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A Holistic Measure of Contextual and Individual Linguistic Diversity 

 

The sociolinguistic context of language use contributes to individuals’ linguistic 

knowledge. However, how it does so has yet to be fully conceptualised or 

quantitatively investigated within the language sciences. To meet this goal, a 

psychometrically sound evidence-based measure that captures important aspects 

of contextually influenced linguistic experience is necessary. In this paper we 

describe the development and validation of the Contextual and Individual 

Linguistic Diversity Questionnaire (CILD-Q). Exploratory factor analysis was 

conducted with data from 353 participants (62.9% South African, 37.1% UK, 

Mage = 29.3, SD = 10.09). A three-factor solution best describes the structure of 

the CILD-Q: Multilingualism in Context (contextual use and societal practice of 

multiple languages within a community), Multilingualism in Practice (direct and 

indirect linguistic exchanges and conversational interaction), Linguistic Diversity 

Promotion (societal and governmental endorsement of linguistic variation). Item 

scores corresponding to these three factors showed sufficient reliability (α’s > 

0.80). The CILD-Q provides a novel and holistic manner to measure 

sociolinguistic diversity and can be used when measuring individuals’ language 

experience within and across populations from differing sociolinguistic contexts. 

Keywords: sociolinguistic context; contextual linguistic diversity; linguistic 

experience; language profile; CILD-Q; CLiP-Q 
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Introduction 

There is little doubt that worldwide multilingualism is on the rise. Even so, it is obvious 

that some contexts are linguistically more diverse than others. This variation is a result 

of a multitude of factors, including contextual history, societal uptake, cultural and 

linguistic preservation, and political ideals. Sociolinguistic context may be a 

fundamental determinant of language knowledge and use, yet there remains a gap in 

quantitatively exploring or conceptualising whether and/or how one’s sociolinguistic 

context facilitates linguistic gains (Bak, 2016). Generally, individual reports of language 

history, use, and proficiency are considered sufficient for language profiling (Anderson 

et al., 2018; Li et al., 2019; Marian et al., 2007), but this neglects the possible influence 

of linguistic experience within a social context on one’s linguistic knowledge, including 

an awareness of this linguistic knowledge and ability. Given the plausibility of its 

effects on one’s language development and awareness, the social context within which 

one is exposed to language should be a principled avenue of investigation. 

Broadly, one’s linguistic experience is fundamentally linked to their 

sociolinguistic context – the language environment within which speakers have spent 

most of their lives. Measuring one’s linguistic experience provides a holistic overview 

of where the speaker is linguistically immersed, including how certain languages may 

be privileged over others, and the speakers’ fluidity and inter-mingling of language use. 

This paper aims to develop and validate a psychometrically sound, evidence-based tool 

for measuring one’s linguistic experience as it relates to their sociolinguistic context – 

the Contextual and Individual Linguistic Diversity Questionnaire (CILD-Q). 

Development of this questionnaire is important for a number of reasons. First, because it 

allows researchers to quantify and qualify language experience for monolingual, 

bilingual, and multilingual individuals thus adding sociolinguistic measures of linguistic 
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exposure that may be indirect and therefore may not qualify as ‘input’ in the usual sense 

of the word (Carroll, 2017). Second, because it can provide another, as yet under-

researched, variable in the continuum of mono- to multi-lingualism which can 

contribute to an account of the heterogeneity found across so-called monolinguals and 

multilinguals in and beyond the Global North. Third, because a measure of the 

sociolinguistic context provided by this questionnaire could inform education policies 

about the challenges to be faced when models of language education deemed successful 

in one part of the world are assumed to be applicable to another. Such a measure is an 

integral element for any study aimed at illustrating that linguistic experience, and one’s 

self-perception thereof, plays a fundamental role in the development of an individual’s 

language repertoire. 

We propose that linguistic experience is constituted by two features: (i) active 

linguistic experience – the direct use and communicative knowledge of a language, 

where one develops the ability to produce and consciously understand the language with 

a certain degree of proficiency; and (ii) passive linguistic experience – a novel concept 

which includes linguistic knowledge derived purely as a result of environmental cues 

mainly gained implicitly because of the context within which one or more languages are 

used. Whereas active linguistic experience is commonly used in language research, 

passive experience is possibly an integral element of one’s linguistic profile, albeit not 

typically taken into account (but see Bice & Kroll, 2019; Kurkela et al., 2019; Tsimpli 

et al., 2020). In linguistically diverse contexts where numerous languages are spoken, 

displayed across the linguistic landscape (Gorter, 2013), and used interchangeably in 

daily exchanges, it is possible that at least some linguistic information from each of 

these languages may be cognitively integrated by people exposed to such information. 

