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ABSTRACT

While the linguistic traits and specific needs of heritage speakers have been recognized for several decades, academic interest in
the different dimensions of this type of bilingualism has increased exponentially in the last ten years. Because of this, significant
progress has been made in all areas of inquiry. From formal/theoretical investigations into the mental architecture of the heritage
language to explorations of social factors, as well as other pedagogical concerns, numerous research strands are currently shaping
our understanding of the field. With this in mind, the goal of this introduction is twofold. First, we aim to provide an overview of the
themes and discussions that are currently taking place in the field of Spanish heritage-speaker bilingualism. To this end, we will
consider key issues pertaining to a wide variety of areas including, but not limited to, sociolinguistic attitudes, identity, language
competency, and language instruction. Secondly, in so doing, the critical presentation and discussion of each of these areas will
also serve to contextualize the articles included in this special issue.

Key words: HERITAGE SPEAKERS, HERITAGE LANGUAGE LEARNERS, SPANISH IN THE UNITED STATES, BILINGUALISM.

Mientras que los rasgos lingiiisticos y las necesidades especificas de los hablantes de herencia se reconocieron ya hace décadas,
el interés académico en las diferentes dimensiones de este tipo de bilingliismo ha aumentado exponencialmente en los Ultimos
diez afios. Por eso, se ha avanzado de manera considerable en todos los ambitos de investigacion. Desde investigaciones
formales y tedricas acerca de la arquitectura mental de una lengua de herencia, hasta la exploracion de factores sociales y otras
cuestiones pedagdgicas, el actual estado de la cuestion esta definido por multiples dmbitos de investigacion. Con respecto a esto,
el objetivo de esta introduccion es doble. Por una parte, queremos ofrecer una panoramica de los temas y debates actuales en el
campo del bilingliismo de los hablantes de espafiol como lengua de herencia. Asi, se consideraran cuestiones centrales en el
estudio de actitudes lingliisticas, identidad, competencia lingliistica y ensefianza de la lengua. Por otra parte, la presentacion
critica y la discusion de cada una de estas areas servira para contextualizar los articulos incluidos en este nimero especial.

Palabras clave: HABLANTES DE LENGUAS DE HERENCIA, APRENDIENTES DE LENGUAS DE HERENCIA, ESPANOL EN LOS ESTADOS UNIDOS,
BILINGUISMO.

Mentre le caratteristiche linguistiche e le necessita specifiche dei parlanti di una lingua ereditaria sono state riconosciute da
decenni, l'interesse accademico per le diverse dimensioni di questo tipo di bilinguismo & aumentato in modo esponenziale negli
ultimi dieci anni. Per questo, c'¢ stato un progresso significativo in tutti gli ambiti di ricerca. Dalle ricerche formali e teoriche
sullarchitettura mentale di una lingua ereditaria, all'esplorazione dei fattori sociali e altre questioni pedagogiche, questo campo ¢
attualmente influenzato da molteplici linee di ricerca. Con questo presente, questa introduzione ha un doppio scopo. In primo
luego, si vuole offrire una visione panoramica dei temi e dibattiti attuali nel campo del bilinguismo dei parlanti di spagnolo come
lingua ereditaria. Si considereranno, con questo obiettivo, questioni centrali nello studio delle attitudini linguistiche, identita,
competenza linguistica e insegnamento della lingua. In secondo luogo, la presentazione critica di ognuna di queste aree servira per
contestualizzare gli articoli inclusi in questo numero speciale.

Parole chiave: PARLANTI DI LINGUE EREDITARIE, APPRENDENTI DI LINGUE EREDITARIE, SPAGNOLO NEGLI STATI UNITI, BILINGUISMO.

* Contact: diego.pascual@ttu.edu

© Pascual y Cabo 2015. This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License.
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1. General introduction

With Europe and the United States as its main research hubs, the field of heritage /minority language
studies has recently sprung to the forefront of linguistic inquiry. Revolving around the study of the home
language of families and ethnic groups residing in large, linguistically diverse communities, the attention of
European scholars has centered on languages such as Arabic, Cantonese/Mandarin, Bengali, Berber, Punjabi,
or Turkish (see e.g.,, Creese & Blackledge, 2011; Dirim & Auer, 2003; Li Wei, 2011) among other languages.
Within that context, joint efforts have further developed the notion of multilingualism as it relates to
multiculturalism. Focusing on the dynamics of family language policies and ethnolinguistic minority
complementary schools, three main strands of research can be traced: one with educational applications (e.g.,
Baker, 2003), one with an emphasis on the identity-interaction interconnection (e.g., Blackledge, 2008;
Blommaert, 2001), and a third one with formal/theoretical approaches to language acquisition and
bilingualism (e.g., Flores & Barbosa, 2014; Kupisch, Lein, Barton, Schroder, Stangen, & Stoehr, 2014; Meisel,
1994a, 1994b; Miiller & Hulk, 2001).

Analogous research strands have also been developed in the United States, the focus of this special
issue. Considering the profound impact of recent migration trends, most attention has been directed to the
Spanish language. This is unsurprising, given that with some 55 million Hispanics?, the United States is home
to the second largest Hispanic population in the world after only Mexico, with over 122 million inhabitants. In
addition to these already large numbers are the undocumented immigrants who cannot be accurately
counted by census reports, but who play a central role as part of the U.S. Hispanic community. The vitality of
this community has become undeniable across all dimensions of society (e.g., politics, economy, education,
and the media). For example, in recognizing its growing importance in U.S. society, great efforts are currently
being made to attract the Hispanic population via bilingual/bicultural campaigns and advertisings
(eMarketer, 2009; McCabe, Weaver, & Corona, 2013; Meneses, 2011). This also holds true for media and
entertainment, where Hispanics have progressively moved to the forefront (e.g., as attested by the Latin@
presence in films and TV shows) and, while songs entirely sung in Spanish are not the rule, Spanish-English
code-switching has made its way into mainstream popular music.

According to most recent reports, the three largest Hispanic communities in the United States are
Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans, with increasing numbers of Dominicans and Central Americans (United
States Census, 2014), for whom places such as New York, Los Angeles, or Miami have traditionally been
preferred destinations. Over time, these cities have become epicenters of large intergenerational Hispanic
communities, from naturalized immigrants and their U.S.-born children to newly arrived families looking for
a better future. In some of these areas, knowledge of Spanish is not only important, it is necessary to be able
to function in certain social settings (e.g., Lynch, 1999; Silva-Corvalan & Lynch, 2008). However, other areas
that have not traditionally been associated with large Latino communities have recently, in a progressive
manner, become centers of affluence for Hispanic groups. For example, a number of states such as Alabama,
Nevada, North Carolina, or Georgia have experienced significant growth in the number of Hispanic residents
in the last years. This trend is not expected to stop any time soon. In fact, according to most census
estimations, by 2060, the number of Hispanics in the United States will reach the figure of 128.8 million,
thereupon constituting over 30% of the nation’s population (United States Census, 2014). Based on this
increase and its effect on the expanding importance of the Spanish language to U.S. society, as well as the role
of the United States as an international economic powerhouse, we can only surmise the upcoming centrality
of U.S. Spanish as a language variety in itself.

In the United States, the Spanish language axiomatically coexists with English. Yet, even in this
context of language contact, most Spanish-speaking immigrants who come to the United States as adults
maintain a Spanish-dominant linguistic profile and may or may not acquire English (e.g., Alba, Logan, Lutz &
Stults, 2002). Their offspring, however, having been born/raised into a language contact situation, will
become dominant speakers of the societal language (English in this case) while their home-language linguistic
systems will naturally differ from those of monolingually-raised individuals (e.g., Pascual y Cabo & Rothman,
2012; Rothman & Treffers-Daller, 2014). These U.S.-born children, as well as those child-immigrants who

2 In this text, the terms Latino and Hispanic will be used interchangeably, to refer to people whose country of origin, or
that of their ancestors, make up the Spanish-speaking countries of North, Central, and South America.
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arrive in the United States at an early age, are widely referred to in the literature as heritage speakers
(hereafter HSs) or heritage language learners (HLLs). We now turn to a detailed discussion of these terms.

2. From heritage speakers to heritage language learners
2.1 Heritage speakers

In the context of the United States, the term HS makes reference to someone “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” (Valdés, 2000, p. 1). As noted in previous
research3, the most noteworthy characteristic associated with HSs in general is that, despite being exposed to
the heritage language naturalistically and from birth, they end up exhibiting linguistic patterns that do not
match those considered age-appropriate in monolingually-raised individuals. For example, among others,
HSs’ grammars have been shown to be particularly sensitive to cross-linguistic interference with regards to
tense and aspect (e.g., Silva-Corvalan, 1994, 2014), mood (e.g., Montrul & Perpifian, 2011; Pascual y Cabo,
Lingwall, & Rothman, 2012), gender agreement (e.g., Montrul, Foote, & Perpifidn, 2008), null subject
pronouns (e.g., Montrul, 2002, 2007; Polinsky 1997; Silva-Corvalan, 1994), or case marking (e.g., Montrul &
Bowles, 2009; Montrul & Sanchez-Walker, 2013; Pascual y Cabo, 2013). These domains (and more) have been
shown to surface as a simplified version of the monolingual linguistic system, or as a grammar that when
measured against age-matched monolingual speakers of the same language/dialect could be deemed as not
having reached full development (e.g., Montrul, 2008; Silva Corvalan 1994)*. This course of acquisition has
been generally referred to in the literature as incomplete acquisition (Montrul, 2002, 2008; 0’Grady, Lee, &
Choo, 2001; Polinsky, 2007), a notion that has generated substantial debate in the last few years (e.g., see
Pascual y Cabo & Rothman, 2012; Pires & Rothman, 2009; Putnam & Sanchez, 2013)5.

