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ELN101: Intro to Bilingualism
Week 2 Linguistic Diversity in New York City

Tomonori Nagano <tnagano@lagcc.cuny.edu>

Education and Language Acquisition Dept.
LaGuardia Community College

March 16, 2024
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Announcements & Recap of Week01 I

Announcements this week
• E-mail announcements (from tnagano@lagcc.cuny.edu)
• Assignments deadline on Sunday

• Grades on Blackboard
• Reading comprehension (RC) questions during class from Week 02

• open-book (you can look at the readings)
• work with classmates, but submit your own answer sheet

tnagano@lagcc.cuny.edu
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Announcements & Recap of Week01 II
Languages represented in this class

1. Albanian
2. Bahasa (Indonesian)
3. Bengali
4. German
5. English
6. Hindi
7. Hungarian
8. Indonesian
9. Italian

10. Japanese

11. Myanmar (Burmese)

12. Nepali

13. Polish

14. Spanish

15. Thai

16. Tibetan

17. Urdu
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Announcements & Recap of Week01 III

• Questions from Week 01
1. Will we learn a new language in this class? [FM]
2. How the two papers will be graded? [AZ]
3. What is the closest language to English? [EF, SR]← Scots

(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jdl4mipSfL8)
4. What is ”linguistic graveyard”? [RB]
5. How can we preserver our non-English languages in the household? [KS]
6. How did you learn English? [BS]
7. What can we do to preserve minority languages, especially indigenous languages? [ZC]
8. Will English become an official language in the U.S.? [KA, MR]
9. What is the chance of speaking Spanish very well among the 2nd generation immigrants?

[MM]
10. Why don’t you like translation as language access? [SV]

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jdl4mipSfL8
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Announcements & Recap of Week01 IVLanguage
Characteristics Survey Total 1.5 1.75 2.0 2.5 Spanish Asian South Southern
(in percents) Year Languages Florida California

(N =) (3071) (373) (1096) (1276) (326) (1892) (494) (1605) (1466)
Language spoken at home: 1992

Foreign 96.7 98.7 94.5 96.0 76.7 97.3 96.5 91.1 96.4
English 3.3 1.3 5.5 4.0 23.3 2.7 3.5 8.9 3.6

English Language Fluency:
Understands it "very well": 1992 82.7 48.0 81.9 92.3 95.2 86.4 58.0 91.8 74.0

1995 86.1 58.5 85.7 93.8 95.7 90.3 62.8 94.8 78.2
2002 91.4 76.8 92.0 94.9 95.4 93.9 79.6 96.0 86.8

Speaks "very well": 1992 79.8 42.4 78.6 89.9 94.4 82.5 59.7 88.2 72.0
1995 80.3 54.0 80.0 88.0 90.5 82.4 59.3 88.4 73.5
2002 88.2 72.4 88.9 91.0 93.6 90.6 77.7 92.6 83.4

Reads "very well": 1992 75.4 44.7 72.3 85.7 90.4 76.1 55.5 83.5 68.4
1995 80.3 54.0 80.0 88.0 90.5 82.4 59.3 88.4 73.5
2002 88.8 72.4 89.1 91.9 93.9 90.9 76.5 93.2 83.9

Writes "very well": 1992 72.9 41.0 70.3 83.0 88.8 73.2 55.9 80.9 66.2
1995 74.2 45.1 73.2 82.3 90.2 77.0 51.8 82.9 67.4
2002 81.0 66.6 80.5 85.3 88.8 81.8 72.3 84.6 78.4

Foreign Language Fluency:
Understands "very well": 1992 43.9 59.4 46.9 39.8 20.6 53.3 35.2 46.6 36.9

1995 47.1 61.0 47.9 44.9 20.9 58.8 35.3 49.5 40.2
2002 62.2 66.2 66.9 63.6 36.2 78.3 40.3 76.4 46.6

Speaks "very well": 1992 33.0 50.4 37.4 27.1 11.5 40.9 33.0 33.1 29.7
1995 33.7 49.3 36.0 30.0 10.6 44.0 29.4 35.1 29.0
2002 46.0 55.8 52.6 43.7 22.1 60.1 34.8 57.1 33.9

Reads "very well": 1992 21.3 33.2 22.3 19.0 11.5 29.4 7.6 23.9 17.2
1995 24.4 36.2 23.0 23.2 11.5 35.3 8.4 27.1 19.1
2002 35.7 41.3 38.4 36.1 18.1 51.1 8.9 46.2 24.1

Writes "very well": 1992 17.2 29.0 17.6 15.0 8.2 23.5 6.1 18.5 14.5
1995 17.5 25.6 16.4 17.8 5.7 25.8 5.6 19.3 14.0
2002 23.7 34.9 24.1 23.4 10.8 33.4 7.5 27.0 20.1

Table 6.
Language Proficiency, Preference, and Use among Young Adult Children of Immigrants:  

Change Over Time, from 1992 (at age 14) to 2001-03 (at age 24), by Generational Cohorts, Language, and Location
(CILS Longitudinal Sample)

LanguageGenerational Cohort* Location

 

Several rows are omitted
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Rumbaut (2009)



.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.
6/26

Announcements & Recap of Week01 V
Linguistic Graveyard (three-generation rule)

• Immigrants’ primary language is very likely to become English in the United States with
strong Anglicizing pressure, which effectively eradicates all non-English languages within
three generations.