Essentially, long-term experience within a sociolinguistic context may therefore 
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facilitate passive gains of linguistic knowledge over and above that which has been 

implicitly or explicitly gained through direct linguistic interactions during language 

development and use. Governmental and societal promotion of multilingualism can also 

facilitate active as well as passive linguistic gains in linguistic experience.  

The way language is conceived of is continuously being updated with emerging 

evidence. Importantly, there is some evidence that supports the influence of passive 

experience. Some studies have found that, despite not retaining explicit knowledge of 

an exposed-to language into adulthood, childhood overhearers were better able than 

non-overhearers to learn phonological features of the overheard language later in life 

(Au et al., 2002, 2008; Knightly et al., 2003). Additionally, behavioural and 

neuroimaging research on functionally monolingual international adoptees point to the 

conclusion that even durationally minimal exposure to a language in childhood with no 

subsequent maintenance or conscious recollection of the language leads to perdurable 

linguistic and neural effects similarly expected in bilinguals who speak the ‘lost’ 

language (Oh et al., 2010; Pierce et al., 2014, 2015). Furthermore, language knowledge 

has been observed in the absence of deliberate learning and only via exposure alone 

(Akhtar et al., 2012; Gullberg et al., 2010), when participants are placed in an 

immersive learning setting rather than a non-immersive environment (Kroll et al., 2018; 

Morgan-Short et al., 2012; Pliatsikas et al., 2017), and via receptive input in heritage 

bilingual communities (Sherkina-Lieber, Pérez-Leroux, & Johns, 2011). 

The aforementioned research suggests that even passive linguistic experience 

can have enduring effects on linguistic ability. Consequently, exposure to a 

linguistically diverse context cannot be downplayed when investigating overall 

linguistic experience even when interpersonal verbal communication may not require 

understanding, knowledge, and use of the totality of languages available in this context. 
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What is (sociolinguistic) context and how has it been investigated? 

Crucial to our understanding of linguistic diversity is whether an individual is exposed 

to a multilingual or (predominantly) unilingual context both at an individual and 

societal level and how this affects her linguistic experience. For instance, relevant to the 

present research, a self-described monolingual English speaker from South Africa will 

be situated in a different sociolinguistic context to that of a self-described monolingual 

English speaker from the United Kingdom (UK).1 In both countries English is the 

lingua franca, the medium of instruction for formal education, and is privileged in terms 

of its prominent use in business, media, and academia. Yet, since South Africa is host to 

11 official languages (and numerous unofficial languages and dialects), the country’s 

English-speakers are ubiquitously exposed to linguistic diversity in a way that differs 

from that of the English speakers in the UK. Although not every South African citizen 

may be exposed to all languages, linguistic heterogeneity within the country is largely 

unavoidable. For example, singing the South African national anthem alone employs the 

use of five of the official languages. Despite such cases, there is arguably no research 

that conceptualises or measures linguistic experience in relation to such sociolinguistic 

features. Of note, however, is a proposed metric of language entropy that captures the 

social diversity of language use derived from commonly collected language history data 

(Gullifer & Titone, 2020). Gaining insight into both individual and contextual linguistic 

descriptors can illuminate fundamental features of sociolinguistic diversity and provide 

an in-depth profile of language experience. Before we propose a way to do this, it is 

important that we understand how ‘context’ has been conceptualised in the literature.  

