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23.1

Introduction

What do adult heritage speakers know about the sound system of their
heritage language (HL), their ﬁrst-acquired, yet weaker, language?
Conversely, how do heritage speakers pattern in the sound system of their
dominant language, which, despite currently being their stronger language,
was not the one they were exposed to ﬁrst? This chapter examines these
two interrelated questions by surveying the state of the science in HL
phonetics and phonology, with a view toward outlining directions for
future research in this burgeoning ﬁeld (Polinsky and Kagan 2007;
Montrul 2015; Rao 2016a; Polinsky 2018).
First, let me start with some notes about terminology. The term “heritage
speakers” can be (and has been) used to refer to diverse (sub)populations of
language users that share the core characteristic of an “interrupted” trajectory of exposure to their ﬁrst language (L1), where the discontinuity is
brought about by intensive exposure to a second language (L2).1 Intensive
L2 exposure, however, may occur due to a variety of life events (e.g.,
volitional immigration, forced migration, international adoption), which
differ in their effect on HL acquisition. For example, international adoptees
generally receive less initial, as well as intermittent, exposure to their HL

1

The use of scare quotes here to describe the onset of L2 exposure as an “interruption” is intentional, because this
description may imply that continuous, monolingual exposure to a target language is, or should be, the norm. On the
contrary, many languages do not develop, and are not used, in a monolingual ecology (see, e.g., Lüpke and Storch
2013); in fact, the majority of language users across the world can be described as bilingual or multilingual (Tucker
2001). Thus, it is worth bearing in mind that, when monolinguals are identiﬁed as a baseline or standard of comparison
in the literature, this is not necessarily because monolinguals should be considered normal or even the most common
type of user of the given language. Rather, they provide a useful picture of what the language (and grammar) can look
like, when the intricacies of language contact at both individual and societal levels are removed from the equation.
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compared to second-generation immigrant bilinguals raised in HL-speaking
households. In what follows, I will use the term “heritage speaker” (HS)
loosely, to refer to any bilingual whose L1 (HL) was learned primarily at
home as a minority language and whose L2 was learned primarily outside
the home as the societal (majority) language, and will use more speciﬁc
descriptors (e.g., “overhearer,” “listener,” “talker”) when ﬁne-grained distinctions in the nature of HSs’ experience with the HL are necessary. That
said, the focus of this chapter is on HSs who continued to use and/or hear
their HL during childhood (as opposed to HSs who were cut off from their
HL, and may not even have any conscious memory of it; compare Choi et al.
2017), because these HSs exemplify the most common situation of language
shift within migratory contexts. Related to this, the nature of the minority
language context means that the HS populations under discussion will
usually comprise switched-dominance bilinguals (i.e., L2-dominant
speakers), but this will not always be the case.
Much of the research into HL phonetics and phonology has been spurred
by two recurrent observations about HSs. The ﬁrst is that, even if they may
have signiﬁcant gaps in their vocabulary or grammar of the HL, HSs may
have little to no trouble with aural comprehension and, when they speak
the HL, can sound very much like a “native” speaker (i.e., an “expert”
speaker who has reached some notional peak level of proﬁciency, generally
due to having been immersed in the language from birth to adulthood). The
second observation is that, even though their listening and pronunciation
skills may be strong, HSs tend to differ subtly from L1-dominant native
speakers, such that they can be readily identiﬁed by native speakers as not
exactly “native.” The themes of similarity and difference vis-a-vis native
speakers of the HL, as well as late-onset L2 learners, are thus pervasive in
the literature on HL phonetics and phonology.
Following from these themes, the majority of studies of HL phonetics and
phonology to date has focused on HSs’ knowledge and performance in their
HL and has devoted little attention to examining HSs’ dominant L2, which
often appears to be native-like. Increasingly, however, researchers are
carrying out systematic investigations of HSs’ dominant language as well,
treating HSs as the bilinguals they are. This development is consistent with
a “multicompetence” view of the L2 user, which predicts bilingual–
monolingual differences at a number of levels (Cook 1997, 2003), as well
as with mounting evidence that a bilingual’s divergence from monolingual
norms may begin to occur early in bilingual development and, furthermore, persist despite weak proﬁciency in and infrequent use of the other
language (Chang 2012, 2013, 2019a; Cho and Lee 2016). In short, the
assumption that HSs do not differ from monolingual native speakers in
their dominant language has become more questionable, thus increasing
the impetus to directly test both languages in HSs. Accordingly, this chapter
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addresses the existing research on HSs’ dominant language along with the
research on their HL.
The rest of the chapter is organized as follows. I begin in Section 23.2 by
reviewing the research examining HL production at a holistic level, including accent, intelligibility, and identiﬁability. I then delve into speciﬁc properties of segmental (23.3) and suprasegmental production (23.4), as well as
salient patterns in speech perception (23.5). Throughout this discussion,
I consider the evidence for maintenance (or loss) of phonemic contrasts,
phonological alternations and processes, and phonotactic constraints. In
Section 23.6, I provide a synthesis of these ﬁndings, including their implications for theories of bilingualism, and conclude with comments on
future directions.

23.2

Global Qualities of Speech Production

Impressionistically, HSs often seem to sound similar to native speakers
(NSs) when speaking the HL, yet not quite the same. This impression of a
high quality, albeit not exactly native-like, accent in the HL has been
reﬂected in several different studies examining NSs’ perception of HSs’
speech, as well as their ability to classify HSs socio-demographically.
To take one example, a series of studies on Spanish HSs in the United
States who were engaged in learning their HL in college reported a signiﬁcant advantage of HSs over late-onset L2 learners (L2ers) in terms of holistic
accent in Spanish (Au et al. 2002; Knightly et al. 2003). In these studies,
accent was measured in terms of subjective ratings from NSs (using a ﬁvepoint Likert scale with “5” indicating the most native-like) and on two types
of speech samples: (1) longer samples from a semi-spontaneous narrative
and (2) shorter samples – namely, target phonemes within a carrier sentence. HSs showed a sizable advantage over L2ers on both the narrative
accent ratings (MHS = 3.0; cf. ML2er = 2.4) and the phoneme accent ratings
(MHS = 3.4–3.6; cf. ML2er = 2.8–3.0). At the same time, HSs’ accents were
rated clearly below NSs’ accents (MNS = 4.4–5.0, depending on sample type).
However, note that the HSs in these studies comprised “childhood overhearers” (i.e., HSs with early experience hearing the HL, but little to no
early experience producing it). A later study using a similar design thus
included a group of “childhood speakers” with early experience producing
the HL as well (Au et al. 2008). These HSs were rated closer to NSs, but still
not the same (MHS = 3.4–3.8; cf. MNS = 4.4–5.0); a separate study on Korean
HSs in the United States showed this pattern as well (Oh et al. 2003).
Work on European Portuguese HSs has produced similar results. For
example, a study comparing Portuguese HSs raised in a majority German
language environment with L1 German L2ers and monolingual Portuguese
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NSs found that the HSs obtained holistic accent ratings (of semispontaneous speech samples from various production tasks) in between
the L2ers’ and the NSs’ (on a nine-point scale where “1” represents the
most native-like: MHS = 1.79, ML2er = 7.24, MNS = 1.11; Flores and Rato 2016).
The majority of the HSs in this study were “returnees” living in Portugal at
the time of the study; thus, recent immersion experience with the HL could
be responsible for the closer patterning of these HSs vis-a-vis NSs (at a group
level) as compared to the Spanish HSs discussed previously. Interestingly,
however, when various possible predictors of accent ratings, including
length of residence (LOR) in Portugal before and after migration, were
investigated statistically, only age of emigration/arrival (to the Germanspeaking host country, i.e., AOA) was found to be a signiﬁcant predictor.
This result echoes a pattern found in earlier research on accentedness
among Korean-English bilinguals in the United States (Yeni-Komshian
et al. 2000), which also reported the strongest predictiveness for AOA and
little predictive value of LOR (but compare Kupisch et al. 2014). An additional point of similarity with the Korean-English bilinguals in YeniKomshian et al. (2000) pertains to variability: like Korean-English bilinguals, the Portuguese HSs in Flores and Rato (2016) were observed to be
much more variable in their accent ratings compared to NSs (as well as
L2ers), and follow-up work by Flores et al. (2017) showed the same pattern,
with some HSs receiving accent ratings in the range of NSs but others not.
I return to the matter of variability among HSs in §3.
The intermediate nature of HSs’ HL production – at once closer to nativelike than L2ers’ yet not exactly the same – is also apparent in research that
examined accent using categorical classiﬁcation judgments rather than
Likert-scale ratings. For example, on the basis of naturalistic speech
samples, French, German, and Italian HSs were classiﬁed as “foreign” (as
opposed to “native”) by NSs of the respective language approximately
67 percent of the time on average, less often than L2ers were (>80 percent
of the time) yet more often than monolingual NSs were (10 percent of the
time) (Kupisch et al. 2014). Echoing ﬁndings based on scale ratings, Kupisch
et al. (2014) also found that HSs were the most variable in terms of classiﬁcation: In contrast to the NSs and L2ers, the vast majority of whom were
consistently classiﬁed (correctly) as “native” and “foreign,” respectively,
only about half of the HSs tended to be classiﬁed as “foreign,” while the
other half tended to be classiﬁed as “native” or classiﬁed inconsistently.
Furthermore, the classiﬁcation of HSs was associated with the most uncertainty, with NS judges reporting being “uncertain” or only “semi-certain” of
their classiﬁcation of HSs nearly 40 percent of the time. Related ﬁndings on
Italian HSs in Germany were reported by Lloyd-Smith et al. (2020), who also
observed stronger predictiveness of a composite Italian use score (including
several dimensions of Italian experience, including size of the social
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network and formal education in the language) than of age of acquisition of
the majority language (cf. Yeni-Komshian et al. 2000; Flores and Rato 2016).
Classiﬁcation data on Western Armenian, Russian, and Mandarin
Chinese HSs in the United States, collected with slightly different methods
but the same basic metric of NS judgments, add to a picture in which HSs’
accent in the HL is perceived as more ambiguous than L1-dominant NSs’
and L2ers’, at least by NSs. On the one hand, Western Armenian NSs were
able to identify HSs as US-born speakers (as opposed to NSs raised in a
Western Armenian language environment) with little difﬁculty, even on
the basis of short (word-length) speech samples (Godson 2003, 2004). On the
other hand, Russian NSs had quite a lot of difﬁculty correctly classifying
HSs as individuals who were not born in Russia, even given a sizable (sevensecond) speech sample (Polinsky 2018: 118–121). This apparent sociodemographic ambiguity is reﬂected in a pattern documented for
Mandarin HSs in which HSs as a group were more difﬁcult to classify
correctly (as “American-born Chinese”2) than NSs or L2ers were (Chang
and Yao 2016; see also Kupisch et al. 2014). This pattern was highly consistent, holding for every type of speech sample included in that study: monosyllabic samples carrying each of the four lexical tones, as well as
multisyllabic samples ranging from two to four syllables in length
(Figure 23.1). Moreover, an additional analysis of conﬁdence ratings given
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(b) multisyllabic item basis

