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requires the development of a three-category scale which corresponds

directly to levels of language mainténance. Using this scale; a.

, three-generational analysis was performed. There were distinct shifts

from first to second and ‘from second to third generations. One .

notable result was that Spanish use among third generation Hispanic®
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ion of Spanish is particularly Strong among Mexican Americans.

There was also a clear association between using Spanish and low

socioeconomic status. There was a secondary trend, revealed by .
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| . ABSTRACT. . :
o : P

THE_MAINTENANCE OF SPANISH OVER THREE GENERATIONS IN THE UNITED STATES

that language maintenance rates for Hispanics are much higher than

- the past.

David E. Lopez -
- . R . o _ . i‘:fb,,, o ,,,‘;,;L,, k
Previous studies based on limited :samples have indicated the importance
of viewing language shift-among Hispanics as a three generational
process, in contrast to the two generational model.that seems to be -

adequate for most other immigrant language minorities in the United
States. urrent Pop

The November; 1979 Current Population Survey appears to show

previous studies indicated; however; that is an artifact of question .

wording. In the |
apparent Spanish use among Hispanics; but comparisons of the. 1379

In the last decade; there may be a trend for higher rafes of -
results with those obtained in 1975 and 1976 show that only about
45-503 of adult Hispanics usually speak Spanish, not the 80-50% that’~
the 1979 and 1980 data imply. Whatever the absolute rates, the
differences among the three generations are clear: Hispanics shift to
English, but at rates that are slower than those of other contemporary.

immigrant groups, and probably slower than European immigrant groups. of

777777 The retention of Spanish is particularly strong among -
Mex itan-Americans; other Hispanics may well follow the traditional .
immigrant'' pattern. The correlates of maintainhing Spanish gererally -

indicate that continuing to use Spanish is associated with lower :
socioeconomic status. However, multiple discriminant function analysis -~ ) E
reveals that, while this is the general pattern, there is also a . R it
secondary trend in which high status and maintaining Spanish while also :
gaining competence in English is distinguished from either mono! ingual

pattern. .



Ty : S

ABSTRACT . R T R

LIST OF TABLES .

Chapter

I. <IHTRODUCTION & & « © ¢ v & s s & & 2% & o

11, THE 1979 LANGUAGE DATA AND COMPARISONS WiTH EARLIER SOURCES

Ti1. "METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES & : + & 2 o o o v o o o v v v wr.

Language Use and Ability « « + + . . , ‘
IV:  SAMPLE' RESTRICTIONS
V. RESULTS .AND DISCUSSION - . . . . -
Eéﬂghé§é ﬂéiﬁtérianc’e’ Across Three Generations .
Language Patterns and Socioeconomic Characteristics .
‘A Sécondary Pattern AP
V. SUMMARY . . . . . + ¢ « o «
REFERENCES )
s t P
" e ._\.
3 -
-
~
‘ iti
: . | g

K




TABLES

1
1.2

i1:3

(R
“ e

ii.2
11,3
Ill 4

11,5

V.1, |

' Charactera;tucs

V.1

-
o

V.2

. Asked in the 1976 Survey of Income and Education:

»

V.3

V.4

-—

Mother Tongue”and tanguage Use_Bates Among Huspannc Adults:

1969, 1970, 4975, 1976, 1979 and 1980 (Percent-Soanlsh of

Total Spanush Grigin Group) T R S
L B

tanguage Use in 1976 and 1979: Comparisons for Spanlsh e

Portuguese Japanese* Ghlnese and Filipino Adults 18 and ;-

Over « - s S T v e e e e e witale e a et

Language Use by Natuvuty and Hother Tongue: ﬁispanic
Adults 48+ 1976 - i v i i 4 ini i e ;

Hother Tongue and Current Languages in 1976 and 1979

tanguage Use and Englush Abuluty H|span|c Adules IB 64
in 1976 and 1979 o e .. e e e e e e

English Speakung Ab|l|ty by Ind|v1dual Lannuage Hispanic
Adults 1B-54, 1976 . . . . . , e . . . e

Using Englnsh Abul:ty as an Indicator of Language Use:
‘The_ Results-of Three Cutting Point Alternatuves in the
"1976 vata: Hispanic Adults, 18 6b

Englush Abnluty by Mother Tongue and Generation: Hlésanié
Adults "18-64 in the United States; .November, 1979

Language Characteristics by Immugratuon ‘and Generatnon
|span|c°Adults, November. 1979 .

Percent Spanish Hother Tongue by Type of Spanign 951919 by:
Generatnon
November,

Hispanic Adults 18 64 in the Unj ted States.
1979 . . . ¢ .. . . oe s o e

Spannsh Hother Tongue Rates by Generataon, Observed and

Adjusted to be Commensurate with '‘Usual'’ Mother Tongué as
Native

Huspannc Adults 18-6L4 in -the United States, November, 1979,

Language Spoken at Home by Type of Spanlsh Orugun and

Generation: Hispanic Adults 18-64 in the Unnted States,
November, 1979 .« <+ .”. e s Pe e e e e e

Comparisons ‘of Home tanguage in One Generatuon with Mother °

Tongue in the Next, Using Both Direct and AdJusted Measures 4
of Spanish at Home. HISpanlC Adults 18-64 in the United

States.'1979 Pt e e s e e e e v e e e e e e e e e e

iv

&

.14

13£’

12

i6
g

20

23

2

31

37

i

1




RR LIST OF TABLES (EONTINUED) - T C
o 2 o
. V.5 Language Spoken at Home by Motherngngue by GeneratIQn . ' : §1
- ‘Mexican-American Adults 18 64 Jin the Unu;ed States, ‘
November,’ 1979 « ¢ ¢ T ¢ Vg e s s e T R YA :

- .

: V.6 tanguage Spoken at- Home .by" Mother Tongue and Generationm:

- A . "Other Hispanic, Adults 18- 6# in the United States, November, B -
' 1979 & & s s e s s s e s h e i e e i e e e e e e e . 50

- : 7 : o o gy~
V.77 Secioscononic Characteristics of Hispanic Males 255k, by W= -
Mother Tongue and Generatién e T A M-S |
A .
V.8 Socioeconomic Eharacternstlcs &F Mexican Orugln Males 25-54 )
by Current Home Language and Generation . . . . . . . . .. 56

V.9 Socioeconomic Characternstncs of Other Hlspanlc Males 25- 5&
by Cyrrent Home Ltanguage and Generatiom . . . . . . . . . . 57

. V10 Multnple Dnscrumunatlon Function Analysns of Home. Language
Groups on Background Variables. ,Hispanics 18- 6& in the
United. States, November, 1979 e R -1
: ¢
Vil Multuple Diseriminant Functnon Analysis- of Home Landuage

’ S Groups on Background and Current Status Varnabfes .
Non-=Mexian Orlgﬁn Men 25-54 |n the United S{ates, Noverber s
1979 . e e e e R -1
- ; d‘
yl ’ -
- K "
.7 z &
! . ¢ .
c ¢
- v




- o ~ >
, s o o
~sls INTRODUCTION W
This paper has two goals: (1) To assess, for the first: tlme on .

o the national level, the language patterns of Hispafics across three
generatlons, and (2) to lntroduce the newly avallable Nbvember, 1979
ethnlcnty in the,Unuted States today. The three generational analysss ' "
ics the heart of the paper, but it cannot be undertakén wnthout the
rather lengthy methodologucal discussion (Chapters ll-and lll) that

preceeds lt. This is so because the November 1979 CPS used a language .

questlon'that was quite unlike any that came before. This question

produced apparent rates of Spanish use far above those Suggested by

pFéyuous natuonal survey results. The issues of the meanung of thls e
v new questlon and its comparablllty wuth prevnous results are not just

academuc, for the same QUEstlon was used' in the 1980 Census; the

results 'of which will affect sociat policy ‘and, indeed, define social

realuty for the next decade. When new results are publlcnzed, they

.become the curremt '‘facts' about language use in the United States.

But 1iKe so many other iifacts" about the dlstrubutuon of qualities and - .

behaviors in our-society that are gleaned from censuses and surveys,

language use and background are |nherently subJectlve, and, to a

from the 1986 Census: It is well that we understand how these facts

o,

relate to preV|0usly acquired facts, and how they relate to that . o

indications to the contrary. .

if one were to Judge the facts of language use and maintenance in

the United Sates from the 1979 survey alope, the conclusuon w0uld be
that Hnspanucs and most Asian lmmngrants are tenaciously maintaining

B

T their language, on a.scale unknown among earlier immigrants from
Europe.. Among adult Hlspanlcs, for example, nine out of ten grew up in
Spanish-speaking homes, and 80% still speak Spanlsh.at home. These are

’
R . s




the sort of numbers that are easily used to make polutlcal pounts,

often pOints at odds with each other. Those devoted to lligratlon

restriction and cultural homegenelty can polnt to these flgures as.

tradition of_plurallstic assnmllatlon and acculturation. The further ) ' el
evidence that a majority of the children of Hispanic immigrants, ard
even the maJorlty of the chlldren of immlgrants chlldreni continue to. % —_ 7

encapsulatlon and thelr apparent stubborn unwnlllngness to adopt e

* English Wwith the eagefrness that we. all "know" previous immigrant groups
did. Studies of the causal relation between language mauntenance and

socioeconomic attalnments are fraught w:th difficulties, but there |s Y .:_;'
-at least a correlation of both Spanush language background and '
continued use with lower levels of educational, occupatlonal and i ncome

atta rnment.

l

the Americanization approach is implicitly based on a human caputal )
anaiysis; which views individuals as autonomous actors in an '

¥, essentvally free market. Hispanics do poorly’becausé'they ?aii to

the "economic market place, and thelr continued use of Spanlsh ls bad

- because it prohablts them from acquurlng the Engllsh competencyDthat is .

fundanental to competutlve success. . Quite dlfferent is the

interpretation in terms of dlscrlmanatlon, both dlrect and . s B :
"lnstltutlonai.” Language activists wlll look at these 1979 figures 3 .

that Spanish, is; afterall, malntalned from- generatlon to generatlon in
the United States, not just in the hills of New Hexlco but among the

/ '_maJorlty of Hlspanlcs who are thurd generatuon or more.. Thns is sure




Ianguage services in schools and other gubllc settlngs, inciqdjng
elections. After, all, if two-thnrds of all. native-born adult Hispanics
continue to speak Spanish, then some accommodatlon must be'made for:
.them. This accomodation includes® nultilingualism in votlng and publnc

generatnons° durlng thenr schooling years. Bllnngual e1ect|ons and
other services to adults have been points of puplnc controversy,
.however, these have been mlnor in comparison with the struggle
surroundlng bilingual educatlon. The 1979 -80 lndlcatlons of contlnued
use of Spanish and other languages by, chlldren at home (excluded here

but nearly as hngh as the fngures for adults) would seem to be strong

Amerlcanliatlon, or any of the forms that blllngual education takes.'

People will support their own preferred program alternatlve, based on

thelr beliefs and their |nterests, but, most certainly, the big numbers
- flownng from the 1979 and 1980 sources will be frequently quoted in the

next few years in Support of one ?erspectlve or the other.

The truth is that the 1979 data do not really tell us anything new

about isﬁguagé use. FIf the individual: Ianguage uss questlon in 1979

(and 1980) produces different and markedly higher rates than prevnggsly

obtalned, it |s because: such a questlon was never asked before:

Spanlsh lS wuthout a doubt ‘the dna jor example of ethnic Ianguage
.maintenance .in the United States today. Various monographs and "

articles attest to ‘the relative tenacity of Spanwsh, though the debate
¥ continues over the degree of Spannsh maintenance, its causes and its
consequences (Flshman et al., 1966; Grebler, Moore & Guzman, 1970, pp.

hzh h32 Skrabanek, 1970- Thompson, 1971- topez, 1976, topez, 1978

,,,,,,,, 3

recent work is that Hlspanlcs, |n barticular Hexlcan-Amerlcans in Texas

‘and the Southwest, do indeed have higher .rates of ethnnc Mmother tongue

maintenance than dovﬁuropeip immlgrant stocks eariler in this century

or the Asians who constitute the other major immigrant stock today.
But maintaining Spanish beyond the second _generation is 2 questnon of a




L . ~

«

slgnufucaht mlnorjsx nqs‘maJorlty, pattern among H|§pan|c5. The ]h;;

prnncipal remaining |ksue |gathe size of thfs mnnoruty patbern, its -

socnoecoﬁbmlc corrgfates, and how long it lasts. This paper addresses

‘itself to all three issues, and if it does not reso]Ve any of them, at
feast.it takes us farther than we have bgen before. -
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- e THE LGEALE 'DATA. AND COMPARSONS WTH_EARL IER SOURCES
S My h 912’_5359358 DATA AND FOMP RISONS y}JEDFAR R ES
' ‘c‘.“/"z—h, ) . . . - v. r , N ".-'4 . . .o
T “The Nbvember 1973 Current Population Sirvey contained: the new

