pilot-tested in two heritage 

learner classes, one elementary, one advanced. This field test provided important 

information for fine-tuning. First, the researcher learned which training approaches were 

most effective with learner groups and how to engage students effectively in the activity. 

A training guise and scale were added as an example and preliminary practice. The pilot 

also verified that the original voice stimuli at sixty seconds were too long, that is, they 

contained more information than necessary to make the required judgements, making it 

more difficult for subjects to focus on the manner of speaking versus the content of the 
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passage. In the final edit, then, the samples were cut to thirty-five seconds. Students 

responded well to the semantic differential items, thus these were left intact. Some of the 

wording in the final three questions was refined. Since the pilot tests were conducted in 

May, 1999 and data collection began in Fall of 1999, all new class groups had been 

formed. 

Listening Response Packets 

The listening response packet consisted of one page of instructions (see Appendix 

B) and eleven identical pages (one for each of 10 guises and a practice/example page). 

Each response page displayed fourteen semantic differential pairs with a five-point 

Likert-type scale separating them. These were followed by two global evaluation 

questions and a request for students to identify the language variety just heard. 

The Semantic Differential Scales used in attitude research are typically comprised 

of pairs of adjectives representing two semantic poles. After consulting models which 

have been used in English (Holmes, 1992; Al-kahtany, 1995), the researcher identified 

seven pairs of adjectives to reflect feelings of solidarity and personal attraction and seven 

pairs reflecting status and socio-intellectual prestige. Some of the items were traded for 

simpler synonyms, for example, "hard-working" was substituted for "ambitious" in an 

attempt to use items familiar to the subjects (Wolck, 1986). The semantic pairs selected 

for status dimension, were; 

• hard-working <->lazy, 

• successful<->unsuccessful, 

• independent<->dependent, 

• wealthy, <->poor, 

• talented<->below average, 

• intelligent<->stupid^ 

• strong<->weak. 
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For the solidarity dimension, the following adjectives were selected: 

• friendly<->unfriendly, 

• vvarm<->cold, 

• sincere<->fake, 

• a good friend<->a poor friend, 

• generous<->selfish, 

• caring<->thoughtIess, 

• exciting<->boring. 

The positive poles were randomly distributed in the instrument, as was the interchange of 

status vs. solidarity items (see Appendix C). 

The next important problem in adapting the instrument to the specific study 

population was to develop a Spanish language version. It was important that the items 

offered on a response sheet for use by high school student participants be readily 

understood and accepted by them. They needed to be generated through an emic 

perspective. The researcher began to join groups of Latino students informally on the 

sidewalks of a local high school. Students discussed items and expressions were elicited 

for each idea in Spanish. This generated animated discussions amongst the high 

schoolers. The researcher challenged the meanings they seemed to convey. Usage and 

nuance were discussed. The researcher wrote down all of the possibilities and choices. 

With each successive iteration of these discussions with different groups of Spanish 

heritage students, the researcher was gradually able to define the items as they stand in 

the instrument (Appendix D). One more round of discussion with additional students 

allowed a check for understanding and verification of the terms' emic nature and 

workability. 

Let us exemplify this process using some specific items. An initial examination of 

the bipolar pair "cold-warm" might yield frio-caliente. Indeed, this was a frequent 

response of the Latino teenagers at first glance. The researcher then challenged them to 
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think not in terms of temperature, but rather character or personality. How would you 

describe a person? Terms such as afectuoso were rejected by the youth; they "would not 

use that word." The researcher asked them to think about describing their grandmother. 

Carifloso carinosa was the term ultimately settled upon. At the opposite pole, it was 

decided that an unapproachable, harsh personality would be more aptly termed "dry" in 

Spanish, seco. Thus, the "cold-warm" continuum in Spanish became "'seco/seca -

canfioso carinosa" Considering the "ambitious/hard-working-lazy" continuum, it might 

seem tempting to use a translation such as "ambicioso - perezoso." This textbook 

approach did not sit well with the young Latinos. These are not words which they use or 

hear in their daily interactions. Trabajador proved much more accessible, while flojo 

seemed right to describe an activity-shy individual. For some items, of course, the 

translations presented themselves rather readily, for example independiente for 

"independent" or sincero for "sincere." The items for "warm," "selfish," "thoughtless," 

"caring" required the most discussion. Appendix E represents a list of the more salient 

options that were considered and discussed for each semantic pair. Ultimately, the 

Spanish version of the scales used the following bipolar pairs for status dimension: 

trabajador- - flojo. 

Slier liido< - -fracasado, 

independiente<->no independiente, 

rico' - -pobre, 

talentoso< - > imitil, 

lislo - tonto, 

fuerie<->debiL 
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For the solidarity dimension, the following adjectives were used: 

simpatico<-> sangron, 

carinoso<->seco, 

sincero - > mentiroso, 

hiiena onda<- -mala onda, 

generoso- - egoista, 

liene compasidtr - no tiene compasion, 

divertiJo- - abitrhdo. 

Since the speaker order was predetermined for each form of the instrument, the Spanish 

pairs were expressed in the feminine form on specific pages to correspond to the feminine 

voice samples. The positive adjective poles were randomly distributed in the instrument 

as in the English version, as was the interchange of status vs. solidarity items. Appendix 

D displays the entire response page for Spanish. 

The scale separating the semantic bipolar pairs was reduced to five points, a 

simplification of the commonly used seven-point scale; this accommodation adjusted for 

the younger age and reduced sophistication of the participants in the current study. 

The additional questions following the semantic scales regarding the perceived 

acceptability of each variety were inspired by the literature (Al-Kahtany, 1995). 

Questions requesting subjects to identify each variety were inspired by my desire to 

discover the extent of subjects' awareness of varieties as shown by their ability to 

recognize and name them. 

This semantic differential scale in Spanish proved acceptable and accessible to the 

learners/subjects. In the pilot phase, all participants received the packet for ail ten voice 

guises in Spanish as well as in English. It was determined that this dual-language packet 

was unnecessary. During the actual data collection, listening response packets were made 



93 

available in either English or in Spanish . Each student-participant freely requested their 

response packet in the language of their choice. Also, in the pilot material in Spanish, 

adjectives were presented in both masculine and feminine forms (for example, 

seco seca). In the actual data collection, response forms received code numbers specific 

to each voice guise, so the gender marker on each adjective matched the speaker being 

described. 

Demouraphic Survey 

The matched-guise/semantic differential procedure was followed with a two-page 

survey to collect basic demographic information (see Appendix F.) This instrument was 

developed by the researcher and its purpose was two-fold: to collect information to 

develop a description of the student body in current heritage learner classes, and to 

provide information which could assist in identifying and clarifying trends in the 

dependent variable, the students' attitude scores. 

The demographic survey questions proved problematic for students, hence, they 

were rewritten several times for ease of response and comprehensibility. The manner and 

timing of their administration were adjusted as well. For the actual data collection, they 

were given after the listening-response on the attitude scales and students were guided 

through in a lock-step sequence. 

The development process for these materials and instruments reflect an important 

aspect of bringing attitude research into the domain of heritage learners. 
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Participants 

A telephone survey was used to identify ten schools in Tucson with established 

academic programs for high school students with home backgrounds in Spanish. Twenty 

intact classes from these ten public and private high schools in the Tucson area 

participated. They represent four separate school districts. Data from a total of 238 

heritage learners was included in the study, 104 (44%) male and 134 (56%) female. In 

fact, an additional 140 students had participated in the activity with the understanding 

that their response sheets would not be included in the sample without parent permission 

signatures. While this difference could represent a potential source of bias (if, for 

example, those not returning parent signatures had represented overwhelmingly negative 

attitudes), this researcher does not believe this to be the case. Many students with 

permission ultimately had to be disqualified and eliminated from the sample because of 

incomplete response packets, while many of the packets not included in the data for lack 

of permission were of high quality. Failure to return permission forms is simply a 

common occurrence at the high school level. 

.\[\ participants were high school students enrolled in classes of Spanish where 

heritage learners were separated from foreign language learners of Spanish, although the 

names of specific courses might vary from school to school and from district to district. 

In this sense, the population reflects a measure of self-selection, as the study of "Spanish 

as a Heritage Language" is elective at the high school level. At present, heritage speakers 

must actively select this track of formal language study. Since these schools teach from 

one to three distinct levels of heritage Spanish, participants include students of higher as 

well as more limited proficiency levels, however all are home background (heritage) 
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learners of Spanish. They were students enrolled in grades 9 through 12, and ranged in 

age from 13 to 19. 

Data Collection Procedures 

Quantitative Data 

Data for this study were collected during a single class period by the researcher. 

Classroom teachers of the groups either chose to participate passively, engaged in other 

activities (grading papers), or in some cases left the room. Data collection was treated as 

a class activity and all students were invited to participate. Only in rare instances did a 

few students in a class choose not to be part of the project activity. 

Teachers were contacted well in advance of the arranged visits. Each participating 

teacher received an in-depth explanation of the activity, the instruments, and an overview 

of the research agenda. Participating teachers agreed to assume responsibility for 

distributing and collecting appropriate permission forms to principals and students and 

their families. Many teachers offered points in their grade book for returned parent 

signatures as they would for any permission form. This simple technique greatly 

increased the levels of participating students from these sections and also probably 

impacted the seriousness with which participants regarded the data collection class 

period. 

Upon arriving for the data collection activity, permission forms were submitted to 

the researcher by the teacher. The researcher then explained the activity to the class in 

Spanish. There was no exact script for this portion. Drawing each group into the activity 

effectively required noticing in the classroom objects and posters that could give clues 
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about what they were familiar with. Each introduction was an interactive teaching 

session. Nevertheless, the following description contains the key points and progression 

of each introduction; The researcher's explanation included a contextualization of this 

activity into students' regular curriculum and its place as a learning opportunity for the 

students. A brief discussion highlighted the multiplicitous Spanish varieties that exist in 

the Hispanic world and the basic notion of many accepted "Spanishes." The basic 

proposal of this research, to investigate language opinions of young heritage learners, was 

again e.xplained. Furthermore, the researcher noted with each group that it was hoped that 

through their participation in this activity, they might heighten their own awareness with 

respect to the strength and differences of their own reactions as they listen to different 

ways of speaking. Then, the activity was practiced with an example listening passage, a 

speaker from Salamanca, Spain, and a practice Semantic Differential Response page was 

completed and discussed together. Before beginning, and periodically throughout the 

activity, participants were admonished to listen carefully for how things were said, to 

listen for and react to ways of speaking rather than the content of the message. All 

student questions and concerns were fielded before the data collection activity began. 

This introduction and preliminary practice lasted up to twenty minutes. 

Listening to the ten guises (35 seconds each) and individually and quietly 

responding to the 14 sets of bipolar adjectives on the Semantic Differential Scales as well 

as the five additional questions for each voice guise took another 20 minutes. This left 

between ten and fifteen minutes to guide students through the Demographic Information 

survey, depending on individual school schedules. Students turned in data packets 

directly to the researcher as they exited. Many indicated that it had been a pleasant and 

edifying experience. This quantitative phase of data collection took place on different 

dates at different sites between September 1999 and March 2000. 
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Qualitative Data 

In addition to impressions formed by this researcher through interaction with 

students during the judgement activity, qualitative follow-up interviews took place with 

seven students from three participating schools between February and May 2000. At 

these sites, teachers were asked to suggest students who were outgoing and articulate. 

Flexibility of student schedules, thus, availability and convenience, were also factors 

atTecting the fmal selection of interviewees. Time constraints and schedules limited the 

ability of this researcher to conduct additional interviews. The audiotaped interviews 

were intended to extend and clarify the students' understandings of various portions of 

the instruments. Students were asked to restate judgements and impressions in their own 

words and to e.xplain how they believed they arrived at them. This was done in an attempt 

to triangulate the findings, as well as to test for face validity of the instruments. Two 

different interview formats were used. 

One interview format, repeated with two interviewees, replayed the stimulus tape 

for the individual students, stopping after each speaker to allow students to reflect aloud 

on how they regarded the individual and what they had heard: what features of the 

segment might be pivotal in the judgements they had formed. Furthermore, they were 

asked to compare the varieties of Spanish they heard, weigh and rate them against each 

other, as well as compare them to the Spanish from their own family. The perspectives 

thus obtained ultimately support a more insightfiil and thorough characterization of 

students" language attitudes. 

The other interview format was an exploration in particular of the demographic 

survey instrument. Five students were asked to discuss their motivation for studying 

Spanish in this formal setting. Students' comments reveal the thinking behind their 



98 

written multiple choice responses. Students were asked to talk through how they arrived 

at the ratings they gave themselves on their self-evaluation of their Spanish skills. These 

explanations substantiate the validity of students' ability to self-evaluate, as well as help 

calibrate the researcher's understanding of each level. Students also offered comments 

about other portions of the survey instrument. 

In addition to the student interviews, four focused teacher interviews were 

conducted and audio-taped. The purpose of these was to clarify questions about student 

body, students' linguistic backgrounds and proficiency levels, program organization and 

curricular decisions at different sites, as well as to elicit teachers' perceptions of 

peculiarities of teaching heritage learners. They were asked to comment on their own 

professional preparation for teaching heritage learners. They were further queried about 

their instructional goals and the language varieties which would be appropriate for 

instruction of heritage learners. Interview questions can be found in Appendix G. These 

interviews contribute to an overall characterization of heritage Spanish programs in the 

Tucson area. 

Coding and Organizing the Data 

Semantic Differential Responses 

•A. twelve-page packet of data containing up to 205 pieces of information was thus 

obtained from each student participant. These data were coded and entered into the 

Statistical Program for the Social Sciences (SPSS 10.0). For the semantic differential 

items the randomized polarity of each positive response had to be adjusted. A score of 

Tive " was assigned to each positive adjective pole, while a score of "one" was assigned 
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to the negative counterpart, no matter in which order they were originally presented. 

Scores of two, three and four were assigned for the intermediary positions, as in the 

following examples: 

1. friendly _5 4 3 2 J[_ unfriendly 

3. cold 1 _2 3 4 ^ warm. 

Scores were recorded in SPSS by participant for each item for each speaker. 

The seven adjective pairs were divided into their two theoretical groupings, those 

representing qualities of solidarity and personal attraction (numbers 1, 3, 6, 9, 11, 12, and 

14) and those representing status or socio-intellectual prestige (numbers 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 

and 13). A total score, which could range from a low of 7 to a high of 35, was calculated 

for each a.xis, language variety, and data record. The higher this score, the sfronger the 

attribution of solidarity (or status) by the respondent to a particular speaker/variety of 

Spanish (or English). A mean status score and a mean solidarity score for the sample 

population could then be calculated for each of the ten language varieties and compared 

using .\NOVA procedures and Post Hoc tests to determine significant differences. 

Frequency charts and configurations of the remaining data items were produced to 

develop the description of the test population. For many questions a simple numeric 

coding sufficed, for example 'yes' = "1"; 'no' = "0", or, 'male' = "I"; 'female' = "2." 

But for cenain items, manipulation and/or interpretation of the raw data were required at 

this level, as explained in the following sections. 

Identification of the Language Variety 

Questions 17 through 19 on the listening response pages for each variety urged 

students to locate and/or name each variety (see Appendixes C and D). Six levels of 

response were identified in the data and were coded as follows; 
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•• student left questions blank - no attempt was made to fiimish the infonnation 

"0""; student provided incorrect responses, for example calling Variety #9 "Spanish 

from LA." 

" V :  student responses were completely uninformative, 

for example, noting that Varieties #1, or 4 were Spanish or that Variety #10 

was spoken in the "USA." 

"2": student responses exceedingly general, but not incorrect, 

for example, noting that Variety #3 is spoken in Arizona, or that Variety #2 is 

Mexican Spanish. 

"3"; student responses indicate an attempt to account 'something different,' but have 

sought to explain it through the exotic, 

for example, stating that Variety #7 or #8 is from Argentina, Puerto Rico, 

Venezuela, Colombia, or Spain. 

"A". student responses are approximate but correct, 

for example, saying that Variety #1 is from the south of Mexico. 

"5"": student responses represented an accurate, specific identification. 

In this final category, many of the responses were quite descriptive and also 

indicative of attitudes towards certain varieties. Often, pejorative terms were used. Some 

of the more salient examples are listed below: 

The male and female speakers of the Mexican standard were called "chilango'''' from 

D.F. Speaker #2 was also recognized as "Mexican of high social class, speaking 

formal Spanish," although "popis" and "'popia'" were also applied to her. 

The female speaker of the Tucson variety was seen as "Spanish from Arizona," 

"Spanish from Tucson," "Tucson Spanish from South Tucson," as well as 

"ranchera."' 

The code-switchers elicited a broad variety of terms from the listener-judges; 

•pocho from the U.S. -Mexico border" 

Tlic term •chilango" is usually used in a neptivc conte.xt to refer to the Mexican capital and its people. 

" lliesc terms indicate a sense of snobbery. 
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"casual slang" 

"from Tucson, Nacolandia: pocho sin verguenza" 

"espanol revuelto de la casa" 

"tejano espanol" 

"fronterizo " 

"espanol mocha " 

"espanol gringo " 

"latino English" 

"English from South Tucson" 

spoken by "gente mexicana que vive en USA "—called "Chicano", also 

"tipo chicano " 

"hilingiie " 

Mexican-American 

Spanish and English, as well as, 

Spanglish. 

One student, bom in Mexico, called it "ciudad-ingles. " 
One student used the term "Spanish-American Code Switch." 

Speakers and #8, the two non-native speakers of Spanish, were most commonly 

identified as from some other Latin American country, although the female speaker was 

more frequently taken for Mexican than was the male. When they were recognized as 

English-speaking Americans, the following terms were applied: 

"giiacho from USA" 

"U.S. - .Anglo accent" 

"gringo Spanish" 

"espanol americano" 

Many students found the English of Speakers #9 and #10 to be "normal" and even 

"formal." When students did perceive its accentedness, they called it: 

"English from East LA" 

"Chicano from Texas, New Mexico" 

"South-side English" 
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"English with a Mexican accent" 

"how Mexican-Americans speak" 

"ingles lejano " 

"ingles chicano " 

Thus, the term "Chicano" was readily applied to both English and to Spanish without any 

further specification. 

Designation of Generation and Heritage 

Question i?8 of the Demographic Survey (see Appendix F) yielded two types of 

information, that of country/region of the student's heritage background and number of 

generations the family has resided in the United States. Responses with respect to 

generation were coded with 

"O" = the student him-/herself was bom in a foreign country and came to the U.S. 

•• 1" = the student's parents are foreign bom, but the student was bom in the U.S. 

"2" - the student's grandparents are foreign bom; student is a second generation 

••Xmerican 

••3 " = while the student has a Hispanic heritage, for at least three generations, the family 

has resided in the U.S. 

Country of origin or heritage was coded and recorded separately, as was the additional 

information about Sonoran extraction. 

Motivation 

Student motivation for enrolling in this elective course was explored in Question 

= 9 of the Demographic Survey (see Appendix F). Motivation is analyzed from two 

contrasting perspectives; instmmental and integrative. When participants in this study 

reported about their motivation, they were presented with six possible reasons for 

enrolling in their Spanish class and an open-ended response possibility: 
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a. to better communicate with my family 

b. to improve my bilingual skills for my current or future job(s) 

c. to enhance my academics (grade point average, credit for college, etc.) 

d. to talk to my friends 

e. to listen to and watch Spanish language TV programs, films, music and radio 

f to read Spanish language newspapers, magazines and books 

g. other (please specify) 

These options were then categorized into the two motivation categories; "a," "d," "e" and 

"f were considered to be primarily integrative reasons, while "b" and "c," were coded as 

instrumental. Individual responses to "g" were interpreted as relating to one of the two 

motivation categories. 

Students were instructed to indicate their t^ most important reasons for taking 

this Spanish class and to rank order them. The rank ordering was discarded in the coding 

of the data, as this was just the method used to cause students to focus on main reasons. 

Thus, this question yielded three categories: 

"1"= instrumental motivation, if student responded with both "b" and "c"; 

"2" = integrative motivation, if student selected both first and second choices from those 

choices; and, 

" 15" = both, if the student selected two choices from two different motivation categories. 

Students" Future Plans 

Students were queried about their future plans in Question #10 (see Appendix F). 

Again, presented with a list of choices and an open-ended response possibility, students 

rank-ordered a first and second most probable direction after completing high school. 

While this question did not respond to any specific theoretical construct, the researcher 

considered several issues in including this question: 

• its importance in developing a profile of this group. 
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• the potential impact on curricular emphasis, inasmuch as high school course 

work should prepare students for their "next steps," 

• ongoing interest of universities such as the University of Arizona in attracting 

Hispanic and other minority students (Garrecht Gassen, 2000), 

• potential relatedness to language attitudes. 

The choices offered were grouped and coded for analysis as follows; 

"\" intends to attend a four-year university, in state or out of state; 

intends to attend a two-year community college or technical school 

•"3" intends to seek employment or marry 

"4": intends to enter military service 

"S": intends to return to live in home country 

"6" intends to study in Mexico. 

The distinction between first and second choice was retained in the coding of 

these responses, as a matrix representing the potential combinations was not considered 

fruitful. On the other hand, examining what second choice was given based upon a 

student " s first choice did have the possibility of deepening understanding of this variable. 

Thus, two columns of data were generated from this question, both a first most probable 

pursuit and a second most probable pursuit after high school. 

Spanish Proficiency Scaling 

Information from multiple sources was used to estimate students' Spanish 

proficiency levels. These included students' self-evaluations, examples of students' 

actual language recorded in their response packets, and teacher assessments. The 

following discussion describes their development. 

Practical considerations impacted the manner in which data on general proficiency in 

Spanish was gathered in this study: 
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• the need to safeguard teachers' instructional time; requesting more than a class period 

could begin to limit the number of teachers willing to participate in the study; 

• the need for a reliable global assessment instrument for a mixed heritage population; 

• a heightened sensitivity in schools to the over-testing of students. 

Therefore, in the interest of directness and simplicity, students were asked to give 

self-evaluations in the four areas of Reading, Writing, Oral Comprehension, and 

Speaking (see Appendix F). Rather than have students "guesstimate" positions on a 

Likert scale (which could be confounded with the listening judgement portion of the 

study just completed), students were offered three descriptive sentences for each skill 

area: 

Reading: 
1 read in Spanish easily. 
I read stories and short, informal things in Spanish easily, but newspapers, 

magazines or textbooks are sometimes difficult for me to read. 
I have trouble reading Spanish. 

Writing: 
I am confident and comfortable writing in Spanish. 
1 am confident and comfortable writing notes and personal letters in 

Spanish, but writing essays, compositions or reports is sometimes difficuh 
for me. 

I have trouble writing in Spanish. 

Listening: 
I understand spoken Spanish easily. 
I understand most spoken Spanish easily, but understanding Spanish radio, 

TV, or documentaries is sometimes difficult. 
I have trouble understanding spoken Spanish. 

Speaking: 
I can always express myself easily and best when I am speaking in Spanish. 
I can usually express myself easily in Spanish, but sometimes it can be 

difficult for me. 
I have trouble speaking in Spanish. 
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Studies of self-assessment of linguistic skills in Spanish bilinguals generally bear 

out the ability of Spanish-English bilinguals to assess their Spanish skills with some 

accuracy. Lemmon and Goggin (1989) obtained correlations for self-evaluation and 

objective language tests ranging from .30 to .84. Bahrick et al. (1994) found that the 

validity of the self-assessments varied by task and was weakest for oral comprehension. 

Delgado et al. (1999) report an average correlation coeffFicient between objective test 

results (using the Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey, Woodcock & Munoz-Sandoval, 

1993) and self-assessment ratings of .49. While the magnitude of the correlations do not 

warrant complete confidence in self-evaluation of language skills, it is clear that they tend 

in the right direction, though in many instances students may be overrating themselves. 

.A global, rather than a skill-wise, proficiency rating was sought in this study to 

use as a gauge for viewing attitude results. Thus, it is not intended that these self-

evaluations measure any sort of absolute proficiency in Spanish, but rather the 

comparative proficiency levels of students in the sample. If, in fact, they correlate to 

some objective measure, this would be an added benefit, but no effort has been made in 

this study to establish such a relationship. 