Notwithstanding generalizations, HSs cannot be thought of as a homogeneous group, nor be easily
tagged/identified as such given the vast array of characteristics that make up and determine their respective
individual profiles. For example, the different sociolinguistic realities in which HSs are immersed during the
first years of their lives (i.e., timing of exposure to the societal language) have been documented to have a
deterministic effect on their linguistic outcomes (e.g., Miiller & Hulk, 2001; Pascual y Cabo & Gémez Soler,
2015). Considering this, the field of HS bilingualism has undoubtedly sustained an attention shift from the
somewhat uniform monolingual model of language knowledge to a multilingual one, bringing to bear new
applications for old models and theories (e.g., see Benmamoun, Montrul & Polinsky, 2013, for an overview).
For example, as discussed, HSs can be found along a continuum of linguistic dominance/proficiency, whereby
some may hardly be able to communicate in the HL, while others may pass as monolingual speakers.
Generally speaking, the differing levels of HL attainment achieved result from a variety of reasons which
include, but are not limited to, family language policies and attitudes towards the heritage language, access
(or lack thereof) to formal education in the in the HL, generation of immigration, age of onset of bilingualisms,
limited exposure to the HL along with limited opportunities to use it productively, or simply, voluntary lack of
engagement during the formative years.

3 We refer the reader to Pascual y Cabo (2015) for a current overview of research findings in the field of Spanish heritage
speaker bilingualism from a formal point of view and to Potowski and Lynch (2014) for an overview from a sociolinguistic
and pedagogical perspective.

4 As noted in previous research, HS linguistic outcomes can also diverge from monolingual grammars to the same and
sometimes even more drastic extent as traditional L2 learners despite the fact that acquisition of the HL usually takes
place naturalistically and in early childhood (e.g., Montrul 2011). In fact, traditional L2 learners have been documented to
have some advantages over HSs (e.g., writing skills, metalinguistic awareness) (e.g., Mikulski & Elola, 2011; Montrul,
2010; Montrul & Perpifian, 2011).

5The notion of incomplete acquisition as it refers to HS bilingual development has been challenged on the basis that HSs’
competence, while often different from monolingual speakers’ competence in the same language, is not incomplete, but
simply different for reasons related to the realities of the environment in which HSs grow up. We refer the reader to
Pascual y Cabo & Rothman (2012) for more on this issue.

6 Speakers whose majority language acquisition occurred alongside the acquisition of the HL are considered simultaneous
bilinguals. On the other hand, speakers whose first exposure to the majority language occurred after the structural basis
of the HL was acquired, at about the age of 4-5, when they first start attending school, are considered sequential
bilinguals.

E-JournALL 2(2) (2015), pp- 1-10
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Such heterogeneity is best captured in Polinsky and Kagan'’s (2007) broad/narrow categorization. A
narrow definition of Spanish HSs would include those individuals who, having grown up in a household
where Spanish was spoken, have acquired the language and can use it productively even if they are still
clearly dominant in the societal language. A broader stance on HSs, on the other hand, would necessarily
embrace anyone, who, with or without linguistic knowledge, has a cultural ancestry connection to the
language. The adoption of one definition or the other depends largely on the specific goals and questions
posited by the researchers themselves. For example, in the case of studies that aim to examine linguistic
competence in the strict sense, adopting a narrow definition appears more fitting. On the other hand, the
broad definition could be adopted for studies that aim to examine other important issues such as the
negotiation of identity or the teaching and assessment of particular topics (see for example Reznicez-Parrado;
Camus & Adrada-Rafael, this issue).

Regardless of the precise definition adopted, as we see it, one of the most puzzling aspects of heritage
speaker bilingualism is the widespread intra- and inter-speaker variability observed. That is, the same HS can
be seen accepting and/or producing the same grammatical property (i.e., tense, aspect, mood) in different
ways that may or may not always follow the descriptions found in the theoretical literature (Montrul, 2009).
In turn, the ramifications that this variability triggers transcend into other domains beyond the purely
linguistic ones (i.e, myths, prejudice, and stigma [Potowski, 2010]). Undoubtedly, this raises questions
regarding HSs’ linguistic and cultural identities, as well as their needs—and abilities—in the classroom. These
issues are addressed in the next section.

2.2. Heritage language learners

Prior to entering kindergarten, HSs’ exposure to the societal language is usually minimal and thus,
many of them are only able to communicate in their home language. From the start of school on, however, (at
least) two important changes are observed. First, it is common for U.S. educational programs to have English
proficiency as their goal, and so education and socialization with peers is carried out almost exclusively in the
societal language (Lukes, 2015). Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, opportunities to not only be
exposed to, but also to use the HL become gradually reduced to the home/family environment. Combined,
these changes contribute to the observed linguistic shift. That is, HSs go from Spanish HL-monolingualism to a
state of bilingualism that eventually allows them to function in an English-speaking system. As this process
takes place during important formative years for the children, it is also not uncommon to observe the more
extreme case, in which monolingualism in the majority language is the end result.

Years later, however, in recognizing the richness and the added value associated with their heritage
(among other reasons), many of these HSs start attending Spanish classes at the high school or college level’.
At this point, they become reacquainted with their home language/culture and are considered heritage
language learners (HLLs). Thus, as we see it, while HSs are (to some degree) users of the heritage language,
HLLs are by definition learners/students of the HL, no matter their linguistic proficiency (or lack thereof in
the case of receptive HLLs). As discussed, given their linguistic and educational background, most HLLs can
communicate in the HL,® but experience difficulties (to varying degrees and in varying ways) when it comes
to using the standardized conventions of the written language (i.e., literacy), as well as with the sociolinguistic
demands of certain formal contexts. For example, because HSs are not usually educated in the HL, it is
common for them to lack the linguistic resources required to navigate academic registers (e.g.,, Beaudrie,
Ducar, & Potowski, 2014). Thus, in the HL classroom, HSs’ needs are necessarily different from those of the
traditional second language learner (e.g., Beaudrie et al., 2014). That said, more often than not, these two
types of students are placed together into “mixed-classes” with little regard to their respective needs, a
practice that is usually not beneficial to either learner type (e.g., Beaudrie et al, 2014). Even though
recognition of the pedagogical and educational needs associated with the profile of the HLLs is nothing new
(see e.g., Guadalupe Valdés, 1999; or Ana Roca, 1997), only within the last decade or so have actions been

7 It should be noted that many HSs also attend Spanish classes before they go to college. For example, programs that focus
on dual language instruction in K-8 schools have been documented to address HSs’ needs and make a positive impact in
their lives (Lindholm-Leary, 2013).

8 [t is true, however, that in the most extreme cases of HL loss, learning a HL can be (almost) like learning a foreign or a
third language (Polinsky, 2015).
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taken at a larger scale to meaningfully address such needs (e.g.,, Beaudrie et al., 2014; Beaudrie & Fairclough,
2012; Correa, 2011; Potowski, 2005; Potowski & Carreira, 2004).

But the recognition, and to some extent, the celebration of those traits that make HS bilingualism an
exciting field for scholars and practitioners does not necessarily extend to most realms of U.S. society, where
monolingualism and monoculturalism are still the norm. From solidly anchored misconceptions about
bilingualism to “bilingual” programs promoting monolingualism (Bartlett & Garcia, 2010), misinformation
has not only made its way into education and language policy in the United States, but it seems to be deeply
rooted in the people’s conceptualization of what language(s) “must be” like. Illustrative of this is Potowski’s
(2010) list of myths related to being bilingual, which captures some of the general (mis)perceptions of what it
means to be a heritage language speaker/learner in the United States. Among other false and preconceived
ideas, Potowski lists the myths that (i) immigrants fail to learn English, (ii) they do not fit in with the
American ways, and (iii) language diversity is a problem that threatens national unity. Partly due to these
unsupported beliefs about language and bilingualism, and partly due to the perceived low socio-economic
status of most Spanish-speaking immigrants, pervasive negative attitudes about the presence of Spanish in
the United States can be observed (e.g., Montes-Alcala, 2000). As mentioned earlier, this sort of groundless
attitudes is not new and has found its way into (language) policy decisions since the early stages of the
making of the United States.

However, this aversion toward the use of languages other than English, and this minting of a national
identity through the rejection and stigmatization of linguistic diversity, has resurfaced only relatively
recently. In fact, the second half of the 20t century witnessed a sense of linguistic tolerance (e.g., the Voting
Right Act of 1965—amended in 1975-or the Bilingual Education Act of 1968). This sort of understanding
allowed for some languages other than English to be taught, mainly in after-school or weekend programs
(Garcia-Preto, 2005). These programs, normally referred to as “ethnic community schools”, were devised by
ethnolinguistic minorities to educate their children in the heritage language more often than not with cultural
and religious practices at the core. A study by Joshua A. Fishman by the name Language Loyalty in the United
States (1966) categorized these schools in three types: day schools providing linguistic, cultural and religious
instruction; afternoon schools, or supplementary schools, meeting two or more weekday afternoons
throughout the school year; and weekend schools normally meeting on Saturdays or Sundays. In an attempt
to educate students in their home language, these programs strived to promote biliteracy and bilingualism in
times when bilingual education was banned in thirty-one states. Out of these efforts, Coral Way School
(Miami, FL) stands as the oldest public bilingual school in the United States. Its curriculum was built on the
linguistic abilities brought in by the students themselves, with an emphasis on developing bilingualism,
biliteracy, and biculturality, while “promoting self-esteem, respect, and discipline” (Pellerano, Fradd, &
Rovira, 1998). This holistic view of bilingualism, however, is still uncommon and a subtractive bilingualism
take on education is generally enforced upon HSs across most of the United States.

