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ABSTRACT 

Thus far, K-12 and higher education heritage language (HL) programs have been treated as an 

adjunct to traditional world language classrooms which have been constructed for second 

language learners (Carreira & Chik, 2018). Meanwhile, students of less commonly taught HLs 

have had to resort to community schools to fill the linguistic and cultural void that traditional 

schooling cannot provide them (Compton, 2001). While previous research has recommendations 

specifically for HL program goals (Valdés, 1995; Aparicio, 1997) and the potential challenges 

they may face (Wang, 2001), little is known about the similarities and differences of school-

based and community-based classrooms (Campbell, 2001) and how that varies across 

stakeholders. To fill this gap, this study used data extracted from the Center of Applied 

Linguistics Heritage Languages in America profile database, which contains 878 data entries of 

HL classrooms throughout the United States and a survey collecting perceptions of 8 HL 

teachers across five languages. The quantitative data collected via the profile database was 

divided into two categories-- school-based and community-based programs-- which were then 

compared for similarities or differences across 2 domains –goals and reported challenges. The 

quantitative data was coded using an inductive coding process. Given the variability in the goals 

section, it was further divided into four subcategories: language, culture, community, and 

attitudes; while the challenges section was each kept as one category. A Chi-squared test of 

independence was conducted for the goals section to test for the relationship between the 
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program type and their language, culture, community, and attitude goals, while descriptive 

analysis was used for the potential challenges. The teachers’ perception data was analyzed 

descriptively shed light on the goals and challenges from within the classroom. Simultaneous 

interpretation of qualitative and quantitative data provided a rich picture of how HL programs 

compare across various stakeholders. To highlight these findings, the discussion section 

illustrates examples drawn from both school-based and community-based program profiles, as 

well as recommended solutions posited by previous research (Willoughby, 2014; Valdés, 1995). 

Importantly, by calling attention to the current practices and needs of HL classrooms; 

researchers, educators, and policymakers now have the foundation to create revised HL program 

goals that support these unique learners and the educators.  
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

In recent years, there has been a growing appeal for research concerning heritage 

languages (HL) and heritage language learners (HLL) due to the increasing number of students 

in the United States growing up in a home where English is not the predominant language (Ryan, 

2013). According to the American Community Survey (ACS), in the United States as of 2019, 

23% of children (aged 5-17) speak a language other than English in the home. This trend has 

steadily increased throughout the decades. The same ACS report stated that Spanish was the 

most common non-English language spoken in the U.S (61.6%). Totaling to more than any other 

language combined. Cantonese and Mandarin (5.2%) are a not so close second, followed by 

Tagalog (2.6%), Vietnamese (2.3%), Arabic (1.9%), French (1.7%), Korean (1.6%), Russian 

(1.4), Haitian Creole (1.4%), German (1.3%), and the remaining 19% making up various 

languages such as Hindi, Portuguese, Italian and others (Figure 1). Despite the steady growth of 

children growing up in a home where a non-English language is spoken, little research has been 

conducted on the specific characteristics of HL classrooms.  

 

Figure 1. Languages Spoken in the Home Other than English (ACS, 2017). 

In the United States, should an HLL choose to take formal classes in their HL they have two 

options either school-based (Compton, 2001) or community-based (Wang & Green, 2001) 
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programs. School-based classrooms are also known as “traditional classes” taken in primary, 

secondary, tertiary, or in higher education. Community-based classrooms are typically hosted by 

the community or local organizations. Current research has delved into student motivations for 

enrolling in HL courses (Nagano, Ketcham & Funk, 2019), HL specific assessments (Silvia, 

2019), the relationship of HLLs with their ethnic and cultural identity (Yu, 2015), and ideologies 

that shape HL classrooms (Leeman & Serafini, 2016); however, not much is known about how 

types of HL programs compare to one another, or if they have the same goals in mind for HL 

students. The aim of this study is to further understand these domains, specifically the goals and 

challenges from the perspective of administrators and teachers and how those two perspectives, 

not only compare to one another, but also to what research has uncovered about HL classrooms. 

In particular, the study explores how these stakeholders view: (1) the goals of HL classrooms 

that relate to language, culture, community, and attitudes and (2) the internal and external 

challenges.  

The literature review provides a discussion of the definitions most often used for HLLs and 

the movement towards the use of models based on common themes, as well as the origins of 

school-based and community-based HL classrooms in the United States. Additionally, based on 

Valdés’ (1995, 2008) and Aparicio’s (1997) recommendations for HL program goals, I connect 

why these goals are important to program specific examples of how they have been 

implemented. Additionally, I explore the challenges that have been noted by previous researchers 

in both school-based and community-based programs. The literature review will also address 

teachers’ perceptions with respect to HLL and ideologies that can construct their perceptions.  

The two sources of data for this study come from a profile database containing 878 data 

entries completed by administrators and the responses of eight teachers via a teachers’ 



 3 

perceptions survey. The entries from the database were inductively coded. First, they were split 

by program type—school-based and community-based—then divided by the two areas of 

interest—goals and challenges. They were then statistically analyzed using a Chi-squared test of 

independence for the goals section and descriptive statistics for the challenges section. The 

survey was constructed based on the findings of the quantitative data. Teachers were asked about 

the main themes using Likert scale items. A descriptive analysis was used to analyze the 

responses from the survey. These pieces of data were then compared to determine how different 

stakeholders perceive the goals and challenges of their HL programs. The discussion section 

highlights how the goals of HL classrooms differ between researchers, administrators, and 

teachers, as well as how administers and teachers perceive the challenges of their programs. To 

tie the findings of this study, I propose two additional goals that incorporate the perspectives of 

the different stakeholders. Finally, the limitations section identifies challenges due to the upkeep 

of the database as well as issues related to generalizability. The future directions section 

emphasizes the need for further investigation of the goals of HL classroom, the communication 

between different stakeholders, and the maintenance of databases of HL classrooms across the 

United States. Overall, I hope that this study serves as a baseline for understanding how 

researchers, administrators, and teachers perceive HL programs. Additionally, to contribute to 

the efforts of revising programs’ existing HL goals, based on the perceptions of the teachers and 

administrators (Beaurdie, 2018; Potowski & Carreira, 2004).  
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1 Who are Heritage Language Learners?  

According to Fishman (2001) there are three categories which HLs fall within: (1) 

indigenous, (2) colonial, and (3) immigrant. Specific to the United States, indigenous HL are 

characterized as languages spoken by Native American groups; colonial languages are languages 

spoken by colonizers (not including English, can include German, Dutch, etc.); and immigrant 

HLs include languages brought into the United States by immigrants populations. Importantly, 

HLs are not unique to the United States, “the term was first used in the Canadian context to refer 

to any ‘language other than English and French’ and intended to reference the languages spoken 

by indigenous people or by immigrants” (King & Ennser-Kananen, 2013, p.1). Despite the wide-

ranging definitions of HLs for the purpose of this study it will be defined as “a language (other 

than English) regularly used in the home and the community” (Fishman, 2001, p.1).  

Much like the definitions for HLs, researchers have attempted to define HLLs in various 

ways. To date, there are about 11 “one-size-fits-all” definitions for HLLs (definitions that 

attempt to cover all HLLs without modifications) and one broad vs. narrow definition (two 

distinct definitions that draw on different characterizes of many HLLs) (Appendix A). One of the 

earliest known “one-size-fits-all” definition is that of Joshua Fishman (1981), who defines an 

HLL as “anyone who has an ethnic, cultural, or other connection with the language, regardless of 

whether that person learned the heritage language as a child” (p. 517). The most often used 

definition is that of Guadalupe Valdés (2001) claiming that an HLL is "a student who is raised in 

a home where a non-English language is spoken, who speaks or merely understands the heritage 

language, and who is to some degree bilingual in English and the heritage language" (p. 38). One 
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definition emphasizes the importance of home exposure to the language and proficiency, while 

the other emphasizes a cultural or familial tie.  

In 2007, Polinsky & Kagan took a different approach to defining HLLs by using a narrow 

versus broad approach. The narrow definition emphasizing linguistic proficiency in the HL and 

is most commonly characterized by 1st and 2nd generation immigrants; while a broad definition 

stressing the element of identity negotiation on part of the learner meaning that culture is not 

necessarily linked to language proficiency and is most often characterized by 3rd and 4th 

generation immigrants. These two approaches, one-size-fits-all and narrow vs. broad, have been 

criticized in recent years for lacking variability or range, given that HLL should not be treated as 

a homogenous group of people or students.  

 More recently, researchers and educators have advocated for the use of models, 

prototypes, or profiles to describe HLL. Carreira and Kagan (2011) identified five key themes 

that make up an HLL:  

(1) an early sequential bilingual—who acquired English early in life, after acquiring the 

HL; (2) has limited exposure to the HL outside of the home; (3) has relatively strong 

aural skills but limited reading and writing skills; (4) has positive attitudes and 

experiences with the HL; and (5) studies the HL mainly to connect with communities of 

speakers in the United States and to gain insights into his or her roots, even though 

career plans feature prominently in learners of some languages as well (Carreira & 

Kagan, p. 42). 

Additionally, Zyzik (2016) made the first HLL Prototype which emphasizes the variability 

amongst HLL across 6 domains: proficiency in HL, ethnic/cultural connection to HL, dominance 

in language other than HL, implicit knowledge of HL, bilingual, and early exposure to HL in the 
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home. Importantly, this model is not English-centered, highlighting the fact that HLs are spoken 

throughout the world and not just in English-dominant countries. A combination of the Zyzik 

(2016) prototype and the Carreira and Kagan (2011) themes is illustrated by García, Pineault, 

and Bryfonski in their 2022 presentation (Figure 2). Age of acquisition is described as the age in 

which the HL and dominant language in the society is learned. Home exposure considers the 

when, where, and how HLLs interact with the language during childhood. Proficiency level 

includes the linguistic abilities in both the HL and dominant language, across all four modalities 

and in different settings (i.e. formal and informal). Cultural/familial ties reflects the relationship 

between the HL within the family and community as well as connections with the heritage 

culture. Lastly, maintenance efforts emphasize any steps taken to build or practice the HL skills 

via formal and informal education. For the purpose of this study, the HLL Identity Index by 

García Pineault, and Bryfonski will be used to identify HLL.  

 

Figure 2. Heritage Language Learner Identity Typology by García et al. (2022). 
 
2.2 Heritage Language Education  

While there are forms of receiving informal education in the HL (i.e. through apps, self-

study, workbooks) for the purpose of this study only formal education will be evaluated. The two 

program types in question are: School-Based (SB) and Community-Based (CB).  
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Defining a SB HL program has proved difficult, due to the fact that K-12 programs don’t 

always specify their programs as HL-specific, making them more difficult to identify and study 

(Wang & Green, 2001). Some researchers hypothesize that this is due to past policies that have 

limited the accessibility and funding for world language classrooms (Millard, 2015). Despite the 

difficulty, I will take a more general approach of defining a SB program: refers to an educational 

institution, which is run by public or private authorities and maintained by qualified and trained 

educators (Education at a Glance, 2002). These institutions may or may not have dedicated HL 

tracks or a singular course for HL students. These institutions tend to only have Spanish for 

Heritage Speakers/Native Speakers classes (Wang & Green, 2001), despite Spanish being only 

one of many HLs spoken in the United States (Ryan, 2013). More recently, there has been an 

interest of maintaining languages, through SB programs and research, that are deemed “critical” 

to the US national defense (e.g. Arabic, Korean, etc.; King & Ennser-Kananen, 2013). The 

emphasis of certain languages over others calls to attention the sociopolitical agenda of 

increasing the linguistic capital of languages that serve a purpose to the United States 

government (Sandrock & Wang, 2005). This sociopolitical battle of HL SB programs has a long 

and contentious past. Starting in the 60s and 70s Chicanx and Puerto Rican civil rights 

movements fought for the specialized instruction for speakers of Spanish, who knew the 

language as a ‘mother tongue’ (Leeman & King, 2015). Around that time the Bilingual 

Education Act of 1968 passed, which provided federal funds to rectify language deficiency in 

English (Dutcher, 1996). About ten years later a class action lawsuit was filed with the United 

States Supreme Court, Lau v. Nichols, which established the right of limited English proficient 

students to special help in overcoming language barriers (Dutcher, 1996). Although, both of 

these acts created a “monolingualism-as-a-goal” point of view (Wright, 2017), where English-
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only curriculum and assessments are implemented and the HL is negated, rather than viewing it 

as a resource in assisting the students in the language learning process. The most recent bill to 

pass in relation to minoritized-language students was the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) act, 

which emphasized the use of standardized testing to assess the progress of students. This has 

been especially detrimental to HLL, given that these tests are considered high-stakes for K-12 

schools, resulting in “some administrators viewing HL programs as a source of the problem, as 

they divert time and resources away from English, test preparation, remedial coursework, and/or 

extra tutoring which they believe is essential in order for students to pass the tests in English” 

(Wright, 2007, p.16). Overall, the history of SB HL programs in the United States has been full 

of sociopolitical agendas. The limited funding, resources, and support go to languages that are 

deemed critical to the government, and even then, HL students are deemed language deficient 

rather than multilingual.  

Conversely, CB programs are “heritage language schools that are typically non-profit 

organizations founded and operated by parents from the respective immigrant or heritage 

language community for the purpose of maintaining and teaching the language and culture of 

their heritage” (Coalition of Community-Based Heritage Language Schools, n.d. (CCBSHLS)). 

Since CB programs are centered on immigrant populations, their origins can be traced back to 

key points in the immigrant communities’ history. The first CB HL programs to open in the 

United States were German, Chinese, and Japanese language programs. The largest group of 

German immigration was between 1820 and 1880 which matches the first HL school that opened 

in Boston, Massachusetts in 1874 (Ludanyi & Liu, 2011). Most German CB schools opened 

around World War One due to their inability to practice any heritage customs as it could be 

dangerous for them to do so (Wiley, 2001). Additionally, CB classes opened at an exponential 
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rate during the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882. Along with the racial discrimination, the act also 

forbade Chinese-Americans the right to public education. This led to the first Chinese CB school 

to be established in Los Angeles, California in 1884 (Wang, 1996). Lastly, widespread migration 

to Hawai’i started around 1868 for the Japanese. The first CB program for Japanese immigrants 

started in 1895, although they extended until 1924 when immigration for this community was 

highly restricted. Japanese immigrants felt the need to teach their children Japanese in order “to 

promote the communication between Japanese-speaking parents” and their next generation 

(Chinen et al. 2013, p. 2). Many studies, in relation to CB programs, illuminate the importance of 

acknowledging their origin in order to understand their motivations and goals (Wang, 2017).  