Students did make other statements about themselves and their habits in the 

survey (see .Appendix F). Using the direct self-evaluation of skills as a starting point, 

final scores were modified to reflect these other factors. For example, students' course 

enrollment level, students' extracurricular listening and reading habits, birthplace (U.S. 

vs a Hispanic country), and the quality of the comments written in their response sheet— 

viewed for accuracy of syntax and orthography—represent important filters as to the 

accuracy of any self-evaluation. Furthermore, taking the option to respond on an English 

rather than a Spanish response packet was also considered to be an important proficiency 



107 

indicator. All of the above served to mediate the level of proficiency represented by these 

scores, as described below. 

A proficiency score ranging from "1" to "5" was developed for each student by 

considering and weighting these factors named above. First, the self-evaluation levels 

(low, mid, high) were considered globally. If the student rated him-/herself with all 

"highs," a beginning score range of "4" was tentatively assigned to that student. A "3" 

was tentatively assigned when one self-rating on one skill level fell to "mid" and the 

other three remained at "high." If two or three of the skills were given a "mid" rating, that 

student was tentatively assigned a proficiency score of "2," while "mid-"ratings on all 

skills or a "low" rating on one or more skills produced a tentative, beginning score of "1." 

These beginning, tentative ratings were then adjusted in light of the other real-life 

information on the Demographic Survey and Response sheets. First, outside listening and 

reading habits were examined. If the student reported no such activity, the tentative score 

was considered perhaps a bit too high... until other factors could be considered. If the 

student reported extensive outside listening and reading, their choices were examined. 

For e.xample, if a student claimed regular reading of "El Imparcial^," this fact could cast 

doubt on that student's downgrading of reading ability, and the score could be upgraded. 

If, on the other hand, the student reported only listening to "La Zeta'*" radio station and 

listed no outside reading, then this was not considered valid for upgrading a low self-

evaluation rating in reading, for example. 

Next, the student's enrollment level was examined. Since, in schools where 

multilevels of heritage courses exist, entrance to the courses is controlled largely by 

examination or teacher recommendation, it is valid to assume that each student had been 

' " El Imparcial" is a newspaper published in Hermosillo. Sonora and distributed in Tucson at the time of 
tiic study 

' "La Zcta" is a local Spanish-language radio station broadcast in Tucson, Arizona. 
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placed at the most suitable course level. Thus, if a student was enrolled in a third level 

course, it was considered that a student could obtain a potential proficiency score of "5." 

In schools with multiple class levels, if a student was enrolled in the elementary level, 

then the ultimate proficiency score attainable was capped at "4." In school sites where 

only one level of heritage Spanish is available to students, this factor was eliminated fi^om 

consideration. 

Students' birthplace was considered next. If they reported being bom and having 

lived in Vlexico or some other Hispanic country, it was considered that a point may be 

added to their proficiency score, particularly if other factors (appropriate outside reading, 

or well-formed written comments, for example) were in place as well. If students were 

second or third generation Americans, no action was taken vis-a-vis the generation of 

their proficiency score. 

•At this point, students' written comments and written labels for identification of 

the language variety were examined for vocabulary choice, syntax, and orthography. 

Working together, these additional factors could raise or lower a student's first, tentative 

proficiency score. One factor was used to categorically decrease a student's tentative 

proficiency score by one point: the use of an English language Demographic and 

Listening Response packet, because these were distributed upon student request. 

Qualitative information fi'om teacher interviews was also invoked in the scoring 

process. Teachers discussed general proficiency levels in their classes and this 

information was used to gauge the potential veracity of students' ratings. 

After students were scored, teachers were given student names and asked to verify 

their relative proficiencies from a teacher's perspective. The scores which had been 

developed using the above procedures were calibrated and corroborated. These 

procedures provide support for the consistency of the proficiency levels firom school site 
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to school site. In this way, each student was assigned a proficiency score between "1" and 

"5" and these were entered into the SPSS statistical program. 

These student characteristics, then—age and sex of participant, generation 

category, heritage background, motivation category, fijture plans and proficiency score— 

were used to split the data file and along with ANOVA techniques, examine the influence 

of such factors on language attitudes. 

This chapter has described the research design, instruments and data collection 

both from the practical and theoretical perspectives of their development. The next 

chapter will present the findings of this study. 
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Chapter Four 

RESULTS 

This chapter presents the findings of this study that explored language attitudes of 

high-school-level heritage learners of Spanish towards four varieties of Spanish and one 

variety of English. The questions under investigation were as follows: 

1 What attitudes do high school heritage learners of Spanish hold with respect to the 

tbllovving varieties of Spanish and English; 

• a norma niral of Southern Arizona/Northern Mexico 

• norma ailta, a Mexican standard for educated Spanish 

• a code-switching variety 

• an English-accented non-native variety 

• Chicano-accented English? 

2 In a bilingual community where many marked varieties coexist, can a variety be 

identified that seems to hold more status or prestige for adolescent urban Latino 

bilinguals? 

3. What correlations exist between these attitudes and 

• students' own heritage backgrounds? 

• proficiency levels? (Are certain attitudes/ affective responses related to certain 

levels of proficiency?) 

• educational and life goals? 

• apparent motivation for Spanish study (instrumental vs. integrative 

motivation)? 

4 WTiat can be learned which may be potentially usefiil in teacher development? 
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Descriptive data on programs and on the characteristics of this heritage learner 

group are reviewed first. Next, the tests for reliability of the instrument are discussed. 

The following sections examine outcomes of correlation analyses, T-tests, ANOVA tests 

and Post Hoc texts on student judgements as well as interactions with specific 

demographic factors. Statistical analyses were conducted using the SPSS 10.0 statistical 

program. For all statistical tests, 95% confidence levels were considered significant. In 

some cases, tests yielded a higher confidence level of 99%. Correlation analyses were 

tested for statistical significance using two-tailed T-tests. Finally, the quantitative and 

qualitative results are examined with respect to the first three of the initial questions 

posed in this study. Some information gathered through qualitative interviews has been 

integrated to enrich these statistical interpretations; further trends suggested by these 

interviews are treated subsequently. 

Descriptive Data 

Twenty intact classes for heritage learners of Spanish from ten public and private 

high schools in Tucson, Arizona were the source of the data for the following descriptive 

findings. Program and instruction were reviewed, in particular with respect to curriculum, 

materials and structure, as well as placement procedures and student retention. Teacher 

preparation was also an important area of focus. The student demographics and learner 

characteristics were developed into a cohesive profile that could inform decision 

processes. 
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Programs and Teachers of Heritage Classes of Spanish 

The findings reported in this section are consolidated from interviews and 

conversations with Spanish heritage teachers, department administrators and observations 

made during classroom visits. 

Course structure. 

The most common instructional model currently used in the target community is a 

two-tiered structure; six of the ten schools involved in the study offered specialized 

elementary (level one) and more advanced (level two) courses for heritage learners. All 

of these schools also offered an Advanced Placement Spanish course where heritage and 

foreign language learners would merge into a single learning community. Thus, heritage 

learners could attain Advanced Placement level in two years, while for Anglo students, 

.Advanced Placement is usually offered at the fourth year of high school study, if at all. 

Indeed, several schools reported that with few exceptions, all of the Advanced Placement 

students were heritage learners. Thus, these Advanced Placement courses actually 

represent the third year of a sequence of study for heritage learners. Three of the schools 

offer three levels of specialized courses for heritage learners before arriving at the 

.Advanced Placement level, while one school offers additional options besides the 

.Advanced Placement class, for example literature studies. 

Placement procedures. 

Procedures for placement of students into appropriate course levels vary widely. 

In some cases, formal testing is required of each student before registration and includes, 

but is not limited to, an oral interview and a writing sample. At the other end of the 

spectrum, registration is accomplished by school counselors in consultation with the 

student about personal wishes and goals. After students are enrolled and attending class, 

teachers in these programs attempt to verify that the placement is appropriate. This may 
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be done through a formal test or informal interview. Most schools additionally report that 

newly-arrived students from Mexico and other Spanish-speaking countries are routinely 

assigned to a Spanish class for heritage learners. Ostensibly, this is done with a view 

toward enhancing students' Spanish language in the hope that stronger skills may transfer 

more readily as students acquire English. In other cases, it is reported, these students may 

be assigned to heritage courses for lack of other options for them in the system. 

Student retention. 

University entrance requirements for foreign language are reported by heritage 

learners and teachers alike to be a key factor in enrollment. For college-bound students, 

retention in heritage courses is typically for two years, enough to meet the basic 

requirement. The actual percentage of students continuing in heritage courses from year 

to year, however, generally is not tracked and was not registered as a particular concern. 

Mobility is the norm. Students and teachers do report two phenomena with respect to 

retention: 1) Since language study is not required, but is an elective at the high school 

level, students frequently express the attitude that an elective course should not require 

signit'icant personal effort. Many have elected Spanish precisely because they feel they 

already know it and therefore the class will be easy. When they are faced with important 

daily and long-term requirements, they lose interest and drop. 2) Those who do stay on 

and who continue for a second or third year, have positive feelings toward the individual 

teacher and the class style. 

Curriculum and materials. 

In all classes, at all levels, textbooks are available. The extent to which each 

teacher relies on this text is a matter of individual choice. Most teachers have personally 

set forth objectives for their students (in addition to district guidelines) and supplement 

heavily in order to pursue them. These personally developed units and approaches have 
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very little in common from teacher to teacher. For one teacher, the class must assist 

students in developing a strong sense of identity, so materials are chosen with cultural 

issues and discussion of stereotypes in mind. Sources might be the internet, songs, or 

literature. Other teachers stress note-taking and general academic skills, coupled with a 

strongly motivational focus. Students learn how they can use improved Spanish skills to 

reach or enhance career goals. Other teachers place more emphasis on literature and read 

and discuss poetry, plays, and novels with their students. 

There was universal agreement among the teachers interviewed that reading and 

writing are the key issues in the curriculum. At the first-year level, teachers stressed the 

importance of alfabeiizacidn, introducing literacy skills, increasing vocabulary, and 

especially stressing "academic Spanish" as opposed to the students' home variety. Most 

teachers used readings to stimulate discussion from which to write. Spelling and correct 

grammar and application of rules of accentuation became important instructional themes 

at the elementary level. Practice in these skills continued at advanced levels of study as 

well. 

Teacher preparation. 

In most instances, teachers' formal training was for teaching Spanish as a foreign 

language. In most instances, teachers continued to instruct "foreign language" sections of 

Spanish to complete the requirements for a full-time contract. In several cases, however, 

teachers" other teaching assignments had nothing to do with Spanish; Spanish for heritage 

learners was in some instances the only Spanish course a teacher instructed. Also for 

some teachers, their training was in other areas, for example, ESL or Bilingual Education 

or even Business. Most felt that their main qualification for teaching these sections was 

their own status as a native speaker of Spanish. Additionally, teachers reported a strong 

affmity toward their students, a joy and dedication to working with this particular group. 
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in spite of the fact that many also reported high levels of frustration. This teaching 

assignment was by and large their personal choice. 

Description of Heritage Learners of Spanish in the Study 

The frequency statistics for the following analyses can be found in Appendix H. 

The study involved 238 participants, 134 female and 104 male. They ranged in age from 

13 to 19, with the 14- through 17-year-old group comprising 77.4% of the sample. 

Founeen-year-olds account for an additional 15.5%. All students were enrolled in four-

year high schools, and heritage Spanish classes included students from multiple grades: 

of the sample, 65 (27.3%) were freshmen, 72 (30.3%) were sophomores, 63 (26.5%) 

were juniors, and 38 (16%) were seniors. Thus, with respect to basic demographics of 

sex, age, and academic level, this sample population represents a fairly even cross-

section, while it emphasizes the middle high school years. 

.-V telephone survey was used to identify ten Tucson school sites with established 

programs in "Spanish for Heritage Learners" (although no school site labels them with 

this name). Two of the schools with large enrollments of heritage learners were Salpointe 

Catholic High School and Sunnyside High School, each with two teachers for this group; 

therefore, 98 (41.1%) of the students in the sample attended one of these two schools, in 

approximately equal proportions. Amphitheater High School, Tucson Magnet High 

School and Pueblo High School contributed another 80 (33.7%) of the participants in 

approximately equal proportions. Thus, the study sample included approximately equal 

numbers from North-side as well as South-side neighborhoods. The remaining 25.1% of 

students in the sample attended one of five other high schools: Catalina, Rincon or Palo 

Verde High Schools (following a trajectory eastward in the city), or Cholla High School 
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or Desert View High School, in the southwest and southeast comers of Tucson, 

respectively (see Appendix I). 

In these schools, the courses for which students in this study were registered carry 

a variety of names; Spanish for Natives, Native Spanish, Spanish for Spanish-Speakers. 

Courses exist at level I, level II, and in some cases also level HI. In several schools, while 

the courses were not nominally reserved for native speakers, school demographics or 

school policy dictated the almost exclusive enrollment of Latino heritage learners in 

courses with names like AP Spanish, Elementos-Honoxs, or Advanced Honors Spanish. 

Entrance into the classes was controlled by a variety of factors, testing and counselor or 

teacher recommendation being the most common. The breakdown in the student sample 

for this study was as follows: 107 level I students (45%); 85 level II students (35.7%); 28 

level III students (11.7%); and, 18 AP students (7.6%) (see Appendix H4). 

The cultural and linguistic backgrounds of the students represent another 

demographic variable of interest to teachers and program developers who work with 

heritage learners (see Appendix H5). In this study, 110 students (46.2%) were themselves 

immigrants to the United States, bora outside the USA. Another 105 students (44.1%) 

were second generation Americans (following Rumbaut, 1998), whose parents were 

foreign-bom. Only 32 students (9.2%) were of families residing in the USA for three 

generations or longer. (One student who explained that she was not of Hispanic 

background at all took part in the study and participated in classes for heritage learners.) 

The national origin of the students was also investigated. An overwhelming 

proportion of the students were of Mexican descent (224 students or 94.1%). Of these, 

125 (74% of the Mexican population or 52.5% of the total sample) were of Sonoran 

extraction, that is, they have family ties to Sonora, the northern Mexican state adjacent to 

.Arizona. wide spectrum of Latin American countries was represented in the remaining 
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group: 1 of Chilean descent, 1 of Peruvian descent, 3 of Puerto Rican heritage, 1 of 

Cuban background, and 4 of Central American descent (Panama-1, GuatemaIa-4, EI 

Salvador-1, Nicaragua-1). However, 55 students of Mexican descent failed to answer the 

question with respect to Sonora, thus, it may be that the percentage of students of 

Sonoran extraction is higher still. 

With respect to motivation for enrolling in these courses, the results show that 124 

of the sample (52.1%) had dominantly instrumental motivations for pursuing Spanish 

study. .Another 95 students (39.9%) indicated at least partially instrumental motivation, 

and only 16 students in the sample (6.7%) said they were pursuing Spanish study for 

integrative reasons (see Appendix H7), 

The breakdown of students' plans for the future revealed that the first choice for 

51 3° 0 (122 students) of this sample was to attend a four-year university. When the 69 

students who intended to attend a two-year college or technical school were added to the 

tlrst group, 83% of the sample intended to pursue their education in the United States 

after high school as their highest priority. An additional 12 students (5%) planed to study 

in Mexico. Thus, 88% of the sample considers themselves college bound. The picture 

shifted dramatically, however, when students' second choices were examined. Only 

56 7% of the sample listed university or college study as their second choice; in other 

words, they did not simply consider another type of post-secondary institution as their 

second option. Instead, 61 students (25.6%) would go to work or marry and 21 (8.8%) 

would return to live in their country of origin. Thus, it may be that while a significant 

majority of this group aspires to higher education, if circumstances are not favorable, 

many fewer may actually achieve this goal (see Appendix H8 and H9). 

Students evaluated themselves with respect to their ease in reading, writing, 

listening and speaking of Spanish. Frequency analyses revealed that 74.8% and 55.9% 
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claimed to understand spoken Spanish and read Spanish with ease, respectively. While 

50.1°'o claimed to speak Spanish with ease, only 38.7% claimed to write Spanish with 

ease. Conversely, whereas only 1% of the sample claimed to have difficulty 

understanding spoken Spanish, 3% had difficulty speaking Spanish, and 5% reported 

difficulty reading Spanish; 7.6% admitted to having difficulty in writing Spanish (see 

Appendix H10-H13). Repeated one-sample T-tests were conducted, comparing mean 

scores for each pair of skills. All results were significant (a< .05), indicating that, as a 

whole, students in the sample reported significantly different skill levels in each of the 

four areas of reading, writing, listening comprehension and speaking. Furthermore, 

generation (of residence in the U.S.) was an important factor related to these differences, 

as tested by Analysis of Variance (a < .05). 

Using these data to develop a general profile, we found that the average student 

enrolled in heritage classes in Tucson was most probably of Mexican background, of 

Sonoran extraction, and a fairly recent arrival to the United States (within one 

generation). Most of the students were instrumentally motivated, often linked to issues of 

GP.A and university entrance requirements, as a majority saw themselves as college-

bound. Self-reported proficiency levels across the skill areas varied widely with longevity 

in the United States, and writing posed considerably greater problems for these students 

than reading, speaking or listening comprehension. Many students found reading more 

accessible than speaking. Regular listening to Spanish radio stations was reported by 

49,8° b of the students; the stations were either local stations or stations broadcast fi'om 

Nogales. With respect to regular reading, a somewhat small, but still strong percentage, 

40.8% reported that they regularly read Spanish-language newspapers and periodicals. 

Favored radio stations and publications are listed in Appendix J. 
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Reliability of the Instrument 

A number of statistical tests were run to test the reliability of the instrument. 

Cronbach's .Alpha test allows us to study properties of the measurement scale and the 

items which comprise them. It is a model of internal consistency based on average inter-

item correlation. The reliability analysis (where a = 1.00 is considered highly reliable) 

yielded an a of .805 for the seven items related to status (items 2 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 13 on the 

listening response sheets) and an even stronger a of .852 for the seven items supporting 

the measure for solidarity (item numbers 1, 3, 6, 9, 11, 12, 14) (see Appendix C or D). 

These a levels indicate high internal consistency and, thus, reliability for the 

measurement scales used for these affinity constructs. 

Cronbach's Alpha Reliability test was also used to investigate instrument 

reliability for each of the ten speakers individually. Status and Solidarity scores were 

shown to be internally consistent, thus highly reliable, for all speakers on both variables 

(see Table 2). 

Table 2: Cronbach's Alpha Reliability Coefficients by Speaker 

STATUS SOLroARITY 
Spkn?l .79 

.76 
.80 

Spkr~2 
Spkn?3 
Spkn?4 
Spkn?5 
Spkr#6 

.84 

.86 

.80 

.79 

.78 

.78 

.83 

.81  .85 

.87 

.87 

.85 

.84 

.84 

.85 

.87 

88 

Spkn?7 

Spkn^ 10 
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No significant variation from the aggregate Alphas given above was detected for any 

individual speaker for either affinity construct. The lowest was on Status for Speaker #2 

(female standard Mexican Spanish speaker), while the highest was for the same speaker 

on the Solidarity construct. 

Results of a Pearson correlation test for interrelatedness of the items constituting 

each of the affinity constructs. Status and Solidarity, show the inter-item correlations in 

all cases to be significant. Respective semantic differential items for Solidarity and Status 

were tested separately. These matrices are displayed in Table 3. 

In the Solidarity measure, all items showed similar correlation coefficients. For 

Status, one of the semantic differential items, item number 7 (r/ca <->pobre ; rich <-> 

poor), although still correlated at the a = .01 level, reveals a much weaker correlation 

coetTicient. In other words, conceptually and semantically, it may not have aligned as 

well with the other items. This may be indicative of different cultural connotations of 

these words referring to wealth. 

The correlation between the measures for the categories of Status and Solidarity 

was also tested. A Pearson correlation coefficient of .709 was calculated, indicating a 

high positive correlation between Status and Solidarity; that is, the two measures tended 

to move in the same direction. Student responses tended to be more favorable for both 

dependent variables or less favorable for both variables but did not tend to be favorable 

for Solidarity while unfavorable for Status, for example. 
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Table 3: Pearson Correlations for Items on Variables STATUS A SOf .mARTTY * 

STATUS 

N = 2376 

Qu 2 Qu 4 Qu 5 Qu 7 Qu 8 Qu 10 Qu 13 

Qu 2 - .424 .410 .183 .555 .468 .409 

Qu 4 .424 - .325 .270 .444 .483 .355 

Qu 5 .410 .325 - .147 .420 .379 .375 

Qu 7 .183 .270 .147 - .222 .237 .147 

Qu8  .555 .444 .420 .222 - .552 .447 

Qu 10 .468 .483 .379 .237 .552 - .459 

Qu 13 .409 .355 .375 .147 .447 .459 -

SOLIDARITY 

N = 2376 

Qu 1 Qu3 Qu 6 Qu9 Qu 11 Qu 12 Qu 14 

Qu 1 - .525 .438 .591 .438 .402 ,463 

Qu3  .525 - .440 .488 .438 .375 .480 

Qu6  .438 .440 - .473 .475 .391 ,399 

Qu9  .591 .488 .473 - .480 .440 .563 

Qu 11 .438 .438 .475 .480 - .496 .403 

Qu 12 .402 .375 .391 .440 .496 - ,341 

Qu 14 .463 .480 .399 .563 .403 .341 -

All correlation coefidents are significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

* Question items are semantic differential pairs (see Appendix C or D). 
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Next, a factor analysis was conducted on the Status and Solidarity constructs and 

Eigenvalues were calculated to determine sources of variability within the construas. 

Inasmuch as the correlation coefficient is an index of association, the procedures used to 

understand these associations analyze each factor based upon the correlations among the 

total set of variables in the matrix. The procedure uses sum of squares to maximize the 

measures of the variance accounted for. 

In the component matrix, the farther each factor loading is found to be from zero, 

the more generalizable that variable is to the component. This analysis is used to 

exemplify the patterns of correlations between the variables. The data in this study was 

found suitable for this analysis, since it was interval data and the necessary correlation 

coefficients could first be computed. 

The component matrices, both for Status and for Solidarity (see Table 4), show 

that the semantic differential items, as given on the Student Listening Response 

Instrument, loaded very well. Particularly for Solidarity, the consistency of the 

component factors show that the items worked together well and were all measuring the 

same construct. For Status, the commonalities are also compelling, although, again the 

lower component factor for Item 7 (rich-poor) indicates a weakness in this formulation; 

item 7 may be measuring a slightly different construct from the other six as it does not 

load as well. 

The principal component analysis is the extraction of principle factors from the 

correlation matrix. The factors give the best least-squares fit to the entire correlation 

matrix, accounting for the maximum obtainable amount of the total correlation matrix. 

Principal factors are seldom interpreted beyond the first component. The later factors 

consist of subsets of the variables, but are more difficult to interpret (Gorsuch, 1974). 



123 

Here, the Eigenvalues, also known as "characteristic roots," explain the sources of the 

variance in the Status and Solidarity formulations with respect to the items. 

Component 1 in Table 4 refers to the aggregate items associated with Status (and 

Solidarity, separately). This first component accounts for 47.0% and 53.4% of the 

variance. Thus, in both cases the semantic differential items used did a good job of 

encompassing the constructs. Inclusion of additional items relating to each construct 

might have served to increase the amount of variance accounted for. 

Table 4: Factor Analysis for Items on STATUS and SOUDARITY 

Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

STATUS 

Total Variance Explained 
Initial 

Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums 

of Squared Loadings 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

3.29 46.97 
.93 13.32 
.67 9.62 
.62 8.88 
.57 8.21 
.50 7.11 
.41 5.90 

60.29 
69.91 
78.78 
86.99 
94.10 
100.00 

46.97 3.29 46.97 46.97 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

Component Matrix for STATUS 
Component 1 

Qu 2 

Qu 4 

Qu 5 

Qu 7 

Qu 8 

Qu 10 

Qu 13 

.746 

.697 

.642 

.384 

.791 

.773 

.681 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 1 component extracted. 