*. language -and ancestry questions that ‘were developed for. the’ 1980

) mother tongue, as in 1970 and prevuous censuses. There was

conslderable debate surroundlﬂg this new questupn, bdt all interests

* agreed that some indicatuon of current fanguage use was mone'
I . approprlateefor policy formatlon. The new open-ended ancestry
| questlon, whlch replaces questlons about parents’ b|rthplace, |s
I apparently |ntended to provnde a geneologlcally “deeper“ and more
subJectlve approach to ancestry. The- po|nt “of lncludlng these
7 QUEstlons in the 1979 ‘CPS’ was fot realdy to try them-out' ‘the reiults
7 for 1979 would be avallable only .long after the 1980 CEnsus field work

was completed. Rather, the ldea was to use the - 1979 GPS t6 “llnk" ‘the

AR

. 1980 results with prev:ous data sets, pr|mar|ly the 1970 Census. Thus,

< the 1979 questlonnalre also contained a mother tongue question and

questlons about where one's parents were born. Given the issues raised

in Chapters |l and III of this paper, it is questlonable Juﬁt how
’effectlve this “llnkage“ will ever. be. For those |nterested in

.
.ow

language and ethnicity, the great value -of the 1979 da\a set will :
probably lle ultlmately in the rather complete SOC|oeconom|c and .

employment lnformatlon it contains (as the source of regular

unemployment data, it contalns excellent |nformat|on about searchlng

- for jobs), and also for the presence of those rare questlons about

parents‘ blrthplace. ' :

N '

As of thls wrltlng, no ancestry information has been ?eleased from

~

', the 1980 Census, but prellmlnary flndlngs for November 1979 are
o, “available (Bureau of the Census, March,; 1982) Some of the figures are

odd to say the least. For example, the. ancestry questlon\ylelded only g

lo million “Afro-Amerucans,“ in con;rast to 26 million blacks counted

in the Census. And it counted lO mullion “Amerlcen Indians' 5 5 . the

1980 Census count was 1.5 mllflon, and even that was startlungly hlgh

S in comparlson to prev:ous figures. : ) ) -

: ' Census.- The new language questlon asked about current language, not i);




o : o . . o Y
The* 1979 ancestry counts for Hlspanlcs and the Asian language

minorlties do . not seem to be so far off. Unfortunately, exact
comparlsohs are |nposs|ble for all but the Hlspanncs, ‘since theirs |s'
the only ethn tﬂ*" ldentified, and since race is coded only black, : .
.whnte ‘and other: (Race is more fully spécified in the 1980 Census. ) '
" 0f the Spanish orlgln populatlon, 962 of the adilts 18- 6# indicated
-some sort of . Spanlsh ancesfry as their primary ancestry. All, students

of ethnlclty will be intrigued by the |nformat|on about multlple

ancestry, though the form of the question will make - these data

difficult to interpret. The low rate of wrlte-lns for blacks
“("Afro-Américans'') and the idloSyncnatlc reaction to.the. possubnluty of
~specifying’ mubtiple ancestry shOuld, in partlcular, produce concern.

It seems llkely that e ucatlonal level may have been a major. o
. determinant of whether or not people answered the questlon at all (183

‘provuded no ancestry |nformat|on), and whether they |nd|cated multuple

¢

ancestr |es.

L}

is recognlzed and acted upon by both in-group: members and outslders.
The racial mnnorltues, Jews, Huspanucs, Natnve Americans and a few
- other small groups do, and it is to be- hoped that the geneologlcal
accountlng reflected in the Census Bureau s new.approach to ancestrf

will not lead to the neglect of genulne ethnuclty in Ameracan lufe

-t Oda . ’ B ’ N ‘
Y : . ¢ 7 o
, . . B . | '/;/' /

- /
< But it is the langu395/Q625tlons that most concern us. We come to
the language data armed wlth speclfned hypotheses about how question
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‘
°

‘ wording and method (census vs. survey) affect responses to.language

questions (see Lqpéz, 1982). The essential issues are:

I. Censuses seem to produce higher non-English responses to

- mother tongue and current. language questions than do surveys.

This Iis true even when the survey sample and weighting -

procedures are adjusted to the census; apparently because

people are more open to self-administered questionnaires than
they are to surveys; . ' . . ' —

2. - Questions specifying languages that are “QSU;ijy“rofrﬁéfgéﬁﬁ
spoken elicit smaller responses tﬁg;\fhbse without frequency

indicated. This is true both for questions asking the most -

~ common language used and the second language used.

3. Second language aﬁégiFéﬁg specifying a ‘domalin’ Sffgéé (esgis

igt home'') produce smaller responses than those that do not,

since -asking, ''Does X speak any other language?'' can be
interpreted as a cBmpetéhCEJQUéstibh,7devbid of any

. implication of use:. . This does not arise for questions about

the most common language since they are never worded .soO

vaguely. Of all domains, "3t home'' yields the highest
non-Engl ish rates; however, since it is there that people use

treir ethnic tongues most.

4. inclusive quéstions asking what language other than English

produce higher responses, since they can be interpreted as ''in
_ aadition to English." N :
" The 1979 and 1980 language use question ('‘Does this person speak
" a languagd other than English at home?') is an odd combination of '

several previous ones. It is individual, domain specific and
inclusive, with no indication of frequency, though..the. domain.specifics

ation does. imply that the language actually is spoken, not just known.
The “dom3in specified is the one in which people are most Jlikely to

. speak their égﬁhic language, If they speak it at all. Its most

important characteristic is the "other than English' phrasing, which
has always produced relatively high rates of non-Engl ish responses:

The 1979 mother tongue Question is similarly phrased and can be
expected to produce larger rates than the more restrictive questions

E

used in other recent surveys.

*




These var:ous considerations led to the. follownng predlctlons.

EF The non-Engllsh at home rates will be Kigher for 1980 than for

1979, due to the survey/census effect; : .

2. Both non-Engllsh language use and the mother tongue rates in
1979 will be higher than 1976 due to question. wording. In .
contrast to.the inclusive 1979 questlons, the 1976 questlon - + : 5;

specified "usual' current and mother tongue.

avavlablllty-of data obliges us to compare sllghtly dlfferent age
groups and; in some cases, provnde estimates based on Hlspanlc and ’ _
Spanlsh languége totals, not the language subset of the ethnic: group.
Two historical factors cloud comparlsons, and the farther apart the .
years are, the cloudier it gets: Fi'rst, we know that a large part of '
the §r6ﬁth of the Hfsoénlc population since 1970 has been due to
|mm|grat|on, and such growth will surely contribute to the Spanish
- language rates. However, the demBgraphy of Hispanics in the Unlted

States is such a murky and controverslal areasthat there is no sound

way to untangle the components of immigration-emigration, natural

|ncrease, changed identity and error, Attempts to do this untangling _ -
indicate that roughly one-half of the growth of the Hlspanlc gopulatlon
in the last ten years has been due to lmmlgratlon. in the i979 sﬁrVéy,

o the Uni}ed States in the preceeolng four years.

i .
L A - -
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- TABLE 1.1

‘Mother Tongue and Langliage Use Rates Among Huspannc Adults

1969, 1970, 1975, 1976, 1979 and 1980 (Percent
7%h444477ﬁ§pan|sh of Total Spanlsh ‘Origin Gﬁoup) T
* Percent Spanish ’ Percent Span:sh
- e Mother Tongue Speaking
" November 1969 cPs'” 72% (oTE®) 50% (usual)
1970 Decennial Census? 803 # (OTE) | 5e
1975 Spring CPS 1443 81% (usual) 4y (usual) |
1976 SIE 1844 ¢ 82% (usual) 47% (usual) -
iov. 1979 tPs (18°6W5  93% (oTE) B1% (018) oo
’:986 Census lB:i—; -- 90% # (OTE) e |
ﬂg&ggﬁm ii8+ from.pubiishéa éédiééé. [i
Zgstimate based on rate for all ages (787). N
314+ from Waggoner, 1976, p: 9. ‘

b8+ (18-84)" would be 1-2% lower.

Sestimate based on rat:o of Spanish use to iotal Spanish origin

adult population:

6ote = Other than English.

et
i"z‘

.
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The second compllcatlng factor is the posslblllty that there may ' g@

that one speaks or spoke la 1engua {'the Tanguage' ). The increase in . /;*@?

Spanlsh mother tongue rates from 1969-70 to 1979 is consistent with .
this argument, but the influx of |nmlgrants over the decade, aIOng with i

a tost of methodological issues that make comparlsons between 1969 70

and 1979 tricky, render this idea no more than a possibility.
Certaunly, the attntude and behavloral change lmﬁlléd 59 the growing

) Therefore, while we present earlier results, we suggest that the

comparlsons between 1979 ana 1976 are the most instructive. B
Forturately, the 1976 Survey of Income and Education is the most
comprehensive national source of language data ever collected.
S
The principal conclusion- to be drawn from Table ll. is that the
bredlctlons are borne out. The Spanush at. home rate in 1980 is

considerably higher than in 1979. And the 1970 mother tongue rate is

_above the” 1969 survey result. Refinements in the numbers. used may

result in minor changes, but the gaps will still be large: The 1979

mothér tongue and individual language rates are also consideraﬁly

higher than the 1975 and 1976 rates, presumably due to the hypothes ized &

effect of questnon wording. As discussed above, it is difficult to ) C
interpret the mother tongue changes from 1969-70" to 1979 fhe '

questions were slmllarly worded, so that the changes must .be due to the

' several other factors dlscussed lbove. However, the mother tongue

1979é§the cénsus vs. survey effect: best explains the 1979/1980

"

differential).

©
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. The point of all this is that the’ 1979 and 1980 data do not

provide. any great surprises and should not. be taken as indications of
change; {other than that due to |mm|gration) In partucular, they ' -
should not be taken as any more correct than the previous numbers, only =

different. There are no. “correct“ numbers about language use and ~ : e
: background, for these phenomena are lnherently subjective and sensltlve ’ '

~ to questlon wordlng. ' P

. .. |f question wording largely explains.the apparently different .
results for Spanish in 1976 "and 1979, then the same should hold for
other languages. The lack of ethnic ldentlflers other than “ancestry

“.

lent" groups in the two surveys; but rough approximatlons are possible a
and are given if Table 11.2. The 1976 data come from topez (1982); the
1979 rates have been calculated from the one Census Bureau publlcatlon
reportung overall ancestry and language data from 1979 (Bureau of the
Census, March, " 1982). (The 1979 Spanish rates are figured in the same
way as those of the other groups, for comparabilitys Therefore, they

are slightly different from the rates found elséwhere in this paper.)

Note flrsq that in all cases the 1979 mother tongue rates are : . .

Fllupcnosa whlch already had quite hngh ethn|c mother tongue rates.

But the most instructive comparlsons are ‘for current language. In 1976
we could divide each ethnic group into four language use categorue5°
Ethnnc language only (E), prnmarnly ethnic language but also Engllsh

"USUally“ ethnnc language category, and in every comparlson thls :

category is much below the rate of ethnic language ‘‘at home“ in 1979 S,
But note that there is a general correspondence between all three

levels of. ethnic language use; including using, it as a supplement to .

English, and the ethnic language §t home rate. The variation js only a

@
,‘ k
~}
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_ TABLE ii 2 o -, S e
Language Use in 1976 3947!929 Comparisons . for Spanlsh ii
Portuguese, Japanese, Chinese and Filipino Adults 18 and Over T
CURRENT E‘AnsuAsé I
_ 1976 1979 |ETHNIC MOTHER TONGUE o
S EfonlyﬂﬁEleffgilefgﬂE,only __E 1976 1979 o
Spanish 213 26% 325 2% B2% | . 82% " 90% s
79% | | -
Portuguese . 16% 8% . 18%: 58% 38% 58 77% ;f?
. W‘~ . [ .
hz% . \ « - k
* Japanese 8% 9% 24y, 595 | k3% 60x . Bl
) ’ ”ll% ° .
Chinese ~ 25%  28%x 28% 9% 76 | - 873 89%
m
8% |
Filipino 6% 25% -~39%  30% 77% 843 89%
\—'———\7;~
70% .

Sources:
Note: |
A

T976 Survey of lIncome and Educatuon

- 'U.S. Bureau of the
Census, - March 1982. S

NEY s Engllsh and "E" is not Engllsh
discussion.
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greatest. The |mpl|cat|on is obvnous and useful: lt seems that the
1979 ethnlc language questlon did not merely produce generally higher

of all levels of ethnic language use as deflned in 1976 "Other than

""Englush e woJTd seem, really was |nterpreted as 'in addltlon"to \\\\

Englnsh.

- language use patterns among Hlspanncs and seven other language

mlnorutues “in the United States (Lopez, July 1982) That study found:
that the language variable using these categories correlated very .
strongiy'WIth factors like nativity and mother tongue. Table 11.3
presents language usé by nativity and ﬁothér tongue for Hﬁspanlc adults
in 1976 Not~ the regular pattern of association from the most . Spanish
group, the Spannsh mother topgue immigrants; to the least, the Engllsh
.mother tongue natives. Only 1% of the Englnsh-raused natives say that
Spanlsh is their usual! language: This rate rises to 37% for natives
brought up in Spanish; and 72% for immigrants faised in Spanish (even
the ood English- ralséd lmmlgrant category, which is very small, is

consistent with the/general pattern) The proportlon of those using

l nlz Englnsh goes ‘from a low of 3% for the Spanlsh-raJsed |mm|grants to

a h:gh of 753 for Engllsh-ralsed natnvés. The meanlng of each category

[}

is noty

H
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Use by Nativity and Mother. Tongue:

. Hispanic Adults'18+; 1976 (Numbers in Thousands)

1k
)

TABLE 11.3

o

o 3 o

- L

- L

. )

-3

. PR
-

-y

-

\

Birthplace

.