Both SB and CB HL programs have a long history of fighting against oppressive policies that 

attempt to rectify students linguistic “deficiencies” or diminish their cultural identities to fit 

within a national standard.  The following sections highlight some of the key goal’s researchers 

have established for HL programs as well as some of the key challenges they face. 

2.2.1 Program Goals  

Previous researchers have established overarching goals for HL programs, originally 

intended for Spanish HL classrooms, but has since been extended to all languages in any 

program type (Table 1). The principal goals were language-focused and established by Valdés 

(1995); although in 2008, Valdés et al. added two more non-linguistic goals. Given the growth of 

the field of HL Education the perspective of various theoretical fields has proposed the addition 

of a seventh goal. This goal was inspired by Aparicio (1997) and illuminates the idea of cultural-

awareness. Importantly, these goals have been criticized in recent years for not including a 

critical perspective, nor a community aspect, which will be discussed further in section 5.2 

(Leeman, 2018). Nonetheless, this section will attempt to highlight the seven goals by Valdés 
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(1995, 2008) and Aparicio (1997) and link them to their implementation, or lack thereof, in SB 

and CB programs.  

Table 1. Seven Goals of Heritage Language Classrooms (as noted in prior research)  

1.  Maintenance of the heritage language (Valdés, 1995) 

2.  Acquisition of a prestige language variety (Valdés, 1995) 

3.  Expansion of bilingual range (Valdés, 1995) 

4.  Transfer of literacy skills (Valdés, 1995) 

5.  Acquisition of academic skills in the heritage language (Valdés, 2008) 

6.  Cultivation of positive attitudes towards the heritage language (Valdés, 2008) 

7.  Acquisition or development of cultural awareness (Aparicio, 1997) 
 

The first goal identified by Valdés (1995) was language maintenance. The focus being on 

helping learners strengthen their HL and become stronger bilinguals. In other words, the use of 

minority-majority languages within the home and school setting (Parra, 2016). Researchers 

contend that this is a unified effort, on part of the community, family, educators, classmates, etc. 

(Draper & Hicks, 2000; Kondo-Brown, 2005). Past research has emphasized the wide array of 

resources that CB programs have utilized in their efforts to maintain and revitalize the HL, such 

as incorporating the heritage culture, religious affiliation, academic-community collaboration, 

and community events (Klein, 2013; Reyhar, 2010). Conversely, Rincker (1991) and Park (2011) 

argue that CB classrooms might not be the best for language maintenance, given that these 

programs are typically under-funded and require additional time outside of the students' 

traditional schooling. This could foster negative feelings towards the class, as well as the 

language. According to García (2003) “the public-school atmosphere for immigrant languages 

has not historically been one that has favored maintenance of the ethnic home language(s) of its 

students” (p. 27). Due to the fact that the SB environment historically favors the standardization 
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of minoritized languages in comparison to the home variety. Despite the efforts to maintain the 

HL in both SB and CB programs; external factors have presented many challenges in doing so.   

The second goal specifies the acquisition of the prestigious language variety. This goal 

was originally defined as “the teaching of prestige or ‘standard’ varieties of the language to 

speakers of non-prestige varieties” (Valdés, 1995, p. 312). While Valdés did problematize if the 

standard dialect could be acquired in the context of a classroom, and how this could affect HLLs; 

throughout the years, educators have taken this goal at face value and emphasized the use of the 

standard language in the classroom. Since 1995, researchers have acknowledged the dangers of 

solely focusing on the standard dialect of languages. For example, Wolfram (1999) explained 

that the lack of acknowledgment of non-standard varieties can lead to the deficit perspective: “In 

terms of language, proponents of the deficit position believed that speakers of dialects with 

non-standard forms have a handicap-socially and cognitively-because the dialects are 

illogical, or sloppy, or just bad grammar” (p. 20). This perspective can affect the students 

progression or sense of belonging in the classroom (Chambers, 2008). Although, it is also 

important to note that the possible assessments students may have to take (Seal of Biliteracy, 

Advanced Placements, etc.) are constructed based by the guides of the standard language, 

thus, calling into question why students are learning the standard dialect: for the test or for 

personal use? In all, the acquisition of a prestigious form is a controversial goal that has not been 

revised, but has been problematized, since 1995.  

The third goal proposed by Valdés is the expansion of the bilingual range, stating that 

“expansion of this range would involve growth in grammatical, textual, illocutionary, 

sociolinguistic, and strategic competencies” (Valdés, 1995, p. 317). In 1997, Valdés illustrates 

the importance of this goal, although claims that there are little to no developed theories of its 
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expansion in both natural and classroom setting. Other researchers draw on the cyclical nature of 

bilingualism, meaning that a person goes through periods of expansion and reduction of their 

bilingual abilities throughout periods of their life (Gómez Soler & Fuentes, 2021). Nonetheless, 

educators should keep in mind their students’ linguistic range and learn about all the 

competencies that students possess (Beaudrie et al., 2014). The existing literature in relation to 

this goal is insufficient, although there is room for development in relation to the theories behind 

the bilingual range.  

Goal four focuses on the transfer of literacy skills, which has been found to be language 

and skill specific and encompassing differences between dialects, registers, and styles (Valdés & 

Parra, 2018). Valdés describes this goal as such: “instructors need to know how different types of 

skills transfer, how best to bring about an efficient and effective carryover of such skills in both 

reading and writing, and what range of materials best accomplish the task” (p. 317). Some 

researchers see this goal as HL to English transfer, or vice versa. For example, Martinez (2007) 

found a negative transfer in subject pronoun agreement from English in free writing context if 

the students HL had gender-marking. Conversely, other researchers highlight the use of dialects 

to improve literacy skills in free writing contexts. Elola (2017) found that nurturing home 

language varieties in languages such as Spanish could be more advantageous for learners, 

especially when it comes to literacy skills transfer. Elola followed up by recommending 

educators allow and encourage ‘authentic’ vernacular on low stake assignments, such as journal 

entries, rough drafts, and free writing, also known as critical dialect awareness. As previously 

mentioned, the transfer of literacy skills cannot be generalized to any given language or skill set, 

given that there is a wide range of differences amongst them. 
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The first non-linguistic goal is number five which highlights the acquisition of academic 

skills in the HL. The early 2000’s educational policies were focused on closing the “achievement 

gap” for students of minoritized races, minoritized languages, or lower socioeconomic levels 

(Hanushek et al., 2020). Valdés (2008), as well as other researchers and educators, saw the 

importance of teaching students their HL in hopes of closing the opportunity gap and improve 

academic performance (Carreira, 2007; Cummins & Schecter, 2003). Cummins and Schecter 

(2003) argue that HL development in minoritized language students enhances academic 

performance in school, since they can benefit from concrete conceptual skills in both languages. 

Carreira (2007) argues for specific approaches, such as utilizing the resources of students’ 

heritage cultures to advance the education and social needs of HL youth or socializing HL 

students and parents to the American education system. Important work is also being done on the 

access and equity of programs such as the Seal of Biliteracy (SoBL) for students who speak a 

language other than English at home (De Costa et al., 2021; Subtirelu, et al., 2019). The SoBL is 

an influential example of programs that promote acquisition of academic skills in the HL which 

could lead to advancement in opportunities such as receiving a diploma, improved jobs, and 

postsecondary studies (Seal of Biliteracy, n.d.).  

 Lastly, Valdés’ (2008) final goal and Aparicio’s (1997) addition incorporate attitude and 

culture into the learning process. The sixth goal encourages the cultivation of positive attitudes 

toward the HL, while goal seven encourages the acquisition or development of cultural 

awareness. These two goals can be intertwined, as demonstrated in Lee (2002). Lee examined 

the relationship between immigrant students’ HL, their cultural maintenance, and their academic 

achievement in school. The researcher found that when the students were more interested in their 

heritage culture they had higher levels of academic success than those who were less interested 
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in keeping their heritage culture and language. These findings, like others, are highly dependent 

on the language, level of connection, and transnational involvement. For example, Korean 

students in a CB program were interested in learning their HL but for the sole reason of gaining 

access to the heritage culture through the internet (Lee & Kim, 2008). Similar finds are presented 

in Christensen (2018) where a group of Mexican-American participants enact certain language 

ideologies and attitudes through interacting on Facebook. The idea of transnationalism is on the 

forefront for these participants, given that Facebook was an avenue for them to stay connected to 

their community in the United States and abroad. Prada (2019) also explores the linkage between 

language ideologies and language attitudes regarding the value of linguistic practices in a SB 

program. He found that high school students were linguistically oppressed in two spaces: the 

social space and cognitive space. By incorporating a translingual orientation in the classroom, 

students had a “renewed understanding of societal expectations” ultimately “challenging 

normative discourses and contesting monolingual policies that perpetuated the censorship of 

their identities” (p. 320). Similar benefits have been noted in a CB indigenous program in 

Canada where learning the HL had clear contributions to the formation of a healthy cultural 

identity (Mclvor, 2015). Jacobs (1998) illustrates this by pointing to the increased sense of self-

esteem and the gain of security in children who knew and practiced their heritage culture. In all, 

past research has supported and contradicted the overarching themes proposed by Valdés (1995, 

2008) and Aparicio (1997). It is of interest to know whether these goals present themselves in the 

SB and CB programs included in the study, or whether programs are focused on goals that have 

yet to be included.  

2.2.2 Program Challenges 
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In the 2001 book, Heritage Languages in America: Preserving a National Resource, 

Carol Compton, Shuhan Wang, and Nancy Green, detailed the long history of HL education for 

CB programs and K-12 education within the United States, including individual challenges 

programs face. For the purpose of this section only identifications and descriptions of the 

challenges will be given, for possible solutions refer to section 5.1.3.  

In no particular order, Compton (2001) reports the lack of public awareness both 

programs receive. She claims that all HL programs need to publicize their services to better serve 

the community. Given that they don’t have the publicity to maintain or build their reputations, 

they are often seen as less important in the eyes of wider society which can then result in a sense 

of lack of importance in the eyes of students or participants (Lee, 2002). The next challenge is 

the lack of recognition on part of the school districts, which is best described by Wang & Green 

(2001) arguing that “the education system that traditionally views the languages and cultures that 

students bring to school, not as skills and resources to be nurtured and developed, but as 

obstacles to be overcome” (p. 176). For similar reasons, some school districts do not want to 

recognize the effectiveness or benefit of CB programs. Seals and Peyton (2016) identified a 

Home Language Program at an elementary school which was dismantled at the time of this 

study. The researchers noted that due to “substantial budget cuts in the district” made by the new 

administration along with “local agents choosing not to act in favor of multilingual language 

learning” lead to the drastic reduction and soon elimination of this program (pp. 9-10; see Seals 

& Peyton, 2016 for more information). Additionally, within CB classrooms, many students see 

these programs as extra work since they are not getting recognized for their time (Compton, 

2001). While some CB programs have advocated for their students to receive academic credit for 
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these courses, many programs have not reached the academic rigor or acknowledgement they 

need.  

Similarly, there seems to be a lack of broad-based support for both SB and CB programs. 

Within this umbrella, Compton points to lack of funds, lack of volunteer support, lack of parental 

support, and lack of government acknowledgement as some of the main problems. Difficulty 

fostering support amongst the parents may be a result of some ‘jealousy’ on part of the family 

that the educator is not teaching accurately or authentically (Davis, 1988). Lack of governmental 

support seems to be the biggest challenge, since the local and state governments can aid in 

funding and representation. Compton emphasizes the value of organizations like the British 

Columbia Heritage Language Association (BCHLA) which is a non-profit umbrella organization 

that represents and connects over 150 organizations. The BCHLA advocates for multiculturalism 

within second-language education for Canadians through the development of curriculum, 

materials, and teacher training that are rooted in celebrating the diversity of Canada. Since the 

publication of the book a similar organization, the CCBHLS, has opened its doors to provide 

representation on a grander scale in an effort to conduct research on classrooms to better aid the 

programs. While the organizations do exist, Compton points out that programs need to improve 

their articulation with other groups and institutions. Xueying Wang (1996) claims that there is a 

“need for a new era of collaborative collective work between the Heritage communities and 

mainstream educational institutions” (p. 89). Lee and Wright (2014) encourage this relationship 

claiming that throughout history the burden has been on the CB programs to create and maintain 

the curriculum, classroom, and funding; although, working with educational institutions could be 

advantageous for both.  
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The next two challenges tie into the lack of funding and academic rigor, being that these 

programs lack educators and lack appropriate curriculum and materials. Compton points out that 

there is an inconsistent division of material and resources amongst CB programs. Some programs 

have rigorous curriculum, plenty of material, and many connections to resources, while others do 

not. Wang and Green follow this by pointing to the lack of placement or proficiency assessment 

material that are specialized for HLL. There are many difficulties that may arise when creating 

such assessments. For example, researchers have cited that creating a placement test raises 

questions of its generalizability to other programs since the exam is created with specific 

objectives that meet the standards of that program (Beaudire & Ducar, 2012), as well as 

reliability problems amongst who is grading the assessment (Fairclough, 2012), or even deciding 

who HLLs are for the purpose of this exam (Ji, 2021). Given that HLL have varying level of 

proficiencies going into these programs, some being highly fluent bilinguals’ others being 

asymmetrical bilinguals, educators have reported the difficulty of integrating all the varying 

levels into one classroom (Carriera & Kagan, 2011; Elola, 2017), especially without a reliable 

and validated placement exam. Lastly, the lack of educators in these programs also vary; some 

schools have certification opportunities for their educators, while other schools rely on 

volunteers to teach the courses, more on this aspect is detailed below in Section 2.3. While past 

research has largely focused on general challenges faced by SB and CB programs, none have 

delved into the commonalities and differences between these domains.  

2.3 Teacher Perceptions 
 

Due to the teacher’s role of shaping HL courses, diving into teachers’ perceptions is a 

necessary step in analyzing the goals and challenges of HL classrooms. The following section 
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highlights teacher perceptions of HL students and some ideologies that have shaped these 

perceptions.  

