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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE BEFORE THE 
TRADEMARK TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

 

In re Applicant: Laboratoire Garancia 

U.S. Serial Number: 88/769,268 

Mark: GARANCIA 

Filing Date: January 22, 2020 

International Class: 3, 5, 30, 44 

Trademark Attorney: Carolyn R. Detmer 

Law Office: 127 

Commissioner for Trademarks 

P.O. Box 1451 

Alexandria, VA 22313-1451 

 

BRIEF FOR APPELLANT 

 The Appellant, Laboratoire Garancia, hereby appeals from the Examining Attorney's final refusal 

to register the above-identified mark in a Reconsideration Letter dated May 11, 2021 (the "Request for 

Reconsideration after Final Action Denied") in the above-identified intent-to-use registration application, 

and respectfully requests that the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board reverse the Examining Attorney's 

decision. 
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Statement of the Issue 

The sole issue to be decided on appeal is whether a translation is required for Appellant's mark. 

Facts. 

Appellant seeks registration on the Principal Register of the mark "GARANCIA" for cosmetic 

products and toiletries, namely, oils, lotions, creams and gels for skin cleansing and care; perfumery 

products; bleaching preparations for laundry use, and other other substances for laundry use, namely, 

laundry detergent; cleaning, polishing, scouring and abrasive preparations; soaps, namely, cosmetic 

soap, bath soap, shaving soap; essential oils; hair products, namely, hair conditioners, hair lotions, 

mousses, gels, waxes and sprays; hair colorants, tints and dyes; make-up products, namely, foundation, 

concealer, blush, lip gloss, lipstick, eye shadow, eye liner, mascara; dentifrices; depilatories; personal 

deodorants; make-up removing preparations; beauty masks; shaving products, namely, shaving cream, 

shaving balm, shaving preparations; leather preserving polishes; creams for leather; cosmetic products 

for the lips and nails in International Class 003, Pharmaceutical, veterinary and sanitary products; 
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dietetic substances in the nature of foods and beverages adapted for medical use; products for medical 

and sanitary care, namely antiseptic liquid bandages, sanitary sterilizing preparations; medical 

products for beauty care, namely, medicinal skincare preparations; medicated bath preparations; 

chemical preparations for medical or pharmaceutical use, namely, for treatment of skin; medicinal 

herbs; herbal teas for medicinal purposes; food for babies; plasters for medicinal purposes; materials 

for dressings, namely, adhesive bandage for skin treatment, gauze; material for stopping teeth; dental 

wax; disinfectants; products for destroying vermin; fungicides; herbicides; sanitary pads, pants or 

napkins; parasiticides; dietetic sugar for medical use; nutritional supplements which may contain 

proteins, lipids, carbohydrates, peptides and/or fibers and/or micronutrients such as vitamins and/or 

minerals and/or amino acids and/or fatty acids and/or plant material, in the form of capsules, 

compressed tablets, sugar-coated pills, hard gelatin capsules, liquids, sachets, for medical use; 

nutritional supplements which may contain proteins, carbohydrates, lipids, peptides and/or fibers or 

micronutrients such as vitamins and/or minerals and/or fatty acids and/or amino acids and/or plant 

material for cosmetic use; alloys of precious metals for dental use in International Class 005, herbal tea 

in International Class 030, and sanitary and beauty care for human beings and animals, namely, beauty 

salon and animal grooming services; beauty parlors; beauty salon services; hairdressing salons; pet 

grooming; landscape gardening services; horticultural services in International Class 044. 

A non-final Office Action was issued on April 15, 2020, in which registration of the Mark was 

refused on the basis that, among other things, Appellant must submit an English translation of the 

foreign wording in the mark, namely, 'garancia,' under 37 C.F.R. §§2.32(a)(9), 2.61(b); TMEP §809. 

Appellant responded on October 15, 2020, setting forth the argument that the wording 'garancia' has no 

meaning in a foreign language. The Examining Attorney rejected Appellant's arguments and on 

November 2, 2020, the Examining Attorney issued a Final Office Action which asserted that a 
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translation is required for Appellant's Mark, as the English translation of 'garancia' in the mark is 

'guarantee' from Hungarian. Appellant responded on May 3, 2021, providing evidence and arguments 

that, despite the Hungarian translation, a translation is not required for Appellant's Mark, as Hungarian is 

an obscure language in the United States. The Examining Attorney rejected Appellant's arguments and 

on May 11, 2021, the Examining Attorney issued a Reconsideration Letter denying Appellant's request 

for reconsideration. 

Summary 

The Examining Attorney has refused registration under 37 C.F.R. §§2.32(a)(9), 2.61(b) 

and TMEP §809 and has denied Appellant's request for reconsideration on the grounds that a translation 

of 'garancia' from Hungarian to English is not required because Hungarian is an obscure language in the 

United States. Appellant respectfully asserts that the Examining Attorney's refusal to register is in error 

and that the Mark is entitled to registration. 

Argument 

The Appellant asserts that the Examining Attorney's refusal to register the Mark is in error. The 

Examining Attorney has asserted that Appellant must submit that the wording "GARANCIA" translates 

from Hungarian to "guarantee" in English. Appellant respectfully disagrees with the Examining 

Attorney�¶�V���S�R�V�L�W�L�R�Q�� �D�Q�G��asserts that 'GARANCIA' need not be translated in Appellant's Mark because 

Hungarian is an obscure language in the United States. It is generally not necessary to translate words 

from dead or obscure languages. Cf. Gen. Cigar Co. v. G.D.M. Inc., 988 F. Supp. 647, 660-61, 45 

USPQ2d 1481, 1491-92 (S.D.N.Y. 1997); TMEP §809.01(b)(iii). The Examining Attorney does not 

dispute that words from obscure languages need not be translated, but instead claims that Hungarian is a 

common, modern language in the United States, relying on Weiss Noodle Co. v. Golden Cracknel & 
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Specialty Co. Appellant has submitted evidence to the contrary and asserts that the Weiss case is not 

instructive in this instance. 

The Weiss case is the sole case the Examining Attorney has cited to support their claim that 

Hungarian is a common, modern language in the United States. However, the ruling in Weiss does not 

address the commonness of Hungarian speakers in the United States. It instead represents the concept that 

a generic term shall not be allowed registration, regardless of the language of the term. See Weiss Noodle 

Co. v. Golden Cracknel & Specialty Co., 290 F.2d 845, 129 USPQ 411 (C.C.P.A. 1961)(holding that, 

"registration of the Hungar�L�D�Q�� �Q�D�P�H���I�R�U���Q�R�R�G�O�H�V���� ���K�D�O�X�V�N�D���«would be contrary to law for no one can be 

granted the exclusive use of the name of an article, either in our native tongue or its equivalent in any 

foreign language")(emphasis added). The Examining Attorney has not questioned the descriptiveness of 

Appellant's Mark, so this case does not apply in the present instance. 

Even if the Weiss case is believed to represent that Hungarian was a common, modern language in 

the United States at the time of ruling, the case was decided in 1961, some fifty years ago. The provided 

U.S. Census data demonstrates that Hungarian is not currently a common, modern language in the United 

States. The most recent census data on the issue, tracking languages spoken at home in American 

households from 2009-2013, shows that only 86,406 of the 291,484,482 speakers who formed a part of 

the census speak Hungarian. That is only an estimated 0.03% of the American population. Furthermore, 

the most recent census report of Language Use in the United States, published in 2011, demonstrates that 

the number of Hungarian speakers in the United States has been on the decline, decreasing by around 20% 

between the years 2000 and 2011. The fraction of Hungarian speakers is decreasing even more rapidly, 

halving from 0.06% in 1990 to the aforementioned 0.03% in 2013. See Exhibit A for information taken 

from www.census.gov. Given the low and rapidly decreasing number of Hungarian speakers in the United 

States, most of the relevant purchasing public would not understand the English meaning of a Hungarian 
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word. Thus, in the case of Appellant's Mark, GARANCIA will appear to consumers as a coined term 

without any dictionary meaning. While Appellant recognizes that 'garancia' does have a translation in 

Hungarian, Appellant does not identify the mark to mean guarantee and asserts that consumers also would 

not stop and translate this meaning. 