-

Mother Tongue

Spanish
Only

" CURRENT LANGUAGE USE~
- Spanish/
English

English/

English

Spanish . _Only

‘United States Spanish (N

R , English (N

2,112)

1,069)

8y

29%
1%

L9%

2 21%

14% _
85

Foreign ‘Spanish (N ='2,934) 38% 343 245 3%
English (N = 59) 2% 3% 34% 61%
S~ es ZZa: 1876 S ST TS
-~ _Source: 1976 Survey of Income and Education :
— LT \;\\,\;%
© - ‘ / ,:;
;
2 "
e - o ST
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. til. METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES

WQA' ' roughly equlvalent to: the three categorles "SoaniSh only;" "Usually »
~ Spanish but also English" and "Usually ‘English. but also Spanish"vln the o
1976 Survey of Income and Education (SIE).: Unfortunately, there, |s no
easy ‘way to attain that level of detail In the 1979 data. The SIE’ \
contains questlons about relational and contextual Ianguage use, as h .
we)l as those on overall frequency. But the 1979 GPS asks only the one 2

current Ianguage use questlon. We are, then, obllged to rely on other

two: Mother tongue and’ Engllsh ablllty. The flrst posslblllty that g Af?
; . suggests itself is a combination of current and upbrlnglng language.. T

Hypothetncally, it would be reasonable to dlstlngunsh three groups.'\f

1. Engllsh monolnngials, i’e;; those ‘who were brought up in.

Engllsh and speak only Englnsh,

£

s 2. Spanlsh monolung;als, i.eq, those whose mother tongue and
s 7 ' current language are both Spanlsh'-

3. Bilinguals, j.e;,fthose,who were raised in“Spanish but now
speak predominantly English.

e

The dlffnculty with dernvnng such categorles from the 1979 data resides
in the extremely skewed distribution on both the mother tongue and
~ current home language questions: ‘93% of ‘the adult Hispanics are’ i
Spanish in mother tongue, and 82% indicate that they speak Spanish at L
;7 S 'home. In 1976 182 of the adult Hispanics said their usual Ianguage : h '%
o when growing up was English. But the 1979 question implies Engllsh ) :‘fezzi
,_Ell and the rate drops to 7%. Table lll.l compares the relation E -
77tween mother tongue and current Ianguage for the two surveys. The

N - -

53*1&
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TABLE 111, .
Mother Tongue and Current Language in 1976 . S
© - and 1979 Hlspanuc Adults* . )

= . ... English Mother Tongue

Spanish Mother Tomgue

1976 (18%) 1979 ( 7%) S 1976 (82%) _1979 (93%)
“ Current —Lingu’ag"'e_ ) :
- “English Only = 77% 86% 7% 13% -
Englnsh/ o .7 -
. Spamsh 22% v 356
| Spanish/ B ] 1hg 323 \93% - 87%

. Englnsh 1% - ' ' . =
Spanish Only = ==  26% -
100% = (1 129 060) (427,000) (5,008,000) (5,393,000)
#The 1976 rates are for all those 18 and over; the 1979 rates include only :

those 18-64. However, including those over 64 changes the language rates ;
only 1-2% towards Spanish. ' In both surveys L4B% of the Hispanic o
- adults indicated that they were born abroad. Q




Jgaccurate. Some reverse language shlft, from Englush to Spanlsh, is to

3”other than English" in 1979/

' above, whach lnvolves only about 1% of the total Hlspanlc adult sample

e ~ 1576 1979 ~ .

English Honollnguals : " 18% 6% ' L ;

Spanish Upbrnng:ng o I i

English Now . . ~ 35% 123 . . o

) Spanish Upbrlngung oot o ' ' ' R
and Now 475 ., 813

not allow one to break down "'that one large category which we know ' L.

. Populat|on Survey |t is easy to show that many,people ovér-report on

definition of Spanish mother tongue in 1976 should produce lower rates
of using Englash, and the rlght side of the table shows that to be the ' : .

case. It is worth noting that the 1976 palrnng would seem to be more o .

=3
~i
B3
&
%
B}
ad
bl
T

be expected in any survey, though it probably represents “noise" |n the

eu—;::midata_more than any genuine | trend. Therefore, the smaller this- rate, 7 CL

~

the more accurate the questupns would appear r-to be.M‘ln“19]6 only—l%~_m__c_“~m~;;___;i
of the English mother tongue individuals say that they now usuaily T

spéak Spanush. In- the~1979 data the rate is 143. These comparisons - =

are based on the matched phrasrpg in each study, "usual" in 1976 -and : .
e _ :

n

Quite aside from the 'reverse language shlft" issue dnscussed

produces an unsatlsfactory set of categornes in 1979 (though it. would

serve in’ l97o) . :

The combunat?on of mother ‘tongue and current language ln 1979 does

|ncludes conslderable duverslty in language behavior. The only

alternatlve, then, is to rely on self-reported ability in Engllsr. Tﬁé.

general dlfchultles w|thesuch questions are well=known. ln _data sets

like the 1976 Survey of Income and Educat|on ‘or the 1979 Current

chaldren. In the one study where reports of Engllsh abllaty were




T - -
-, . i

test may have been), the Children's Engllsh and Services. Study (CESS) S,
(0 Maliey, 1981), the two character|st|cs “were weakly re]ated. It was '

there was any - clear associatlon wnth test scores.

- ’

-

_ However, it does not follow that reported abiljty cannot be used

——— g8 an" _indicator of how people would answer questuons about language
/' use. - The valtdlty of language.. use and language ablllty questlons, as
/ “well as the test referred to above, are not” the Jssue. Nhat is needed

are reliable questlons whose categorles tap the language use dlverslty
) known to exist among adult Hnspanlcs. In 1976, two questions about
;_ ) ability in Engllsh were asked, one for speaklng and the other for
- understanding. “The results were similar, and in 1979 a combined "speak

and understand“ question was used. The questlons were slmllarly

a the 1979 questlon had only four. The, questlons ‘were also asked of -
similar sub-samples, esséntnally those who had indicated that they
. spoke a Iangaage otﬁer than Engllsh. lf ‘the 1976 and 1979 Engllsh

. . .9 L L
The first step Is to compare the distributions of answers to this ‘
question, as shown in Table 111.2. In both surveys; 193 of the )
Hlspanlcs 18-64 were not asked the questlon. In 1979 this was deter-

mined slmply by whethér or not people indicated that they spoke only

English at home. :In 1976 (when the Engllsh-only language use category

< was 22% for Hlspanlcs 18-64, in. comparison to the 193 in 1979) people
were asked.the English ability questlon if they had Spanish mother

‘ tdﬁﬁﬁi??‘whethen~o not they used Spanish to any degree currently. v
This adds slightly to the number o pe ”1e~Fespond1ng to the ' _,Iﬁf -

questlon--about 3% more. It also probably accounts for the*\11ght¢¥e\\_\~\§

————— I

hlgher rates of Engllsh competence reported in 1975 for that added 3% - |

] . . . .
% . -
!
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are likely to coﬁsider'themseiées quite proficient in English. Bearing

this in mnnd, the'dlstrlbutlons of Engllsh ablllty in tﬁe two surveys

These similar resuits suggest that, whatever they may be

measurlng, Engllsh speaRnngﬂabiiity questlons'are rellable from data

set to data set.
people would respond tn thé same way in two surveys‘three years apart,?

these are lndependent samples. Still; it seems faur to take these

: similar distributions as indicators of the questioh's rellabllrty.

Also included: in Table 111-2 are the:language use frequencnes. Theu

Eorresoondehte.betﬁeéh the language use and English ability categorles

in 1976 is by no means- perfect, but. it does suggest ‘that one mlght

roughly stand for the other. B

. ‘ TABEE 111.2

tanguage Use and Engllsh Ab:llty Huspanuc Adults age
" 18=64 in 1976 and- 1979

1976 . : 197

individual , English Speaking . Language e
tanguage,gffe,, " Ability 7 at Home .= English Ability
;Spanush Only 19% None 5% l ' Spanish’ 81% Poor 9% )
| Few Words 103 © 233 . " Not Weli  18%§ 27:
-—Spéniih/énghgh 26% Not-Well -895 s, oI oo . we”i cT ‘8" :
English/Spanish 33% Well 17% English Only 195 Very Well 383l ;50

Very Well H1%.

English Only 22%  Not Asked* 19%

100% = 5 780, ooo :

XIS SR BH IS

Not Asked® 19% |

>

.100% = 6,003,000

Source: 1976 Survey of lncome

and - Education

—tin 1976 the Englush abllltY question was not asked of .those who indicated only

Englishas—their mother tongue and current individual and home language -

it-was not asked ©

those who indicated that they spoke only English at heme .

. _ 7:7 : ;

Source: November, 1979 Current

Population Survey ,

In 1979

LY
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// - The "next step‘gf to examine the relatcon EfQEEh rebortéd Ehglish;;
g&.use in the 1976 data. In Table 111:3 thesé two o

_ abuloty and langua
measures are cross- tabulated for Hispanic adults. ?he resu!ts are
T ':lmpres51ve. Eighty-six percent of the Ehgllsh/Spanlsh bilinguals say .
. they speak Engllsh "very well, ! compared to 42% of tbe Span!sh/Englush
| ‘blllnguals and only 2% of those who-use’only Spanish on-® regular
‘basis. When the categorues Vel 1t and "very well' are combuned, the
results are,, respectlvely, 99%, 80% and 11%. Thus. the refation is
strong, . but by no means perfect. The two outslde categornes are very
‘clearly d:fFerentoated, while the muddle ‘category (Spanlsh/Engllsh) is

e

somewhat more spread out. (Those who spoRe only Enqllsh--the loauaal

for the Englush/Spanish blllnguals we can assume that substantlally all

. .WOJld have |nd|cated that they speak English very well ) ' o s
. : ’ ) o f M ) : ’ - e
- - D TABLE ||| 3 .. _‘_. - -
S . ' < . T
Engl:sh Speakln%_Ability by individual Language Hispanic.Adults
7 1976 (Nunbers in Thousands) e
] - - T S .
o o o English Speaklng Ahillty
Individ®] Language Very Well \ell _ Not Well” Few Words _Nome . 100% -
Spanish Only \ 2% 9% 18y 4bg  27% - (1062) 18%
spanish/Engiish - h2% _  38% 15% 5%, - == (1505) 26%
- English/Spanish ~ogey o 13% 0 % e- el (1907)  33%.
Engiish Only (100%) " -not asked- (1308) - 23%
Total * 60% . . 7% 8 0% 53 (5780) looz
 source: 1976 Survey of Income and Education ° -

-
,
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There is no reason to expect that thése two measures should be .o T

perfectly related. Taking them on face value (the best way to approach

survey question, unless one . has -a goqd reason to do otherwise), they
are measuring qualities’ that are correlated but not necessarily
-7- -ldentlcal.. People who speak only Spanish frequently cannot be expected’

to be perfectly competent in Engllsh, and the low rates of respondlng I
well and, especnally, very well lndlcates that for them the two f -
measures do amount to almost the same things |f we had .information on -
ééaastéa Engllsh ablllty from the anglophones, then surely thelr rates N
would be at ‘least as h|gh as the rates for Spanlsh-only speakers are
-low.» it would also be nice to have ihformation about abﬁlity in
Sggnish The results for. the bilinguals make sense, but raise scallng

- A difficulties. ‘Those who usually speak English, but also continue usung

‘éﬂ“/panish as a supplementary language; overwhelm:ngly say that they: speak
Englush very well (862) or well (l3:). The Spanlsh/Englnsh group is; -

,,,,,,

two categorles make up B0% -of the total.

s - . . .
* 5 What cuttinj points should we employ when using English ability to
> divide ‘up- the’ Spanlsh at home populatlon ln 1979? On the face of it; &

“the loglcal dwvudlng point is.between "well“ and "not well." " This is

-
the cutting point used by Veltman 61981a) in his analysls of the
1976 data. For Hispanic adultsuthe_resultlng categories would then be: . :
y i , _ - s L : o
) 'i T K . . ‘” 197° ”1979 | . . "
o English only S 19% 193 s
- Spanish/English . 583 7 543
sa‘aaigh . 235 27%

’.b
Any division is. arbltrary, of course, and in terms of both face

»—~mmm~—valsd»ty"anddeven.oﬁwdlsttlhutlon,,thjs,goes not_seem _to be a bad oneffwrm~i"~ww
The probdem is that evudedEe from prev1ous studies (the SIE and—the

<
.

¥
|
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some measure. However, ‘we want to use Engllsh abllity as a surrogate
for’ English language use, and for- that, the 1976 results suggest ‘that

the cut be made between ''very well' and 'well." 7
. . - ) . - —‘ .f ,y

- _ < . . . o
Table Ili.4 BFEEEHEE'EE?EE alternatives: |If ''very well'' and
“well“ are combined (Alternatuve A), then the three levels of Spantsh.

