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=stedlish *e e MINORITY Ianguage
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SEangliage of commerce and the broader
| _f_)LEEF unlty not a secret (even when parents do
&= ot command the language)

E ..=|—-'

j'j:!;HQW establish BOTH majority language and a

~ hertage language?

® (subguestion how establish a 2"9 language for majority
language speakers?—Iless of a focus today)
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> rlogilieys o pilingualism
—Aemgo obia
— _)me; off non-English languages
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trohg folk belief that 29 language takes

—— a_way from majority language
- — (and resistance to evidence to the contrary)
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REIVE bac (ground en extent we observed of
mmonr Ianguage use by potentially
omnrn aifchildren

, Hu@ 9se candidate factors affecting

"'I'-"_-

- -—orlty language use
; :S_how how factors interact
4 Provide examples of effects and non-effects
5. Summarize our suggestions
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MIINhat circumstances does pilingual
rlevelou ent I children happen?

= "" 3
F e
.

""'-'..

3
o
______,,—

= \L\' A€ :**doesn t* it happen? What Is It In
== hé soual context that fosters or doesn't

.

= fbster childhood bilingualism?

wgmg?;
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AOW  tey dirTer

J,<o~rJ~nf th U.S. Cubans anc

frog) orrr Hlspanlc greups in; US.

Umr]ue;-f‘ ztors in Miami Latin population Miami
ggreat Latin American city”

— sarrge majorlty status (57% Iin 2000 census)
'J__,T=I“|gh SES: bankers, lawyers, etc. (English spoken
:_ ~— here...”ethnic food”)

-~ — EXILE community—re-create down to social clubs,
school (Viv's *the* school in Havana)—Coral Way
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NBIEalIFFHISpanicst Cubans=—other Central
/—\mr‘fJCclﬂ: =

If ge LQ mumg immigration
shia multi-million $$ market

-IIF'_

S[oEl; ,_Et
ot C oL

— e

' "' Contrast to large populations in CA, TX, NY, etc.
~_-—-more typical iImmigrant populations, less
political’ power
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say 10 e rrmediating factors

L Yl ____:a; 24 combinations
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e

Ievels 319 = 59,000 combinations

» No surprise that Wales and Holland and
Berlin and Quebec and everywhere are all
different.



SSVAtne ,, "On—going “post hoc” analysis of our
ovww.v ork and work of others—
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ough college

BYiemiBilingL
Sulidies, from birtfi

=

1. 251 w Iongltudlnal study from before babbling
(5 nu hs) te 30 months (some children through

.,_

= -ZFJ elementary school children, controlled factorial
_L—;: = K2nd-5th graders, comparing effects of language(s)
of home and language(s) of school, SES

-ni-_'-:":'_'
::--""—'z_.__-
i — i
S —
—

| 3’. Other studies with SAT, PPVT-TVIP

4. Language surveys college students; middle
schoolers

s
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> O)llar @Eildise GG" guage ana racy/n
biliriejizll [ h//d/’en (espeC|aIIy the 5t graders)
= Fearson, Umbel Gathercole, & Cobo-Lewis

erqﬁi 1 & McGee (1993), Pearson & Andrews de
) (Unpublished)

— = Filer “Pearson & Cobo-Lewis, 2006

== fElrr Pearson & Cobo-Lewis, (In press)

———

- G'athercole (iIn Wales, Welsh Language Board)
‘s Hakuta & D’Andrea (1992)
e |[ambert & Taylor (1996)
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= MAJORITY RULES

i e
e

—:“"?—""‘#'Wlthout some strong motivation to do otherwise, | think
~ e could safely say that children go for the majority
- language. We found this even among children who did

not speak the majority language very well.



