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Preface 

Both of my grandfathers spoke Yiddish and did not pass the language on to my 

parents. My father recently told me that the only time he heard my maternal grandfather, 

Grandpa Wex, speak Yiddish was at my parents’ wedding; he was using it to try to 

impress my father’s father, Grandpa Nat. My grandparents chose not to teach my parents 

Yiddish because they assumed that it was important to assimilate to American culture, 

and that speaking a language other than English would get in the way of this goal. I 

learned many Yiddish words growing up in the San Francisco Bay Area and attending 

Jewish summer camp. The language was an important part of the secular Jewish culture 

that surrounded me. It represented something familiar, and I thought it should also 

somehow represent part of my identity. At times I thought that I should learn the 

language because it represented a heritage that I did not want to lose, but the yearning for 

my heritage was overtaken by what was happening in my life in the present. 

In my daily life in Austin, Texas, I speak Spanish most of the time at work and at 

home. My husband and I also playfully mix Spanish and English on occasion, and I code-

switch between Spanish and English to express myself when I am mad (it’s easier to pack 

a punch with two languages). Because I speak with my daughter Aurora in Spanish in 

public (and perhaps also because we are small and dark-haired), the people we interact 

with at the grocery store and at the gym often speak to us in Spanish or Spanglish as well. 

I have a strong desire for Aurora to learn Spanish, her ‘heritage language’, the first 

language of my husband. Unlike Yiddish, Spanish is very useful in the United States. I 

also know that growing up bilingual will enrich her life in a multitude of ways. I don’t 

know what role the language will play in her expression of identity; she hasn’t started 

talking yet. Maybe when Aurora learns Mandarin in school, that language will become 
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more significant to her than Spanish. But I do think that the Spanish language will open 

many doors for her. 

As a Spanish teacher at a U.S. university where about a quarter of the 

undergraduate students are Hispanic, I am in the sometimes awkward position of teaching 

Spanish simultaneously to students who grew up speaking the language and students who 

learned it in school. When bilingual students enroll in my Spanish courses, which are 

designed for second language learners, I try, often unsuccessfully, to get them to switch 

to the HL track. They sometimes tell me that they feel intimidated by the HL courses, or 

that they think they do not speak Spanish well enough. Others have told me that they 

choose to stay in the mainstream course because they don’t want to have to work harder 

to get an A. When interviewing bilingual students for research on language variation 

during the early part of my graduate studies, I heard a lot of stories about students being 

told that the local linguistic features they employed in their speech were incorrect; many 

described their Spanish using negative terms like “chueco” (‘twisted’). Sometimes, this 

kind of criticism caused students to stop studying Spanish all together. It bothered me 

that students who had grown up speaking Spanish at home encountered such problems, 

while I, an Anglo student who learned Spanish in high school, did not. The research I 

describe in my dissertation grew out of this question. 

When I began observing the entry level Spanish course for bilinguals in Fall 2010 

with questions about language ideologies and the students’ linguistic identities, it became 

immediately apparent that the students were not simply victims or perpetrators of 

hegemonic discourses. They had given a lot of thought to the social positioning afforded 

to them by their linguistic resources, and to how they could better position themselves 

thorough their choices about language use and language study. The Standard Language 

Ideology motivated them to challenge themselves by enrolling in the bilingual class; it 



 ix 

did not seem to hold them back in any significant ways. At the university, Spanish was a 

skill that would open up doors for them. At home, it was part of life. Yet the way that the 

students and instructor drew the lines between Spanish and Spanglish, between standard 

and non-standard, between formal and informal, and between correct and incorrect, 

seemed to devalue everything the students had learned at home. I wanted to understand 

better how they made sense of these categories and boundaries, and how these discourses 

about language were linked to their trajectories of language learning and social 

positioning. 