Van Dijk (2008) suggests that in efforts to describe and especially explain some 

phenomenon in relation to its environment, we appeal to the notion of ‘context’. A main 

application of contextualisation or contextualism2 under this view has generally been 
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subsumed within a qualitative paradigm, using ethnography, discourse, and 

conversation analytic techniques as methods of analyses and natural talk as main data 

sources (ten Have, 2007; van Dijk, 1985, 2008). Another interactional method proposed 

to investigate context involves research into code-switching and borrowing which have 

garnered great interest as a means of conceptualising the bilingual experience (e.g., 

Grosjean, 1982; MacSwan 2014; Muysken, 2000). Linked to this is the Adaptive 

Control Hypothesis (ACH), which states that there are three types of interactional 

contexts that explain cognitive processing demands for bilingual speakers, namely the 

single language, dual language, and dense code-switching contexts (Green & 

Abutalebi, 2013; also see Abutalebi & Green, 2016). Single language refers to the use 

of one language in a particular setting and the use of another in a separate setting. Dual 

language is where different languages are typically produced by different speakers 

within the same context. Here, code-switching can occur in the conversation but not 

within a single utterance. Thirdly, dense code-switching is the fluid insertion of a 

speaker’s languages in the course of an utterance and the adaptation of words from one 

language in the context of the other (also known as intrasentential code-switching). 

According to the ACH, variation in the context of an interactional exchange constrains 

the linguistic output and degree of language switching a bilingual can produce, thus 

uniquely impacting cognitive control. Language processing demands are then, in 

principle, greater for bilinguals, and accordingly, language selection shaping a 

bilingual’s speech production confers a cognitive challenge that may be absent in 

monolingual brains (also see Blanco-Elorrieta & Pylkkänen, 2018). Cognitive 

adaptation is better understood, according to this hypothesis, when the context of 

language use is considered, as it is the interactional context that drives an adaptive 

response over and above a generalised bilingual advantage. While this hypothesis adds 
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to an understanding of context, it fails to acknowledge the sociolinguistic and cultural 

context within which the different languages are acquired and spoken, it is applicable 

only to bilingual contexts and speakers, and relies on instantaneous interactions of 

speech exchange, without considering any macro-level accounts of context.  

The issues with the ACH are indicative of another trend within the literature: 

code-switching has predominantly been investigated as a bilingual phenomenon (e.g., 

Beatty-Martínez et al., 2020; Broersma et al., 2020; Carter et al., 2011) using natural 

conversations or sentences from corpora (Broersma & De Bot, 2006; Deuchar et al., 

2018; Myers-Scotton, 2006) or experimental tasks usually requiring single word 

responses (Blanco-Elorrieta et al., 2018; Bobb & Wodniecka, 2013; Hernandez, 2009; 

Kleinman & Gollan, 2016) as analytic methods. Importantly, it is this characterisation 

of code-switching as a consequence of bilingual communication that has limited its 

scope and investigation. It need not only be a gathering of bilingual speakers that 

facilitate the interchange of language use, but rather, code-switching may arise so long 

as the sociolinguistic context is one of facilitation, regardless of the lingualism status3 

descriptors imposed. So far, little attention has been paid to code-switching within 

strictly speaking monolingual speakers exposed to linguistically diverse contexts (see 

MacSwan, 2017). This is particularly the case in South Africa, where linguistic 

amalgamation is dominant, even with self-reported monolingual speakers (Mesthrie, 

2009). For instance, if a South African considers herself a monolingual English speaker, 

in the sense that English feels most comfortable for her to use across different 

modalities (speaking, listening, reading, writing), her passive linguistic experience may 

nevertheless include the use of other languages when conversing with linguistically 

similar or diverse people of the same sociolinguistic context. This type of amalgamated 

communication has been reported across numerous formal and informal settings, 
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including in advertising (Cowley, 2016), public hearings (Mabule, 2019), the classroom 

(Rose & Van Dulm, 2011), and townships (Finlayson & Slabbert, 2009). Thus, code-

switching is not just a unique feature of bilingualism. Monolinguals exposed to 

linguistically diverse contexts may also switch seamlessly if afforded the opportunity to 

do so. The emphasis on bilingualism as the prominent code-switching criterion limits 

the bounds of language flexibility evident in interlocutors across the lingualism 

continuum and within specific contextual confounds. Critically, we need to reconsider 

the bounds of how we define communication as a feature of sociolinguistic context. 

All the above indicates a tendency to merely describe one’s immediate context, 

without noting a possible link between this context and other aspects of one’s language 

profile. This results in the common approach of focusing on individual, internal 

linguistic differences and (if available) census data, rather than including the broader 

contextual milieu within which the individuals are situated. Kaushanskaya et al. (2019) 

note that ‘self-reported proficiency [use and history] data alone CAN sometimes meet 

the needs of a particular study. However, a COMPREHENSIVE approach to assessing 

bilinguals is more likely to yield a reliable picture of bilinguals’ language profiles’ (p. 

