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Table 33. Successful in learning English for Spain-Spain 

 N Mean Standard Error Means p t 

Hispanic 203 4.76 0.25 
0.0100 2.5943 

Non-Hispanic 89 5.83 0.25 

 

Figure 18 and Table 33 above illustrate a clear top-down stimulus effect. When looking 

at the Peninsular Spanish voice whose parents supposedly come from Spain, non-Latinos 

and Latinos provided significantly different perceptions. The non-Latinos rated this 

speaker as more likely to be successful in learning English within the next year. The bar 

graph in Figure 18 shows that for all other top-down stimuli tied to the peninsular 

bottom-up stimulus, the non-Latinos and Latinos agree, except for when the top-down 

stimulus drives non-Latino perceptions upward.  The following table will illustrate the 

significance of the Peninsular Spanish social label for non-Latino participants. 

Table 34. Successful in learning English for non-Hispanics  

 N Mean Standard Error Means p t 

SpainD-SpainL 89 5.83 0.25 
0.0353 2.1212 

ColD-ColL 89 5.08 0.25 

 

 The data in Table 34 above analyzes the difference in ratings provided by only 

non-Hispanic participants between the Spain-Spain and Colombia-Colombia 

permutations. The resulting statistical significance shows the sensitivity that the non-

Latinos have to the top-down stimuli in this study, and more specifically in this example, 
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Table 36. Chooses Spanish in bilingual settings for Spain-Spain 

 N Mean Standard Error Means p t 

Hispanic 203 5.60 0.20 
0.0165 2.4124 

Non-Hispanic 89 4.71 0.32 

 

When the data for this question is split by the ethnicity of the participants, only one 

significant difference is found. The Hispanic participants feel that this speaker is more 

likely to choose to speak Spanish when he encounters himself with Spanish-English 

bilinguals. This is in contrast of this speaker choosing to speak English. It should be 

known that the experimental design did not specify to the participants whether or not 

these speakers are Spanish-English bilinguals. The data the follow attend to the last set of 

questions asked in the survey – the family values. 
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Table 40. Family is poor for Colombia-Spain vs. Colombia-Cuba 

 N Mean Standard Error Means p t 

ColD-SpainL 292 2.92 0.11 
0.0164 2.4076 

ColD-CubaL 292 3.33 0.13 

 

Table 41. Family is poor for Spain-Spain vs. Spain-Cuba 

 N Mean Standard Error Means p t 

SpainD-SpainL 292 2.55 0.12 
0.0089 2.6248 

SpainD-CubaL 292 2.96 0.10 

 

The aggregate data in Tables 40 and 41 and Figure 23 demonstrate the top-down effect of 

the Peninsular Spanish label. In these cases, this label demotes the perception that these 

speakers come from a family that is poor. This is true when the bottom-up dialect 

stimulus is either Colombian or Spanish. However, when the Cuban speaker is said to hae 

parents from Spain, this difference is no longer significant. This shows that for the Cuban 

Spanish variety, the bottom-up stimulus carries greater perceptual weight than the top-

down stimulus for this question.  
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top-down stimulus does have a socio-cognitive effect for Hispanic participants as well as 

non-Hispanic participants.   

4.4.8 Cuban versus non-Cuban participants 

The final portion of this chapter attempts to further analyze the Hispanic 

participant responses. Study participants reflect a number of national-origin groups, 

however for the purposes of the analysis, all non-Cuban Hispanic national-origin groups 

were collapsed and the figures below will show data for the Cuban participants and those 

participants who identify as Hispanic but not Cuban. The number of participants in the 

following figures and tables vary and this is due to survey attrition.  

These data are useful in responding to the third research question of this study – 

do Cuban perceptions drive the perceptions of the Hispanic group? The first analysis will 

show the ratings provided by these participants in response to the warmth characteristic – 

friendly. 

4.4.8.1 Cuban ratings of friendliness 

The following data illustrate an extension of the analyses above where the data 

are separated by ethnicity. Here, I further separate the Hispanic participant group into 

Cuban versus non-Cuban participants and this is in response to the research question 

about whether or not the Cuban participants are driving the general Hispanic perceptions. 