• In the 20th century, several world languages were caused to atrophy in the United States.
• Italian
• Polish
• Yiddish
• German (except a small community in Pensilvania)
• French (except for a few states such as Louisiana and Vermont)
• Spanish (among the immigrants prior to the 1930’s)
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Announcements & Recap of Week01 VI
Non-English Language Use by Generational Cohort (Rumbaut & Massey, 2013)
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Announcements & Recap of Week01 VII

• Discuss your language experience with your peers. (2 min each person).
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Announcements & Recap of Week01 VIII
Linguistic Diversity in Queens

• Queens/LaGuardia is a microcosm of the new linguistic diversity in the U.S.

• Colonial heritage languages (e.g., French, Spanish, German, Polish, Russian etc) co-exist
with immigration heritage languages (e.g., Spanish, Chinese, Bengali, Hindi, Urdu, Arabic,
Korean etc.)

• Colonial heritage languages are quickly disappearing (via the third generation rule)→
language preservation

• Immigration heritage languages are quickly booming without proper support→ language
access

• Each community has a rather unique pattern of linguistic diversity.
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Overview of the lesson I

Overview of this week’s lesson
• A brief history of immigration in NYC

• The Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965 (Hart-Celler Act)

• Linguistic diversity in New York City

• Melting pot vs. ethnic enclaves
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Overview of the lesson II
Question

• How many languages are spoken in New York City?

• 150 • 300 • 450 • 600
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Overview of the lesson III

• According to Endangered Language Alliance, a non-profit organization working on less
commonly spoken languages in NYC, it is estimated that about 600 languages are spoken
in New York City. See https://www.elalliance.org/our-work/maps/nyc-map.

• But the number of languages is always a contested concept since there is no clear
definition what counts as a language.

• ”A language is a dialect with an army and navy.” (Max Weinreich)

https://www.elalliance.org/our-work/maps/nyc-map
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Overview of the lesson IV

• Familiarity check: Language diversity in NYC
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Overview of the lesson V
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Brief history of immigration in New York City I

Brief history of immigration in New York City
1. Before the 19th century: First and settlers

2. 1830’s-1840’s: and mass immigration

3. 1880’s: and

4. decline of immigration in the early 20th century

5. The Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965 (Hart-Celler Act)

6. 1970’s-: new immigrants from , , and

7. 2010’s-: new immigrants from
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Brief history of immigration in New York City II

• 1965 is a major turning point of the U.S. bilingual and immigration history

Immigration and Nationality Act (Hart-Celler Act) (1965)
• Replaced the national origins quota system with a system emphasizing family reunification
and skilled immigrants.

• Expanded immigration especially from Asia and Latin America (Mexico in particular)

• See short videos on the Hart-Celler Act: https://youtu.be/rb_e88DuULU

https://youtu.be/rb_e88DuULU
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Linguistic diversity in New York City IA  Portrait  of  New  York ’s  Immigrant  Mélange      37

1965 act made family reuni< cation the main pathway of entry to the United 
States, but also created a path for those with needed occupational skills and for 
refugees and asylum seekers (Lobo and Salvo 1998). When the law was passed, 
New York’s foreign- born population was aging and in decline, since immigra-
tion had not fully recovered after having dropped precipitously during the 
Great Depression and World War II. The foreign- born  were enumerated at 1.4 
million in the 1970 census (< gure 2.1); they accounted for just 18 percent of the 
city’s population— a twentieth- century low— of 7.9 million.

The new law and its subsequent amendments  were crucial to the resur-
gence of immigration to the city. By 1980, New York City’s foreign- born popula-
tion had grown to 1.7 million, increasing to 2.1 million in 1990. Immigration law 
was revised with the Immigration Act of 1990, which provided immigrants ex-
panded opportunities to enter the nation. These additional avenues included 
an increase in the number of employment visas and a new diversity visa pro-
gram which, since 1995, has made 55,000 permanent resident visas available by 
lottery annually to those from countries that sent relatively few immigrants to 
the United States (Lobo 2001). Diversity visas provided an entry path for those 
with no close relatives in the United States and who  were thus unable to take 

Figure  2 .1 .  Foreign -  Born  by  Region,  New  York  Cit y,  1970 – 2010.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1970– 2000 Census; 2010 American Community Survey, 
Public Use Microdata Sample; Population Division, New York City Department of City 
Planning.
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• 1970-2010: Increase of Latin American, Caribbean, and Asian (and decrease of European)
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Linguistic diversity in New York City II

38     A  Portrait  of  New  York ’s  Immigrant  Mélange

advantage of the family- based visas under the 1965 law. Partly as a result of these 
changes, immigration continued to surge and by 2000, the foreign- born num-
bered nearly 2.9 million. In the > rst de cade of the twenty- > rst century, the pace 
of growth had slowed, with the city’s foreign- born numbering just over 3 mil-
lion in 2010— still an all- time high. However, the immigrant share of the popu-
lation (37 percent) was below the peak attained in the preceding century— 41 
percent in 1910. The United States as a  whole was nearly 13 percent foreign- born 
in 2010.