Many researchers have noted the lack of language teacher preparation and training in 

general, but more specifically a lack of recognition of HL students in these courses (Russell & 

Kuriscak, 2015; Valdés, 1995; Boyd, 2000). Potowski and Carreira (2014) analyzed 37 syllabi 

from traditional world language methodology courses spanning 23 states. They found that only 1 

syllabus mentioned HL students and specific considerations for this community of learners. The 

lack of representation of HLL in teacher preparation courses can lead, and has led in many cases 

to questionable linguistic ideologies towards HL students (Harklau, 2009; Lee & Oxelson, 2010; 

Ortega, 1999; Russel & Kuriscak, 2015). For example, due to the lack of sociolinguistic and 

political training, “instructors impose linguicism and prejudice against the non-standard (or non-

prestigious) dialects that many HLLs and their families may speak” (Ortega, 1999, p. 38). Other 

studies have concluded that language teachers have the wrong perceptions of HLL as being 

native speakers. A couple of studies found that teachers expected their HL students to be like 

native speakers and when teachers encounter HLLs in their world language classrooms, they 

often negated the importance of their cultural and linguistic diversity, thus losing the confidence 

and participation of their HL students (Harklau, 2009; Russel & Kuriscak, 2015). Other studies 

point to the indifference towards HLL in the world language classrooms. Lee and Oxelson 

(2010) researched the attitudes of language teachers regarding HL issues. Using a mixed-

methods approach of surveys and a subset of 10 interviews of teachers across California, the 

researchers found that the participants were more inclined to be supportive of HL maintenance 

but viewed it as “it’s not my job.” Some of the interviewed participants saw maintaining the HL 
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as a responsibility of the family or as school being a place for the development of English and 

not the HL.  

These examples above illustrate problematic ideologies that can shape traditional school 

spaces and have direct impacts towards HL students. Language ideologies are defined by 

Kroskrity (2010) as “beliefs, feelings, and conceptions about language structure and use, which 

often index the political economic interests of individual speakers, ethnic, and other interest 

groups, and nation-states” (p. 192).  These ideologies play an important role in understanding 

how language is viewed by groups of people. Within teacher perceptions, Leeman and Serafini 

(2020) point to ideologies in Spanish HL classrooms as being “simultaneous, contradictory 

notions regarding HL speakers (i.e., that their Spanish is both not good enough and too good) 

putting them in a double-bind: they are found linguistically lacking but judged negatively if they 

enroll in Spanish [or language] courses to improve” (p. 3). In this case, teachers are ascribing to 

the essentialist identity ideology, where HL students are perceived as already fully knowing the 

language due to their cultural ties. In Leeman and Serafini’s study, HL students were perceived 

as signing up for this class for an “easy A” by their classmates, while the HL students themselves 

perceived being graded harsher on assignments and felt like the teacher expected more from 

them than their second language (L2) peers. Additionally, is the consideration of the additive and 

subtractive ideologies that can have an effect on language teachers. The additive ideology is 

looked at as “maintaining their heritage language and culture during the process of adapting to 

the new cultural environment” (Randolph, 2017, p. 275). This view means that teachers support 

the maintenance of their minoritized language students and advocate for their linguistic and 

cultural empowerment. Carreira (2011) found that teachers typically ascribe to the additive 

ideology when they are exposed to a large population of linguistically or culturally minoritized 
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students, in this study specifically it was Latinx students. On the other hand, is the subtractive 

ideology: “those who want to decrease or eliminate the use of non-English languages in public 

education and improve the academic achievement of low income (ELL) through the teaching of 

English only” (San Miguel, 2007, p. 108). Many studies have found well intentioned language 

teachers, who believe that they are helping HLLs linguistic wants and needs, but their lack of 

proper training has led to implicit acts of ascribing to the acculturation or assimilation of their 

students (Randolph, 2017). Overall, this section highlights the various ideologies that can shape 

teachers’ perceptions of HL students in the world language classroom. 

2.4 Research Questions  

Given this prior research that has pointed out the various goals and challenges of HL 

classrooms, I explore the following research questions:  

1. To what extent do community-based HL programs differ from school-based HL 

programs in relation to their goals?  

2. To what extent do community-based HL programs differ from school-based HL 

programs in relation to the challenges they face?  

3. In relation to the goals and challenges identified, what are teachers’ perceptions of 

their HL classrooms?  

4. In relation to the goals and challenges identified, how do the administrative goals and 

challenges differ from the teachers’ perceptions?  
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CHAPTER 3. RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Corpus Data 

  All the data used for the quantitative analysis came from a public database maintained by 

The Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) titled Heritage Languages in America 

(https://www.cal.org/heritage/about/index.html). This website was created in 1999 by Russ 

Campbell and sustained until 2017 by CAL. The program profile database included 878 data 

entries spanning all 50 states and accounting for 57 different languages (Figure 3; Alaska and 

Hawai’i not included). The most recurring languages in the SB programs was Spanish (39), 

Hebrew (37), Mandarin (12) and Lithuanian (12). For CB programs, the most recurring 

languages were Mandarin (186), German (38), Cantonese (35), and Russian (34).  

 

Figure 3. Location of School-Based (black) and Community-Based (grey) Programs. 

During the beginning stages of the coding process, I decided to exclude the HL summer 

camps, given that they only met once a year for a few days at a time. The inconsistency in their 

meeting times and academic rigor meant that they were not directly comparable to the SB and 

CB programs. The database divided the remaining 821 programs into four subsequent categories: 

school-based, community-based, higher-education, and organization-based. After reviewing the 
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descriptions and origins of each program I decided to collapse the SB and higher-education 

programs under the umbrella term of SB. Due to the fact that they fit within the scope of a 

‘traditional’ program where the course is taken for credit and funded through a K-12 or 

university institution. On the other hand, while some organization-based programs are hosted by 

a higher-education institution, they are funded through grants and are described as more of a 

community center some including services such as outreach efforts, language classes, cultural 

information, and other advocacy work. With this in mind, the CB and organization-based 

programs were categorized under the umbrella term of CB since these programs were hosted 

outside of the ‘traditional’ class time, funded via donations, tuition, or grants, and students did 

not receive credit for attending the course. After coding all the profiles and eliminating any with 

insufficient or irrelevant information the total number of data entries used in this study was 649 

profiles; 140 of them for SB programs and 509 for the CB programs (Table 2).  

Table 2. Breakdown of Programs 
Section  School-Based Community-Based 
 Total Entries Per Program 
School-Based 92 --- 
Higher Education 48 --- 
Community-Based --- 430 
Organizations --- 79 
Total 140 509 

 

Each profile was three pages in length and organized by 12 sections: contact information, 

program description, parents, instructors, students, instruction, materials, assessment, 

articulation, support, challenges, and comments (blank sample provided in Appendix B). Some 

of the sections were further elaborated via subsections that addressed more specific topics, such 

as size of the classroom or the students generational background. While most of the profiles were 

not fully completed, to be considered for this study, profiles just had to complete the ‘purpose 
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and goals’ subsection within the program description and the challenges section. Coding of these 

two aspects are detailed below.     

3.1.1 Coding  

An inductive coding approach was selected, given that there was insufficient past 

research to guide the coding process for this study. This decision was supported by past 

research’s definition of grounded theory or inductive coding:  

“The inductive approach is relevant when doing an exploratory study or when no 

theoretical concepts are immediately available to help you grasp the phenomenon being 

studied. Working systematically with coding allows the inductive researcher to observe 

transparency and thus offer credible interpretations of the empirical material” 

(Linneberg & Korsgaard 2019, p. 12) 

The inductive coding process involves three steps -- initial coding, line-by-line coding, and 

categorization-- which will be described in relation to this project in the following sections. 

3.1.1.1 Initial Coding 
 

The initial coding process consisted of skimming through profiles to understand how 

each section presented the data and information. From the initial coding, I understood that the 

‘purpose and goals’ subsection focused on a general description and the key foci of the 

programs. While the challenges section highlighted factors that interrupted the learning of the 

students. This process aided in the set-up of note taking and the Excel spreadsheet that was used 

to track the line-by-line coding.       

3.1.1.2 Line-by-line Coding  
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Line-by-line coding consisted of going through the data with a broad lens to code for 

keywords given in each section. An example of how this process for the ‘purpose and goals’ 

subsection of the profiles is given below:  

“The program aims to maintain students' Chinese heritage language and culture; provide 

an environment for students of a similar age to get together regularly to prevent identity 

crises; and to provide cultural and linguistic support to the community” (Chinese School 

of Delaware, 2017; italics added for emphasis).  

In this example, “maintain students’ Chinese heritage language and culture” was coded as 

‘maintain language’ and ‘maintain culture.’ Additionally, “prevent identity crisis” was coded as 

‘build cultural identity’ and “support to the community” was coded as ‘community support.’ 

These broad codes were created in an effort to capture the essence of the data. An example of the 

challenges section is given below:   

“Challenges faced by the program: 1. It has been difficult to integrate non-fluent students 

of all ages into classes for fluent students. It is difficult to meet every student's needs with 

only 3-4 class levels and a limited number of teachers and staff. 2. It is hard to gain 

recognition by all public-school districts. These type of programs in general are not 

viewed with enough respect and attention to them.” (Boston Lithuanian School, n.d.; 

italics added for emphasis)  

In this example, “difficult to integrate” students was coded as ‘difficulty integrating varying 

proficiency levels, “limited number of teachers and staff” was coded as ‘lack of educators,’ and 

“hard to gain recognition by all public-school districts” was coded as ‘lack of recognition.’ This 

process was repeated for both the goals and challenges section of each profile.   

3.1.1.3 Categorization  
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Categorizing the data involved taking the broader codes detailed in the examples above 

and piecing them together for the goals and challenges section. For the goals section, the broad 

themes described 4 subcategories: language, culture, community, and attitudes. Conversely, the 

challenges section encompassed varying factors. In an effort to capture all the nuanced 

perspectives I did not collapse them into larger subsections.  Table 3 describes the organization 

of the category ‘goals,’ the subsections, the themes within the subsections, how they are being 

defined based on the broad codes, and examples found in the data. Table 4 describes the category 

‘challenges,’ the subcategories, the definitions of those subcategories based on the broad codes, 

and examples found in the data.  

Table 3. Categories, Subcategories, and Themes Breakdown for Goals 

Subcategory
  

Theme Theme definition Example 

Language  Maintain  Continued use of a 
language despite the 
competition from a 
more dominant 
language. 

“Maintain the home language… serve as 
a bridge to literature and other academic 
content in the school's mainstream 
program” (SB; Storm Lake High 
School) 

 
Promote Encourage the use 

and development of 
the HL. 

“… dedicated to promoting Chinese 
language and culture” (CB; AA 
Academy) 

 
Preserve Prevent the language 

from becoming 
unknown.  

“rescue of Portuguese as a heritage 
language among multicultural families 
residing outside Brazil” (CB; Brasil em 
Emente) 

 
Proficiency  Achievement of 

“native-like” 
proficiency in all or 
some modalities. 

“The Heritage Language Program 
allows students to work towards high 
levels of proficiency in their heritage 
language” (SB; UCSD HL Program) 
 

 
Revitalize  An attempt to halt or 

reverse the decline of 
a language. 

“The program aims to revitalize the 
community language, Chinuk Wawa” 
(SB; Confederate Tribes) 
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Teach/Learn Program just 

specified they wanted 
to teach the language 
or they wanted 
students to learn the 
language. 

“The goal of the program is to teach 
Chinese language” (CB; Cleveland 
Contemporary Chinese School) 

Culture Connect Build intrapersonal 
connection to culture. 

“The Hebrew language immersion 
program is designed to build solidarity 
with Israelis and the land of Israel” (SB; 
Donna Klein Jewish Academy) 

 
Promote Encourage the use of 

the heritage culture.  
“It also teaches Chinese chess, dance, 
painting, calligraphy, martial arts, and 
Cantonese opera” (CB; Nam Kue 
School) 

 
Preserve Prevent the culture 

from becoming 
unknown.  

“preserving Tamil culture and passing it 
on to the next generation” (CB; Tamil 
School) 

 
Understand Developing 

understanding of 
values, beliefs, and 
customs of that 
culture.  

“to acquaint them with the nation's 
history, customs and traditions; to 
introduce them to Lithuania's political 
structure, economics and international 
ties” (CB; M. Mazvydas Lithuanian) 

 
Teach/Learn Program just 

specified they wanted 
to teach the culture.  

“teach Russian literature and culture in 
Russian” (SB; Russian Studies Program) 

Community Connect Build inter and 
intrapersonal 
connection to the 
community. 
  

“to build cross-cultural connections 
within the school and the community” 
(SB; Magdalena School) 

 
Daily Use Using language and 

culture for 
community 
involvement. 

“and to develop literacy skills by 
utilizing the Japanese language in the 
community through community service 
learning” (SB; Japanese for HLL) 

 
Network Building a social 

network/connection 
with other community 
members. 
  

“organizes community events and 
activities for children, teens, and adults” 
(CB; Madison Russian School) 
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Support  Provide resources for 

the community. 
“and provides a platform to serve in 
their community” (CB; NYC Korean 
School) 

 
Multicultural 
Understanding
  

Develop 
understanding of the 
community's culture 
to any outsider. 

“to promote the exchange of ideas and 
understanding between the people of 
Tamil heritage and of other cultures” 
(CB; Arkansas Tamil Sangam) 

Attitude Build Identity Intrapersonal 
development of one’s 
own identity in 
relation to their 
culture. 
  

“to nurture love of both English and 
Russian languages and cultures in the 
younger generation of Russian-speaking 
Americans” (SB; Russian Preschool) 

 
Pride Develop positive and 

productive pride in 
culture and 
community. 

“Our emphasis is to instill in our 
students a strong sense of pride in their 
ethnic heritage” (CB; Saint Demetrios 
Greek Afternoon School) 

 
Confidence  Build students self-

assurance of their 
abilities and qualities 
as a bilingual and 
multicultural 
individual. 

“Our intent is to create an environment 
where our school enhances our students' 
self-confidence” (CB; Berkley Turkish 
School) 

 
Dialectal 
Understanding
  

Develop and 
encourage dialectal 
differences. 

“The program is designed to teach them 
greater tolerance for other varieties of 
Spanish” (SB; Spanish for HL Speakers) 
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Table 4. Categories and Subcategories Breakdown for Challenges 

Subcategory Subcategory 
Definitions 

Example 

Lack of public 
awareness 

Community is 
unaware of these 
services and not 
taking advantage of 
them. 