I will report significant data for one voice-profile permutation at a time. Thus, each graph 

reflects the perceptions to only one voice and one national-origin combination. Reports 

on all possible ratings are not provided because very few results in the following analysis 

were significant. 
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between Cuban and non-Cuban perceptions. Cuban participants only occasionally seem 

to drive the general perceptions of Hispanic population, however this may depend on the 

traits themselves. Due to the overall lack of significance of Cuban versus non-Cuban 

perceptions, the claim becomes that Cuban and non-Cuban participants commonly agree 

when it comes to their perceptions of Spanish language varieties. 

 The following chapter will further discuss the results presented above. The 

chapter will conclude with a discussion on how the data attend to the research questions 

in Chapter3 and whether or not the hypotheses hold. Finally, the sociological 

consequences linked to these perceptions of Spanish language varieties in Miami will be 

considered.  
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5 Discussion and Conclusions 

5.1 Introduction 

 In this final chapter, results of the analyses presented in chapter 4 will be 

discussed in terms of the research questions and hypotheses outlined in chapter 3. 

Additionally, this chapter will present conclusions attendant to larger theoretical 

questions and will conclude with suggestions for future research based on the limitations 

of this current study. 

5.2 Discussion 

 The results, presented in chapter 4, point to a number of complex interactions 

between the bottom-up and top-down stimuli, which are, again, the dialects and the 

family background information, respectively.  

5.2.1 Research questions and hypotheses revisited 

 In response to research question 1 - how do the bottom-up and top-down stimuli 

interact to shape perceptions about Spanish language varieties in dialect-rich Miami? – 

the data suggest that the perceptions of the Cuban, Peninsular, and Colombian varieties of 

Spanish are a result of an interaction of the bottom-up and top-down cues. As for 

describing this interaction, what the data show is that both dimensions of the socio-

cognitive stimuli play a role in the formation of language perception and that the specific 

role that the stimuli have depends on either a) the trait being perceived and/or b) the 

ethnic background of the participant. For example, the results of this experimental 

approach show two important and remarkably similar patterns: the competence/warmth 

split and the blue-collar/white-collar split.  
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In the case of the competence/warmth split, competence traits such as intelligence 

and self-confidence are rated higher both for speakers whose parents supposedly come 

from Spain and also for the Peninsular Spanish speaker himself. The reversal is found 

when we look at the warmth traits such as outgoing and kind, where the Cuban national-

origin label and the Cuban dialect will promote these characteristics. In fact, the results 

from this study confirm the findings from Fiske et. al. (2002), where a group perceived 

high on the warmth dimension is frequently perceived low on the competence dimension 

and vice-versa. However, it is important to note the relative prestige of the Highland 

Colombian dialect as well, where the Colombian speaker with no label and with 

ostensible Cuban parents receive the highest ratings for the kindness trait. The same 

pattern shift occurs for the blue-collar/white-collar occupations as well. The speakers 

whose parents are said to come from Spain or the speaker who speaks Peninsular Spanish 

are perceived as more likely to hold a white-collar position, such as a marketing 

executive or an attorney. The opposite is true for the blue-collar positions; those speakers 

whose family come from Cuba or speak Cuban Spanish are believed to hold a position in 

a coffee shop or a cellphone store.  

The hypothesis for this question was that the addition of the top-down stimulus 

(i.e. the family background information) would influence perceptions, both positively and 

negatively. This is to say that a variety that is often stigmatized may receive more 

positive perceptions when the family background information indexes a more favorable 

variety of Spanish. After analysis of the results, this hypothesis holds true for the 

participant population. Although the top-down effects are not categorical, they do suggest 
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some level of saliency when it comes to the social psychological process of language 

perception.  

This is all not to say that only the Cuba-Cuba and Spain-Spain permutations allow 

for this pattern. Rather, on the one hand, it is the case that a Cuban voice with ostensible 

parents from Spain may be perceived as friendlier. However, on the other hand the 

bottom-up dialect stimulus may play a role in conditioning the effectiveness of the top-

down stimulus. The data in table 16, visualized in figure 4, illustrate the strength of the 

Peninsular Spanish background label. The higher rating goes to the Peninsular Spanish 

speaker whose parents come from Spain and this rating is significantly higher than the 

Cuban Spanish speaker whose parents also come from Spain. Participants seem to be 

sensitive to both the top-down and bottom-up portions, yet in this example the Cuban 

dialect stimulus weakens the effectiveness of the Peninsular label, thus leaving the 

Peninsular Spanish speaker to be perceived as more intelligent.  