For the reasons set forth, Appellant submits that a translation is not required for Appellant's Mark. 

Accordingly, Appellant's Mark is entitled to registration on the Principal Register. The Board is therefore 

respectfully requested to reverse the Examining Attorney's decision refusing registration of Appellant's 

Mark.  
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Respectfully submitted, 

Baker & McKenzie LLP 

 

Date:_July 12, 2021___________     ___ __________ 

         Dyan M. House 
         Texas Bar No. 24036923 

1900 N Pearl Street Suite 1500 
Dallas, TX 75201 
dallastrademarks@bakermckenzie.co
m 
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INTRODUCTION

English is the language spoken by most people in the 
United States. The o�cial language of many states is 
English 1 and it is the language used in nearly all gov-
ernmental functions. Despite this predominance, many 
people in the United States speak languages other 
than English, and there has long been an interest in 
these groups and in how well they are able to partici-
pate in civic life and interact with the English-speaking 
majority. Beginning in 1890, the U.S. Census Bureau 
started inquiring about the languages that people 
spoke and, with some interruptions in the middle of 
the twentieth century, similar questions continue to 
this day. 

The primary purpose of the current questions 
on language use is to measure the portion of the 
U.S. population that may need help in understand-
ing English. These data are used in a wide variety of 
legislative, policy, and research applications as well as 
for legal, �nancial, and marketing decisions. People 
who speak a particular language other than English 
and cannot speak English “very well” can be helped 
with translation services, education, or assistance in 
accessing government services. The federal govern-
ment uses data on language use and English-speaking 
ability to determine which local areas must provide 
language-assistance services under the Voting Rights 
Act. These data are also used to allocate educational 
funds to states to help their schools teach students 
with lower levels of English pro�ciency. In 2000, 

1 Schildkraut, Deborah, 2001, “O�cial-English and the States: 
In�uences on Declaring English the O�cial Language in the United 
States,” Political Research Quarterly , Vol. 54, No. 2: pp. 445–457.

President Clinton signed an executive order requir-
ing federal agencies to identify the need for services 
to those with limited English pro�ciency (LEP) and to 
implement a system to provide meaningful access to 
language-assistance services. Agencies rely on these 
data to determine how and where to provide language-
assistance services. 2 Many other institutions, organiza-
tions, local governments, and private enterprises make 
use of these data in similar ways.

2 See <www.lep.gov>.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey.

Figure 1.
Reproduction of the Questions on 
Language From the 2011 American 
Community Survey 

Yes

No SKIP to question 15a

b. What is this language?

c. How well does this person speak English?

Very well

Well

Not well

Not at all

For example: Korean, Italian, Spanish, Vietnamese

a. Does this person speak a language other than
English at home?

14
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The Census Bureau collected 
language data in the 1980, 1990, 
and 2000 decennial censuses using 
a series of three questions asked 
of the population 5 years old and 
over. The �rst question asked if 
the person spoke a language other 
than English at home. Those who 
responded “yes” to this question 
were then asked to report the lan -
guage that they spoke. The Census 
Bureau coded these responses into 
381 detailed language categories. 
The third question asked how well 
that person spoke English, with 
answer categories of “very well,” 
“well,” “not well,” and “not at all.” 
Beginning in 2010, the questions 
were no longer asked on the decen -
nial census. These same three ques -
tions (Figure 1) are now asked each 
year on the American Community 
Survey (ACS), which is the primary 
source of language data.

This report relies primarily on data 
from the 2011 ACS. Language and 
English-speaking ability questions 
that were historically collected once 
every 10 years in the decennial 
census are now captured annu -
ally in the ACS. The ACS collects 
information from a large annual 
sample of approximately 3 mil -
lion housing unit addresses and 
therefore provides more reliable 
statistics. The ACS is administered 
to a sample of the entire resident 
population, including those living in 
group quarters, which makes most 
estimates from the ACS comparable 
with those from earlier censuses. 3 
Taking advantage of this fact, the 
report also provides a histori -
cal look at languages other than 
English spoken in the United States 
since 1980. The report also looks 
at characteristics of the population 
speaking a language other than 

3 A paper comparing ACS data to census 
data was prepared by the Census Bureau in 
2008. See <www.census.gov/acs/www 
/Downloads/library/2008/Language 
_Comparison_Report_2008-03.pdf>. 

English. The ACS also provides 
reliable estimates for small levels 
of geography, including counties, 
cities, and tracts, allowing explora -
tion of the distribution of language 
use across states and metropolitan 
areas of the United States.

LANGUAGES SPOKEN 

Table 1 provides some basic infor -
mation from the 2011 ACS about 
speakers of non-English languages 
and their English-speaking ability. 
Of 291.5 million people aged 5 and 
over, 60.6 million people (21 per -
cent of this population) spoke a lan -
guage other than English at home. 
While the Census Bureau codes 381 
detailed languages, data tabulations 
are not generally available for all of 
these detailed groups. Instead, the 
Census Bureau collapses languages 
into smaller sets of “language 
groups.” The most detail used in 
standard data products separates 
out 39 languages and language 

groups (Table 1). The simplest uses 
four major groups: Spanish, Other 
Indo-European languages, Asian 
and Paci�c Island languages, and 
All Other languages. These four 
groups are explained further in the 
text box. 

One question that sometimes arises 
is, “How many languages are spo -
ken in the United States?” To answer 
this question, we have to decide 
what constitutes a unique language. 
To develop its list of languages, the 
Census Bureau consulted refer -
ence works such as Ethnologue: 
Languages of the World ,4 which 
lists 6,909 languages. From these 
sources, the Census Bureau created 
a list of 381 languages, with less 
detail provided for languages rarely 
spoken in this country. Accepting 
this list, a second issue is that the 
count of languages is limited to 
those that people report speaking 

4 See <www.ethnologue.com>.

Four Major Language Groups

Spanish includes Spanish, Spanish Creole, and Ladino.

Other Indo-European languages include most languages 
of Europe and the Indic languages of India. These include the 
Germanic languages, such as German, Yiddish, and Dutch; the 
Scandinavian languages, such as Swedish and Norwegian; the 
Romance languages, such as French, Italian, and Portuguese; the 
Slavic languages, such as Russian, Polish, and Serbo-Croatian; 
the Indic languages, such as Hindi, Gujarati, Punjabi, and Urdu; 
Celtic languages; Greek; Baltic languages; and Iranian languages.

Asian and Paci�c Island languages include Chinese; Korean; 
Japanese; Vietnamese; Hmong; Khmer; Lao; Thai; Tagalog or 
Pilipino; the Dravidian languages of India, such as Telugu, Tamil, 
and Malayalam; and other languages of Asia and the Paci�c, 
including the Philippine, Polynesian, and Micronesian languages.

All Other languages include Uralic languages, such as 
Hungarian; the Semitic languages, such as Arabic and Hebrew; 
languages of Africa; native North American languages, 
including the American Indian and Alaska native languages; 
and indigenous languages of Central and South America.
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Table 1.
Detailed Languages Spoken at Home by English-Speaking Ability for the Population 
5 Years and Over: 2011
(For information on con�dentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error, and de�nitions, see 
www.census.gov/acs/www/ )

Characteristics
Population 

5 years 
and over 

(Number)

Spoke a 
language 

other than 
English 

at home1 
(Percent)

English-speaking ability2 
(Percent)

Spoke 
English 

“very well”

Spoke 
English 

“well”

Spoke 
English 

“not well”

Spoke 
English 

“not at all”

   Population 5 years and over  . . . . . . . . . . . . 291,524,091 X X X X X
Spoke only English at home  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 230,947,071 X X X X X

Spoke a language other than English at home  . . . 60,577,020 100.0 58.2 19.4 15.4 7.0

 Spanish or Spanish Creole  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 37,579,787 62.0 56.3 17.8 16.9 9.0