Figure 23.1 Demographic classiﬁability of the groups in Chang and Yao (2016), averaged over talkers. Panel (a)
shows classiﬁability on the basis of monosyllabic items (separated by tone); panel (b), based on multisyllabic
items. Groups are Mandarin NSs (NM), HSs with high exposure (HE) and low exposure (LE) to Mandarin, and
L2ers (L2). Error bars show standard error
2

Note that this was the label offered for the HS category because it was more likely to be familiar to the NS judges than
the term “heritage speaker”; however, not all the HSs evaluated in this study were literally born in the United States.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Birmingham, on 07 Mar 2022 at 13:25:01, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108766340.027

586

CHARLES B. CHANG

(a) monosyllabic item basis

(b) multisyllabic item basis

Figure 23.2 Conﬁdence levels associated with correct demographic classiﬁcations in Chang and Yao (2016), by
talker group. Panel (a) shows conﬁdence ratings (on a 1–5 scale; 5 = most conﬁdent/certain) from
classiﬁcations based on monosyllabic items (separated by tone); panel (b), based on multisyllabic items.
Groups are Mandarin NSs (NM), HSs with high exposure (HE) and low exposure (LE) to Mandarin, and L2ers
(L2). Error bars show standard error

on target classiﬁcation judgments replicated the result reported in Kupisch
et al. (2014), wherein listeners were the least conﬁdent about their classiﬁcations of HSs (Figure 23.2). Although the source of this pattern – which
may be due to NSs having a lower degree of exposure to and/or familiarity
with HSs, to HSs showing a wide range of pronunciation patterns, or to
some combination of these factors – is not entirely clear, it is a striking
pattern supporting the view that HSs are language users distinct from both
L2ers and L1-dominant (i.e., “uninterrupted”) NSs.
Whether HSs also differ from “uninterrupted” NSs in the majority language has been less studied, but some results suggest that, insofar as
differences in accent and/or intelligibility exist, they tend to be much less
detectable in the majority language than the HL. For example, the US-based
Korean-English bilinguals in Yeni-Komshian et al. (2000) with an AOA of
1–5 years, though sometimes rated as more foreign-accented in English
than English NSs, received English accent scores that, as a group, were
overlapping with those of English NSs (whereas their Korean accent scores
generally did not fall within the range of Korean NSs’; see Yeni-Komshian
et al. 2000: 138–139). Additionally, Kupisch and colleagues (Kupisch et al.
2014; Lloyd-Smith et al. 2020) tested HSs in their majority language (either
French, German, or Italian) and, using the same methodology of accent
measurement as for the HL, found that, with very few exceptions, HSs’
accent in their majority language was perceived on par with monolingual
NSs’. As for intelligibility, Spanish HSs in the United States were found, at a
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challenging signal-to-noise ratio, to be less intelligible in Spanish than
Spanish NSs but just as intelligible in English as English NSs (Blasingame
2018). Thus, at the level of holistic accent as well as intelligibility, the
current evidence points to the conclusion that, in their (dominant) majority
language, HSs tend to be largely indistinguishable from NSs.

23.3

Segmental Production

Findings on perceived accent in HSs suggest that, at a global level, HSs tend
to differ in their production of the HL from L2ers and L1-dominant NSs, but
leave open the question of which aspects of their production give rise to this
impression of difference. A growing body of research, however, has been
contributing acoustic phonetic data to address this question, with targeted
studies comparing HSs, L2ers, and NSs on their realization of speciﬁc
segmental properties such as voice onset time (VOT) and vowel formants
(most often, F1 and/or F2). Much of this research has been based on speciﬁc
theories of L2 phonetic and phonological acquisition (for a recent review,
see Chang 2019b). For example, the Perceptual Assimilation Model (PAM;
Best 1994, 1995) and Perceptual Assimilation Model-L2 (PAM-L2; Best and
Tyler 2007), as theories that typologize nonnative phonological contrasts in
terms of their perceptual mapping to L1 contrasts, have inﬂuenced studies
testing perception, especially the discrimination of L2 contrasts. Production
studies, on the other hand, have often been framed in terms of the Speech
Learning Model (SLM; Flege 1995, 1996, 2007), a theory of L2 phonetic
development in both perception and production that differentiates L2
sounds in terms of being “new,” “similar,” or “identical” vis-a-vis the L1
inventory. Among the tenets of the SLM, three are particularly relevant to
HL sound systems: (1) coexistence of L1 and L2 sounds in a shared mental
phonetic space, with bilinguals striving to maintain contrast between them,
(2) an increasing likelihood of perceptually conﬂating L2 sounds with L1
counterparts with a later age of L2 acquisition, and (3) bidirectionality of
inﬂuence between perceptually linked L1 and L2 sounds. Note that the third
tenet, by allowing for L2 inﬂuence on the L1, does not grant the L1 a special
status, at least with respect to susceptibility to crosslinguistic inﬂuence,
and is instead consistent with the occurrence of “incomplete acquisition”
and/or attrition of the HL/L1 in different contexts of bilingualism (Montrul
2008; Schmid 2013). This contrasts with another kind of view of the L1 (in
particular, early linguistic exposure) as privileged (e.g., leading to a “neural
commitment” to L1 sounds that differs qualitatively from L2 outcomes;
Kuhl 2000).
Whether oriented toward one of these theories or not, several studies of
segmental production in the HL have focused on or included analyses of
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oral stop consonants (i.e., plosives). In the work on Spanish HSs discussed
earlier (Au et al. 2002; Knightly et al. 2003), the speech samples submitted
to perceptual evaluation (in particular, word-initial and -medial tokens of
the Spanish voiced and voiceless stops produced intervocalically within a
frame sentence) were also submitted to acoustic analysis of several properties: VOT (i.e., the latency between a stop’s release burst and the onset of
voicing) and closure duration of voiceless stops, and the degree of voicing
(binned into three categories of “voiceless,” “partial voicing,” and “full
voicing”) and lenition of voiced stops. Although there were no signiﬁcant
differences among groups with respect to closure duration, HSs approximated the short VOTs of NSs much more closely than L2ers, who produced
(English-inﬂuenced) longer VOTs; in fact, HSs’ VOTs did not differ signiﬁcantly from NSs’ in either initial or medial position (compare Kim 2011).
HSs also showed a tendency to produce partial voicing and full voicing of
voiced stops (i.e., to approximate Spanish norms for implementation of
voiced stops) and to apply intervocalic voiced stop lenition at rates in
between NSs’ and L2ers’ (for evidence of further differences in lenition
among “regular speakers,” “childhood speakers,” and “childhood addressees” and depending on age of onset of the majority language, see Rao 2015,
and Amengual 2019). Similar results were reported for German HSs in
France, who produced the canonically long-lag German voiceless stops with
slightly shorter VOTs than monolingual NSs and German-French bilinguals
in Germany, but still within NS ranges (van de Weijer and Kupisch 2015;
Lein et al. 2016).
Acoustic studies of HLs in Canada have also addressed HSs’ stop production, including the role of sociolinguistic, typological, and phonological
factors. For example, cross-generational comparisons of VOT in the canonically short-lag voiceless stops of Italian, Russian, and Ukrainian showed a
tendency for ﬁrst-generation immigrants to diverge from homeland norms
(in terms of longer VOTs) only slightly, whereas second-, third-, and ﬁfthgeneration HSs tended to show more divergence from these norms; however, there was variation across the different HL groups, with Italian HSs
showing less divergence from homeland norms than Russian or Ukrainian
HSs (Hrycyna et al. 2011; Nagy 2015; for similar cross-generational data on
UK-based Sylheti HSs’ stop production, see Mayr and Siddika 2018).
Although this variation could be due to differences in sociocultural dimensions, including the size and cohesiveness of the HL community and attitudes toward cultural integration into the host country, correlations with
the construct of “ethnic orientation,” including “speakers’ self-identiﬁed
ethnicity and exposure to their HL, and attitudes toward the heritage
language and culture” (Hrycyna et al. 2011: 167) were weak or not signiﬁcant (compare Oh and Au 2005). On the other hand, work on Calabrian
Italian HSs also examined VOT – speciﬁcally, in relation to the socio-
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indexical feature of voiceless stop aspiration – and found effects of speaker
generation (which were not always linear) as well as of speaker sex (Nodari
et al. 2019), while work on Polish HSs showed a positive correlation of
Polish stop devoicing with rates of code-switching with English (Łyskawa
et al. 2016). A study of Tagalog HSs explored the possible inﬂuence of
phonological markedness as well, ﬁnding that HSs produced the canonically short-lag voiceless stops of Tagalog with VOTs showing little inﬂuence
from English’s voiceless (phonologically marked) stops (including with
respect to effects of lexical stress), but the voiced stops, which are canonically lead-voiced, with more apparent inﬂuence from English’s voiced
(phonologically unmarked) stops (Kang et al. 2016). These ﬁndings thus
contradicted the hypothesis that inﬂuence from the majority language
would be stronger from marked, as opposed to unmarked, categories
(Newlin-Łukowicz 2014).
Research on stop production in heritage Korean has additionally provided
compelling evidence of conservatism in HSs (Kang and Nagy 2016). In this
work, Korean HSs in Toronto were compared to Korean NSs in Seoul with
respect to an ongoing sound change in the implementation of the lenis and
aspirated stop series, which have become less distinct in terms of VOT and
more distinct in terms of onset fundamental frequency (f0) over time. This
change has rapidly progressed in the homeland (Seoul) variety, led by young
females, and consistent with other studies, Kang and Nagy observed young
female NSs in Seoul to rely almost entirely on f0 to distinguish these stops.
On the other hand, young HSs in Toronto continued to rely on VOT to
produce this contrast, and there was little evidence of a sex difference in
their reliance on VOT. That is, younger HSs showed a pattern of stop
production reminiscent of an older stage of Seoul Korean and did not
appear to be innovating in the manner of younger homeland NSs, which
Kang and Nagy speculated may be due to the dominant role of VOT in the
voiced–voiceless stop contrast in English. Converging results were reported
for second-generation Korean HSs in California as well; interestingly, however, “1.5 generation” HSs (i.e., late childhood arrivals to the United States)
patterned more like homeland NSs than like second-generation HSs (Cheng
2019b). Taken together, these ﬁndings highlight the relevance of three
considerations in the analysis of HL sound systems: (1) the fundamental
differences in target language input and exposure between a diaspora (HL)
context and the homeland context, (2) linguistic aspects of HSs’ speciﬁc
brand of bilingualism, and (3) the continuity and variability inherent in the
demographic variable of speaker generation, often treated as categorical in
research on HSs.
Apart from stops, other consonant types, such as fricatives, taps, trills,
and approximants, have also been investigated in acoustic studies of HL
production. For example, research on Mandarin HSs in the United States
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analyzed aspects of sibilant fricatives – in particular, the centroid and peak
amplitude frequency of Mandarin alveolar /s/ and postalveolar /ʂ ɕ/ – ﬁnding
that HSs tended to be better than both L2ers and NSs (who were L2 learners
of English) at distinguishing these fricatives from similar English fricatives
(Chang et al. 2009, 2011); moreover, there was no evidence of HSs having
lost (or failed to acquire) any of the HL phonemic contrasts tested. Studies of
Spanish HSs’ production of the Spanish tap–trill contrast and lateral
approximants additionally showed effects of both language dominance
and language mode: HSs were less likely to approximate canonical production in terms of number of occlusions in the trill /r/ and F2 - F1 values for the
lateral /l/ when they were dominant in English and/or put into bilingual
mode, and these effects for /l/ were clearest for the combination of English
dominance and bilingual mode (Amengual 2016, 2018; see Kim and Repiso
Puigdelliura 2020, for data on frequency of lingual constriction in HSs’
production of the tap). Despite these effects, however, the tap–trill contrast
was maintained by most HSs, if by greater use of duration vis-a-vis NSs, thus
converging with the results of Chang et al. (2011).
Complementing data on consonantal production, other studies of HL
production have focused on vowels, demonstrating the relevance of factors
such as phonological environment, phonetic distance between crosslinguistically corresponding vowels, and the precise comparison group. For
Western Armenian HSs in the United States, for example, the inﬂuence of
English was evident for vowels acoustically close to English vowels (/i ɛ a/),
but not for the back rounded vowels /o u/ that lie farther from English
counterparts (Godson 2003, 2004), consistent with the SLM’s prediction
that L2 sounds distant from L1 sounds are likely to be perceived as
different (and are thus likely to motivate formation of a separate L2
category that resists assimilatory crosslinguistic inﬂuence from the L1).
Along similar lines, Mandarin HSs in the United States produced back
rounded vowels of Mandarin (characterized by lower F2 values) as clearly
distinct from those of English (characterized by higher F2 values), and
were also found to outperform L2ers and L1-dominant NSs in terms of
establishing crosslinguistic distance between corresponding vowels in the
two languages (Chang et al. 2010, 2011; see Figure 23.3). This advantage
for HSs in making crosslinguistic distinctions at a phonetic (i.e., noncontrastive) level is also in line with the SLM‘s prediction that systematic
phonetic differences between L1 and L2 sounds will be better perceived by
early than late L2 acquirers. As for the role of phonological environment,
this was predictive of Toronto-based Cantonese HSs’ production of mid
/ɛ ɔ/, which showed an allophonic split conditioned by a velar context;
consequently, the split could be attributed in large part to majority language inﬂuence (Tse 2016a,b, 2019). On the other hand, majority language
inﬂuence is often much less clear when HSs are compared to L1-dominant,
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Figure 23.3 Acoustic distances (in mean F2 over the entire vowel duration, in Bark) between
corresponding Mandarin and English back rounded vowels in Chang et al. (2011), by group.
Groups are (from left to right) Mandarin-dominant NSs, HSs with high or low exposure to
Mandarin, and L2ers. Error bars show standard error