“lack of general interest, and not much 
awareness in community” (CB; Balodyan) 

Lack of funds Little to no funding 
for basic necessities 
such as location, 
computers, accredited 
materials, etc. 

“Funding for the program is also a challenge. 
Parents, church, and friends can only do so 
much” (CB; Greek School of St. Catherine) 

Lack of recognition On part from the 
school district not 
recognizing the 
importance of the 
program which results 
in the students not 
getting credit for 
taking courses.  

“A major challenge has been uneven support 
by the school and district administrations. We 
have observed that this coincides with the low 
socio-economic status of our students and their 
families” (SB; Literacy Squared) 

Lack of educators Not enough qualified 
educators or lack of 
resources for 
certification. 

“Another challenge is finding qualified 
Iranians to teach. Golestan is very selective, 
and when it comes to teachers it is absolutely 
necessary that they share cultural values (both 
Iranian and American)” (SB; Golestan)  

Lack of support Community/ parents 
not supporting the 
development of 
language and culture.  

“there is some apathy among the local 
population about learning another language” 
(SB; St. Norbert College) 

Difficulty integrating 
varying proficiency 
levels 

HLL come in with 
varying levels of 
proficiency which 
makes it difficult for 
educators to build a 
curriculum off of  

“It has been difficult to integrate non-fluent 
students of all ages into classes for fluent 
students. It is difficult to meet every student's 
needs…” (CB; Rasos Lithuanian School) 

Lack of materials HLL come in with 
varying levels of 
proficiency which 

“Another challenge faced by Huayuan is that 
the teaching material is not appropriate for 
heritage students. The administration hopes to 
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makes it difficult for 
educators to build a 
curriculum off of  

find a textbook more appropriate for the U.S. 
born Chinese children” (CB; HYCA) 

Not enough time to 
fully develop 
language 

This includes testing 
materials specifically 
for HLL to test their 
entry level proficiency 
and final proficiency. 
As well as, curriculum 
materials for the 
classes 

Our school meets only for 3 hours every week 
and it is not enough to support desired 
Lithuanian Language level” (CB; Saulute) 

Scheduling conflicts Not enough class time 
for the students to 
fully acquire the 
language 

“Students are placed in ESOL programs that 
take up their entire class schedule, and this 
does not allow them to take Spanish for Native 
Speakers classes” (SB; Cross Keys High 
School) 

Other Does not fit into any 
of the above themes 

N/A 

 
3.1.2 Statistical Analysis  
 

The non-parametric Chi-Square Test of Independence was performed for all parts of RQ1 

(4 chi-square test of independence total) and descriptive analysis was used for RQ2. The chi-

squares were run to examine for statistical differences between program type and each 

subsection of the ‘goals’ category to determine if there was any relationship between the 

variables. Since Chi-Square is a non-parametric statistical test there are no assumptions that need 

to be checked. Although, one requirement that is needed for this test is that each case contain at 

least 5 counts, which was not met by all the sections (*). Given that this occurred in less than 

20% of the data a Fisher’s Exact test was not run, but rather the Pearson's Chi-Square test and the 

Cramer’s V were used to obtain effect sizes (Yates, Moore & McCabe, 1999). Additionally, 

given that none of the RQ’s fit within a 2x2 contingency table, odds ratios will not be given as 

part of the tests results. Lastly, the inconstancies between sections in relation to the totals is 
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dependent on some programs reporting, or lack thereof, these variables were reported in the 

contingency tables as “missing”. For RQ2 descriptive statistics was used, rather than Chi-

squared, given that there were 10 overall themes identified after categorization. For this section, 

percentages were used based on reporting and total number of programs. Table 5 described the 

breakdown of the count per each theme by program type.  

Table 5. Breakdown of Program per Theme 
Section  School-Based Community-Based 
 Total Entries per Section 
For Language 132 480 
For Culture 60 376 
For Community 27 149 
For Attitudes 32 127 
Challenges 87 174 
Total Entries 338 1,306 

 
3.2 Teacher Perception Survey 

The teacher perception survey was distributed to emails found on the Heritage 

Languages of America database. Both SB and CB teachers were emailed a description of the 

study, along with a flyer containing the QR code to the online survey. The email was sent out to 

50 programs across the US in December of 2021 and again in January of 2022.  

3.2.1 Participants 

All the participants were volunteers recruited via HL programs. To be eligible, 

participants had to be over the age of 18 and a current or past teacher of a HL class. In total eight 

participants responded to the survey request. Participants ranged in age (36-60+), and in status 

(native and L2) with respect to the language they were teaching (5 native speakers and 3 L2 

speakers). Additionally, while Spanish was a recurring language amongst the teachers, some 

teachers taught German, French, Russian, and Japanese. Table 6 provides additional information 

about the participants.  
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Table 6. Participants  
Participant  Age Class Type  Grade levels 

taught 
Target 
Language 
taught 

Target 
Language 
Speaker Status 

P1 47       SB 6th-8th grade Spanish Native 
P2 38       SB 9th grade Spanish L2 
P3 36       SB 8th-9th grade Spanish Native 
P4 67       SB 9th-12th grade German L2 
P5 39       SB 9th-12th grade Spanish L2 
P6 68       SB University French Native 
P7 60+       SB University Russian Native 
P8 45       CB Middle/High 

school aged 
Japanese Native 

 

3.2.2 Materials  

Participants completed one online survey via Qualtrics, which took, on average ten 

minutes to complete. The survey collected biographical information, perceptions of language 

used in the classroom, perceptions of most important modalities (i.e. reading, writing, listening, 

speaking; from their perspective as well as the student’s perspective), five questions per goal 

theme (language, culture, community, and attitude), 14 questions related to common challenges 

faced by HL classrooms, and 1 open ended question at the end for any final thoughts. The goals 

and challenges section for this survey were constructed from the findings of the corpus data. 

Each question in both sections (goals and challenges) used Likert scale to gauge the degree to 

which the participants agreed or disagreed with the statement. Numerical values were assigned to 

each question item on a five-point scale ranging from 0 to 5. The scale was labeled: 0 = N/A, 1 = 

Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, 5 = Strongly Agree. Additionally, the 

challenges section had positively and negatively worded questions which were grouped together 

by theme (benefits, funding, teacher preparation, parental support, proficiency levels, materials, 

and class time). Overall there were 24 questions in the survey (Appendix C). Importantly, while 
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there were 20 factors identified in all four of the goal’s sections 3 factors were excluded from the 

final survey: language preservation and language revitalization from the language-related goals 

and linguistic/cultural pride from the attitude-related goals. This decision was twofold: (1) due to 

the length of the survey and (2) the balance of the survey. To balance the survey each goals 

section had a max of 5 questions, this was to ensure that each goal had equal weighting for the 

analysis. For the challenges section, 3 of the 10 factors were excluded (lack of public awareness, 

scheduling conflicts, and other) for the same reasons as previously stated.  

3.2.3 Analysis for the Teachers’ Perception Survey  

The completed surveys were exported from Qualtrics to Excel spreadsheets for 

qualitative analysis. The goals and challenges section were organized with respects to the goal’s 

subsections and challenges themes identified in the corpus analysis (i.e. administrative 

perspectives; detailed survey in Appendix D). For both sections, once statements were matched 

with a subcategory they were analyzed to determine the degree to which teachers agreed or 

disagreed with them. For the challenges section, the negatively worded questions were reverse 

coded, then the positively and negatively worded counterparts were averaged to calculated one 

value per participant. Given the small participant pool and the fact that only one CB teacher 

responded, each teacher will be treated as a case study instead of divided by SB and CB 

classrooms. Additionally, for the challenges section a couple of the participants gave 

contradicting responses, for example, on the positively worded question they answered ‘agreed’ 

but then also answered ‘agree’ on the negatively worded question. Contradictory responses (the 

positively and negatively worded question pair) were discarded from subsequent analysis.  The 

descriptive analysis of this coding scheme facilitated in the calculations of the teacher’s 

perceptions of their HL classrooms. 
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3.2.4 Analysis for Comparison 

For the last research question, the data collected from the corpus and the teacher’s 

perception survey were used to compare the themes along different stakeholders. The majority, if 

not all the program profiles from the corpus data were submitted by administrators of that 

program, thereby providing a general idea of HL program goals and challenges from an 

administrative perspective. The teachers’ perception data will be used to gauge what is 

happening inside the classroom. Given that the corpus data was analyzed quantitatively and the 

teachers’ perceptions survey was analyzed qualitatively, percentages of agreement or 

disagreement will be used for descriptive statistics. For the goals section of the qualitative data, 

the teachers that agreed (either agreed or strongly agreed) with the statement will be divided by 

the total number of participants, giving a percentage of agreement. As an example, if 3 teachers 

strongly agree and 2 teachers agree with a statement the equation would look as follows:  

5	𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠	𝑖𝑛	𝑎𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡
8	𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠	𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙	 = 63%	𝑎𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 

For the challenges section, the teachers that disagreed (either disagreed or strongly 

disagreed) with the statement will be divided by the total number of participants, giving a 

percentage of disagreement with the positively worded statement. As an example, if 2 teachers 

strongly disagree and 4 teachers disagree with a statement the equation would look as follows:  

6	𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠	𝑖𝑛	𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑎𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡
8	𝑡𝑒𝑎𝑐ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑠	𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙	 = 75%	𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑎𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 

Given that the data was originally coded as the positively worded counterpart, analyzing 

the percentage of disagreement sheds light on whether the statement provided was a challenge 

for those teachers or not. For example, if a teacher disagreed with receiving adequate teacher 

preparation prior to teaching the class, that means that this challenge was relevant to their 
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situation. For the quantitative data, given that the chi-squares separated the two program types, 

the SB and CB data were added together per theme in subcategories. For this section, only 

programs that alluded to the specific goal or challenge will be considered. The totals were then 

divided by total programs per subcategories, giving a percentage of programs that have that 

specific goal for their classrooms. For example, if 23 out of 131 SB programs and 50 out of 478 

CB programs cited maintenance as a goal the equation would look as follows:  

23	𝑆𝐵 + 50	𝐶𝐵	
131	𝑆𝐵 + 478	𝐶𝐵	 = 12%	𝑜𝑓	𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑚𝑠	𝑤𝑎𝑛𝑡	𝑡𝑜	𝑚𝑎𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑖𝑛	𝐻𝐿 

The percentages will be used to compare the teacher’s perceptions and the administrations 

perceptions of HL classrooms.  
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 
4.1 Research Question 1 

This section addresses the first research question: To what extent do community-based 

HL programs differ from school-based HL programs in relation to their goals? This section 

draws on the corpus data collected through the Heritage Languages of America database.  

4.1.1 For Language  

Qualitative coding of the corpus data identified seven language-related program goals 

(maintain, promote, preserve, proficiency, revitalize, teach, and missing). A chi-squared test of 

independence was performed to examine the difference between each classroom type (SB vs CB) 

and their language-specific goals (Table 7). The null hypothesis was rejected, given that there 

was a significant difference between the two classroom types: Χ2 (6) = 164.01, p < .001. The 

difference was large (Plonsky & Oswald, 2014), φ=.503, meaning that 50% of the variance 

amongst the language-specific goals can be accounted for by the specific classroom types. The 

most common language related goal within the SB programs was improving the student’s 

proficiency level (64%). Conversely, simply teaching and learning the language (31%) was the 

most popular option for the CB programs.  

Table 7. Chi-Square Contingency Table for Language-Related Goals 
 Language Goal 

 Maintain Promote Preserve Proficiency Revitalize Teach Missing Total 
SB 23 5 1* 89 5 8 9 140 
CB 50 109 70 81 12 156 31 509 
Total 73 114 71 170 17 165 40 649 
* = less than 5 counts 

      
4.1.2 For Culture 

Qualitative coding of the corpus data identified six culture-related program goals 

(connect, promote, preserve, understand culture, teach, and missing). A chi-squared test of 
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independence was performed to examine the difference between each classroom type (SB vs. 

CB) and their culture-related goals (Table 8). The null hypothesis was rejected, given that there 

was a significant difference between the two classroom types: Χ2 (5) = 70.081, p < .001. The 

difference was large, φ=.329, meaning that 33% of the variance amongst the culture-specific 

goals can be accounted for by the specific classroom type. The most popular culture-related goal 

within the CB promoting the culture to the students (30%). Conversely, for SB programs 56% of 

programs did not mention a culture-related goal at all, with the second highest culture-related 

goal being connection with the heritage culture (26%).  

 Table 8. Chi-Square Contingency Table for Culture-Related Goals 
 Cultural Goal 

 Connect Promote Preserve Understand 
Culture 

Teach Missing Total 

SB 36 9 4* 5 5 81 140 
CB 108 152 12 44 60 133 509 
Total 144 161 16 49 65 214 649 
* = less than 5 counts 

 
4.1.3 For Community 

Qualitative coding of the corpus data identified six community-related program goals 

(connect, daily use, network, support, multicultural understanding, and missing). A chi-squared 

test of independence was performed to examine the difference between each classroom type (SB 

vs. CB) and their community-related goals (Table 9). The null hypothesis was rejected, given 

that there was a significant difference between the two classroom types:  Χ2 (5) = 37.971 p < 

.001. The difference was large, φ=.242, meaning that 24% of the variance for community-

specific goals comes from classroom-types. While both programs had the largest proportion of 

missing items, the large effect size and significant result may be due to the unbalanced reporting 

from SB and CB programs. Regardless, the most popular community related goals within the SB 
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programs was encouraging the daily use of their language within the community (48%). 

Conversely, connecting to their community (50%) was the most popular option for the CB 

programs. 

   Table 9. Chi-Square Contingency Table for Community-Related Goals 
 Community Goal 

 Connect Daily 
Use 

Network Support Multicultural 
Understanding 

Missing Total 

SB 9 13 2* 2* 1* 113 140 
CB 75 8 26 7 33 360 509 
Total 84 21 28 9 34 473 649 
* = less than 5 counts  

 
4.1.4 For Attitudes  

Qualitative coding of the corpus data identified five attitude-related program goals (build 

identity, pride, confidence, dialectal understanding, and missing). A chi-squared test of 

independence was performed to examine the difference between each classroom type (SB vs. 