 Other Indo-European languages:
  French  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,301,443 2.1 79.6 13.9 5.9 0.6
  French Creole . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 753,990 1.2 56.8 23.8 15.2 4.3
  Italian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 723,632 1.2 73.5 17.1 8.6 0.8
  Portuguese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 673,566 1.1 61.8 20.8 13.5 3.9
  German  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,083,637 1.8 82.9 13.1 3.6 0.3
  Yiddish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 160,968 0.3 68.4 17.7 10.2 3.7
  Other West Germanic languages . . . . . . . . . . . . 290,461 0.5 77.6 17.9 3.7 0.8
  Scandinavian languages  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 135,025 0.2 90.6 7.7 1.6 0.1
  Greek . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 304,928 0.5 75.3 15.5 7.8 1.4
  Russian  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 905,843 1.5 52.3 25.6 16.8 5.3
  Polish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 607,531 1.0 60.0 23.4 13.8 2.8
  Serbo-Croatian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 269,624 0.4 61.7 21.9 13.6 2.9
  Other Slavic languages  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 336,062 0.6 62.1 22.8 11.9 3.3
  Armenian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 246,915 0.4 53.8 22.2 16.5 7.6
  Persian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 407,586 0.7 62.7 21.9 12.0 3.4
  Gujarati . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 358,422 0.6 63.8 20.2 12.2 3.8
  Hindi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 648,983 1.1 77.0 16.3 5.3 1.4
  Urdu . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 373,851 0.6 70.0 19.3 9.2 1.5
  Other Indic languages  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 815,345 1.3 60.6 23.7 10.9 4.9
  Other Indo-European languages . . . . . . . . . . . . 449,600 0.7 65.1 21.5 9.9 3.4

 Asian and Paci�c Island languages:
  Chinese  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,882,497 4.8 44.3 26.1 19.9 9.7
  Japanese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 436,110 0.7 57.5 27.4 13.9 1.2
  Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,141,277 1.9 44.5 27.0 24.4 4.0
  Mon-Khmer, Cambodian  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 212,505 0.4 47.1 23.4 22.9 6.6
  Hmong . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 211,227 0.3 56.7 22.2 14.9 6.2
  Thai. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 163,251 0.3 43.4 34.8 18.9 2.8
  Laotian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 140,866 0.2 50.9 22.1 22.7 4.3
  Vietnamese. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,419,539 2.3 39.8 27.1 25.8 7.3
  Other Asian languages . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 855,303 1.4 69.3 19.6 8.4 2.7
  Tagalog . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,594,413 2.6 67.2 25.6 6.7 0.5
  Other Paci�c Island languages  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 428,476 0.7 61.6 25.7 11.7 1.1

 Other languages:
  Navajo  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 169,369 0.3 78.8 14.2 4.8 2.2
  Other Native American languages . . . . . . . . . . . 195,407 0.3 85.4 11.4 2.9 0.3
  Hungarian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 93,102 0.2 71.0 21.1 7.3 0.7
  Arabic . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 951,699 1.6 63.3 21.7 11.9 3.1
  Hebrew . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 216,343 0.4 84.7 11.9 2.9 0.5
  African languages. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 884,660 1.5 68.1 21.1 8.6 2.1
  All other languages . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 153,777 0.3 56.3 19.7 14.8 9.3

X Not applicable.
1 The percentage in this column is calculated as the number of speakers of the speci�c language divided by the total number of those who spoke a language 

other than English at home (60,577,020).
2 The percentages for these columns are calculated as the number of those who spoke English “very well,” “well,” “not well,” or “not at all” for a particular lan-

guage divided by the total number of those who spoke that language.
Note: Margins of error for all estimates can be found in the Appendix Table 1 <www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo/language/data/acs/Table1.xls>. For more infor-

mation on the ACS, see <www.census.gov/acs/www/>.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey. 
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the language at home. Therefore, 
while no de�nitive answer to the 
question is available, a tabulation 
from the 2006–2008 ACS listed 
over 300 languages spoken in the 
United States. 5 

Many of the languages spoken in 
the United States are native North 
American languages. The ACS 
provides codes for 169 distinct 
native North American languages, 
and 134 of these languages were 
recorded in the tabulations from 
2006–2008. In 2011, the Census 
Bureau published a brief report on 
native North American languages 
spoken in the United States. 6 

ENGLISH-SPEAKING ABILITY

Most people who spoke a non- 
English language at home also 
reported that they spoke English 
“very well” (Table 4). Overall, the 
proportion was 58 percent who 
spoke “very well,” with another 
19 percent who spoke English 
“well,” 15 percent who spoke “not 
well,” and 7 percent who spoke 
English “not at all.”

The usefulness of the self-rated 
English-speaking ability question 
was established in the 1980s, 
when research con�rmed a strong 
relation between this rating and 
separate tests of ability to perform 

5 See <www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo 
/language/data/other/detailed-lang-tables 
.xls>.

6 See <www.census.gov/prod/2011pubs 
/acsbr10-10.pdf>. 

tasks in English. 7 In many of its 
tables, the Census Bureau makes 
a distinction between those who 
speak English only or speak English 
“very well” on the one hand and 
those who speak English less than 
“very well” on the other.

Even among the speakers of 
the top ten languages, English-
speaking ability varied greatly 
(Figure 2). A high proportion 
(80 percent or more) of French and 
German speakers spoke English 
“very well.” In contrast, less than 
50 percent of those who spoke 
Korean, Chinese, or Vietnamese 
spoke English “very well.” The 
proportion of those who spoke 
English “very well” among Russian, 
Spanish, French Creole, Arabic, and 
Tagalog speakers ranged from 
52 percent to 67 percent. 

Among the most common non-
English languages in 2011, Spanish 
experienced growth in the past 
several years. Interestingly, while 
the percentage of the total popula-
tion 5 years and over who spoke 
Spanish increased from 2005 to 
2011, the percentage of the total 
population who spoke Spanish and 
spoke English less than “very well” 
actually decreased (Figure 3). The 
percentage of the total population 
5 years and over who spoke 
Spanish grew from 12.0 percent 

7 See Department of Education, O�ce 
of Planning Budget and Evaluation, 1987, 
“Numbers of Limited English Pro�cient 
Children: National, State and Language-
Speci�c Estimates” (April) mimeo, which 
examined the school-aged population and 
Kominski, Robert, 1989, “How Good is “How 
Well”? An Examination of the Census English-
Speaking Ability Question,” accessed at 
<www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo/language 
/data/census/ASApaper1989.pdf>, presented 
at the Annual meetings of the American 
Statistical Association, which examined the 
general population.

in 2005 to 12.9 percent in 2011, 
while the percentage who spoke 
Spanish and spoke English less 
than “very well” decreased from 
5.7 percent in 2005 to 5.6 percent 
in 2011.

Overall, speakers of all languages 
other than English who spoke 
English less than “very well” had 
not changed as a percentage of the 
total population 5 years and over 
from 2007 to 2011 (8.7 percent). 
This percentage had increased from 
8.1 percent in 2000 to 8.7 percent 
in 2007.

LANGUAGES SPOKEN IN 
THE UNITED STATES: 
A HISTORICAL LOOK

Data on language spoken and 
ability to speak English were �rst 
collected in the census of 1890 
(Appendix A). The form of census 
questions about language has 
varied over the years, as well as 
the population covered. In 1890 
and 1900, all people 10 years old 
and over who did not speak English 
were asked what language they 
spoke. In 1910, 1920, 1930, and 
1960, foreign-born people were 
asked about their “mother tongue” 
(the language spoken in the 
household when the respondent 
was growing up). Finally, in the 
1980 Census, and in data collec-
tions since that time, respondents 
were asked the standard set of 
three questions shown in Figure 1. 
These questions are now asked of 
everyone aged 5 and over in the 
household. 8

8 See Gillian Stevens, 1999, “A Century 
of U.S. Censuses and the Language 
Characteristics of Immigrants,” Demography , 
Vol. 36, No. 3, pp. 387–397.
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Table 2 provides a detailed list of 
17 of the common languages other 
than English spoken in the home 
for the period 1980 to 2010. 9 This 
list provides data for only those 
languages that were available in all 

9 Data from 1980, 1990, and 2000 are 
from decennial censuses, while the data 
from 2010 come from the 2010 ACS. For 
more information about language use and 
English-speaking ability di�erences between 
the census and the ACS, read “Comparison of 
the Estimates on Language Use and English-
Speaking Ability from the ACS, the C2SS, and 
Census 2000 (Report).” This report can be 
accessed at <www.census.gov/acs/www 
/Downloads/library/2008/Language 
_Comparison_Report_2008-03.pdf>.

four time periods. In 1980, 23.1 
million people spoke a language 
other than English at home, com-
pared with 59.5 million people in 
2010 (a 158 percent increase, dur-
ing which time the population grew 
38 percent). 