Yet, with growing sensitivity to the different realities brought about by a globalizing society, a more
accepting stance on bilingualism and more flexible views on the values of bi-/multiculturalism, appear to be
emerging. Resulting from this, and from recognizing HSs as a specific language learner profile, bilingual
education programs have begun to employ more dynamic approaches to bilingual language development,
learning, and teaching. Given this context, higher education institutions have started to tackle HSs’ specific
needs by means of creating and developing HL programs (e.g., Beaudrie, 2011, 2012; Tecedor & Mejia, 2015).
Briefly put, these initiatives are being forged to afford students increasing opportunities to use the HL in new
social contexts, to challenge dominant social hierarchies, to construct positive linguistic and cultural
identities, and to serve as a site for HL literacy-development. Proof of this new perspective on HLLs and a
more cognizant/better informed understanding of their (linguistic) needs is the growing numbers of HL-
specific programs at U.S. universities (Beaudrie, 2011, 2012; Tecedor & Mejia, 2015), as well as the
proliferation of resources, conferences, and workshops centered on heritage speaker/learner issues. This
special issue contributes to this growing body of work, by underscoring the scope and relevance of Spanish
heritage speaker bilingualism, and by illustrating the applicability of the topics tackled within this field. In the
following section we specify how the articles in the special issue address these topics.

3. The articles in this special issue

The five articles included in this special issue of the EuroAmerican Journal of Applied Linguistics and
Languages contribute to a very active field of research that is still evolving and that continuously brings to
light new and old questions regarding not just language (e.g., its nature, its acquisition, its maintenance), but
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also identity (e.g., student views on re-learning the heritage language, the role they assign to their home
variety, affective factors), as well as the most effective pedagogical practices (e.g., service learning,
translanguaging, optimal use of technology, mixed-learning, task-based curricula).

As a whole, this special issue provides the reader with a rich and wide overview on Spanish-English
HS bilingualism and builds on what already is an important body of scholarship (among many others, see
Beaudrie et al.,, 2014; Beaudrie & Fairclough, 2012; Colombi & Roca, 2003; Montrul, 2008; Potowski, 2005;
Potowski & Carreira, 2004; Potowski & Lynch, 2014; Roca, 2000; Valdés, 2001). Individually, each of the
articles included herein highlights and captures the essence of current debates taking place in the field. Their
contribution is significant, not only in that they develop new and relevant insights to the continuous
development of our understanding, but also in that they lead the way to other questions that future research
will need to address. For example, Vergara Wilson and Ibarra’s “Understanding the inheritors: The perception
of beginning-level students toward their Spanish as a Heritage Language Program” contributes to current
trends on HS research by offering a student-informed perspective on heritage language education, thereby
bridging heritage speaker attitudes and curriculum design. Relatedly, Perara-Lunde and Melero-Garcia’s
“Identidades gramaticales: perspectivas estudiantiles hacia el aprendizaje y uso de gramatica en una clase de
SHL” (“Grammar Identities: Student perspectives toward grammar use and grammar learning in a SHL"),
discusses heritage learners’ attitudes towards grammar and its teaching, and their sensitivity towards
register variation. In an examination of heritage speakers’ attitudes about the so-called Spanglish (and other
forms of US Spanish), Reznicek-Parrado’s “‘Spanglish™: Bringing the academic debate into the classroom.
Towards critical pedagogy in Spanish heritage instruction”, reports on the paradoxical disconnect exhibited
between HLLs’ practices and their negative judgments about the practices in which they themselves report
engaging. This disconnect raises questions not only about the ways in which students’ internalized ideologies
go unquestioned in the classroom, but also about the potential repercussions, with regards to the students’
identity development, of using this term. In their article “Spanish heritage language learners vs. L2 learners:
What CAF reveals about written proficiency,” Camus and Adrada-Rafael take a cognitive perspective and
compare traditional second language learners with HSs with regards to their writing abilities (Mikulski &
Elola, 2011). Particularly, they examine an understudied construct, namely CAF (complexity, accuracy, and
fluency) and conclude that, at high levels of proficiency, HLLs are able to outperform L2 learners. This finding
contradicts what previous studies have found when examining lower levels of proficiency. Rodriguez and
Reglero’s article, “Heritage and L2 processing of person and number features: Evidence from Spanish subject-
verb agreement,” delves into the processing (dis)advantages of early bilingualism. The data presented is of
importance to current examinations of HS bilingual development as it provides evidence that, despite
exhibiting differences with Spanish monolingual speakers, HSs process basic grammatical structures similarly
to those speakers. Such a finding adds credence to the position that HSs, despite exhibiting a great deal of
intra-speaker variability and even performance asymmetries with regards to their monolingual peers, do not
necessarily have deficient grammars (e.g., Pascual y Cabo & Rothman, 2012).

In addition to the five articles summarized above, this special issue includes critical reviews of three
recently published books: (i) Heritage language teaching: Research and practice (by Sara Beaudrie, Cindy
Ducar and Kim Potowski; reviewed by Florencia Giglio Henshaw); (ii) Bilingual language acquisition: Spanish
and English over the first six years (by Carmen Silva Corvalan; reviewed by Carmen Ruiz Sanchez); and (iii)
Bilingualism in the Spanish-speaking world: Linguistic and cognitive perspectives (by Jennifer Austin, Maria
Blume, and Liliana Sanchez; reviewed by Maria Fionda). As was also the case with the articles, these three
books were chosen for their impact on and contribution to the field of Spanish as a heritage/minority
language.

4. Some concluding remarks

Unquestionably, the last decade has been a time of dedicated research in the field of what is broadly
defined as Spanish as a heritage language. Key developments have been made in all areas of inquiry and, as a
result, our understanding of complex issues that were once considered unrelated has advanced dramatically
(as attested by the breadth of topics covered in the articles included in this special issue). That said, as we
continue to shape our understanding of such complex issues, new questions of relevance to the field emerge.
With an eye on the dynamic and ever-expanding landscape of the field, we would like to suggest more
communication and collaboration across subdisciplines and theoretical viewpoints. It is precisely this sort of
interdisciplinary examination that will create opportunities to not only see and understand our research
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interests from different angles, but also to make them relevant and accessible to each other. By doing this, we
will challenge view-points on issues that may have become (or may be in danger of becoming) stagnant and
rigid. It is this kind of cross-field collaboration/examination that will contribute to making significant
headway in our search for answers to our questions, whatever they may be.
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ABSTRACT

EN | This article reports on a study, with online measures, which investigated the processing of subject-verb (SV) agreement sentences
by one group of heritage Spanish speakers (HSs), two groups of L2 learners of Spanish (L1 English) and one group of traditional
Spanish native speakers. Experimental SV sentences manipulated person and number features with subjects and verbs in the
present tense. Between-group statistical analyses indicated differential processing between the heritage and the L2 groups. The
heritage group’s performance was more native-like than the L2 participants. Within-subject tests showed some similar patterns
between heritage and L2 high-level processing, including delayed sensitivity to ungrammaticality after the verb region. We argue
that the HSs were able to process basic grammar structures, just as traditional native speakers do. This suggests early bilingualism
conferred an advantage to HSS when compared to L2 learners, in the control of basic agreement in Spanish.

Key words: ONLINE PROCESSING, VERBAL FEATURES, SV SENTENCES, HERITAGE LANGUAGE.

ES | Elarticulo presenta a los lectores un estudio con resultados medidos en linea y dirigido a investigar el procesamiento de oraciones
de tipo sujeto-verbo (SV) por parte de un grupo de hablantes de espafiol como lengua de herencia (LH), dos grupos de
aprendientes de espafiol como L2 (con inglés como L1) y un grupo tradicional de hablantes nativos de espafiol. Las oraciones
experimentales de tipo SV combinaban aspectos de persona y niimero con diversos sujetos y verbos en presente. Los analisis
estadisticos entre los distintos grupos mostraron un procesamiento diferenciado entre los grupos de espafiol LG y espafiol L2. El
grupo de herencia mostré un comportamiento mas cercano al nativo que al de espafiol como L2. Las pruebas entre sujetos dieron
como resultado una cierta similitud de patrones entre los grupos de herencia y de L2 con un nivel alto de procesamiento. Ambos
grupos mostraron una sensibilidad diferida frente a la agramaticalidad tras el grupo verbal. Se concluye que el grupo de LH ha sido
capaz de procesar estructuras gramaticales basicas tal y como lo hacen los hablantes nativos, lo cual sugiere que su bilingtiismo a
edades tempranas les confiere una ventaja con respecto a los aprendientes de L2 a la hora de controlar la concordancia basica en
espariol.

Palabras clave: PROCESAMIENTO EN LINEA, ASPECTOS VERBALES, ORACIONES DE TIPO SV, LENGUA DE HERENCIA.