CB) and their attitude-related goals (Table 10). The null hypothesis for attitude-specific goals 

was not rejected, given that there was not a significant difference between the two classroom 

types:  Χ2 (4) =12.743, p .013. The difference was medium, φ=.140, meaning that about 14% of 

the variance amongst the attitude-specific goals can be accounted for by the specific classroom 

type.  For both SB and CB programs, about 75% did not report anything related to attitude-

related goals. Discounting the missing variables, the most popular attitude related goal within the 

SB programs and CB programs was building the students cultural identity in the classroom (13% 

and 20%, respectfully).  
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Table 10. Chi-Square Contingency Table for Attitude-Related Goals 
 Attitude-Related Goals 

 Build 
Identity 

Pride Confidence Dialect 
Understanding 

Missing Total 

SB 17 5 5 5 107 140 
CB 105 6 11 5 383 509 
Total 122 11 16 10 490 649 

 
4.1.5 Summary of Research Question 1 

In all, the program goals for SB and CB classrooms ranged in many areas. For languages, 

SB classrooms focused on proficiency, while CB classrooms focused on teaching the language to 

the students (including vocabulary, grammar, speaking, etc.). For culture, SB classrooms largely 

did not report on this theme, while CB classrooms wanted to promote the student’s participation 

with the heritage culture. For community, neither SB and CB programs reported on this theme, 

although the large effect size pointed at SB classrooms focusing on daily use of the HL outside 

of the class, while CB classrooms wanted their students to connect with their community. For 

attitudes, the insignificant p-value suggested that there was no difference between program type 

and subcategories. The findings for and community-related attitude-related goals need further 

analysis, given the unbalanced totals for both programs  

4.2 Research Question 2 

This section addresses the second research question: To what extent do community-based 

HL programs differ from school-based HL programs in relation to the challenges they face? This 

section draws on the corpus data collected through the Heritage Languages of America database.  

4.2.1 Results for Challenges  

In relation to the challenge’s programs faced, descriptive analysis was used. As can be 

seen, in Table 11, the highest counts for SB and CB were similar. The majority of SB and CB 

programs did not report a challenge, 38% and 66% respectively. Discounting the programs that 
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did not report a challenge, the top three for SB were: lack of materials (16%), lack of funds (12), 

and lack of support from the parents (8%). Similarly, for CB the top three challenges were: lack 

of funds (10%), lack of educators (5%), and lack of materials (5%). Both, SB and CB, found it 

difficult to widen their public presence (6% and 2%, respectively) and to integrate different 

proficiency levels in one class (6% and 3%, respectively). SB programs reported challenges 

related to recognition from the school district, in terms of the importance of the classes (4%), 

while CB also found it challenging (2%) they were focused on advocating for the school districts 

to count these classes as possible foreign language requirement credits. 

Table 11. Descriptive Analysis for Challenges Faced by Programs 

Themes School-Based Community-Based 

 Count % Count  % 

No challenges noted 53 38% 335 66% 

Lack of materials 23 16% 25 5% 

Lack of funds 17 12% 50 10% 

Lack of support 11 8% 16 3% 

Lack of educators 10 7% 27 5% 

Lack of public awareness 9 6% 12 2% 

Difficult integrating varying proficiency levels 8 6% 17 3% 

Lack of recognition 6 4% 8 2% 

Insufficient time to develop language 1 1% 11 2% 

Scheduling conflicts 2 1% 4 1% 

Other 0 0% 4 1% 

Total 140 100% 509 100% 

 
4.2.2 Summary of Research Question 2 

Both CB and SB programs reported a lack of funds for their programs and a lack of 

specialized materials for their HL students. SB programs also expressed a lack of support from 

the parents as a big challenge. CB programs expressed a lack of educators for their programs. 
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Overall, SB and CB programs both identified specific challenges, although there were a few 

similarities.  

4.3 Research Question 3 

This section addresses the third research question: Given the goals and challenges 

identified, what are teachers’ perceptions of their HL classrooms?  This section draws on the 

responses via the teachers’ perception surveys. The teachers were asked to address the degree to 

which they strongly agree, agree, are neutral towards, disagree, or strongly disagree with 

statements related to classroom goals and challenges they may face.  

4.3.1 Teachers Perceptions of Language-Related Goals 

The teachers were asked to rate how much they agree with fostering an environment 

where the following language goals can be achieved. In relation to these statements there was 

some variability amongst the responses (Figure 3). The question that elicited the most agreement 

circled around fostering an environment where the HL was encouraged despite it not being the 

dominant language in society, 7 teachers strongly agreed and 1 teacher stated they were neutral 

on this aspect (maintain HL). Similarly, 6 teachers strongly agreed and 1 teacher agreed to 

fostering a space where they promoted language use in the classroom (promote language use). 

Contrastingly for the rest of the statements that related to “native-like” proficiency, vocabulary, 

and grammar there was more range in the responses. Two of the participants stated that they 

strongly agreed that their students could achieve “native-like” proficiency in their classroom, 3 

agreed with this statement, 2 felt neutral, and 1 disagreed (proficiency). With respect to being 

taught vocabulary and grammar, one participant stated that they disagreed with teaching 

vocabulary lists but agreed with teaching grammar rules (teach/learn vocabulary, teach/learn 

grammar). One participant strongly agreed with both statements and the rest of the participants 
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either disagreed or strongly disagreed with both statements. Overall, teachers agreed with the 

maintenance and promotion of the HL, while there was more variability with the rest of the 

language-related goals.   

 
Figure 4. Teachers Perceptions of Language-Related Goals. 

4.3.2 Teachers Perceptions of Culture-Related Goals 

The teachers were asked to rate how much they agree with teaching their students the 

following culture-related goals in their classrooms (Figure 4). There were no instances of 

disagreeing with any of the statements, the lowest reported perception was neutral. For the 

question addressing the understanding of cultural values, 7 participants claimed they strongly 

agreed and 1 claimed they agreed (understand the culture). For promoting the culture and 

connecting with the culture 6 teachers strongly agreed with both statements, while the remaining 

2 teachers agreed (promote culture, connection with culture). Lastly, for teaching the basics of 

the students’ culture and preservation of the culture, 4 teachers said they strongly agree, 2 said 

they agree, and 2 felt neutral towards the statement (teach aspects of culture). Overall, there was 

consensus amongst the teachers in relation to the culture-related goals. 
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Figure 5. Teachers Perceptions of Culture-Related Goals. 

4.3.3 Teachers Perceptions of Community-Related Goals 

The teachers were asked to rate how much they agree with focusing on varying aspects of 

community involvement in their classrooms (Figure 5). Four of the teachers strongly agreed that 

they were helping their students build a relationship with their community, while 2 teachers 

agreed and 2 teachers felt neutral about this goal (connection with community). Similarly, 4 

teachers strongly agreed and 3 teachers agreed with encouraging their students to use their 

language within their community, one teacher was neutral (daily use). Two teachers strongly 

agreed and 4 teachers agreed with connecting their students with members of their community 

outside of the school context, with 1 teacher being neutral and 1 teacher disagreeing (networking 

with community). Two of the teachers strongly agreed with wanted to provide resources for their 

community, 2 teachers agreed with this statement and 4 teachers felt neutral (support the 

community). Lastly, 4 teachers strongly agreed and 2 teachers agreed with wanting to develop 

their students' understanding of cultures other than their own (but also within their community), 

with two teachers feeling neutral about this theme (multicultural understanding). Interestingly, 

the only community-based classroom teacher felt strongly or agreed with all areas, except the 

last statement targeting cultures other than the students’ own. While the traditional school-based 
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classrooms ranged from strongly agreeing to neutral on all the statements. In relation to the 

teachers focus on the community aspect of the HL classrooms, there some variability amongst all 

the statements.  

 
Figure 6. Teachers Perceptions of Community-Related Goals. 

4.3.4 Teachers Perceptions of Attitude-Related Goals 

The teachers were asked to rate how much they agree with focusing an environment 

where students could address their attitudes towards their language and culture (Figure 6).  For 

the linguistic attitude goals, 5 teachers strongly agreed and 3 teachers agreed with fostering an 

environment to build the students linguistic connection to the language and their linguistic 

confidence (build linguistic identity, build linguistic confidence). For the cultural attitude goals, 

7 teachers strongly agreed and 1 teacher agreed with fostering an environment to build the 

student cultural connection and cultural confidence (build cultural identity, build cultural 

confidence). For the encouragement of dialectal differences in the classroom, 2 teachers strongly 

agreed, 3 teachers agreed, and 3 of the teachers felt neutral towards this statement (dialectal 

understanding). Overall, there was consensus amongst the teachers in relation to the attitudes 

portion of this survey, expect for the theme of dialectal understanding.  
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Figure 7. Teachers Perception of Attitude-Related Goals. 

 
4.3.5 Teachers Perceptions of Challenges  

For the last set of statements, the teachers were asked to rate how much they agree with 

various challenges posited by the administration in the corpus data. Given that all statements 

were positively and negatively worded and some teachers had contradictory responses, the 

following statements were discarded:  2 responses from the benefits statement, 2 from the 

funding section, 1 from the proficiency levels of students statement, and 1 from sufficient time in 

class statement (Figure 7). In relation to the benefits of the programs as stated by the program 

administrators, 1 teacher strongly disagreed and 3 teachers disagreed with this statement, while 

and 2 teachers strongly agreed with being fully aware of the benefits of the course. For funding, 

3 teachers agreed with there being sufficient funding for the basic necessities for this class, while 

3 teachers disagreed with this statement (2 answers were discarded due to contradictions on 

negatively worded versions of the same question). For teacher preparation, 4 teachers disagreed 

with receiving additional training to teach this community of learners, while 1 teacher strongly 

disagreed, 2 teachers felt neutral, and 1 teacher agreed with this statement. For parental support, 

4 of the teachers agreed with believing that the parents fully supported their students’ 

involvement in the course, while 1 teacher strongly agreed and 3 felt neutral towards the 
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statement. For proficiency levels, 5 of the teachers disagreed with their students having similar 

proficiency levels, which facilitated the learning environment, while 1 teacher strongly agreed 

and 1 teacher agreed with this statement. For materials used in the class, 2 teachers disagreed that 

the materials used in the classroom were designed for HLL, while 3 teachers felt neutral, 1 

agreed, and 2 strongly agreed. Lastly, for time in the classroom, 3 of the teachers disagreed with 

there being sufficient time in the classroom for the students to fully develop their language, while 

2 of the teachers agreed with this statement and 2 strongly disagreed.   

  

Figure 8. Teachers Perceptions of Challenges. 

4.3.6 Summary of Research Question 3 

Overall, discounting the individual teachers program type, some of the themes were more 

agreed upon than others. Specifically, attitude-related goals and cultural-related goals. On the 

other hand, language-related goals and community-related goals elicited ranging responses from 

all the teachers. Lastly, the teacher perceptions of the challenges they face also ranged greatly.  
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4.3 Research Question 4 

This section addresses the fourth research question: In relation to the goals and 

challenges identified, how do the administrative goals and challenges differ from the teachers’ 

perceptions? This section draws on the data collected from the corpus, as well as the data 

collected on the teacher’s perceptions survey. By comparing the two sets of data I hope to gain 

insight on how the administrative (also referred as profiles or programs) goals and challenges 

compare to what the teachers are doing or what they think about their classrooms. It’s important 

to note that the teachers responded to pre-determined goals and challenges, rather than presenting 

new themes, the limitations of this decision are addressed in section 5.3. For this section, SB and 

CB programs were collapsed to give the administrative perception of HL programs. Additionally, 

for the teachers’ perception data, the degree to which the teachers agreed or strongly agreed with 

the statements was divided by the total number of participants to get a percentage of agreement 

to the goal-related statements. The inverse was done for the challenges section (disagree and 

strongly disagree) to gauge if the statements were challenges for the teachers.  

4.3.1 Teachers and Administrative Perceptions of Language-Related Goals 

Due to the length of the survey and balance of questions, preservation and revitalization 

of the HL were omitted from the final survey. For the corpus data, total of 609 program profiles 

eluded to language-related goals for their classrooms. Of the 609 profiles, 27% were focused on 

proficiency and simply teaching aspects of the language. Conversely, the teachers were mainly 

concerned with maintaining the HL (88%) and promoting language use (88%). For the 

administrators, these goals were of less importance, 12% and 19%, respectively. For the teachers, 

the majority agreed to proficiency-related goals (63%), although a smaller group agreed to 

simply teaching aspects of the language (25% for vocabulary and 38% for grammar; Table 12).  
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Table 12. Teachers and Administrator Perceptions of Language-Related Goals 

Theme:  Teacher Perceptions 
(teacher survey) 

Administrative Goals 
(coded in the corpus)  

Maintain HL 7 of 8 Agree 
(88%) 

73 of 609 programs 
(12%) 

Promote Language Use 7 of 8 Agree 
(88%) 

114 of 609 programs  
(19%) 

Proficiency  5 of 8 Agree 
(63%) 

170 of 609 programs  
(27%)  

Teach/learn aspects of the language 
 (grammar) 

3 of 8 Agree 
(38%) 

 
165 of 609 programs  

(27%) 
Teach/learn aspects of the language 
(vocabulary) 

2 of 8 Agree 
(25%) 

Preserve Language N/A 71 of 609 programs  
(12%) 

Revitalize Language N/A 17 of 609 programs  
(3%) 

 

4.3.2 Teachers and Administrative Perceptions of Culture-Related Goals 

A total of 435 programs eluded to culture-related goals for their classrooms. Of those 

programs, 37% wanted to promote the culture to their students and 33% wanted their students to 

connect with their culture. Teachers had similar perceptions, with 100% of teacher agreeing to 

both statements that relate to promotion and connection to the culture. Similarly, all of teachers 

were also in agreement with understanding their cultures (100%), although only 11% of the 

programs eluded to this goal. Of smaller importance to programs was teaching aspects of the 

culture and preservation of cultural practices. Teachers on the other hand, were mostly in 

agreement, 75% (Table 13). 
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Table 13. Teachers and Administrator Perceptions of Culture-Related Goals 

Theme:  Teacher Perceptions 
(teacher survey) 

Administrative Goals  
(coded in the corpus)  

Understand the Culture 8 of 8 Agree 
(100%) 

49 of 435 programs 
(11%) 

Promote Culture  8 of 8 Agree 
(100%) 

161 of 435 programs  
(37%) 

Connection with Culture  8 of 8 Agree 
(100%) 

144 of 435 programs  
(33%) 

Teach Aspects of the Culture 6 of 8 Agree 
(75%) 

65 of 435 programs  
(15%) 