3). Importantly, it is the participants of study in relation to the environments within 

which they are linguistically exposed, culturally immersed, and have first-hand 

experience, that needs further exploration.  

The present study 

There is a need for a valid and reliable evidence-based measure that captures important 

aspects of contextual linguistic experience that can be widely implemented in and 

beyond the Global North. Accordingly, we developed the Contextual and Individual 

Linguistic Diversity Questionnaire (CILD-Q), as part of the larger Contextual Linguistic 
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Profile Questionnaire (CLiP-Q; see Methods), and psychometrically evaluated it using 

exploratory factor analysis. The investigation of the CILD-Q using this factor analysis is 

fundamental to further development and operationalising of the questionnaire. To our 

knowledge this is the first tool to directly measure contextual and individual linguistic 

diversity in addition to descriptors of language background, usage, and proficiency. 

Whereas such self-reports do provide valuable information about the linguistic 

repertoire of participants, they do not capture the full picture of how the sociolinguistic 

context adds to an individual’s linguistic experience. To address concerns posed about 

the lack of universally applicable measures that quantify linguistic experience (Calvo et 

al., 2016), we demonstrate the construct validity and reliability of a new data collection 

tool that considers the effect of an increasingly diverse linguistic context on an 

individual's linguistic repertoire. We hypothesise that items measuring a single 

construct would group together, yielding the underlying factors that comprise contextual 

and individual linguistic diversity. We also assess the internal consistency reliability 

across the factor analysed scales of the CILD-Q. 

Method 

Participants 

A sample of 353 participants completed the Contextual Linguistic Profile Questionnaire 

(CLiP-Q), of which 222 (62.9%) reported to have lived in South Africa and 131 

(37.1%) in the UK for the longest period of their lives. Participants ranged in age from 

18 to 59 years (M = 29.3, SD = 10.09). For those participants who reported some 

proficiency of a language other than English, 28 languages were represented. See 

Supplementary Material for additional demographic information.  
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Contextual Linguistic Profile Questionnaire (CLiP-Q) 

The CLiP-Q is a holistic measure of contextual and individual linguistic diversity, 

comprising four sections, which together provide a comprehensive linguistic profile of 

participants across different sociolinguistic settings (see Figure 1 and refer to the 

Supplementary Material for an overview of the CLiP-Q). It was developed to compare 

adults from different sociolinguistic contexts; in this case South Africa and the UK. It is 

administered online in English and takes approximately 20 minutes to complete 

depending on the number of proficient languages reported. In what follows, we outline 

each of the CLiP-Q sections. 

 

<Figure 1> 

 

Demographic information 

This section gathers information about where the participants have lived for the longest 

part of their lives, and other demographic information such as nationality, country and 

province/region of birth and current residence, age, gender, level of education, and 

employment status. 

The Contextual and Individual Linguistic Diversity Questionnaire (CILD-Q)  

The CILD-Q was developed to conceptualise and differentiate linguistic diversity both 

within the individual and as a feature of contextual exposure. It is designed in relation to 

where participants have lived for the longest period of time, with English as the 

reference language. The validated CILD-Q comprises 18 items (see Table 1) presented 

in a randomised order and scored on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with high scores reflecting higher exposure to different 
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languages from that of English (items 1-7), greater individual and conversational 

exposure to linguistic diversity (both as a factor of code-switching and borrowing; items 

8-14), and higher governmental and societal encouragement of linguistic variation 

(items 15-18).  

 

<Table 1> 

Language history, use, and proficiency 

This section was informed by existing questionnaires with items adapted from the 

Language Experience and Proficiency Questionnaire (Marian et al., 2007), the 

Language History Questionnaire (Li et al., 2019), and the Language and Social 

Background Questionnaire (Anderson et al., 2018), and was divided into two 

components. The first gathers information about general language background (e.g., 

home and written languages), exposure to English, and lingualism status self-

classification. The second consists of questions about the participants’ reported 

proficient languages (repeated for up to three languages). Participants indicate their 

most proficient language and the succeeding questions pertain to that language. For 

example, if a participant indicates that her most proficient language is Zulu, ‘Zulu’ is 

visible in the phrasing of succeeding questions, such as ‘At what age did you begin 

acquiring Zulu?’ This section includes information for each language about average 

exposure; age milestones (e.g., acquisition, writing, use with friends); years of language 

use; level of ability in speaking, understanding, reading, and writing; extent of language 

use with interlocutors (e.g., family, strangers) and across activities (e.g., watching TV, 

listening to the radio/music); time engaged in activities (e.g., reading for school/work, 

writing messages to friends); duration of language used in different situations (e.g., 
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thinking, expressing emotion); and degree of language association with culture (see 