Eng Imm, Eng Class

Z2-way, Eng Class

A

() Teacher to Class
1  Teacher to Student
® Student to Teacher
< Student to Student

N
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Eng Imm, Sp Class (BSHL)

2-way, Sp Class

O = 000002
®Oo ONbBMO®O
L, | Y N N I

Proportion of Utterances in English
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Language cleIce—wiiere do \We See

0.0
s
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=
(1]
0.2 5
=
5
0.4 E
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=
A7 & - 060
. - 2
- [} Teacher to Class §.
0.2 . I Teacher to Student - 0.8 S
i ® Student to Teacher o

< Student to Student
01 1.0

AR &8 eé-‘%? R &

Grade
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> Crillele ,J It decnde parents and
InisiLyfe s do.

2 CONSP jire to create the circumstances
vv;_; E S C-BL can happen.

il . _

e i\}e the opportunity to learn 2 languages,

—

| '\f-é'-l

—_y
pE— —

!

® Some circumstances better than others.

ﬁ_:;‘-':'_"lee them reasons to choose a 2" language.




yond INPUT zie | AGE i Eoastife

Jnour IS Ihe “engine” of LL
r\er— a turbocharge

J,Eﬁjfgﬁie OCIaI Factors (brakes and accelerator):
;qelanguages
ne families

ne communities

(Basically, factors that increase or decrease the amount of
Input.)
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AOArIVal == Greater proficiency
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= Ef['.FfLJdes > — Greater use of 2

= = ﬂ_'(parent language (choice)

=

- _,"'r-‘;‘-- Child,
Peers)
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NGisa direct relatlonshW

EXIPSUIE and oreficiency:

—— — i —

e

HCONCEPT OF T reshold”
(errnr* cole 2002, 2006)

r
-l-l-_._ e

, |rect effect up to a threshold

= .—-__....--

: °_ ‘After threshold, less effect
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NCEPL of THRESHOLDs g

gesUIEe matters --up to a threshold

endhwhich, exposure no longer matter

% Gathercole, 2002 for illustration

Threshold lllustration

\

Timel Time2 Time3 Timed4 Timeb

Proficiency

-
6
5
4
3
2
1
0]




— How much input do you need?
What timing Is optimal?
What contributes value?
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parULS. context, if we add mput In a
erl anguage Wwhat are the odds that
EFC il will end up with 2 languages:
Hve command of two languages, or

—'natlve command of one + 2" [anguage
—command of second, or

— native command of neither

2 |p)
SEC
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= e ——
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pportunltles N each language
Jnstrumégﬁ alivalue

jﬁ nguage Prestige

= -_-_;'i::w ‘Hd'wide
e does the language have a literature? Children’s materials? Other speakers
—-*-'“ - avallable)

e — -
—— —
—__

= Language Modalities: esp. literacy
— |f literacy is achieved, language is less vulnerable to attrition
A GOOD STUDY THERE.

e [anguage relatedness (also in FL):
— extent of interdependence
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ALY Factors.

— e — il =

o SQ(JQF(Q\F\ C S

— (cf, ko) rvty Ianguage acqwsmon L1 or L2)

— Aoe ess_; which provides input of majority language)
\££ tdes (which affect choice -- > input etc.)
e!t & Taylor 1996—high versus low

_-"_ _-

Lr‘ @ [N
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J -.afeﬂtal values
o Darental goals

e Family dynamics
— (parent-centered or child centered)
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Jmmuf:.a ' status:

> Wiirln € =-! eratlon
|Jr J_» ratlon—AoA crucial

e’neratlon (born here of parents born abroad)
— —".—'—' GA ofi parents crucial
== (Whether BOTH parents are born abroad

: -3“3' generation

_-—

~ _® Depends on intergenerational households; precisely what
" declines as “depth” increases (25-15-10, Pearson & McGee)

_--"""
"'
—:_-_

.

e

See Hakuta & D’Andrea illustration
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> Copplag] LF ty cohesweness (geod ghettes and bad
JIELLEST churches & community orgs —L&T)

SCom! unlty prestige

Percelved threat to ID (Southworth, 1980)

® Community Goals (Cubans “exile” in Miami,
Welsh Language Board)
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GECOIE 1=é:v-ant as they get older, no longer “child bilinguals”)

Fof ¢ JrnJrJruorJ ojlmr- , IU'S a parent/ family issue strongly influenced by a community

A AN e

;“

-
Jusi zls v\; ye universalllearning of a first language, | know of no cases of a
s ~E§ﬁ£§é 'a proper environment UNABLE to learn a 2nd
g’uage (TELL ME IF YOU KNOW OF ONE.)