Preservation of Culture 6 of 8 Agree 
(75%) 

16 of 435 programs  
(4%)  

 

4.3.3 Teachers and Administrative Perceptions of Community-Related Goals 

A total of 176 programs eluded to community-related goals for their classrooms. Of those 

programs, almost the majority wanted their students to connect with the community (48%). The 

majority of teachers also wanted this for their students (75%), although daily use with the 

community was agreed upon more (88%). This goal was only eluded in 12% of the program 

profiles. The majority of teachers agreed with fostering multicultural understanding (75%) and 

wanting to network with the community (75%); which was of lesser importance for the 

administrators (19% and 15% respectively). Of least importance for both the teachers and the 

administrators was supporting the community, eliciting only 50% agreement from the teachers 

and only appearing in 5% of the program’s community-related goals (Table 14). 
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Table 14. Teachers and Administrator Perceptions of Community-Related Goals 

Theme:  Teacher Perceptions 
(teacher survey) 

Administrative Goals  
(coded in the corpus)  

Connection with Community  6 of 8 Agree 
(75%) 

84 of 176 programs 
(48%) 

Multicultural Understanding 6 of 8 Agree 
(75%) 

34 of 176 programs  
(19%) 

Daily Use with Community 7 of 8 Agree 
(88%) 

21 of 176 programs  
(12%)  

Network with Community 6 of 8 Agree 
(75%) 

28 of 176 programs  
(15%) 

Support the Community 4 of 8 Agree 
(50%) 

9 of 176 programs  
(5%) 

 

4.3.4 Teachers and Administrative Perceptions of Attitude-Related Goals 

A total of 159 programs eluded to attitude-related goals for their classrooms. Of those 

programs, the majority (77%) wanted to build the students identity, this included their cultural 

and linguistic identity. The teachers were also in agreement with this statement, eliciting 100% 

agreement from all the teachers. Of less importance to the programs was linguistic and cultural 

confidence (10%), but again all the teachers agreed with both statements. Of less importance to 

both teachers and administrators was the idea of dialectal understanding. Only 63% of the 

teachers agreed to this statement and only 8% of the programs stated that specific attitude-related 

goal (Table 15). 
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Table 15. Teachers and Administrator Perceptions of Attitude-Related Goals 

Theme:  Teacher Perceptions 
(teacher survey) 

Administrative Goals  
(coded in the corpus)  

Build Cultural Identity  8 of 8 Agree 
(100%) 

 
122 of 159 programs 

(77%) 
N/A Build Linguistic Identity  8 of 8 Agree 

(100%) 

Build Linguistic Confidence 8 of 8 Agree 
(100%) 

 
16 of 159 programs  

(10%) 
N/A Build Cultural Confidence 8 of 8 Agree 

(100%) 

Dialectal understanding  5 of 8 Agree 
(63%) 

10 of 159 programs  
(8%)  

Pride N/A 11 of 159 programs  
(7%) 

 

4.3.5 Teachers and Administrative Perceptions of Challenges 

A total of 230 entries were collected for challenges programs may face from an 

administrative perspective. The administrators viewed funding (29%) and materials for the 

classrooms (21%) as being amongst the biggest challenges for them. Although, few teachers saw 

these as challenges for them, 38% and 25% respectively. Larger challenges for the teachers 

included a lack of teacher preparation (63%), insufficient time to teach the students the language 

(63%), and the differing proficiency levels of the students making it difficult to teach everyone at 

the same pace (63%). The administrators were not as concerned with these aspects of the 

classrooms, challenges related to teacher preparation was only found in 16% of the entries, time 

in classroom was found in 5% of the entries, and proficiency levels of the students was found in 

11% of the entries. Less prominent challenges for both the teacher and administrators included 

knowing the benefits of the program, 50% of teacher disagreed and appeared in 6% of the 
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entries. Additionally, no teacher thought that there was a lack of support from the parents, while 

the administrators reported this challenge in 12% of the entries (Table 16). 

Table 16. Teachers vs. Administrative Challenges 

Theme:  Teacher Perceptions 
(teacher survey) 

Administrative Perceptions  
(coded in the corpus)  

Teacher Preparation 5 of 8 disagree 
(63%) 

37 of 230 entries  
(16%) 

Sufficient time in class 5 of 8 disagree 
(63%) 

12 of 230 entries 
(5%) 

Proficiency level of students  5 of 8 disagree 
(63%) 

25 of 230 entries  
(11%) 

Benefits of the Program 4 of 8 disagree  
(50%) 

14 of 230 entries  
(6%) 

Funding 3 of 8 disagree  
(38%) 

67 of 230 entries  
(29%) 

Materials used in class 2 of 8 disagree 
(25%) 

48 of 230 entries  
(21%) 

Parental Support 0 of 8 disagree 
(0%) 

27 of 230 entries  
(12%) 

 

 4.3.6 Summary of Research Question 4 

In all, teachers and administrators agree with some goals and disagree about the 

prominence of others.  Teachers are more focused on maintaining the HL despite the prevalence 

of English in society, while administrators are striving for native-like proficiency in some 

(literary) or all modalities. With cultural goals, there is agreement with both teachers and 

administrators that promoting cultural practices is of importance, although the teachers also want 

to build the understanding and connection with the culture. For community, there was some 

agreement, with more teachers wanting the students to use the HL within the community, and 

both teacher and administrators wanted the students to connect with their community. For 
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attitudes, there was much more agreement from the teachers and administrators with building the 

students cultural and linguistic identity. There is more variability amongst what the teachers 

consider challenges and what administrators consider challenges. Administrators are concerned 

about funding and materials for the classrooms, while teachers are concerned about teacher 

preparation for HL students and the insufficient amount of time spent in the classroom. 
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS, FUTURE RESEARCH, IMPLICATIONS 
AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
5.1 Discussion  
 

This section ties the theoretical goals from prior research to the goals identified from the 

analysis of administrators corpus data, and teachers’ perceptions of their HL classrooms from 

survey data. I draw examples from the profile database, along with teachers’ responses to an 

open question from the survey. Additionally, the challenges section addresses supporting 

evidence from past research, examples from the profile database, and possible solutions HL 

programs and related organizations could implement.   

5.1.1 Summary of Main Findings  

In relation to the differences between program types, SB and CB programs differ in two 

out of the four goal related themes (language and culture), more information is needed to 

determine the similarities or differences between the two program types of the community-

related and attitude-related goals. In relation to the differences between stakeholders 

(administrators and teachers), there were commonalties between the attitude-related goals and 

the culture-related goals. On the other hand, teacher and administrators had differing responses 

to what they considered their language and community goals, as well as the challenges they face.  

5.1.2 Goals – Theoretical vs. In Practice 

The results of this study cast a new light on the application of the goals proposed by 

Valdés (1995, 2008) and Aparicio (1997). Valdés called for a merge to be made between applied 

linguistics, language teaching, sociolinguistics, and other relevant fields to further develop the 

concepts and theories for HL Education. The seven original goals highlight this mix of 

perspectives, although it must be kept in mind that the goals were originally intended for Spanish 

SB HL classrooms; despite the fact that CB programs throughout the United States were 
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prevalent at the time of their creation. Applying these goals to the findings of this study (across 

languages, programs, and stakeholders), it can be inferred that the teachers’ perceptions of their 

in-practice goals differ from the theoretical perceptions imposed by program administrators, or 

even researchers.  

Valdés (1995) called for language maintenance to be of utmost importance, although 

neither program from the corpus data reflected this. Contrastingly, 88% of the teachers agreed 

with wanting to maintain the HL of the students, which was amongst one of the highest goals for 

that section. For SB programs, increasing the students’ proficiency in their HL was a key 

component of the programs. One SB program reported: "The focus is on reading, writing, and 

grammar, along with improving oral communication skills." (Redondo Beach Unified School 

District). Some teachers (5) did agree that their students could achieve “native-like” proficiency, 

although others (2) felt neutral or disagreed (1) with this statement. This could be in part with 

some of the teachers finding that there was insufficient time in the classroom to fully teach the 

language, given that the teachers that felt neutral or disagreed with the native-like proficiency 

statement also found time as a challenge for their class. On the other hand, CB programs reported 

having a wide array of proficiency levels within their classroom, resulting in them being focused 

on simply teaching the HL to the students. Teaching for these classrooms included standardized 

materials that focused on grammar and vocabulary. The teachers mainly disagreed with focusing 

their classrooms on these aspects. Six of the teachers either disagreed or strongly disagreed with 

their teaching focusing on vocabulary lists, while four teachers disagreed with focusing on 

grammar rules. While the researchers who created the goals for HL classrooms had maintenance 

as upmost importance, only the teachers followed suit; while the administrators reported 

proficiency and vocabulary lists as the main language-related goals.  
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For the rest of the goals, it’s important to note that the original HL goals did not include 

aspects related to community and the later amendments included culture and attitude as goals to 

focus on. One concern about the findings related to these categories is that a majority of the SB 

programs did not report on these themes. Out of the 140 SB programs analyzed for this study, 

93% addressed a language-related goal in the ‘purpose and goals’ subsection of their profile; 

contrastingly, only 42% included a culture-related goal, 19% included a community-related goal, 

and 22% included an attitude-related goal. The stark differences between the reported goals per 

subcategory calls attention to the focus of SB programs being on language and not addressing 

other key aspects of HL education. 

With this in mind, Aparicio’s (1997) addition to the original goals included the 

acquisition or development of cultural awareness. The higher-frequency culture-related goals for 

SB programs was connecting the students with their culture, typically through educational 

awareness, like described by Creekside High School: " … to expand their awareness and cultural 

connections with their countries of origin." This was agreed upon by 100% of the teachers. For 

CB programs, the focus was largely on promoting the use of their culture through practice, like 

described by the Eftekhar Persian School: "These classes aim to teach and promote Persian 

language and culture." Teachers also wanted to promote cultural practices, with 100% of the 

teachers agreeing with this goal. Contrastingly, the teachers were also focused on helping the 

students understand their cultural practices (their values, beliefs, and customs), while this was of 

much less importance for the administrators. In relation to culture, the teachers, administrators, 

and researchers seem to agree with the importance of addressing this aspect of HL students 

identity. 
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Community-related goals (connection, multicultural understanding, daily use of language 

within the community, networking, and community support) was the least reported on within the 

SB programs, and the only variable that was not mentioned in the seven goals of HL classrooms. 

While only 27 SB programs reported a goal for this section, about half focus on encouraging the 

daily use of the language within the community; with 88% of teachers agreeing with this 

statement (the highest agreed upon statement). As best described by the SB program, Japanese 

School for Heritage Speakers: "The course intends to strengthen the students’ oral language at a 

formal level, and to develop literacy skills by utilizing the Japanese language in the community 

through community service learning." Whereas CB programs wanted to connect the students 

back with the community, as best described by The Dix Hills Chinese Cultural Association 

(DHCCA) "[we are] a non-profit educational institute, providing the local community with a 

great opportunity to understand and learn Chinese culture and language." Most teachers (75%) 

were also in agreement with connecting the students with the local community. Of less 

importance to both the teachers and administrators was the idea of supporting the community. 

One CB program describes it as: “Centro also offers Spanish language tutorials for Spanish- 

speaking adults, as well as a bilingual library” (Centro, n.d.). Additional support included raising 

awareness of local issues affecting the community (SB program), addressing regional demands 

(education, health, human services, etc.; SB program), and promoting a positive image and 

respect of the culture to outsiders and speakers of those languages (CB program). For these 

programs support for the community ranged from providing linguistic services to being a place 

for cultural understanding to outsiders. While community-related goals were not part of the 

original goals, nor on the mind of administrators, recent literature advocates for the involvement 

of the community in HL education (see section 5.2 for more information).  
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Due to the imbalanced responses in relation to attitude-related goals, this section holds 

little to no statistical weight. Nonetheless, both program types described wanting to build the 

cultural identity of the students. Researchers described this goal as cultivating positive attitudes 

towards the heritage language. As an example, the Iran Cultural and Educational Center (CB) 

explains it as "youngsters learn to connect with Iranian heritage, take pride in it, and become 

ambassadors of cultural awareness and diversity." All the teachers (100%) also agreed that they 

wanted to build the students cultural and linguistic identity and confidence. Contrastingly, 

researchers have advocated for CLA or critical dialect awareness to promote linguistic autonomy 

and dialectal understanding (Flores, 2020; Leeman, 2018; Parra, 2016). Looking at the results, 

only 63% of teachers agreed with this statement and only 7% of administrators called attention to 

this statement. While teachers and administrators follow the original attitude-related goal, as 

posited by Valdés (2008), the lack of a critical aspect calls into question the application of 

current research in HL classrooms, further recommendations of implementation will be given in 

section 5.2.  

Altogether, the program types (SB vs. CB) differed in all areas of the goal-related 

subcategories, except for the theme of attitudes. Taking the data, it can be acknowledged that 

there are differences between either program and across different stakeholders, although 

considerable research is still required to attribute such differences to a reason or cause. 

Additionally, there seems to be a disconnect between what the administrators perception of what 

is happening in the classroom, what the teachers perceive they are doing in the classroom, and 

what the researchers recommend should be happening in the classroom.  
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5.1.3 Challenges – Theoretical vs. In Practice 

The results of the challenges section tie well with the findings of previous studies. 

Altogether, SB and CB programs weren’t strikingly different in the challenges they face within 

their programs, but do differ in relation to the perceptions of different stakeholders. Willoughby 

(2014) describes the challenges in an Australian secondary HL class, stating that they were 

opened with good intention ranging from building the students’ self-esteem to potential 

economic benefits of high-level proficiency in their ethnic language (Kalantzis, Cope, & Slade, 

1989). Although due to many problems, such as lack of resources and trained teachers and 

insufficiency time to learn the language, these programs struggled “to build sustainable heritage 

classes that met these lofty goals (Cahill, 1984; Di Biase & Dyson, 1988)” (in Willoughby, 2014, 

p. 287).  

A similar problem is met in the United States, there is a lack of resources, funding, 

qualified educators and overall support for these programs, both in K-12/higher education 

schools and community schools. A lack of funding, specifically for CB programs, was reported 

to be the cause of the program’s instability with their classroom location and basic materials.  