To conclude on the response to research question 1, it should be clear that it is not 

the case that these patterns and the interaction of the two types of stimuli are only 

manifest in the blue-collar/white-collar and warmth/competence dichotomies. Instead, 

when considering questions of language use and family values, similar patterns can be 

derived. For example, questions that relate to using English, whether it’s learning English 

or watching TV in English, are more favored for speakers of Peninsular Spanish as well 

as those speakers whose parents are said to come from Spain. As a result, it seems to be 

the case that Spanish in Miami, as is the story across the United States, is under the 

discursive pressures of English (Lippi-Green 1997, Porcel 2011, Santa Ana 2002, 

Schwartz 2011, Valdés 2001).  This narrative attends to the diverse socio-demographic 
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situation in Miami, in which Latinos and non-Latinos are constantly in concert with one 

another.  

Continuing with the notion that Hispanics and non-Hispanics in Miami 

consistently interact and that from these interactions arise a multitude of social and 

linguistic perceptions, data in response to research question 2 - how do the language 

perceptions differ based on the ethnicity of the listener (Tucker and Lambert 1975)?  - 

shed some light on this discussion. The hypothesis for this question states that non-Latino 

participants in Miami will show more critical and negative perceptions towards all of the 

Spanish varieties when compared to the Latino participants. The answer to this question, 

based on the data presented in chapter 4, is simple in that the perceptions from the non-

Latinos are not categorically negative towards all dialects of Spanish. In contrast, what 

the data allows as a conclusion is that the non-Latinos and Latinos occasionally agree and 

disagree when it comes to their perceptions of Spanish and this can be clearly illustrated 

using the data from the question set regarding the family values of the speakers. Lastly, a 

crucial finding is that non-Latinos, who may or may not speak Spanish themselves, are 

cognitively aware of the global discourses and consequent attitudes about Spanish 

language dialects. This is to say that, because the non-Latino participants occasionally 

agree with the Latino participants, they are somehow learning about the ideological 

discourses about Spanish. Perhaps it is the sociolinguistic landscape of Miami, which is 

extremely mobile and multilingual, that allows Miami non-Latinos to internalize Spanish 

dialect perceptions that mirror those of Miami Latinos.  

In the survey, participants responded to a number of questions pertaining to the 

family values of the speaker they had just heard. One question asked participants to rate 
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the likelihood that the speaker’s family provided him with opportunities to get ahead. 

Although the semantic content of that statement is rather null, Latino and non-Latino 

participants demonstrated significantly different perceptions to this regard. When 

considering the Peninsular Spanish speaker with alleged parents from Cuba, the non-

Latino participants rate him lower than the Latinos. This suggests that the non-Latinos are 

perceiving the social information about the speaker in such a way that even though his 

dialect is considered “prestigious”, his family probably did not provide him with many 

opportunities to get ahead in life. In contrast to the difference in perceptions by ethnicity 

of the participants, when asked whether or not the speaker’s family is poor, there are no 

significant differences. This is to say that the Latino and non-Latino participants agree in 

their perceptions of this trait. Furthermore, the data also show how Latino participants 

can also be influenced by the top-down stimuli. For the same trait (family is poor) and for 

the Peninsular Spanish speaker, the Latino participant responses are level, except when 

this speaker’s parents are said to be Spanish. For this permutation, the Latino participants 

rate the speaker as significantly less likely to come from a poor family.  

To this regard, one claim is that the non-Latino participants are more sensitive to 

the top-down dimension of the study, where the Latinos are more sensitive to the bottom-

up stimuli. Although this is not true across the board, as described above, it can be seen in 

the data. For example, when looking at the results for the question regarding the 

speakers’ annual income, Latino participants demonstrate sensitivity to the bottom-up 

stimuli and vice-versa for the non-Latinos.  The non-Latino participants attribute the 

Peninsular Spanish speaker with Cuban parents significantly less money per year than the 

Latinos, approximately $15,000. For every other voice-profile permutation within the 



 85

Peninsular Spanish voice set, that is the Peninsular Spanish speaker with parents from 

Spain, Colombia, and the null version, the Latinos and non-Latinos agree on their salary 

attributions. This demonstrates how the non-Latinos in Miami may in fact be more 

sensitive to the top-down portion (i.e. the Cuban family background information) than the 

Latinos. Again, however, the Latinos can also be influenced by the top-down stimuli. 