»

Spanlsh/Engllsh and Engllsh/Spanlsh groups: The dlfflculty with this
split is that we want ‘to distinguish between the two sorts -of
bulunguallsm, according to language dominance. Puttlng the cuttlng

e e . iy o . -
point between ''well' and ''not well'' produces the lowest proportion of -

"incorrectly classified cases, but it obliges us to group the two

b

. A
-.

blllngual cases gainst the monolingual Spanish one. On the other hand,
if weoput the cutting polﬁt between '‘very well! and “iie )it (Alternatlve'
B), then‘we increase the number of cases mlsclassnfled, mostly from the
Spaqlsh/Engllsh group. There is, of course,.a third alteﬁhatlve. To
actually use iﬁiee ESSE§ofies of English abnlnty (Alternative C).

Doing so would yield the same number. of categories as the 1976 language’
use question (after addlng the English only category), but it would

also conslderably increase the proportnon of lncorrectly classlfaed )

correctly classified cases.

Judging purely in terms of the best propertions classified, the’
first dichotomous cutting division is preferred (Alternative A). But
the classific¥tions are not the ones we want. The trichotomous

alternative (Alternative C) has ‘the advantage. of providing the widest

-—~~~»—-spread for—corfectionaF—anaIysis. ‘However, we decided ‘to use the -~

>

second dichotomous alternatlve (Algernative B) both because its rate of .-

correct class'flcatton ‘i -.Iy margnnally below the best alternative

-
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.and, more importantly, because its categories correspond more to -the N *\<\<;<
. “'usual laRguage concept ‘we desire. Veltman used the equivalent of our ' )
- " Alternatlve A in developing categories for analyzing the 1976 data. ' '
, This means that he was, in effeCt, dustingunshlng between Kilingualism o
W

jnd Spanish monolingualism
: | TABLE 111.4
Using English Ability as an ihaicator of Language Use:

in the 1976 Data: Hispanic Adults, 18-64 -

—— .

?

“@ " LI

firouping | Correctly Classified Incorrectly Classified .

Alternative A: Combining Very Well and Well vs.-All Other

-~

| spanish Only : . 83% . TNy
 Spanish/English o gox 20w
x Engiish/Spanisg 99% . 1%
Alternative B: Very Well vs. All Other ’
~ Spanish Only : 98% ' ’ 2%
| Spanish/English ) l 583 .‘ ) i L2%
|| English/Spanish 865 g - ”
 Kiternative C: Very.Well vs. Well vs. All Other
i Spanish Only 893 * g
Il Spanish/English 38% . 62y
i English/Spanish ~ 86% ? 14%
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| As a further check on the usefulness of uslng English.ability as a’

‘ -surrogate for language use, we compared the relation between English

\ ability and variables known to be related to languaqe use: Generation
\;J_ and mother tongue. . This analysis i's cafried out using only the 1979

.+ 'data set. The regblts are found in Table 111.5. Those who were ''not’

; ’ asked'' said they they spoke only Englush at home, we can take th|s
EStééory 55 equuvalent to "very well " Bearlng this in mund, there are
mother tongﬁe. The small slze of the English mother tongue groups ln
the first and second generatuons make for difficult interpretation, but
there is no ambiguity in the third generation: All those of English .
mother tongue elther were not asked the question or indicated that they
~o spoke Englush very well. The association with mother tongue is stEady

across “generations. There is also a clear assocnatuon’between -
: génerétlon and Engllsh ability, even when mother ‘tongue is controlled

The big gap is between the first and the subseguent generations,

‘WHchér judgéd ln terms of percent ''very well'' or that category

combined with "well."

: : : TABLE 111.5
Englush Ability by Mother Tongue dnd Generation: " Hispanic Adults
—

-

“ . 18-64in the Unated States, November, l979 tHumbers in Thousands)

1

. S ”77Eﬁ§ii§hrASTlity o
. Mother Tongue.: Not Asked Very Well . Well Not Well None 100% =

irst! Generation

Spanish - w . mx 2% 3 19y (2788)
English T 213 55 1y 15y (34)
) econd\Generatlon N |
o Spaniéh _r 5% n ng 2% (757
- engl'gﬁ R 49% T 10% - - (19).

Third Ge erat:o; ) | - R
Sbé'iéh. - 26% 53% 7% i - (1349)
Engllsh - 11 3;“7:, §g -- - e- (315)

Sourc November. 1979 Current Population Sd
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in summary; internal evidence from both the 1976 and 1979 surveys,

as well as reliability of the’ English ability questlon from one study
to the other, a)l support ‘the use of Engli;h abl[uty as an indicator of

lahguage use. iﬁ Eéﬁﬁihiiiéﬁ with the iénguigé it:home questlon it

balance of this paper.

£

. ' R . . 1978 .o G
English only 195 . -English only
Spanush, speaks o B . .
Englush very well 363 . English/Spanish :
Spanish, does not ;o o o .
speak English - b5% Spanish/English and - o
- veéry well: - - Spanish only - .

The labels to the left of the percentages are used in the tables and
much of the text that follows. Those to the right derive from the | e
analysts of the 1576 results, and how théy relate to the 1579 findings:

Tney wiTl Be used as more ccnvenfeni alternatives to the awkward labels

to the left. it must be understood that they are based on the

correspondences in Tables 111.2 through itt.4, and are not- laterally

cor rect .

k)
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IV. SAMPLE RESTRICTIONS - , Lo

- = == == = — -

represent the grbup with the most pressing language issues requiring
ae policy resolution. Var ious prevuous works have demonstrated that
Huspanucs constitute by far the largest and; save for Navajo, the most
retentive language mtnorlty in the United States (Lopez, 1978, Veltman,
1981a; Lopez, July 1982). But there-are also practical considerations.
For reasons known only to the Current . Population Survey branch of the
Census Bureau, the 1979 data set does not include the full range of
ethnic and racial identifiers that have previously been available to
establish identities that correspond to soclologlcally meanlngful
ethnic grouplngs. Race is a matter of black; white and other: And
ethnlcnty/orlgln, while nlcely broken down for Hispanic subgroups; is ) P

not recorded for others. Instead, we have only the new and untested

SHEEStry questlon disciussed in chapter 2. lt wnll be several VEars

time, the Census Bureau wlll surely have gone on to yet another
approach to ethnicity. .

" gical considerations. The relation between aging and language shift ls
a complex issue, one which can be only partlally resolved with
cross- -sectional data. Most work from Canadian and U.S. sources agree

that, for the natlve-born, language use and ability are quite stable -
after about the age of 20 and it is fairly stable several years—before‘
(Veltman, lSBla, ppPs 34- QS) An equally compelling reason to llmlt ‘ _Ifg
language bacRground of chlldren under 1.4, We lack any direct
information about the child's. mother tongue or the usua) langaage
spoken in hus hosehold currently. Only the child's current language
at home is easily available. In a subsequent analysls we hope to
exteno our multlgenerathnal analysis to chtldren by comblnlng
lnformatlon about the children and their parents. " But this poses both

U
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technical (file merging) and interpretative (the meannng of language

. variation from parent to child at different child age levels)

difficulties: It needs to be done, but only after we have a firm grip
on the situation for adults. We have chosen the 18-64 age band because
it avoids issues connected with the very young and the very old, and
because it neatly corresponds to the age bands ordnnarily used by the
Census Bureau and others in surveys and reports. '

~

In this analysls we have made two further restrictions designed to

highlight the @eneritaonal contrasts: . We have limited the " irst
generation' to those who came to the United States when they were 15 or
older, and the second and third generataonal groups are composed only .
of those whose both parents were born either abroad or in the United

States, respectively. These two restrictions do not need elaborate

Justlflcatlon, but they do raise some interesting issues that are worth

exploring.

Merely:being born in- another country has little sociological

) sugnufncance, what is important |s where one grew up and went to

school: The chllcren oF numlgrants who, while born abroad, were
actually raised predomlnantly in the Unlted States mlght better be
considered second or perhaps a 'first and a half' generation. To
remove their confounding affect, we excluded from our first generatnon
popuiatnon all those who were under 15 when they arrived in the United
States. .The choice of cutting point was somewhat arbitrary; age five
would have distinguished people according to whether or not they could
ﬁieé been much Eiposed to Eﬁgiish whiie acquiriﬁg their first iaﬁgasge.

usually the Ianguage) of thenr initial schoolings But the,preschooi

children of recent Hispanic iﬁiigréﬁté are exposed to environments that

are overwhelmingly Spannsh in any case. it wss decided to extand the

cuttlng point up to 15 because people arravnng after that age are

usually fully grounded in whatever language or Ianguages they spoke in
their home country, and learnnng English for them will be the difficult

SRR S T
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_arrival" alternative was dictated both by our desire to loose as few

”-"well" is added to ''very well. " Uhlle the percent . speaklng English

'"very well" is quite sensitive to generatlonal and |nm|gration

25

28 | : o
process that it is for most adults to learn -8 new language. Eurther-
more, learning English will not be at the expense of Spanish, 3s it
often is for those who confront English earller, before they acqulre -

fluency and literacy in their mother tongue.

that they ‘had been in the country Since 1975. Our reasoning was that
the recent |nmigrants would be highly retentive and would tend to : o ;f;
over-state the dEQrEe to which immigrants hold on to Spanish even :
beyond the considerable degree to which they do. However, we have

dropped th|s d|st|nct|on from the analysls for several reasons. flrst, .

all the lmmlgrants (thos~ arrnvnng before they were 15 constltute
another 10%). Thls in |tself is |nterest|ng. Faully a fifth of the

tmmlgrants “had arrived in the United States within & years of the

sarvey. Thes group is some 92 of the entire adult Hlspanlc sample,

H .

their language characterlstlcs are significantly dlfferent from those

who have been here lnnger, as well as the lnmngrants who died between -

1976 and 1379. However, this turns out not to be a maJor problem.

"the three alternative definitions of "first generatlon. _The differ-

ences are not great, and all contrast markedly with the native-born_
groups in the bottom half of the table.~ Our, choice of the "150on o

cases as possible, and also because we felt it was an essentual

differences, the percent reportlng "well" is rather consistent across

o
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all groups, native as well as |mmigrent. This is another pount\)n
favor of drawlng the line between very w ell" and "well woo \\

[

Tﬁé finil issae hid :6 ab wi:h how the seeaaa~saa thir&

‘These are traditional Census Bureau categories, though the questlons on
which they are based have been dropped as of 1930. A simple solutlon,

and ohe that would make our categories correspond “to those in previous

censuses, would be to restrnct the thlrd or "native of natlve“ category

e L @iy o om a2

. Bureau practlce. However, ‘we are not so mich interested in national

'population accounting as in portraylng generatlonal differences.

Therefore, we have chosen to exclude the mixeéd ancestry ind|V|duals
from the analysis. The bottom half of Table V.l shows’ what we are

missing.

the mother is more |mportant~than the father in determinlng language

, characterlstlcs. This has been verifled in some local language :
. surveys, but to our knowledge this is the first rational data set that

allows us to conflrm thls seemlngly obvnous ponnt. Actually, we know

: from this. But the |nference is well taken. The two mixed parentage

categorues fall between the "pure“ cases, but they are each closer to.
one of the pure tases than they are to each other. Those with
forelgn-born mothers and native fathers approximate the '"both parents
forengn" category, and those with native-born mothers and foreugn-born

fathers approximate the "both parents native category.“ The

separately, or generatlon should be defnned in terms of mothers, riot

fathers. We hope to pursue this_further in a subsequent paper, but in
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noted to be of little,use. In usung "second genération" we will be 4
referring to what is commonly understood by that term. Dur.use of 5

"third generatlon“ for native of native is more open to question. We

quh that we had the multi-generatlonal retrospectlve informatlon that

those with deeper roots in the Unlted States. In the general United

States population; the equation thnrd generatlon = native of natlve

would be quite inapproprlate. However, the. demographlc history of

HuSﬁSnlcs in the United States |s such that most "natuve of natlves"

‘must have at least one immigrant grandparent, if not three or four. A . :
small but slgnlflcant segment of the Huspanlc populatlon can, in fact,l

trace lts ancestry back for three or more generatlons on both sides.