1! 1'.'.-.
\1 |

_étlfhg—a cohort ofi young children with cochlear implants: consensus “If you can hear
~  enough to learn one (oral) language, you can learn two.”

Remarks apply to hearing children learning a spoken and a manual language (may be
some other factors to consider for deaf children learning an oral language).

But not everyone does! Why or why not?
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> Strerlefif] ‘of MINORITY: Ianguage
(vvmerr ar it’s L1 or L2)

mactors may differ for different language
= sk is/ modalities (Oller et al. in press)

_'—,-r—"'

f' put minority language Is the key to
childhood bilingualism.
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= “Plan to teach children”

I\/IoJr or tt e ‘people responding “yes” didn’t even
< morlty language to their brothers and
; ot likely to use consistently with child.

_ :'f' V\jlt'hout a specific intention to do so, BLs don’t
: Stendtortise minority language with each other to
pherexient that they think they do.



[ at least
80%0
Spanish

[0 50%6
Spanish

Bl just a
few
words

Children to Parents to Siblings
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bearso r&'McGee)*-" |

E 1st Gen.
0 3rd Gen.

ToO Sibs
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Relative Frequency of Language
Use by Interlocutor

=~ Child to Child

100 7 ——- Parent to Child

- 80 - - Parent to Parent
— 2 2
== o
= e &

. LL 40 - [C—
© —
@)
20 -
O |
Born US Elem High

School
Age of Arrival



Relative Frequency of Language

100
80
60
40
20

0

% English

Use by Activity

SSS

Born Elem High Univ
us School

Age of Arrival

-— Movies
BTV

> Music
-4 Reading
-®-Dinner
== Church




BL friends
- ML-Sp
-+ ML-Eng

Born US Elem High Sch
Age of Arrival

Univ
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- Al Je,rrﬁ'o in boeth Ianguages

HLIE @) 'o 25 not use one of the languages
Fletiefs to get a language sample

--."'_'r—-u-

ey, L
i T -~
e — _._,-|—- —
- —.-l'"' E . T

--j"ﬂ{ey factor Input, but input varied
- according to lanquage history of parents
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UL etﬁ pad; Arrive after ge 10

Bom rfe road Arrive between 5 and 10
3. _J —aoroad Arrive before age 5

== _ _:L_f :E 1 US; Both parents born abroad

Born JS; at least one parent born US

6 Born US;
at least one grandparent born in US
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"Depth"

From Hakuta & D'’Andrea, 1992
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‘and Spanish Proficiency by Time in U.S.
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== 3 4 5 6
"Depth"

From Hakuta & D'’Andrea, 1992
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==~ 3 4 5 6
"Depth"

From Hakuta & D'’Andrea, 1992
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> Mirlegl /Af ajority’ o °'I'mmigration Status
> Lzinle)t)z Jr» ]Urestlge ® SES
=1 orcl}b ® Extended family

.,_. | ;enta
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=

- ® Parenta

Family dynamic
Community
values cohesiveness

proficiency e Community values

attitudes ~
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Iigationrstatis as proxy for parental
PIOIICIENCY 1N Majority language, access to
mrgom V| Culture—reduce to amount of input
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ge prestlge affects motivation to learn or
gness to use a language
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- Cultural congruence controls access to majority
culture, interest in majority culture

: 3 - . -
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OVETIAp between facto

EglyAdynamici=extended family related to
inneEnt status (P & McGee)
Etiricmily,— father’s language more central
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Hezid) ) oot questlon(s) J;‘,

i jf"‘T‘ rr status, (depth),

> rloe
OIS
— \/\/r};° IS the role ofi SES?