One program reported: “Funding is a big problem, finding a permanent venue is also quite a 

challenge” (CATA Tibetan School- CB). This challenge was not reciprocated by all the teachers, 

only three of the eight teachers saw funding as a challenge and they were all SB teachers in the 

K-12 space. While the reasonings behind this perception is unknown, the statement did address 

aspects like a proper classroom, accessibility to technology, and rigorous materials. More 

research is needed in this domain to fully understand the financial restrictions of HL classrooms.  

A solution for the Australian HL classes was government funding where the argument was made 

that this not only benefiting the students learning the HL but rather also considered the 
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importance for business and trade (Clyne, 1997; Clyne, Fernandez, & Grey, 2004).  Carreira & 

Armengol (2001) make a similar argument, claiming that HL speakers bring a “sophisticated 

expertise in language and knowledge of culture” into the professional arena and that this “is a 

luxury that is not being utilized” (p. 109). These arguments are targeted towards policy makers, 

since CB programs have been attempting to receive government funding for their programs since 

the inception of CB education.  

Additionally, lack of educators was largely reported on as there being a “shortage of 

qualified educators” (Columbus Chinese Academy- CB). Past researchers have recognized the 

lack of specialized HL educators, given that teaching HLL is not the same as teaching second 

language (L2) or world language courses (Blake & Zyzik 2003; Bowles 2011; Bowles, Adams, 

& Toth 2014; Bowles & Montrul 2008; Potowski, Jegerski, & Morgan-Short 2009); these 

differences are not appreciated in teacher preparation courses (Boyd, 2000; Russell & Kuriscak, 

2015; Valdés, 1995). According a comparison of relative abilities of typical HL and L2 learners 

by Carreira (2018), some key differences include: L2 learners having more metalinguistic 

knowledge of the language, HLLs typically focus on content vs. L2 learners typically focus on 

form, and HLLs typically speak and understand the target language while L2 learners can 

typically write and read better in the target language.  Given that all the teachers surveyed were 

currently practicing, I addressed the theme of teacher preparation in the survey, which was 

identified as one of the largest challenges for teachers. One teacher stated:  

“I am completing a doctoral degree that focuses on heritage language learning/teaching, 

so a lot of my training and pedagogy came from my own research, not training by the 

school. I also make all of my own materials” (P5; SB teacher 9th-12th grade).  
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The teacher explained that their department offered little to no specific training for this 

community of learners, thus utilizing their doctoral program as a resource. Unfortunately, not 

every educator has access to doctoral studies. Compton (2001) made a similar recommendation 

for programs who have the resources, suggesting that they can work with a local college who 

might offer courses in HL education and encourage their educators to attend. For programs who 

do not have the funds, possibly attending free online workshops or conferences could be a 

solution (the NHLRC offers such opportunities).  

The lack of specialized materials was consistently ranked highly as a challenge amongst 

the administrators of both programs. The Detroit Ziburio Lithuanian School (CB program) 

reported: “it is difficult to find teaching manuals and materials that are appropriate for all levels.” 

Other programs like Nuestra Lengua (SB) claims that “because there is a dearth of material, 

including textbooks, for K-6 heritage language teaching in the US, curricula needs to be 

developed. In spite of correspondence to embassies of Spanish-speaking countries to request 

materials, not a single one has responded.” While only two of the teachers found materials as a 

challenge for their programs, this does call into question the process that goes into building their 

curriculum. Some districts require their teachers to follow a rigorous standardized curriculum, 

while other districts allow for more freedom from their teachers as long as they meet the states 

standards (García & Kleigen, 2010). Despite these differences, the administrators cite that due to 

the inconsistent nature of the funding and access to materials, most of them are left using 

materials for world language classes rather than specialized materials for heritage speakers. Past 

researchers have identified that a lack of connection between the material taught at school and 

the learner could result in higher dropout rates due to disillusionment and lack of motivation in 

the classroom (Duff, 2001; Seal, 2014, 2015). A possible solution for this problem could be 
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creating a shared network with material and curriculum. Both the National Heritage Language 

Resource Center (NHLRC) and the CCBHLS have started a small database with resources, 

research, a curated curriculum, textbooks, and teacher-training workshops specialized towards 

HL education (Torres, Pascual, Cabo & Beusterien, 2018). Making sure that these resources are 

available for all programs of all languages and levels should be of importance to current 

researchers and educators.  

Other challenges that affected both SB and CB programs greatly was the lack of parental 

support. One SB program reports:  

“The "English-only" movement is an outspoken minority that clouds and challenges our 

efforts. The racial tensions between the English-speaking community and Spanish-

speaking immigrants are also sometimes a problem. Convincing some heritage families 

that their children will learn English just as well as they would in English-only programs 

and convincing many of our families (77% low income) that children can easily learn in 

two languages is sometimes difficult to do. We need to let all parents know that knowing 

two languages is a very valuable skill.” (Beardstown Clinton Unit School District #15 

Dual Language Enrichment Program, 2017) 

This was not an uncommon occurrence amongst both programs. Many administrators 

reported having to convince the students’ parents that nurturing and developing the HL is 

beneficial for their cultural and linguistic identity (Seals & Peyton, 2016). While this challenge 

was not reported by any of the surveyed teachers, there are many variables to consider as to why 

perceptions differ. The assumption could be made that the impact of politics on language, 

throughout many points in history, affected parent’s willingness to foster the HL (Sánchez-
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Muñoz & Amezcua, 2019; Sterling & Jost, 2018). More research is needed in this domain to 

determine parents’ perceptions of HL programs.  

The last two challenges faced by either program included the insufficient amount of time 

in the classroom to teach the language to the students and difficulty integrating varying 

proficiency levels, neither of which were not as prominently reported on by the administrators. 

Interestingly, these are aspects that the teachers found as being the most challenging. One teacher 

reported:  

“Students taking Russian heritage classes today are so different in both levels of their 

language proficiency and knowledge of culture” (P7; SB teacher university level).  

The teacher explains that they are seeing ranging proficiency and cultural knowledge in 

their students, this teacher also claimed that the different proficiency levels makes it difficult for 

them to teach. Four other teachers agreed that this was a challenge for them as well. Similarly, 

many of the teachers thought that the time spent in class was not enough for the students to fully 

acquire all aspects of the language. Contrastingly, the administrators did not see this as a 

problem. Comparisons revealed that both programs shared similar challenges to one another, 

although the administrators and teachers’ perceptions of HL classrooms vary widely. Past 

research supports the commonly faced challenges, although more attention needs to be called to 

the possible solutions for these programs. 

5.2 Implications 

Taking all the information together, I call for researcher and educators to revise the 

current goals set for HL programs across the United States. While the original goals do address 

many of the aspects mentioned in this study, there are a couple of missing concepts. Firstly, the 

CB administrators addressed a community goal in 35% of the entries, with connection with the 
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community being of upmost importance (both inter and intrapersonal connection). Likewise, 

researchers have documented the positive influence the community can have in the development 

of HLL linguistic and cultural identity (Beaudrie, Ducar, & Relaño-Pastor, 2009; Leeman, Rabin 

& Róman-Mendoza, 2011; Martínez & Schwartz, 2012; Parra, 2013). These studies have largely 

focused on the interaction of Spanish-speaking university students and the local community 

through service-learning. Service-learning in higher-education gained popularity “throughout the 

late 19th and 20th centuries, as well as in the activist spirit of the late 1960s and 1970s” (Leeman, 

Rabin & Róman-Mendoza, 2011, p. 485). Traditionally, university or college students would 

provide tutoring services in low-income neighborhoods, serve as role models to the local youth, 

or participate in outreach programs. These methods of service-learning have been criticized as 

reinforcing negative stereotypes and characterizing the community as poor or “in need” (Ochoa 

& Ochoa, 2004). Some HL university courses have taken a different approach for their programs. 

Martínez and Schwartz (2012) for example focused on a Medical Spanish for Heritage Learners 

course. Students enrolled in this pathway must complete four courses throughout four semesters: 

Intermediate Spanish for the Health Professions I, Intermediate Spanish for the Health 

Professions II, Advanced Composition for the Health Professions, and Sociolinguistics and 

Latino Health. During the third semester students participate in an internship course, which 

requires 15 contact hours in the community clinic. Their responsibilities include translation 

services and revisions of nutrition plans for diabetic patients under the direct supervision of the 

clinic directors. Students were then required to submit an internship questionnaire as part of the 

course they were registered in. The findings of this study point to students gaining linguistic and 

cultural confidence: “Students did not seem to be as hung up on a standard way of 

communicating ideas as they would be in a class assignment” (p. 182). Throughout this process 
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students were less concerned about formalities and the standard language, but rather recognized 

the value of their dialects in the community. Martínez and Schwartz, along with other educators 

see the value of community service-learning but also engage in a critical component to highlight 

the value of the students linguistic and cultural knowledge in the community. In all, while the 

community aspect was not in the seven original goals, this aspect is important for both SB and 

CB programs across the United States, given the benefits of creating an inter and intrapersonal 

connection with the heritage community outside of the school context.  

 Based on the work by Jennifer Leeman and colleagues (2005, 2007, 2011, 2014, 2015, 

2018), the next recommendation is for HL education programs to incorporate a critical 

component to the goals of HL Education. Paulo Freire (1970) is credited with the development of 

critical pedagogy. This theory was created in an effort to challenge the traditional models of 

“one-way transmission of knowledge from teacher to student” (in Leeman, 2018, p. 346). In the 

United States this model has been used to challenge stigmatized variety of English, such as 

African American English (Howard, 2001). For the field of HL education, researchers have 

advocated for the use of critical language awareness (CLA). Which is “an attempt to expose and 

resist discrimination through linguistic and literacy practices in schools, offer a less skills-

oriented view of education, and promote critical language-related consciousness among 

marginalized students” (Leeman, 2018, p. 348). By addressing the connection between social 

hierarchies, power relations, and language prejudice students have the knowledge to make their 

own linguistic choices. This model in HL education moves away from dialects being more 

appropriate than others in any given context (appropriateness model) and addresses the 

underlying implications of home varieties. Researchers and educators hope that by addressing 

these power relations of language, students would have the necessary information to advocate for 
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their own linguistic choices and continue developing their own unique voice and style (Flores, 

2020). Some recommendations for how this would look like in the classroom: 

• Incorporating a range of texts and material that allow students to challenge and transform 

traditional conventions of language use (Flores, 2020) 

• Examining instances of nonstandard usage in the media (i.e. translanguageing; Leeman, 

2018) 

• Observe language patterns in the community (Martínez, 2003) 

An important key to CLA informed practices is that it should not be just a lesson or module, 

but rather should be integrated throughout the curriculum (Leeman 2005; Leeman & Rabin 2007; 

Leeman & Serafini 2016). Similar advice is given by Parra (2013) in regards to community 

service-learning, she mentions that its incorporation should not be an ‘add-on’ to the course, but 

rather should align with the classroom objectives. Additionally, service-learning should not just 

benefit the students, community competencies is a two-way street in which the students are 

providing a necessary service for the community. Students would benefit from these 2 additional 

goals by (1) confronting the value of their language in the community (Martínez & Schwartz, 

2012), (2) having the knowledge to confront the prejudice they may face in society due to their 

dialect (Pennycook, 2001), and (3) moves away from their bilingualism as being a deficit to their 

English development (Leeman, 2018).  

Apart from the revisions of the goals of HL classrooms, many of the teachers in this study 

cited their lack of pre-service teacher preparation as a major challenge. As it stands many pre-

service teacher preparation programs do not address the needs of HLLs (Boyd, 2000; Schwartz 

Caballero, 2014; Valdés, 1995), which may impact the students in terms of further 

marginalization in the classroom (Holguín Mendoza, 2018; Tsai, Straka, & Gaither, 2021) or 
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through linguistic insecurity of their HL (Tseng, 2021; Piccardi, Nodari, & Calamai, 2021). 

There are many aspects to consider in how we prepare pre-service teachers to teach this 

community of learners, for example, Lancorte (2016) highlighted seven main areas of 

consideration: Ideological, cultural, socioaffective, linguistic, curricular, pedagogical, and 

professional considerations. These areas of consideration tie teachers to, not only what the 

teacher can provide to students in terms of content, but also see students as whole individuals 

that bring past knowledge of the language and culture to the classroom. Lancorte’s main 

recommendation is to “look beyond the rigid professional standards or criteria in order to 

account for language diversity, individual, or collective differences” (p.112). Some grounded 

recommendations for a pre-service teacher preparation course is as follows:  

• Awareness about the teacher’s own background and professional identity (Cho, 2012; 

Miller, 2009)  

• Understanding of the historical, cultural, sociolinguistic, and academic backgrounds of 

HLL as related to the immediate teaching environment (Harklau, 2009; Russel & 

Kuriscak, 2015) 

• Awareness of beliefs and attitudes regarding HL speakers and their language varieties 

(Russel & Kuriscak, 2015) 

In all, in order to effectively teach this community of learners, teachers need to understand their 

own ideologies that relate to HLL, their own identities as language teachers, and how the HL is 

seen outside of the school context. Proper reflection may allow them to create an environment in 

which the HL is being celebrated rather than seen as a linguistic deficiency.  
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5.3 Limitations   

The limitations of this study are primarily due to the data collection, coding process, and 

access to teachers. For the quantitative data, all data was obtained from an open source database 

that was accessible to the public, although given that all 649 profile were on a separate PDF this 

process was not the most convenient for me to extract information from. Due to time constraints 

of this project, I coded and interpreted all the data myself, meaning that there was no intra-rater 

reliability assessment done on the accuracy of my coding process. This problem was heightened 

when I wasn’t completely sure where one code fit, in these instances I would list it as “other” 

and refer back when I finished coding. In some cases, the “other” codes would create a new 

subcategory, although if they did not fit I kept them as “other.” I ran a preliminary analysis with 

descriptive statistics for the “other” category, although it was not included in this study, given 

the findings focusing on students motivations for taking HL classes, rather than the teachers 

motivations. Likewise, all profiles obtained from the database were completed between 2011 and 

2017, making certain profiles between five to eleven years old from the time of this study. The 

lack of updating, on part of the organization, could mean that the goals and challenges identified 

in this study could be outdated. Correspondingly, many of the profiles that shared organizations 

were completed by the same individual. For example, many of the Lithuanian SB programs were 

connected through a similar organization; that organization submitted the same profile for each 

individual school. While the majority of the program profiles were completed by different 

individuals, the fact remains that some program profiles were the exact same and may have not 

portraying the individual program, but rather the organization as a whole. Additionally, while the 

database was extensive and reached all areas of the United States there is reason to believe that 

not all programs were accounted for. Joshua Fishman (1985) identified 6,553 schools at the time 
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of his study and was under the impression that there were at least 1,000 more that were 

unaccounted for; this database only accounted for 863 programs.  