‘studies is that their sugnlflcance is more symbollc and cultural than
quantltatlve.. Outside of northern New Hexuco, it is a rare Hlspanic 7 o

Q

category is: substantiaiiy third generation. However, we still prefer

the latter term to ﬂnatnve of native'" both because it is- Iess awkward
and it probably expresses an hlstorncallx nuportant fagt. ' o

. ' ”
\ . P . LR
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\ . .
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| - TABLE 1V, 1
Language Characteristics. by Imm:gratuon and Generationf@hargggeristucs : _
Ruspanic Adults,; November, 1979 (Nunbers in Thousands) _ ."-,ﬁ o
——— ; T
| Spanish Mother Spanish Speaks English Speaks Engllsh . 3
e ______-w»e Tongue _ at Home Very Well* —~ ——V—NelLr 77777 100% =
Foreign-Born . T
AL - ‘ 993 95% . 23% - 23% (2890)
arrival 99% - 96% 18% ] 22% (2419) -
15+ on | B
arrival and . - .
here since o o - B o 3
1975 . 99% - . 95% 21% 245 . (1795)
Native-Born . -
Both Parents o - S o N ~
Foreign 97% *82% . 64% - 21% (738)
Mother Foreign . , o N T
Father Native . 9k% 77% - . 68% 19% " (196) -
'Father Foreign =~ _— B SR R
Mother Native 87% 61% - 73% 20% (382)
fBoth Parents . - A - . I . o
Natuve ; , 81% . 61% 72% 23% . (1701)
o Source: Néve&ﬁer; 1979 Current Population Survey )
=0f those who speak Sbémsh at home and were therefore asked. R
i
l\ a -
. 3;,
\\ {
\ i
AV ‘ L
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Throughout this report the cross-tapulations and means are
presentad without indication of their statistical significance. fhe‘
Current Population Survey is based on a complex sample of households
and is an approximately one in fifteen hundred sample of the entire

S populetron. For Hispanic adults the sampllng ratio is 1/1560.
Standard errors in the EPS vary according to, sub-populatlon, to region

and to the content of the questions. Confidence intervals; then, would

be based on unproven assumptlons. SincE the languege data are
- nnherently subJectlve in any ‘case, we see no reeson to add pretentions:’
of preclslon. Even the decimal point is out of place, but the tables

n Part V include them for those who care. Generally, anyerate based
on a population estlmate of 30 ﬁﬁﬁ or more is based on a sample of 20.
or more cases; an’ accepted benchmark in survey analysls. The
distriminant function analyses are based on a sample that has geen
first weighted, and then dlYlde»by the average weight, so thj‘ithe

‘significance levels accurately reflect the true sample size.
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- . .V. RESULTS AND ols‘qussxon : , —

tanguage Halntenanceeaccoss Three Generations M

methodologlcal consnderatlons of Chapters Il and 111z _The

three- -generational’ analysis of the maintenance of Spanish in the United

States. - As explained in Chapter 1, the 1979 mother tongue question was
" designed to be Eoﬁpiriﬁle to the 1970 Census question. The wording,

howeveg, ‘was not |dent|cal. In 1970 the questlon was; ""what language,
other than English, was spoken im . . .'s home_when s/he was a child?".

In 1979 it was, iiWas a language other than English spoken in « . :'s
home when . . : was a child?"; (If yes) "What was that languagé?'.

: lmmngratlon, natural population ‘growth, and. methodological dlfferences .

combine to make direct comparisons between 1970 and 1979 dlfftcult.
But" both sources |ndicate Spaﬁﬂsh mother tongue rates of 902 or more
for aault Hlspanlcs, in contrast to the 823 rate that the more

restrnctuve “ysual language'' ‘wording produced in 1976

Table V.l shows considerable variation by generation and by
origin; but perhaps the most sngnlfucant thing about thus table is the
" conslstently high rate of Spanush mother tongue. Even among the most
angltcnzed group, the thurd generation non-Mexican Hispanlcs, 61. 98

report that Spanish was spoken in their homes when they were growlng N A f
up. Since this third generation is, in reality, a "natlve of native'! ' }
category that includes |nd|v1duals whose forebearers have been in the \5
United States focr more than two generatlons, the 61.9% rate is . ;ig

' impressive, and the overall third generatlon rate of 81. 12 is even more
s.°§: : : o . o
’ © ) ' s : s T

Assuming that this "other than English' rate can be adjusted

3N according to the simple ratio of the mother tongue rates:in 1976 and
1979 (82792); then that would suggest that among native of Rative
H.span.cs, seven out of ten (722) were brought up in househoids where
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j“ . X e y 7
Percent Spanish Mother Tongue by Type of Spanish Origin by Genefation:f\\ "
Hispanic.Adults 18-64 in the United States, November, 1379 S
3 “(Numbers in Thousands) . -
C - . Percent Spanish Mother Tongue . |
_ Generation’ Mexitan Origin - Other Spanish Origin __ - All Spanish Origin L
First' 99t 98.6. . - 98.8
, (1126) . (r297) ’ . (2423)
Second \193,57 : S 95:?~“' ' " 97.5
. . L (52k) (253) (277
Third 86.0 61.9. ' Y T I -
(1328) . . (340) (1668) ,
Total : 931 916 92,6 .
: (2978) -7 (1890) (4868) . - B
o I S . .. I Y-
Source:  Current Population Survey, November, ié?é R
s ° Notes: 'First Generation includes only those who were 15 years or older. |
’ when they arrived in the United States. This excludes about
400,000 "first and one hal f'' individuals. Second and third =
generations include only those who have‘both parents foreign or
native-born; respectively. This excludes an additiona! 578,000
mixed native/foréign parentage Hispanics. Were all these . = - .o
excluded groups included then the overall Spanish mother tongue : :
rate would be 92.1 percent. ‘ A , . K




Spanish was the usual language. 'However, this straightforward

. f adJustment procedure is open té questlon. "It has been shown that it is

e ‘precusely those groups wnth relatnvely marginal connectlons to their . e

ethnl% tongue whose rates are most susceptable to questlon uordlng )
yarlatlons. The most.dramatic example of this |s the doubling and even
v trebling of the proportlon of native=born Japanese-Amerlcans who

.{ indleate that they speak dapaﬁese or live ‘in- Japanese-speakang
households, simply by leaving out the. word "of ten'! (Lopez, July 1932.

Vii-9): Japanese-Amerlcans maintain at least some famillaruty wnth .
their ethnic- language as part of a self-conscuous ef fort®of cultural ;

- maintenance, Few beyond the second generatlon actually speak Japanese

" as a native language,. but many will say that they “speak Japanese as

long as no frequency or domaln |s specafled. ]
hatlve of natlve Hlspanlcs=are |n a very dlfferent cultural and
class” situation, and=many genuunely have grown up speakJng Spanish at

- homej} partlcularly in South Texas and northern New Mexlco. Stlll, the

'j . same dlfferentlal sens|t|v|ty to questlon wording may well exist among ' -
R Hnspanlcs. Immlgrants and the|r children™will respond affirmatively to ’
any. reasonably worded question about growing up speaklng Spanlsh but .

. among the thurd and subsequent generetlons, it may well be that

question wording has a.greater effect. Wé knc w, from thls study as

well as from local-level studies, that moth;Zwtongue and language use "

aré more varied ‘and more anglicized among the third and later Hlspanuc

generations (Grebler, Moore 5 Guzman, 19703 Thompson, 1971):
Unfortunately, we do not have any nataonayﬁlevel data w:th.generatlonal

dlstlnctlons that employed more restrictlve word|ng. One local study,. -

“kb; among the native of, hatives (Lopez, 1978) The $eccnd generatlon

rate was 655’ This study was one of’ ‘the few that; however awkwardly;
sought to use self-deflnlng categor|es of bllungualism, somethlng that L

. —

". has never been part of the Census &ureau s efforts. Thls, and the very .

i
_——
: N
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Guestion wording. ' ’ \ . , _ ”rmw;f

e ‘ R ) | -
ihsiéia* we have used the inforﬁétion from the netnodologlcally

rates for the total natuve-born populatlon in that survey. "The
pro&eaure saa |ts results are displayed ln/Table v. 2 The . results are

generation Hlspanlcs in 1979 is 81%. AdJUstlng for the overall ; ' /2
difference between 1976 and 1979 reduces this rate to 72%, but when the_ ‘ ’
. . adjustment is based on the 1976 rate’ for natives only, it falls to 62%.:

° Even this technlque does not really adJust for the questlon wordlng

generatuons; it only adjusts for the foreign and Hexrcan natrve other
aifferential effects. The true figures would probably be somewhat
higher for the second generation and correspondingly Iower for the
third generation. '

Whether the measured or adjustegq rates are used, very real

" generatlonal 56& 6é.g.n differences remain. fhe leaSt varlatlon ls

relates is clear-eut. : 7 o . ;

The measursd second generation rate is essentially the same for
the F*xlcan-Americans, for other Hnspanucs it drops a few points. when- .
adJusted to the 1976 average, all these rates drop dramatlcally, i. B
probably too" dramatically, as explained above. ln the measured rates,
in Spanush inother tongue. This corresponds with. localized survey data
and with |mp|essionnstic evideﬁce, but the actual rates are suspect.
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S TABLE v 2

* : — SV

Spannsh Hother Tongue Rates by Generatlon, Observed ahd AdJusted
to be Commensurate with "Usual'' Mother Tongue as asked in

-Vi . ' the 1976 Survey of |ncomé and Education: - Native ?
/ : Hispanic Adults 18-64 in the United States._
November, 1979 (Numbers in Thousands)
: ' . _All Native . ~Second Generation Third Generation
All Hispanic o
1979 Spanish at home . 86.3% 97.5% R TR
1976 Spanish usual 66% s --
i © . - . . .
1979 adJusted _ o 66% : Z;z : . .égg
Mexican Origin - _
:i9§9 Spanish at home 89.5% 98.5% "86.0%
ié?é éﬁanish usual S .
at home 71% o -- --
11979 adjusted | 715 78 : 68% |
. other Hispanics -
1979 Spanish at home . 76.2% . 95.7% .\ 61.9%
1976 Spanish usual N S \\\\ ' h ]
at home . L9 : -- o =-
[ S S \ ot o
x Source: 1976 Survey of Income and Education; Hovember, 1979 Current i
) Population Survey ' : ‘ _ s
, . {
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~ . In the 1579 resuits the most dramatic difference is , among the Other .
b N.Spannsh, where the. second.. generatlon mother tongue. drops from_ 962 to .t%
| 623. The shift among Mexican-Americans is more modest, from 993 to '
86%. The adjusted figures are markedly lower, 40 and 683 respectively.

The clearest conclusion to be drawn from'all this is that
-~ - Mexican-Americans maintain Spanish considerably more thin‘other ' //;;/*/i
' Hispanics, taken as a group. Non-Mexican latinos appear to be very ST .

retentive simply because the overwhelmlng majorlty are immigrants
(Lopez, July 1982: Chapter 5). Of éaufsé, there is variation among
these other Hlspanlcs, just as there is amorig Mexicans (see topez,
1576, and Veltman, 1981a, for dlscusslons of subgroup reglonal
variation; respectively). And we also know that the apparent rates of
Spanish mother tongue and use are much lower for Hlspanuc children
today than for their parénts. Still, there is incontrovertible

evidence that Mexican-American adults were more llkely to have grown up

speaklng Spanlsh than other.Hlspanlcs of the same generatlon.

The intergenerational variation is more problematic. Certainly -

Ehe intergenerational decline in the use of Spanish for all Hispanics
is clear, whichever set of figures is used. But that could hardly be
otherwise. The interesting issu€s are the rate of ehshgé and where ‘it
is most rapid. The unadjusted figures indicate that the overall level
of maintenance is considerable, but that the big drop is after the
second generat1on. The adjusted figures produce consnderably lower
rates in both the second and third generations, but are too hypothet-
:'F" for assessing which drop is greatest. Rnd, of course, this second
issue Is clouded in both sets of ?igu;és because we do not know what
proportlon of our '‘third generatlon" is actually fourth generatlon or
‘more. Mother tongue alone is not a satlsfactory indicator of the S

Hispanuc language maintenance and shift plcture, -and the very fact that

it is not is evidence that Hispanics do maintain their language more
than previous immigrant stocks and probably more than other ' .

conteqporary non-English mother tongue groups as well. For mos t of

- fongue. | L

44




_ with language shift, as we shall do in subsequent tables.)

(¥Y]
\D!

. these others, the drop in ethnic mother tongue in this third generatlon

is so considerable that there is no doubt that the group is looslng its

“"langoage (Fishman, et al., 1966; Lopez;™ 1982. ‘Chapters "1 and- 2)

Today s Native=born second and third generation. Hlspanics, whatever -
their present patterns of maintenance and shnft, have a strong herltage
of uslng Spanish in the past." However the questlon is phrased, at
least two-thirds spoke Spanlsh at home while growlng up, and the
consequences of that fact--good, i1l and neutral--cannot be |gnored.

questlon. We could do the same thlng for these current language use
figures, with similar dramatic results. lnstead, we have declded to
combine the’ language at home and Engllsh ability questlons, as
explalned in Chapter Ill. As we emphasized there, this is a procedure
that we émpioy only out of desperation; there is no other choice.
(AdJUsting as we did for mother tongue would suffice for assessing

overall rates, but not for looking at the characterlstlcs associated
P

The language use rates |n Table V.3 must be interpreted only
rélatnvely. The generattonal and origin differences have meannng, but
the absolute rates do not. As explalned in Chapter I11, we are usnng
Engllsh speaklng ability as a means of breaklng down the large "Spanlsh
at home" category, which we have shown to be equivalent to all levels

of Spanish use as measured in 1976: We chose to divide the English

speaking ability responses at ''very well' versus all others, so that

the: distinction would be roughly ‘equal to the distinction in 1976

; between those whose usual language is English and Spanish respectlvely.

Therefore, the category “Spanish at home, speaks Engllsh very well' is
equivalent to “Usually speaks English but also speaks Spanisk often" in

1976. The "Sparfiish at home, does not speak English very well' category

/

Do T My T
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is composed of equal proportions of Spanish speakers who speak Only
Spanish and those who also speak Engllsh often.

Table V.3 shows that there are very real generatlonal dlfferences
in the use of Spanish, and that these generational differences hold for'
‘both Mexican and other orlgln Hlspanlcs. Four out of five imnigrants
who came to the Uni.ted States after they were 15 (our definition of
“first generation") contlnue to speak primarily Spanish.' Though the
question referred to the language spoken at home, we can safely presume
outside as well; certainly they do not speak Spanish more outside the
home than within. Most of the rest speak a mix of Spanlsh and Engllsh,-

speak only Englisk at home.