Some languages showed remark-
able growth since 1980, while oth-
ers declined. The largest numeric 
increase was for Spanish speakers 
(25.9 million more in 2010 than in 
1980). Vietnamese speakers had 
the largest percentage increase 

(599 percent). Eight languages 
more than doubled during the 
period, including four that had 
200,000 speakers or fewer in 
1980: Russian, Persian, Armenian, 
and Vietnamese.

While increased immigration led to 
gains for some language groups, 
other groups experienced aging 
populations and dwindling migrant 
�ows into the United States. The 
languages that declined in use 
since 1980 include Italian, which 
had a net decline of about 900,000 

Figure 2.  
English-Speaking Ability for the Top Ten Languages: 2011  

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau,  2011 American Community Survey.
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speakers (55 percent decline). Other 
languages, such as Polish, Yiddish, 
German, and Greek, have also seen 
large proportionate decreases. 

The Census Bureau recently exam-
ined the future of language use 
in the United States. Two o�set-
ting in�uences determine the 
number of people in the United 
States who speak a language other 
than English. The �rst is immigra-
tion—if an increased number of 

people enter the country from 
places where English is not the 
main language, the number who 
speak other languages at home will 
increase. A second major in�uence 
is population aging—as people 
get older and spend time in the 
United States, they are increasingly 
likely to make English their main 
language of communication. The 
research shows that we can expect 
a small increase in the percentage 

who speak a language other than 
English at home in coming years. 10

Even looking over the span of a 
little more than a decade, changes 
in language use are evident. 
Several languages or language 
groups experienced major growth 
between 2000 and 2011 (Figure 
4). South Asian languages in par-
ticular experienced high levels of 
growth. “Other Asian languages,” 
a group comprised mostly of the 
South Asian languages, Malayalam, 
Telugu, and Tamil, grew by 115 
percent, and Hindi grew by 105 
percent. 11  “Other Indic languages” 
(languages such as Punjabi, 
Bengali, and Marathi) grew by 86 
percent. The slowest growing South 
Asian languages were Gujarati (52 
percent) and Urdu (42 percent). 12

“African languages,” which includes 
languages such as Amharic, Ibo, 
Yoruba, and Swahili, also experi-
enced signi�cant growth of 111 
percent. 13  This indicates that the 
number of speakers in this lan-
guage group more than doubled. In 
comparison, the growth of Spanish 

10  See <www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo 
/language/data/acs/Ortman_Shin_ASA2011 
_paper.pdf>.

11  The percentage change for “Other Asian 
languages” was not statistically di�erent from 
the percentage change for Hindi.

12  The percentage change for Gujarati was 
not statistically di�erent from the percentage 
change for Urdu.

13  The percentage change for “African 
languages” was not statistically di�erent 
from the percentage change for “Other Asian 
languages” or Hindi.

Figure 3.  
Percentage Who Spoke Spanish and Percentage Who
Spoke Spanish and Spoke English Less Than “Very
Well” of the Population 5 Years and Over: 2005–2011 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011
American Community Surveys.
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Table 2.
Languages Spoken at Home for the Population 5 Years and Over: 1980, 1990, 2000, 
and 2010
(For information on con�dentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error, and de�nitions, see 
www.census.gov/acs/www/ )

Characteristics
1980 1990 2000 2010

Percentage 
change 

1980–2010

   Population 5 years and over  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 210,247,455 230,445,777 262,375,152 289,215,746 37.6
Spoke only English at home  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 187,187,415 198,600,798 215,423,557 229,673,150 22.7
Spoke a language other than English at home1  . . . . . . 23,060,040 31,844,979 46,951,595 59,542,596 158.2

Spoke a language other than English at home 1,2 . . . 23,060,040 31,844,979 46,951,595 59,542,596 158.2
 Spanish or Spanish Creole  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11,116,194 17,345,064 28,101,052 36,995,602 232.8
 French (incl. Patois, Cajun, Creole) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,550,751 1,930,404 2,097,206 2,069,352 33.4
 Italian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,618,344 1,308,648 1,008,370 725,223 –55.2
 Portuguese or Portuguese Creole . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 351,875 430,610 564,630 688,326 95.6
 German . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,586,593 1,547,987 1,383,442 1,067,651 –32.7
 Yiddish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 315,953 213,064 178,945 154,763 –51.0
 Greek . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 401,443 388,260 365,436 307,178 –23.5
 Russian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 173,226 241,798 706,242 854,955 393.5
 Polish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 820,647 723,483 667,414 608,333 –25.9
 Serbo-Croatian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 150,255 70,964 233,865 284,077 89.1
 Armenian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 100,634 149,694 202,708 240,402 138.9
 Persian . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 106,992 201,865 312,085 381,408 256.5
 Chinese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 630,806 1,319,462 2,022,143 2,808,692 345.3
 Japanese . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 336,318 427,657 477,997 443,497 31.9
 Korean . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 266,280 626,478 894,063 1,137,325 327.1
 Vietnamese  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 197,588 507,069 1,009,627 1,381,488 599.2
 Tagalog . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 474,150 843,251 1,224,241 1,573,720 231.9

1 The languages highlighted in this table are the languages where data were available for the four time periods: 1980, 1990, 2000, and 2010.
2 The total does not match the sum of the 17 languages listed in this table because the total includes all the other languages that are not highlighted here.
Note: Margins of error for all estimates can be found in the Appendix Table 2 <www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo/language/data/acs/Table2.xls>. For more infor-

mation on the ACS, see <www.census.gov/acs/www/>.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 1980 and 1990 Census, Census 2000, and the 2010 American Community Survey. 

speakers (34 percent) was much 
smaller even though Spanish con-
tinued to have the largest number 
of speakers in 2000 and 2011. 

On the other hand, several Indo-
European languages experienced 
a decline during that same time 
period. The number of Italian 
speakers decreased by 28 percent. 
The number of French, Hungarian, 
and German speakers also declined 
by about 20 percent. 

LANGUAGE AND ENGLISH-
SPEAKING ABILITY 
BY SELECTED SOCIAL 
AND DEMOGRAPHIC 
CHARACTERISTICS

Age and English-Speaking 
Ability

Table 3 shows language spoken at 
home and English-speaking abil-
ity for Spanish and non-Spanish 
speakers for selected demographic 

and social characteristics. Spanish 
speakers were less likely to speak 
English “very well” (56 percent) 
than those who spoke another 
language (61 percent). However, 
both groups’ English-speaking abil-
ity varied by demographic charac-
teristics. Those who were young 
and were native born were more 
likely to speak English “very well.” 
Of the population 15 to 19 years 
old, 83 percent of those who spoke 
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Figure 4.  
Percentage Change in Language Spoken at Home: 
2000–2011
(Population 5 years and over)

*For examples of specific languages within these groups, see Appendix A of the
2011 subject definitions, located at <www.census.gov/acs/www/Downloads/data
_documentation/SubjectDefinitions/2011_ACSSubjectDefinitions.pdf>.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 and 2011 American Community Surve y.                                                                                         
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Spanish and 81 percent of those 
who spoke a language other than 
Spanish spoke English “very well.” 