When the voice-profile permutation is flipped to the Cuban Spanish speaker with parents 

from Spain, the Latino participants attribute this speaker significantly more money, about 

$10,000, than the non-Latinos. For every other voice-profile combination in the Cuban 

Spanish voice set, the non-Latinos and Latinos agree. 

Based on these analyses, the discussion of the third and final research question 

will shed a faint light onto the perceptions from the Latino participants, specifically 

separated by country of origin.  

 The third research question of this study pertains to whether or not the 

participants who identify with Cuba as their national-origin significantly influence the 

perceptions of the general Hispanic/Latino subgroup and the results point to a false 

hypothesis. It was suggested that within the Latino subgroup, those participants of Cuban 

national-origin would show solidarity with their stigmatized variety by rating it more 

positively than those participants who come from countries other than Cuba. This is only 

the case for two perceptual responses. First, as seen in figure 25, when perceiving the 

Cuban Spanish speaker who receives no top-down social information, the Cuban 

participants rate him as significantly friendlier than the non-Cubans, a collapsed group 

that includes a wide-range of Hispanic national-origin groups. Although for this example, 

the data do not comment on the interaction of the bottom-up and top-down stimuli, they 
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do suggest perhaps a question of solidarity where the Cuban participants more positively 

rate their own variety of Spanish. This can also be seen when the participants rated the 

speakers on whether or not their families value education. Looking at the Spain-Cuba 

group in figure 26, the results again show the Cuban participants reacting more positively 

to a Cuban stimulus. However, in this case the stimulus is the top-down social 

information about the Peninsular Spanish speaker. Here again the data suggest that 

languages perceptions arise, in part, from the interaction of the bottom-up (dialect) and 

top-down (social information), however subtle it may be. Finally, the hypothesis here 

should be considered false because of the lack of significant findings; thus the Cuban 

participants do not seem to drive the ratings provided by the general Hispanic participant 

group.  

5.3 Conclusions 

 To conclude on this research, it will be beneficial to review the ideological tropes 

that are very commonly and continually circulating. 

Table 45. Ideological tropes about Spanish  

Colombian Spanish… is the clearest and most elegant 

Spanish from Spain… is the prettiest and the best overall 

Cuban Spanish… is the most vulgar 

 

There is a key idea that can be derived from the above table and it is that these discursive 

tropes function as a scale with polar ends. We may find Peninsular Spanish one end of 

the Spanish language spectrum – the positive end – where it remains as the “best”. On the 

other pole, however, we may find the Cuban varieties placed in a negative light. In the 
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middle this metaphorical perception scale lays Colombian Spanish along with the rest of 

the varieties of Spanish spoken throughout the world.  

 A perceptual scale like the once described above manifests from a complex 

interaction of language ideologies that enforce social pressures upon speakers of a 

language. Lippi-Green’s (1997) notion of the standard language ideology is a central 

factor here; languages are imagined to have a standard variety that all of their speakers 

should speak. It commonly known that this idea is merely a construct, however what is 

more interesting is the effect of this construct.   

Before entering a discussion of the sociological consequences of language 

perception, it is important to understand that linguistic perception is never truly about the 

language or language variety itself, but rather about its speakers (Lippi-Green 1997, 

Santa Ana 2002, Kubarth 1986, Carter and Lynch 2013). This notion stems from the 

basic sociolinguistic concept of indexicality (Eckert 2008) where linguistic features carry 

social meanings and that perception of these features unlocks their inner meanings. The 

process of linguistic perception is complex, where linguistic features serve as proxies for 

social meanings. What the current research attempts to claim is that linguistic features do 

not index social meaning by themselves and this idea has been previously attested in 

other contexts (i.e. Niedzielski 1999). Social information and linguistic features interact 

in the process of forming language perceptions, which first would not exist without the 

persistent pressure of language ideologies. This study has shown that although Hispanic 

participants may perceive Spanish dialects differently than non-Latinos, both groups are 

socially and cognitively aware of the discursive tropes that encompass the language 
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varieties and for this reason, the traits themselves determine whether or not the two 

participant groups perceive the voice-profile combinations differently.  

To conclude, dialectal variation in society often leads to social consequence. In 

response to the survey questions about language use, participants were asked to state the 

likelihood that the speakers watched TV mostly in English. A recent study by the Pew 

Hispanic Research Center (Lopez and Gonzalez-Barrera 2013) illustrates how Latinos in 

the United States are in the process of switching from watching their news in Spanish to 

receiving their news input in English, in spite of the idea that Spanish-language media is 

more effective in covering news stories relevant to U.S. Latinos. 