The rate of speaking primarlly Spanlsh drops sharply by
generation., While in the first it was 78.1%,-in the second it ls 29, 2%
and in the thlrd, 16.7%. Thus,'by this measure the drop is sharpest in

the second generation, just as has been thé case for other non-English

speaking |nm|grant stocks in the. United States.’ There is Ko way to
make unambiguous comparlsons between Hispanics today and immigrant
stocks in earlier tlmes, but we can make comparisons with other
ummngrant stocks today and we can also make internal comparisons. This -

1982) has established that Spanlsh and NavaJo are the only languages
that are passed on from generation to generatlon to significant
degrees, " Furthermore, at least in the case of Spanish, passing on
Spanish is a minority pattern; after the second generation, English is

the dominant language of most Hlspanlcs, accordnng to previous work.

Looking at the language use patterns for Hexicans and other
Hispanics separately gives further insight into how Spanish is
maintained. Other Hispanlcs (whlch includes Puerto Rlcans, Cubans,
Central and South Americans and the nebulous "other Spanish'

~
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TABLE v737

Hispanic Adults 18-64 in the United States,

nNovember, 1979

(Numbers in Thousands)

Language Spoxen at Home by Type of Spanlsh Orlgin and Generatuon

Spanish, does not

Language at Home

kY

Spanish,
speak English speaks Engllsh “,Engllsh o
— -~ very well very well’ _-only . '100%"
.~ All Spanish Origin | | R
' First Generation 78.1% 17.6% h3%
Second Generat ion 29.2% 52.8% 18.0%
Third Generation 16.7% by 38.9% (i697)
Total. 49.2 325 18.3  (49ks)
Mexican Origin’ " - | B
First Generation 88. 4 9.1% WA '(i_iii;)
Second Generation 36.4% 49.1% 14.5% - (532):
Third Generation 19.5% 48.3% 2.3 (1332)
Total 48.6%, 33.65 17.9% . (2999)
Other.Spanish Origin n - ’
Firs® Generation 1 69.2% 25.0% 5.8% (1323)
éécond’ééneration' 14,43 60.3% 25:3% (259)
Third Generation 2.6% 36;52 62;92 (365);
Total 50.2% 0.8 19.%  (1947)
§nurce- Cn}réniiPopuiéilén Survey; November, 1979
ﬁnte: See note - tofIab!efv | for explang;non of how generation was
- ' defined. See text for explanation:of ''language at home.' These ,
; categories can be read as equivalent to ''primarily Spanish'' e T
- "orimarily English but also Spanish'' and ”Engllsh only."
. b .ﬁ '. :
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categories) have generational patterns that must be close to thdse of
European immigrants at the turn of the centuty. Two-thirds. or more. of
the nmmigrants speek primarily. Spannsh at. hoﬁe, but this: dropsf~ﬁw~i—<e
dramatically to only 142 in the second_generation, and to only 2-3% i

the thlrd. Sl:eable proportuons in the second and third generatlons

Hnspanucs is clear.: Even in the first §eherituon, Hexicans maintaun

case in the 1976 date set; see topez, July 1982) In the second
generatlon the Spanlsﬁ dominance rate drops to 36 43 for
Mexncan-Americans, but to 14.4% for other Hnspanucs., For the thnrd

respectlvely. In other words, about a fifth of the natlve-of-natlve
(third §éherétlon) Mexican-American population continues to live more

in Spanish than in English. . N

Previous survey work (Grebler, Moore & Guzman, 1970; Veltman,
' 1981aj has aiready indicated the location of this multi-generational
mauntenance of Spanlsh--the rﬁral Southwest (lncludnng Texas) 6ur
ls fonsnderable thongh hardly a majorlty. As stressed in Chapter III,
we do not really kriow the generational makeup of the natia)ve-of-natlve
category which we have, lebeled, perhaps unfalrly, the third generation.

- The demographlc history of the Henican-kmerlcan populatlon, with the

i




' Mexican-American sample |nd|cates that they are natives of natlves, the

fnexacan and Other Spanlsh Origin groups are’ about equal, desplte the

. combined. Thts has been done in two ways. The top of the table uses

: complete populatlons, includlng the flrst and a half generation, and

,composltlonal dufference*‘ the overall language use rates for' the

-Orlgln differ markedly. The adﬂusted rates vary rather more. This is

e

fF it is the Hexlcan-Amerccans who are most responsible for' the
mauntenance of Spanish, then what about the observably high levels of

the Unuted States? The answer - is easily seen in the generational _
eomposituon of the two groups. Only 382 of the Hexican-Amerieans are

those of mixed ancestry are about the same) Furthermore, 44% of the

proportion for other Hispanics:is only 19%: Because of these

great dufferences when generation us controlled.

If the generatuon-specufuc rates are tonstant over time, and
lgnorlng demographlc complexitles, then the home language of one
generation should equal the mother tongue of the next. Obviously,. thls
can be only a very crude comparuson, but it is one that is worth doing
as long as the results are viewed wlth caution. These .comparisons are

presented in Table V. 4 for the two orlgln groups and for &l Hlspanucs

£ -

The results, for what they are worth, are interesting. ~There . is

quite--a close correspondence for each of ‘the pairs ip the first half of

the table. Only. the second to third" generation rates for Other Spanash

different measure?. Even so, the match of first generation home

language ind second. generatlon mother tongue is falrly close.. HoweVer,'

s
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TABLE V.4

Comparisons of Home Language in One Generation with Mother Ton
in the Next, Using both Direct and Adjusted Measures
of Spanish at Home. Hispanic Adults 18-64

in the United States, November; 13979

gue

. .- ______Bl] Hispanics Mexican Origin  Other

Hispanics

. S '

. A. Any Spanish at Home and Upbringing

" First Generation ' . SR
Spanish at Home « 96% . 98%
Second Generation o
Spanish Upbringing 98% 99%
Second Genération

Spanish at Home . 82% : ‘ 85%

- ‘Third Generation. D o .
SpanishTUﬁijhging : 81% .

e
oN
e

B. 'Adjusted Spanish Mother Tongue and Spanish/English not Very well -
First Generation . - | -
. Spanish at Home 78% 88%

Second Generation S ” o
Spanish Upbringing - 75% . 78% .

.Second Generation ‘ B o
Spanish at Home- . 29% 36%

Third éggératicnr

Spanish Upbringing =~ ' 62% o .L,_§82_____#, L

95%
963
75%

62%

Source:’ Tables IV.1-IV.4
See text for explanation.




third generatlon comparnsons. The second generatlon prlmarlly Spanlsh
rates are much lower than the thurd generation s adJusted Spanlsh

mother tongue rates.-

overstated them for the ‘third generation. These fundlngs are
consistent wlth, though hardly firm proof of, that argument. of
course, there are other factors invoived in the lnterpretation of this
.disparltY; inc ludlng the inapproprlateness of  the comparisons ‘being
‘made and also> the possnbility of genuine historical change. But, if
'factors like this are to blame,-&hen why is it that in the first to
second generatuon comparlsons, the second generation upbrlngnng

language rates are consistently lower, while in the second to thlrd

_generatlon comparlsons the thlrd generatlon upbrlnglng language rates
are consistently higher? We argued above that this was preC|Sely the

direction of bias in our adjustment procedure. If this table does not
" prove that,'at.least it is further evidence in that direction.

All of the analysis so far has been wlth respect to sumple

i 7777777777 ~
lahguage rates.. The overly inclusive quality of the 1979 non-Englush
mothh{ tongue guestlon hampers this sort of analysis; because so few
people\:re classlfied as of English mother tongue. 1t |s only tn the
third ge eratlon that the number becomes substantlal. Stull,ﬁ.w<»~¥~
“tontrol1ing for mother tongue does clarify the actual rates of Spanish’
mauntenancé\k These are intrggenerational rates, but they are also
lmpllcltly 'e intergeneratlonal rates, assuming that the home language

" of adults dete'mlnes the mother tongue of the|r children: -

Tables V. 5 and V. 6 present the |ntragenerat|onal language

maintpnance rates fqg Mexrcan-Americans and Other Hispanics .. . . ;'
respectively. We. have not bothered to provide a further table for all

-




‘fnrst generatnon come by their English mother tongue? These are,

E,second generation |nd|vnduals wlll be raised primarily in. Ep gll sh.
'And, in fact, one of the distlnctlve qualntnes of: thls’population is
‘that the _English mother tongue rate.. is so.low, both in comrarison to
'other Hlspanles and in comparison to other |mm|grant stocks. (ﬁemember

'than one would expect of people who genulnely were‘brought up speaklng

46 o

groups aeross all generatlons. Looklng flrst at the Hexlean-Amerneans
that we know to be the more retentnve, we find little addltional
information for- the first and second generatlons. Since both -
populations are overwhelming Spanish (98 =99% in mother tongue,
separatlng out these reportlng Engl ish-mother tongues makes little

difference. There are some oddities here, however. How do any of the

remember, on]y those peopJe who came to the Unnted States after they
were fifteen. Some of them may well be English speaRers who have
mysternously s)npped into our Hlspanle immigrant sample (arl large data
sets have ''noise,' so there is no reason to qulbble over a few percent
here and there) But the faet that over two-thlrds of these Engllsh '

-

klnd that |s, |ncorreet responses to the mother tongue quesrlon

(another sort of noise that is not worth fusslng about) B . o
The'second generation English mother tongue Hexncan-Amerlcans

small for s|gn|f|eanee. It is reasonable to expect ' that at least some -

were born abroad.) ln any case, the rate of Spanish dominanee among . e
this group is lower than for the first generatlonﬂ but still higher ' :

only Englnsh. it would be interestlng if this were. indneatlve of some

foolish to make ‘such. an interpretatlon. - ,

\.
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g TABLE V.5 ,
: Language Spoken at Home by Mother Tongue by Generation:
g Mexican-American Adults 18-64 in the United States,
; November, 1979 (Numbers in Thousands) ‘

) . . Eercfﬁ . - R
Pércent -
‘Spanish, speaks

i Spanish, does
o ‘ not speak English
. very well

_Percent
“English only

- English very well

. First-Generation ~ : -

g - Spanish Mother ‘ . - o
.. Tongue 2..1%
. English Mother - - - R
. -Tongue ' : 31.1%
' o‘:_‘ o : . : Co
‘it Second ﬁenéraiioh

‘. spanish Mother T
Tongue 13.9%

\

English Mother - N o N
Tongue 22.6% 51.7% © \25.6% -

"Third Generation ' -

Spanish Mother
Tongue

. English Mother ‘ o

" Tongue - -- o 11.8%

__100%

" Source: November, 1979 Survey of Income and Education.
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'ElSlEr to interpret. They constltute a minority, but one that is: .
overwhelmingly Englis =only (883) in their current language as well as
in their reported moth r :oﬁgﬁe. They stand out in clear contrast to

50-~55% that ‘uses Spanish but .as an. adJunct to English, . and the 20-25%
'that speaks only Englush, though pPeSumably can muster their Spanish
when necessary. These language use rates for the third generition mean
various things. First of all,‘they lndicate that current .anguage use
is not just a matter of mother tongue; there |is definite shift towards
English on the part of those raised speaking Spanish. Howgmer,-shift
is by no means total, s: significant minority continues toﬁlgéak

’primarily Spanlsh, eves in the third generation, and a ioritz of the

P .. .
third generation continues to use Spanish at least to some. degree.
Among the second generation both of these generalizations can be made

even more emphatlcally.
ot .

~

We have already seen that, Judglng oy summary frequencies, Other
Hlspanics -are less retentive of Spanush than are Hexican-Amerlcans.
,The constrest is alr"he sharper when mother tongue is control led for,
~ as-in Table V.6, To begin with, the English mother tongue éiiégar;es
 are easier to. interpret wlth Other Hlspanics'than with thE‘EEXicén-'
Americans thouﬁh the numbers aré stiil tiny. 6ther Hssaiﬁiés sré a

n‘1az among nexicanéhmericans) Ninety five percent of - these third i
generetion English-reised Other Hispanics indicate that ‘they speak oniy

t

.English at -home; the remaining few are in the Engiish/Spanlsh category. .