but not homeland monolingual, NSs (i.e., a group better approximating
the HL input to HSs; Solon et al. 2019).
Studies of HL vowel production have also addressed the role of demographics, dialectal and stylistic variation, language mode, code-switching,
dominance, and proﬁciency. A recent study of Spanish HSs in the North
Midland dialect region of the United States, for instance, tested the hypothesis that the North Midland feature of fronted /u/ would cause HSs to
produce Spanish /u/ also as fronted (Cummings Ruiz 2019). Contrary to this
hypothesis, however, HSs actually produced Spanish /u/ as even more back
(i.e., with lower F2 values) than monolingual NSs. As an instance of crosslinguistic dissimilation (namely, from the more front English /u/), this
production pattern is consistent with the SLM’s hypothesis that new
category formation in early L2 acquirers may lead to dissimilation of nearby
sounds in order to maximize contrast within the shared mental phonetic
space. In other work examining vowel quality and duration across different
tasks, HSs’ Spanish vowel production was also observed to show similar
patterns of stylistic variation as monolingual NSs’ and other bilinguals’ and
to be inﬂuenced by code-switching with English as well as the presence of
lexical stress (Ronquest 2016; Elias et al. 2017). In the case of Cantonese HSs
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in Toronto, speaker generation and sex showed an interaction in predicting
conversational vowel production in the HL (Tse 2016b, 2019), while for
Shanghainese HSs in China, speaker generation, language mode, and crosslinguistic similarity (with the dominant societal language, Mandarin
Chinese) were all found to signiﬁcantly modulate the intrusion of
Mandarin into Shanghainese vowel production (Yao and Chang 2016).
Additionally, statistical modeling of Spanish HSs’ normalized vowel production data (in comparison to those for Spanish NSs and L1 English L2ers)
provided support for examining both dominance and proﬁciency as “separate but related constructs” related to HSs’ linguistic behavior (Shea 2019).
Even so, it is clear that individual dominance in the HL does not rule out
majority language inﬂuence on the HL, as shown by the Spanish-inﬂuenced
merger of Galician mid-vowel contrasts in Galician-dominant HSs (Mayr
et al. 2019), nor does dominance in the majority language rule out targetlike acquisition of HL phonological processes such as unstressed vowel
reduction (Amengual and Simonet, 2020; but compare Asherov et al.
2016, for evidence of hybridized vowel reduction in HL Russian in Israel).
As alluded to in Section 23.1, studies of HSs’ production of the majority
language remain less common than studies focusing on the HL, but the
available acoustic data support the view that HSs as a group are often
indistinguishable from NSs of the majority language and, where there is a
detectable difference from NSs, this difference tends to be quite subtle
(Section 23.2). For example, the California-based Spanish HSs in Au et al.
(2002) produced mean VOTs for English voiced and voiceless stops that were
“comparable to published results from monolingual native English
speakers” (fn. 5, 241), such that they did not differ signiﬁcantly from the
L1 English NS group (for converging results on Spanish HSs in the Midwest,
see Kim 2011). Along similar lines, second- and third-generation Sylheti HSs
in London and Cardiff produced English stops, vowels, and approximants in
a manner resembling NSs (McCarthy et al. 2011, 2013; Mayr and Siddika
2018), while Korean HSs in California, both second-generation and “1.5
generation” HSs, showed evidence of having acquired the local dialect
features in their English vowel production (Cheng 2019a). On the other
hand, Tagalog HSs in Canada produced English voiced stops with apparent
inﬂuence from the lead-voicing characteristic of Tagalog (Kang et al. 2016;
for similar data on US-based Polish HSs, see Newlin-Łukowicz 2014), and
non-standard or non-monolingual-like properties have been observed in the
English vowels of Norwegian HSs in the United States and the English
interdental fricatives of Dutch HSs in Canada (Natvig 2016; Cornwell and
Rafat 2017). In these latter cases, however, the divergence from majority
language norms is small and/or involves variability, such that it is often not
clear whether it is consequential – namely, reliably perceptible to listeners
of the majority language.
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Suprasegmental Production

The literature on HSs’ production of suprasegmental properties is considerably smaller than that focusing on segmental properties, but there are now
several different studies addressing aspects of HL prosody such as stress,
voice quality, lexical tone, and intonation. For example, research on USbased Spanish HSs by Kim (2020) found that HSs’ production of lexical
stress contrasts between words bearing penultimate vs. ﬁnal stress differed
signiﬁcantly from monolingual NSs’, especially in the use of duration,
showing a similarly large amount of overlap between the two word types
as in L2ers’ production. Additional work on Spanish HSs’ production of
focus revealed that HSs tended to use a mix of strategies for expressing
focus, including both the non-prosodic (i.e., syntactic) strategies favored by
NSs and the prosodic strategies (e.g., post-focal deaccenting) favored by
L2ers, suggesting that “heritage speakers are ﬂexible in their use of linguistic strategies as they are able to extract resources from their two language
systems” (Kim 2019). Spanish HSs’ production of voice quality (as reﬂected
in spectral tilt measures) was also found to differ from NSs’ in that, like
L2ers (L1 English speakers), HSs, especially female HSs, often produced
utterance-ﬁnal creaky voice in Spanish, consistent with inﬂuence from
voice quality variation in the majority language (Kim 2017).
Adding to this picture have been studies of tone production by Mandarin
Chinese HSs in the United States (Chang and Yao 2016, 2019). In this work,
HSs as a group were observed to approximate NSs’ production of
Mandarin’s four main tones (T1–T4) more closely than L2ers in a number
of ways: the pitch contour of T3 (a low-falling tone), durational shortening
of tones in connected speech, and rates of T3 reduction in non-ﬁnal contexts. In other respects, however, HSs’ tone production tended to resemble
L2ers’. For instance, HSs’ tones in isolation were not generally more intelligible to NSs than were L2ers’. In connected speech, by contrast, HSs’ tones
were signiﬁcantly more intelligible than L2ers’. As for perceived goodness,
HSs’ intelligible tones, both in isolation and in connected speech, were
rated as higher quality than L2ers’, although not as good as NSs’. Thus,
given the limited consistency in between-group patterning observed across
different tones, contexts, and measures, these ﬁndings on Mandarin HSs
suggested that “early heritage language experience can, but does not necessarily, result in a phonological advantage over L2 learners” (Chang and Yao
2016: 134).
In addition to production of T1–T4, production of Mandarin’s “neutral”
tone (T0, a short tone surfacing on weak syllables) was also examined in this
research, in both obligatory contexts (i.e., where a target item must be
pronounced with T0 as opposed to some other tone) and non-obligatory
contexts (Chang and Yao 2019). Like the data on T1–T4, data on T0
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(a) duration of T0