(cont.) 
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(Table 4 - continued) 

SOLIDARITY 

Total Variance Explained 
Initial Extraction Sums 

Eigenvalues of Squared Loadings 
Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 3.74 53.37 53.37 3.74 53.37 53.37 
2 .76 10.85 64.22 
3 .60 8.53 72.75 
4 .55 7.84 80.58 
5 .52 7.37 87.95 
6 .48 6.80 94.75 
7 .37 5.30 100.00 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 

Component Matrix for STATUS 

Component 1 

Qu 1 .762 

Qu 3 .735 

Qu 6 .704 

Qu 9 .799 

Qu11 .728 

Qu12 .663 

Qu14 .715 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis 1 component extracted. 
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Attitudes toward Varieties of Spanish and English 

Total language evaluation mean scores were first calculated as a composite and 

examined by the five test language varieties.' Table 5 displays these descriptive statistics. 

•An absolute high score of 70 and an absolute low of 14 were possible in this 

configuration. 

Table 5: Means of Total Language Evaluation SumScores by Language Variety 

95% confidence interval 

N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Eiror for Mean 

Lower Bnd Upper Bnd 

Variil SMS 476 50.92 8.91 0.41 50.12 51.72 

Var =^4 NN 476 50.85 8.43 0.39 50.09 51.61 

Var =5 ChE 473 50.51 8.94 0.41 49.70 51.31 

Var =2 TUC 475 45.72 10.89 0.50 44.74 46.70 

Var 43 CS 476 45.19 10.13 0.46 44.28 46.10 

Var - Variety 
SMS - Standard Mcxican Spanish, norma culta from the ccntral Mexican highlands 
Tuc - Tucson or northern Sonora vernacular Spanish, norma rural 
N'N - Spanish spoken by non-nalive Anglo speakers of Spanish 
CS - Codc-Switching variety-
ChE - English spoken with a light Chicano acccnt 

From these means, the beginnings of a hierarchical order of preference can be 

extracted. A Oneway ANOVA test was used to establish significant levels of difference 

(a < 01). A Post Hoc Tukey test was used to determine where the significant differences 

• Tlicsc mean scores were calculated by finding the mean of the responses for all semantic differential pairs 
associated with each particular language variety. For example, for the variety SMS, this mean score is the 
total sum of the response scores (QI+Q2+Q3+...Q14) by subject divided by the number of subjects, 238 if 
all subjects responded for that variety. (M = (S (scores for QI ...Q14)/14 / N) 
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fall. The results indicate two relatively homogeneous groupings. The standard Mexican 

Spanish, the non-native Anglo-accented variety and Chicano-accented English all fell 

into an "upper" group. These showed no significant differences amongst themselves, but 

were all significantly different from the "lower" group, the code-switching and 

Tucson/northern Sonora variety. These latter two varieties were not significantly different 

from each other (a > .05). This most basic level of analysis, then, permits a begirming 

ordering of preferences toward the test varieties: standard Mexican Spanish, non-native 

Spanish and the Chicano-accented English were all preferred over local Tucson Spanish 

and code-switching varieties. 

The following attitude results are analyzed and reported with reference to the two 

affinity dimensions of Solidarity and Status.^ The mean scores for each test variety are 

reported in Table 6. The maximum possible score is 35, while the minimum possible 

score is 7, as there are seven items for each affinity dimension and each has a minimum 

score of I and a maximum of 5 possible. These basic statistical resuUs on the dependent 

variables are the basis for the remaining analysis. 

- Tlicsc mean scores were calculated by finding the mean of the responses for semantic differential pairs 
associated with the Status dimensioiu then those associated with the Solidarity dimension, for each 
l:mguage variet>'. For e.xample. for the variety SMS, this mean score for Status is the total sum of the 
response scores for questions Q2+Q4-I-Q5+Q7+Q8+QI0+Q13 by subject divided by the number of 
subjects. 238 if all subjects responded. (M = (Z (scores for Q2+Q4+Q5+Q7+Q8+Q10+Q13)/7 /1^. 
Q l-^-Q3-K56+Q9+Qll+Q12+QI4 are used in the formula to calculate the mean scores for Solidarity. 
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Table 6: Status and Solidarity Means by Language Variety 

95% confidence interval 

N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error for Mean 
ST.\TUS Lower Bnd llDoer Bnd 
Var#l SMS 476 26.09 5.15 0.24 25.62 26.56 

Var=4 NN 476 25.59 4.97 0.23 25.15 26.04 

Varf;5 ChE 473 25.51 5.13 0.24 25.04 25.97 

Var^3 C-S 476 23.36 5.86 0.27 22.84 23.89 

Var#2 Tuc 475 23.18 6.16 0.28 22.62 23.74 

95% confidence interval 

N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error for Mean 

SOLIDARITY Lower Bnd Uoner Bnd 

VaP?4 NN 476 25.26 4.39 0.20 24.86 25.65 

Van?5 ChE 473 25.00 4.47 0.21 24.60 25.41 

Var^ I SMS 476 24.83 4.69 0.21 24.4 25.25 

Vant2 Tuc 475 22.53 5.51 0.25 22.04 23.03 

Van?3 CS 476 21.82 5.07 0.23 21.37 22.27 

Var - Viiricty 
SMS - Siandard Mcxican Spanish, norma culta from the central Mexican highlands 
Tuc - Tucson or northern Sonora vernacular Spanish, norma nirai 
NN - Spanish spoken by non-native Anglo speakers of Spanish 
CS - Code-Switching variety 
ChE - English spoken with a light Chicano accent 

Inspection again yields a hierarchy of preferences: with respect to Status, the 

subjects preferred the standard Mexican Spanish. Spanish spoken by Anglo non-native 

speakers is preferred over Chicano-accented English, while code-switching is preferred 

over the local Tucson-northem Sonora Spanish. Qualitative data indicates with respect to 

status that students felt that a code-switcher, who also would speak good English, could 

hold better jobs, be more educated, have higher status. 

With respect to Solidarity, the non-native variety received the highest ratings with 

English following. Both were rated more favorably on the Solidarity scales than standard 
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Mexican Spanish. For Solidarity, the local Tucson-northern Sonora Spanish was 

preferred over code-switching. 

The standard deviations are lowest for the non-native variety and highest for the 

Tucson variety. This would indicate that there was more agreement on the attitude 

judgements of the study's respondents when it came to the non-native speakers of 

Spanish, and a much wider range of responses with respect to local Tucson Spanish. 

Overall, means of sum scores were higher with respect to Status than to Solidarity, 

although the variability of judgements as reflected in the Standard Deviation and 

Standard Error statistics was also greater for Status. 

The question remains whether any of these effects are statistically significant. 

Results of the Analysis of Variance test showed that the Between Groups differences 

with respect to Status and Solidarity were highly significant (a < .01). A Post Hoc Tukey 

HSD was conducted to determine which specific varieties could be considered 

significantly different. All differences discussed below were significant at the .01 level. 

The data did not pass a Homogeneity of Variances test, causing some reservation about 

the reliability of these results; nevertheless, the Tukey test is known to be reasonably 

robust even with non-homogeneous variances. 

For Status, there were no significant differences in the means between standard 

.Mexican Spanish, the non-native variety or Chicano-accented English at any point. There 

were significant differences between these three varieties and the code-switching and 

Tucson-Sonora varieties at every point. Differences between the code-switching and 

Tucson-Sonora varieties themselves were never significant. With respect to the Status 

dimension, then, the significant differences in the means separated the varieties into two 

homogeneous groupings: Group 1: standard Mexican Spanish, the non-native variety and 

the Chicano-accented English, and. Group 2: the code-switching and Tucson-Sonora 
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varieties. An identical pattern was revealed with respect to the Solidarity dimension. 

Thus, at this point, it would appear that students in the sample clearly distinguished three 

higher status varieties: standard Mexican Spanish, non-native Anglo-accented Spanish 

and Chicano-accented English; and two lower status varieties: code-switching and 

Tucsonense,"' These categories held for both status and solidarity dimensions of 

language attitudes. 

.A. next question is to investigate whether the gender of the speaker was related to 

significant differences in language attitudes. Means for Solidarity and Status viewed by 

Speaker Gender are exhibited in Table 7. 

Table 7: Solidarity and Status bv Sneaker Gender 

STATUS SOLffiARITY 

N Mean Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev. 

Male Speakers 238 25 .14 5.09 24.83 4.69 

Female Speakers 237 24.36 6.05 22.95 5.21 

Overall, female speakers were downgraded as compared to male speakers, 

although there was far wider range in the judgements as shown by the higher standard 

deviation statistics for female speakers. A T-test verified these means to be significantly 

different at the .01 level. 

.At this point, the level of analysis is refined to consider each individual speaker 

separately, as a representative of a particular variety, as a representative of a particular 

gender, but also as manifesting other clear distinctions in their individual speech style, 

register and voice sample. The following table displays the means of the sum scores by 

speaker in descending order of preference for both Status and Solidarity. An absolute 



130 

minimum of 7 and an absolute maximum score of 35 would be possible in the calculation 

of these mean scores.^ Speaker numbers are consistent with those used in Chapter 3. For 

ease of interpretation, they are repeated here. 

Table 8: Sum Score Means for Status and Solidarity by Speaker 
95% confidence interval 

N Mean Std. Dev. Std. Error for Mean 
STATUS L. Bnd U. Bnd 
Spkrs2/SMS female 238 26.74 5.43 0.35 26.04 27.43 
Spkr^ 10/ChEfemale 236 25.79 5.39 0.35 25.10 26.48 
Spkr^8/NN female 238 25.63 5.15 0.33 24.98 26.29 
Spkr^7/NN male 238 25.55 4.80 0.31 24.91 26.17 
Spkn?l/SMS male 238 25.45 4.77 0.31 24.83 26.05 
Spkrr?9/ChE male 237 25.22 4.85 0.32 24.60 25.84 
Spkr??3/Tuc male 237 24.99 5.20 0.34 24.33 25.66 
Spkr^5/CS male 238 24.49 5.75 0.37 23.75 25.22 
Spkr#6/CS female 238 22.24 5.77 0.37 21.50 22.98 
Spkr#4/Tuc female 238 21.38 6.51 0.42 20.55 22.21 

SOLIDARITY 
Spknf7/NN male 238 26.44 3.97 0.26 25.93 26.94 
Spkr^l/SMS male 238 26.00 4.45 0.29 25.43 26.57 
Spkrr lO/ChEfcmale 236 25.53 4.64 0.30 24.93 26.12 
Spkr#3/Tuc male 237 24.76 4.42 0.29 24.20 25.33 
Spkr#9/ChE male 237 24,48 4.25 0.28 23.93 25.02 
Spkr#8/NN female 238 24.08 4.48 0.29 23.51 24.65 
Spkr#2/SMS female 238 23.66 4.62 0.30 23.07 24.25 
Spkr#5/CS male 238 22.46 5.22 0.34 21.79 23.12 
Spkr#6/CS female 238 21.19 4.83 0.31 20.57 21.81 
Spkn^4/Tuc female 238 20.32 5.59 0.36 19.60 21.03 

Speaker #1 (Spkr#l) - male - Mexican Standard Spanish {norma culta) 
Speaker #2 (Spkr#2) - female - Mexican Standard Spanish {noma culta) 
Speaker #3 (Spkr#3) - male - Sonoran/Tucsonan Spanish {norma rural) 
Speaker #4 (Spkr#4) -female - Sonoran/Tucsonan Spanish {norma rural) 
Speaker #5 (Spkr#5) - male - Code- Switching Variety 
Speaker #6 (Spkr#6) - female - Code- Switching Variety 
Speaker #7 (Spkr#7) - male - Non-native (Anglo) speaker of Spanish 
Speaker #8 (Spkr#8) - female - Non-native (Anglo) speaker of Spanish 
Speaker #9 (Spkr#9) - male - Ughtly Cliicano-accent^ English 
Speaker #10 (Spkr#10) - female - lightly Chicano-accented EngUsh 
L. Bnd - Lower Bound; U. End. - Upper Bound 

Tlie calculation of these mean scores are similar to the previous calculations except that a more limited 
field is considered in each, i.e.. only those score sheets corresponding to each individual speaker. 
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Before discussing these mean scores, the result of paired-samples correlations and 

T-tests will be reported. These tests were conducted separately for each individual 

speaker to determine whether each speakers' Status and Solidarity scores were correlated 

and whether there were significant differences. The results of these tests indicate that, 

without exception, for each of the ten speakers, their evaluations on Status and Solidarity 

dimensions are positively correlated, i.e., if Status improved so did Solidarity. In 

addition, the difference in the mean scores on these dimensions—investigated separately 

by speaker—are significant, except in two cases. For the female English speaker and the 

male speaker of Tucson Spanish, the Status and Solidarity means do not manifest 

significance in their level of difference. These results would indicate that for these 

student participants. Status and Solidarity were indeed two separate concepts, but that 

they were not opposed, but rather correlated. 

Returning to the discussion of the information in Table 7, a first observation with 

respect to Status is that the generally upgraded varieties of standard Mexican, non-native 

Spanish, and Chicano-accented English—when compared to the code-switching and 

Tucson varieties —manifest a reversal in the preference expressed toward female vs. male 

speakers. That is, for the three "better" varieties, female speakers are rated more highly 

than men, as attested by the means of the sum scores. The female speakers of the less 

accepted varieties, code-switching and "Tucsonense," however are downgraded when 

compared with the respective male speakers. In fact, the top three speakers in Status are 

female and the bottom two are female. Differences in language evaluations associated 

with gender of the speaker are amply documented (Giles & Powesland, 1975; Elyan, et 

al.. 1978; Kramarae, 1982; Fasold, 1990; Smith, 1979). It is a frequent observation that 

the most advantage accrues to female speakers of standard dialects and that vernacular 
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forms are more readily accepted from males. The findings in the current study seem to 

confirm these tendencies. 

The male speakers fall between these groups of female speakers. The three males 

of the higher status varieties were also those who manifested the steadiest judgement 

levels of all the speakers; that is, the standard deviation and standard error statistics for 

these three speakers are lowest. There is more agreement about what is good than about 

what is not good. 

When the Solidarity dimension is examined, again the male non-native speaker is 

judged most consistently, showing the smallest standard deviation and standard error. In 

Solidarity, the males outrank the females and, in particular, the non-native and standard 

VIexican Spanish speakers are most favored. The only female who is really upgraded is 

the English-speaker and the only male speaker falling toward the bottom of the hierarchy 

is the code-switcher. The most remarkable turn-around in students' evaluations occurred 

with respect to the female speaker of standard Mexican Spanish. While she was ranked 

most highly in terms of Status, her Solidarity ranking fell right to the bottom, only 

floating above the three consistently downgraded speakers, the code-switchers and the 

female speaker of the Tucson vernacular. Another shift in hierarchical placement worth 

noting is that of the male speaker of Tucson Spanish. While he was saliently downgraded 

in terms of Status, ranking fourth from the bottom, he moved to fourth from the top for 

Solidarity and in front of the male English guise, which, interestingly, was the same 

speaker. 

To investigate the significance of the differences in these means, ANOVA with 

Post Hoc Tukey tests were conducted. Again, the absence of homogeneity of the 

variances diminishes the reliability of the tests, even though they are considered quite 

robust against this condition in as much as the N sizes are equal. The ANOVA showed 
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significant differences Between Groups for speakers, both when broken down into Status 

variables as well as Solidarity variables (a < .01). 

Examining the Status variable first, pair-wise differences were significant in the 

following configuration; The top three speakers with respect to Status (the female 

speakers of standard Mexican Spanish, Chicano-accented English and the non-native 

variety) all showed significant differences in means as compared to the female speakers 

of the code-switch and Tucson varieties, e.g., the two least esteemed. In addition, the top-

ranked speaker with respect to Status (female SMS) was also shown to be significantly 

ditTerent from the male speakers of those same two low-esteem varieties, code-switching 

and "Tucsonense." Looking at the male speakers who were ranked fourth through sixth 

on the scale for Status (representing varieties NN, SMS and ChE), mean differences are 

also significant when compared to the female code-switch and the female "Tucsonense" 

speakers The bottom four speakers, that is both the male and female speakers of the 

code-switching and "Tucsonense" varieties reveal statistically significant differences with 

the top speaker, the female speaker of standard Mexican Spanish. The speakers ranked 

second through eighth reflect no significant differences in their means as they are 

compared with each other in a pairwise fashion. Conversely, the female code-switch and 

"Tucsonense" speakers have means significantly different from those of all other 

speakers, except each other. In this way, the speakers can be seen as falling into the 

following homogeneous ranked groupings; 

femalcSMS 

fcmaleChE-femaleNN-maleNN-maleSMS-maleChE 

maleTuc-maleCS 

femaleCS-femaleTuc. 

We can say that, for this sample, the female speaker of standard Mexican Spanish 

received highest esteem and the low esteem varieties are code-switching and the local 
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Tucson/northern Sonora variety, where female speakers are further downgraded as 

compared to males. 

Examining the significant differences on the pair-wise analysis for the Solidarity 

variable, the situation is more complex. Table 9 will serve to highlight the significant 

differences. 

Table 9; Si2nificant PifTerences in Means, by Speaker, on Solidarity 

Tukev Post Hoc 
SQLrPARITY 
NN male 

significantly different means 
Tuc male 
ChE male 
NN female 
SMS female 
CS male 
CS female 
Tuc female 

non-significant differences 
SMS male 
ChEfemale 

SMS male  ChE male 
NN female 
SMS female 
CS male 
CS female 
Tuc female 

NN male 
ChEfemale 
Tuc male 

ChEfemale NN female 
SMS female 
CS male 
CS female 
Tuc female 

NN male 
SMS male 
Tuc male 
ChE male 

Tuc male NN male 
CS male 
CS female 
Tuc female 

SMS male 
ChE female 
ChE male 
SMS female 
NN female 

ChE male NN male 
SMS male 
CS male 
CS female 
Tuc female 

ChE female 
Tuc male 
NN female 
SMS female 

(cont) 
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(Table 9 - continued) 

NN female NN male 
SMS male 
ChE female 
CS male 
CS female 
Tuc female 

Tuc male 
ChE male 
SMS female 

SMS female  NN male 
SMS male 
ChE female 
CS female 
Tuc female 

Tuc male 
ChE male 
SMS female 
CS male 

(com.) 
CS iiuilc NN male SMS female 

SMS male CS female 
ChE female 
Tuc male 
ChE male 
NN female 
Tuc female 

CS female NN male 
SMS male 
ChE female 
Tuc male 
ChE male 
NN female 
SMS female 

CS male 
Tuc female 

Tuc female NN male 
SMS male 
ChE female 
Tuc male 
ChE male 
NN female 
SMS female 
CS male 

CS female 

There are many significant differences in means for Solidarity. First, the top 

Solidarity carrier, the non-native male speaker, has a mean score which is significantly 

different from all others, excepting the second- and tiiird- ranked speakers, the male 

speaker of standard Mexican Spanish and female Chicano-accented English speaker. But 
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the second ranked speaker (male SMS) already presents a different configuration of 

significant differences, in that his mean score, while significantly different from all of the 

lower six speakers' mean scores, is also not significantly different from the male speaker 

of Tucson vernacular. Thus, for these male speakers, the local variety did not carry 

significantly less Solidarity than the standard Mexican variety. The female English 

speaker was significantly different from only the lower five speakers and also did not 

show significant mean differences as compared to any of those male speakers just 

mentioned nor the male speaker of English. And that male speaker of English manifested 

significant differences only with the top two varieties (male NN and male SMS) and the 

bottom three varieties (the two CS and female Tuc). With respect to Solidarity, the male 

speaker of Tucson Spanish was only significantly different from the top speaker (male 

NN) and the three bottom speakers, the two code-switchers and the female speaker of 

"Tucsonense." The female non-native and female standard Mexican speakers both show 

significant differences in mean as compared to the top three speakers and as well as the 

bottom three, but to none of the group of four in the middle. Even when considering the 

lowest three speakers in terms of Solidarity ratings, the male code-switcher shows no 

ditTerence in mean compared to the female code-switcher, but does show a significant 

difference compared to the female speaker of "Tucsonense" who is at the bottom. On the 

other hand, there is no significant difference between the means of the male code-

switcher and the female speaker of standard Mexican for Solidarity. When considering 

the female code-switcher, however, her mean was significantly different from the means 

of all other speakers in the sample except the male code-switcher and female Tucson 

speaker. And finally, the only mean which was not significantly different from the female 

"Tucsonense" speaker was that of the female code-switcher. This complex step-wise 

relationship might be depicted thus: 
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{maleNN 
ImaleSMS {maleSMS 
) femaleChE {femaleChE {femaleChE 

{male! uc {maleT uc (male T uc 
{maleC hE {maleChE 

{{femaleNN 
-femaleSMS {femaleSMS 

{maleCS {maleCS 
(femaleCS {femaleCS 

{femaleTuc 

Using this complex matrix, we can deduce from this exceedingly step-wise 

configuration that students as a whole had a very unclear picture of their solidarity issues. 

There was a great deal of divergence within the sample with respect to Solidarity. While 

the fine distinctions might seem to be clear cut preferences, in fact, the researcher 

believes this to be an artifact of high variances and conflicting judgements, probably 

reflecting an inhibition toward expressing true preferences, as evidenced in the larger 

standard deviations for the low-esteem speakers. 

The fact that students chose a non-native male speaker of Spanish as by far their 

highest example of solidarity is quite surprising. The fact that the only female speaker for 

whom they demonstrated solidarity was the English speaker is also startling. While 

students tended to hold the female speakers up for Status, their feelings of solidarity 

tended toward male speakers. That the male speaker of Tucson/Sonoran Spanish was 

upgraded relative to his status score is important, as is the fact that there is no significant 

difference between him and either of the standard Mexican Spanish speakers nor either of 

the English Speakers. Thus, the Tucson variety used by a male did evoke a great deal of 

positive Solidarity. The two code-switching speakers as well as the female "Tucsonense" 
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speaker failed to attract much Solidarity."* It is probable that these low evaluations reflect 

the pervasive finding in Matched-Guise research of "linguistic self-hatred." It has been 

typical for subjects in these studies to downgrade the very varieties which they speak, 

adopting the judgements and stereotypes of the dominant language group. It would 

appear that this conflicted effect holds for the current research, inasmuch as up to 83% of 

respondents may be presumed to be speakers of these varieties.' 

It is worth pausing here for a moment to examine and compare the language 

judgements attributed to the three varieties which were presented under a truly Matched-

Guise design. We recall that the male voices for the varieties of code-switching, local 

Tucson Spanish and Chicano-accented English were all produced by a single individual, 

a native Tucsonan. If there is validity to the Matched-Guise technique, then, test results 

should yield significant differences in the judgements with respect to this individual. And 

they did. This English guise showed a significant difference with respect to the code-

switching guise in every test. The guise for local Tucson Spanish, when viewed in the 

Status dimension, grouped with the code-switch guise, whereas in the Solidarity 

dimension, it grouped with the English guise. 

Thus, it can be said that distinct judgements were indeed elicited from 

respondents based upon the variety of language used by an individual and not by other 

confounding voice perception factors. 

' It is important here to mention an important distinction in the quality of the speech samples for male and 
female Tucsonensc" speakers. Me.\ican American Spanish, depending on sp^ and formality of the 
register used, can either assume charaaeristics of a phonologicily "radical" dialect or a "conservative" 
one. wherein the distinction lies in the proximity of pronunciation to written Spanish (Hidalgo 1987). In the 
case of these male and female speakers of Tucson Spanish, there was indeed a difference in this regard. 
Tlius. tlie female speaker demonstrated a distinctly more "radical" and lower register style of 
"Tucsonensc." while the male speaker was more "conservative." It is most probable that the differences in 
tlic ratings for these speakers is at least partially due to this additional distinction. 