Race and Ethnicity and 
English-Speaking Ability

Spanish speakers who were 
non-Hispanic White, Black, or 
Asian were more likely to speak 
English “very well” compared with 
those who were Hispanic. 14  The 
di�erence between non-Hispanic 
Whites and Hispanics who spoke 
English “very well” was 27 per-
centage points. There was also 
variation in English-speaking ability 
among those who spoke a lan-
guage other than Spanish. Among 
those who spoke a language other 
than Spanish, Asians were least 
likely to speak English “very well.” 
However, none of the di�erences 
between groups was as large as 
the di�erence between Spanish-
speaking Hispanics and Spanish-
speaking non-Hispanic Whites. 
Di�erences are also present across 
detailed race and Hispanic-origin 
groups, as examined in a recent 
Census Bureau report. 15

14  Federal surveys now give respondents 
the option of reporting more than one race. 
Therefore, two basic ways of de�ning a race 
group are possible. A group such as Asian 
may be de�ned as those who reported Asian 
and no other race (the race-alone or single-
race concept) or as those who reported 
Asian regardless of whether they also 
reported another race (the race-alone-or- 
in-combination concept). This report shows 
data using the �rst approach (race alone). 
This report will refer to the White-alone 
population as White, the Black-alone popula-
tion as Black, the Asian-alone population 
as Asian, and the White-alone-non-Hispanic 
population as non-Hispanic White. Use of 
the single-race population does not imply 
that it is the preferred method of presenting 
or analyzing data. The Census Bureau uses 
a variety of approaches. In this report, the 
term “non-Hispanic White” refers to people 
who are not Hispanic and who reported White 
and no other race. The Census Bureau uses 
non-Hispanic Whites as the comparison group 
for other race groups and Hispanics. Because 
Hispanics may be any race, data in this report 
for Hispanics overlap with data for racial 
groups. 

15  See <www.census.gov 
/prod/2010pubs/acsbr09-19.pdf>.
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Table 3.
Language Spoken at Home by English-Speaking Ability by Selected Demographic and 
Social Characteristics for the Population 5 Years and Over: 2011
(For information on con�dentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error, and de�nitions, see 
www.census.gov/acs/www/ )

Characteristics
Population 

5 years 
and over 

(Number)

Spoke a 
langauge 

other 
than 

English 
at home 

(Percent)

Spoke a language other than English at home

Spoke Spanish
Spoke a language other 

than Spanish

Population 
5 years 

and over 
(Number)

Spoke 
English 

“very well” 
(Percent)

Spoke 
English 

less than 
“very well” 
(Percent)

Population 
5 years 

and over 
(Number)

Spoke 
English 

“very well” 
(Percent)

Spoke 
English 

less than 
“very well” 
(Percent)

   Total  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 291,524,091 20.8 37,579,787 56.3 43.7  22,997,233  61.4  38.6 

Age
5 to 14 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 41,131,310 21.8  6,451,625 76.2 23.8  2,535,007  77.6  22.4 
15 to 19 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21,822,474 22.3  3,412,795 82.7 17.3  1,449,462  80.6  19.4 
20 to 39 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 83,350,155 25.6  13,853,503 55.3 44.7  7,450,076  68.9  31.1 
40 to 59 years . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 85,944,236 19.5  9,795,839 42.9 57.1  6,980,244  53.9  46.1 
60 years and over  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 59,275,916 14.6  4,066,025 38.7 61.3  4,582,444  45.3  54.7 

Sex
Male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 143,009,744 20.9  18,914,621 55.6 44.4  10,952,898  63.1  36.9 
Female . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 148,514,347 20.7  18,665,166 57.0 43.0  12,044,335  59.8  40.2 

Race and Hispanic Origin
White alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 217,435,501 15.2  24,469,328 57.4 42.6  8,688,628  69.4  30.6 
 Non-Hispanic White alone . . . . . . . . 186,989,334 5.8  2,174,426 80.9 19.1  8,588,900  69.4  30.6 
Black alone  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36,354,608 8.3  881,899 68.1 31.9  2,128,247  64.8  35.2 
Asian alone . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14,148,367 76.7  77,751 74.3 25.7  10,777,195  53.0  47.0 

 Hispanic (of any race)  . . . . . . . . . . . 46,782,479 74.7  34,745,940 54.3 45.7  203,075  68.6  31.4 

Nativity Status
Native  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 251,380,737 10.6  19,487,953 80.9 19.1  7,185,626  84.8  15.2 
Foreign born:
 Naturalized citizen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,094,967 79.0  5,431,946 44.8 55.2  8,856,595  54.4  45.6 
 Not a citizen . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 22,048,387 89.0  12,659,888 23.4 76.6  6,955,012  45.9  54.1 

Educational Attainment 1

Less than 12th grade . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 29,089,305 42.9  9,609,518 21.1 78.9  2,855,281  24.0  76.0 
High school graduate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 58,653,211 16.6  6,321,485 48.1 51.9  3,423,791  44.3  55.7 
Some college, or associate’s degree . . 59,838,341 14.6  5,029,756 69.8 30.2  3,726,173  61.7  38.3 
Bachelor’s degree or more  . . . . . . . . . 58,890,813 18.0  3,279,205 73.5 26.5  7,321,209  71.4  28.6 

Employment Status 2

In labor force:
 Employed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 140,399,548 21.0  17,955,542 52.2 47.8  11,542,775  63.7  36.3 
 Unemployed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16,060,624 22.6  2,452,052 55.8 44.2  952,685  61.1  38.9 
Not in labor force . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 88,717,824 19.6  9,994,210 49.1 50.9  7,418,060  51.3  48.7 

Poverty Status
Below the poverty level . . . . . . . . . . . . 43,341,948 29.6  9,377,171 49.3 50.7  3,468,021  49.7  50.3 
At or above poverty level . . . . . . . . . . . 240,663,391 19.3  27,482,262 58.5 41.5  19,057,584  63.2  36.8 

Disability Status
With a disability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 39,172,917 14.9  3,586,682 47.2 52.8  2,253,901  45.6  54.4 
No disablility  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 252,351,174 21.7  33,993,105 57.3 42.7  20,743,332  63.1  36.9 

Health Insurance
With health insurance coverage  . . . . . 244,706,190 17.5  24,079,286 65.0 35.0  18,715,248  64.0  36.0 
No health insurance coverage . . . . . . . 46,817,901 38.0  13,500,501 40.9 59.1  4,281,985  49.9  50.1 

1 Educational attainment is displayed for the population 25 years and over.
2 Employment status is shown for the population 16 years and over and does not include those in the Armed Forces.
Note: Margins of error for all estimates can be found in the Appendix Table 3 <www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo/language/data/acs/Table3.xls>. For more infor-

mation on the ACS, see <www.census.gov/acs/www/>.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey. 
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Citizenship and English-
Speaking Ability

English-speaking ability varied by 
citizenship status among Spanish 
speakers much more than it did 
among those who spoke other lan-
guages. Among Spanish speakers, 
45 percent of foreign-born natural-
ized citizens spoke English “very 
well” compared with 23 percent of 
foreign-born noncitizens. Among 
those who spoke a foreign lan-
guage other than Spanish, the gap 
between foreign-born naturalized 
citizens and foreign-born nonciti-
zens was smaller—only 9 percent.

Other Characteristics and 
English-Speaking Ability

Education, employment status, pov -
erty status, disability status, and 
health insurance coverage were 
also correlated with English speak-
ing ability. Seventy-three percent of 
Spanish-speakers with a bachelor’s 
degree or more education spoke 
English “very well,” compared with 
71 percent of those who spoke a 
language other than Spanish for 
this same education level. 

LANGUAGE 
CONCENTRATIONS 
IN STATES

Languages spoken at home are 
not evenly distributed throughout 
the nation. Some areas have high 
percentages of speakers of non-
English languages, while others 
have lower levels. Table 4 shows 
the proportion of people who 
spoke a language other than 
English at home across the 50 
states and the District of Columbia, 
as well as the English-speaking 
ability levels in those states. 
English-speaking ability varied 
across states. In West Virginia, only 
2 percent of people 5 years old and 
over reported speaking a language 
other than English at home, while 
44 percent of people in California 
reported the same. 

Levels of English-speaking ability 
were also di�erent across states. 
In Montana, a large percentage of 
those who spoke a language other 
than English at home (84 percent) 
reported speaking English “very 
well.” In Alabama, this percentage 
was 55 percent. 