(b) intelligibility of T0

Figure 23.4 Acoustic and perceptual properties of Mandarin’s neutral tone (T0) as produced in Chang and Yao
(2019), averaged over talkers and separated by context. Panel (a) shows duration (in ms); panel (b),
intelligibility (i.e., percent of time the tone was correctly identiﬁed as T0 by native listeners). Groups are
Mandarin NSs (L1ers), HSs with high exposure (HE) and low exposure (LE) to Mandarin, and L2ers. Error bars
show standard error

production showed signiﬁcant between-group variation in duration; however, the nature of this variation differed from that observed for T1–T4. In
contrast to the shorter durations they produced for T3 in non-ﬁnal contexts, HSs produced T0 in non-obligatory contexts with signiﬁcantly longer
durations than did L2ers (see Figure 23.4a). To put it another way, in the
case of non-obligatory T0, L2ers, rather than HSs, were more successful at
approximating the short durations of NSs. Consequently, L2ers’ production
of T0 was also more intelligible as T0 compared to HSs’ (Figure 23.4b),
although HSs nevertheless received higher goodness ratings for their intelligible T0 tokens than L2ers did. These results thus converged with those on
T1–T4 in indicating that differences between HSs and L2ers “are not unidirectional, but instead vary across aspects of the language” (Chang and Yao
2019: 2291).
A central factor related to the directionality of between-group patterning
(e.g., whether, for a given variable, HSs or L2ers will be closer to NSs) is
speakers’ linguistic experience with the HL – in particular, their dialectal
exposure and experience with standards and norms that are reinforced by
formal education in the target language. Thus, in Chang and Yao (2016),
L2ers were found to produce overly long durations for T3 in connected
speech, ostensibly because their initial exposure to T3 in the classroom
had consisted of focused productions in isolation, where T3 is standardly
produced with a long contour including not only a pitch fall but also a ﬁnal
rise; this pattern for T3 was much less apparent in HSs. On the other hand,
HSs were found to produce T3 reduction (i.e., “half Tone 3”) at rates
exceeding even NSs’, which could be attributed in part to a greater percentage of the HS group having been exposed to southern dialects of Mandarin
in which T3 reduction is frequent across contexts. Along the same lines, in
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Chang and Yao (2019), it was HSs – not L2ers – who were found to produce
overly long durations for T0 in non-obligatory contexts. Like the HS–L2er
disparity in T3 reduction rates, this result could also be explained in terms
of differences in dialectal and educational exposure: Whereas at least some
HSs were primarily exposed to southern dialects in which T0 may alternate
with another tone (e.g., T3) in non-obligatory contexts, L2ers were primarily
exposed to standard Mandarin, which is based on northern Mandarin
varieties in which T0 is typically realized even in non-obligatory contexts.
Taken together, these ﬁndings highlight the importance of considering
the details of HSs’ experience with their HL and the manner in which HSs’
experience may diverge from that of the NSs and/or L2ers under study. In
particular, the likelihood of variation and divergence in experience poses a
major challenge for a group-based approach to studying HL sound systems.
For example, Mandarin HSs in Chang and Yao (2016) showed, as a group,
higher levels of acoustic variability in production of T1–T4 than both NSs
and L2ers; however, as pointed out in that study, this higher variability
cannot be attributed to HS status per se, as it may be due in part to a higher
degree of variation in dialectal exposure and/or educational experience with
Mandarin within the HS group compared to the NS and L2er groups. While
one approach to addressing variability is, of course, to attempt to control
dialect and/or educational experience more strictly, in some cases this may
not be entirely feasible, due to fundamental experiential differences
between two populations (e.g., limiting a HS group to those formally educated in the HL may leave one with very few HSs, who are not necessarily
representative of the population at large). Therefore, future research on HL
sound systems stands to beneﬁt from more individual-centric analyses,
where variability is not reduced but rather accounted for statistically, such
as the modeling approach taken in recent work (e.g., Shea 2019).
With regard to intonation, there has long been interest in HSs’ intonation
as a possible contributor to a “heritage accent,” but systematic empirical
research documenting the properties of HSs’ intonation in the HL is relatively scarce. This may be due in part to a methodological challenge for
crosslinguistic intonation research: the lack of broad consensus on analytical conventions that can be used across languages. In the case of Russian
HSs in the United States, for example, “[a]ny comparison of English and
Russian intonation is made more difﬁcult by conﬂicting methods of
describing intonational form” (Andrews 1993: 165). Nevertheless, such
HSs have been described impressionistically as producing Englishinﬂuenced intonation in the HL – in particular, with “the substitution of
American-English intonational patterns for standard Russian ones in neutral declarative utterances and in yes/no questions” (Andrews 2001: 528; see
also Polinsky 2018: 120–121). More recent studies of US-based HSs’ intonation in HLs such as French (Bullock 2009), Korean (Shin 2005), Norwegian
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(Dehé 2018), and Spanish (Zárate-Sández 2015; Colantoni et al. 2016; Rao
2016b) have brought quantitative and/or acoustic data to bear on the issue
of HL intonation, leading to a nuanced picture. The recurring theme in
these studies is indeed one of crosslinguistic inﬂuence from the majority
language (English) but also clear, if not always native-like, acquisition of
some HL-speciﬁc intonational features (e.g., accentual phrase-initial tone
height, prenuclear peak alignment). For example, in a small-scale study
using acoustic analysis as well as perceptual evaluation of low-pass ﬁltered
speech, Shin (2005) found that Korean HSs produced intonation closer to
NSs’ than did L2ers, such that the prosody in HSs’ ﬁltered speech was
perceived as “Korean” by NSs much more often (58–75 percent of the time)
than L2ers’ (11–19 percent); nevertheless, HSs’ prosody was still frequently
perceived as nonnative-like.
Work on HL intonation has pointed out a number of factors that inﬂuence the observed intonation patterns of HSs, including task type (Colantoni
et al. 2016) and utterance type (Rao 2016b), and cautioned against interpreting majority language inﬂuence in terms of a deﬁcit model. Indeed, the
speciﬁc conditions under which HSs are asked to produce HL intonation (in
particular, the degree to which HSs may be familiar or comfortable with a
task such as free narration vs. reading) has a signiﬁcant effect on their
production, leading Colantoni et al. (2016) to recommend that “metalinguistic tasks, such as reading aloud, should be implemented with caution”
(1). Furthermore, the fact that divergence in HL intonation patterns associated with speciﬁc syntactic patterns may occur in spite of apparent control
of the syntax raises the possibility that “contact-inﬂuenced prosodic innovations among heritage speakers may serve as additional communication
resources for the expression of discourse-pragmatic distinctions rather
than as mere replacement strategies” (Bullock 2009: 165), echoing the
sentiments of Kim (2019) regarding Spanish HSs’ mixed strategies for the
expression of focus and of Nagy (2016) on viewing HSs’ language varieties as
“new dialects.” Certainly, it is clear that more research remains to be done
on HL intonation, and as the ﬁeld converges on analysis standards for more
languages (see Hualde and Prieto 2016), one can expect that this will lead to
increased research activity in the study of HL intonation.
To close this section, it is worth mentioning that there is very little
research on HSs’ suprasegmental production in the majority language, thus
leaving open a clear path for future research in this area. In one of the few
studies on this topic, Turkish HSs in the Netherlands were observed to
produce focus prosody in Dutch somewhat differently from Dutch NSs, in
a manner consistent with inﬂuence from Turkish (van Rijswijk et al. 2017).
Norwegian HSs in the United States were also found to produce English
polar questions with some apparent intonational inﬂuence from the HL
(Dehé 2018). On the other hand, Mandarin-dominant Southern Min HSs in
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China produced focus prosody in Mandarin with no apparent inﬂuence
from the HL (Chen et al. 2014). In addition, US-based Korean HSs produced
English-speciﬁc syllable structures (e.g., coda consonants disallowed in
Korean) in code-switched contexts with no apparent phonotactic inﬂuence
from the HL, in contrast to the pattern observed for Korean NSs (Kim 2010).
As for younger HSs, a recent study of kindergarten-age Urdu HSs’ production of Cantonese tones in Hong Kong found that, in comparison to agematched Cantonese NSs, the HSs produced Cantonese tones with lower
intelligibility and greater confusion between tones, which could be attributed in part to inﬂuence from the HL (Yao et al., 2020). However, given that
lexical tone can show a protracted trajectory of development even for NSs
(e.g., Wong and Strange 2017), this snapshot of early divergence between
HSs and NSs may or may not be reﬂected in how HSs produce the majority
language in adulthood. In short, work on HSs’ suprasegmentals in the
majority language is in its nascent stages, and much more research is
needed to understand when and to what degree HSs may pattern uniquely
in this regard.