74% of respondents reported they were from Sonora, while 9% reponed they were bom in the U.S. Of 
these many are from Tucson. Observations by the researcher while visiting classrooms also confirm the 
prc\ alcncc of these varieties in students" speech. 
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These analyses have yielded a general as well as a more finely-tuned profile of 

language attitudes among these students. They clearly make some rather fine distinctions. 

The next problem is to review independent variables, such as age, sex, generation in the 

U.S., motivation, etc., which may be related to these attitudes. 

.\nalysis of Factors Related to Attitudes toward Varieties of Spanish 

Correlational Analyses 

To begin an examination of possible relationships between independent variables 

and language attitudes, a correlation matrix was produced using Spearman's rho. While 

the correlation was used to measure the strength of linear association between each of the 

variables, Spearman's rho was appropriate due to the rank order nature of the variables' 

measurement scales, a < .05 was accepted as significant. 

Significant correlations were investigated using the language evaluation measure 

for the dependent variable which is defined as the sum of the sum scores on status items 

plus the sum of the sum scores on solidarity items, e.g., the total of all of the evaluations 

on the listening response semantic differential items, numbers 1 through 14. Thus, it 

represents a total composite language evaluation for each speaker for each student in the 

sample. These tests were not broken down by speaker, but by language variety. The 

independent variables were those personal factors for which information was collected in 

the Listening Response and Demographic Survey instruments, namely; 
age, 
grade, 
school site, 
class level, 
generation in the United States, 
motivation. 
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future plans, 
global proficiency scores (generated with teacher input), 
reading self-assessment, 
writing self-assessment, 
listening comprehension self-assessment, 
speaking proficiency self-assessment, 
radio listening habit, and 
newspaper reading habit. 

In this way, five separate correlation matrices were produced by language variety and all 

potential correlations were examined. The significant correlations will be reported here in 

a summary fashion. 

Correlations between independent variables. 

Before entering the discussion of the correlations between the independent 

variables and the dependent "language evaluation" variable, we can gain some important 

insights about the population and about the instrument by examining the significant 

correlations between the independent variables themselves (see Appendix K for 

correlation tables). 

The independent variable for age revealed a significant, albeit weak correlation 

with global proficiency scores (r = . 178, a<.Ol) and a negative correlation with listening 

comprehension self-evaluations (r = -.162, a<.01). These statistics indicate that older 

students reported themselves to be somewhat more proficient in Spanish than younger 

students; indeed, the older students tended to cluster in the higher level courses. Older 

students also tended to rate themselves more strictly on listening comprehension than the 

younger students. These results seem to indicate that as proficiency increases, a 

perception of the breadth of the skill demanded also increases, thus students are less 

prone to overrate themselves. Using grade level as a surrogate for age, through 

examination of frequency tables, it was found that ninth and tenth graders were over 30% 
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more likely to rate themselves "'high" in Listening Comprehension, as compared with 

twelfth graders. 

Generation in the United States was found to be weakly correlated with 

VIotivation (r = .183, a<.01). Motivation had been measured and coded at three levels, 

permitting the following interpretation: Instrumental (vs. integrative) motivation had a 

tendency to increase with students whose families had immigrated most recently. 

Significant correlations, as presented in Table 10, were also discovered between 

Generation in the United States and all proficiency measures and self-evaluations, as well 

as habits of radio listening and newspaper reading. 

Table 10; Correlations between Generation in U.S. and Independent Variables 

Generation and Global Proficiency r = -.453, a<01 

Generation and Reading Self-Evaluation r = -.404. a<.01 

Generation and Writing Self-Evaluation r = -.340. a<01 

Generation and Listening Comprehension Self-Evaluation r = -.302. a<.01 

Generation and Speaking Self-Evaluation r = -.428. a<.01 

Generation and Radio Listening habits r = -.180, a<01 

Generation and Newspaper Reading habits r = -.173. a<.01 

These coefficients are negative, indicating that as students' families are more recent 

arrivals to the United States, proficiency in Spanish is higher and the likelihood that the 

student both listens to and reads Spanish regularly also increases. 

Table 11 demonstrates the correlations for the "motivation" variable, which is 

also correlated with the proficiency factors, although less robustly: Instrumental 

motivation is correlated to slightly higher proficiency levels. 
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Table 11: Correlations between Motivation and Independent Variables 

Motivation and Global Proficiency r = -.284, a<.01 

Motivation and Reading Self-Evaluation r = -.247, a<.01 

Motivation and Writing Self-Evaluation r = -.273, a<.01 

Motivation and Listening Comprehension Self-Evaluation r = -.138. a<.01 

Motivation and Speaking Self-Evaluation r = -.270, a<.01 

More of the students who were themselves bom outside of the United States reported 

instrumental motivation and these students reported higher proficiency levels. Reading 

and listening habits are not correlated to motivation, however. 

The proficiency and habit variables themselves are strongly intercorrelated with 

one striking exception. Table 12 displays this portion of the matrix. 

Table 12: Non-parametric Correlations. Spearman's rho Coefficients 

R-SE W-SE L-SE SD-SE L'Rad R'Nws 

R-SE: - .577* .420* .653* .280* .359* 

VV-SE: .577* - .234* .499* .255* .259* 

L-SE: 420* .234* - .514* -.041 .127* 

Sp-SE: .653* .499* .514* - .308* .260* 

L'Rad: 280* .255* 1 o
 

.ti
. 

.308* - .378* 

R'Nws: .359* .259* .127* .260* .378* • 

* indicates significance at the level a < .01 
R-SE: Reading Self-Evaluation 
W-SE: Writing Self-Evaluation 
L-SE: Listening Comprehension Self-Evaluation 
Sp-SE: Speaking Proficiency Self-Evaluation 
L Rad: Listens to the Spanish language Radio regularly 
R Nws: regularly reads Spanish newspapers and magazines 
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The exception is that listening comprehension self-evaluation is not significantly 

correlated with the habit of listening to the radio. The fact that in this group of heritage 

learners a vast majority (79%) rated themselves "high" on the three-point scale for this 

skill may be the root cause for the insignificance of this correlation. 

Correlations between independent variables and language evaluation. 

The same correlation matrix included coefficients for the dependent variable 

Language Evaluation. These statistics reflect the degree of linear association between any 

one independent factor and language attitudes toward any given variety. These 

relationships are summarized in Table 13. 

Table 13: Summary of Sienificant Correlations between Lan2uage Evaluation 
and Independent Variables by Language Variety 

SMS Tuc CS NN ChE 
Age: -.118 
Grade: -.138* 
Generation: 1 o

 

-.145* 
Global Prof .139 
Rdg SE: .193* .146* 
VVng SE: .174* 
SpkgSE: .155* .103 
Listens-Radio: . 131*  .104 .159* 
Reads Nwsp: . 139*  .170* .112  

* indicates significance at the level a < .01; no asterisk indicates significance at the level a < .05. 
Rdg-SE: Reading Sclf-Evaluation 
Wng-SE; Writing Self-Evaluation 
L-SE: Listening Comprehension Self-Evaluation 
Spkg-SE; Speaking Proficiency' Self-Evaluation 
Reads N\\ sp; regularly reads Spanish newspapers and magazines 
SMS. Standard Mexican Spanish 
Tuc; Tucson-Sonoran norma rural 
CS: Code-switch varietv' 
NN: Non-native Spanish 
ChE: lightly Cliicano-accented English 
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A negative correlation was found between age and standard Mexican Spanish. 

This would mean that at each increasing age level, students were likely to rate the 

speakers of standard Mexican Spanish somewhat lower. The correlation is significant but 

weak. While a similar relationship is found between grade level and standard Mexican 

Spanish, the correlation with grade level is stronger. As year in school increased, positive 

ratings for standard Mexican Spanish decreased. 

Significant negative correlations were revealed between generation and both 

standard Mexican Spanish and the non-native variety. While these correlations are weak, 

they indicate that the more recently arrived students (or students of more recently arrived 

families) tended to give higher evaluations to the two more standard language varieties; 

as generation went down, evaluations for these two varieties went up. 

The global proficiency scores were positively correlated with standard Mexican 

Spanish. .Again the correlation is weak, still, global proficiency scores and positive 

perceptions of SMS tended to move in similar directions. 

The self-evaluations on the four skill areas present a constellation of correlations 

with language evaluation across differing varieties. Reading self-evaluation was 

correlated with the two "high" language varieties in this study, the non-native variety and 

standard Mexican Spanish. Speaking self-evaluation was likewise correlated with both 

standard Mexican Spanish and the non-native variety. Writing self-evaluation was 

correlated only with standard Mexican Spanish. Listening Comprehension self-evaluation 

was not correlated with language evaluation for any variety. While these correlations are 

not strong, they are statistically significant. It may be important to note that these 

proficiency indicators correlate only with the standard language varieties with the highest 

mean scores overall. There are no correlations with the code-switching nor the Tucson 
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varieties. Thus, those students with highest self-assessments in literacy skills 

demonstrated clear preferences toward more normative Spanish. 

Habits for listening to Spanish radio and for reading Spanish newspapers were 

two factors which produced repeated significant correlations. Listening to the radio had a 

significant positive, though weak, correlation with standard Mexican Spanish, the non-

native variety and the code-switching. The habit Spanish language reading was 

significantly, positively correlated with standard Mexican Spanish, non-native Spanish 

and Chicano-accented English. 

Overall, these correlations show that many factors associate with measures of 

language attitudes and that beyond factors like age and generation, it is the real language 

use patterns which appear most important. The fact that significant correlations were 

most readily detected for standard Mexican Spanish (and non-native Spanish) appears 

unusual at first. When it is recalled that there is considerably less variance in language 

evaluation for these two varieties as compared with the two "low" varieties where 

variance is high and thus difference of opinion amongst respondents is great (causing the 

scatter in the scores to be greater), it is easier to see why the correlations did not manifest 

statistical significance. Taking measures to reduce the variance (for example, increasing 

sample size) could help establish similar correlations for the remaining language 

varieties. 

Tests for Significant Effects of Independent Factors on Language Evaluation 

We now turn to ANOVA and T-tests to fiirther examine the influence of each of 

the demographic factors on the language attitudes which were expressed toward each 

language variety. Correlation gauged their degree of association; these tests will focus on 

the effects of independent factors on language attitudes. To organize these analyses, the 
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demographic (independent) factors were considered to belong to one of three types, 

"'natural variables,"' "intrinsic variables," or "ability variables." The natural variables 

considered were student gender, grade level in school, school site, class level, and 

generation in the United States. The intrinsic variables considered were motivational 

orientation (instrumental or integrative), future plans after high school, as well as 

listening and reading habits in Spanish. In the ability variables, each of the separate self-

evaluations on language skills was considered, as well as global proficiency scores, and 

the students' ability to accurately identify each variety. These are essentially the same 

variables which were analyzed through correlations in the previous section. 

Each level of these demographic variables was tested using a one-way analysis of 

variance (ANOVA) to explore any effect of the demographic factor and the language 

evaluation variable, for example 'Student Gender' by 'Language Evaluation.' In this 

way, we determine whether there is a significant effect of the independent variable on the 

dependent variable. Language Evaluation. If this first test revealed a significant effect, it 

was followed with a post hoc Dunnett's C test (for which equal variances are not 

assumed) to determine which language varieties in particular were subject to the effects 

of a particular demographic factor. Table 17 will present a summary of these findings. 

Natural variables. 

Five natural variables were considered; 
Student gender. 
Grade level in school. 
School site. 
Class level, and 
Generation in the United States. 

Of these, student gender, grade and school site were each found to have a significant 

effect on language evaluations (a < .01). For grade level, in particular, there was a 

significant difference between ninth and tenth graders, as well as between tenth and 
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twelfth graders; the ninth and twelfth graders evaluated language varieties significantly 

lower (a < .05) than the tenth graders. There was no significant effect of class level, nor 

of generation in the United States, on language evaluation (a > .05 for both). 

While there was a significant effect of gender (a < .05), there was no significant 

interaction between gender and language variety. In other words, when language 

evaluations were viewed together, student gender seemed to be a significant factor, but 

for each language variety viewed separately, the effect of gender on language evaluation 

was not significant overall (a > .05). Nevertheless, a careful analysis, using independent 

T-tests revealed significant mean differences for student gender for four of the varieties; 

standard VIexican Spanish (t=2.03), the Tucson variety (t=2.04), non-native Spanish 

(t=2.77) and Chicano-accented English (t=2.4). That is, only the code-switching variety 

showed no significant difference in attitude between males and females. In all cases, 

female students evaluated these varieties more highly than males, as can be seen in Table 

14 .  

Table 14: Mean Scores for Male and Female Respondents bv Variety 

Males (N=104) Females (N-H34) 

VancU^lSMS* 51 .5  52 .7  52.7 

Varied. #4 NN* 49.95 52.15 

Varictv #5 ChE* 50.50 51 .4  

Vanm- 43 C-S 46.39 46.99 

Vanctv #2 Tuc* 44.91 47.51 

indicates significant mean differences (a < .05) 
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With respect to grade level, when its effects on language evaluations were broken 

down by language variety, there were no significant effects overall (a > .05). T-tests, 

however, did reveal some significant mean differences between specific grade levels. As 

noted, the significant differences were related to tenth graders as compared to ninth and 

twelfth graders. Tenth graders rated standard Mexican Spanish speakers significantly 

higher than either ninth or twelfth graders (t=2.00 and t=6.43, respectively). They rated 

both Tucson Spanish (t=5.85) and non-native Spanish (t=3.49) significantly higher than 

twelfth graders (but not higher than ninth graders) and Chicano-accented English was 

regarded significantly more favorably by tenth graders than by ninth graders (t=3.98), but 

not differently as compared to twelfth graders. There was no significant grade level effect 

on ninth grade language evaluations when compared to twelfth grade evaluations. Nor 

did grade level show any effect upon language evaluations of any variety at the eleventh 

grade. 

.A Post Hoc Dunnett's C test was performed to determine where the significant 

differences lay for the independent variable of school site. ResuUs revealed that language 

evaluations expressed by students of Amphitheater High School were significantly 

different from those of all other schools with the exception of Rincon High School. See 

Table 15. 
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Table 15; Mean Scores for Respondents by School 

N Mean Standard Deviation 

Schools 
AHS 
SCHS* 
CHS* 
ChHS* 
PVHS* 
RHS 
TMSH* 
PHS* 
SHS* 
DVHS* 

28 
46 
17 
16 

6 
10 

28 
24 
52 
1 1  

44.33 
47.73 
50.31 
50.31 
50.9 
46.22 
50.08 
50.21 
49.35 
51.28 

10.44 
9.65 
10.38 
10.38 
8.80 

10.05 
8.06 
8.78 
9.65 
11.10 

* indicates significant mean difference from AHS (a < .05) 

.A.HS .Amphitheater High School 
SCHS Salpointc Catholic High School 
CHS Catahna High School 
ChHS Cholla High School 
PVHS Palo Verde High School 
RHS Rincon High School 
TMSH Tucson Magnet High School 
PHS Pueblo High School 
SHS Sunnyside High School 
DVHS Desert View High School 

Rincon additionally showed significant difference when compared to Palo Verde. Due to 

the fact that the researcher was well known among students at Amphitheater High School 

(having been involved with testing and placement of students, as well as instruction for 

some), these results were considered a clear manifestation of tester bias, and were not 

further explored. 
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Ability variables. 

A spectrum of "ability variables" were explored for significant effects on 

language evaluations. The first important one was the demonstrated ability of student 

panicipants to accurately identify the variety of Spanish (or English) to which they had 

listened (see items 15 through 19, Appendix C or D). An ANOVA test on Language 

Evaluation by Accuracy of Identification yielded a significant effect (a < .01). Ability to 

identity the language variety had an effect on attitude. 

The student-subjects' ability to identify each language variety was analyzed at 

three levels: 1) accurate identification of the language variety, 2) inaccurate identification 

of the variety, and 3) exotic identification (i.e., recording that the variety heard was of 

distant, unfamiliar Hispanic origin, e. g., from Spain, Argentina, etc.) A post hoc 

Dunnett's C test was conducted to locate specific differences. Significant differences 

were found between exotic identifications and accurate identifications, as well as between 

inaccurate and accurate identifications. In other words, when a student participant could 

identify the variety, the evaluation given was significantly different fi-om the evaluation 

when the variety was not correctly identified. In fact, those who identified the variety 

were less generous with their scores overall; the mean for the accurate identification 

group is 48.24, while for the inaccurate identification group, it is 51.16. Also, if the 

student associated the variety with a distant Hispanic country, the evaluation given was 

significantly different than when the student identified it correctly. 

When an interaction of this Ability-to-Identify factor by Language Evaluation was 

tested for significant effects, however, there was no significant interaction. A T-test then 

revealed a significant effect of Ability-to-Identify only on the code-switching variety 

(t=3.42. a<.05). Thus, whether a student could actually give a name to any variety or 
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identify a region or social class where it is spoken had very little significant effect on the 

language attitudes they expressed. 

The variables on proficiency in this study have been grouped, but the data can 

also be regarded separately. In testing for an effect from one of these ability factors, they 

were held separate: self-evaluation ratings for listening, reading, speaking and writing 

skills were tested separately. In addition, the global proficiency scores developed for each 

student were tested separately. The interaction was explored between the dependent 

variable Language Evaluation and each of these proficiency indicators. With respect to 

the global proficiency ratings, there was no significant effect on language evaluations 

(a> 05). No significant effects were deteaed either for the listening comprehension or 

the writing self-evaluations. However, both speaking and reading were shown to have a 

significant effect on language evaluations (a < .01 and a < .05, respectively). 

Self-evaluation on the reading skill was grouped into three categories; the student 

"reads with difficulty," "reads with difficulty sometimes," or "reads with ease," providing 

a •low, " "mid" or "high" evaluation. The Post Hoc Dunnett's C test showed a significant 

efTect on language judgements between the "mid-" and "high-" level readers. "High-" 

level readers overall rated language varieties more favorably than "mid-" level readers. 

VIean differences were found to be significant for standard Mexican Spanish (t=4.0) and 

non-native Spanish (t=l6.3). Those students with highest reading self-evaluations rated 

these varieties significantly higher than students v^th lower reading skill levels. 

The speaking skill was self-evaluated at "low-," "mid-," and "high-" levels using 

the following definitions: the student "has difficulty speaking Spanish," "sometimes has 

difficulty speaking Spanish," and "speaks Spanish with ease." The Dunnett's C Post Hoc 

test revealed the points where the self-rating had a significant effect on language 

judgements, namely, there were significant differences between the "low" and "mid" 
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speakers, as well as between the "low" and "high" speakers. The "low" speakers' mean 

language evaluation score was 45.22 as compared to 49.26 and 49.61 for the "mid" and 

"high" speakers, respectively. When students' speaking skills were less developed, they 

more readily downgraded at least certain varieties. Using individual T-tests to investigate 

effects for each, significant mean differences were found for standard Mexican Spanish. 

Table 16 shows the results. All findings are significant at a <.05. 

Table 16: T-tests for Mean Differences for Levels of Speaking Self Evaluations 

for Standard Mexican Spanish 
N Mean Standard Deviation t-score 

"Low" speakers 13 44.0 11.56 
t=4.90 

"Mid" 81 50.7 9.68 
t=3.25 

"High" 144 53.3 10.33 

Speaking skill level was a significant factor affecting attitudes toward standard Mexican 

Spanish. 

Intrinsic variables. 

Data from the intrinsic variables of motivation and future plans were reviewed. 

Neither of these factors produced any significant effect upon the language evaluations. 

The reading of Spanish periodicals and listening to Spanish radio broadcasts represented 

student habits. To see whether either Spanish listening or reading habits had any effect on 

language evaluations, they too were investigated under the rubric of intrinsic variables. 

Both Spanish radio listening habits and reading habits revealed significant effects on oral 

language judgements (a < .01), illustrating perhaps a standardizing effect of these 

activities. 
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The effects of radio listening habits were also significant at the level of language 

variety (a < .01). In particular, significant mean differences were found for the standard 

VIexican Spanish (t=6.20) and the non-native variety (t=3.87). The fact of listening to 

Spanish radio was shown to make a difference in attitudes for these two varieties. Those 

who listened to the radio may be more familiar with or sensitive to normative language 

features. Radio listening habits showed no affect on attitudes toward code-switching or 

the Tucson variety. 

The habit of reading in Spanish had a significant effect on language evaluations 

(a< 05). Significant differences in means were again found for varieties of standard 

Mexican Spanish (t= 3.84) and especially for the non-native variety (t= 5.28), the most 

up-graded Spanish varieties. Those who responded with "yes" for the Spanish reading 

habit scored the non-native variety 2.74 points above those who did not (mean for the 

response of "no" for reading Spanish news = 49.76, S.D. = 9.95, N = 120; mean for the 

response of "yes" = 52.50, S.D. = 9.68, N = 97; t=5.28). The habit of regularly reading 

Spanish newspapers can be considered a significant factor affecting language attitudes 

toward more standard varieties. 

Table 17, then, summarizes the effects of all of these independent factors on 

language attitudes. 
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Table 17: Effects of Independent Variables on Language Jud£ements bv Variety 

Gdr Grd Cls Schl Gen Rcgn RSE SpS Prof Mot Rdo Nws 

SMS * it * * * * 

Tuc * it 

CS * 

NN ic it * * * 

ChE It it 

Gdr - Gender 
Grd - Grade 
Cls - Class level 
Sclil - School 
Gen - Generation in U.S. 
Rcgn - .Ability- to correctly identifV' each variety 
RSE - Reading Sclf-Evaluation 
SpS - Speaking Self-Evaluation 
Prof - Global proficiency rating 
Mot - Motivational category 
Rdo - Listens to Spanish radio programming regularly 
N\\ s - Reads Spanish newspapers and periodicals regularly 
SMS - standard Mexican; Tuc - Tucson variety, CS - code-switching; NN -non-native; Che - English 
* indicates significance at a< .05 

In general, then, few of the demographic and other independent variables which 

were investigated in this study were found to have a significant effect on language 

attitudes. Student gender and grade level, however, were shown to be important factors. 

Girls were much more generous with positive assessments of all varieties, except the 

code-switching variety, where boys" reactions were more favorable. To some extent, also, 

there seemed to be a maturing factor during which language attitudes were still under 

construction. 
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Personal Spanish reading and listening activities, as well as reading proficiency as 

measured by self-evaluation, seemed to affect language attitudes positively, in particular 

evaluations of more standard, normative varieties. 

The correlational analyses give some indication of where the relationships 

between independent factors and language attitudes lie and ANOVA and T-tests have 

defined the specific effects more precisely. 

Perceptions about Acceptability of Each Variety 

Beyond the fourteen semantic differential items, student participants were to 

respond to five additional questions about every speaker of each language variety. They 

were asked whether they considered the variety of speaking they had just heard as 

acceptable for classroom instruction^, whether they would call it 'good Spanish' (or 

English), and whether they could identify the type of Spanish they had heard, locate it, or 

name it. These questions supplied the data for the following analysis, which is based on 

frequency distributions, and is summarized in Table 18. 

" Tlic e.xpression used to clarify this question during the activity was: would this speaker be a good teacher 
for you to learn from in this class (seria un buen maestro para ti en esta close de espaHot). 
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Table 18: Student Perceptions of Quality of Varieties of Spanish 

N 
acceptable 
for instruction 

good Spanish 
fEnelish) 

% accurate 
identifications 

VarTil-SMS 476 71% 79% 12% 

Var=2-Tuc 476 52% 62% 32% 

Var^4-NN 476 52% 61% 6% 

Var#3-CS 476 18% 18% 67% 

Var^iiS-ChE 476 64% 71% 22% 

SMS - Standard Mcxican Spanish 
Tuc - Tucson-Sonora varicU' of norma rural 
CS - codc-switching 
NN - non-nalhc. Anglo-acccnicd Spanish 
ChE - liglitly Chicano-acccnted English 

Only the code-switching variety was soundly rejected for classroom use and, 

clearly, was also not considered to be good Spanish. Tucson/northern Sonora Spanish and 

non-native Anglo-accented Spanish received a mixed review with respect to their 

acceptability for classroom instruction: 48% of the students failed to agree that a teacher 

who spoke like that would be a good teacher for them. A majority did consider these 

varieties to be 'good Spanish,' 62%. Clearly, these students recognized standard Mexican 

Spanish to be the best variety of those which were presented and also to be the most 

acceptable for instruction. This is a clear bias in their responses, even if only 12% of the 

students in the sample were able to either identify or locate it. 