Supplementary Material for descriptive statistics). This section concludes with an open-

ended question where participants provide additional information about their language 

background and use. Reference to this information clarifies unclear findings. Since this 

section is a composite of questions commonly used in language research, a certain 

degree of construct and content validity can already be assumed. 

Socioeconomic status  

Participants indicate (yes/no) whether they have a list of assets or services in their 

household (e.g., motor vehicle, internet access). Other questions include number of 

contributors to annual household income, approximate annual household income, means 

of funding education, maternal and paternal level of education and occupation, and 

financial status (e.g., living from month-to-month, wealthy).4 

Procedure and ethical considerations 

Ethical clearance was obtained from the University of Cambridge Research Ethics 

Committee before this study commenced. The CLiP-Q was developed in successive 

stages, and items comprising the CILD-Q were developed by the authors as guided by 

theoretical and empirical research within the field of multilingualism. An initial pool of 

30 items were created which were hypothesised to load across three constructs: general 

language exposure (including across the linguistic landscape and via communicative 

exchange), codeswitching and borrowing, and linguistic diversity promotion (see 

Results for the final factor structure and Supplementary Material for the original CILD-

Q items). Care was taken to include a balanced number of items per factor (10 in each, 

equally split into positively and negatively worded items to avoid participant and 

acquiescence bias) and to ensure that items were clear, concise, and fit-for-purpose 
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before a factor analysis was conducted (Irwing & Hughes, 2018). To evaluate the 

content and face validity of the CLiP-Q, individuals across our network (including 

subject matter experts, test design experts, and representatives of participant samples) 

reviewed each of its sections, following which we addressed any comments and 

concerns raised, and made revisions where necessary until such time that a 

comprehensive language profile questionnaire was established. Once a final design was 

jointly approved, the CLiP-Q was transferred onto Qualtrics and distributed across the 

researchers’ networks. Individuals wanting to participate did so voluntarily and without 

coercion. Informed consent was requested online via accessing the CLiP-Q along with 

an information sheet. Adherence to ethical guidelines and the Data Protection Act were 

observed throughout.  

Data analysis  

The focus of this paper was to assess the psychometric properties of the CILD-Q for use 

across differing sociolinguistic contexts. An exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was 

conducted in R (version 3.6.0; R Core Team, 2019) using the ‘EFAutilities’ (version 

2.0.0; Zhang et al., 2019) and ‘psych’ (version 1.8.12; Revelle, 2019) packages with 

maximum likelihood estimation. An oblique geomin rotation, in which factors are not 

constrained to be orthogonal, was applied to the unrotated factor solution (Henson & 

Roberts, 2006; Osborne et al., 2008). An attractive feature of the EFAutilities package is 

that 95% confidence intervals are provided for rotated factor loadings, which allow for a 

more nuanced interpretation of point estimates. 

Two stages are followed when computing an interpretable factor analysis with 

the aim of reducing variable complexity and assessing construct validity. Firstly, 

deciding on the optimal number of factors to extract, whereby an initial estimation of 
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item loadings based on correlation or covariance matrices are considered as indicators 

of the number of factors required to account for common variance. Secondly, a factor 

rotation method is applied, which involves a mathematical transformation of unrotated 

factor loadings for ease of factor interpretability (Gorsuch, 1983; Izquierdo et al., 2014). 

It has been urged to use ‘multiple criteria and reasoned reflection’ (Henson & Roberts, 

2006, p. 399) when selecting the most appropriate number of factors to retain, and that 

‘the simultaneous use of multiple decision rules is appropriate and often desirable’ 

(Thompson & Daniel, 1996, p. 200; also see Auerswald & Moshagen, 2019). We used a 

scree plot, parallel analysis, Velicer’s minimum average partial (MAP) test, and the 

proposed a priori theory (Cattell, 1966; Horn, 1965; Lorenzo-Seva et al., 2011; Velicer, 

1976). Once a factor solution was established, internal consistency reliability using 

Cronbach alpha was used to evaluate the reliability of each scale score and the overall 

CILD-Q (Revelle & Condon, 2018).  