23.5

Speech Perception

The depth of perceptual advantages that accrue to HSs, even those who may
not have actively used the HL for many years, has been the subject of a great
deal of research examining HSs across a continuum of HL experience,
ranging from international adoptees with no conscious memory of the HL
to second-generation immigrant bilinguals who continue to use the HL
regularly. Although this literature contains some examples of apparent
“forgetting” of the HL (Pallier et al. 2003; Ventureyra et al. 2004), the bulk
of the studies in this area evince a signiﬁcant impact of early linguistic
experience on speech perception, both in the HL and in the majority
language. Indeed, this pattern should not be surprising, given theoretical
claims about the transformative, and lasting, impact of early linguistic
exposure. For example, the theory of “automatic selective perception”
(Strange 2011) posits that L1 experience tunes the perceptual mechanism
to be maximally efﬁcient for the L1 (i.e., sensitive to only those cues
important for perceiving L1 contrasts), leading to difﬁculties in perception
of an L2 that requires sensitivity to different cues, while the “native language magnet” theory argues for a “neural commitment” to the L1 that
affects the perception of other languages (Kuhl 2000; Zhang et al. 2005).
Accordingly, several studies focusing on segmental contrasts have documented a perceptual advantage of HSs over L2ers and, under certain conditions, perceptual abilities for HSs that are on par with NSs’. For example,
Hindi HSs with minimal HL exposure after age 2 outperformed L2ers in
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perception of the Hindi /t̪/-/ʈ/ place contrast and /t̪h/-/d̪h/ voicing contrast
(Tees and Werker 1984), while Korean HSs, including Korean adoptees with
minimal HL exposure prior to relearning their HL in adulthood, outperformed L2ers in perception of Korean stop laryngeal contrasts, rate of
perceptual learning of these contrasts, and/or transfer of perceptual learning to production of these contrasts (Oh et al. 2010; Cheon and Lee 2013;
Choi et al. 2017). These and other studies used a variety of experimental
methods differing in terms of task demands, which have revealed the taskand stimulus-dependent nature of HSs’ perceptual performance. Using the
AX discrimination paradigm as well as a sequence recall task taxing
working memory, for instance, Lee-Ellis (2012) tested US-based Korean
HSs on perception of the Korean-speciﬁc /s/-/s*/ contrast and found that
HSs were signiﬁcantly more accurate than L2ers across tasks, but resembled NSs only in the perceptually easiest task (discrimination with no talker
variability). Along similar lines, US-based Russian HSs outperformed L2ers
in perception of Russian palatalization contrasts across different sound
pairs, contexts, and tasks, often with native-like levels of accuracy, but were
signiﬁcantly less accurate than NSs on the less acoustically distinct (and less
frequent) pair of word-ﬁnal /p/-/pj/ (Lukyanchenko and Gor 2011).
The perceptual advantage of HSs is found in perception of suprasegmental properties of the HL as well. In the case of lexical stress in Spanish, HSs
outperformed L2ers in perceiving penultimate vs. ﬁnal stress contrasts and
in fact resembled monolingual NSs in this respect; however, there was also
a signiﬁcant effect of generation, whereby later generations of US-born HSs
patterned more like L2ers in terms of a bias toward penultimate stress (Kim
2014, 2015). Echoing a pattern seen in other combined perceptionproduction studies (e.g., Oh et al. 2003), Spanish HSs’ advantage on stress
contrasts was larger in perception than production, where they showed a
strong resemblance to L2ers (Kim 2019; see Section 23.4). Other studies
have similarly suggested that HSs have a perceptual advantage in perception of prominence and intonation in the HL (Zárate-Sández 2015; Laleko
and Polinsky 2017). As for lexical tone, Mandarin HSs showed an advantage
over L2ers in the categoricalness and stability of their tone perception and
resembled NSs in their ability to recognize the starting pitch level of a tone,
while at the same time resembling L2ers in their overreliance on pitch level
(Yang 2015). Perceptual divergence from homeland NSs was also reported
for young US-based Cantonese HSs’ perception of both acoustically similar
and distinct tone contrasts, although HSs performed much better on distinct tone contrasts (Kan and Schmid 2019). Much as in segmental perception, however, in tone perception the impact of early HL exposure can be
quite long-lasting, as evidenced by the signiﬁcant advantage in perceptual
learning of Hokkien tone contrasts shown by Singapore-based HSs with no
conscious memory of the HL (Singh and Seet 2019).
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Apart from task type, HS generation, and acoustic similarity of HL contrasts, several other variables have emerged as predictors of HSs’ perceptual
behavior in the HL, including age of onset of the majority language (i.e., age
of reduced contact with the HL) and assimilability of a given HL contrast to
contrasts of the majority language/L2 (Ahn et al. 2017), age of testing and
degree of literacy, especially in a developmental context (Kan and Schmid
2019), language mode (Antoniou et al. 2012), and proﬁciency level (Gor
2014), and the usefulness of a multivariate approach in particular is evident
in the increasing number of studies that apply a sociolinguistic lens to HSs’
linguistic behavior (e.g., Nagy 2016; Tse 2019). For example, Escalante
(2018) found that Spanish HSs who traveled to coastal Ecuador were not
necessarily more successful at perceiving the local dialect feature of /s/aspiration than L2ers; although the most accurate participant was indeed
a HS, more predictive of perceptual accuracy overall than HS status were
the factors of phonological context, prior exposure to /s/-aspirating dialects,
and proﬁciency level. Recent ﬁndings on perceptual adaptation by
Mandarin HSs in Australia further pointed out the relevance of the social
context of HL use (Cutler et al. 2019). In this work, Mandarin HSs who used
the HL regularly were found to retune phonemic boundaries in accordance
with exposure to unfamiliar talkers in the majority language (English), but
not in the HL – a disparity that mirrored the much smaller number of
interlocutors the HSs reported for the HL compared to the majority language. In other words, the social context of HL use, which involved regular
exposure to a limited, and largely unchanging, set of talkers, apparently did
not promote the development of perceptual adaptation mechanisms in the
HL. An interesting avenue for future research, therefore, would be to test
the degree to which these perceptual adaptation mechanisms may develop
in HSs in response to changes in the context of HL use (e.g., study abroad in
a HL-dominant language environment).
As for HSs’ perception of the majority language, there is, again, less
research on this topic in comparison to research focusing on HL perception,
but existing studies, which generally focus on English as a majority
language, have shown little evidence of a perceptual deﬁcit vis-a-vis NSs
of the majority language and, instead, evidence of perceptual beneﬁts for
the majority language. For example, the Hokkien HSs examined by Singh
and Seet (2019) showed no signiﬁcant differences from English NSs in a
battery of grammatical, semantic, and sound-based English tasks, which
included discrimination of English-speciﬁc phoneme contrasts (e.g., /z/ vs.
/ð/, /d/ vs. /ð/). Similarly, the Korean HSs examined by Lee-Ellis (2012) showed
no signiﬁcant differences from English NSs in perception of the Englishspeciﬁc phonotactic contrast between word-medial consonant clusters and
consonant–vowel sequences (e.g., /kasta/ vs. /kasuta/), across tasks; in fact,
there was a nonsigniﬁcant tendency for the HSs to outperform the English
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Figure 23.5 Perception of unreleased stops in Chang (2016) averaged over listeners and separated by item
type. Panel (a) shows percent accuracy in identifying the ﬁnal sound of stop-ﬁnal (left) and sonorant-ﬁnal (right)
Korean nonce items. Panel (b) shows sensitivity to a change (d0 ) in English minimal pairs differing in ﬁnal stop
identity (left) or in presence/absence of a ﬁnal stop (right). Groups are Korean NSs (NK), HSs (HK), and English
NSs (NE). Error bars show standard error

NSs on discrimination of this English contrast. This apparent perceptual
advantage over monolingual English NSs came out to be statistically signiﬁcant in a study of US-based Korean HSs’ perception of unreleased stops in
both the HL and the majority language (Chang 2016). In this study, not only
did HSs’ perception of Korean resemble Korean NSs’, their perception of
English surpassed English NSs’ (see Figure 23.5). Crucially, both in Chang’s
and in Lee-Ellis’s studies, listeners who shared the same L1 background as
the HSs but did not receive as early and as extensive exposure to English
(i.e., Korean NSs) performed signiﬁcantly worse on English perception than
English NSs did; that is, there was a clear potential for HSs’ experience with
the HL to have a negative effect on their English perception. Despite this
possibility, however, in both of these cases HL experience had either no
such effect or even a beneﬁcial effect, an outcome described by Chang
(2016: 805) as a “best-case scenario” for early bilingual experience. The
generalizability of this outcome to other HS communities and to other
linguistic features awaits further investigation.

23.6

General Discussion

Research on HL sound systems is notable for its breadth (including work on
diverse HLs, majority language contexts, and phonetic and phonological
features) but also for several recurring themes that have emerged out of the
speciﬁc cases examined to date. Perhaps the most abundantly attested is the
ﬁnding that early exposure to a HL, even if relatively brief, leads to
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signiﬁcant phonetic and/or phonological learning, although the depth and
the accessibility of acquired HL knowledge show considerable variation
related to structural linguistic factors (e.g., phonological environment,
proximity to aspects of the majority language), demographic and sociolinguistic factors (e.g., HSs’ age of reduced contact with the HL, immigrant
generation, gender, size of the HL social network), input and usage-based
factors (e.g., education, dialectal exposure, rate of code-switching, language
dominance, proﬁciency), and methodological factors (e.g., task type and
difﬁculty, language mode, dependent measure). Other frequently observed
outcomes include intermediate patterning between NSs and L2ers (e.g.,
Knightly et al. 2003; Chang and Yao 2016), a wide range of individual
variability (e.g., Kupisch et al. 2014; Flores and Rato 2016), and a relatively
higher level of performance in perception as compared to production (e.g.,
Kim 2019), consistent with the interconnected, yet staggered, development
of perception and production observed in monolingual L1 acquisition. In
addition, although a broad comparison between segmental and suprasegmental production is limited by the smaller number of ﬁndings on suprasegmentals, it appears that suprasegmentals – at least certain global
prosodic features such as intonation – may evince more frequent divergence from NS norms compared to segmentals. Viewed in relation to the
early onset of exposure to HL prosody in utero, this disparity may seem
surprising; however, given the oftentimes long developmental trajectory of
L1 prosodic features, this should not be very surprising at all. Notably, such
innovations at a suprasegmental level provide an explanation for why HSs
who look similar to NSs at a segmental level may nevertheless be perceived
by NSs as having a “heritage accent” in the HL.
For HSs to show, broadly, some degree of convergence or integration of
the HL and the majority language is in fact expected under a “multicompetence” view of bilinguals, and as alluded to in Sections 3–5, several ﬁndings
concerning adult HSs’ phonetic and phonological systems are consistent
with predictions of theoretical models such as Flege’s SLM and Best’s PAM.
For example, degrees of crosslinguistic similarity between contrasts, which
play a central role in PAM, were indeed predictive of perceptual discrimination of HL contrasts (Ahn et al. 2017), while HSs’ successful maintenance
of both within- and between-language contrasts, variability in behavior
related to crosslinguistic proximity between the HL and the majority language, and closer patterning to NSs relative to L2ers (e.g., Au et al. 2008;
Chang et al. 2011) followed from the shared L1–L2 phonetic space, the
preference to maximize contrast within this space, and the inverse correlation between age of L2 onset and phonetic sensitivity that are posited in
the SLM. However, although there are some studies directly investigating
the early stages of HL development in childhood, which can already show
divergence from NS norms (e.g., Cho and Lee 2016; Kan and Schmid 2019), it
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remains a largely theoretical question how the ostensible advantage of early
HL exposure leads to the speciﬁc proﬁle of HSs’ linguistic knowledge in
adulthood (e.g., it is often ambiguous whether development involves
attrition and/or “incomplete acquisition” per se). Thus, longitudinal
research tracking HSs over time in comparison to relevant peer groups
would make signiﬁcant contributions to our understanding of the lifespan
development of HSs’ phonetic and phonological systems (for an example
concerning the majority language of UK-based Sylheti HSs, see McCarthy
et al. 2014).
Besides widening their temporal scope, another way in which future
studies are likely to improve our understanding of HL phonetics and phonology is by strengthening connections to two different literatures: the
cognitive science literature on bilingualism and the sociolinguistic literature on indexicality and persona construction. In regard to the ﬁrst, numerous researchers have argued for the existence of bilingual advantages in a
range of domains (e.g., Bialystok et al. 2004; Antoniou et al. 2015; de Leeuw
and Bogulski 2016), yet few have focused on HSs per se (compare Gabriel
et al. 2018, who found Russian and Turkish HSs in Germany showed an
advantage over monolingual German NSs in production of French voiceless
stops). As for the sociolinguistic literature, a challenge, and an opportunity,
for future research on HSs will be to grapple with the reality that an
observed divergence of HSs from monolingual NS norms, which can often
appear to reﬂect a passive “interference” of the majority language, may not
be passive at all, but rather sociolinguistically motivated, under control,
and deployed strategically as a ﬂexible resource for constructing one’s
social identity and signaling group membership (Alam and Stuart-Smith
2011; D’Onofrio 2018). Naturally, this latter possibility raises an important
question: When are HSs’ non-monolingual-like behaviors (especially at the
phonetic and phonological levels, which are typically salient loci of sociolinguistic variation) sociolinguistically motivated, and when are they not? It
will be crucial for future research to approach HSs’ linguistic data with this
question in mind, in order to be able to give them the properly nuanced
interpretation that they deserve.
While diversifying conceptual approaches to studying HSs will surely
enrich the ﬁeld of HL phonetics and phonology, it is also worth mentioning
the empirical gaps in this area that are clear directions for future research.
As discussed in Section 23.4, studies focusing on HL suprasegmentals are
relatively sparse, and in particular there is a need for more work on HL
intonation and rhythm, including in widely studied HLs such as Spanish
(Rao and Ronquest 2015; Yakel 2018) and in intonational perception (Laleko
and Polinsky 2017). Moreover, whereas a considerable number of studies
discussed in Section 23.3–5 have addressed implicit phonological
knowledge (pertaining to aspects such as phonemic contrasts, phonological
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processes, and phonotactic constraints), few have examined highly abstract
or metalinguistic dimensions of phonological knowledge such as
syllabiﬁcation (Shelton et al. 2017). Studies investigating these facets
of linguistic knowledge will provide valuable insights into HL sound
systems.
In addition, work on HSs’ majority language is currently lacking, yet very
much needed to round out the picture of HSs’ unique proﬁle of bilingualism. For example, given HSs’ bilingual experience, one question that arises
is whether HSs might differ in intelligibility in their majority language
compared to monolingual NS peers. On the one hand, as discussed in
Section 23.2–4, there are occasional hints in the (small) literature on HSs’
majority language that HSs may acoustically diverge, if ever so slightly,
from their monolingual NS peers, but whether these differences negatively
affect intelligibility – or, for that matter, are reliably perceptible at all – is
typically unclear. On the other hand, it has also been suggested that,
perhaps due to greater experience speaking the majority language to nonnative speakers (e.g., family members from the ﬁrst generation of immigration), HSs might tend to produce the majority language in a clearer or
more enunciated fashion than NS peers (see Polinsky 2018: 141–144, for
data on ﬁnal stop realization in English as the majority language of USbased HSs from a variety of HL backgrounds); this would predict that HSs
would be generally more intelligible in the majority language than NS peers.
Interestingly, ﬁndings on US-based Spanish HSs do not show such an intelligibility advantage, although, crucially, they also show no disadvantage
(Blasingame 2018). However, much more research – ideally, in a variety of
majority language contexts – will be required to formulate any general
principles underlying the phonetics and phonology of HSs’ majority
language.
In closing, I would like to end on a methodological note. To produce a full,
richly elaborated picture of adult HSs’ phonetic and phonological knowledge, it will be crucial to expand the scope of individual studies in two
ways. First, more bilingual studies (i.e., studies examining both languages
within the same sample of HSs), as opposed to studies examining only the
HL or only the majority language, are needed to understand the dynamics
of crosslinguistic interaction within HSs’ linguistic repertoire. Second,
more combined, and longitudinal, studies of both perception and production, as opposed to studies targeting one modality, are needed to understand how perception and production may lead, lag, or otherwise support
each other over the course of HL development. In short, there is room in the
study of HL sound systems not only for theoretical and conceptual diversiﬁcation, but also for methodological innovation, both of which hold the
potential to deepen the insights about HL sound systems to be gained in
the years to come.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Birmingham, on 07 Mar 2022 at 13:25:01, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108766340.027