IT | Larticolo riporta i risultati di uno studio realizzato con misurazioni online, volto a valutare la capacita di elaborare frasi concordate
soggetto-verbo (SV) da parte di un gruppo di parlanti spagnolo come lingua ereditaria (HSs), due gruppi di studenti di spagnolo
come lingua seconda (con inglese L1) e un gruppo di ispanofoni nativi tradizionali. Le frasi SV prese in esame combinavano la
concordanza della persona e del numero con soggetti e verbi al tempo presente. Le analisi statistiche tra i gruppi hanno
evidenziato un diverso modo di elaborare le frasi tra il gruppo ereditario e i gruppi di lingua seconda. Il gruppo ereditario si &
comportato pil spesso come i parlanti nativi rispetto agli apprendenti di spagnolo come lingua seconda. | test within subjects hanno
evidenziato comportamenti simili nell'elaborazione di alto livello tra parlanti ereditari e apprendenti di lingua seconda. Entrambi i
gruppi avevano una minore capacita di riconoscere la scorrettezza grammaticale dopo il gruppo verbale. Si conclude che gli HSs
siano stati in grado di elaborare strutture grammaticali di base, proprio come i parlanti nativi tradizionali. Questo sembra indicare
che il bilinguismo precoce li abbia avvantaggiati nel controllare la concordanza di base in spagnolo rispetto agli apprendenti di
lingua seconda.
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1. Background and motivation for a formal study
1.1 Introduction

Contrasting the grammatical knowledge of heritage speakers (HSs) of any language with the one held
by native speakers and L2 learners has raised interest among linguists in recent years (Cuza & Frank, 2015;
Keating, VanPatten, & Jegerski, 2011; Montrul, 2010, 2013; Montrul & Bowles, 2009; Montrul & Perpifian,
2011; Pascual y Cabo & GOmez Soler, 2015; Potowski, Jegerski, & Morgan-Short, 2009; Rothman, 2007,
among others). These studies have hinted that HSs may have different linguistic preferences that set them
apart from traditional native speakers and L2 groups.

HSs have had different linguistic experiences. They are functional individuals in the native language
of one or both parents (Valdés, 2000). Therefore, they are accustomed to a bilingual environment from
childhood, and at one point become dominant in the majority language of the home country (Benmamoun,
Montrul, & Polinsky, 2013; Montrul, 2009). However, they still communicate quite at ease in the household
language with friends and extended relatives at all times.

Montrul (2009) has commented on the vast proficiency range a single group of HSs may display (low,
intermediate, advanced, native-like proficiency). Some of these differences may be due to differential literacy
levels in the heritage language (Rothman, 2007). Even if raised at home in a language other than English, and
with formal instruction in the dominant language, HSs show a great deal of variability in their development.
Heritage L1 grammatical systems may have undergone either incomplete acquisition, loss of forms (attrition)
or linguistic contact acquisition (Potowski et al.,, 2009), or any combination of the three, all of which lets us
conclude that grammatical knowledge in HSs is more heterogeneous than the one held by other groups.

Learning the home language at such an early age seems to hold advantages for HSs with regards to
late bilinguals. Rich and continuous input in the home language may grant HSs skills to resolve grammatical
ambiguity (Cuza & Frank, 2015; Keating et al,, 2011; Montrul, 2010; Montrul et al., 2014) for some structures
acquired very early in childhood. This advantage may hold only for certain grammatical structures of the L1.

The role of bilingualism onset age in the development of grammatical linguistic representations in
groups of HSs has been discussed by many (Cuza & Frank, 2015; Montrul et al., 2008; Perpifian, 2008, among
others). These authors have converged on the idea of a heritage speaker advantage with regards to late
bilinguals. In particular, either for syntactically ambiguous structures or basic Spanish agreement, HSs may
have linguistic representations already in place by the time they reach the same age of their L2 counterparts.

It is possible that HSs went through some of the same stages of L1 acquisition (Montrul, 2011) when
compared to traditional native Spanish speakers. However, as HSs begin their formal schooling in the
majority language—around the age of 5—or school entrance, their linguistic development takes a different
course from the path followed by traditional monolingual speakers of any language. HSs remain bilinguals,
but with formal instruction in the social dominant language, and with various degrees of oral and written
proficiency in their L1 (Benmamoun et al., 2013); HSs cannot be seen as traditional native speakers.

This study will report on the on-line processing of SV sentences by a group of HSs, two groups of
second language learners, and a group of traditional native Spanish speakers. The L2 Spanish learners had
English as an L1. The article will review recent literature on the grammatical knowledge of HSs and how they
have performed in contrast to other L1 and L2 groups in off-line and on-line tasks. We will describe the
experiment in question and discuss its results. We will outline some pedagogical implications concerning
grammatical instruction of heritage groups and present suggestions for further research.

1.2 Differential heritage knowledge

Research on heritage linguistic knowledge is relatively recent, but some studies offer interesting
findings in terms of the linguistic domain(s) explored and the kinds of experimental tasks presented. In the
area of phonology, HSs usually display superior skills in their home language, though not necessarily at
native-like levels (Au, Knightly, Jun, & Oh, 2002). HSs may exhibit different levels in heritage speech that
connect to the quality of prior interactions and experiences in the home language. Language experience
certainly plays a role in attempting to define heritage linguistic knowledge.

HSs at lower proficiency, and with less oral practice growing up, have not mastered all phonological
aspects (sounds, syllables, intonation) at the native-level (Au et al., 2002). However, in Au et al.’s study, this
finding did not hold consistently among all HSs. For example, there were no significant differences in how the
group of Spanish HSs produced voiceless stops when compared to traditional Spanish native speakers. In all,
HSs were found to be not homogenous as a group in their phonological skills.
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Turning to morphology and the comprehension of person and number features in Spanish, HSs seem
to display particular preferences which set them aside from other groups as well. In interpreting null
subjects, for example, HSs do not necessarily behave like Spanish native speakers at all times. Native Spanish
speakers tend to resolve complex anaphoras by linking the pro element to an antecedent in the specifier
(Spec) of the inflection phrase (IP). Overt pronouns tend to be associated with lower antecedents in the
clause. Keating et al. (2011) investigated null/pronominal subject resolution and antecedent linking in
Spanish in HSs and L2 learners. They contrasted their responses with Spanish L1 native speakers using an
offline questionnaire and comprehension questions, as in (1 a-b) and (2):

1) a. Daniel yano ve a Miguel desde que se caso.
Daniel no see - 31 Pers Miguel since  Pro got married - 314 Pers Sing
longer  Sing Null Preterite

Daniel no longer sees Miguel ever since (he) got married.

b. Daniel yano ve aMiguel desde que él secaso.
Daniel no see — 3rd Miguel since  Null 3"dPers he gotmarried - 3rd Pers
longer Pers Sing Sing Sing Preterite

Daniel no longer sees Miguel ever since he got married.

2) (Quién  se caso?
Who REFL 31 Pers Sing  got married - 3™ Pers Sing Preterite
Who got married?
A. Daniel B. Miguel

The authors concluded the participating groups had adopted differential assignment strategies. The
group of HSs displayed subject bias for overt pronouns only, while the L2 learners did not show any specific
subject bias treating both overt and null pronouns as in free variation. As expected, the native speakers
linked all anaphora (pro) to noun in [Spec, IP] position (i.e.,, Daniel in the previous examples). Keating et al.
(2011) concluded the HSs had not behaved exactly like native speakers displaying a subject preference for
overt pronouns only (not pro).

As bilingual native speakers, however, HSs may well display a range of null assignment strategies
based on prior linguistic experiences. Their preference for overt pronouns in the Keating et al. (2011) study
could be a result of bilingualism or the influence of English as formal language of instruction through school
years. Even in L1 Spanish, preferences for overt pronouns may also change from one dialect to another.
Ordofiez and Olarrea (2001) and Toribio (1993) offer a discussion on the overt second person singular
pronoun in some Caribbean dialects.

It is possible that HSs may resort to linguistic contact acquisition experiences in selecting one of
these preferences. We agree with Beaudrie (2005) that HSs represent many home language registers. In
Spanish, some of these account for standard varieties of the language, while other registers may account for
non-standard varieties. In sum, depending on specific linguistic experiences of the past, HSs do not
necessarily have to choose the same options as traditional native speakers when judging structures.

1.3 Asymmetric relationship in heritage oral and written skills

HSs usually perform well when presented with oral tasks (Bowles, 2011; Montrul & Polinsky, 2011).
They may display superior oral skills, similar to those of native speakers. Performing better orally may be
traced to the particular modality of heritage language learning; oral form in a naturalistic context. In
administering oral and written tasks to HSs, Montrul (2011) investigated morphological variability (gender
agreement) in Spanish HSs and L2 learners with oral picture description, oral narratives, and un-timed
written recognition tasks. An example of Montrul’s (2011) recognition task is seen in (3), where the correct
answer is option B:
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3) No quiero llevar las de ese color.
Not want - 1st take the - Direct Object of that color
Pers Sing Pres FEM PI
I don’t want to take the ones of that color.
A. Bufanda B. Maletas C. Pantalones
Scarf Suitcases Pants

In contrasting the performance of the HSs and the L2 Spanish learners, Montrul (2011) concluded
that HSs were more accurate in oral tasks. For the L2 learners it was quite the opposite. They made more
frequent errors in oral than in written production. Montrul (2011) pointed at heritage context of acquisition
(naturalistic/at home) and variant of acquisition (aural input) as having a role in how the HSs of her study
performed. Written task effects in the HSs could have been related to how heritage literacy skills in Spanish
became second to literacy skills in English at one point, as HSs transitioned into English formal instruction
around school entry age.

When looking at the acquisition of mood and aspect in written tasks, HSs evidence a complex
acquisition pattern. Montrul (2009) compared HSs and Spanish native speakers on oral/written production
and sentence judgment tasks. This study included the preterite-imperfect dichotomy, as in (4 a-b). In one
condition the imperfect was logical (4a) and the preterite contradictory (4b). In the other condition, the
opposite occurred. The second study in Montrul (2009) tested the indicative-subjunctive distinction. In one
condition, the indicative was logical (5a) and the subjunctive contradictory (5b).

4) a. LosGonzalez vendian la casa, peronadie la comprd. Imperfect (logical)
the Gonzalez sell - 314 Pers the but nobody it buy- 3r
Pl Imperfect house Pers Sing
Preterite

The Gonzdlez family was selling the house but nobody bought it.

b. *Los Gonzilez vendieron lacasa, peronadie la compro. Preterite (contradictory)
the Gonzalez sell - 3rd the but nobody it buy-3r
Pers Pl house Pers
Preterite Sing
Preterite

*The Gonzdlez family sold the house but nobody bought it.