Quite often, concentrations of spe-
ci�c language groups were found 
in certain areas of the country. 
An examination of some of these 
patterns is provided in the 2007 
version of this report (Shin and 
Kominski, 2011). 16  In the short 
term, the factors creating these 
concentrations include points of 
entry into the United States and 
family connections facilitating 
chain migration (Alberto Palloni 
et al., 2001). 17  In the longer term, 
internal migration streams, employ-
ment opportunities, and other 
family situations can sometimes 
facilitate the di�usion of language 
groups within the country. 

LANGUAGES SPOKEN IN 
METROPOLITAN AND 
MICROPOLITAN AREAS 

Just as languages are dispersed 
unevenly across states, some 
languages are concentrated in 
certain metropolitan and micro-
politan statistical areas. Large 
metropolitan areas such as New 
York, Los Angeles, and Chicago 
generally have large proportions 
of people who speak a language 
other than English at home because 
of the economic opportunities in 
these places or because they act 
as gateway points of entry into the 
country. Not all of the high levels 
of language clustering occur in the 
largest metropolitan areas, how-
ever. Many smaller metropolitan 

16  See <www.census.gov/hhes 
/socdemo/language/data/acs/ACS-12.pdf>.

17  Alberto Palloni et al., 2001, “Social 
Capital and International Migration: A Test 
Using Information on Family Networks,” 
American Journal of Sociology , Vol. 106, 
No. 5: 1262–1298.

areas also had high proportions of 
people who spoke a language other 
than English at home.

Figure 5  shows a geographic distri-
bution of the proportion of people 
who spoke a language other than 
English at home across metropoli-
tan and micropolitan areas. In gen-
eral, metropolitan and micropolitan 
areas within the west, south, and 
northeast tended to have higher 
levels of foreign-language speak-
ers. Metropolitan and micropolitan 
areas located in the midwestern 
states tended to have lower levels 
of foreign-language speakers, with 
the exception of Illinois.

Table 5 presents the distribution 
of the languages other than English 
for the 57 metropolitan areas 
where one-fourth or more of 
the population 5 years and older 
speak a language other than 
English at home. Twenty-two 
of these metropolitan areas are 
located in California, and 12 are 
in Texas. The remaining 23 are in 
various states, such as Florida, New 
Mexico, Arizona, and New Jersey. 
The Laredo, Texas, metropolitan 
area had the highest percentage 
of the population who spoke a 
language other than English. The 
great majority of these non-English 
language speakers spoke Spanish 
(99 percent). Other metropolitan 
areas with at least 90 percent 
Spanish speakers among those 
speaking a language other than 
English included several cities 
located on the border with Mexico, 
including Brownsville-Harlingen, 
McAllen-Edinburg-Mission, and El 
Paso in Texas; Yuma, Arizona; El 
Centro, California; and Las Cruces, 
New Mexico. Spanish speakers 
were less than 40 percent of all 
non-English language speakers in 
only three of the listed metropoli-
tan areas. This included Honolulu, 
Hawaii, where 88 percent spoke 
Asian and Paci�c Island languages, 
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Table 4.
Language Spoken at Home and English-Speaking Ability by State: 2011
(For information on con�dentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error, and de�nitions, see 
www.census.gov/acs/www/ )

State
Population 

5 years 
and over 

(Number)

Spoke a language other 
than English at home

English-speaking ability 
(Percent) 

Number Percent

Spoke 
English 

“very well”

Spoke 
English 

“well”

Spoke 
English 

“not well”

Spoke 
English 

“not at all”

   United States  . . . . . . . 291,524,091 60,577,020 20.8 58.2 19.4 15.4 7.0

Alabama  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,504,275 235,830 5.2 55.4 19.0 20.2 5.3
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 668,687 111,319 16.6 69.2 20.9 8.6 1.3
Arizona  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,034,541 1,629,853 27.0 65.5 15.7 12.9 5.9
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,740,313 204,666 7.5 54.7 23.0 17.0 5.2
California . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 35,158,257 15,390,211 43.8 55.7 19.4 16.6 8.4
Colorado  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,775,755 798,923 16.7 62.0 18.1 14.5 5.4
Connecticut . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,384,503 724,026 21.4 61.5 19.2 14.4 5.0
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 851,887 115,717 13.6 65.1 17.1 12.5 5.4
District of Columbia . . . . . . . . 581,764 87,516 15.0 72.5 16.2 8.6 2.7

Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,983,218 4,959,186 27.6 57.0 19.2 15.5 8.3
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,141,183 1,214,783 13.3 57.2 19.3 17.8 5.7
Hawaii  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,286,790 323,915 25.2 52.4 27.5 17.5 2.7
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,466,499 152,712 10.4 62.4 15.6 15.9 6.1
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,042,289 2,730,437 22.7 57.3 20.7 15.9 6.2
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,088,598 501,711 8.2 60.1 21.0 14.7 4.2
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,864,107 208,066 7.3 59.1 19.5 15.6 5.8
Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,669,198 304,111 11.4 59.3 19.0 16.2 5.5
Kentucky  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,090,258 197,131 4.8 58.1 21.2 16.7 4.0
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,261,861 371,986 8.7 67.2 16.4 11.5 4.9
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,261,967 83,579 6.6 76.8 13.0 8.3 1.9

Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,465,168 914,110 16.7 62.9 19.9 13.6 3.6
Massachusetts . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,224,979 1,370,449 22.0 59.6 20.3 13.9 6.2
Michigan  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,292,794 847,255 9.1 64.8 19.1 12.4 3.7
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,992,262 540,623 10.8 60.6 20.3 13.8 5.2
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,773,115 105,186 3.8 55.7 16.9 19.0 8.4
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,629,071 362,210 6.4 62.0 20.8 12.9 4.3
Montana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 937,750 43,660 4.7 83.7 13.2 2.7 0.4
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,711,659 176,008 10.3 54.1 19.4 20.1 6.4
Nevada  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,538,136 754,531 29.7 57.8 21.3 15.3 5.6
New Hampshire . . . . . . . . . . . 1,250,588 97,479 7.8 70.5 18.8 8.4 2.3

New Jersey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,285,611 2,520,761 30.4 57.4 20.7 15.4 6.4
New Mexico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,937,824 707,597 36.5 72.5 13.9 9.1 4.6
New York . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18,307,740 5,506,992 30.1 55.3 20.9 16.9 6.9
North Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . 9,029,678 966,322 10.7 56.3 18.7 16.9 8.1
North Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . 637,666 32,380 5.1 71.6 18.4 8.8 1.2
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10,836,508 721,796 6.7 64.9 20.8 11.4 2.9
Oklahoma  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,527,312 329,017 9.3 58.8 17.4 17.1 6.8
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,633,190 540,456 14.9 57.8 19.0 15.6 7.6
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,021,912 1,237,714 10.3 62.6 19.7 13.3 4.4
Rhode Island . . . . . . . . . . . . . 995,856 211,150 21.2 58.8 21.0 13.7 6.5

South Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,376,509 289,004 6.6 58.6 20.2 15.2 6.0
South Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . 765,534 50,335 6.6 66.2 16.5 14.7 2.7
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,003,565 414,669 6.9 57.8 20.7 17.0 4.4
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23,721,334 8,221,202 34.7 58.1 18.2 14.8 8.9
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,554,924 380,382 14.9 64.4 17.3 14.2 4.1
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 595,658 29,402 4.9 71.4 20.1 6.5 2.0
Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7,588,188 1,132,310 14.9 62.8 20.1 13.4 3.7
Washington . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6,390,691 1,186,543 18.6 57.1 21.2 15.6 6.0
West Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,751,216 40,310 2.3 64.7 22.0 12.1 1.3
Wisconsin  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,362,567 467,555 8.7 62.1 19.0 14.3 4.6
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 529,136 33,934 6.4 72.8 14.0 10.5 2.7

Note: Margins of error for all estimates can be found in the Appendix Table 4 <www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo/language/data/acs/Table4.xls>. For more infor-
mation on the ACS, see <www.census.gov/acs/www/>.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey.
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Figure 5.