The data from this study not only show that these perceptions are a result of the 

interaction of two, and probably more, types of stimuli, but also that dialect differences 

cause social consequences (Wolfram 2009). This can be most clearly seen in the 

attributions of annual salary in the current survey study, where the Peninsular Spanish 

speaker is said to earn the most money per year and the other varieties only earn more 

money when the top-down stimulus is peninsular. Fought writes, “it seems that the more 

‘ethnically different’ a speaker is perceived to be by the hearer, the more likely the hearer 

is to perceive an accent where none is present” (2006, 189) and so the final conclusion is 

that the top-down social information about the speakers carries significant weight for the 

question of language perception. For this reason, it might seem plausible that a Miami 

Latino would hold on very tightly to his great-grandmothers emigration from Spain to 

Cuba so much so that he would introduce himself as cubano-español, which in essentially 

the interaction of dialect and social information in itself.  
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5.4 Limitations and future research 

The primary limitation to this study is the participant population. The data do not 

yet suggest overall perceptions of the Miami community as a whole, but rather they 

present a snapshot of the languages perception as they manifest in the context of language 

and dialect-rich Miami.  

Secondly, future research that aims to implement top-down and bottom-up stimuli 

must find a way to represent each language variety with more than one speaker. 

Perceptions in this study based on bottom-up stimuli alone may in fact be results of 

individual speaker effects as opposed to actual attributes of the dialect. However, using 

multiple voices to represent each dialect will cause the researcher to create a very long 

survey, in which he or she will experience high rates of survey attrition.  

Lastly, future research investigating language perceptions will benefit from 

deeper linguistic analyses of the dialects. That is to say, as is shown in Niedzielski 

(1999), that specific phonetic features alongside top-down social information interact in 

creating language perceptions. The current study uses the dialects as whole units to attend 

to this question, however a future analysis could investigate which phonetic features of 

the Spanish language varieties actually index certain perceptions and how these phonetic 

variants interact with the top-down social information.  
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APPENDIX 1 

Reading passage 

… es increíble como todavía las compañías de cigarrillos gastan billones de dólares cada 

año para promover el consumo de este producto. Es de conocimiento general que el 

fumar y usar tabaco causan cáncer y enfermedades del corazón, pero en el caso de los 

niños es más difícil que tomen conciencia acerca de este riesgo, ya que no entienden que 

hay enfermedades que pueden contraer al largo plazo. 
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APPENDIX 2 

Full survey 

What is your best guess about this person’s current annual income? 
 under 10k (1) 
 10.01-20k (2) 
 20.01-30k (3) 
 30.01-40k (4) 
 40.01-50k (5) 
 50.01-60k (6) 
 60.01-70k (7) 
 70.01-80k (8) 
 80.01-90k (9) 
 90.01-100k (10) 
 100.01 or more (11) 
 100.01-110k (12) 
 110.1-120k (13) 
 120.1-130k (14) 
 
What is your best guess about this person’s annual income 5 years from now. 
 under 10k (1) 
 10.01-20k (2) 
 20.01-30k (3) 
 30.01-40k (4) 
 40.01-50k (5) 
 50.01-60k (6) 
 60.01-70k (7) 
 70.01-80k (8) 
 80.01-90k (9) 
 90.01-100k (10) 
 100.01-110k (11) 
 110.1-120k (12) 
 120.1-130k (13) 
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What is the likelihood that this person will be successful in learning English within the 
next year?  
 Very Unlikely (1) 
 Unlikely (2) 
 Somewhat Unlikely (3) 
 Undecided (4) 
 Somewhat Likely (5) 
 Likely (6) 
 Very Likely (7) 
 
 
What is the likelihood that this person watches television mostly in English?  
 Very Unlikely (1) 
 Unlikely (2) 
 Somewhat Unlikely (3) 
 Undecided (4) 
 Somewhat Likely (5) 
 Likely (6) 
 Very Likely (7) 
 

 Very 
Unlikely (1) 

Unlikely 
(2) 

Undecided 
(3) 

Likely 
(4) 

Very 
Likely (5) 

      

trustworthy (1)           

      

      

physically 
attractive (2) 

          

kind (3)           

      

self-confident (4)           

friendly (5)           