5) a. Cadaafio Ana se alegra  cuando le aumentan el sueldo. Indicative
every Ana REFL rejoice when Indirect raise-3r  the salary (logical)
year - 3rd Object-  Pers Pl

Pers 3rdPers  Indicative
Sing Sing
Every year Ana rejoices when they raise her salary.
a. *Cadaafio Ana se alegra  cuando le aumente el sueldo. Subjunctive
n (contradictory)
every Ana REFL rejoice when Indirect raise -3 the salary
year - 3rd Object- Pers Pl
Pers 3rd Pers Subjunctive
Sing Sing

*Every year Ana rejoices when they raised her salary.

When reporting on group differences, Montrul (2009) concluded the HSs had better command of
tense-aspect with regards to mood control. Results were also consistent with the Interface Hypothesis
(Tsimpli & Sorace, 2006) given the complexity of mood versus aspect. In Spanish, in particular, mood is
difficult to master. As HSs have not undergone formal grammatical training in Spanish, they may have
retained some verbal categories, but not all of them. Most likely, they may have retained less complex ones
(Benmamoun et al,, 2013).
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In spite of differential rates in heritage oral and written skills, HSs traditionally perform in more
target-like ways than L2 groups, even when presented with written acceptability judgment tasks. Montrul
(2010) tested a group of HSs and another group of L2 learners on clitic pronouns and word order on the
“grammaticality” of clitic simple sentences, such as (6) and (7):

6) Juan lo mira todos los dias. Pre-verbal (grammatical)
Juan it - Clit 3vd Pers watch - 314 Pers  every day
Sing Sing Present

Juan watches it every day.

7) *Juan miralo todos los dias. Post-verbal (ungrammatical)
Juan watch - 3rd Pers Sing Present ~ every day
it - Clit 3rd Pers Sing
Juan watches it every day.

Montrul (2010) concluded that even HSs of low proficiency had an advantage compared to L2
learners matched in proficiency. Early exposure and richness of input seemed to have contributed to the
superiority of the heritage group in the acceptability judgments. If HSs were exposed to the home language
since birth, it is possible that they have retained qualities of that initial language exposure.

As seen in these studies, HSs and L2 learners do differ in their performance across various tasks,
which suggests they could benefit from differential curricular instruction. We have undertaken our study to
shed light on these differences and to contribute to HS pedagogy (see end of Section 5 for additional
discussion). We have adopted an on-line task not only because it would trigger unconscious responses from
participants (see next section), but also because it would mirror real pressures of classroom instruction. In
the context of the classroom, the teacher would be lecturing or students would be communicating in groups,
and language would need to be processed very fast. We have adopted the linguistic phenomenon under
investigation (the processing of person and number features) since it entails cross-linguistic variation with
English, the other language of the bilingual groups.

1.4. Advantages of testing heritage sensitivity with an on-line measure

Heritage on-line research is relatively recent. Many on-line paradigms indirectly measure reading
skills as well as formal language instruction. In theory this is problematic for Spanish HSs who receive formal
education in English, and whose Spanish reading and writing skills may underrepresent their linguistic
ability. Most heritage studies have employed off-line measures in the past to report on heritage grammar
knowledge.

Testing Arabic HSs with off-line oral production tasks, Albirini, Benmamoun, and Brahim (2013)
indicated they had better accuracy in basic SV agreement (82.78%) when compared to noun-adjective
agreement (63.92%). In interpreting these results, Albirini et al. (2013) pointed at the importance of the verb
both lexically and grammatically at the sentential level. It is possible HSs have control of basic SV agreement,
which is a premise to communicate fluently in their heritage language.

Using grammatical judgments and a correction task, Rothman (2007) investigated knowledge of
inflected infinitives with a group of Brazilian Portuguese (BP) HSs. Significant results made possible to
observe differences between the advanced and the heritage groups. The author concluded the group of HSs
had not displayed knowledge in the distribution of inflected infinitives when compared to native speakers
and advanced learners of BP. However, two of his participating HSs did perform native-like, as their literacy
level in BP was higher. Rothman'’s study concluded that not all HSs shared identical control of verbal forms.

The aforementioned studies are just a couple of the several experiments that have made use of off-
line measures (see also Montrul & Bowles, 2009; Montrul, Foote, & Perpifidn, 2008). It can be argued that off-
line tasks are useful in general to describe linguistic patterns in participating groups. However, they do not
permit to detect unconscious grammatical sensitivity. With an off-line measure, there is always the possibility
of participants relaying on content or metalinguistic knowledge, something that self-paced reading or eye
tracking experiments do not allow.

An on-line task, on the other hand, distracts participants from the main structure of interest. In
particular, self-paced reading makes it possible to detect irregularities in the input when participants take
longer to read certain sentential segments (VanPatten & Jegerski, 2013). On-line research offers another way
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to view and describe heritage grammar, as it offers a view into intuitive knowledge and unconscious
reactions departing from un-timed tasks, like grammaticality judgments.

In the last decade or so, heritage research has begun to employ on-line experiments to detect how
HSs react to one or more structures without relying on background knowledge. Foote (2010) investigated SV
agreement production in early and late English-Spanish bilinguals and late Spanish-English bilinguals using
an on-line completion task. There were no significant differences between both groups of bilinguals and the
control native speakers. However, the HSs seemed to be more affected by task effects than the late bilinguals
when errors were concerned. Foote (2010) attributed these results to a naturalistic context of acquisition in
the HSs group versus an instructed context for the late learners. Still, the HSs performed similarly to the late
learners.

Using a self-paced reading task, Montrul (2006) examined the processing of English and Spanish
unaccusative and unergative verbs in HSs. She contrasted the results of the heritage group with English and
Spanish native controls. The HSs took longer to read the input in both languages, and their reaction times
were also larger than the ones of the monolingual groups. HSs processed both verb classes faster in Spanish
than in English, though patterns of performance were similar in both languages by the same group. Montrul
(2006) concluded the group of HSs seemed to have control of “core” Spanish syntax.

With the hope of expanding on-line heritage research, we have adopted a self-paced reading moving
window paradigm to document processing of basic SV agreement in Spanish. A “real time” pressure task taps
into implicit mental representations (Jiang, 2007), something that is arguably beyond the limits of off-line
measures. On-line measures are able to more directly shed light on heritage intuition when processing
grammar in real time (Bolger & Zapata, 2011).

2. Subject-verb agreement in Spanish and English

Both English and Spanish exhibit basic Subject Verb Object (SVO) order, but the strength of their
verbal features, even for basic SV agreement morphology and tense forms is different. Spanish is a
morphologically rich language with many verbal inflections. English, with the exception of the Simple Present
Tense, is not as morphologically rich.

The preterite singular form of the regular verb estudiar (to study) in both languages is illustrated in
Table 1. The verb in Spanish agrees with the subject in person and number at all times. These specific verbal
features of Spanish as to person and number agreement contrast with the English verb forms in which there
is weak person and number agreement, as noted in the identical verb morphology of the English translations
for the first, second, and third person singular forms.

Table 1
A contrast between Spanish and English morphology and person/number features
Spanish English glosses English translations

(Yo) estudié | studied - 1 pers. sing/Past | studied
(TU) estudiaste  You studied- 2 pers. sing/Past ~ You studied
(El) estudio He studied -3 pers. sing/Past  He studied

In Table 1, the verb form estudiaste (study-2 Pers. Sing/Past) can only agree with the informal
second person singular (ti/you). This stands in sharp contrast with the English verbal form for the same
grammatical person. In English, there is weak agreement between the verb and its subject. Spanish, however,
exhibits a richer paradigm in verb morphology, with one unique and distinctive form for the first person,
second and third person singular, as showed in Table 1.

Spanish is also characterized by its Null-Subject nature (Zagona, 2002), the inclusion of person and
number features in the verb that allows to drop the subject of the sentence and retain grammaticality. This is
seen in Table 1, for the first, second, and third singular forms. English, on the other hand, is a Non-Null Subject
Language and dropping the subject in English is unlicensed. This is an important syntactic difference
between the two languages that HSs may acquire from home Spanish, the strong Spanish verbal morphology
and its pro drop nature.

The verb in Spanish has person and number features and undergoes overt movement due to its
strong features. It moves from a low position in the sentence, from the VP, to a high projection in the
structure, such as TP or AgrSP, to agree with the subject of the sentence in person and number (Montrul,
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2004; Rizzi, 1986; Zagona, 2002). In English, the verb may move overtly in certain constructions, like yes/no
questions, but basic and regular declarative sentences do not exhibit overt verb movement due to the weak
features of the English verb (Radford, 2004).

As HSs learned Spanish in infancy and became dominant in English at one point after school
entrance, they may control verbal syntactic operations of Spanish, but up to what extent? Montrul (2009) has
reanalyzed the original Regression Hypothesis proposed by Jakobson (1941) to propose that native bilinguals
like HSs may have stronger control of tense and aspect versus more complex categories, like mood which is
generally acquired later in many languages. In Montrul (2009), accuracy in grammatical aspect—which is of
earlier acquisition—was greater than accuracy in mood.

Spanish exposure from birth may have granted specific advantages to HSs in the acquisition of tense.
If Spanish basic tenses are acquired early in life in the home language, it would be interesting to research
how much intuition of that early grammatical knowledge has been retained in HSs, even when English has
become the dominant language. Benmamoun et al. (2013) have also proposed that tense may have remained
arobust category in the mental grammar of HSs since early on, as it is not as critical to word order as mood.