The same frequency statistics were investigated for subgroups of students who did 

and did not identify each variety. While tests for variance in the language evaluation data 

showed little significant effea of Ability-to-Identify, in this analysis of stated opinions, 

differences were more striking. The group that was not able to identify the standard 

VIexican variety of Spanish they were hearing was much more willing to accept it; 73% 
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of this subgroup considered it acceptable for instruction and 89% considered it to be 

•good Spanish,' while the 12% of the sample who ^ identify this variety was more 

critical in their estimation. Only 66% of this correctly identifying subgroup thought this 

variety would be good for instruction and just 73% would call it 'good Spanish/' This 

was a pattern with the other varieties, as well, namely that those who did not identify the 

variety were more willing to accept it than those who could and did identify the variety. 

(There are always between 3 and 9 percentage points difference between them.) It may be 

that once a student can identify a variety, any stereotypes the student carries are invoked 

and it would appear that many of these are negative in nature. 

There was one exception to this rule and that is with respect to the non-native 

variety of Spanish'"*. For this variety an exceedingly small percentage in the sample (6%) 

was able to recognize it as non-native Anglo-accented Spanish. Almost one quarter 

(24%) of the students mistook the non-native Spanish for an "exotic" brand of Spanish 

(Spanish from Spain, Argentina, Chile, Peru, Venezuela, etc.) and 61% of these 

considered it acceptable for instruction, while 68% of the subjects who thus mistook the 

non-native variety considered it to be 'good Spanish.' So, in the case of the non-native 

variety, both those who identified it and those who did not identify it were much more 

critical than those who thought it was fi^om another Hispanic country. These results also 

reveal language attitudes and biases which are dependent not upon what we are hearing 

but what we think we are hearing. 

Another way to split these questions about acceptability is by speaker. Table 19 

displays that frequency tabulation. 

Tims, for c.\ample. students who identified standard Me.\ican Spanish as "CAi/awgo" would also reflect 
such negative stereotypes in these lower evaluations. 

^ Tlic non-native Spanish samples used in this study were fluent, characterized primarily by occasional 
phonological features typical of Anglo-speakers, for e.xample, diphthongized vowels, and an e.xceedingly 
deliberate speech, somewhat simplified, style. 
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Table 19: Student Perceptions of Quality of Spanish of Individual Speakers 
acceptable good Spanish % accurate 

N for instruction CEnelish) identifications 

Spkr#l-malc - SMS 238 76% 80% 10% 

Spkr#2-fcmale - SMS 238 66% 78% 13% 

Spkrrf3-malc - Tuc 238 60% 69% 23% 

Spkn;4-fcmalc - Tuc 238 42% 51% 40% 

Spknf5-malc - CS 238 20% 21% 73% 

Spkr^6-tcmale - CS 238 15% 15% 75% 

Spkr#7-malc - NN 238 55% 63% 6% 

Spkr^S-fcmalc - NN 238 50% 60% 6% 

Spkr#9-malc - ChE 238 68% 73% 24% 

Spkr# 10-fcmalc -ChE 238 60% 69% 19% 

SMS - Standard Mexican Spanish 
Tuc - Tucson-Sonora varict\- of norma rural 
CS - codc-s\\ itching 
NN - non-naiivc. Anglo-accenled Spanish 
ChE - lightly Chicano-accentcd English 

A comparison of the male and female speakers of each variety shows that, for the 

standard Mexican variety, the male speaker was found to be considerably (10 percentage 

points) more acceptable as a teacher than the female, although, by far, they were both 

considered to be the speakers of the best Spanish. Reviewing the Tucson variety, while 

the male speaker was considered acceptable as an instructor, the language of the female 

Tucson variety speaker was not found to be acceptable for the classroom by a majority. 

This perception is undoubtedly linked to the register difference between the two speakers; 
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the male was speaking more slowly with a more "conservative" phonological production, 

while the phonology of the female was more "radical" as she spoke more quickly. 

Without exception, the male speakers were preferred to the female speakers for 

instaiction in the classroom and also as examples of 'good Spanish.' It is difficult to 

account for this apparent gender distinction. The literature on gender in language has 

been somewhat contradictory and has typically regarded gender as a narrow social 

category (Wodak & Benke, 1997). Furthermore, the current study does little to enhance 

this situation, as it, too, adopts that narrow perspective; gender relationships in speech 

was not taken as a focal point of interest in the current study. In general, however, 

sociolinguistic research on gender has shown that: 1) negative attitudes toward non

standard forms are greater when these forms are used by women (Moosmuller,1994; 

Deuchar, 1990); 2) women are more sensitive to deviations from the standard (Smith, 

1979; Zentella, 1987); and, 3) women preserve more conservative language forms, while 

they also lead in linguistic changes that correlate with the prestige variety (Labov,I990; 

Kotthoff, 1992). Furthermore, it is difficult to discuss gender differences in language or 

language attitudes without invoking the notion of power, which has been associated with 

the "male styles" (Deuchar, 1990; McConnell-Ginet, 1978, 1988). An interplay of these 

gender-related differences, in particular the notion of male power in standard language, 

may help to explain the differences found in the current study. Nevertheless, if a deeper 

understanding of the role of gender in language attitudes were sought, then a different 

type of study would be necessary—one where gender differences are regarded from a 

social constructivist perspective, where gender is seen as a non-unitary concept, in other 

words, one in which gender roles are seen as produced through the interaction of context-

sensitive, gender-distinct activities in communication (Wodak & Benke, 1997). 
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In the current study, the finding of strong preference for each male variety for 

teaching and as "good Spanish' is juxtaposed to the same students' judgements on the 

same response page favoring the female speakers of standard Mexican Spanish, non-

native Spanish and Chicano-accented English on the Status dimension. One must perhaps 

infer a conceptual distinction in the minds of these learners between Status and a good 

teacher, as well as Status and "good Spanish " 

Trends in Qualitative Data 

Vluch of the qualitative data has been reported in the descriptive sections at the 

beginning of this chapter. Since the intent of the qualitative data is to enrich the 

understandings of the quantitative analyses, we have invoked some of that information at 

appropriate moments in those sections already, as well. Still, there are some salient 

comments which were made by students and teachers which will be highlighted 

separately here, as they may lead to better understanding of the language attitudes 

reported. 

Parts of the student interviews were directed at determining the processes and 

metacognitive strategies students had employed when answering the demographic 

questionnaire. Students were also asked about their thinking when they answered the 

proficiency self-evaluation questions. These interviewees explained how they interpreted 

the three descriptors for self-evaluation; they demonstrated how they selected a 

proficiency level and described more fully their ovm problems and needs with respect to 

each of the skills. These interviews contributed to the face validity of the questions on the 

instrument. 
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The researcher wanted to verify what types of clues students were using when 

they judged the voice samples. Indeed, interviewees described the use of "accent," speed, 

pauses, rhythm, '"voice' of the speaker to help them judge. They sometimes tried to 

compare the voice to someone they knew, but no one mentioned trying to visualize the 

speaker. Sometimes, they could recognize and describe the characteristics of the variety, 

but seemed to lack sufficient experience and awareness to name or pinpoint it explicitly. 

This is unconscious knowledge then, as students were unable to respond to questioning 

which attempted to elicit metacognitive discussion. 

One informant bom in Tucson, when questioned about the code-switching variety, 

reacted quite negatively. She found this variety to be an indication of sloppiness and 

limited education. ("When you use two different languages in the same sentence, it 

makes you sound kind of stupid.") In contrast, an informant recently arrived from Mexico 

found it quite acceptable, even good, to switch codes, though he said he did not use this 

style himself He referred to the code-switcher as intelligent and schooled. Presumably, 

for him. it showed that the individual spoke English, something this student still aspired 

to. So. the reactions to code-switching may depend on which end of the bilingual scale 

the student is located. The teachers typically used the term "bilingual" ("my bilingual 

students'') to refer to those who had grown up here, meaning that they were the more 

English-dominant students. In the study sample, 46% were bom outside the United 

States, while another 44% were first generation Americans. It is possible that these 

factors are related to some of the variability in attitudes toward code-switching. Whether 

the code-switcher was perceived as an English speaker using some Spanish or a Spanish 

speaker using some English seemed to make a difference in the evaluation. 

When asked which speakers would be preferred as a teacher of Spanish, 

interviewees firmly insisted upon the two non-native speakers, even when one 
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interviewee had identified the variety correctly, a result not supported in the quantitative 

data. 

Since only seven such interviews were conducted, these comments cannot be used 

to draw inferences or generalizations. Nevertheless, when certain effects are present in 

the statistical data, these qualitative comments help to complete the understandings which 

are drawn. The interviews do substantiate that at least these students were able to respond 

thoughtfully to all parts of the Response Sheets and Survey. 

The Research Questions 

When this research study was initially conceived, four research questions were 

posed. Let us review these questions and attempt an answer to the first three now, based 

upon the results which have been reported. 

Research Question 1 

1) What attitudes do high school heritage learners of Spanish hold with respect to 

the following varieties of Spanish and English: 

• a norma rural of Southern Arizona/Northern Mexico 

• norma citlta, a Mexican standard for educated Spanish 

• a code-switching variety 

• an English-accented non-native variety 

• Chicano-accented English? 

To summarize, briefly, student attitudes do not diverge as greatly with respect to 

Status and Solidarity dimensions as was anticipated. By and large, these dimensions vary 
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in similar directions. Still, there are some differences. Students do not express a positive 

evaluation of code-switching or of lower register Tucson/northern Sonora Spanish when 

a more "radical" pronunciation is used - even though both of these varieties are 

commonly used and heard in the classroom and are a source of contention between 

students and teachers in the instructional setting. 

The variety that was consistently rated very highly was indeed standard Mexican 

Spanish, even though a majority of students were not able to recognize it as such. The 

non-native variety also frequently went unrecognized and was readily accepted and 

upgraded, especially in terms of Solidarity. English, for this population, fell in the mid 

range for both Status and Solidarity, below the favorite varieties of Spanish, but above 

the highly stigmatized varieties. Tucson/northern Sonora Spanish could command 

substantial esteem when used in a higher register with a "conservative" pronunciation. 

The picture, then, is far firom simplistic and probably again highlights the effects 

of a highly diverse population. 

Research Question 2 

2) In a bilingual community where many marked varieties coexist, can a variety 

be identified, that seems to hold more status or prestige for adolescent urban 

Latino bilinguals? 

It would be difficult to say that the outcomes of this study point incontrovertibly 

toward a single prestige variety. Still, scanning the many ways the language attitudes of 

this group were assessed, it appears that standard Mexican Spanish may be that prestige 

variety. 
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Research Question 3 

3) What correlations exist between these attitudes and 

• students' own heritage backgrounds? 

• proficiency levels? (Are certain attitudes/ affective responses related to 

certain levels of proficiency?) 

• educational and life goals? 

• apparent motivation for Spanish study (instrumental vs. integrative 

motivation)? 

Few of the factors which were anticipated to affect language attitudes were, in 

fact, shown to have substantial impact. The development of language attitudes then must 

be resultant from a complex matrix of forces. 

Ninety-four percent of the students in the classes were of Mexican heritage. Since 

no other group was well-represented in the sample, this variable remained unexplored 

with respect to language attitudes. However, generation in the United States made no 

difference. Perhaps a change in the formulation of that question would have produced a 

clearer picture. In retrospect, it may have been more fruitflil to ask students how many 

years they have been residing in the United States, as well as where their parents are 

from. Motivation, which was overwhelmingly instrumental in nature, also made no 

difference in attitudes, nor did educational and life goals. Proficiency level had some 

impact on attitudes. 

The original formulation of this question did not place emphasis on the 

investigation of contexts of actual language use and their effect as independent variables 

upon language attitudes. Still, two questions posed in the demographic questionnaire 

permitted some analysis in this direction. Habitual listening to Spanish radio and reading 

Spanish newspapers were shown to have a significant effect on language evaluation. 
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Summary 

While the results of these analyses are not unequivocal, they do reveal certain 

trends. These include: 

• The structure and practices of heritage programs differ widely within the community 

studied. While textbooks and curricula are in place, teachers of heritage learners 

exercise considerable independence in instructional emphasis and focus. Credential as 

a foreign language instructor of Spanish or personal native-speaker status is the norm 

with respect to qualification and preparation for this teaching assignment. Teachers 

have received no special training to work with heritage learners. 

• The heritage learner population in Tucson is overwhelmingly comprised of recently 

arrived or U.S.-bom students of Mexican-bom, mostly Sonoran, parents. These 

students have largely instmmental motivations for enrolling in the heritage Spanish 

class and over three-quarters plan on pursuing higher education. 

• Students' judgements reflected strong differentiation of attitudes between the 

language varieties presented. Globally, three varieties became the "high," prestige 

varieties for the group: standard Mexican Spanish, the non-native variety, and 

Chicano-accented English. The code-switching and local Tucson/northem Sonora 

varieties were clearly least favored overall. 

• While student judgements were organized on affinity dimensions of status and 

solidarity, these two constructs proved to be positively correlated in this study. 

• Language evaluations of the standard Mexican speakers were some of the highest on 

all measures, including being the top choice for teacher and speaker of 'good 

Spanish.' 
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• The non-native speakers were quite well accepted, also, in particular the male speaker 

of the non-native variety for the solidarity dimension. The non-native speakers, 

however, fared considerably less well as candidates for Spanish teacher or as speakers 

of "good Spanish.' These findings, however, must not be severed from the fact that 

these speakers were only rarely recognized for what they are: Anglo speakers of non-

native Spanish. 

• Of the independent variables tested, students' personal, extracurricular habits of 

reading Spanish publications and listening to Spanish radio are the most noteworthy. 

These two language use habits were found to be significantly correlated with positive 

language evaluations of the more standard, normative language varieties, standard 

.Mexican and non-native Spanish. 

In this chapter, I have presented and analyzed the data which was collected in a 

variety of formats for this study. Some answers to the research questions have been 

proffered. The next chapter will summarize the results and draw some conclusions. 

Implications and applications lead to the development of concrete pedagogical 

suggestions Certain limitations of this study and suggestions for further research are also 

presented. 
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Chapter Five 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The primary objective of this study was to examine language attitudes of heritage 

Spanish learners toward standard and vernacular varieties they encounter in their daily 

lives A second objective was to investigate the effects of certain independent factors 

upon these attitudes. Third, the researcher sought a more complete description of the 

student body and instructional context of current heritage learners in one Southwestern 

city .A.nd, tlnally, it is the ambition of this chapter to review these findings in light of 

pedagogies and programmatic issues for this heritage language context and to extract 

insights for teacher development. 

The study was conducted with 138 student participants enrolled in a separate track 

of high school courses for heritage learners of Spanish. Attitude data were collected using 

matched-guise techniques associated with semantic differential scales. Demographic and 

personal data were collected through survey questionnaires. Descriptive information was 

drawn from these same questionnaires as well as fi^om student and teacher interviews. 

This chapter provides a discussion of the results reported in Chapter Four and 

draws conclusions fi"om these findings. Limitations of the study, suggestions for fiirther 

research and implications for theory and instruction are also presented in this chapter. 
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Summary and Discussion of Language Judgements 

Language judgements were recorded by student participants on semantic 

differential scales after listening to ten voice samples, two for each language variety 

studied. The differences in language judgements proved to be significant enough to 

develop a clear, two-tiered division of preferred, upgraded varieties of Spanish and less 

attractive, downgraded varieties. The standard Mexican and the non-native Spanish were 

the two "high" varieties; the "Tucsonense" and code-switching were the two "low" 

varieties. While not always distinguishable from the two "high" varieties, the English 

language variety hovered between the two groups. 

In a diglossic, quasi-border community such as Tucson, the fact that English does 

not clearly figure as the most attractive variety may be an important finding, albeit 

attenuated by the fact that only a non-standard variety of English was tested. In its 

support, however, stands the resuh that those students who could and did identify the 

English they heard as "Chicano English" in fact rated it more positively than those 

identifying it merely as "English." 

There are a number of possible interpretations and implications of this finding of 

English ranked below the standard Mexican Spanish: 

• Bilingual students may be demonstrating their shared identity with both 

languages; 

• Given the younger age of the study population, developmental issues 

involving the home vs. societal language may be implicated; 

• Shifting language loyahies may be reflected; or, 

• Widely differing viewpoints of immigrant children vs. those of U.S.-bom 

students toward the dominant language may also be implicated. 
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Language evaluations among school children were found to be influenced by their level 

of bilingualism (Lambert et al., I960, in Genesee & Holobow, 1978). Bilinguals tended 

to evaluate speakers more similarly in both languages than did monolingual speakers. 

Presumably, this indicates a sense of identity with both linguistic groups for the bilingual. 

In the current study, the sample was comprised of approximately equal proportions of 

both more recent arrivals and those bom in the United States. As a group, they are 

heterogeneous with respect to their bilingual range and strength, a group characteristic 

which could impact attitude results. This mixed nature of the heritage learner population 

continues to confound the understandings. 

Furthermore, Lambert (Anisfeld & Lambert, 1964) found that young minority 

speakers did not favor the majority language (English) in their language evaluations as 

adults did, preferring rather the home language, in their case, French. This finding is 

attributed to developmental changes in self-esteem and social perceptions among French 

Canadians. By contrast, later studies indicate more macro-level changes in attitudes. In 

French Canada, as French has made gains in political status, it has also been evaluated 

more highly in language attitude studies (Ryan & Carranza, 1977; Giles & Coupland, 

1991. Labrie, 1992). While inconclusive, the findings of the current study may thus also 

be indicative of shifting language loyalties or a pronounced reliance on Spanish, at least 

within the school-age heritage learner group. The relative preference for Spanish in the 

present study may be related to either such micro or macro influences. Direct comparison 

with the Canadian study is, however, problematic inasmuch as only one variety of 

English, an accented variety, was included in the current study. To fully interpret the 

student attitudes toward English, at least a standard English variety would have been 

necessary. 
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In the current findings, the interpretation is fiirther clouded by the strong 

favorable affect expressed by the new arrivals toward English. Ryan and Carranza. 

(1975) had found that language evaluations of students bom in Mexico substantially 

upgraded accented English when compared to U.S.-bom bilinguals. To sort these issues 

out more precisely for the current study, it could have been useful to have information 

about preferred language use for each subject. Also, having now more firmly established 

the bimodal nature of the composition of the heritage learner population, finer 

comparisons might be sought using a Between-Subjects design based upon language 

preference, bilingual level or time residing in the United States. 

The local Tucson/northern Sonora Spanish and code-switching varieties were the 

most regularly rejected in this study. While much of the literature indicates that these 

vernacular varieties can carry value associated whh cultural pride, general linguistic 

denigration as the rater cedes to stereotyped views of the majority groups in a society is 

also commonly documented (Giles &. Coupland, 1991; Ryan & Carranza, 1977, for 

example) A further problem with the casting of code-switching as a variety in a 

matched-guise study is the extent to which this variety is open to "local processes" of 

language negotiation and code selection in a highly interactive format (Auer, 1998). 

Thus, while individuals may readily code-switch themselves, when they are observers 

rather than participants in a particular sociolinguistic interaction, they will downgrade the 

practice. It may be that the matched-guise technique, which relies on uninvolved 

judgements, is poorly suited to gathering data for this speech style. 

When the language judgements were split into narrower groups, finer distinctions 

in attitudes were exposed. The division of the language evaluations by Status and 

Solidarity variables revealed the same three "high" varieties to be prestige varieties, yet 

within the "low" prestige pair, code-switching was accorded more esteem. It may be that 



171 

recently arrived Spanish speakers perceive the code-switcher as a "bilingual" who most 

probably also speaks good English, and as such, commands more prestige than a 

vernacular Spanish-speaker. 

When Solidarity accorded to each variety is viewed separately, the results are 

somewhat paradoxical. The Standard Mexican Spanish variety was accorded a lower 

position in the hierarchy and Tucson Spanish a higher position as compared to respective 

rankings on Status. Young urban Latinos appear at some level to reject norma culta as a 

preferred code for friendship and interpersonal cohesion. The puzzling result which 

placed the non-native Spanish variety at the top of the Solidarity ranking hierarchy, 

however, has no apparent precursor in the literature. Drawing from the qualitative 

interv iews, there is a hint of an explanation. In particular among recent immigrants from 

Mexico (and this was the largest group with respect to heritage background and 

generation, comprising almost half of the sample) a strong affinity for the non-native 

accent was logged. One interviewee could not verbalize the reason when pressed, but 

repeated several times how positively he felt about the non-native speakers. In the 

quantitative data, as well, the group of students bom outside the United States was the 

one that granted the highest language evaluation scores to the non-native speakers. Also, 

the variability in this judgement, as reflected by standard deviation and standard error 

statistics, was by far the smallest. Listeners were quite "sure" about this evaluation. 

English was second for solidarity, before Mexican Spanish. It is hypothesized, then, that 

in some way, these immigrant heritage students are in search of solidarity and friendship 

within their new linguistic environment. It is also possible that, since the Solidarity 

dimension was clearly correlated with the Status dimension, there may be some 

"bleeding" from one concept into the other, as well. These immigrant learners have 

overall high evaluations of the English-related varieties in their new environment. 
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Tests for significant differences, in any case, place the two most omnipresent 

varieties—those most frequently heard by the researcher during classroom visits— 

squarely at the bottom in all tests. This incongruent result can be explained through the 

literature on matched-guise studies. In early studies already, Lambert (1967) recorded a 

tendency of language minority individuals to denigrate the very varieties they speak. 

Labov (1966b) also recorded this effect in New York City English. The present study 

again affirms this finding. More recent studies in Canada have reflected a trend somewhat 

reversing this situation of "'linguistic self-hatred" (Giles & Coupland, 1991; Labrie, 

1992); changing politics and growing ethnic pride in that country are cited as the root 

cause. Locally, recent political initiatives (such as the passage of legislation eliminating 

bilingual education in Arizona) indicate a trend away from public support for 

bilingualism. The young Spanish-speakers in the current study in Tucson also did not 

manifest increased esteem toward their own Spanish variety. 

There is another possible explanation. The context of data collection (i.e., the 

language classroom) may have affected results and may be related to the overwhelming 

level of instrumental motivation in this study's sample of heritage learners. Since the 

matched-guise activity was implemented within their regular Spanish classroom where 

standard language varieties are emphasized, students may have been especially in tune 

with their instrumental purposes and, therefore, hesitant to accord high ranks to non

standard varieties. The wide range of responses (as per the measures of variability) attest 

to the dissent within the study population with respect to these "low" varieties. 

When the analysis is further split to the level of individual speakers, additional 

effects emerge. First, with respect to the Status dimension, female speakers of the three 

higher prestige varieties were accorded more status than their male counterparts; 

conversely, female speakers on the lower prestige varieties were accorded less status than 
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their male counterparts. This finding parallels findings in other matched-guise studies that 

also highlight an increased benefit for female speakers of prestige varieties (Giles & 

Powesland, 1975; Elyan et al., 1978; Kramarae, 1982; Fasold, 1990; Smith, 1979). 

When the language judgement data are split to this level, effects of register, style 

and, possibly, to some extent, content may be impacting the finer distinctions between 

speakers. These additional variables allowed a clearer view of two distinct effects for the 

Tucson/northem Sonora variety. Whereas the male speaker of the Tucson Spanish used a 

more carefiil, "conservative" pronunciation and a somewhat higher register, the female 

speaker of this variety employed a lower register with "radical" pronunciation features, 

which means that there were many important divergences from standard pronunciation as 

it relates to written Spanish (Hidalgo, 1987). The extreme lows of her individual ratings 

were most likely due to these distinctions. 