      

intelligent (6)           

      

outgoing (7)           
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Should this person still be living in Miami ten years from now, what is the likelihood that 
he will use only Spanish in the home?  
 Very Unlikely (1) 
 Unlikely (2) 
 Somewhat Unlikely (3) 
 Undecided (4) 
 Somewhat Likely (5) 
 Likely (6) 
 Very Likely (7) 
 
Should this person still be living in Miami ten years from now, what is the likelihood that 
he worries about losing Spanish in the home? 
 Very Unlikely (1) 
 Unlikely (2) 
 Somewhat Unlikely (3) 
 Undecided (4) 
 Somewhat Likely (5) 
 Likely (6) 
 Very Likely (7) 
 
Should this person still be living in Miami ten years from now, what is the likelihood that 
he will consciously/purposely maintain Spanish in the home? 
 Very Unlikely (1) 
 Unlikely (2) 
 Somewhat Unlikely (3) 
 Undecided (4) 
 Somewhat Likely (5) 
 Likely (6) 
 Very Likely (7) 
 
What is the likelihood that this person is worried about losing Spanish over time?  
 Very Unlikely (1) 
 Unlikely (2) 
 Somewhat Unlikely (3) 
 Undecided (4) 
 Somewhat Likely (5) 
 Likely (6) 
 Very Likely (7) 
 
 
 



 99

 
What is the likelihood that this person will speak mostly Spanish to his son?  
 Very Unlikely (1) 
 Unlikely (2) 
 Somewhat Unlikely (3) 
 Undecided (4) 
 Somewhat Likely (5) 
 Likely (6) 
 Very Likely (7) 
 
 
What is the likelihood that this person will speak mostly Spanish to his daughter?  
 Very Unlikely (1) 
 Unlikely (2) 
 Somewhat Unlikely (3) 
 Undecided (4) 
 Somewhat Likely (5) 
 Likely (6) 
 Very Likely (7) 
 
 
What is the likelihood that this person tries to avoid speaking Spanish in front of non-
Spanish speakers?  
 Very Unlikely (1) 
 Unlikely (2) 
 Somewhat Unlikely (3) 
 Undecided (4) 
 Somewhat Likely (5) 
 Likely (6) 
 Very Likely (7) 
 
What is the likelihood that this person chooses to speak Spanish rather than English with 
other people who speak both languages?  
 Very Unlikely (1) 
 Unlikely (2) 
 Somewhat Unlikely (3) 
 Undecided (4) 
 Somewhat Likely (5) 
 Likely (6) 
 Very Likely (7) 
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Now we want you to make a few “best guesses” about the person’s family. Using your 
intuition, please tell us how likely it is that each of the following is true. 

 Very 
Unlikely 

(1) 

Unlikely 
(2) 

Undecided 
(3) 

Likely 
(4) 

Very 
Likely 

(5) 

They come from a family that 
values hard work (1) 

          

They come from a family  that 
gave them lots of opportunities 

to get ahead in life (2) 
          

They come from a family that 
invested a lot in their education 

(3) 
          

They come from a family that 
was pretty poor (4) 

          

      

They come from a family 
where the previous generation 
didn’t have much choice about 
what they would do for a job 

(5) 

          

 
How likely is it that the person has each of the following jobs?  

 Very 
Unlikely 

(1) 

Unlikely 
(2) 

Undecided 
(3) 

Likely 
(4) 

Very 
Likely 

(5) 

Works behind the counter 
at a local coffee shop (1) 

          

Is a salesperson at cell 
phone store (2) 

          

Is the office manager at a 
medical supplies business 

(3) 
          

Is an executive at a 
marketing firm (4) 

          

An attorney  (5)           
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Q10.1 Great – you’re 
almost done!  Just a few 
final questions about 
you...  What year were 
you born? 
 1920 (1) 
 1921 (2) 
 1922 (3) 
 1923 (4) 
 1924 (5) 
 1925 (6) 
 1926 (7) 
 1927 (8) 
 1928 (9) 
 1929 (10) 
 1930 (11) 
 1931 (12) 
 1932 (13) 
 1933 (14) 
 1934 (15) 
 1935 (16) 
 1936 (17) 
 1937 (18) 
 1938 (19) 
 1939 (20) 
 1940 (21) 
 1941 (22) 
 1942 (23) 
 1943 (24) 
 1944 (25) 
 1945 (26) 
 1946 (27) 
 1947 (28) 
 1948 (29) 
 1949 (30) 
 1950 (31) 
 1951 (32) 
 1952 (33) 
 1953 (34) 
 1954 (35) 