This brings us to the case of L2 learners of Spanish with L1 English. In view of the differences in
verbal features between Spanish and English, they must change the weak verbal features of English and
acquire the strong verbal features of Spanish. They must restructure linguistic values of a weak verbal
morphology in their L1 (English) to acquire the strong morphology of the L2 (Spanish). For the most part, L2
Spanish learners with L1 English have had a few years of instructed Spanish to undergo changes in their
mental representation, from a weak verbal morphology in English to a stronger one in Spanish.

Do HSs share the same experiences in learning Spanish? It is unlikely, as HSs have taken extensive
instruction in English, and used Spanish mostly with friends and family in an unstructured environment.
Though this unstructured acquisition does not seem to have disturbed their oral proficiency in the home
language, it is still unclear whether Spanish HSs are able to control “core” Spanish verbal features.

As bilinguals, HSs may also pay attention to strong cues during on-line processing and not
necessarily to verbal morphology at all times, since time pressure associated with real-time processing may
increase processing costs. Bilinguals may resort to the overt Spanish subject, for example, instead of verbal
morphology as a strong cue. This would be the result of English transfer. Given the presence of two language
systems in the typical bilingual mind, we believe they may use a different and perhaps a more efficient
strategy while undertaking an on-line experiment when compared to L2 learners.

How would a group of HSs differ from L2 learners in their comprehension of basic tense in Spanish
in real time? This question builds upon emerging heritage literature studies (Keating et al., 2011; Montrul,
2013; Montrul & Bowles, 2009; Montrul & Perpifian, 2011; Potowski, et al., 2009) which have implemented
both off-line tasks and on-line measures to contrast how HSs differ from L2 learners in their grammatical
knowledge in Spanish.

Differences between English and Spanish syntactic operations are vast enough. Processing the strong
Spanish morphology in real time may represent a processing cost for both HSs and L2 learners. Comparing
on-line reading times across groups can inform whether morphology has affected processing at any given
sentential segment under real time constraints; it can also be explored whether any group has resorted to
other cues for processing. Pedagogically, it is important to investigate how much intuitive knowledge of
earlier tense has been retained by HSs to better address their classroom needs.

3. The experiment
3.1 Experimental setting

This experiment was part of a larger study which also documented verbal agreement in sentences
containing the Spanish particle se with some of its uses. However, only the analysis with SV sentences will be
reported here, as processing of se has been documented in a prior study (Rodriguez, 2015). For our analyses
with SV sentences, we departed from VanPatten, Keating, and Leeser’s (2012) study on underlying
representations of person and number inflections in Spanish, and their view that participants lacking strong
representations of person and number will be unable to make use of these in a “pressure task.”

VanPatten et al. (2012) did not include HSs as participants; only L2 non-advanced learners were
included. However, we saw advantages in using a self-paced reading measure similar to theirs. In a self-paced
reading task, participants focus on meaning through post-input comprehension questions. The inclusion of a
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heritage group reacting to basic SV agreement in the present tense can be revealing given past grammatical
asymmetries displayed by this group and emerging literature on heritage on-line processing.

In self-paced reading, differences in reading times at given regions can point at how participants are
affected by features of the upcoming stimulus (VanPatten & Jegerski, 2013). Basic knowledge of SV sentences
in HSs was compared with L2 learners and traditional Spanish native speakers. There were four regions of
interest in SV sentences: Verb, Verb + 1, Verb + 2 and Verb + 3, as depicted in (8). Post-verbal regions were
included to test for possible spill-over effects.

8) Ahora | Pedro ’ toma | el ‘ refresco ‘ en | el salon.
Verb Verb+1 Verb+2 Verb+3
Now  Pedro drink - 3 Pers Sing Present the soft drink in the living room.

Initially, the study included one (1) between-subject independent variable: group (low intermediate,
heritage, native). Though HSs are also native speakers, the heritage group was placed and named separately
to distinguish it from the traditional native group. There was (1) independent variable tested within subjects:
subject-verb agreement (agreement, no agreement sentences). The dependent variable of the study was
reaction time, measured in milliseconds. Experimental sentences were presented to the participants using
Super-Lab building software from Cedrus. Participants read all sentences word by word. A comprehension
question in English followed.!

Sixty-four SV sentences were randomized and mixed with ninety-six sentences which contained an
accusative pronoun, adapted from VanPatten and Houston (1998). There were also forty-eight sentences
containing Spanish se as detailed in Rodriguez (2013, 2015). Four test versions (four lists of sixty-four
sentences each) were used and randomly presented to participants as part of the self-paced reading.
Sentence length varied from 8 to 12 words given the three different structures (SE, SV constructions, and
sentences with the accusative pronoun). Each experimental list contained sixteen SV sentences with eight
sentences representing the + agreement condition and the remaining eight sentences the - agreement
condition. There were also twenty-four sentences with se and twenty-four sentences containing an accusative
pronoun in each list.

3.2 Participants

Three participating groups were initially considered in all analyses. The L2 group (n = 32) was
recruited from upper undergraduate courses offered in the Department of Modern Languages and Linguistics
at a large university in North Florida. The L2 group’s ranging scores in the portion of the Diplomas de Espariol
como Lengua Extranjera (DELE) exam administered were 11 to 24 out of a total of fifty points (M = 21.1).
Given the low scores in speaking and in the DELE test as seen in Table 2, the L2 group was classified as low
intermediate participants. All low-intermediate participants were native speakers of English and did not
speak a language other than English at home.

The HSs were also enrolled at the same institution, and hailed from various disciplines. They
reported Spanish as the first language learned at home with at least one of their parents. The ceiling for U.S.
date of arrival to be deemed a heritage speaker was set at seven years of age. All participants who grew up
speaking Spanish at home with at least one parent were grouped with the HSs.2 The heritage group also
completed a language history questionnaire and a portion of the DELE. The heritage group mean in the DELE
exam was 38.7. Seven out of the twenty-one heritage participants were U.S. born, seven were born in
Colombia, two in Puerto Rico, and there was a representative from Cuba, Dominican Republic, Honduras,
Spain, and Venezuela as well.

There was also a group of traditional native Spanish speakers (n = 24) who had grown up in a
Spanish-speaking country and had completed their formal education there. They were recruited from upper

One of our anonymous reviewers cited follow up comprehension questions in English as a limitation. However, we believe the
inclusion of a low intermediate group with limited proficiency in Spanish in the participating sample justified the use of English and not
Spanish in comprehension questions. Comprehension in Spanish could have imposed an additional cognitive load on the low
intermediate participants. In this sense, we followed Keating et al. (2011) and VanPatten et al. (2012) who also employed a similar
design with advanced and low intermediate participants.

? The HSs were together as a group to differentiate them from traditional native speakers who were late bilinguals and had acquired
English as a second language in adulthood.
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level undergraduate and graduate courses offered in the same department at the same institution. Some of
the native participants were also graduate teaching assistants (TAs) in the Spanish Division. For participants
to be placed in the native group, they had to score 45 points or more in the DELE exam, out of a total of 50
points (M = 46.6). The traditional native group represented countries in which Spanish is the official
language: namely, Argentina, Colombia, Cuba, Ecuador, Honduras, Panama, Perd, Spain, and Venezuela.

Table 2 presents proficiency scores and resulting group divisions after participants had provided
answers to the self-report questionnaire and completed the portion of the DELE Exam.

Table 2
Participant Mean Scores in Spanish Language Skills and DELE Exam

Group N Reading Speaking Writing Comprehension DELE

Lowl2 32 6.8 5.2 6.2 7 211
Heritage 21 7.9 8.1 7 9.4 38.7
Native 24 9.5 9.7 9 10 46.6

These scores were submitted to a one-way ANOVA by group (Low L2 Intermediate, Heritage, and Spanish
Native), the between-subject variable of interest. The main effect of group was significant F (2, 231) = 30.18,
p <.001, n? p = .493. Post-hoc tests with Bonferroni adjustment indicated the traditional native speakers had
scored higher than the HSs and L2 learners in reading, writing, speaking, DELE measure, p <.001. The group
of HSs scored higher than the group of L2 learners in speaking p < .001, comprehension p =.001 and DELE
measure, p <.001. There were no other significant findings.

3.3 Sentence manipulation

Sixty-four SV sentences were presented to the participants in four randomly assigned lists. These
sentences manipulated person and number verbal features (VanPatten et al, 2012). Subjects and verbs
appeared next to each other. All verbs belonged to the verbal first conjugation. Person and number
manipulation allowed control for verb length and participants read each segment, one word at a time, as part
of the self-paced task. Half of the quadruplets had third and first person singular subjects matched with third
and first person singular verbs, as illustrated in examples (9) and (10).

9) Ahora Pedro toma el refresco en elsalén.
Now  Pedro - 31 Pers drink - 3rd Pers Sing the soft in  theliving
Sing Present drink room.
10) Ahora yo tomo el refresco en el salon.

Now  I-1stPersSing drink - 1stPers Sing Present the softdrink in theliving room.

The other half of the quadruplets had second person singular and third person plural subjects
crossed with verb forms in the second person singular and third person plural, as depicted in examples (11)
and (12). Half of the sentences illustrated a grammatical condition (9) and (10), while the other half depicted
ungrammatical sentences, as in (11) and (12).

11) *En este momento  td lavan el auto con loshermanos.
Now you - 2" Pers wash - 34 PersPl  the «car with the brothers.
Sing Present
12) *En este momento  ellos pagas el alquiler de este mes.
Now they - 3rd pay - 2nd Pers the rent of this month.
Pers Pl Sing Present
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3.4 Procedure

The presentation of all stimuli and the tracking of participants’ performance were conducted via a
computer using Super-Lab building software from Cedrus. Participants were tested individually in a
laboratory in the Department of Modern Languages and Linguistics of the institution. After signing a consent
form, participants completed the proficiency measures. Prior to starting the self-paced reading task,
participants were provided with a vocabulary list, containing nouns and verb forms that appeared in the task.
This facilitated vocabulary familiarization. They were also provided with instructions on how to proceed
from sentence to sentence and were asked to complete five practice items.