Students' overt reactions during the m.atched-guise activity also indicate that there 

was something in the speech sample for the female speaker of standard Mexican Spanish 

which hit a more negative chord than the male speaker. Whether the reaction is 

attributable to a register or style difference or to her portrayal in her content of a more 

clearly upper class context is uncertain. Nevertheless, students' sensitivity is apparent in 

the radical shift in her hierarchical placement from the very top on Status to fourth from 

the bottom (just above the code-switchers) on Solidarity. 

The absence of controls for register and style may also account for the lack of 

clarity in the results when the analysis is attempted at this finer level. Ryan and Carranza 

(1977) portray the contrasting effectiveness of separate speakers vs. true matched-guise 

readings: On the one hand, the effectiveness of the guises may be compromised (they can 

be repetitive and boring to the raters), while, on the other hand, actual voice differences 

among speakers are an uncontrolled source of variability. There may simply be too many 
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variables to which some students are responding while others are not. Register, style, and 

content of the speech samples might have been controlled through more thorough 

coaching of the original interviewees for the guises. Yet the guises that were most 

difficult to obtain because they relied on relaxed and natural commentaries (the lower 

prestige varieties) are the very ones which show the widest variation in these 

characteristics. This inherent dichotomy in obtaining good voice samples would need to 

be reviewed in any follow-up study. Another way of approaching the problem would 

simply be to increase the sample size. Part of the confounding of the effects was due to 

diminishing sample sizes at the finer levels of analysis. Homogeneity of variance 

increases with N-size and strengthens the statistical test. A larger overall sample would 

then serve to make the statistical test effects more robust. 

The conceptualizations of Status and Solidarity used in this study were validated: 

they were found to be significantly different in the study population with respect to all 

varieties. Further studies would be enhanced through the continued application of this 

distinction in attitude dimensions. 

Nevertheless, it is of some concern that the two dimensions proved to be 

positively correlated, instead of inversely correlated, as hypothesized. To address this 

concern, the semantic items, especially those related to Solidarity, should be reviewed. A 

new process to redevelop these items might begin wath interviews with students to 

pinpoint personal aspects related to establishing friendships. Then, instead of offering the 

more generic "'good friend <-> bad friend" differential, for example, the new items might 

be more culturally apt and evoke more explicit responses fi'om listeners (Preston, 1989, 

p. 11). If the matched-guise technique is to also elucidate covert prestige, and, since this 

coven prestige often pertains to a counter-, sub- or minority culture, then extreme care 

should be given to develop these items fi'om within that cultural framework. 
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Overall, amongst students in the sample, there was more agreement about what 

was " good" than about what was not good. The ranges in language evaluation responses 

reflect this; Quite positive evaluations of the stigmatized varieties do exist within the 

population. Scores for Status reached the absolute maximum of 35 for every speaker, 

except the female code-switcher whose maximum rating was 34; on the Solidarity 

dimension, all maximums were at least 33. The negative evaluations reaching toward the 

absolute minimum value of 7 were the limited ones, especially for the "high" variety 

speakers. Speakers of standard Mexican Spanish and the male non-native speaker had 

absolute low scores of only 15, while all other speakers were rated at the absolute 

minimum of 7 at least once. The widest ranges of divergent language evaluations were 

tbund associated with the Solidarity dimension, in particular among older students, 

among male students (with respect to non-standard female speakers), and among students 

who regularly listen to the Spanish radio. These findings may relate to shifting and 

conflicting attitudes in the population. A more refined way to further study and test these 

conflicted attitudes toward the "low" varieties should be the focus of further research. 

Summary and Discussion of Independent Variables 

•Attempts to demonstrate strong, clear relationships between factors such as 

demographic variables or proficiency levels and language judgements have often yielded 

somewhat unsystematic resuhs (Ramirez et al., 1983). Of the many factors tested in the 

current study, only weak effects were registered for the variables reflecting age factors 

and ability factors. By far, the strongest effects on language evaluations were associated 
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with the variables reflecting listener gender and students' language use habits, especially, 

regular Spanish radio listening. 

The independent variable of gender played some role in language judgements. 

Girls, overall, produced higher ratings. Other studies have found a preference among 

females for more "standard" varieties (Kramer, et al, 1978; Ramirez, et al., 1983); this 

same elTect was logged in this study. However, in the current study, this effect is also 

somewhat unconventionally associated with the male speaker of the Tucson variety with 

respect to Solidarity—but particularly with respect to Status. This result may be an 

indication of the extent to which the female listeners associated this conservative 

rendition of "Tucsonense" with standard Spanish. 

Developmental factors appeared to play some role in language evaluations. By 

far, the most accepting age group were the tenth graders, in particular, of the Tucson, 

Standard Mexican, Chicano English and non-native varieties. Opinions of twelfth graders 

were most significantly differentiated with respect to the non-native variety, which they 

rated significantly lower than the tenth graders. In contrast, twelfth graders were more 

accepting of the code-switching variety. Language experience or maturity level may, 

then, have an effect on changing attitudes. Additional study would be needed to confirm 

the role of such developmental factors. 

Self-evaluations on skills of reading and speaking had an effect on language 

evaluations. While higher levels of speaking skill significantly affected language 

judgements only of the standard Mexican variety, a higher level of reading skill was a 

significant differentiator for language attitudes of both "high" varieties in this study, 

standard Mexican and the non-native Spanish. These proficiency measures, then, were 

found only associated with the more normative varieties. While greater control of the 

variability attributed to confounding factors in the methodology and instruments might 
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very well produce more consistent evidence for the importance of these independent 

factors across all the test varieties, it is also possible that those students with weaker skills 

in these areas are less discerning of the potential benefits of standard varieties. This may 

indicate that as proficiency is acquired, especially in reading and ease of speaking, 

students improve their ability to distinguish and appreciate the more standard forms. If 

formal instruction indeed were shown to improve students' skill levels in reading and 

speaking, then a strong argument could be made for the utility of that instruction for 

appreciation of standard language varieties. 

Habits of language use have been shown in previous studies to have some of the 

most pervasive effects on language attitudes (Omstein, 1975; Ramirez et al., 1983; 

Schmied, 1990). It is what people ̂  with language, personally—whom they talk with in 

which contexts—that has been shown to make the most difference in attitude. In the 

current study, language habits were explored with respect to radio listening and 

newspaper reading. When these habits were in place, language evaluations of the "high" 

varieties for this study showed significant effects: standard Mexican and non-native 

Spanish varieties were rated significantly higher by those who regularly read Spanish 

language newspapers and magazines and by those who regularly listened to Spanish 

language radio. 

Summary and Discussion of Descriptive Findings 

Vluch has been made of the high level of heterogeneity in the population of 

heritage Spanish learners. Certainly, when viewed from a national perspective it can be 
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staggering. When viewed from a more local level of a single community, or of a single 

program, numerous commonalities and norms can be isolated. 

In the community and population studied, for example, 94% of the students are of 

Mexican heritage, and almost three-quarters of these have roots in Sonora. Students who 

are either bom in a Hispanic country or children of immigrants comprise 90% of the 

sample. Plans to attend a four-year university are attested to by 89% of the sample; 53% 

e.xpress purely instrumental motivation for pursuing formal Spanish instruction. Slightly 

more girls than boys pursue Spanish heritage instruction (56% vs. 44%). Students in 

these classes have strong listening comprehension skills and good speaking skills. Areas 

of need are primarily related to deficiencies in literacy development. In the sample, 45% 

report that they regularly engage in reading of Spanish language newspapers and 

periodicals, and 50% indicate they listen regularly to the Spanish radio. 

These figures present an interesting contrast to results from a 1988 questionnaire 

completed by Spanish students enrolled in university level native-speakers' courses 

(Aparicio, 1993). In that study of slightly older students, 29% were bom outside the 

United States, while 42% were bom in the U.S. of immigrant parents; 66% were of 

Mexican heritage. While these differences may reflect differences between the post-

secondary and secondary levels, they may also be reflective of an overall shift in 

demographic factors over the past decade. 

The results of the current study underscore the value of a careful and thorough 

investigation of the composition of each heritage community as a basis for planning and 

curricular decision-making. While pedagogical implications will be addressed in a 

subsequent section (see page 172), it is important to mention two which surge from the 

strong trends in the data reported above. The overwhelming preponderance of Mexican 

and Sonoran high school heritage students should impact the choice of materials and 
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topics Also, given the strong instrumental motivation and desire to pursue higher 

education, teachers should direct particular attention to skill development for these ends. 

Limitations of the Study 

Limitations inherent in this study have been pointed out throughout this 

discussion. Issues of instrumentation, data collection procedures, data configuration, and 

sample size have been noted within topics where applicable. These limitations may be 

summarized with respect to their impact on the interpretability of the results: 

1. Interpretation of English language evaluations was limited by: 

• Failure to include a standard variety of English; 

• Approximately equal proportions in the sample population of recent 

immigrants and U.S.-bom Chicano students, which may have masked 

results; 

• Inability within the study to interpret the social pressures at work on this 

youthful population; 

• Lack of data with respect to preferred language use patterns for students in 

the sample. 

Thus, one important question concerning language attitudes toward English begs 

answering. It cannot be determined whether the collocation of English below the 

normative, "high" Spanish varieties demonstrates a shift in language loyalties or some 

other trend. 

2. Interpretation of language evaluations of vernacular varieties was limited by: 
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• Incongruity of tlie context of data collection, namely the classroom, with 

vernacular varieties; 

• Need for more careful control of content in voice samples; 

• Need for greater control of register and style within the varieties; 

• Need for semantic items on Solidarity dimension measures to be 

connected in an emic manner to the culture of covert prestige. 

Solving these issues may have allowed for a clearer picture of students' attitudes 

toward the "low" varieties of the study. 

3 Interpretation of language evaluations of the normative varieties of Spanish 

was limited by; 

• Need for more control in register, style and content of the speech samples 

of the "high" varieties; 

• Inability to establish multiple strong relationships between independent 

variables and a strong positive evaluation of normative varieties. 

If one objective of heritage courses is to develop ability in normative Spanish 

varieties, then, it would be helpful to develop a stronger picture of the associations 

between such independent factors, such as language use, and positive language attitudes. 

•Additionally, as with any such study, the findings should be interpreted with 

caution. While care was taken to verify the validity and reliability of the instruments and 

procedures, the very nature of sociolinguistic research makes it difficult to control for 

every variable. First, the nature of the sample may have impacted the results. Students 

had to return a signed parental permission form in order to be included in the study. 

While it does not appear likely, it is possible that those who did not return permission 

forms (128 students) might have expressed more outlying language judgements. 
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Generalizability of the findings is a further concern. While, with respect to the 

Tucson heritage population, the sample was broad, the particular make-up and 

demographics of the population may or may not parallel that of some other location, thus 

mitigating against their applicability to other contexts. On the other hand, the sample was 

broad enough to generalize at least to most Southern Arizona contexts with similar 

student characteristics. Furthermore, the pedagogical implications drawn from this study 

are broad enough to be applicable in most contexts for heritage learners. 

Certain design issues certainly limited the ability of this study to thoroughly 

investigate the relationships and correlations between language attitudes and independent 

variables .An attempt was made to shorten and simplify the survey questionnaire. This 

was considered essential due to the time limitations of completing the entire data 

collection within one class period. In retrospect, it would have been useful to collect even 

more demographic information on students. Attitudes may have been related to number 

of years living in Tucson, number of years in the Mexican school system, or parental 

education levels. Information necessary to pursue these questions was, however, was not 

collected in this study. Furthermore, earlier studies (Ramirez, et al., 1983; Omstein, 

1975) indicate that it may be the contexts of language use rather than non-contextualized 

language proficiency that may most closely relate to language attitudes. With whom 

students speak Spanish or where they speak Spanish was not investigated, an important 

shortcoming in the findings. It would certainly have been useful to obtain some objective 

proficiency measure, perhaps even a writing sample. Also, collecting this information on 

at least an ordinal scale would have allowed further statistical tests for correlational 

relationships, regression analysis, etc. Extending the sample population may also have 

been useful in reducing statistical variation. If a method could have been devised, for 
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example, cash payment to students returning parental permission slips, this population 

extension might have been readily accomplished. 

.\ final limitation concerns the stability of such language judgements in an 

immature and developing population. Language evaluations might have been collected 

once and then again, several weeks later. Such multiple sampling could serve to enhance 

the validity of the judgement results. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

The findings and particularly the limitations of the study discussed above suggest 

a number of areas for fiarther research. First, any follow-up study should incoq)orate 

additional demographic dimensions, especially developmental factors and contexts of 

language use, to enhance a fuller understanding of language attitudes. 

To further investigate the question of shifting language loyalties, further study 

should be devised to include a standard English speech sample alongside the Chicano 

English variety. The use of a Between-Subjects design based upon language preference, 

bilingual levels or time in the U.S. would be critical to sorting out the multiplicity of 

attitudes apparently held within this diverse population of learners. A technique should be 

refined as well to study the conflicted attitudes toward the "low" varieties, especially 

code-switching. Of interest would be the role of developmental factors, in particular 

language experience or maturity levels, on the acceptance of code-switching. The 

matched-guise methodology has only rarely succeeded in revealing covert prestige; thus, 

other methods of investigation would need to be implemented in this endeavor. 
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Finally, it will be suggested in the following section on implications for 

instmction that matched-guise-type activities be used as an instmctional method to 

inform students about varieties of language and the important attitudinal component they 

entail. As a follow-up to such instmction, it would be important to study its effectiveness. 

This could be accomplished using a case study, following principles of grounded theory 

used in action research. 

Implications for Theory and Instmction 

The following remarks about theory and instmction will be organized around the 

frameworks proposed by Valdes (1997) and Walqui (1997). Valdes makes a strong case 

for four instmctional goals for heritage learners and heritage programs as she illustrates 

the limitations of current instmction. These goals are 

1) Spanish language maintenance, 

2) .Acquisition of the prestige variety of Spanish, 

3) Expansion of bilingual range, and 

4) Transfer of literacy skills. 

5) To these, Walqui adds a critical-constmctivist dimension, whereby students 

practice the use of their heritage language for critical consideration of important, 

real problems; in this process, thinking skills and academic skills such as task-

organization and written presentation are developed. Thus, a fifth goal of Spanish 

heritage instmction should be the development and consolidation of academic 

skills. 
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Goal 1: Spanish Language Maintenance 

While Valdes acknowledges Spanish language naaintenance as a potential goal for 

heritage learners and heritage programs, she notes the difficulty with this goal. It is not 

clear that schools, by themselves, can play any major role, in as much as community 

interactions, assimilative pressures in society, and transmission of the heritage language 

across generations are more critical to overall language maintenance (Fishman & Dow, 

1991) The need for literacy in the heritage language at home and in school must also be a 

theme in language maintenance (Feuerverger, 1991). 

If the heritage classes are to truly function in the maintenance of heritage 

language, then it would be important to include students from a wide range of 

generations. This study found that 46% of current heritage students are themselves first 

language speakers of Spanish who spent a portion of their childhood in a Spanish-

speaking country. These data could have been strengthened by asking how many years 

were actually spent outside the United States and how much schooling was experienced 

in the monolingual Spanish environment. Nevertheless, when second generation students 

are added to this group, a full 90% of the student body in the heritage classes was 

accounted for. In other words, the Spanish heritage programs studied have not reached 

out to heritage learners beyond this second generation. Whether this is due to lack of 

adequate language skills in students beyond the second generation or to student attitudes 

with respect to social group or academic challenge is not clear. Linguistic policies and 

practices which periodically seek to eradicate Spanish fi-om schools and other formal 

contexts may also account for some absence of proficiency beyond the second generation 

learners. One of the teacher interviewees referred to this group of students as the "nana-

generation," referring to the fact that students had learned Spanish not from their parents, 

but by spending time with grandmothers. In that case, these heritage courses may be seen 
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as a nascent step in fostering language maintenance into the future. Time will be the 

judge. 

If literacy at home also plays a part in heritage language and identity maintenance, 

then the low literacy levels of heritage learners may be critical with respect to this 

instaictional goal. Of the learners in the study, 59% indicated problems with their writing 

skills and 41% with their reading skills. These compare to the self-evaluations with only 

369 0 reporting difficulty in speaking Spanish and only 20% reporting difficulty 

understanding spoken Spanish. 

In the heritage context studied, 94% of the students were of Mexican, mostly 

Sonoran, heritage background, a fact which should impact the choice of materials and 

topics with a view to maintenance of culture through language. While it is certainly 

usetlii to cast a broad net and tap themes from more distant sources, it is perhaps more 

important to secure firm understandings of cultural themes most accessible to the 

students This is particularly true for those students for whom these classes represent a 

first experience with formal study in Spanish. These students have been treated to 

Halloween themes since the beginning of their school days, for example, but have 

perhaps never explored the origins and cultural meanings of Dia de los Muertos. When 

the heritage make-up of a class is known, themes should be appropriately planned to 

support the maintenance of the heritage culture. 

•Another relevant aspect of the data collected relates to learner motivation. As 

53% of the learners indicate instrumental motivations for pursuing formal Spanish 

study—motivations largely related to university entrance requirements and GPA—then 

the relationship of this formal study of Spanish to larger maintenance issues might be 

attenuated. Language maintenance, as such, may not be an important personal or 

community goal. 
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The very term "maintenance" in a heritage setting where the ambient variety 

differs from the normative variety is difficult conceptually. Which variety is, or should 

be. the focus of language maintenance efforts? It was hoped that students' evaluative 

responses would bring some insight to this problem. Students indeed attributed overt 

prestige to the more normative varieties, even when pronounced with non-native accents. 

Linking this to the instrumental motivation factor, it would seem that the appropriate role 

of the heritage class is decidedly within the realm of maintaining knowledge of standard 

language norms. 

With respect to forces of assimilation impacting the heritage setting, these were 

also evident in student evaluative responses and interviews. Many students are currently, 

or have been, in ESL classes. The perceived need to learn English—no doubt related to 

the large number of recent arrivals enrolled in these Spanish courses—is pervasive in this 

heritage context. The upgrading of the Status of English-Spanish code-switching on the 

basis of the English component is one manifestation. The relatively high rankings for the 

English speakers for Status, but also for Solidarity, is another. That the Chicano variety 

of English is the one which holds prestige for this young urban population is evidenced 

by the fact that those students who identified the speakers as such (e.g., as Chicano 

English speakers) rated them more highly than those who merely identified the speakers' 

language as "English." Thus, the embracing of English does not appear to necessarily go 

hand in hand with assimilation, if assimilation is understood as a rejection of ethnic 

identity Understandings of bilingualism could surely profit fi^om deeper exploration of 

ethnic identities as they relate both to dominant as well as "low" language varieties in 

communities like Tucson. 
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Goal 2: Acquisition of the Prestige Variety of Spanish 

Acquisition of a prestige dialect is commonly taken as an important goal of 

heritage instruction. Teachers, however, frequently wondered why students seem so 

recalcitrant, even belligerent, when it comes to the presentation—and expected use 

thereafter—of prestige features (whether vocabulary, grammatical, or phonologic). The 

attitude results of the current study indicate that the prestige forms are indeed appreciated 

by the students and accorded high rankings on Status and Solidarity. Students do appear 

to recognize the prestige features/prestige varieties when they hear them, although they 

are not always able to identify them by name (only 12% could do so). Still, when they 

were asked to specify which varieties were "good" Spanish, they overwhelmingly (79%) 

selected the Mexican norma ailta. Even compared to the varieties of Chicano-accented 

English, this intuition is clear-cut. Only 71% were willing to consider the English 

examples "good English." Thus, a firm conclusion of the current research is that the 

heritage learners do have high regard for normative, prestige varieties. The reasons for 

their diftlculty in adopting them must be sought in areas other than language attitudes. 

These might include monitoring or processing issues or other sociolinguistic factors 

affecting intra-individual variation. 

The personal habits of listening to Spanish radio programs and reading Spanish 

language newspapers and magazines were found to be significantly correlated with more 

positive attitudes toward normative varieties of Spanish. If, then, one goal of formal 

heritage Spanish instruction is to promote the acquisition of prestige forms, and if 

acquisition can be shown to follow attitudes to some extent, then it would behoove 

teachers to seriously promote habit-formation in these areas. To apply this finding 

pedagogically, teachers might make extra-curricular reading and listening an ongoing 

assignment that is followed up and promoted by classroom reinforcement activities. 
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The question of how standard dialects are acquired by speakers of non-prestige 

dialects is a point of concern in heritage language instruction (Valdes, 1997). Valdes 

contrasts the situation with that of second language learners who invariably distinguish 

characteristics in their native language from those of the target language. The second 

language learner knows which language is which and readily distinguishes "went" from 

"fuisie," for example. By contrast, the heritage learner may not recognize the difference 

between the non-standard"/rM/5/e5" and standard '^Jviste." Learners of a second dialect 

may not always be aware of their stigmatized forms, or indeed know when they are 

hearing/speaking one dialect vs. another. 

To understand second dialect acquisition, parallels in the arena of Afro-American 

Vernacular English (AAVE) might be sought. The use of dialect texts have a substantial 

history of use for teaching reading to speakers of AAVE (Wolfram & Fasold, 1969; 

Baratz. 1969; 1970; Wolfram, 1991, for example). Still, recent studies in California 

(Rickford & Rickford, 1995) show mixed results when learner attitudes are factored in. 

Only .A.fro-.American students who also held positive attitudes toward AAVE performed 

better on reading tasks with texts in AAVE. 

Whether African-American students readily distinguish their own dialect features 

is not addressed. The linguistic situation of the Chicano student differs from that of the 

.•\frican-.A.merican, however, in that a pervasive model for the standard language variety 

is not always extant in the bilingual community. Thus, the finding in the current study of 

the relationship of listening and reading habits with an appreciation of standard varieties 

can give some clues about how to approach instruction in this puzzling area. 
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Goal 3: Expansion of Bilingual Range 

The expansion of bilingual range might be considered at the crux of Spanish 

language instruction for heritage learners. Plainly, the hope is that through instruction, 

students will control more of the competencies that comprise complete language systems. 

Heritage learners living in diglossic situations may never have experienced certain 

contexts of use, grammatical formulations, registers, or language varieties; to this extent, 

they may not be aware of their existence, and as biiinguals may not feel the need to fiilfill 

language fijnctions in Spanish which are already covered through their English 

proficiencies. This hits at the heart of an examination of biiinguals' unequal competence 

levels with respect to both languages. The most frequent focus of instruction for the 

bilingual is in the area of grammatical competence, particularly vocabulary (Valdes, 

1997, following Bachman, 1990, p. 87). This fact was borne out in the teacher interviews 

of this study. Yet, Valdes also states that a single instructional approach is insufficient to 

expand a learners bilingual range across the many language competencies. 

.A.n area of language competence that invites instruction is the branch of pragmatic 

competence which includes sociolinguistic competence. Sociolinguistic competence 

comprises sensitivity to dialects and sensitivity to registers. It is hypothesized, based 

upon student reactions after working with matched-guise voice samples, that students' 

awareness of speech varieties and speech styles might be improved through focused 

activities involving listening to contrasted speech samples followed by discussion of 

evaluative reactions. This can lead to raised awareness of specific features, stigmatized or 

non-stigmatized, and develop awareness to new or different modes of expression not 

previously within the experiential range of the heritage learner. In turn, these new 

understandings might be brought to bear by students individually upon their acquisition 

of prestige forms. This approach may allow students to increase their bilingual 
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competence through this raising of consciousness of multiple language varieties and the 

attitudes and responses they invoke, rather than purely through direct instruction of 

contrasted, normative vocabulary and grammar. Teaching procedures such as these 

outlined would render this extension of bilingual range a more consciously global process 

for students. 

Goal 4: Transfer of Literacy Skills 

Transfer of literacy skills is seen by Valdes (1997) to be more focused when 

teaching Spanish to bilingual speakers than in the allied field of foreign language 

instruction. Data from this study show that the classroom reality, however, encompasses 

a two-way situation. Teachers stated that heritage classes are the landing ground of new 

arrivals to the U.S. The student survey corroborates this: 46% are from a foreign country. 