Results 

Preliminary results and exploratory factor analysis 

The EFA was conducted on a sample of 353 participants. Communality coefficients 

(presented in Table 3) are mostly greater than 0.50 and therefore using factor analysis 

with the current sample size was justified (MacCallum et al., 1999). Data are reported 

for the factor analysed solution, which was reached after two stages of item removal.5  

Two measures of sampling adequacy were reviewed prior to conducting the 

factor analysis. The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) criterion indicates if there is sufficient 

common variance between items to warrant factor analysis (Kaiser, 1974) and the 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity assesses the overall significance of the correlations within 

the matrix (Bartlett, 1937). The KMO value was 0.92, which is considered as a 
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marvellous adequacy of correlations and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, 

χ2(153) = 4434.28, p < 0.001, indicating that factor analysis of the correlation matrix 

was suitable. Univariate descriptive statistics for the 18 CILD-Q items are presented in 

Table 2.  

 

<Table 2> 

Construct validity of the CILD-Q 

Selection of factors were based on an interpretation of the scree plot, parallel analysis, 

Velicer’s MAP test, and the proposed a priori theory. The scree plot and parallel 

analysis suggested four factors (see Figure 2), while MAP suggested three factors, and 

following a thorough inspection of both a three- and four-factor solution, we identified 

that the four-factor solution led to a separation of items that clustered together when 

restricted to a three-factor solution as well as increased the number of cross-loadings. 

Further inspection of the items content, with the consideration of multilingualism 

theory, led us to appraise the three-factor solution, with its integrated and theoretically 

sound factor, as more appropriate.  

Variable complexity was also considered in the interpretation of factors. Sass 

and Schmitt (2010) define variable complexity as the number of nonzero elements in a 

factor pattern matrix row and it is evaluated in relation to cross-loading magnitudes. 

The pattern matrix after rotation can be seen in Table 3. From the factor pattern matrix, 

it is evident that no cross-loadings exceeded 0.30 across all items, with the highest 

cross-loading reaching 0.30, while the majority of other loadings reaching a magnitude 

of below 0.10. The complexity structure of the data is therefore considered approximate 

simple structure.  
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<Figure 2> 

 

Based on the above extraction and complexity evidence as well as the theoretical 

construction guiding the development of this questionnaire, a three-factor solution was 

evaluated as best describing the structure of the CILD-Q.  

 

<Table 3> 

Inspection of the clustering items that make up the three factors suggests that Factor 1 

represents Multilingualism in Context, Factor 2 represents Multilingualism in Practice, 

and Factor 3 represents Linguistic Diversity Promotion. 

The eigenvalues and (percentage of common variance) for the three factors 

were: (1) Multilingualism in Context (seven items) = 4.78 (43.1%), (2) Multilingualism 

in Practice (seven items) = 3.55 (32.0%), and (3) Linguistic Diversity Promotion (four 

items) = 2.76 (24.9%). The total common variance explained by the structure is 61.6% 

with all three factors correlating positively with one another. From these results, the 

construct validity of the 18-item CILD-Q is demonstrated.  

Descriptive statistics and reliability of the CILD-Q  

Means, standard deviations, and internal consistency reliability of each scale and overall 

CILD-Q score are presented in Table 4. Alpha coefficients range from 0.85 to 0.93, 

with an overall CILD-Q reliability coefficient of 0.91, suggesting that the CILD-Q is a 

reliable measure of contextual and individual linguistic diversity.  