Participants were instructed to read each sentence carefully and to answer comprehension
questions as quickly and accurately as possible. Comprehension questions appeared after participants had
read the whole sentence in the moving window (Jegerski, 2013). The self-paced reading task and the
placement measures took 50 minutes to an hour to complete. Participant time spent on each word of every
sentence was recorded. Standard statistical tests (analysis of [co]variance and regression) were used in the
analyses in order to determine in what ways native language, grammaticality, and group affected learners’
sensitivity to Spanish agreement. All data was analyzed using SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences).

3.5 Research questions

The main purpose of this study was to investigate if early bilingualism had conferred HSs an
advantage in reading SV sentences word by word. We also investigated whether reaction times differed
among groups and whether participants were being sensitive to agreement violations at critical regions (at
the verb and the 3 subsequent post verbal regions).

1. Does early onset age of bilingualism in HSs confer them any advantage in reading person and number
features word by word when compared to late L2 Spanish learners?

2. Given early age of exposure to Spanish, how does length of heritage reading reaction times compare to
L2 and traditional native Spanish at critical regions when reading SV sentences as part of an on-line
task?

With regards to the first research question, it was hypothesized that the heritage and the late L2
Spanish group would display dissimilar reading patterns of SV sentences. HSs tend to have an advantage in
tasks that investigate implicit knowledge (Montrul, 2011). They also benefit from grammatical content
learned early in life (Carreira & Potowski, 2011; Cuza & Frank, 2015). Early bilingualism should confer them
an advantage over late learners of Spanish.

As to the second research question, we hypothesized the group of HSs would display different
reading times, quite apart from the other two groups. When comparing them with traditional native
speakers, HSs may lack complete monolingual-like strategies with regards to grammatical rules (Keating et
al,, 2011; Rothman, 2007) since they have not had extensive formal training or extended instruction in the L1
grammar. This last factor also differentiates them from L2 learners who are more experienced with formal
instruction. We sided with Montrul (2011) in that HSs would simply be different from other groups when
analyzing grammatical content, and that this would be evident in differential reaction time length as a group.

4. Results
4.1 Comprehension data

Participants scored at 85% accuracy or greater on the comprehension questions presented after the
word-by-word input for all sentences. Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics for structure type and group
for the comprehension questions in English that followed the self-paced SV sentences. The tests of between-
subjects effects revealed no significant differences in comprehension between participating groups. Table 4
presents the ANOVA results for comprehension. As Table 4 indicates, there were no main effects for level or
for structure in comprehension. The interaction between level and structure was not significant either.
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Table 3
Comprehension descriptive statistics
Group Structure Type - SV Sentences
n M SD
Low Intermediate 32 90.2 10.2
Heritage 21 95.8 8.5
Native 24 94.2 8.6
Table 4
ANOVA comprehension table
Source df  MS F p n’p

Group (L) 2 21343 266 .072 .023
Structure () 1 17227 214 119 018
LxS 4 2.07 025 999 .001

Error 231 80.22 ;

To explore on-line processing of the SV sentences within the groups, mean reading times per group
and region of interest were applied to matched t-tests with group and verbal agreement as independent
variables of interest. The dependent variable was reaction times, recorded for every word of the SV sentences.
All reaction times higher than 1000 ms were cut off, as they were considered high values indicating a
processing difficulty. Within group results appear detailed next.

4.2 Traditional native speakers

Results of paired samples of the t-test revealed no significant results for the traditional native
speakers at the Verb region, t (23) = -1.10, p =.281, two-tailed. At the Verb + 1 region for the natives, results
of paired samples of the t-test did not show any significance either, ¢t (23) = 1.31, p =.200.

By contrast, results of the paired samples at Verb + 2 did show significance, t (23) = -3.64, p =.001,
two-tailed. It took the traditional Spanish natives longer to read ungrammatical SV sentences at Verb +2
region, which indicated sensitivity to ungrammaticality after the main verb of the construction. As to Verb + 3
it also took native speakers longer to read ungrammatical SV sentences, though no significant differences
were observed in the paired samples of the t-test, t (23) = -1.62, p = .117. Mean reading times (in
milliseconds) and standard deviations for the native group follow next in Table 5.

Table 5

Reaction time mean scores and standard deviations for native speakers (SV

sentences)

Condition Verb Verb+1  Verb+2 Verb +3
M so M SO M SO M SD

Grammatical 461 104 456 84 461 89 434 63

Ungrammatical 488 97 433 71 536 126 456 62

A summary of the findings for the native speakers when processing SV sentences word by word is
represented in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Native SV sentence mean reading time (in milliseconds)

4.3 L2 Low Intermediate learners

Results of paired samples of the t-test revealed no significant results for the low intermediate group
at the Verb region, t (31) =.801, p = .429, two-tailed. However, at the Verb +1 region, the t-test revealed that
it took the L2 low learners longer to read SV sentences in the agreement condition, ¢t (31) = 2.83, p = .008,
two-tailed. This difference was significant.

At the Verb + 2 region, results of paired samples of the t-test revealed no significant results for the
low intermediate learners, t (31) = .158, p = .876, two-tailed. At Verb + 3, there were no significant results
either, t (31) = .196, p = .846. Low intermediate participants did not show any sensitivity to violations of
person and number features in SV sentences. Mean reading times and standard deviations are summarized in

Table 6 and in Figure 2.

Table 6
Reaction time mean scores and standard deviations for low-intermediate L2

learners (SV sentences)

Condition Verb Verb +1 Verb + 2 Verb +3
M sb M SO M SO M SD
Grammatical 561 137 522 118 643 163 476 95
Ungrammatical 541 106 469 72 639 131 473 84
700
600 l\/\ \\
P d
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£ 400
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2 300 agree
§ 200
100
0
Verb Verb + 1 Verb + 2 Verb + 3

Figure 2. Low-intermediate SV sentence mean reading time (in milliseconds)
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4.4 Heritage Speakers

The t-test showed no significant results for the HSs at the Verb region, t (20) = -.784, p = .442, two-
tailed. At Verb + 1 the heritage group took slightly longer to process SV sentences in the ungrammatical
condition with no significant findings, ¢t (20) = -1.35, p = .192. At Verb + 2 no significant results emerged
either, t (20) = -.462, p = .649 for the HSs.

However, at Verb + 3, the HSs took longer to read ungrammatical SV sentences and these results
were significant, ¢ (20) = -3.54, p =.002. There was delayed sensitivity to ungrammaticality by the HSs three
regions after the main verb of the construction. A summary of the reaction times means of the heritage group
is presented next in Table 7. Their processing—region by region—is illustrated in Figure 3.

Table 7
Reaction Times Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for Heritage
Speakers (SV Sentences)

Condition Verb Verb+1 Verb+2 Verb+3

M SO M SO M SO M SD
Grammatical 463 111 326 55 509 112 429 79
Ungrammatical 484 95 457 82 520 100 496 54
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Verb Verb + 1 Verb +2 Verb + 3

Figure 3. Heritage SV sentence mean reading time (in milliseconds)

Analyses up to here indicate that traditional native speakers were sensitive to ungrammatical SV
sentences at Verb + 2, t (23) = -3.64, p = .001. By contrast, the low intermediate group with L1 English took
longer to read grammatical sentences at Verb + 1, t (31) = 2.83, p =.008. Overall, the L2 group displayed no
sensitivity to grammatical violations of person and number features in the SV sentences. This contrasts with
results of the heritage group who patterned with the traditional native speakers in taking longer to read
ungrammatical sentences. The HSs took longer for ungrammatical sentences at Verb + 3, p = .002. The
heritage group was sensitive to ungrammaticality post-verbally.

We concluded the heritage group had differed from the L2 low intermediate learners in their
processing (Hypothesis 1 confirmed). However, they had not behaved exactly like the traditional native
speakers either in the same regions (Hypothesis 2 confirmed). To make sure the effect was not one of
proficiency, we added a new L2 group of comparable proficiency to the HSs. The new group of L2 participants
read the same input as part of the same task. Would there be any differences between them and the HSs?

4.5 Additional analyses with a comparable group of L2 participants

The new L2 group of comparable proficiency also responded to the self-report questionnaire and
completed the same portion of the DELE exam. Their scores were compared with the Spanish natives and the
heritage group. Scores were then submitted to a one-way ANOVA. The main effect of group was significant, F
(2,231)=32.50,p <.001, p?p = .586.
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Table 8
Heritage, new L2, and L1 proficiency mean scores
Groups N Reading Speaking Writing Comprehension DELE

Heritage 21 7.9 8.1 7 94 38.7
Newl2 24 8.1 7.1 7.6 8 33.6
Native 24 9.5 9.7 9 10 46.6

Post-hoc tests indicated the group of traditional Spanish natives had scored higher than both the HSs
and the new L2 group in reading, speaking, writing, DELE measure, p <.001. The group of HSs scored higher
than the new group of learners in comprehension, p =.004 and in the DELE exam p =.002, but not in reading
or writing. We concluded the new L2 participants and the HSs were of comparable proficiency, as opposed to
the low L2 intermediate group.