Thus, while the teachers' "bilinguals" (e.g., those who are U.S. educated) may have 

literacy skills in English and comprise a larger portion of the 59% who have difficulty 

with Spanish literacy, teachers have the concurrent task of consolidating the literacy 

skills of the new arrivals and assisting in their transfer to, not from, English. As bilingual 

programs are truncated following new legislation in states such as Arizona (Proposition 

203) and California (Proposition 227), this role of the heritage classroom in literacy 

development and transfer may well expand. A conceptualization of bidirectional transfer 

of literacy skills within the complex sociolinguistic situation of the high school heritage 

classroom has particular implications for instructional strategies and materials. 

Developing and refining a meta-awareness of the skills themselves must be an important 

first step for all teachers. 
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Goal 5: Development and Consolidation of Academic Skills 

The development and consolidation of academic and thinking skills is gauged as 

an important objective for students in Spanish heritage classes (Walqui, 1997). The 

justification for this proposition includes the particularly high dropout rates, as well as 

low academic achievement for bilingual Latino youth. This goal more thoroughly 

responds to certain inherent differences in population of high school level heritage 

programs as compared to post-secondary programs. 

In the current study, 53% listed attending a four-year university as their most 

probable next step after high school graduation. When plans for attending a two-year 

post-secondary program are added, the total jumps to 80%. If first and second choices are 

considered, the total reaches 89%. These numbers attest to the importance of this fifth 

goal, for students will need considerable support and assistance in preparing to reach 

these desired next steps. Reading and writing development must be the central core of the 

curriculum, along with structures which strengthen and teach academic skills. While 

nearly half of all students engage in outside activities related to Spanish literacy, teachers 

should encourage this practice even more. 

.•\s their teachers in this enterprise, students in the current study gave preference 

to the more normative "conservative" speakers of either Standard Mexican Spanish or 

Tucson/northern Sonoran Spanish. These teachers will need to understand that as they 

work toward increasing bilingual range, introducing students to prestige varieties and 

transferring literacy skills, they must also work within pedagogical constructs which 

allow students to pursue critical thinking and hone needed academic skills. Only with this 

type of support will students be successful in their personal goals. The application of 

critical pedagogies that engage students as directors of their own learning can be valuable 

in this process. 
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Research Question 4 

Some answers to Question 4 of the original research questions may now be 

suggested. Question 4 stated; 

What can be learned which may be potentially useful in teacher 

development? What information might be particularly useful to teachers 

training to work with classes of heritage learners of Spanish? 

From the above discussion, it should be plain that the training required for 

instructing a foreign language is not adequate to undertake the significantly more 

complex role of teacher of a heritage language. While the pedagogies for instruction of 

critical thinking, academic skills, and literacy are all important, perhaps what is most 

critical for teachers is a strong understanding of the sociolinguistic issues necessarily 

involved in teaching a minority language. 

Teachers need to understand the dynamics of the bilingual and diglossic 

community. Since students come substantially from both foreign and local backgrounds, 

students" perspectives and understandings of their bilingual and minority situation can 

differ vastly. Teachers will have to be sensitive to the emotional insecurities this mixing 

entails, as well as develop practices to address these multiple needs. 

Teachers need to understand language variation, both in society and in 

individuals. Students bring their vernaculars to the classroom and may have had very 

limited, or no contact with standard varieties, including the written variety. Work in 

Ebonics fRickford & Rickford, 1995) has shown that the acceptance of vernacular speech 

in the classroom can have a positive impact on class environment, even when that 

vernacular is not the focus of instruction. In heritage Spanish classes, too, the vernacular 

can "live" alongside the norma ciilta or Mexican standard—which will be the focus of 

instruction—and continue to serve as a medium for communication. 
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Teachers, above all, need to understand language attitudes. As teachers accept the 

extent to which students' identities are bound to their language and their speech 

communities, teachers are in a better position to monitor their own possibly inadvertent 

reactions. They are more able to extend a genuine hand of acceptance and join forces 

with their students to achieve the goals set forth. It is an important finding of this study 

that students are setting forth some very high goals and high levels of instrumental 

motivation for undertaking formal Spanish instruction. Important, as well, are the positive 

attitudes students express toward the more normative varieties of Spanish. Speaking, 

modeling and teaching the normative forms while extending students' sociolinguistic 

competence should be the foundation of the heritage Spanish teacher's practice. 

Teachers must also be brought to more acute awareness of students' habits of 

language use and their relationship to language attitudes. Expression of more positive 

attitudes toward normative varieties when students regularly engaged in outside reading 

and listening in Spanish should cause teachers to encourage and reward these activities. 

Positive attitudes deserve to be developed first, as they are central to cumulative results in 

any learning endeavor. Developing positive attitudes toward and extended understanding 

of standard Spanish varieties while maintaining a sense of value placed in the variety of 

the local speech community should be the goal of the heritage Spanish program. 

"Our speech, by offering a rich variety of social and ethnic correlates, 

each of which has attitudinal correlates in our own and in our listeners' 

behaviors, is one means by which we remind ourselves and others of social 

and ethnic boundaries, and is thus a part of the process of social maintenance 

(or change)." 

(Frederick Williams, 1971, inTovar, 1972, p. 63) 
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Conclusion 

This study has been an investigation of language attitudes as they are expressed 

by a particular group, high school heritage learners of Spanish in Tucson, Arizona. The 

discussion has attempted to make sense of the attitudes discovered, using the lenses of 

sociolinguistics to reflect upon teaching practice. In spite of the various limitations of this 

study, several conclusions are drawn. 

Language attitudes of heritage learners do vary significantly between the 

normative and vernacular language varieties tested. When attitudes were tested in this 

academic classroom setting, students' preference for more standard varieties aligned well 

with their stated instrumental motivations and educational goals. Thus, curricular and 

instructional choices that underscore these and seek to extend students' bilingual range 

toward the normative varieties are appropriate. 

Students are sensitive to many fine distinctions in register and style. This 

receptive competence should be developed for productive competence as well. 

Exemplifying and analyzing the attitudes that are associated with different ways of 

speaking from a global affective perspective could substantially extend the efficacy of 

other contrastive information commonly used in second dialect instruction. 

Gender of both speaker and listener will affect language judgements, as will 

students" habits of language use. While the former information is useful in understanding 

the landscape of language attitudes, the latter has implications for instruction. Joining the 

habits of language use to the fifth standard of the National Foreign Language Standards 

(ACTFL, 1996), "Community," there are implications for life-long learning and attitude 

development. In the current as well as previous studies, habits of language use are 

correlated to more positive language attitudes toward standard forms. They are also 
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correlated with proficiency levels. As suck, reinforcing and enhancing the contexts of 

language use for heritage learners presents a positive opportunity for teachers of heritage 

language courses. 

•Ability of heritage learners to actually identify language varieties seems to be 

limited. Nevertheless, certain stereotypes about varieties and speakers with which they 

are minimally familiar are in evidence. By attempting to have students extend their 

pragmatic competence in recognizing speech styles and dialects, teachers may also 

enhance students' understanding of the Hispanic world and allow deeper exploration of 

these stereotypes. Using speech samples based on matched-guise formats may be a 

pedagogically viable way of teaching these sensitivities. 

If teachers are to envision their role in the classroom as encompassing these 

points, then training in sociolinguistic underpinnings is a critical piece in teacher 

preparation to work with heritage populations. This assumption represents a radical 

departure from current teacher training and recruitment practices. Nevertheless, as 

expansion of heritage Spanish programs reinforces them as a separate strand of language 

instruction and increases demand for specially trained teachers, the opportunities for 

change in this area are considerable. And without such increased sociolinguistic focus, 

the full potential of instruction in these heritage courses cannot be met. 
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APPENDIX A 

SCRIPTS FROM TAPED TEST GUISES 
(note: all voice segments were of a duration of 35 seconds; difference in length/quantity of 

speech is due to speed of speech and number and duration of pauses) 

SPEAK£R #1: Male - Variety 1: Mexican standard {norma culta) 

•'-ah. Me gusta mucho jugar tenis, jugar fijtbol. Me gusta mucho leer 

tambien. Me gusta mucho hacer de comer. Me gusta mucho la comida. Me gusta mucho 

la comida de todas partes del mundo y la cocina es uno de mis pasatiempos favoritos. Me 

gusta . como ya dije, me gusta hacer muchas cosas, no, de lo que yo pueda hacer de 

comer..." (62 words) 

SPEAKER #2: Female - Variety 1: Mexican standard {norma culta) 

"Bueno, en un fin de semana tipico, el sabado me levanto, jugamos tenis y 

nos ponemos muy guapas y vamos con mi papa a comer... y despues de la comida, vamos 

al cine o escojemos una pelicula para llevarla a la casa ... y despues, hm, viene la familia a 

visitar o nosotros visitamos a alguien o si tengo novio, salgo con el novio en la noche o si 

no, me quedo en mi casa." (74 words) 

SPEAKER #3: Male - Variety 2:Tucsonense {norma rural Sonora& S. AZ) 

"Co -Como ya mencione, a-algo que si a mi me gusta mucho y me fascina 

es llegar a conocer a gente con diferente cultura. ah, Me fascina platicar de la historia de 

esa cultura, ah, no importa que area de la tierra se encuentre ... que es lo/lo tipico 

que/que celebran. .. y estas preguntas me gusta siempre conocer, e-, me gusta aprender." 

(60 words) 
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SPEAKER #4; Female - Var. 2; Tucsonense {nonna rural Sonora & S. AZ) 

"Me gusta salir mucho[munsho]. Me encanta bailar. Me encanta, pues, me 

gusta mucho la musica mexicana, las cumbias, corridas, rancheras. Me gustaba juntarme 

con mis amigas. Si me decian "si vamos," vamos. Nunca decia, "no, no puedo[pweo] ir." 

Compraba lo que queria yo. Si yo queria un perfume de ochenta [oshenta] dolares, me lo 

compraba." (54 words) 

SPEAKER ?^5; Male - Variety 3: Code-Switch 

"Well yesterday, we saw a movie, se llamaba la pelicula - something about 

wolves: estaba bueno la pelicula, es-estaba bien. I enjoy movies, not as much as my wife 

does. Combatemos cuando tenemos que ir a-a las vistas: ella quiere ir and I'm like "oh, 

really babe, I dont wanna go", but you know, I go. There was another movie we rented, 

este muchacho Harrison Ford..." (66 words) 

SPEAKER fr6: Female - Variety 3: Code-Switch; 

•'En mis pasatiempos -1 don't know -1 like going hiking. Me encanta ir 

de dia de campo tambien. En los fines de semana, no creo que me encuentren en la casa... 

porque, I like going everywhere. Tambien me gusta ir al downtown. Yo pienso que ir 

downtown es muy interesante: I like people that have different lifestyles ... me gusta 

como se visten las personas, ah, las clases de conversacion - anything that you can talk to 

people about - that's what I like about downtown." (88 words) 

SPEAKER #7. Male - Variety 4; Non-Native English-accented Spanish 

"Este, cuando tengo tiempo libre, me gusta hacer muchisimas cosas. ah, 

Especialmente, me gusta jugar al tenis. Me gusta ir a las montaiias, especialmente 

alrededor de Tucson, porque hay muchisimas, ah, muchisimos senderos donde uno puede 

esconderse. Pero ademas de eso, me gusta leer mucho..." (45 words) 
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SPEAKER #8: Female - Variety 4: Non-Native English-accented Spanish 

"A mi me gusta mucho pasar tiempo con mi esposo y con mi familia. 

Tambien me gusta ir ai cine, leer libros - este- leer revistas. Me encanta ir de compras. 

Este tambien me gustan los animales. Tengo dos gatos. Ah, Me gusta viajar..." 

(44 words) 

SPEAKER ~9: Male - Variety 5: English (lightly Chicano-accented) 

•'Yeah, I like, I like to watch TV; I like to watch sports: American 

football, um- soccer, or baseball. I like going to the, you know, the baseball field, and 

watching some good games. 

I like music, all types of music, and I enjoy -ah- reading up on and finding out 

individually and personnally on cultures, whether its the food, to the music, to the way 

people live" (68 words) 

SPE.A.KER " 10; Female - Variety 5: English (lightly Chicano-accented) 

"... but I do take dance class and, uh, we learn mostly flamenco and that's 

a lot of fijn. Its really hard - but it's fian! - and they asked me, -oh, are you dancing 

again'^ -and I said "yeah," - but, its fun and I really enjoy doing it. And it's 

something 1 do for myself. The flamenco is really different fi'om the old style, the classical 

Spanish..."" (70 words) 
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APPENDIX A (Part 2) TOPIC USE BY SPEAKER: 

Spkrl Spkr2 Spkr3 Spkr4 SpkrS Spkr6 Spkr7 SpkrS Spkr9SpkrlO 

TOPIC 

tennis XX X 

soccer X X 

hiking X X 

cooking/ XX X 
food 

dancing/ X XX 
music 

going out X XXX 

shopping X X 

visiting 

friends X X 

family X X 

movies/ X XXX 
T\* 

different XX X XXX 
people/ cultures/ travel 

Spkrl Spkr2 Spkr3 Spkr4 SpkrS Spkr6 Spkr7 SpkrS Spkr9SpkrlO 

EXPRESSIONS USED 

me gusta/ X XX X X X X 
'I like' 

mucho X XX XX 

me encanta XX X X 

'I enjoy' 

jugar XX X 
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APPENDIX B 
LISTENING RESPONSES 

Name 
School 

Date 
Teacher 

How to mark your survey sheet 
You will have time after listening to each speaker to react to what you 

heard. 
You have a list of qualities which could describe what you heard or how you feel 
about it. Mark your reactions by putting an "x" along the continuum for each 
descriptor. 

For example; 

- - If you think what you just heard was very friendly, then mark it 

1. friendly: _X : : : : unfriendly. 

- - If you think it very UNfnendly, then mark it 

1. friendly: ; : : : _X unfriendly. 
Or, you might feel that what you heard is somewhere in between friendly 

and unfriendly. Try to find the best spot for your mark. 

For example: 

- -If you thought what you heard on the tape was more friendly 

than not friendly, you might mark it 

1. friendly: : _X : : : unfriendly 

- - If you thought what you heard on the tape was more 

UNfriendly than friendly, you could mark it 

1. friendly: : : : X : unfriendly 

- - If you really cannot decide whether what you heard was 

friendly or unfriendly at all, then place your mark in the middle, like this: 

1. friendly: : : X : : unfriendly. 

Think about each of the items separately in this way. Mark your feelings 

about them. You will receive a separate page for your responses for each new 

speaker you hear. 

On questions 15-17, please agree or disagree with the statements given. 
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APPENDIX B (Part 2) 
RESPUESTAS DESPUES DE ESCUC!HAR (Version in Spanish) 

Nombre Fecha 
Escuela Maestro/Maestra 

Como marcar las respuestas 

Despues de escuchar a cada persona, usted tendr^ tiempo para dar sus 

reacciones. Aquf se encuentra una lista de calidades que podrian describir a la 

persona que acaba de escuchar. Usted indicari sus reacciones al poner una 'V 

en el continuo para cada descriptor. 

Por ejemplo: 

- - Si usted piensa que la persona que escuchd es 

muv simpatica, 

entonces marque asi: 

1. simpatico/simpatica; X : : : : sangron/sangrona. 

- - Si usted piensa que la persona que escuchd es 

muv sangrona, 

entonces marque asi: 

1. simpatico/simpatica: : : : ; X sangron/sangrona. 

0, puede ser que usted piense que ia persona que escuchb queda entre 
simpatica y sangrona. Entonces puede indicar esto asL 

Por ejemplo. 

- - Si usted piensa que es mas simpatica que sangrona, indique 

esto asi: 

1, simpatico/simpatica: : _X : : : sangron/sangrona. 

- - Si usted piensa que es mas sangrona que simpatica, indique 

esto asi: 

I. simpatico/simpatica: : : : X : sangron/sangrona. 

- - Si no puede decidirse si es mis simpAtica o mis sangrona, 

entonces ponga su "x" asi en el medio: 

I simpatico/simpatica: : : X : : sangron/sangrona. 

De esta manera, considere cada descripcidn separadamente para indicar 

lo que piensa. Usted tendri una hoja nueva para cada una de las 10 personas 

que hablan. 

Para las preguntas numeros 15 a 17, indique "si" o "no." Trate de 
responder a los numeros 18 y 19. 
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APPENDIX C 

SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL SCALES DEVELOPED IN ENGLISH 

X X X X X 

1. friendlv : : : : unfriendly 

2. hard-working : : : : lazy 

3. cold : : : : warm 

4. unsuccessful : ; : : successful 

5. independent : : ; : dependent 

6. fake : : : : sincere 

7. wealthy : : : poor 

8. talented ; : : : below average 

9. a good friend : : : a poor friend 

10. stupid : : ; : intelligent 

11.  self ish ;  :  : : generous 

12.  thoughtless :  :  : : caring 

13.  strong :  :  : : weak 

14.  boring :  :  : : exciting 

15 The Spanish I just heard should be used for teaching Spanish in my class. 
agree disagree 

16. The Spanish I just heard on this tape was "good" Spanish. 
agree disagree 

17. I am familiar with the type of Spanish that was spoken on the tape. 
agree disagree 

18. That type of Spanish is spoken in 

19. That type of Spanish is called 
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APPENDIX D 
SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL SCALES DEVELOPED IN SPANISH 

Version for Female Speaker 
X X X  X X  

1. simpatica 

2. trabajadora 

3. seca 

4. fracasada 

5. independiente 

6. mentirosa 

7. rica 

8. talentosa 

9. buena onda 

10. tonta 

n.egoi'sta 

12. tiene compasi6n_ 

13. fuerte 

14. aburrida 

sangrona 

floja 

carinosa 

suertuda 

no independiente 

sincera 

pobre 

iniitii 

mala onda 

lista 

generosa 

no tiene compasidn 

d^bil 

divertida 

15. El tipo de espanol que acabo de escuchar seria bueno para la ensenan2a de 
mi clase de espanol. 

si no 
16. El espanol que acabo de escuchar es un ejemplo de buen espanol. 

si no 
17. Conozco el tipo de espanol que acabo de escuchar en la cinta. 

si no 
18. Este tipo de espanol se habla en . 
19. Este tipo de espaiiol se llama . 
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APPENDIX E 
SALENT OPTIONS CONSIDERED 

FOR EXPRESSING THE SEMANTIC PAIRS IN SPANISH 

1 friendly: amable, simpdtico ,amistoso 

unfriendly: antipdtico. desagradable, poco simpdtico, cae gorda, cae mal, sangron 

2. hard-working: ambicioso, activo, trabajador - lazy: perezoso, huevdn,flojo 

3 cold://•/«, .vtrco - \Ndirm. caluroso, afectiioso, carihoso 

4 unsuccessfial: sin exito, per dido, fracasado 

successful: con exito, qfortunado, super ado, suertudo 

5 independent: independiente - dependent: no independiente 

6 fake: fingido, mentiroso - sincere: sincero 

7 wealthy: dinerado, rico - poor: pobre, 

8. talented: talentoso - htlov/?L\QX?ige. mediano, regular, burra, irmtil 

9 a good friend: buen amigo, biiena onda - a poor fiiend: mal amigo, mala onda 

10. stupid:/0///0 - 'intdligent: inteligente, listo 

1 1 .  s e l f i s h :  tacana, envidiosa, egoista - generous: generoso 

12. thoughtless: 'mdiferente,malvado, descuidado,sin compasidn,no tiene compasion 

caring: con afeccion, carinoso, con compasion, tiene compasion 

1 3 .  s t r o n g :  fuerte - weak: debil 

14 boring: pesado, aburrido - exciting: entretenida, interesante.divertido 
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APPENDIX F 

DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEYS: ENGLISH AND SPANISH VERSIONS 

DEMOGRAPHIC INFOEIMATION SURVEY 

1. Name 2. Age 

3. Gender fc;rc/e> male female 4. Grade in School ^czrc/e^; 9 10 11 12 

5. Name of School 

6. Name of Teacher 

7. Name of Spanish course 

Answer question numbers 8a and 8b, if your family background is at least partly Mexican: 

8a. Choose the best description of yourself; 

I m\self was bom and lived ui Mexico. 

.At least one parent with whom 1 live was bom in Mexico, butJ was bora in the U.S.A. 

M> parents and I have all been bom here in the U.S.A., ̂  I have at least one grandparent 

who was bora in Mexico. 

.Vh family background is Mexican, but at least as fer back as my grandparents, we have all 

been bora north of the border. 

8b. My family is from Sonora. YES / NO 

.Answer question 8c, if your family background is Hispanic, but NOT Mexican; 
8c. Choose the best description of yourself, and fill in blanks as needed; 

I was not bora in the U.S.A. - 1 am from . 

.At least one parent with whom 1 live was bom in a Hispanic country, 

namely in , butJ was bora in the U.S.A. 

-VK parents and I have all been bom here in the U.S.A., to I have at least one grandparent 

who was bom in . (where were they bora?) 

M> ancestors are from , but at least as far back as my 

grandparents, all of us in my family have been bora in the U.S.A. 

9. WTiat are your reasons for taking this Spanish class? 
- -Think about which reasons are personally most important. Put a number "I" by the 
one which is the most important and a number "2 " by the one which is the second most 
important. Use only number "I" and "2". 

a. to better communicate with my family 
b. to improve my bilingual skills for my current or future job(s) 
c. to enhance my academics (grade point average, credit for college, etc.) 
d. to talk to my friends 
e. to listen to and watch Spanish language TV programs, films, music and radio 
f to read Spanish language newspapers, magazines and books 

g. other (please specify ) 
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10. .\h plans for the first two years after I leave high school include: 

- -Think about which next step is personally most probable for you after you graduate. 
Put a number "I" by the one which is the most probable and a number "2 " by the one 

which is the second most probable. Use only number "I" and "2". 

a. seek full-time work 
b. attend Pima College, or another community college 
c. attend technical school to prepare me for a career 
d. enter the Universit\' of Arizona, or other Arizona university 
e. attend an out-of-state college or university 
f marrv' and/or begin a family 
g. go to live in Mcxico 
h. other; (please specify ) 

In this section, try to indicate fairly where your strengths are in your Spanish language skills. 
For each skill category, choose the description which best describes you. Use an 

for each of the four groups. 
Reading: 

I read in Spanish easily. 
I read stories and short informal things in Spanish easily, but 

newspapers, magazines or textbooks are sometimes difficult for me to read. 
1 have trouble reading Spanish. 

Writing: 
I am confident and comfortable writing in Spanish. 
I am confident and comfortable writing notes and personal letters in Spanish, but 

writing essays, compositions or reports is sometimes difficult for me. 
I have trouble writing in Spanish. 

Listening: 
1 understand spoken Spanish easily. 
1 understand most spoken Spanish easily, but 

understanding Spanish radio, TV, or documentaries is sometimes difficult. 
1 have trouble understanding spoken Spanish. 

Speaking: 
I can always express myself easily and best when I am speaking in Spanish. 
I can usually express myself easily in Spanish, but 

sometimes it can be difficult for me. 
1 have trouble speaking in Spanish. 

12. Do \ ou listen regularly to any Spanish radio stations? YES / NO 

Which one(s)? 

13. Do you read regularly any Spanish newspaper or magazine? YES / NO 

Which one(s)? 
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1. Nombre 2. Edad 

3. Sexo: M F 4. Grado en la escuela 9 10 11 12 

5. Nombre de su escuela 

6.Nombre de su maestro/maestra de espanol 

7. Nombre de su seccion de espanol 

8a. Si sus origenes familiares son por io menos en parte mexicanos - ^Cual de las 
descripciones siguientes se aplica meior a usted? Ponga solamente una "X". 

Yo mismo naci y vivi en Mexico. 
Por lo menos uno de mis padres con guien vivo nacio en Mexico, pero yo mismo 

naci en los Estados Unidos de America (EEUU). 
Mis padres y v o nacimos todos aqui en los Estados Unidos de America, pero tengo 

por lo menos un abueio o una abuela que nacio en M^ico. 
Mi fam:lia es de origen mexicano, pero todos, inciuso mis abueios, nacimos en los 

Estados Unidos dc America (EEUU). 
8b. Mi tamilia es de SONORA, Mexico: ^ Si o No ? 