604

CHARLES B. CHANG

References
Ahn, S., C. B. Chang, R. DeKeyser, and S. Lee-Ellis. 2017. Age Effects in First
Language Attrition: Speech Perception by Korean-English Bilinguals.
Language Learning 67(3), 694–733.
Alam, F. and J. Stuart-Smith. 2011. Identity and Ethnicity in /t/ in GlasgowPakistani High-School Girls. In W.-S. Lee and E. Zee (eds.), Proceedings of the
17th International Congress of Phonetic Sciences. Hong Kong: City University
of Hong Kong, 216–219.
Amengual, M. 2016. Acoustic Correlates of the Spanish Tap–Trill
Contrast: Heritage and L2 Spanish Speakers. Heritage Language Journal
13(2), 88–112.
Amengual, M. 2018. Asymmetrical Interlingual Inﬂuence in the Production
of Spanish and English Laterals as a Result of Competing Activation in
Bilingual Language Processing. Journal of Phonetics 69, 12–28.
Amengual, M. 2019. Type of Early Bilingualism and Its Effect on the
Acoustic Realization of Allophonic Variants: Early Sequential and
Simultaneous Bilinguals. International Journal of Bilingualism 23(5),
954–970.
Amengual, M. and M. Simonet. 2020. Language Dominance Does Not
Always Predict Cross-linguistic Interactions in Bilingual Speech
Production. Linguistic Approaches to Bilingualism 10(6), 847–872.
Andrews, D. R. 1993. American Intonational Interference in Emigré
Russian: A Comparative Analysis of Elicited Speech Samples. Slavic and
East European Journal 37(2), 162–177.
Andrews, D. R. 2001. Teaching the Russian Heritage Learner: Socio- and
Psycholinguistic Perspectives. Slavic and East European Journal 45(3),
519–530.
Antoniou, M., M. D. Tyler, and C. T. Best. 2012. Two Ways to Listen: Do L2dominant Bilinguals Perceive Stop Voicing According to Language Mode?
Journal of Phonetics 40(4), 582–594.
Antoniou, M., E. Liang, M. Ettlinger, and P. C. M. Wong. 2015. The Bilingual
Advantage in Phonetic Learning. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 18(4),
683–695.
Asherov, D., A. Fishman, and E.-G. Cohen. 2016. Vowel Reduction in Israeli
Heritage Russian. Heritage Language Journal 13(2), 113–133.
Au, T. K., L. M. Knightly, S.-A. Jun, and J. S. Oh. 2002. Overhearing a
Language during Childhood. Psychological Science 13(3), 238–243.
Au, T. K., J. S. Oh, L. M. Knightly, S.-A. Jun, and L. F. Romo. 2008. Salvaging a
Childhood Language. Journal of Memory and Language 58(4), 998–1011.
Best, C. T. 1994. The Emergence of Native-Language Phonological Inﬂuences
in Infants: A Perceptual Assimilation Model. In J. C. Goodman and H. C.
Nusbaum (eds.), The Development of Speech Perception: The Transition from
Speech Sounds to Spoken Words. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 167–224.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Birmingham, on 07 Mar 2022 at 13:25:01, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108766340.027

Phonetics and Phonology of Heritage Languages

605

Best, C. T. 1995. A Direct Realist View of Cross-language Speech Perception.
In W. Strange (ed.), Speech Perception and Linguistic Experience: Issues in CrossLanguage Research. Baltimore, MD: York Press, 171–204.
Best, C. T. and M. D. Tyler. 2007. Nonnative and Second-Language Speech
Perception: Commonalities and Complementarities. In O.-S. Bohn and M. J.
Munro (eds.), Language Experience in Second Language Speech Learning: In Honor
of James Emil Flege. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing, 13–34.
Bialystok, E., F. I. M. Craik, R. Klein, and M. Viswanathan. 2004.
Bilingualism, Aging, and Cognitive Control: Evidence from the Simon
Task. Psychology and Aging 19(2), 290–303.
Blasingame, M. 2018. Early versus Extended Exposure in Speech and
Vocabulary Learning: Evidence from Switched-Dominance Bilinguals.
PhD thesis, Northwestern University, Evanston, IL.
Bullock, B. E. 2009. Prosody in Contact in French: A Case Study from a
Heritage Variety in the USA. International Journal of Bilingualism 13(2),
165–194.
Chang, C. B. 2012. Rapid and Multifaceted Effects of Second-Language
Learning on First-Language Speech Production. Journal of Phonetics 40(2),
249–268.
Chang, C. B. 2013. A Novelty Effect in Phonetic Drift of the Native Language.
Journal of Phonetics 41(6), 491–504.
Chang, C. B. 2016. Bilingual Perceptual Beneﬁts of Experience with a
Heritage Language. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 19(4), 791–809.
Chang, C. B. 2019a. Language Change and Linguistic Inquiry in a World of
Multicompetence: Sustained Phonetic Drift And Its Implications for
Behavioral Linguistic Research. Journal of Phonetics 74, 96–113.
Chang, C. B. 2019b. The Phonetics of Second Language Learning and
Bilingualism. In W. F. Katz and P. F. Assmann (eds.), The Routledge
Handbook of Phonetics. Abingdon: Routledge, 427–447.
Chang, C. B. and Y. Yao. 2016. Toward an Understanding of Heritage
Prosody: Acoustic and Perceptual Properties of Tone Produced by
Heritage, Native, and Second Language Speakers of Mandarin. Heritage
Language Journal 13(2), 134–160.
Chang, C. B. and Y. Yao. 2019. Production of Neutral Tone in Mandarin
by Heritage, Native, and Second Language Speakers. In S. Calhoun,
P. Escudero, M. Tabain, and P. Warren (eds.), Proceedings of the 19th
International Congress of Phonetic Sciences. Canberra, Australia:
Australasian Speech Science and Technology Association Inc., 2291–2295.
Chang, C. B., E. F. Haynes, Y. Yao, and R. Rhodes. 2009. A Tale of Five
Fricatives: Consonantal Contrast in Heritage Speakers of Mandarin.
University of Pennsylvania Working Papers in Linguistics 15(1), 37–43.
Chang, C. B., E. F. Haynes, Y. Yao, and R. Rhodes. 2010. The Phonetic
Space of Phonological Categories in Heritage Speakers of Mandarin. In
Bane, M., J. Bueno, T. Grano, A. Grotberg, and Y. McNabb (eds.),

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Birmingham, on 07 Mar 2022 at 13:25:01, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108766340.027