 

<Table 4> 
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Discussion 

In this study we aimed to develop a measure of linguistic experience with a specific 

focus on contextual and individual linguistic diversity in the English-speaking contexts 

of South Africa and the UK. Though we intend the CLiP-Q to be employed as needed 

beyond these contexts. Due to linguistic diversity in South Africa and increasingly so in 

the UK, multilingualism is exceedingly prevalent and important. It is the norm rather 

than the exception that people are exposed to and can oftentimes speak more than one 

language. This fosters social, educational, and cognitive implications and is a key aspect 

to understanding linguistic development across these contexts. To our knowledge, this is 

the first attempt to create a measure that evaluates linguistic experience by evaluating 

diversity both as a feature of the individual’s language profile as well as the 

sociolinguistic context within which the individual is situated. Our questionnaire can 

provide a quantitative indication of active and passive language experience for 

individuals across the lingualism continuum and located in various parts of the world, in 

a way that has not been conceived of before. We evaluated the psychometric soundness 

of the CILD-Q and from the exploratory analysis, yielded a three-factor solution that 

was found to be valid and reliable. The factors, in order of variance explained, are 

operationalised as follows: 

Multilingualism in Context. This scale is thought to measure the contextual use 

and societal practice of multiple languages in addition to the dominant language within 

a context (in this case English). Specifically, this scale refers to linguistic experience as 

a feature of linguistic diversity in the social context. It is the culmination of linguistic 

diversity that occurs at a societal level, where multilingualism is facilitated (or impeded) 

via exposure to oral and written content in one’s immediate environment. This could be 
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through the media, social network platforms, signage information and input, and a 

general uptake and usage of language variety within a sociolinguistic community.  

Multilingualism in Practice. Our second scale is operationalised as a measure of 

direct and indirect linguistic exchanges and conversational exposure. That is, individual 

exposure to linguistic diversity as a feature of spoken engagement that one is either 

directly or indirectly involved in. This can occur via direct communication between 

speakers or as a circumstance of overheard or ancillary exchanges, such as listening to a 

conversation between strangers as a passer-by. Aspects of code-switching and 

borrowing can encompass both this and the Multilingualism in Context scale in unique 

ways. For the former, code-switching and borrowing emerge as a feature of personal 

communication between members within a society, whereas for the latter, code-

switching and borrowing manifest generally as a common language practice within a 

society.  

Linguistic Diversity Promotion. Finally, our third scale is theorised to measure 

societal and governmental endorsement and promotion of linguistic variety within the 

context. Uptake of a particular language(s) is largely dependent on whether there is a 

positive motivation to do so within the socio-political climate of a context.  

Taken together, the inclusion of the three aspects of linguistic diversity (in the 

context, in the individual’s linguistic experience, and in the societal attitudes) provides a 

novel and holistic way to measure sociolinguistic diversity. In this way, it promotes our 

understanding of linguistic experience, by incorporating language practices in the 

individual and in the context within which the individual is linguistically situated. The 

CLiP-Q can capture variation among adults with different degrees of linguistic 

experience. The CILD-Q can be used in isolation and should be adapted specifically to 

meet the needs of the population and sociolinguistic context under investigation. 
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Although the questionnaire was designed with English as the reference language, we 

encourage adaptation and translation of the CILD-Q into any language or dialect 

appropriate to meet the research needs of a project.  

Implications for further research on bilingualism  

The linguistic representation of a social context influences the people living within such 

a context. Although ‘context’ has largely been ignored or taken for granted within much 

of the language literature, an acknowledgement of its importance and steady transition 

toward a more integrated method has been suggested (Bak, 2016; Green & Abutalebi, 

2013; Luk & Bialystok, 2013). Building toward this goal, a particularly important area 

where this research can advance academic insight is bilingualism/multilingualism 

research, where debates surrounding the ‘bilingual advantage’ have yet to be addressed 

in an innovative methodological manner. It is proposed that because bilinguals must 

manage and monitor the competition of multiple languages simultaneously, this process 

facilitates a cognitive advantage that is translated to tasks measuring similar cognitive 

abilities (Bialystok, 2001), as well as other domains not limited only to cognition (e.g., 

novel word learning: Kaushanskaya & Marian, 2009; phonetic learning: Antoniou et al., 

2015; working memory: Cockcroft et al., 2019). On the one hand, there are studies that 

support the bilingual advantage specifically in domain general executive function tasks, 

while other studies dispute that bilingualism is in itself a condition for which advanced 

executive control emerges (for reviews see Adesope et al., 2010; Bialystok et al., 2009; 

Bialystok, 2017; Bright & Filippi, 2019; Paap et al., 2015; van den Noort et al., 2019). 