Percentage Of People 5 Years and Over Who Sp �O�K�E a Language ��

Other Than English At Home: 2011

Note: Metropolitan and Micropolitan Statistical 
Areas defined by the Office of Management 
and Budget as of December 2009. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 
2011 American Community Survey.
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Table 5.
Distribution of Speakers of Non-English Languages for Selected Metropolitan 
Areas: 2011 —Con.
(Metro areas where 25 percent or more of the population 5 years and over spoke a language other than English. For information 
on con�dentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error, and de�nitions, see www.census.gov/acs/www/ )

Metropolitan areas Population 
5 years 

and over 
(Number)

Spoke a 
language other 

than English 
at home

Language spoken of those who speak a language other 
than English at home

Spanish
Other 

Indo-European 
languages

Asian and Paci�c 
Island languages

Other 
languages

Number
Per-
cent Number

Per-
cent Number 

Per-
cent Number

Per-
cent Number

Per-
cent

Laredo, TX . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 230,506 212,319 92.1 209,847 98.8 581 0.3 1,832 0.9 59 0.0
McAllen-Edinburg-Mission, TX  . . . . . 720,446 614,621 85.3 605,325 98.5 2,668 0.4 5,885 1.0 743 0.1
El Centro, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 163,107 118,711 72.8 116,345 98.0 366 0.3 1,705 1.4 295 0.2
El Paso, TX  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 754,849 547,397 72.5 532,372 97.3 7,459 1.4 6,654 1.2 912 0.2
Brownsville-Harlingen, TX . . . . . . . . .
Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa 

377,563 263,074 69.7 260,237 98.9 1,049 0.4 1,578 0.6 210 0.1

  Ana, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12,103,230 6,571,923 54.3 4,413,269 67.2 640,467 9.7 1,398,593 21.3 119,594 1.8
Salinas, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 388,612 208,721 53.7 183,699 88.0 5,929 2.8 16,365 7.8 2,728 1.3
Las Cruces, NM . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 197,651 104,655 52.9 100,672 96.2 2,470 2.4 1,068 1.0 445 0.4
Yuma, AZ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Miami 

185,598 96,918 52.2 93,220 96.2 1,997 2.1 994 1.0 707 0.7

  Beach, FL  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,342,714 2,740,101 51.3 2,139,173 78.1 486,727 17.8 70,605 2.6 43,596 1.6
Visalia-Porterville, CA . . . . . . . . . . . .
San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa 

407,905 206,897 50.7 189,574 91.6 4,774 2.3 11,603 5.6 946 0.5

  Clara, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,737,443 877,451 50.5 334,549 38.1 142,287 16.2 380,937 43.4 19,678 2.2
Merced, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 237,573 119,028 50.1 97,433 81.9 12,157 10.2 8,660 7.3 778 0.7
Fresno, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 863,371 382,344 44.3 291,503 76.2 26,979 7.1 59,346 15.5 4,516 1.2
Odessa, TX . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127,828 55,765 43.6 53,895 96.6 984 1.8 661 1.2 225 0.4
Madera, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 141,380 60,691 42.9 55,539 91.5 2,278 3.8 2,557 4.2 317 0.5
Bakers�eld, CA  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 778,854 327,031 42.0 289,041 88.4 15,927 4.9 17,834 5.5 4,229 1.3

Modesto, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 479,014 200,726 41.9 151,626 75.5 21,636 10.8 10,649 5.3 16,815 8.4
Hanford-Corcoran, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . 141,291 58,722 41.6 51,884 88.4 2,568 4.4 3,581 6.1 689 1.2
Santa Barbara-Santa Maria, CA . . . .
Riverside-San Bernardino- 

399,458 162,367 40.6 136,637 84.2 11,151 6.9 12,538 7.7 2,041 1.3

  Ontario, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
San Francisco-Oakland- 

3,983,998 1,615,123 40.5 1,322,026 81.9 81,921 5.1 180,171 11.2 31,005 1.9

  Fremont, CA  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4,130,311 1,670,902 40.5 678,359 40.6 269,017 16.1 685,063 41.0 38,463 2.3
Stockton, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 641,685 253,878 39.6 168,367 66.3 30,977 12.2 50,263 19.8 4,271 1.7
Yakima, WA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
New York-Northern New Jersey- 

225,246 88,659 39.4 84,221 95.0 1,538 1.7 2,067 2.3 833 0.9

  Long Island, NY-NJ-PA  . . . . . . . . . . 17,838,980 6,981,683 39.1 3,518,126 50.4 2,025,713 29.0 1,095,595 15.7 342,249 4.9

San Antonio, TX . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,035,868 777,946 38.2 714,314 91.8 31,512 4.1 23,358 3.0 8,762 1.1
Napa, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
San Diego-Carlsbad-San 

130,131 49,664 38.2 39,493 79.5 2,820 5.7 6,973 14.0 378 0.8

  Marcos, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,933,575 1,106,849 37.7 729,347 65.9 89,904 8.1 235,773 21.3 51,825 4.7
Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, TX  . . 5,604,644 2,091,768 37.3 1,617,957 77.3 174,242 8.3 242,529 11.6 57,040 2.7
Corpus Christi, TX . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 402,206 147,850 36.8 139,200 94.1 2,994 2.0 4,807 3.3 849 0.6
Santa Fe, NM. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Oxnard-Thousand Oaks- 

137,904 50,245 36.4 45,075 89.7 2,367 4.7 1,020 2.0 1,783 3.5

  Ventura, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 776,660 282,683 36.4 222,652 78.8 21,593 7.6 32,297 11.4 6,141 2.2
Farmington, NM . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 117,861 42,444 36.0 14,150 33.3 741 1.7 372 0.9 27,181 64.0

Las Vegas-Paradise, NV . . . . . . . . . . 1,831,695 614,625 33.6 423,841 69.0 52,000 8.5 120,260 19.6 18,524 3.0
Santa Cruz-Watsonville, CA  . . . . . . . 249,132 80,238 32.2 66,016 82.3 6,350 7.9 7,111 8.9 761 0.9
Naples-Marco Island, FL . . . . . . . . . . 311,342 99,321 31.9 73,660 74.2 19,639 19.8 5,105 5.1 917 0.9
Albuquerque, NM . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 838,920 263,567 31.4 214,162 81.3 14,614 5.5 8,972 3.4 25,819 9.8
Yuba City, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 154,104 48,278 31.3 31,649 65.6 10,586 21.9 5,830 12.1 213 0.4
Midland, TX . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 129,109 39,627 30.7 36,494 92.1 1,107 2.8 1,647 4.2 379 1.0
Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX . . . . . 6,022,507 1,809,206 30.0 1,381,478 76.4 156,259 8.6 207,267 11.5 64,202 3.5
Orlando-Kissimmee, FL . . . . . . . . . . . 2,039,583 595,470 29.2 433,912 72.9 106,337 17.9 45,711 7.7 9,510 1.6
Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL-IN-WI . . 8,876,347 2,580,089 29.1 1,547,235 60.0 627,153 24.3 288,927 11.2 116,774 4.5
Tucson, AZ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

See note at end of table.
927,411 264,996 28.6 218,043 82.3 18,044 6.8 16,123 6.1 12,786 4.8
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Table 5.
Distribution of Speakers of Non-English Languages for Selected Metropolitan 
Areas: 2011 —Con.
(Metro areas where 25 percent or more of the population 5 years and over spoke a language other than English. For information 
on con�dentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error, and de�nitions, see www.census.gov/acs/www/ )

Metropolitan areas Population 
5 years 

and over 
(Number)