 In relation to the qualitative data, the main limitation is due to there being insufficient 

responses to generalize the findings of teacher perceptions. Only 8 teachers responded to the 

survey request, 7 being from SB programs and 1 being from a CB program. The imbalanced 

responses limited my ability to compare teacher perceptions across program type, like done for 

the quantitative data. Likewise, many teacher responses had to be discarded from the challenges 

section of the questionnaire due to the fact that they reported contradictory perspectives for the 

positively and negatively worded statements. This may due to the questionnaire being ambiguous 

or surveyor fatigue. Additionally, collecting teachers’ perceptions rather than observing 

classrooms is a big limitation; given that perceptions of ones’ actions is not the same as what 

someone is actually doing. Similarly, there may have been additional goals or challenges missed 

given the construction of the survey being a list of already identified subcategories, rather than 

open-ended questions. The results and discussions reported herein should be considered in 

relation to these limitations. 

5.4 Future Directions 

Overall, the data reveals that more empirical research is needed in relation to HL 

education. Specifically, as it relates to this study, more research should be conducted on the 

relationship between administrators, teachers, and researchers, and how information is 

interpreted and implemented through these different stakeholders. Likewise, while the survey 

offered insight on a general idea of program goals and challenges, contacting various 

stakeholders, such as administrators, teachers, parents, and students may help to further 

triangulate the findings of this study. In particular, the voice of K-12 students is of upmost 
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importance to the field of HL Education. We need to know how students perceive these 

classrooms and if the goals presented by the administrators and teachers are reciprocated by the 

students. Additionally, the Center of Applied Linguistics Heritage Languages in America profile 

databased was very useful in the quest to gather a large amount of data on varying programs of 

different languages, ages, and regions across the United States, but it requires ongoing updating. 

I urge for the upkeep of this database and more databases like it; to make HL classrooms more 

accessible to researcher, parents, students, and educators. Lastly, more research is needed in the 

realm of HL classroom challenges. While this study gave an overview of the challenges HL 

classrooms may face, more research is needed on how these challenges connect to policies in the 

United States, as well as any efforts made in trying to mitigate the challenges.   

5.5 Conclusion  

The results of this study reveal that SB and CB programs vary in terms of their goals as 

they relate to language and culture. This study also reveals that the perceived goals of 

administrators and teachers in relation to HL classrooms also vary. Conversely, the challenges 

reported by the programs only differ slightly in comparison to one another and range even more 

when comparing the administrator’s perceptions to the teachers’ perceptions of the challenges 

they face. In all, what researchers have concluded as specific goals for HL programs does not 

match what administrators consider their goals, or what teachers are actually doing in their 

classrooms. The findings highlight a need for revising the current goals we have for HL 

programs, that includes the perspective of both SB and SB classrooms. Thus far, HL classrooms 

have been treated as a “stepchild to traditional world language classrooms” (Valdés, 2016, p. 

255), although as this study highlights the goals and challenges are specific to this community of 

learners. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Definitions of Heritage Language Learners   
 

Definition  Citation  

“... anyone who has an ethnic, cultural, or other connection with the 
language, regardless of whether that person learned the heritage 
language as a child” 

Fishman, 1981, p. 
518 

“...who is raised in a home where a non-English language is spoken, who 
speaks or merely understand the heritage language, and who is to some 
degree bilingual in English and the heritage language” 

Valdés, 2001, p. 38 

“...students who have been exposed to another language in the home and 
have either attained some degree of bilingual proficiency or have been 
raised with a strong cultural connection to a particular language through 
family interaction” 

Van Deusen-
Scholl, 2003, p.222 

“We prefer to use a more ample definition of HL learners, one that 
includes all individuals that have experienced a relatively extended 
period of exposure to the language, typically during childhood, through 
contact with family members or other individuals, resulting in the 
development of either receptive and/or productive abilities in the 
language, and varying degrees of bilingualism” 

Beaudrie, & Ducar, 
2005, p.13 

“... are different from other groups of Hispanic children, such as native 
speakers of Spanish, because they may grow up hearing Spanish and 
using non-colloquial registers but often do not have the opportunity to 
practice outside the home, or to complete formal schooling in Spanish 
and develop literacy skills”  

Russell & 
Kuriscak, 2005, p. 
414 

“... the target group refers primarily to students who have either learned 
the language as their home language (L1) or who have some form of 
family or "heritage" connection to the language (e.g., second and third 
generation immigrants)” 

Cummins, 2005, p. 
586 

“A broadly defined HL is part of that person’s family or cultural 
heritage, the language may not have been spoken in the home, and the 
person has no functional proficiency in the language and would most 
likely have to study that language as an L2 learner. A typical example is 
someone whose family immigrated to the United States in the 19th or 
early 20th century. As a third or fourth generation born in this country, 
the person may have an ‘‘ethnic’’ or cultural interest in the language but 
no ability to speak or comprehend it.” 
 

Polinsky & Kagan, 
2007, p. 369 
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“A narrowly defined HL was first in the order of acquisition but was not 
completely acquired because of the individual’s switch to another 
dominant language’’   

“individuals who have familial or ancestral ties to a particular language 
that is not English and who exert their agency in determining whether or 
not they are HLLs of that HL and HC (heritage community)” 

Hornberger & 
Wang, 2008, p. 27 

“We define Korean heritage language learners as those who have an 
ethnolinguistic affiliation to the Korean heritage, but may have a broad 
range of proficiency from high to none in Korean oral or literacy skills”  

Lee & Shin, 2008, 
p.2 

“...those who have acquired some competence in a non-dominant 
language, ‘mainly through socialization at home, but did not achieve full 
control over it due to a switch to the dominant language” 

Kondo-Brown, 
2010, p. 26 

“…an early bilingual who grew up hearing (and speaking) the heritage 
language (L1) and the majority language (L2) either simultaneously or 
sequentially in early childhood (that is, roughly up to age 5; see 
Schwartz 2004, Unsworth 2005), but for whom L2 became the primary 
language at some point during childhood (at, around, or after the onset of 
schooling). As a result of language shift, by early adulthood a heritage 
speaker can be strongly dominant in the majority language, while the 
heritage language will now be the weaker language”  

Benmamoun, 
Montrul, & 
Polinsky, 2013, p. 
133 

“In the United States, heritage language students are narrowly defined as 
first-, second-, or third-generation immigrant youth who have had prior 
exposure to their home language through family or community but have 
had limited to no opportunity to develop formal knowledge of school 
register in the minority language” 

Bigelow & Collins, 
2018, p. 48 
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Appendix B: Sample Profile by Center of Applied Linguistics (2012)  
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This is a blank sample of the CAL HL Program Profile. The lines have been modified to fit on 
the page.  

 
 



 74 

Appendix C: Teachers’ Perception Survey  
Teacher Survey Question Bank 

Acronyms:  
HL à Heritage Language  
TL à Target Language in the classroom 
 
Name  
→ open ended questions 
 
Age 
→ open ended questions 
 
What culture do you identify with (i.e. Mexican, Salvadorian, etc.)? 
→ open ended questions 
 
Do you consider yourself a native speaker, a HL speaker, or a second language speaker of the 
language you teach?  
→ open ended questions 
 
What language do you predominantly use in your TARGET LANGUAGE for 
Fluent/Native/Heritage Speakers classroom? 
→ 100% TL, Some TL, 50/50, Some English, 100% English  
 
Consider your reasonings behind teaching TARGET LANGUAGE for Fluent/Native/Heritage 
Speakers. Please rank these 4 skills in order of importance, with 1 being the most important and 
4 being the least important.  
 Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 
→ Likert Scale  
 
Consider your TARGET LANGUAGE for Fluent/Native/Heritage Speakers class from the 
students’ perspective.  Please rank these 4 skills in order of your students’ importance, with 1 
being the most important and 4 being the least important.  
 Reading, Writing, Speaking, Listening 
→ Likert Scale  
 
Below are a series of statements. Please think about your experience in your Spanish for Fluent 
Speakers class and address how much you agree or disagree with these statements.  
SCALE 
 

Theme Statement  Scale  

For Language:  
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My TL for 
Fluent/Native/Heritage 

Speakers classroom fosters an 
environment where... 

My students can continue to learn the TL 
despite it not being the more dominant 
language in society (English).  

 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neutral  
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
N/A 

My students are encouraged to use and 
develop their TL.  

My students can achieve a “native-like” 
proficiency in the TL.  

My students are being taught vocabulary lists 

My students are being taught grammar rules.  

For Culture: 

 
 

My students are being taught 
to... 

Build a personal connection with their culture.  Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neutral  
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
N/A 

Participate in their cultural practices.  

Preserve their cultural practices. 

Understand the values, beliefs and customs of 
their culture.  

The basics of their culture.  

For Community:  

 
 
 
 
 

I am focusing on…  

Helping my students build a relationship with 
their community that shares a similar culture 
as them.  

 
 
 

Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neutral  
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 

Encouraging my students to use their language 
in their community.  

Connecting my students with members of their 
community outside of the school context. 

Providing resources for the community. 
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Developing my students understanding of 
cultures other than their own.  

N/A 

For Attitudes:  

 
 

My classroom fosters an 
environment where... 

My students can build a personal connection 
with their languages. 

 
 

Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neutral  
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
N/A 

My students can build a personal connection 
with their cultures.   

My students can build their confidence in their 
language abilities. 

My students can build confidence in their 
cultural identity.  

My students are encouraged to use their 
dialectal differences (ex: slang, less formal use 
of TL).  

 

For the last set of statements please think about your experience in your classroom as a whole. 
Address how much you agree or disagree with these statements.  
 

Statement  Scale 

I was unaware of the benefits of this course before I started teaching it.   
 
 
 
 
 

Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neutral  
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
N/A 

I feel as though there is little funding for the basic necessities for this class 
(i.e. proper classroom, accessibility to technology, rigorous material, etc.) 

I did receive additional training to teach this community of learners.  

I believe that the parents do not support their students’ involvement in this 
course.  

I feel as though the materials given in the class were completely meant for 
learners with specialized language backgrounds.  

The different proficiency levels (from the students) makes it difficult for me 
to teach.  
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I feel as though there was sufficient funding for the basic necessities for this 
class (i.e. proper classroom, accessibility to technology, rigorous material, 
etc.) 

I feel as though the materials given in the class were not meant for learners 
with specialized language backgrounds. 

I believe that the parents fully support their students’ involvement in this 
course.  

The time the students spent in class was not enough time to fully develop their 
language.   

The students in my classroom have similar proficiency levels, which 
facilitated the learning environment.  

I was fully aware of the benefits of this course before I started teaching it.  

The time the students spent in class was enough time to fully develop their 
language.   

I did not receive additional training to teach this community of learners.  

 

Are there any other components of your classroom experience that you would like to share?  
→ open ended questions 
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Appendix D: Detailed Teachers’ Perception Survey 
Theme Statement  Scale  

For Language:  

 

Maintain HL 
 

My students can continue to learn the TL 
despite it not being the more dominant 
language in society (English).  

 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neutral  
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
N/A 

Promote Language Use 
My students are encouraged to use and 
develop their TL.  

Proficiency  
My students can achieve a “native-like” 
proficiency in the TL.  

Teach/learn aspects of the 
language (vocabulary)  

My students are being taught vocabulary lists 

Teach/learn aspects of the 
language (grammar)  

My students are being taught grammar rules.  

For Culture: 

 
Connection with Culture  

Build a personal connection with their culture.  Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neutral  
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
N/A 

Promote Culture  Participate in their cultural practices.  

Preservation of Culture Preserve their cultural practices. 

Understand the Culture  
Understand the values, beliefs and customs of 
their culture.  

Teach Aspects of the Culture  The basics of their culture.  

For Community:  

 
Connection with Community  

Helping my students build a relationship with 
their community that shares a similar culture 
as them.  
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Daily Use with Community  
Encouraging my students to use their language 
in their community.  

 
 
 

Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neutral  
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
N/A 

Network with Community Connecting my students with members of their 
community outside of the school context. 

Support the Community  Providing resources for the community. 

Multicultural Understanding  

Developing my students understanding of 
cultures other than their own.  

For Attitudes:  

Build Linguistic Identity   My students can build a personal connection 
with their languages. 

 
 

Strongly 
Agree 
Agree 
Neutral  
Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
N/A 

Build Cultural Identity  My students can build a personal connection 
with their cultures.   

Build Linguistic Confidence My students can build their confidence in their 
language abilities. 

Build Cultural Confidence My students can build confidence in their 
cultural identity.  

Dialectal understanding  
My students are encouraged to use their 
dialectal differences (ex: slang, less formal use 
of TL).  

 

 
Statement  Scale 

I was unaware of the benefits of this course before I started teaching it.  Benefits of 
the program 
Positive 
 

I feel as though there is little funding for the basic necessities for this class 
(i.e. proper classroom, accessibility to technology, rigorous material, etc.) 

Funding  
Negative 

I did receive additional training to teach this community of learners.  Teacher 
Preparation 
Positive 
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I believe that the parents do not support their students’ involvement in this 
course.  

Parental 
Support 
Negative 

I feel as though the materials given in the class were completely meant for 
learners with specialized language backgrounds.  

Materials in 
Class  
Positive  

The different proficiency levels (from the students) makes it difficult for me 
to teach.  

Different 
Proficiency 
Levels  
Negative 

I feel as though there was sufficient funding for the basic necessities for this 
class (i.e. proper classroom, accessibility to technology, rigorous material, 
etc.) 

Funding 
Positive  

I feel as though the materials given in the class were not meant for learners 
with specialized language backgrounds. 

Materials 
Negative 

I believe that the parents fully support their students’ involvement in this 
course.  

Parental 
Support  
Positive 

The time the students spent in class was not enough time to fully develop their 
language.   

Sufficient time 
in Class 
Negative 

The students in my classroom have similar proficiency levels, which 
facilitated the learning environment.  

Different 
Proficiency 
levels 
Positive  

I was fully aware of the benefits of this course before I started teaching it.  Benefits of the 
Program  
Positive 

The time the students spent in class was enough time to fully develop their 
language.   

Sufficient time 
in Class 
Positive 

I did not receive additional training to teach this community of learners.  Teacher 
Preparation 
Negative 
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