 1955 (36) 
 1956 (37) 
 1957 (38) 
 1958 (39) 
 1959 (40) 
 1960 (41) 
 1961 (42) 
 1962 (43) 
 1963 (44) 
 1964 (45) 
 1965 (46) 
 1966 (47) 
 1967 (48) 
 1968 (49) 
 1969 (50) 
 1970 (51) 
 1971 (52) 
 1972 (53) 
 1973 (54) 
 1974 (55) 
 1975 (56) 
 1976 (57) 
 1977 (58) 
 1978 (59) 
 1979 (60) 
 1980 (61) 
 1981 (62) 
 1982 (63) 
 1983 (64) 
 1984 (65) 
 1985 (66) 
 1986 (67) 
 1987 (68) 
 1988 (69) 
 1989 (70) 
 1990 (71) 
 1991 (72) 
 1992 (73) 
 1993 (74) 

 1994 (75) 
 1995 (76) 
 1996 (77) 
 1997 (78) 
 1998 (79) 
 1999 (80) 
 2000 (81) 
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Q10.2 What is your combined annual household income? 
 under $20,000 (1) 
 20,000-29,999 (2) 
 30,000-39,999 (3) 
 40,000-49,999 (4) 
 50,000-59,999 (5) 
 60,000-69,999 (6) 
 70,000-79,999 (7) 
 80,000-89,999 (8) 
 90,000-99,999 (9) 
 100,000-109,999 (10) 
 110,000-119,999 (11) 
 120,000-129,999 (12) 
 130,000-139,999 (13) 
 140,000-149,999 (14) 
 150,000+ (15) 
 
Q10.3 What is your gender?  
 Male (1) 
 Female (2) 
 
Q10.4 Where were you born?  
 In South Florida (1) 
 In the United States, but outside of South Florida (2) 
 In a predominantly Spanish-speaking country, outside of the United States (3) 
 In a predominantly NON-Spanish-speaking country, outside of the United States (4) 
 
Q10.5 How old were you when you moved to the U.S.?  
 Less than 5 years old (1) 
 5-12 years old (2) 
 13-17 years old (3) 
 18 or older (4) 
 
  



 103

Q10.6 How many years have you lived in Miami?  
 1 (1) 
 2 (2) 
 3 (3) 
 4 (4) 
 5 (5) 
 6 (6) 
 7 (7) 
 8 (8) 
 9 (9) 
 10 (10) 
 11 (11) 
 12 (12) 
 13 (13) 
 14 (14) 
 15 (15) 
 16 (16) 
 17 (17) 
 18 (18) 
 19 (19) 
 20 (20) 
 21 years or more (21) 
 
Q10.7 Do you consider yourself 'Hispanic' or 'Latino/a'?  
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 
Q10.8 Which term below best describes your family’s origins? 
 Central American (1) 
 Colombian (2) 
 Cuban (3) 
 Dominican (4) 
 Mexican (5) 
 Puerto Rican (6) 
 Venezuelan (7) 
 South American (other than Colombian or Venezuelan) (8) 
 Spanish (from Spain) (9) 
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Q10.9 And what do you consider to be your race? 
 Caucasian/white (1) 
 African American (2) 
 Asian/Pacific Islander (3) 
 Hispanic/Latino (4) 
 Other (5) 
 
Q10.10 Are you currently a student? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 
Q10.11 At which institution? 
 FIU (1) 
 University of Miami (2) 
 Other (3) 
 
Q10.12 Do you consider yourself a native speaker of English?  
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 
Q10.13 How would you rate your own abilities to speak English? 
 None - I don't speak English (1) 
 Poor (2) 
 Fair (3) 
 Good (4) 
 Very good (5) 
 Excellent (6) 
 
Q10.14 Do you consider yourself to be a native speaker of Spanish?  
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 
Q10.15 How would you rate your own abilities to speak Spanish?  
 None - I don't speak Spanish (1) 
 Poor (2) 
 Fair (3) 
 Good (4) 
 Very good (5) 
 Excellent (6) 
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Q10.16 Do you consider yourself to be a native speaker of a language other than English 
or Spanish? 
 Yes (1) 
 No (2) 
 