My observations and the data that I collected outside of the classroom provided 

alternative viewpoints from which to address my general research question and helped 

me to understand different layers of context in which to situate the classroom discourse. I 

like Jan Blommaert’s metaphor of the can of Coca-Cola on a table: when you walk 

around the can, every time you stop at a different corner of the table you can describe the 

can from a different angle (Blommaert and Dong 2010). The can doesn’t change but your 

description of each side is different. My own position as an instructor of Spanish at the 

same institution, as a mother of a child who is growing up bilingual and as a student of 

languages and linguistics certainly has an effect on my viewpoints and my 

interpretations. Your interpretation of the same context will undoubtedly be different 

because you are viewing it from a different viewpoint. My data are only records of my 

experiences in the field, but I have done my best to make the experience real for you, too. 
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Abstract 

Ideology and Identity in Spanish Heritage Language Classroom 

Discursive Practices 

 

Publication No._____________ 

 

 

Rachel Elizabeth Showstack, PhD 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2013 

 

Supervisor:  Dale April Koike 

 

This study addresses how bilingual students and instructors construct and 

negotiate discourses about language and language-related social positions through 

different kinds language use in and outside the heritage language (HL) classroom. The 

project focuses on one group of students who took an entry-level Spanish HL course in 

2010. Data include ethnographic observations and video recordings of class sessions 

throughout the semester, filmed interviews with the students and the instructor, 

observations and recordings of students’ language use in social contexts outside of class, 

course materials, and writings produced by the students for the class. The study takes the 

perspective that identities and ideologies are dynamic and embodied within the repeated, 

purposeful types of interaction in which people engage in their daily lives, and can be 

constructed, contested and negotiated using a variety of meaning-making resources 

(Bucholtz and Hall 2004b, Young 2009). The analysis takes an ethnographic approach 
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(Blommaert 2005) and draws from the linguistic anthropological notion of language 

ideologies (Kroskrity 2004), a sociolinguistic approach to stance (Jaffe 2009b), and 

narrative analysis (De Fina 2003). 

The study data show that when orienting toward the pedagogical objective of 

acquiring grammar and vocabulary, the students and the instructor represent institutional 

ideologies, such as the notion of a superior ‘standard’ variety of Spanish, and construct 

relations of authority with respect to these discourses through resources such as repair 

and epistemic stance. The instructor displays a complex set of stances in the classroom, 

mediating between an authoritative role associated with her institutional position on the 

one hand and a stance of alignment with the students on the other. Reflecting the 

instructors’ stancetaking, the students negotiate their orientation to the institutional 

context on a moment-to-moment basis in classroom interaction. They ascribe expert and 

novice roles to each other through resources such as repair, but they do not always claim 

the roles ascribed to them by their co-participants. Although the expert/novice stances 

displayed by the students reflect an ideal monolingual identity ascribed by the instructor 

and an over-simplified view of language characteristic of traditional language instruction, 

the students challenge these institutional discourses through linguistic performance and 

the reframing of other voices. In other moments of interaction, the students and the 

instructor orient toward the goal of alignment, reflecting discursive practices from outside 

of the classroom, and institutional ideologies appear to be less relevant. 

When interacting with Spanish-speaking family members and co-workers outside 

of the classroom, the students use language in creative ways to construct identities that 

conflict with the monolingual identity ascribed within the institution. However, while 

they demonstrate competence in constructing these identities in contexts that are familiar 

to them, some students express concerns about how others will perceive them when they 
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use language in less familiar contexts. Many of the students view the HL courses as an 

important stepping-stone toward full participation in Spanish-speaking communities 

outside of their hometowns and immediate families. The conclusions discuss a disconnect 

between pedagogical practices and the discursive practices in which the students 

participate in their daily lives and hope to participate in the future, and end with a 

proposal for HL teaching that addresses these differences. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Theoretical Background 

Students in the United States who grow up speaking Spanish with their families 

often encounter difficulties when they engage in formal study of their heritage language 

(HL). At home and in their communities, bilingual students may speak a colloquial 

register of their HL that differs widely from the prestige varieties generally taught in 

foreign language courses (Valdés 1997).1 Spanish HL teaching materials have 

traditionally represented their objectives as either the replacement of students’ home 

language varieties with ‘Standard Spanish’, or the acquisition of an additional formal or 

academic register (Leeman and Martínez 2007). Leeman (2005) argues that these 

objectives can lead instructors to represent a ‘Standard Language Ideology’ (SLI), which 

Lippi-Green defines as “a bias toward an abstracted, idealized, homogenous spoken 

language which is imposed from above, and which takes as its model the written 

language” (Lippi-Green 1994: 166).2 In addition, Hill (1998) and others have argued that 

Anglos often receive more credit for their Spanish language skills than Hispanics, whose 

language abilities may be viewed as a deficit (see also Urciuoli 2008; Zentella 1997). 