Among the second generation English-raised, the proportion speaking’
only English drops to b7§; with the balance speaking both. Like
‘lﬂexicans, Other Hispanics have an English mother tongue, first :7
.’generation category which is difficult to interpret. ‘But -while 69% of
the Mexicans indicated that they spoke primariiy Spanish snd did not -

‘ .
# Do < . K ~ ',.' ..

t



" use. <

" Higpanics indicate that' they do not speak English very well, in

3

speak English very well, only 19% df the Other Hisptnlcs are so

categorized. The rest are spread equally between the Spanlsh/Engllsh

and English categorles. In sum, in| each generation the English mot her _//7 B ;
tongue Other Hlspanlcs show a more English pattern “of current language

: * ’ ’ |
of course, the more important data are for the Spanlsh-ralsed. ' '
Thns is also where - dE have the clearest evidence that Dther Hispanics 3 ' 1
do not hold on to Spanlsh as much as Hexlcan-Americans. Ulthln each |
generatuon, the rates of shifting to Englush are hlgher, whether thus
is measured in terms of English mono] ingualism or. in t®rms of English o
monollnguallsm and English-dominant blllnguallsm. For example, in the ' ;
second generatlon, only 15% of the Spanish mother tongue Other '
éaﬁifssi to 37% for the Mexican-Americans. The same rates for the
third generatlon are 12% and 238. Even in the first generatlon, the
contrast is considerable, 70 vs. 89%. The shlft is to Spanish

monollngUallsm as well as to Engllsh domi nant blllnguallsm. Thus,,ln - o

the second and third géneratlons the English-only rates are 23% and 40%
for Other Huspanlcs. For the Hexucan-Ameriii'E they are lh% and 23%.. ’ '

in sum, this analysls of three generatlons has shown what ‘the

previous hat ive/foreign-born analysls suggested (Lopez, July 1982),

i. e., that Hexlcan-Amerlcans are more Spanlsh retentlve than most ot” er

Hispanic groups in the United States, and that the only reason ‘that”

these other groups somet imes appear to be as retentive or more is that

* they contain.larger foreign-born contlngents in their populatlons. The
next logical step is to get away from all these. numbers and rates and

to seek to understand better the qualititive differences between the
ﬂexucan-Amerlcan experrence and those of Other Hlspanlcs whose
mlgratlon, language and acculturatlon patterns more closely approxlmate

the "usual’ |mm|grant experlence Zﬁ the United States. Such
s are not easily pursued in national

|nterest|ng and important questlo
surveys, ‘however, and fust be le@t to other investigators. In the

Qn
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o TABLE V.6 - :
Language Spoken at Home.by Mother Tongue and Generation
Other Hispanic Adults 18-64 in the United States,
3 | November, 1979 (Numbers in Thousanos) -
— . — —
. Percent
/ Spanish; does Percent
/ not speak English Spanish, speaks ) Percent o
. 3 very wéell English very well English only 100% =
T / . K} , ;
Fnrst Generatlon / _____ )
Spanish Mother ' o . L - ,,{ N
Tongue / 70.3% 24.6% 5.1% T (1279)
o Englush Mother . S o o o
i Tongue j 18.9% 40502 - 41.1% (18)
.Second Generation
Spanish Mother ° o g - -
Tﬁhgue 15.4% 61.7% 22.9% (242)
Ehglngh Mother R S -
Tongue -- 32,9% * 67.1% (1)
Third eéné;aé:aa a
Spannsh Mother § : S S R
Tongue ~ 11.5% LB.1% ko.3% (210)
Englis h Mother _o_ n ol s
-Tongu; : : -- 5.5% _ 94.5%
\‘ % _ \\\\. '
] \ S o _ S . AR
Souqoei‘ November; 1979 Current Population Survey T
I ' . KN
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sections that follow we shall sketch out basic patterns of

relationships between socioeconomic and Ianguage characteristlcs, and
emp loy discrlminant function lnalysis to tease out a secondary but
! interesting relation between Ianguage use and social background and
“'status charecterlstlcs.'m e

. \ )
Langgggg Patterns-and Socnoeconomnc Characteristics -

Several investigators have dealt with the relation between -

iihiﬁiéé and socioeconomic sfafas, with miiéd ;esuits; ééyaﬁa :hé

générétibhal and social origin factors), little has been established in

thus area. One work was able to show:. a negative effect of Spanlsh i

' upbrnngnng on ultimate socioeconomic attainments for a localized sample

. of Mexican-Americans (Lopez, 1976). But such effects cannot be

established in national sampies Iike the 1976 SIE and the 1979 CPS,
which lack_ any indication of the socioeconomic level of upbringing
homes. Instead ‘the Béii one Eaﬁ aa i§ fa éstaslish thét there are

and SOCioeconomlc attainments. For this, several controls are

: necessary to attaln even descijptive level of analysns; Because

education; occupational and nncoae levels are generelly assuc13ted wuth
both age and sex, we have 1imited Shr analysis to males between the
agesrof 25 and 5#. By the age of 25\\Janguage patterns are firmly
esgébiished, most people have completed ‘their formal education;. and
: il rise gradually with age,

they are well into the workforce. Income

but (in our samplé? that steady rise does nof\affect associations with
language, and itis only after age 54 that the ;\Wailon between age and

income shnfts downward. The usual generatlonal dnstlnqijons used in

N

this paper are maintained here. )

- - - ——

Table V.7 presents the mean educational;, occupational ﬁféifiﬁé;

and income attainments for all male Hlspanlcs, age 25-54, by generat on

and mothér tongue. The English mother tongue categories are quite

\

~o

;v .- | ‘555;’
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small in the first and second generations, even when all Hispanics are
combined, as.in Table V.7. Therefore, these anomolous results,

especially in the first generation, should not be cause for concern.

Bearing this in mind, there are clear, if modest, associations between

Spanish mother tongue and lower levels of attainments. This is-crear

for education and income, but does not seem to be the -case for
occupational prestige, which Is odd, since one wahld expect that
performance in Engiish would actually be more assoclated with

occupational prestige than with income.

Tﬁé‘ne&t’two tables present the association between current
economic attaunments, with the same controls as in Table V.7. Results’
are presented separateiy for Hexlcan-Americans and Other Huspanics (not
tongue categories were too small). Again, the results are straight-

forward for education and income, but not for occupationai ‘attainment.
In the case of education, the dufferences by'current language are

" actuaMy sharper than for mother tongue. The sharpest contrast is

found among first geheration Hexucan-Americans, where the mean

education varies from 6.3 years for Spanish monollnguais to 1 5 years

for Engiish monoiinguais. This particular comparison is actualiy
relating schooling abroad and current language use. What it really’
means is that well-educated |mmigrants are more likely to make the
transition to speaking prlmarliy or oniy English (the same pattern is
found among the Other Hispanic first generation), but the second
generation i's more puzzling. Here again,‘among tne Hexican-Americans
other iang “ge categorles. lgnorlng complications like the possibility
that a sizesble proportion of this.group actually belongs to the first
generatibn,,the only conclusion. to be drawn.is that the Spanish saaiis
are in iarge part school . dropouts. That the pattern is absent among 7

use of Spanlsh without educational disabilities.

\ . 5§

i
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TABLE V.7 . | .

Sociceconomic Characteristics of Hispanic Males 25-54, by '
- Mother Tongue and Generation (Numbers in Thousands)
Mean - Mean Occupational Mean
_ Schooling Prestige T Income :

___Mother Tongue . (years) (Treiman scale) (dollars) N =__ ;\i§
.Fifst Géneratiqn _ - | - } | . .\ lé
ATl 8.5 | 17.6% 115428 (868) -
Spanish | 8.5 7.5 - 1,389 | (8s9)
Engl ish S s3 o 16205 (7)
Second Generation - ' - . ié
ATl 10.8 X 20.2% 15,182 (224) L
Spanish - | 10.7 20.6% - 14,951 (216) :
English .6 " 23.0% 21,268 ®)
Third Generation ' ¥

| ALl 1.8 9.6 15,318 (500)

" Spanish e 19.5 ih,igk  (430)

English 13.0 8.4 20,423 (70)

Source: November, 1979 ‘Curent Population Survey

o
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In the third generation, the Mexican-American and Other Spanish

patterhs are quits-similar: A gap: of about two years between §p§nlsh v
.domlnance and Spanish/English, and théh a smaller gap between the \
latter and English monolingualism. Logically, schooling is a thing of\{
the past for this sample; while by d definition the language they speak
is a current measure. But it does not follow that the causation is

from the pr|or schooling to the current language use; it seems

more sensuble to take current language use

“language spoken while growung up (not just

referent for mother tongue). [n other words,
generation Other Hispanics, uslng Engllsh and

generally associated. The same thing is true

income levels.

Is there any support in these tables for

among the Mexican-Americans, for whom all compr|sons save one

monollngualusm. 3dut for the Other Hispanics, the plcture is s ightly

different: By small marglns, the bilingual category outshlnes the
We shall return to the

others in four out of the nine comparisons.

last part of the analysis.

In sum, among each generatlonal and orlgln group there are clear

as an indicator of the
when a3 child, the usual

.ENGtISH/Spanash simply as a middle category between the two sorfts of

possibly special character of at least some of the blllnguals in the ~

associations between usung English and socloeconomlc status.

among the second generatuon Other Hlspanucs, where language use and

educatlon do not seem to be associated, the income déeficit of those Who

report they speak prlmarlly Spanlsh is clear, it could be argued,

these comparisons are really not fair, because they do not take into

account the further questuon of language background. The issue should

be couched in terms of the relation between socioeconomic attainments

and the maintenance of Spanlsh among those for whom it is their mother

tongue. For the first and second generations, with their low

But,

except for the second |
schooling attainment

for current language ‘and
i

the hypothésls that' the

bilingual or ENGL ISH/Spanish pattern is particularly advantageo

/

/
J
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llttle dlfference. However, it could conceivably make a di?ference
among the third generation. To test thls; we repeated the analysus of
Tables V.8 and V.9, but including only those of Sﬁiﬁiiﬁ mother tongue
{the small numbers and lack of language diversnty make it pointless to

do the same for those of English mother tongue) The dnfferences were
qunte minimal. The pattern of association discussed above is
SﬁSQESHEiiiiiihnehanged; with some means a bit higher, and others: a bit
lower, However, the strong associations between Spanish dominance and
low educational and. income IéVEié remain:. Whatever the mechanisms of
causation, there can be no doubt about the association: |
We have not discussed the socioeconomic data in terms of the ‘ B -
‘differenees between Mexican and Other Hispanic Origin groups because we S
want to keep the focus on language. - In any case, there is so much
socioeconomic variation within the Other Hosganlc category that it
‘makes little sense to &iiéd%i it as.a whole; it includes well- -to-do
Cubans and South Amer.cans_—, along with the Puerto Ricans, who are in

ﬁahy respects worse off than Mexican-Americans.




TABLE V.8 :
»

Socioeconomic Characteristics of ‘Mexican 6Fi§in Males 25- Sh by Carrent

Home Language and Generation (Numbers in Thousands)

‘ . Y

ﬁé;ﬁ,,-,, Mean ‘
Languaéeﬁaéwﬂcmé E:ggzgiff _ vgizzga;i?"al ;N’i )
" First Generation A
Spanish i L 6.3 31.6 \ 9,226 (399)
Spanish/English 10.8 37.8 \ 13,497 {43)
— Engl 15k 25 .9 18,528 . (&)
aSééaha Generation | ‘
Spanish - 6.8 277 10,655 (59)
Spanish/English 1.3 33.3 :\\ 18,045 (7 .
Eﬁéliéh‘ | 12.9 38.9 ._‘;‘ 20,088 (3_2) - o
Third Generation "?‘ o o
Spanish. - 9.8 31.5 .“- 12,140 an
Spanish/English a7 32.7 115,038 (214)
English 12.9 38.8 07,366 (119)

S |

source: November, 1979 Current Population Survey \
) o o . o *
See text and Table V.1 for definitions. Z \ E
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: | TABLE V.9 -
) Socioeconomic Characteristics of Other Hispanic Males 25-Sk by Current
Home - Language and Generation (Numbers in Thousands)
. Hear Mear ~
? S Education  Occupational Mean o :
o Language_at Home _ (years) Prestige -~ Income N = L
First Generation , | |
i Spanish 8.9 29.0 . 11,100 (266) )
R K L o o
Spanish/English - 13.0 43.3 16,643 (123) -
English . 12,5 27.6 - 17,107 (29)
% Second Generation
Spanish 123 27:4 9,791 - (9)
~ Spanish/English 12.6 28:9 15,275 (36)
- Engkish 12.6 26.8 14,001 (23)
Third Generation )
Spanish - 9.9 Too19a 8,602 (6)
) . spanish/English 12:3 32.7 13,470 (55—
. English | 12.8  ° 35.2 19,192 (60)
Source: November, 1979 Current Population Survey T B
,S—;eé text and Table V.1 for aéfihit,_io'_ns. a
: N\
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In doung this_one must proceed wlth caution. The language and

§éﬁerati6n ;analysis was based on causal logic: What better way to
explauq current-language thdn by language background? However; the
associations between language use and soc ioeconomic characteristics
were not eagjiy iuterpretable in terms of cause and effect. ‘Occupa-
tional status and income; in partlcular, cannot be seen as rectlz
determined by language use and ability. Rather, both loglcally and in
terms of measured levels of association (Lopez, 1976), education is an

intermediate variable between language and income and occupatuonal

attainments.

But we are not interested in only linear relations between
language use (Spanish to Eﬁgiiéﬁfléﬁa cther factors. We khow.that &
distinctive characteristic of Hlspanlcs, Mexican and utherwise, is the
high degree to which they maintain blllnguallsm in va ious forms after
the second generatlon. is there anything d;stlnctivel:ta. '
bilingualism per se that sets them apart from both Spairish snd Faglish
- monolinguals? There are several ways to approach this q.sstion with
data 1ike -the 1979 survey.’ None is totally satlsractory. inraed, the
data were not collected -in such a way that it is easy te :~cus 9n
bilingualism. We: have chosen to employ Hultiple Discriminant Function
_Analysis (MDFA) to provide at least a prelimlnary answer to th.s
,questlon. MDFA allows the analyst to discriminate among two i more
groups in terms of linear functuons composed of a number of variables:
MDFA has two great advantages that suit it to our task: The ''dependent
~ variable'" is a set of QESﬁﬁig and there can be more thas eﬁf functions
In Ei’ct, the number of functions is always one less than the number of

groups. The functions are composed of coefficients for the variables '




—~—-«»—~.:cstr|cted to mother tongue, blr.hrlace, p rents' birthplace, ang .