While the point of this paper is not to delve into the larger debate at hand, we propose 

that the sociolinguistic context to which a population is exposed is an important aspect 

as to why some of these differences may emerge. Conceptualising and investigating 
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language use as a function of context, in combination with direct assessment of a 

speaker’s abilities in language and cognition, could lead to a deeper understanding of 

the contradictory evidence within bilingualism research. Understanding speakers’ 

diverse linguistic profiles as a factor of their contextual linguistic experience will foster 

a nuanced and holistic account of the aspects that may contribute to these differences.  

Takahesu Tabori et al. (2018) claim that ‘simply knowing whether individuals 

are immersed in the first or second language and whether they are proficient or not, is 

not sufficient’ (p. 4). Likewise, Anderson et al. (2018) claim that:  

most research on bilingualism uses some form of self-report questionnaire to gather 

information relevant to this designation, but the design and interpretation of such 

instruments are vague because bilingualism is a multifaceted experience shaped by 

social, individual, and contextual factors (p. 250). 

The language science community have conclusively advocated for novel 

approaches that can advance an understanding of linguistic knowledge across differing 

populations – the CILD-Q (as part of the larger CLiP-Q project) is one such attempt at 

heeding their call. 

Limitations and recommendations for future research 

Since this research is the first of its kind, one of the main caveats is the lack of 

exclusion criteria confinement. The CLiP-Q was accessible to all South Africans and 

people from the UK who were at least 18 years old. Such a large population pool may 

affect ecological validity. However, equally imperative was the aim to attain as large a 

representative sample as possible from each group in order to ensure a fair 

representation of speakers within the different sociolinguistic contexts. It is 

recommended that future research narrow the target population criteria (including age 

range, regional specificity, etc.) such that a clear target population be established 
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beforehand. Building on from this, it is necessary that the CLiP-Q be sampled on 

different linguistically diverse groups from various language contexts so as to ensure its 

validity across other groups and contexts. With the results presented, external evaluation 

of the CLiP-Q and specifically the CILD-Q in subsequent studies is encouraged. In 

addition, further statistical methods should be applied to address other psychometric 

properties of the measure, such as using confirmatory factor analysis and an Item 

Response Theory framework to ensure appropriate item analysis. Another limitation 

concerns participants needing access to an electronic device and an internet connection 

in order to complete the CLiP-Q. This limitation has important implications about who 

the sample represents and their potential socioeconomic advantage. These results are 

tentative and further studies using the CILD-Q are required to replicate these initial 

findings. 

Conclusion 

This exploratory analysis of the emerging factors of the CILD-Q provide important 

insights into the underlying structure of contextual linguistic diversity. A questionnaire 

of this nature may have a pertinent role to play in the comparison of linguistically 

diverse groups from differing linguistic contexts. We propose that the CILD-Q should 

be used in research settings and adapted accordingly whenever there is a comparison of 

linguistically diverse groups from different contexts. The context of reference can be 

adjusted as needed based on the study’s priorities and aims, and the reference language 

need not be English but any language(s) under investigation.  

This paper illustrates the importance of contextual linguistic diversity as an 

imperative measure of holistic linguistic diversity. One of the imperatives for a 

meaningful understanding of human interaction is to consider the unified relationship 
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between language, context, and society. Prioritising contextual linguistic experience as 

an outside influence on linguistic knowledge, in supplementation to individual 

assessments of speakers through direct measures, is perhaps the key to a progressive 

grasp of language differences that are thought to give rise to cognitive adaptations. By 

considering a novel approach of language experience across differing sociolinguistic 

contexts, we have been able to develop a comprehensive account of contextual 

linguistic diversity and illustrate the relevance of incorporating it into language 

research.  
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1 The UK appears to be less linguistically diverse in both number of speakers of multiple 

languages and policy (Department for Education, 2014; The British Academy, 2019).  

2 For a review and comparison, see van Dijk (2008). 

3 We use this term to describe monolinguals, bilinguals, and multilinguals across the continuum 

of language knowledge.  

4 Not all data from the CLiP-Q is presented in this paper due to space limitations and a focus on 

addressing the primary research aim. 

5 Items that did not have a meaningful or large enough loading (< 0.40), had cross-loadings, 

were more convoluted and lengthy, or did not have the largest loading in the pair of 

positively and negatively worded items were removed from the item pool after the first 

and second analyses. An initial pool comprised of 30 items and, following the EFA, was 

reduced to 18 items that best represent the internal structure of the latent construct. 

                                                 