606

CHARLES B. CHANG

Proceedings from the 44th Annual Meeting of the Chicago Linguistic Society: The
Main Session. Chicago: Chicago Linguistic Society, 31–45.
Chang, C. B., Y. Yao, E. F. Haynes, and R. Rhodes. 2011. Production of
Phonetic and Phonological Contrast by Heritage Speakers of Mandarin.
Journal of the Acoustical Society of America 129(6), 3964–3980.
Chen, Y., Y. Xu, and S. Guion-Anderson. 2014. Prosodic Realization of Focus
in Bilingual Production of Southern Min and Mandarin. Phonetica 71(4),
249–270.
Cheng, A. 2019a. Age of Arrival Does Not Affect Childhood Immigrants’
Acquisition of Ongoing Sound Change: Evidence from Korean Americans.
In S. Calhoun, P. Escudero, M. Tabain, and P. Warren (eds.), Proceedings of
the 19th International Congress of Phonetic Sciences. Canberra: Australasian
Speech Science and Technology Association Inc., 2213–2217.
Cheng, A. 2019b. VOT Merger and f0 Contrast in Heritage Korean in
California. University of Pennsylvania Working Papers in Linguistics 25(1),
69–77.
Cheon, S. Y. and T. Lee. 2013. The Perception of Korean Stops by Heritage
and Non-heritage Learners: Pedagogical Implications for Beginning
Learners. The Korean Language in America 18, 23–39.
Cho, M.-H. and S. Lee. 2016. The Impact of Different L1 and L2 Learning
Experience in the Acquisition of L1 Phonological Processes. Language
Sciences 56, 30–44.
Choi, J., A. Cutler, and M. Broersma. 2017. Early Development of Abstract
Language Knowledge: Evidence from Perception–Production Transfer of
Birth-Language Memory. Royal Society Open Science 4(1), 160660.
Colantoni, L., A. Cuza, and N. Mazzaro. 2016. Task-Related Effects in the
Prosody of Spanish Heritage Speakers and Long-Term Immigrants. In M.
E. Armstrong, N. Henriksen, and M. M. Vanrell (eds.), Intonational
Grammar in Ibero-Romance: Approaches across Linguistic Subﬁelds.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing, 1–24.
Cook, V. 1997. The Consequences of Bilingualism for Cognitive Processing.
In A. M. B. de Groot and J. F. Kroll (eds.), Tutorials in Bilingualism:
Psycholinguistic Perspectives. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
279–300.
Cook, V. 2003. The Changing L1 in the L2 User’s Mind. In V. Cook (ed.),
Effects of the Second Language on the First. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters,
1–18.
Cornwell, S. and Y. Rafat. 2017. English Interdental Fricative Production in
Dutch Heritage Speakers Living in Canada. Ilha do Desterro 70(3), 95–115.
Cummings Ruiz, L. D. 2019. North Midland /u/-fronting and Its Effects on
Heritage Speakers of Spanish. In S. Calhoun, P. Escudero, M. Tabain, and
P. Warren (eds.), Proceedings of the 19th International Congress of Phonetic
Sciences. Melbourne, Australia: Australasian Speech Science and
Technology Association Inc., 1099–1103.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Birmingham, on 07 Mar 2022 at 13:25:01, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108766340.027

Phonetics and Phonology of Heritage Languages

607

Cutler, A., L. A. Burchﬁeld, and M. Antoniou. 2019. A Criterial Interlocutor
Tally for Successful Talker Adaptation? In S. Calhoun, P. Escudero,
M. Tabain, and P. Warren (eds.), Proceedings of the 19th International
Congress of Phonetic Sciences. Melbourne, Australia: Australasian Speech
Science and Technology Association Inc., 1485–1489.
de Leeuw, E. and C. A. Bogulski. 2016. Frequent L2 Language Use Enhances
Executive Control in Bilinguals. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 19(5),
907–913.
Dehé, N. 2018. The Intonation of Polar Questions in North American
(“Heritage”) Icelandic. Journal of Germanic Linguistics 30(3), 213–259.
D’Onofrio, A. 2018. Personae and Phonetic Detail in Sociolinguistic Signs.
Language in Society 47(4), 513–539.
Elias, V., S. McKinnon, and Á. Milla-Muñoz. 2017. The Effects of CodeSwitching and Lexical Stress on Vowel Quality and Duration of Heritage
Speakers of Spanish. Languages 2(4), 29.
Escalante, C. 2018. ¡Ya pué[h]! Perception of Coda-/s/ Weakening among L2
and Heritage Speakers in Coastal Ecuador. EuroAmerican Journal of Applied
Linguistics and Languages 5(1), 1–26.
Flege, J. E. 1995. Second Language Speech Learning: Theory, Findings, and
Problems. In W. Strange (ed.), Speech Perception and Linguistic Experience:
Issues in Cross-Language Research. Baltimore: York Press, 233–272.
Flege, J. E. 1996. English Vowel Productions by Dutch Talkers: More
Evidence for the “Similar” vs “New” Distinction. In A. James and
J. Leather (eds.), Second-Language Speech: Structure and Process. Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter, 11–52.
Flege, J. E. 2007. Language Contact in Bilingualism: Phonetic System
Interactions. In J. Cole and J. I. Hualde (eds.), Laboratory Phonology 9.
Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 353–382.
Flores, C. and A. Rato. 2016. Global Accent in the Portuguese Speech of
Heritage Returnees. Heritage Language Journal 13(2), 161–183.
Flores, C., E. Rinke, and A. Rato. 2017. Comparing the Outcomes of Early
and Late Acquisition of European Portuguese: An Analysis of Morphosyntactic and Phonetic Performance. Heritage Language Journal 14(2),
124–149.
Gabriel, C., M. Krause, and T. Dittmers. 2018. VOT Production in
Multilingual Learners of French As a Foreign Language: Cross-Linguistic
Inﬂuence from the Heritage Languages Russian and Turkish. Revue
Française de Linguistique Appliquée 23(1), 59–72.
Godson, L. 2003. Phonetics of Language Attrition: Vowel Production and
Articulatory Setting in the Speech of Western Armenian Heritage
Speakers. PhD dissertation, University of California, San Diego, San
Diego, CA.
Godson, L. 2004. Vowel Production in the Speech of Western Armenian
Heritage Speakers. Heritage Language Journal 2(1), 44–69.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Birmingham, on 07 Mar 2022 at 13:25:01, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108766340.027

608

CHARLES B. CHANG

Gor, K. 2014. Raspberry, Not a Car: Context Predictability and a
Phonological Advantage in Early and Late Learners’ Processing of
Speech in Noise. Frontiers in Psychology 5, 1449.
Hrycyna, M., N. Lapinskaya, A. Kochetov, and N. Nagy. 2011. VOT Drift in
3 Generations of Heritage Language Speakers in Toronto. Canadian
Acoustics 39(3), 166–167.
Hualde, J. I. and P. Prieto. 2016. Towards an International Prosodic
Alphabet (IPrA). Laboratory Phonology 7(1), 5.
Kan, R. T. Y. and M. S. Schmid. 2019. Development of Tonal Discrimination
in Young Heritage Speakers of Cantonese. Journal of Phonetics 73, 40–54.
Kang, Y. and N. Nagy. 2016. VOT Merger in Heritage Korean in Toronto.
Language Variation and Change 28(2), 249–272.
Kang, Y., S. George, and R. Soo. 2016. Cross-Language Inﬂuence in the Stop
Voicing Contrast in Heritage Tagalog. Heritage Language Journal 13(2),
184–218.
Kim, J.-Y. 2010. Phonological Effect of Single-Word Insertion by Korean
Heritage Speakers: Vowel Epenthesis in Word-Final Position. Korean
Journal of Linguistics 35(1), 49–70.
Kim, J.-Y. 2011. L1–L2 Phonetic Interference in the Production of Spanish
Heritage Speakers in the US. The Korean Journal of Hispanic Studies 4, 1–28.
Kim, J.-Y. 2014. Use of Suprasegmental Information in the Perception of
Spanish Lexical Stress by Spanish Heritage Speakers of Different
Generations. In N. Campbell, D. Gibbon, and D. Hirst (eds.), Proceedings
of the 7th International Conference on Speech Prosody. Dublin: International
Speech Communication Association, 453–456.
Kim, J.-Y. 2015. Perception and Production of Spanish Lexical Stress by
Spanish Heritage Speakers and English L2 Learners of Spanish. In E. W.
Willis, P. Martín Butragueño, and E. Herrera Zendejas (eds.), Selected
Proceedings of the 6th Conference on Laboratory Approaches to Romance
Phonology. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla Proceedings Project, 106–128.
Kim, J.-Y. 2017. Voice Quality Transfer in the Production of Spanish
Heritage Speakers and English L2 Learners of Spanish. In S. Perpiñán,
D. Heap, I. Moreno-Villamar, and A. Soto-Corominas (eds.), Selected
Proceedings of the 44th Linguistic Symposium on Romance Languages.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing, 191–207.
Kim, J.-Y. 2019. Heritage Speakers’ Use of Prosodic Strategies in
Focus Marking in Spanish. International Journal of Bilingualism 23(5),
986–1004.
Kim, J.-Y. 2020. Discrepancy between Heritage Speakers’ Use of
Suprasegmental Cues in the Perception and Production of Spanish
Lexical Stress. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 23(2), 233–250.
Kim, J.-Y. and G. Repiso Puigdelliura. 2020. Deconstructing Heritage
Language Dominance: Effects of Proﬁciency, Use, and Input on Heritage
Speakers’ Production of the Spanish Alveolar Tap. Phonetica 77(1), 55–80.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Birmingham, on 07 Mar 2022 at 13:25:01, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108766340.027