Like the first factor in

factor analysis, the first function |s gene?ally the most powerful, and
oot terribly interesting. It is composed of the varuables most
associated with the major dimension distnnguus |ng among the three
groups, and so produces results that would also\be obtalned in any
multivarlate analysls. However, the second (or the third or- fourth; it
there are enoygh groups in the analysis) typlcally\prders the groups. in
a different way and |s composed of a very dlfferent\selection of "
variables. If the flrst function describes the maJor pattern, the
.second taps a secondary but also real pattern in the date.

\

Y

A
Table V 10 presents MDFA's dlscrumlnatlng among the‘mhree \

pr|nc|pal language use categorles that we have employed in\thls paper. . - .

Spanlsh at home, without very good English reported’ Spanish at home
with very good English: reported, and English’ only. W"'triéd
combinations of lndependent varlables, including income and occupatlon,

and factors like SMSA residence and region for controls. The latter
added little clarlty to the analysls, and the former were excluded |n

the |nterests of malntalnlng at least a quasu-causal logic to the‘

~analysis Ethough of course, we are not interpreting education as \
srmply a&§¥rect cause of language use) We also tried to do snmular
analysls on only ‘the Spanlsh mother tongue population, only natlve-born

Hispanics, and separately by generatlon. Th* r',Alts of theseréarlous

sub- analyses were highly mixed; and oft2n difficilt or |mposs|ble to . \

interpret. Therefore; we_ have c:-osen 7o <eport only the relatively \ .
clear-cut results, those obtalnec when he 'ndependent variables :ve

~

educatlon, along with a further ana!ysls squestrd by results. The
analysis is done for all Hnspanncs, aﬂd fo: khe fwo ¢cr.gin sub-groups

separately.

Four sorts of information are praszit:d n 7able W.!'7:' The
standar ized. canonical distriminant functi-wc cos :‘vicuis are anelogous
S
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Multiple Pilscrimination Function Analysis of Home tanguage Groups on‘

Background Variables:

60

TABLE V.10

Hispanics 18-64 in the United States.
November. 1979 S

1

A1l Hispanies
X

F2

Hexican Grcgln

- eI\
ther §ﬁ5panig§

Standardized
§b;hi§ﬁ ﬁothér To
Foreign.Birth
ﬁoihér Foreign Eiﬁth
Father Foreign Birth

Education

. Group Centroids

Spanish
Spanish/English

English

Significance

Eigenvalue
Eéﬁéﬁiééi'C6FFéiSE76h

Percent of Explauned
Variance

gue

=.55

.16

.00

.60

48
/

/ﬁasb

:92
:69

85

.87

5

.18

Al

-.16

.50
-.57

.16

15

37

-1.03

.70 :

87

(1

1:03
L

- Source: November,

N . &

1979 Current Population Survey
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|nterpretat|on. The centrouds lndlcate tnat

4 Engllsi,*however, are?separatedfbyionlywl

_ N 1 - S

to factor loadings Jr stindardl.zed re’éféiiiéﬁ Eaé??iéiéﬁts;*thé group
centroids establish the ordering of ‘the groups by the particular
functlon, the eigenvalues and connonical correletlons can be tiﬂén as
measures of significance; and the percent of variance Indicdtes the
relative stréngth of the two functions: The results are conslstent for

the orlgun sub-groups and all Hispanics comblned. Astexpected, the

.92 and .69 respectlvely for all Hlspanics (the subgroup result re ,
similsr) ‘This function orders the language use §r6ups, Tow to hlgh
Spanlsr Spanush/Engllsh and English; in a faurly llnear fashlon. It
is composed prlmaruly of Englnsh mother tongue," U Sr birth and
educational attainment, wnth a somewhat weaker coeﬁficient for mother
U.S. born. |In other words, it says that the dumenslon Spannsh,
Spanish/English, Engllsh is associated with mothe# tongue, generation

and educatlonal attaunment. This result is not exactly earth=

' shatterlng, and for the most part is ‘tually taLtological. The stong

posnthE net’ relatlon between education and usnng English is not
Eauiollecal, however;, and can be interpreted to/ mean that using

Engllsh s associated with educational level, VLn when.generatlon and

= —— - i

language background are taken into account. j
,P /

- The second function is weakep but more Interesting: It acéounts .
for 13-15% of the variance explalned, has elg walies of .14 and .16

and cannonlcal correlations of .35 to :39. |

other words, it is weak

in comparlson to the first function, but is

F
it also orders the

"anlng of the ordering ls

6pén to lnterpretatlon. Clearly, Spanish/E
distinguished from both Spanlsh and Englnsh
elong the dlmenslon of the other two groups
to origin subgroup._ Among the Other Huspa ics, Spanish/English is 85
pounts aws§ from Spanish and 99 points away er% Engl;sh. Spanlsh and.
. -points.-_Among... . -
. o 5

varjes somewhat according

v o

so strong enougﬁ to merit...

However, the placement ~




: e 62 | - . K
. | | | o ii ‘;7:7Lﬁ ':7 j L
Mexican-Americans the ordering is more linear, Spanish/English- to
Spanish to English. The overall result is; as expected, somewhot in -
between. We can conclude that among all groups ‘the ordering is
different than for the first function, with. Spenisﬁ/English at one end

rather than in the middle. And, at least among the non-Hexicin

coefflclents of .62 to .92. Forengn birth is negatlvelz involved,
whlle mother's forelgn blrth has a consistent positlve coefficlent. "As

factors are taken into account.” anally; educatlon has a Eosntive

~Spanlsh mother tongue, second generation and well-educated. This is iin

_d_
contrast with the pattern of the first function, whlch was Englnsh

mother tongue, third generatlon and well educated.

- 57

what does th|s result mean? The |nterpretation is made more

{dnffncult by the v%rlation in the centroid orderlng dnscussed above.

As has proven to be the case throughout this analysus, it |s‘necessary

to consider Mexican-Americans and (:aer Hispanncs separetely. In fact,
' re-examlnatlon of the group ccntro:d patterns for the fnrsv function
shows & sngnificant variation: Among Mexican-Amer Icans tre first
function. di§tih§ﬁi3hed‘betﬁé€ﬁ“ ﬁiﬁVSH and Spanish/Engilsh more
Hnspanies the opposlte was the case. We have developed no- clear
interpretation of how this relates to the pattern of iflependent

variable coefficients, but tpe/mean:ng of the two pattern differences’
is rather clearer for the second functlon. Among Other Hispanics, the:

second function has strong\coeff|clents for education ( 63), Spanish ‘
mother - ‘tongue (. 62), u.S. bnrth {. ﬁ6), and mother foreign-born (-48).
Father's U.S. birth enters in, though weakiy, at..ik (as a guide to the

Y
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meaning of these coefficients, they ternd to be about twice the

éé?fésaaﬁaiﬁg;siahanaiiéa ;égféssiaa EBE??icient)* in other words,;
there is 3 clear, if secondary, pattern that, among 0ther Hlspanics,

of mother's birth place) from both Spanlsh and English monolinguals.
The same pattern is much -weaker ameag Hexlcan-Amerlcans, wnth lower

coeffuc:ents for edcuatnon and generatnon. Furthermore, the second

bulunguals and monolinguals as it |s re-ordering the three groups along
a cont|nuum from Spanlsh/Engllsh to Spannsh to Engllsh. '

. prestlge and income. This analysis was*conflned to men in the labor

_force, to avoid the compllcations of sex differences in attainments.

Table V.11 presents the results for Other Hispanics.- Eénfining the
analysis to males changes the confflclents somewhat, even before the

additional variables are added in. The maJor change is that among

males, being born |n the United States flgures less into the seéon&

function. The f'r .t function fs essentually unchanged. We have not

irvestigated sex -rferences in language patterns in this paper. The
overall rates of maintenance snd shift are about the sanme, Sut this and

cther intruguirc I ‘Fcrenfes suggest that a through goang ana’)sus of

sex dlfferentlal in language patterns may prove fruitsul.

The lxpanaéd ?unctions'on'tﬁé right side of Table ¥.i! indicate
that occuss:ional prestige and  income do entar into this scéondary’
pattern. While they add litti~ 8r nothing to the first function (with

coefficients of .06 and .12; in contrast to the «ducation coefficient

"of .52), in the :econd functﬁon their coefficients are modest but

respectable, .28 and .16. The patiern of other coefficients is

essencially stabie. This confirms that, in fact, the secondary pattern

N 7$v77 // .‘
P :'~§>£3¢»/ e




, : e : 1
o S o 6‘4./ ) : /"\
T S . Y . /L,
. . I “ '.' -
sebaratmg bilrn’gijéls from Sp’éhish and ‘English monolmguals us in part
compoiéa of high CurrentI status, as well as of educatuo?. - -
- }/ . .
; TABLE V.|
Hultlple Discriminant Function Analysns of Home Iianguééé Groups on - 7
Background and Current Status Variables. Ngnh-Mexican Origin
_ Men -25- 5'4 in the Umted States, ‘November;-1979
S N Mt ”1/'" e _
| . a. Background Variables b. Background and
] T [ Oonly . [ : Current Status
1 . /;/ 77 S ; . ) . .
_ N | ,,,,,,,,,,,EL o F2 L o ,J;,, o 2 ot

'A. “Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients

, S::an;sh Mother Tohéde/ -8 | .66 S35 68
Foretgn Bith -.59 .15 -6l =.19, - .
Mother Foreign Bory -7 /_ .38 -7 .32
Father Foreign Borf .02 -.27 02 -.18
©+ Education N I 42 .57
Oceupational Prestl\g = -s= . .06 . .28
/ Theome \ _ N F R ——
B. Group Centroids ﬁ\\
_— éﬁanjsh | R . . . =94 -5
§p$nish/tngii§h \ IR - .16 .55 ‘
English | \ = .47  .-.38
[ . \‘ . -
o ‘t. rgighi'f;fcant:é o \\‘ K e -v;’;f,
B ‘Eigenvalue 15 .89 16
- , Candnical Correlation 36 .69 36
D Perc&nt of Explamed ’ - &
= i Variance - 15 .84 16 .
, oo e . hay -
© 't souree: /bovember';'"fms Current| Pogutation Survey o
DT | S { L o
"o R T \ 170 D S PO
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IV. SUMMARY.
) 9 , )
This ‘report has. made five lmportant po:nts that increase our
understanding of Spanish language maintenance in the United States and
tgprmeanung of the latest information about it as derived from the

November, 1979, Current Populatlon Suruey and the 1980 Census of

.opulatuon.

First, the apparently hugh rates of Spzn’~.h use and maintenance

found in 1979 and 1980 are; in fact, fv 1y conslstent with earlier

Sources that report much lower (thougk still |mpresslve) rates. Tne

differences are -due largely to question wording. Thus,; the inclusive

~Yother than English'’' questions us2d in 1979 and 1980 yield Spanish use

rse;; of B0~9U% among adult H:spanlcs. in contrast, the ‘more

restrictive “usual language“ questions used in 1975 and 1976 resuit”in

Spaélsh use rates of h5 50z among adult Hisparics. Chaptér 1

demonstrated that for both Spanish and a number of other frequently

used languages other than English, Ene‘l979'1956 duestlon méasures'any
s:gn:ficant level of using that language, but greatly overestimates the \
proportion of the populatlon for whom their ethnic language is their

Qomunant or most frequently used language. The nearly equal results

_obtained from the similarly worded English ability questions in 1976

and 1979 serve to confirm the conclusion that question wording largely
explains tne different language use.results.

Second, the dschotomous and hlghly skewed language question |n
1979- 1980 |s in itself of llmlted use in the analysis of language use ’ ' N

and maintenance patterns. However, it can be combined wuth the English

‘ability question to form a useful three or more category scale. In

Chapter 111 we explored and assessed various alternatnves before
selecting a three-category scale as the most useful for cross- tabular_
analysis. This scale; whlch corresponds dlrectly to levels of language
maintenance as deflned in the earlier studles, was then used in the

balance of the paper.,
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third generatibhs. However, the use of Spanish among third (actually
native of native) generation Hispanics turned out to be markedly hlgher
than what is found .among other contemporary or past twentieth century
immigrant stocks. The first sectlon of Chapter V showed that this
retention is sugnufucantly greater améng Mexican-Americans than among
other Hnspanlcs. The nature of the Ianguage questuons belng used makes

between Mexican-Americans and other Hispanics are clear.
Fourth, overall, and also within generational and ethnic
suogroups, there are clear assocnatlons between us:ng Spanlsh and low

prestuge and the income of adult Huspannc ‘males. The pattern persists

wheihér or not mother tongue is taken into consuderatuon. HOwever, it

background. ' » .

Finally, Multiple Discriminant Function Analysis (MBEA)MSIlbwed us
to discern secondary as well as primary patterns in the relation
between larguage and socioeconomic characteristics..—The last-—part of .
Chapter V used MDFA and showed that whilé the general pattern
associates using Spanish with low educational attainment, there is a

secondary pattern in which educatlonal attalnment and malhtalning

Spanish whiie also gaining cohpetence in English are all posltively

assocnated. fhat fs; the high achneving blllngual does- exlst as &

5
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