8c. Conteste unicamente si sus origenes familiares son hispanos, pero NO mexicanos -
( Cual dc las descripciones siguientes se aplica meior a usted? Ponga solamente una ""X". 

Complete la informacion necesaria con el nombre del pais: 
No naci en los EEUU - Naci en . 
Por lo menos uno de mis padres con guien vivo nacio en un pais hispano, es decir, 
nacio en , pero yo mismo naci en los Estados Unidos de America 
(EEUU). 

Mis padres y yo nacimos todos aqui en los Estados Unidos de America, pero tengo 
por lo menos un abueio o una abuela que nacio en (^en que pais 
nacio?). 

Mis origenes familiares son de , pero todos, inciuso mis 
abueios, nacimos en los Estados Unidos de America (EEUU)-

9. (,Cual dc las razones siguientes le parece de mavor importancia en su decision de tomar 
esta clase dc espanol? Use solamente I"y "2". 

-Picnse primero en las dos razones que mas le importan personalmente. Ponga 
L'l niimero "1" al lado de la razon que mas le importay el numero " 2" al lado de la 
razon que le importa en segundo lugar. 

a. para mejor comunicarme con mi fiunilia 
b. para mejorar mi conocimiento bilingue para mi trabajo actual o futuro 
c. para aumentar mi exito academico (grade point average, credit for coIIege,etc) 
d. para platicar con mis amigos o amigas 
e. para escuchar y mirar programas de tele, peliculas, musica o radio en espanol 
f. para leer periodicos, revistas o libros en espanol con mas facilidad 
g. otra, especificamente: 
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10. (.Cualcs son sus planes despues de terminar la escuela? 

- -Piense primero en aicil de los pasos seria personalmente mas probable para usted 
despues de terminar la secundaria. Ponga el mime j "1" al lado del paso mds probable 
V cl niimero "2" al lado del paso que le parezca coma segundo en probabilidad. 

Mis planes para los dos primeros anos despu^ de terminar la secundaria incluyen; 
Usesolamente"I"y"2". 

a. buscar trabajo de tiempo completo 
b. asistir a Pima College, o a otro "community college" 
c. asistir a una escuela tecnica 
d. asistir a la Universidad de Arizona, o a otra universidad en el estado de Arizona 
e. asistir a una universidad o "college" en otro estado de los EEUU 
f. casarme y/o comenzar a criar mi propia f^ilia 
g. irmc a vivir cn Mcxico 
h. otro. especificamente; 

11. En esta parte, indiquc el nivci de sus habilidades en espanol. Para cada categoria, indique 
la dcscripcion m^ justa. Ponga solamente una "X"' para cada una de las cuatro categorias. 

Lectura: 
Leo cn espanol con facilidad. 
Leo cuentos y tcxtos cortos e informalcs en espanol con facilidad, pero 

a vcces es dificil leer periodicos, rcvistas o libros escolares el espanol. 
Se me hace dificil leer en espanol. 

Expresion escrita: 
Tengo confianza cuando escribo en espanol. 
Tengo confianza cuando escribo apuntes y cartas personales en espanol, pero 

a veces es dificil escribir ensayos, composiciones o informes en espanol. 
Se me hacc dificil escribir en espanol. 

Comprension: 
Se me hace facil comprender el espanol hablado. 
Normalmente, comprendo el espanol hablado con facilidad, pero 

a veces comprender la radio, la tele, o documentarios es dificil para mi. 
Se me hace dificil comprender el espanol hablado. 

Expresion oral: 
Se me hace facil expresarme bien cuando hablo en espanol. 
Normalmente, me expreso con facilidad en espanol, pero 

a veces es dificil decir lo que quiero en espanol. 
Se me hace dificil hablar en espanol. 

12. Escucha usted alguna emisora de radio en espanol regularmente? ^ Si o No ? 
(^.Cual/ Cuales? 

13. Lee usted algun periodico o revista en espanol regularmente? ^ Si o No ? 
t.Cual/ Cuales? 
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APPENDIX G 

FORMAT FOR QUALITATIVE INTERVIEWS OF TEACHERS 

I would like to begin by thanking you for allowing me to interview you today. You are: 
TEACHER: SCHOOL: ^DATE: 

1) Please describe for me your course sequence for NS ("Heritage") learners. 
(Including course names). 

2) How do you decide where to place students? 

3) Do students tend to stay with the program for more than one year? 

4) What materials, books, or, curricular focus do you use at each level? 
Which are most important? 

5) What are your most important learning goals for your heritage students? 
(at each level) First Level: Second Level: Third Level: 

6) What are your frustrations with these classes and programs? 

7) How would you define the type of language / type of Spanish you use in the classroom 
with students? 

8) What type of language do you think is particularly appropriate -or inappropriate- in 
the Spanish heritage classroom? 

9) What training have you had which specifically helps you in working with heritage 
learner groups? 

10) Using the Student Characteristics as defined by G. Valdes (1997, p. 14), please 
indicate which student profiles are most common in your classes. 

11) Rate your students' proficiency levels for the four skills. Please highlight salient 
strengths and needs of your students as you perceive them. 



210 

APPENDIX H 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

I. PARTICIPANT GENDER 

FREQUENCY PERCENT 
MALE 104 43.7 
FEMALE 134 56.3 

2. PARTICIPANT AGE 

GRADE FREQUENCY PERCENT 
9 65 27.3 
10 72 30.3 
11 63 26.5 
12 38 16.0 

3. SCHOOL 
FREQUENCY PERCENT 

Amphitheater HS 28 11.8 
Salpointe CHS 46 19.3 
Catalina HS 17 7.1 
Cholla HS 16 6.7 
Palo Verde HS 6 2.5 
Rincon HS 10 4.2 
Tucson MHS 28 11.8 
Pueblo HS 24 10.1 
Sunnyside HS 52 21.8 
Desert View HS 11 4.6 
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APPENDIX H: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS (Page 2) 

4. COURSE LEVEL 
FREQUENCY PERCENT 

LEVEL I 93 39.1 
LEVEL II 79 33.2 
LEVEL in 2 .8 
.\P SPANISH 18 7.6 
ELEMENTOS-HONORS 14 5.9 
ADVANCED-HONORS 6 2.5 
SPAN IVA^-HONORS 26 10 9 

5. GENERATION IN THE U.S. 
FREQUENCY PERCENT 

BORN OUTSIDE U.S. (I'' Generation) 110 46.2 
2"*̂  GENERATION (parent foreign-born) 105 44.1 
3"̂  GENERATION (grandparent foreign-bom) 12 5.0 
4"" GENERATION 10 4.2 
Non-Hispanic 1 .4 

6. HERITAGE COUNTRY 
FREQUENCY PERCENT 

Mexico 224 94.1 
Chile 1 .4 
Peru 1 .4 
Puerto Rico 3 1.3 
Cuba 1 .4 
Panama 1 .4 
Guatemala 4 1.7 
El Salvador 1 .4 
Nicaragua 1 .4 
Non-Hispanic 1 .4 
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APPENDIX H; DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS (Page 3) 

7. MOTIVATION ORIENTATION 
FREQUENCY PERCENT 

INSTRUMENTAL 124 52.1 
BOTH 95 39.9 
INTEGRATIVE 16 6.7 

8. FUTURE PLANS - first choice 
FREQUENCY PERCENT 

•Attend a 4-yr university 122 51.3 
•Attend 2-yr or tech school 69 29.0 
Workormarry 17 7.1 
Enter military 7 2.9 
Return to live in home country 2 .8 
Study in Mexico 12 5.0 
Other 1 .4 

9. FUTURE PLANS - second choice 
FREQUENCY PERCENT 

Attend a 4-yr university 79 33.2 
Attend 2-yr or tech school 56 23.5 
Work or marry 64 25.6 
Enter military 1 .4 
Return to live in home country 21 8.8 
Study in Mexico 1 .4 
No 2"'* choice given 19 8.0 
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APPENDIX H: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS (Page 4) 

10. PROFICrENCY SELF-EVALUATION FOR READING 
FREQUENCY PERCENT 

Reads Spanish with difficulty 12 5.3 
Some difficulty reading Spanish 82 36.0 
Reads Spanish with ease 134 58.7 

11. PROFICIENCY SELF-EVALUATION FOR WRITING 
FREQUENCY PERCENT 

Difficulty writing Spanish 18 7.9 
Some difficulty writing Spanish 117 51.3 
Ease with written Spanish 93 40.8 

12. PROFICIENCY SELF-EVALUATION FOR LISTENING COMPREHENSION 
FREQUENCY PERCENT 

Understands Spanish with difficulty 3 1.3 
Some difficulty understanding Spanish 44 19.5 
Understands Spanish with ease 179 79.2 

13. PROFICIENCY SELF-EVALUATION FOR SPEAKING 
FREQUENCY PERCENT 

Speaks Spanish with difficulty 7 3.1 
Some difficulty speaking Spanish 77 33.9 
Speaks Spanish with ease 143 63.0 

14. READS SPANISH LANGUAGE NEWSPAPER / MAGAZINE REGULARLY 
FREQUENCY PERCENT 

NO 120 55.3 
YES 97 44.7 

15. LISTENS TO SPANISH LANGUAGE RADIO REGULARLY 
FREQUENCY PERCENT 

NO 110 50.2 
YES 109 49.8 



214 

APPENDIX I 
MAP OF TUCSON, ARIZONA: 

LOCATIONS OF PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS WTTH 
HISPANIC CENSUS OF 1990 POPULATION CONCENTRATION 

l^caoa I 
llctropoliUa 1 

Area 

76 to 93 
57 to 72 
34 to 52 
17 to 33 

• I to 15 

1 Amphitheater High School 
2 Salpointe Catholic High School 
3 Catalina High School 
4 ChoUa High School 
5 Palo Verde High School 
6 Rincon High School 
7 Tucson Magnet High School 
8 Pueblo High School 
9 Sunnyside High School 
10 Desert View High School 
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APPENDIX J 

PEIEFERRED READING AND LISTENING MATERIALS 

NevvspapenlVIagazine Title' # of students reporting this title 
Eres 21 

El Aguila 20 

El Imparcial 17 

TVNovela/Tetenovelas 15 

TU 14 

Gente (People) 11 

Variedades 6 

Cristina 4 

El Diario de la Frontera 3 

Latina 3 

El Independient 2 

El Clarin 2 

Selecciones 2 

Mujeres 1 

The Bible 1 

Name of Radio Station # of students reporting this station 

La Pantera (1450) 28 

La Zeta (105.3) 26 

La Perrona (1030) 25 

Radio Vlundo (1210) 11 

Radio Fiesta (1600) 7 

Stations in Nogales 9 

Alpha radio (on internet) 1 

' Some students gave scN eral titles; not all students gave titles of their reading choices. This holds for radio 
as well. 
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APPENDIX K 

CORRELATION TABLES 
FOR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES BY LANGUAGE VARIETY 

Key for all Correlation Tables; 
Age - Age of student participant 
Grd - Grade level of student participant 
Sch - School attended 
Cls - Spanish class level 
Gen - Genetation of residence in the U.S. 
Mot - Expressed motivational orientatioa 
Put - Expressed future plans 
2°  ̂- Second choice for future plans 
Pro - Global proficiency measure for Spanish 
Rdg - Self-evaluation of reading skill in Spanish 
Wrt - Self-evaluation of writing skill in Spanish 
Lst - Self-evaluation of listening comprehension in Spanish 
Spk - Self-evaluatLoa of speaking skill in Spanish 
Rdo - Listens frequently to Spanish radio stations 
Npr - Regularly reads newspapers and publications I Spanish 

- Language evaluation 

Standard Mexican Spanish, norma culta 

Age Gid Scfa Cb Geo Mot Fnt lad Ete Rdg Wit Lat Spk R<k> Npr Lor 
Age r = 

- .809* .164* .267* .103' -.069 .013 -.154* .178* -.037 .063 -.162* -.063 .011 .084 -.118* 
Gtd r = .809* - .054 .374' .184* -.058 -.056 -.166* .218* -.070 -.007 -.163* -.128' -.066 .064 -.138* 
Sch r = .164* .054 - -J43* -.058 .015 .136* .031 .079 .155* .131* -.050 .073 .081 .027 .077 
Cls r = 261* .374* -.343* - .233* -.087 -.232* -.045 .085 -.090 -.021 .004 -.066 -.030 .034 -.014 
Gea r = .103* .184* .058 .233* - .183* -.315« -.020 -.449* -.404* 037* -J02* -.428* -.180* -.172* -.130* 
Mot r = -.069 -.058 .015 -.087 .183« - -.106* -.021 -.284* -J47* -.273« -.I38* -.270* .013 -.076 -.056 
Fut r = .013 -.056 .136» -.232* -J15* -.106» - .154« .113 .264' .194" .127« 2sr* .145* .132* .012 
2od r = -.154* -.166* .031 -.045 -.020 -.021 .154* - .117 .199* .261* .114* 250* .175* .125* .052 
Pro r = .178* .218* .079 .085 -.449* -.284* .113 .117 - .640* J52* J65* J34* J56* .488* .139* 
Rdg r = -.037 -.070 -.090* -.090 -.404* -24T J64* .199* .640* - S7T .420* .653« .280* J59« .193* 
Wrt r = .063 -.007 -.021* -.021 -J37' -.273* .194* .261* J52» sn* - 23i* .499* .255' 259* .174* 
Lst r = -.162* -.163* .004 .004 -.302* -.138* .127» .I14* J65« .420* 234* - J14* -.041 .i2T .043 
Spk r = -.063 -.128* -.066 -.066 -.428* -.27D« 26T J50* J34* .653* .499* J14* - J08* 260* .155* 
Rdo r = .011 -.066 -.030 -.030 -.180» .013 .145* .175" JS6» 2tO* 255* -.041 J08* - J78' .I31* 
Npr r = .084 .064 .034 .034 -.172* -.076 .132* .125* .488* J59* 259* .127* 260* J78* - .139* 
Lev r = -.118* -.138* -.014 -.014 -.130* -.056 .012 .052 .139* .193* .174* .043 .155* .131* .139* — 

* Corrclatioa is significant at the .OS level (two-taikd). 
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Tucson/ northern Sonora, normal rural 

Ag« Old Scfa CIS Cka Mot Fut 2ad Pro Rdg Wrt Lst Spk Rdo Npr Lev 
Age r= 

- .809* .164' 267* .103* -.069 .013 -.154* .173" -.037 .056 -.162* -.063 .011 .087 -.010 
Grd r= .809* - .054 .374* .184« -.058 -.056 -.166« .213* -.070 -.013 -.163* -.128* -.066 .067 -.039 
Sch n= .164* .054 - -.343* -.058 .015 .136* .031 .079 .155* .135* -.050 .073 .081 .030 .170* 
Cls t= 26T .374* -.343* - 233* -.087 -232' -.045 .081 -.090 -.027 .004 -.066 -.030 .036 -.073 
Gen r= .103* .184* -.058 .233* - .183* -.315* -.020 -.453» -.404* -J40* -J02* -.428* -.180* -.174* .000 
Mot r= -.069 -.058 .015 -.087 .183* - -.106* -.021 -2S0* -.247* -277* -.138* -270* .013 -.078 .047 
Fut r= .013 -.056 .136* -.232* -.315* -.106* - .154* .114 .264* .198* .127* 267* .145* .134* .004 
2n<l r= -.154* -.166* .031 -.045 -.020 -.021 .154« - .121 .199* .266* .114* 2S0* .175* .123* .083 
Pro r= .173* .213* .079 .081 -.453* -.280* .114 .121 - .641* J35* J70* .536* J58* .490* .068 
Rdg r= -.037 -.070 .155* -.090 -.404* -.247* 264* .199* .641* - J74* .420* .653* .280* J60* .087 
Wtt r= .056 -.013 .135* -.027 -J340* -.277* .198* .266* .535* J74* - 232* .496* J51* 255* .082 
Lst r= -.162* -.163* -.050 .004 -.302* -.138* .127* .114* J70* .420* 232* - .514* -.041 .125* -.004 
Spk r= -.063 -.128* .073 -.066 -.428* -.270* 267* .250* J36* .653* .496* J14* - J08* .262* .052 
Rdo r= .011 -.066 .081 -.030 -.180* .013 .145* .175* JS8* .280* .251* -.041 J08* — J80* .092 
Npr r= .087 .067 .030 .036 -.174* -.078 .134* .123* .490* J60* .255* .125* .262* J80* — .030 
Lev r= -.010 -.039 .170* -.073 .000 .047 .004 .083 .068 .087 .082 -.004 .052 .092 .030 _ 

* Conelatioa is significant at the .OS level (two-tailed). 

Code-switching Variety 

Age Grd Sch Cls Gen Kfot Fut 2iid Pro Rdg Wrt Lst Spk Rdo Npr Lev 
Age t= 

- .809* .164* 267* .103* -.069 .013 -.154* .173* -.037 .056 -.162* -.063 .011 .084 -.011 
Gtd r= .809* - .054 .374* .184* -.058 -.056 -.166* .213* -.070 -.013 -.163* -.128* -.066 .064 -.027 
Sch r= .164* .054 - -.343* -.058 .015 .136* .031 .079 .155* .135* -.050 .073 .081 .027 J05* 
Cls r= 267* .374* -.343* - .233* -.087 -.232* -.045 .081 -.090 -.027 .004 -.066 -.030 .034 -.116* 
Gen r= .103« .184* -.058 J33* - .183* -J15* -.020 -.453* -.404* -J40* -J02* -.428* -.180* -.172* .050 
Mot r= -.069 -.058 .015 -.087 .183* - -.106* -.021 •2iO* -247* -277* -.138* ..270* .013 -.076 .054 
Fut r= .013 -.056 .136* -.232* -J 15* -.106* - .154* .114 .264* .198* .127* 267* .145* .132* .023 
2nd r= -.154* -.166* .031 -.045 -.020 -.021 .154 - .121 .199* 266* .114* 250* .175* .125* -.033 
Pro r= .173* .213* .079 .081 -.453* -280* .114 .121 - .641* J35* J70* J36* .358* .489« .040 
Rdg t= -.037 -.070 .155* -.090 -.404* -.247* .264* .199* .641* - S74* .420* .653* 290* JS9* .072 
Wrt r= .056 -.013 .135* -.027 -J40* -277* .198* .266* .535* J74* — 232* .496* .251* 254* -.016 
Lst r= -.162* -.163* -.050 .004 -J02* -.138* .127* .114* J70* .420* 232* - J14* -.041 .127* .029 
Spk r= -.063 -.128* .073 -.066 -.428* -.270* 267* .250* J36* .653* .496* J14* — J08* 260* .012 
Rdo r= -Oi l  -.066 .081 -.030 -.180* .013 .145* .175* J5S* .280* ^1* -.041 J08* — J7S* .104* 
Npr r= .084 .064 .027 .034 -.172* -.076 .132* .125* .489* J59* 254* .127* 260* J78* — .061 
Lev -.011 -.027 .305* -.116* .050 .054 .023 -.033 .040 .072 -.016 .029 .012 .104* .061 _ 

* Conelatioa is significant at the .OS level (two-taUed). 
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Anglo-accented, Noa-native Spanish 
Age Citd Scfa Cb Gea Mot Put 2iid Pro Rdg Wrt Lst S()k Rdo Npr Lev 

Age r= 
- .809* .164* .267* .103* -.069 .013 -.154* .173* -.037 .056 ..I62* -.063 .011 .084 -.044 

Gtd r= .809' - .054 .374* .184* -.058 -.056 -.166* J13» -.070 -.013 ..163* -.128* -.066 .064 -.070 
Sch r= .164* .054 - -.343* -.058 .015 .136* .031 .079 .155» .135" -.050 .073 .081 .027 .091* 
Cl3 r= .267* J74* -.343* - .233* -.087 -.232* -.045 .081 -.090 -.027 .004 -.066 -.030 .034 -.025 
Gea r= .103* .184* -.058 .233* - .183* -J15* -.020 -.453* -.404* -J40* -J02* -.428* -.180* -.172* ..145* 
Mot r= -.069 -.058 .015 -.087 .183* - -.106* -.021 -.280* -J47* -7JT -.138* -.270* .013 -.076 .015 
Flit r= .013 -.056 .136* -.232* -J15« -.106* - .154* .114 .264* .198* .127« .267* .145* .132* .038 
2nd r= -.154» -.166* .031 -.045 -.020 -.021 .154* - .121 .199* Jt66* .114* .250* .175» .125* .067 
Pro r= .173* .213* .079 .081 -.453* -.280* .114 .121 - .641* J3S* J7D* .536* J58" .489* .096 
Rdg r= -.037 -.070 .155* -.090 -.404* .264* .199* .641» - J74* .420* .653* JSC" J59* .146* 
Wrt r= .056 -.013 .135* -.027 -.340* -XTT .198' .266* J35» J74* - 032* .496* J51* .254* .072 
Lst r= -.162* -.163* -.050 .004 -.302" -.138" .127« .114* J7D* .420* .232* - J14* -.041 .127* .072 
Spk r= -.063 -.128* .073 -.066 -.428* -.270* .267* .250* J36* .653* .496* J14* - J08* i60» .103* 
Rdo r= .Oil -.066 .081 -.030 -.180* .013 .145* .175* J58* J80* J51* -.041 J08« - J78* .159* 
Npr p= .084 .064 .027 .034 -.172* -.076 .132* .125* .489» J59* J54* .127» .260* J78* - .170* 
Lev r= -.044 -.070 .091* -.025 -.145" .015 .038 .067 .096 .146* .072 .072 .103* .159* .170* — 

* Correlation is significant at the .OS level (two-tailed). 

Chicano-accented English 

Age Grd Scfa Cls Gen Mot Put 2al Pro Rdg Wrt Lst Spk Rdo Npr Lev 

Age r= 
- .809* .164' .267* .103* -.069 .013 -.154* .173* -.037 .056 -.162* -.063 .011 .083 -.019 

Grd r= .809* - .054 J74* .184* -.058 -.056 -.166* J13* -.070 -.013 -.163* -.128* -.066 .063 .004 
Sch r= .164* .054 - -.343* -.058 .015 .136" .031 .079 .155* .135* -.050 .073 .081 .024 .140* 
Cls r= 267* .374* -J43* - .233* -.087 -.232* -.045 .081 -.090 -.027 .004 -.066 -.030 .036 -.006 

Gen r= .103* .184* -.058 .233* - .183* -J15* -.020 -.453* ..404* -J40* -J02« -.428* -.180* -.173* -.046 

Mot r= -.069 -.058 .015 -.087 .183* - -.106* -.021 -J80* -.247' -277* -.138" -.270* .013 -.078 .005 

Put f= .013 -.056 .136* --232* -J15* -.106* - .154* .114 .264* .198* .127* 267* .145 .130* .008 

2nd r= -.154* -.166* .031 -.045 -.020 -.021 .154* - .121 .199* J66* .114* iSO* .175* .123* -.026 

Pro r= .173* -213* .079 .081 -.453* -.280* .114 .121 - .641* J35* J70« J36* J58* .489* -.005 

Rdg r= -.037 -.070 .155* -.090 -.404* -.247* .264* .199« .641* - SM* .420* .653* J80* J60* .011 

Wrt r= .056 -.013 .135* -.027 -J40* -J7T .198* .266* J35* J74* - J32* .496* .251* .255* .OU 

Lst r= -.162* -.163* -.050 .004 -J02' -.138* .127* .114* JTO* .420* J32* - .514* -.041 .130* -.043 

Spk r= -.063 -.128* .073 -.066 -.428* -.270* J67* .250* J36» .653* .496* J14» - J08* .262* -.006 

Rdo r= .011 -.066 .081 -.030 -.180* .013 .145* .175* J58* .25l« -.041 J08* - J80* .036 

Npr r= .083 .063 .024 .036 -.173* -.078 .130* .123* .489* J60* JS5* .130* .262* J80* - .112* 
Lev := -.019 .004 .140* -.006 -.046 .005 .008 -.026 -.005 .011 .012 -.043 -.006 .036 .112* — 

* Correlation is significant at the .OS level (two-tailed). 
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