Results of paired samples of the t-test for the new L2 group revealed no significant results at the
Verb region, t (23) = 1.28, p = .212, two-tailed. At Verb + 1, the results approached significance, ¢t (23) = 1.97,
p = .060. It took longer for the new L2 group to read grammatical sentences at this region, as seen in mean
scores from Table 9. At Verb + 2, there were no significant results, t (23) = -288, p =.776. By contrast, at Verb
+ 3, the new L2 group took longer to read ungrammatical SV sentences, t (23) =-2.13, p =.043. The difference
was significant. Results for the new L2 group appear in Table 9 and in Figure 4 next.

Table 9
Reaction time mean scores and standard deviations for new group of L2
learners (SV sentences)

Condition Verb Verb +1 Verb + 2 Verb +3
M sb M SO M SO M SD
Grammatical 556 113 512 90 606 144 466 93

Ungrammatical 529 111 480 71 614 143 507 100
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Figure 4. New L2 SV sentence mean reading time (in milliseconds)

The new L2 group and the HSs patterned at Verb + 3 region for ungrammatical sentences. Both
groups had delayed sensitivity post-verbally. Quite contrary, the low L2 intermediate group displayed no
sensitivity at any of the regions of interest. They took longer to read grammatical sentences at Verb +1. We
proceeded to investigate possible effects between the groups, or additional differences between the HSs and
the two groups of learners.

4.6 Between-subject analyses

Between-subject analyses (t-test) to contrast mean reading times across the four groups and regions
indicated the two L2 groups processed differently from the HSs (as seen in mean scores from Table 10). The
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traditional native group and the HSs processed similarly. In the grammatical condition at the Verb region, the
low intermediate group took longer to read SV sentences when compared to the traditional native group, and
this difference was significant, p = .004. There were also significant differences between the native speakers
and the low intermediates at Verb + 1, p = .024 and Verb + 2 regions, p = .001 when reading grammatical
sentences.

Table 10
Summary of reaction time mean scores across group (SV sentences)
Group Verbregion  Verb +1Region  Verb +2 Region Verb + 3 Region

n M SD M SD M SD M SD
+) 32 561 137 522 118 643 163 476 95
32 541 106 469 72 639 131 473 84

L2 Low Intermediate
L2 Low Intermediate

]
~

(

(
SecondL2Group  (+) 24 556 113 512 90 606 144 466 93
SecondL2Group () 24 529 111 480 71 614 143 507 100
Heritage (/) 21 463 111 432 55 509 112 429 79
Heritage () 21 484 95 457 82 50 100 496 54
Tradional Native ~ (+) 24 461 104 456 84 461 89 434 63

(

Traditional Native -) 24 488 97 433 71 536 126 456 62

The low intermediate group also differed from the HSs in how they read SV sentences in the
grammatical condition. At the Verb region, it took longer for the low learners to read SV sentences when
compared to the HSs, p =.009. These differences were also significant at the Verb + 1 and Verb + 2 regions, p
=.002. By contrast, there were no significant differences observed between the two L2 groups when reading
grammatical sentences. Differences were not significant either between the HSs and the traditional native
group as to mean reading times length at any of the critical regions for the grammatical condition.

In the ungrammatical condition, the low intermediate group differed with regards to the traditional
native group at Verb + 2. The results were significant, p = .005. The low intermediates also took longer than
the HSs at Verb + 2, p = .001. The only difference in the ungrammatical condition between the HSs and the
traditional native speakers was at Verb + 3. This difference was significant, p =.027. The HSs took longer than
the native group to process at this region.

There were no significant differences observed between the two L2 groups in terms of reading times
of ungrammatical sentences. The new L2 group also differed with regards to the traditional native speakers
and the HSs. It took longer for the high intermediates to read agreeing SV sentences at the Verb region when
compared to the native speakers, and this difference was significant, p = .004. The high L2 group also took
longer than the native group to read grammatical SV sentences at Verb + 1, p =.031 and at Verb + 2, p =.001.

Comparisons between the new L2 group and the HSs in the grammatical condition indicated the new
group of learners took longer to read SV sentences at the Verb region, p = .008. Significant differences were
also observed between them at Verb + 1, p =.001, and at Verb + 2, p = .016 when reading + SV sentences.
With the exception of Verb + 3 region, the reaction times of the new group of L2 learners were significantly
larger when compared to the ones of the heritage group, as seen in Table 10 for the grammatical condition.

In the ungrammatical condition, the L2 group of comparable proficiency differed from the traditional
native group at Verb + 1, p =.027. At Verb + 2 the results were also significant, p =.005. It also took longer for
the new L2 group to read SV sentences in the ungrammatical condition at Verb + 3 when compared to the
traditional native group, p = .039.

The only difference between the new L2 group and the HSs in the ungrammatical condition was at
Verb + 2, as it took longer for the learners to read non-agreeing sentences, and this difference was significant,
p = 0.16. In comparing results between the four groups in both SV conditions, there are some important
remarks to be made. The HSs performed more native-like than the two L2 groups. The learners patterned one
another in terms of processing. We proceed to guide a discussion to further comment on heritage processing
patterns observed in the experiment.
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5. Discussion

As evidenced in between-group analyses, both L2 groups took longer to read SV sentences when
compared to the HSs, especially in the grammatical condition. There were significant differences reported
between heritage and L2 Spanish at Verb, Verb + 1, Verb + 2 regions in the grammatical condition. L2
reaction times were also larger when compared to the HSs. By contrast, there were no significant differences
between the traditional native group and the HSs when reading grammatical sentences at any of the regions
of interest. The two L2 groups did not significantly differ from each other either in reading grammatical or
ungrammatical sentences.

In the ungrammatical condition and comparing them with the HSs, both groups of learners took
longer to read SV sentences at Verb + 2. HSs also processed native-like when reading ungrammatical
sentences. The only significant difference reported between the HSs and the native group in the
ungrammatical condition was at Verb + 3, a later post-verbal region,

Revisiting the proposed research questions of the study, hypothesis one was confirmed. The HSs
processed differently from L2 Spanish learners. This is not an effect of proficiency, because both L2 groups
pattern one another in terms of their reading times. Heritage and L2 Spanish reading times were different,
precisely because heritage reaction times resembled the ones of the traditional native group. This leads us to
the unconfirmed second hypothesis: HSs did display reading patterns similar to the traditional native group
of the experiment.

Between group, analyses point at how HSs only differed from the traditional native group at Verb + 3
for the ungrammatical condition. These results seem to support recent investigations which signal modest
advantages HSs hold with regards to grammatical knowledge. In particular, recent investigations have
pointed at the positive value of earlier Spanish acquisition in sequential HSs with exposure to Spanish from
birth by at least one of the parents (Cuza & Frank, 2015; Montrul et al., 2014; Pascual y Cabo & GOmez Soler,
2015).

Cuza and Frank (2015) have commented on heritage advantages deriving from Spanish exposure
over a long period of time when rich Spanish input has been received since childhood. The availability of rich
grammatical input may grant HSs a benefit in analyzing grammatical structures intuitively. Montrul et al.
(2014) have also offered comments on how age of acquisition and early language experiences may allow HSs
to perform in more target-like ways than L2 learners, when accessing Spanish gender online. Pascual y Cabo
and Gémez Soler (2015) concluded that their group of sequential bilinguals had similar patterns to the
control group of native speakers in analyzing preposition stranding, mainly due to later onset of the
dominant language (English) and for sequential bilinguals only.

We anticipated the heritage group would display unique characteristics, but not exactly like a
traditional native group. Heritage reaction times were close to the ones of the traditional native group in
terms of length. It is possible that frequent interactions from birth in the Spanish language that have
continued into adulthood have conferred HSs the ability to maintain control of basic SV agreement in
Spanish.

However, this is not to say that the L2 participants did not show any knowledge of SV sentences.
Within-group comparisons indicated the L2 group of comparable heritage proficiency processed similarly to
the HSs at Verb + 3 in the ungrammatical condition. Both groups displayed delayed sensitivity. As some
participants in the new group of L2 learners of the experiment were Spanish instructors, they may review
basic SV structures frequently for lectures. However, this was not the case of the L2 low intermediate group
who read ungrammatical sentences faster. This signals emergence in their SV Spanish system and difficulties
with the strong verbal features of Spanish.

Turning back to the heritage group of the study, they seem to possess a linguistic benefit for earlier
exposure to the home language in childhood (Cuza & Frank, 2015; Montrul et al,, 2014). Consequently, they
may not necessarily profit from the same curriculum intended for late L2 learners, but rather from an
accelerated and distinctive track tailored to their specific needs. In the real world, however, there seems to be
a mismatch between these ideal goals and heritage course offerings at many post-secondary institutions. HSs
are sometimes placed in the same classroom with L2 learners not matched in proficiency (Potowski, Parada,
& Morgan-Short, 2012). At other times, there are heritage courses focusing solely on basic tenses of Spanish,
or on cultural content. Many large colleges in the United States have only one course oriented toward HSs
(Beaudrie, 2015).

It is only recently that some schools have designed and implemented a dedicated heritage track
(Bowles, 2011; Carreira & Kagan, 2011). Assuming that HSs control the core of their L1 grammar, they can
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expand this knowledge to higher order, more complex structures of latter acquisition. In this regard,
Potowski et al. (2009) have analyzed the effects of processing instruction (PI) lessons with the Spanish
subjunctive on heritage students. This pedagogical intervention, however, did not produce as large an effect
on them as it did on the L2 counterparts. Montrul and Bowles (2009) centered on explicit uses of the indirect
marker “a” with gustar verb forms to instruct HSs. Their findings also support the idea of limited gains in
heritage participants, as opposed to larger improvement in L2 learners. We believe it would be important to
address the effects of heritage interventions over several semesters of study, given HSs lack of formal
grammatical instruction in the L1. We expand some of these ideas in the final section.

6. Limitations and further research

Any formal study has areas that can be further improved. Inclusion of comprehension questions in
English and not