Phonetics and Phonology of Heritage Languages

609

Knightly, L. M., S.-A. Jun, J. S. Oh, and T. K. Au. 2003. Production Beneﬁts of
Childhood Overhearing. Journal of the Acoustical Society of America 114(1),
465–474.
Kuhl, P. K. 2000. A New View of Language Acquisition. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 97(22),
11850–11857.
Kupisch, T., D. Barton, K. Hailer, E. Klaschik, I. Stangen, T. Lein, and J. van
de Weijer. 2014. Foreign Accent in Adult Simultaneous Bilinguals.
Heritage Language Journal 11(2), 123–150.
Laleko, O. and M. Polinsky. 2017. Silence Is Difﬁcult: On Missing Elements
in Bilingual Grammars. Zeitschrift für Sprachwissenschaft 36(1), 135–163.
Lee-Ellis, S. 2012. Looking into Bilingualism through the Heritage Speaker’s
Mind. PhD thesis, University of Maryland, College Park.
Lein, T., T. Kupisch, and J. van de Weijer. 2016. Voice Onset Time and Global
Foreign Accent in German–French Simultaneous Bilinguals during
Adulthood. International Journal of Bilingualism 20(6), 732–749.
Lloyd-Smith, A., M. Einfeldt, and T. Kupisch. 2020. Italian-German
Bilinguals: The Effects of Heritage Language Use on Accent in EarlyAcquired Languages. International Journal of Bilingualism 24(2), 289–304.
Lukyanchenko, A. and K. Gor. 2011. Perceptual Correlates of Phonological
Representations in Heritage Speakers and L2 Learners. In N. Danis,
K. Mesh, and H. Sung (eds.), Proceedings of the 35th Annual Boston
University Conference on Language Development. Somerville, MA: Cascadilla
Press, 414–426.
Lüpke, F. and A. Storch. 2013. Repertoires and Choices in African Languages.
Boston: Walter de Gruyter.
Łyskawa, P., R. Maddeaux, E. Melara, and N. Nagy. 2016. Heritage Speakers
Follow All the Rules: Language Contact and Convergence in Polish
Devoicing. Heritage Language Journal 13(2), 219–244.
Mayr, R. and A. Siddika. 2018. Inter-generational Transmission in a
Minority Language Setting: Stop Consonant Production by Bangladeshi
Heritage Children and Adults. International Journal of Bilingualism 22(3),
255–284.
Mayr, R., L. López-Bueno, M. Vázquez Fernández, and G. Tomé Lourido.
2019. The Role of Early Experience and Continued Language Use in
Bilingual Speech Production: A Study of Galician and Spanish Mid
Vowels by Galician-Spanish Bilinguals. Journal of Phonetics 72, 1–16.
McCarthy, K., B. G. Evans, and M. Mahon. 2011. Detailing the Phonetic
Environment: A Sociophonetic Study of the London Bengali
Community. In W.-S. Lee and E. Zee (eds.), Proceedings of the 17th
International Congress of Phonetic Sciences. Hong Kong, China: City
University of Hong Kong, 1354–1357.
McCarthy, K., B. G. Evans, and M. Mahon. 2013. Acquiring a Second
Language in an Immigrant Community: The Production of Sylheti and

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Birmingham, on 07 Mar 2022 at 13:25:01, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108766340.027

610

CHARLES B. CHANG

English Stops and Vowels by London-Bengali Speakers. Journal of Phonetics
41(5), 344–358.
McCarthy, K. M., M. Mahon, S. Rosen, and B. G. Evans. 2014. Speech Perception
and Production by Sequential Bilingual Children: A Longitudinal Study of
Voice Onset Time Acquisition. Child Development 85(5), 1965–1980.
Montrul, S. 2015. The Acquisition of Heritage Languages. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Montrul, S. A. 2008. Incomplete Acquisition in Bilingualism: Re-examining the Age
Factor. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing.
Nagy, N. 2015. A Sociolinguistic View of Null Subjects and VOT in Toronto
Heritage Languages. Lingua 164(B), 309–327.
Nagy, N. 2016. Heritage Languages as New Dialects. In M.-H. Côté,
R. Knooihuizen, and J. Nerbonne (eds.), The Future of Dialects. Berlin:
Language Science Press, 15–35.
Natvig, D. 2016. Heritage Norwegian Vowel Phonology and English Dialect
Formation. Heritage Language Journal 13(2), 245–274.
Newlin-Łukowicz, L. 2014. From Interference to Transfer in Language
Contact: Variation in Voice Onset Time. Language Variation and Change
26(3), 359–385.
Nodari, R., C. Celata, and N. Nagy. 2019. Socio-indexical Phonetic Features
in the Heritage Language Context: Voiceless Stop Aspiration in the
Calabrian Community in Toronto. Journal of Phonetics 73, 91–112.
Oh, J. S. and T. K. Au. 2005. Learning Spanish as a Heritage Language: The
Role of Sociocultural Background Variables. Language, Culture and
Curriculum 18(3), 229–241.
Oh, J. S., T. K. Au, and S. A. Jun. 2010. Early Childhood Language Memory in
the Speech Perception of International Adoptees. Journal of Child Language
37(5), 1123–1132.
Oh, J., S.-A. Jun, L. Knightly, and T. Au. 2003. Holding on to Childhood
Language Memory. Cognition 86(3), B53–B64.
Pallier, C., S. Dehaene, J.-B. Poline, D. LeBihan, A.-M. Argenti, E. Dupoux, and
J. Mehler. 2003. Brain Imaging of Language Plasticity in Adopted Adults:
Can a Second Language Replace the First? Cerebral Cortex 13(2), 155–161.
Polinsky, M. 2018. Heritage Languages and Their Speakers. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Polinsky, M. and O. Kagan. 2007. Heritage Languages: In the ‘Wild’ and in
the Classroom. Language and Linguistics Compass 1(5), 368–395.
Rao, R. 2015. Manifestations of /bdg/ in Heritage Speakers of Spanish.
Heritage Language Journal 12(1), 48–74.
Rao, R. 2016a. Introduction to Special Issue on Heritage Phonetics and
Phonology. Heritage Language Journal 13(2), i.
Rao, R. 2016b. On the Nuclear Intonational Phonology of Heritage Speakers
of Spanish. In D. Pascual y Cabo (ed.), Advances in Spanish as a Heritage
Language. Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing, 51–80.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Birmingham, on 07 Mar 2022 at 13:25:01, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108766340.027

Phonetics and Phonology of Heritage Languages

611

Rao, R. and R. Ronquest. 2015. The Heritage Spanish Phonetic/Phonological
System: Looking Back and Moving Forward. Studies in Hispanic and
Lusophone Linguistics 8(2), 403–414.
Ronquest, R. 2016. Stylistic Variation in Heritage Spanish Vowel
Production. Heritage Language Journal 13(2), 275–297.
Schmid, M. S. 2013. First Language Attrition. Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews:
Cognitive Science 4(2), 117–123.
Shea, C. 2019. Dominance, Proﬁciency, and Spanish Heritage Speakers’
Production of English and Spanish Vowels. Studies in Second Language
Acquisition 41(1), 123–149.
Shelton, M., D. Counselman, and N. Gutiérrez Palma. 2017. Metalinguistic
Intuitions and Dominant Language Transfer in Heritage Spanish
Syllabiﬁcation. Heritage Language Journal 14(3), 288–306.
Shin, E. 2005. The Perception of Foreign Accents in Spoken Korean by
Prosody: Comparison of Heritage and Non-heritage Speakers. The Korean
Language in America 10, 103–118.
Singh, L. and S. K. Seet. 2019. The Impact of Foreign Language Caregiving on
Native Language Acquisition. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology 185,
51–70.
Solon, M., N. Knarvik, and J. DeClerck. 2019. On Comparison Groups in
Heritage Phonetics/Phonology Research: The Case of Bilingual Spanish
Vowels. Hispanic Studies Review 4(1), 165–192.
Strange, W. 2011. Automatic Selective Perception (ASP) of First and Second
Language Speech: A Working Model. Journal of Phonetics 39(4), 456–466.
Tees, R. C. and J. F. Werker. 1984. Perceptual Flexibility: Maintenance or
Recovery of the Ability to Discriminate Non-native Speech Sounds.
Canadian Journal of Psychology 38(4), 579–590.
Tse, H. 2016a. Contact-Induced Splits in Toronto Heritage Cantonese Midvowels. Linguistica Atlantica 35(2), 133–155.
Tse, H. 2016b. Variation and Change in Toronto Heritage Cantonese: An
Analysis of Two Monophthongs across Two Generations. Asia-Paciﬁc
Language Variation 2(2), 124–156.
Tse, H. 2019. Beyond the Monolingual Core and out into the Wild:
A Variationist Study of Early Bilingualism and Sound Change in
Toronto Heritage Cantonese. PhD thesis, University of Pittsburgh,
Pittsburgh, PA.
Tucker, G. R. 2001. A Global Perspective on Bilingualism and Bilingual
Education. In J. E. Alatis and A.-H. Tan (eds.), Language in Our Time:
Bilingual Education and Ofﬁcial English, Ebonics and Standard English,
Immigration and the Unz Initiative. Washington, DC: Georgetown
University Press, 332–340.
van de Weijer, J. and T. Kupisch 2015. Voice Onset Time in Heritage
Speakers and Second-Language Speakers of German. In E. Babatsouli
and D. Ingram (eds.), Proceedings of the International Symposium on

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Birmingham, on 07 Mar 2022 at 13:25:01, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108766340.027

612

CHARLES B. CHANG

Monolingual and Bilingual Speech 2015. Chania: Institute of Monolingual
and Bilingual Speech, 414–420.
van Rijswijk, R., A. Muntendam, and T. Dijkstra. 2017. Focus Marking in
Dutch by Heritage Speakers of Turkish and Dutch L1 Speakers. Journal of
Phonetics 61, 48–70.
Ventureyra, V. A. G., C. Pallier, and H.-Y. Yoo. 2004. The Loss of First
Language Phonetic Perception in Adopted Koreans. Journal of
Neurolinguistics 17(1), 79–91.
Wong, P. and W. Strange. 2017. Phonetic Complexity Affects Children’s
Mandarin Tone Production Accuracy in Disyllabic Words: A Perceptual
Study. PLoS ONE 12(8), e0182337.
Yakel, A. N. 2018. Rhythmic Variation in Speakers of Spanish as a Heritage
Language. PhD thesis, University of Houston, Houston, TX.
Yang, B. 2015. Perception and Production of Mandarin Tones by Native Speakers
and L2 Learners. Berlin: Springer Verlag.
Yao, Y. and C. B. Chang. 2016. On the Cognitive Basis of Contact-Induced
Sound Change: Vowel Merger Reversal in Shanghainese. Language 92(2),
433–467.
Yao, Y., A. Chan, R. Fung, W. L. Wu, N. Leung, S. Lee, and J. Luo. 2020.
Cantonese Tone Production in Pre-school Urdu-Cantonese Bilingual
Minority Children. International Journal of Bilingualism 24(2), 767–782.
Yeni-Komshian, G. H., J. E. Flege, and S. Liu. 2000. Pronunciation
Proﬁciency in the First and Second Languages of Korean-English
Bilinguals. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 3(2), 131–149.
Zárate-Sández, G. A. 2015. Perception and Production of Intonation among
English-Spanish Bilingual Speakers at Different Proﬁciency Levels. PhD
thesis, Georgetown University, Washington, DC.
Zhang, Y., P. K. Kuhl, T. Imada, M. Kotani, and Y. Tohkura. 2005. Effects of
Language Experience: Neural Commitment to Language-Speciﬁc Auditory
Patterns. NeuroImage 26(3), 703–720.

Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. University of Birmingham, on 07 Mar 2022 at 13:25:01, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108766340.027