= \x at is the effect of cultural congruence
(e.g. for different language pairs)?

—:- == ~'Flold|ng SES and language pairs

_-—‘

f
E"é

=

-5 : *constant

— \What Is the role of language of the
home?

— What Is the role of language of the
school?
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~ (LSH& IMS constant)

i > Hi-LO
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= m SES-Eng
EI-ESH 2W-ESH EI-OSH 2W-OSH
0O SES-Sp
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: U"’): = @ SES-Sp
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=, -0
o -10
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S5 & IMS constant, ESH-OSH)

f Home Language on Stand. Scores

m LSH-Eng
@ LSH-Sp
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[t SpRIISH e e e o

Fs ESy Fs Su

(i English at schoold [ Ovdy Bnglidh at school!  (Englich & Spandshiat | (English & Sparddh ot

Ehg]m&: Sparish at (b Spatdy sthome ]  schwool & hoere) 5&1::-::]! (ke Spatuich at

hlgh | low high low  high  low high low
=5l 3 3 = 6

Two way school




Fs ESx Fs Su -
[y Erglich at school! [ Oviy Englidh at echool!  (Englich & Spandshat | (Englich & Spanidh at
Ehg]m&: Sparish at (b Spatdy sthome ]  schwool & hoere) cchool! Cndy Sparadh at
hlgh | low high low high | low | high  low
1 3 3 i | 5 5 6

Number of subtests (of 9) with scores in average range in BOTH languages
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gl istibjects ____St" ‘DEPTH 4” (born in U.S.)
WGUDEPTH S

- . Smali English effect
¢ [ arge Spanish effect in favor of Depth 4
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Eng & Sp Only Span
at Home at Home

High Low High Low
SES SES SES SES

100

Depth 4

96

135
176

L 49‘ ‘ ol
\@.M 10 ]

Depth 5
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SIESHTELL ers
|l Jr: tion Status matters

em age of School moere important than
= Ear g’uage of Home for literacy learning

-...r

_ :'“£ngllsh In the home gave less benefit to
- English than the comparable loss to
Spanish
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Mmgm : nguage 5ﬁances

> |i's el \_/\,é@ | -'\ivide Iénguage (W|th commerce, a
JJFHrrIFIJrH b ts off ether speakers—even If ene needs to
ru: Gut)

r__ re's a local community to support

.—-
_n.
:

== ractlons (forestall assimilation, provide native

— d_js: eakmg children)

~ = There’s a strong family identity & ties to
the country of origin

.'|‘ \



-h-aﬁ@:jﬂe-r :

BHO aifective value (people Who love
flllel Jq aklng Iit; pride in culture)

- “ielgein) or granted™

=

-
2 I
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IH'

= g___.LE fiutions to support it (schooling,
= 1{eracy materials)

e Access to Monolingual speakers
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ANCOMIMUNIty’s chances Increase:
i -

2

fle / ve ENOUGH speakers to carry on daily:
JJre If] herltage language

- rne/ HE Ve a sense of urgency or responsibility
£ gyl Tam the language

_.1-_
- - e
o -l-__.__ ____.,_

"':;' IN\/II (or the U.S. generally)

_-—l-

—

: : . — Spanish is not perceived as “endangered” (because
-~ t’s not!)

— The decline of the language in the U.S. population is
masked by continuing immigration
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SEHERIING N tWe [anguages versus schooling
If] _.=-f-7_+only

B f“ﬁ- grade

“— 2-way English equivalent

S -Spanlsh petter

-
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— FOR FREE!



SERhY. are there not more
JHDJ ’1

> | dogl 'rﬂ'v Lo be cynlcal, but I don t see
Elf1}/ | gethifrom evidence to policy in the
OrS. __?:.:-.' -

=TT
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T g ol
- = ™
——
- )

i:;?= “even if we had a Minister of Official
~ [anguages, in the current administration |

shudder to think how that position would
e filled.
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