Q10.17 How would you rate your own abilities to understand Spanish? 
 Poor – understand just few basic words and expressions (1) 
 Fair – understand enough to have a very simple conversation (2) 
 Good – understand enough to have pretty much any casual conversations (3) 
 Very good – understand enough to have complex conversations with advanced words 

and terms (e.g., a business meeting) (4) 
 Excellent – understanding at level of native speaker (5) 
 
 
Q10.18 What do you estimate to be the percentage of your use of English and Spanish 
with your family?  
 English almost always or always (1) 
 Mostly English, but some Spanish (2) 
 Half English, half Spanish (3) 
 Mostly Spanish, but some English (4) 
 Spanish almost always or always (5) 
 
Q10.19 What do you estimate to be the percentage of your use of English and Spanish 
with your friends?  
 English almost always or always (1) 
 Mostly English, but some Spanish (2) 
 Half English, half Spanish (3) 
 Mostly Spanish, but some English (4) 
 Spanish almost always or always (5) 
 
Q10.20 What do you estimate to be the percentage of English and Spanish in television 
and movies that you watch?  
 English almost always or always (1) 
 Mostly English, but some Spanish (2) 
 Half English, half Spanish (3) 
 Mostly Spanish, but some English (4) 
 Spanish almost always or always (5) 
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Q10.21 What do you estimate to be the percentage of English and Spanish in the music 
you listen to?  
 English almost always or always (1) 
 Mostly English, but some Spanish (2) 
 Half English, half Spanish (3) 
 Mostly Spanish, but some English (4) 
 Spanish almost always or always (5) 
 
Q10.22 Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements: 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neither 
Agree nor 

Disagree (3) 

Agree 
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree (5) 

In stores in Miami, staff 
shouldn’t assume you 

speak Spanish and should 
try speaking English first 

(1) 

          

Educated Hispanics in 
Miami should be fully 

competent in both Spanish 
and English. (2) 

          

Educated Anglos and 
African-Americans in 
Miami should be fully 

competent in both English 
and Spanish. (3) 

          

I feel good when I hear 
salespeople or restaurant 
servers in Miami speak to 
customers in Spanish. (4) 

          

Hispanic teenagers in 
Miami who refuse to speak 
Spanish are ‘sell-outs’. (5) 

          

Miami is a bilingual city 
(Spanish and English). (6) 

          

 
Q10.23 What percent of business in Miami do you think is done in each of the following 
languages? (Your response should sum to 100.) 
______ Spanish (1) 
______ English (2) 
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Q10.24 Please tell us if you personally agree or disagree with each of the following 
statements 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(3) 

Agree 
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree (5) 

Bilingual education is a 
good thing. (1) 

          

Spanish is a valuable 
economic resource in the 

United States. (2) 
          

I think that too many tax 
dollars are spent on services 

for speakers of languages 
other than English in the 

United States. (3) 

          

I think that Spanish is 
necessary to be truly 

successful in Miami. (4) 
          

I think that English should 
be the only official language 

in the United States. (5) 
          

I think that immigration 
from Latin America to the 
United States needs to be 

better controlled. (6) 

          

Spanish speakers represent 
an important sector of the 

United States market 
economy. (7) 

          

In Miami, people who speak 
both Spanish and English 

have a professional edge and 
are more likely to succeed 

(8) 

          

In Miami, people who speak 
both Spanish and English 

probably earn higher 
incomes than people who 

speak Spanish only (9) 

          

In Miami, people who speak           
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Q10.25 And now here are some statements about what the "average American" thinks. 
Tell us if you agree or disagree that each of these statements describes the average 
American. 

 Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) 

Disagree 
(2) 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

(3) 

Agree 
(4) 

Strongly 
Agree (5) 

The average American 
would say that we need to 

more tightly secure the 
border between the United 

States and Mexico. (1) 

          

The average American 
thinks English should be the 
only official language in the 

United States. (2) 

          

The average American 
would say that Miami is as 

much a part of Latin 
America as it is the United 

States. (3) 

          

The average American 
thinks that English is the 

only real language for 
professional advancement in 

this country (4) 

          

 
Q10.26 Think back to the different recordings you heard. Did you notice anything 
unusual about them that you would like to share here? If not, just type "No". If yes, 
please briefly explain.  

both Spanish and English 
probably earn higher 

incomes than people who 
speak English only (10) 