Spoke a 
language other 

than English 
at home

Language spoken of those who speak a language other 
than English at home

Spanish
Other 

Indo-European 
languages

Asian and Paci�c 
Island languages

Other 
languages

Number
Per-
cent Number

Per-
cent Number 

Per-
cent Number

Per-
cent Number

Per-
cent

Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT . . . 870,100 247,017 28.4 127,732 51.7 88,781 35.9 22,751 9.2 7,753 3.1
Vallejo-Fair�eld, CA  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 390,169 110,111 28.2 63,385 57.6 9,557 8.7 35,825 32.5 1,344 1.2
Austin-Round Rock, TX . . . . . . . . . . . 1,654,442 464,933 28.1 366,576 78.8 46,107 9.9 45,774 9.8 6,476 1.4
Sacramento—Arden-Arcade— 
  Roseville, CA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,033,096 568,262 28.0 262,979 46.3 128,150 22.6 167,443 29.5 9,690 1.7
Trenton-Ewing, NJ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 345,584 96,326 27.9 44,888 46.6 29,193 30.3 19,118 19.8 3,127 3.2
Atlantic City, NJ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 257,871 70,762 27.4 42,378 59.9 14,272 20.2 11,783 16.7 2,329 3.3
Kennewick-Richland-Pasco, WA . . . . 242,237 66,106 27.3 55,038 83.3 6,040 9.1 4,581 6.9 447 0.7
Honolulu, HI . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 901,726 243,991 27.1 17,736 7.3 11,328 4.6 214,043 87.7 884 0.4
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, 
  DC-VA-MD-WV . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5,319,973 1,420,987 26.7 638,181 44.9 333,850 23.5 300,327 21.1 148,629 10.5

Gainesville, GA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 169,018 45,018 26.6 40,731 90.5 1,841 4.1 2,374 5.3 72 0.2
Victoria, TX  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 106,954 28,441 26.6 25,185 88.6 959 3.4 1,802 6.3 495 1.7
Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale, AZ . . . . . . 3,955,933 1,037,554 26.2 806,286 77.7 90,785 8.7 93,206 9.0 47,277 4.6
Dalton, GA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 132,462 34,332 25.9 32,380 94.3 560 1.6 137 0.4 1,255 3.7
Wenatchee, WA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 104,787 26,968 25.7 24,815 92.0 664 2.5 727 2.7 762 2.8

Note: Margins of error for all estimates can be found in the Appendix Table 5 <www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo/language/data/acs/Table5.xls>.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2011 American Community Survey. For more information on the ACS, see <www.census.gov/acs/www/>.

and San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, 
California, where Spanish speakers 
were also outnumbered by those 
who spoke Asian and Paci�c Island 
languages. The other metropolitan 
area was Farmington, New Mexico. 
In this area, the overwhelming 
majority spoke the Native American 
language of Navajo. 

New York and Los Angeles stand 
out for the large number of speak-
ers of languages other than 
English that reside there—more 
than 6 million in each metropolitan 
area. In the New York metropolitan 
area, about 50 percent of those 
who spoke a language other than 
English spoke Spanish. Another 

29 percent of these people spoke 
Other Indo-European languages. In 
the Los Angeles metropolitan area, 
over two-thirds of those who spoke 
a language other than English 
spoke Spanish.
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SUMMARY

This report provides illustrative evi-
dence of the continuing and grow-
ing role of non-English languages 
as part of the national fabric. 
Fueled by both long-term historic 
immigration patterns and more 
recent ones, the language diver-
sity of the country has increased 
over the past few decades. As the 
nation continues to be a destina-
tion for people from other lands, 
this pattern of language diversity 
will also likely continue. Given the 
patterns of location and reloca-
tion over time, local areas may see 
speci�c or diverse changes in the 
languages spoken in any given 
locality.

SOURCE OF THE DATA

Estimates in this report are from 
the 2011 American Community 
Survey (ACS). The population rep-
resented (the population universe) 
in the 2011 ACS includes both the 
household and the group quarters 
populations (that is, the resident 
population). The group quarters 
population consists of the insti-
tutionalized population (such as 
people in correctional institutions 
or nursing homes) and the non- 
institutionalized population 
(most of whom are in college 
dormitories).

ACCURACY OF THE 
ESTIMATES

Statistics from sample surveys 
are subject to sampling error and 
nonsampling error. All comparisons 
presented in this report have taken 
sampling error into account and 
are signi�cant at the 90 percent 
con�dence level. 18  This means the 
90 percent con�dence interval for 
the di�erence between estimates 
being compared does not include 
zero. Nonsampling error in surveys 
may be attributed to a variety of 
sources, such as how the survey 
was designed, how respondents 
interpret questions, how able and 
willing respondents are to provide 
correct answers, and how accu-
rately answers are coded and clas-
si�ed. To minimize these errors, 
the Census Bureau employs qual-
ity control procedures in sample 
selection, the wording of questions, 
interviewing, coding, data process-
ing, and data analysis.

The �nal ACS population estimates 
are adjusted in the weighting pro-
cedure for coverage error by con-
trolling speci�c survey estimates to 
independent population controls by 
sex, age, race, and Hispanic origin. 
This weighting partially corrects for 

18  The tables reporting the margins of 
error for all the tables in this report can be 
accessed at <www.census.gov/hhes 
/socdemo/language/data/acs/2011 
/appendix.html>.

bias due to over- or undercoverage, 
but biases may still be present, for 
example, when people who were 
missed di�er from those inter-
viewed in ways other than sex, age, 
race, and Hispanic origin. How this 
weighting procedure a�ects other 
variables in the survey is not pre-
cisely known. All of these consid-
erations a�ect comparisons across 
di�erent surveys or data sources. 
For information on sampling and 
estimation methods, con�dentiality 
protection, and sampling and non-
sampling errors, please see 
the “2011 ACS Accuracy of the 
Data” document located at 
<www.census.gov/acs/www 
/Downloads/data_documentation 
/Accuracy/ACS_Accuracy_of 
_Data_2011.pdf>.

MORE INFORMATION

Detailed tabulations, related 
information, and historic data 
are available on the Internet at 
the Language Use page on the 
Census Bureau’s Web site at 
<www.census.gov/hhes/socdemo 
/language/index.html>. For addi-
tional questions or comments, 
contact the Education and Social 
Strati�cation Branch at 301-763-
2464 or e-mail Camille L. Ryan at 
<Camille.L.Ryan@census.gov>.



16  U.S. Census Bureau

APPENDIX A.

LANGUAGE QUESTIONS USED IN DECENNIAL CENSUSES

2000:  (Collected for all ages; retained for persons 5 years old and over) 
Does this person speak a language other than English at home? 
What is this language? 
How well does this person speak English (very well, well, not well, not at all)?

1990:  (Persons 5 years old and over) 
Does this person speak a language other than English at home? 
What is this language? 
How well does this person speak English (very well, well, not well, not at all)?

1980:  (Persons 3 years old and over; tabulated for 5 years old and over) 
Does this person speak a language other than English at home? 
What is this language? 
How well does this person speak English (very well, well, not well, not at all)?

1970: (No age for question, tabulations limited) 
What language, other than English, was spoken in this person’s home when he was a child? 
(Spanish, French, German, Other (specify)_______, None, English only)

1960:  (Foreign-born) 
What language was spoken in his home before he came to the United States?

1950:  (Not asked)

1940: (For persons of all ages; asked under the category of “Mother Tongue [or Native Language] of Foreign Born”) 
Language spoken at home in earliest childhood.

1930:  (Foreign born; asked under the category of “Mother Tongue [or Native Language] of Foreign Born”) 
Language spoken in home before coming to the United States.

1920:  (Foreign born) 
Place of birth and mother tongue of person and each parent. 
Whether able to speak English.

1910:  
Mother tongue was collected for all foreign-born persons, to be written in with place of birth; also collected for 
foreign-born parents. Speci�c instructions on correct languages to write in and a list of appropriate European lan-
guages were provided to the enumerator. Similar instructions may have carried over to 1920. 
Whether able to speak English; or, if not, give language spoken.

1900:  (All persons 10 years old and over) 
“Can speak English” was asked after the two questions “Can read” and “Can write.”

1890:  (All persons 10 years old and over) 
“Able to speak English. If not, the language or dialect spoken” was asked after the questions “Able to Read” and 
“Able to Write.” 

1790–1880:  
No evidence of language questions or English-ability questions.

Note: The universe used for data collection may not be the same as in tabulations. In some cases, data were 
tabulated for foreign-born only or White foreign-born only. Consult publications.

www.mla.org/map_main 
www.ethnologue.com/

http://www.mla.org/map_main
http://www.ethnologue.com/























































































































































