The last four de cades have seen a surge in immigration, but also a dramatic 
change in the origins of the city’s foreign- born. In 1970, Eu rope accounted for 64 
percent of the city’s foreign- born. The top > ve countries of origin of the foreign- 
born  were Italy, Poland, the (then) USSR, Germany, and Ireland; the United 
Kingdom ranked eighth and Austria ranked ninth (> gure 2.2). The only non- 
European countries in the top ten  were Cuba (ranked sixth), the Dominican 
Republic (seventh), and Jamaica (tenth). By 2010, Rus sia was the only Eu ro pe an 

Figur e  2 .2 .  Top  Sources  of  New  Yor k  Cit y ’s  For eign -  Bor n , 
1970  a nd  2010 .
*Includes Hong Kong and Taiwan.
**If the former Soviet  Union existed, it would rank > fth.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1970 Census; 2010 American Community Survey, Fact-
Finder; Population Division, New York City Department of City Planning.
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• 1970-2010: Increase of Latin American, Caribbean, and Asian (and decrease of European)
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Linguistic diversity in New York City III
40     A  Portrait  of  New  York ’s  Immigrant  Mélange

in the immigration stream, it is a built- in mechanism in immigration law to 
further diversify the sources of immigration.

BOROUGH A ND NEIGHBORHOOD 
OF SET TLEMENT

New York City’s 8 ve boroughs have unique patterns of immigrant settlement. 
There are distinct ethnic enclaves across the city, as neighborhoods that are home 
to one immigrant group tend to also attract more recent entrants (Winnick 1990). 
Figure 2.4 maps immigrant concentrations across the city’s community districts 
and highlights the major immigrant neighborhoods within these districts,2 while 
table 2.1 shows the top immigrant groups in each of the city’s 8 ve boroughs in 2010. 
Some immigrant groups  were concentrated in speci8 c boroughs— and in speci8 c 

Figur e  2 .3 .  Top  Sources  of  the  For eign -  Bor n  for  M ajor 
U.S .  Cit ies ,  2010 .
*Includes Hong Kong and Taiwan.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau; 2010 American Community Survey, FactFinder; Population 
Division, New York City Department of City Planning.
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• 1970-2010: Experience of New York City is rather unusual in the past five decades
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Linguistic diversity in New York City IV
Question

• Which languages are officially supported by MTA?
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Linguistic diversity in New York City V

• Multiple laws require public agencies provide language assistance services (translation
and interpretation) to people with Limited English Proficiency (LEP).

Language Access Policies
• Federal: Title VI of the Civil Rights Act in 1964

• Federal: President Bill Clinton signed Executive Order 13166 ”Improving Access to Services
for Persons with Limited English Proficiency” in 2000

• State: New York Governor Andrew Cuomo signed Executive Order 26 ”Statewide Language
Access Policy” in 2011. An amendment EO 26.1 was signed in 2021.

• City: New York City Mayor Michael Bloomberg signed Executive Order 120 ”Citywide Policy
on Language Access to Ensure the Effective Delivery of City Services” in 2008 (also see
Local Law 30 (2017) and 73 (2003))
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Linguistic diversity in New York City VI
New York City’s Language Access Policy

• NYC’s top 6 are:
• Spanish, Chinese, Russian, Haitian Creole, Bengali, and Korean

• NYC’s ”ten designated citywide languages” are:
• Spanish, Chinese, Russian, Bengali, Haitian Creole, Korean, Arabic, French, Urdu, and Polish

• NYC’s languages may also include:
• French, Hindi, Nepali, Portuguese, Punjabi, Tagalog, and Urdu

• See NYC Department of City Planning’s Language Access Policy page:
https://www.ny.gov/language-access-policy

https://www.ny.gov/language-access-policy
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Linguistic diversity in New York City VII
Question

• Is New York City really a melting pot of culture, ethnicity, and languages?
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Linguistic diversity in New York City VIII

• We will do a mini-project to investigate NYC’s linguistic diversity. See the post-lecture
activity for more info.

• U.S. Census FactFinder (https://data.census.gov/cedsci/)
• MTA language access mini-project (Week 2 PLA)

https://data.census.gov/cedsci/
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Ink-shedding

Ink-shedding
1. Summarize one idea you have heard today that sticks out in your memory.

2. Write your reaction (e.g., agreement, criticism, question, your own anecdote, antithesis etc.)
to the idea above.

3. Also, write at least one question that you wanted to ask during the class.
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