Research suggests that when orienting to these ideologies in the institutional context of a 

foreign language department, bilinguals often do not position themselves as legitimate 

speakers of their HL (e.g. Potowski 2002; Showstack 2012b). More research is needed to 

determine how such ideologies and identities affect HL students’ classroom language 

learning experiences (Potowski 2012). 

                                                
1 Students who learn Spanish as a second or third language alongside indigenous languages (such as Maya 
or Zapotec) before migrating to the United States may also encounter a similar problem when they engage 
in formal study of Spanish. 
2 The term ‘standard’ is often used to refer to this abstraction, an imagined language in which optional 
variability is suppressed so that there is only one norm (Milroy and Milroy 1991). 
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Research that has challenged the presence of dominant institutional ideologies in 

the classroom and in other institutional contexts has made an important contribution to 

the field: teachers and the creators of textbooks have begun to rethink their approaches to 

the teaching of heritage languages. As indicated by Rampton et al. (2002), the idea of 

moving beyond a ‘deficit’ perspective on diversity, ‘in which non-standard groups and 

practices are seen as inferior’, to a perspective of ‘difference’ that views such groups and 

practices as having their own value, and a framing of this perspective within the concept 

of ‘dominance’ and power, have now become common-sense notions to many teachers 

(Rampton et al. 2002: 379). In the teaching of HLs, this change has become apparent in a 

move toward an ‘expansion-based’ approach to HL teaching, whose goal is for students 

to acquire an additional register of their HL, instead of replacing their home language 

with a ‘standard’ variety. However, as Rampton et al. (2002) argue, a perspective that 

focuses on ‘deficit’, ‘difference’ and ‘dominance’, or ‘the three D’s’, is at the risk of 

reifying stereotypes of ‘minority’ groups. In order to move beyond the three D’s, it is 

necessary to consider how the classroom discourse is connected to a wider global world 

outside of the classroom. With this perspective, research may no longer position HL 

students as victims of a deficit perspective and of ‘dominant’ institutional ideologies. 

Another limitation of much of the research that has been conducted on identity 

and ideology in HL learning is that it has focused on ‘referential’ or ‘denotational’ 

meaning, or the ideas and concepts that are explicitly expressed by study participants 

about their own language abilities and language-related identities, and about categories of 

different types of speakers (see, for example, Potowski 2002 and Showstack 2012b). This 

type of analysis of language use considers only part of the picture of what people do with 

language. All acts of communication also produce ‘indexical’ meaning, or “social 

meaning; i.e. interpretive leads between what is said and the social occasion in which it is 
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being produced” (Blommaert 2005: 11). Blommaert (2005) gives the example of the 

referential and indexical meaning of the word ‘sir’, which refers to a male individual, but 

also indexes a social status and the role relationships that such a status entails. An 

important part of understanding how students and instructors construct ideologies about 

language in the HL classroom, and social positions with respect to those ideologies, is a 

consideration of the indexical meanings that they produce through the use of linguistic 

resources, such as alternation between codes (i.e. ‘code-alternation’), and interactional 

resources, such as sequences of turns at talk that include evaluations and responses. 

To expand on previous research about identity, ideology and HL learning, the 

present study takes an ‘ethnographic’ perspective (Blommaert 2005; Heller 2008), 

focusing on the heritage Spanish language (HL) classroom not as a bounded system, but 

as a community that is interrelated with other communities outside of the classroom. It 

also draws from principles of sociolinguistics to understand how people represent social 

positions and construct contexts through indexical language use. The study addresses 

both how students and instructors construct and negotiate discourses about language and 

language-related identities through both referential and indexical language use in the 

institutional context of the HL course, and also how their HL classroom language use is 

embedded in a wider social world. This approach allows me to analyze ‘identity’ as a set 

of social relations that emerge in interaction within the limits of an existing social 

structure (Bucholtz and Hall 2004b), and ‘language ideology’ as both embodied in the 

ways people explicitly discuss linguistic practices, and existing within the practices 

themselves (Kroskrity 2000; Woolard 1998). 

The study takes the perspective that identities, ideologies and relations of power 

are embodied within ‘discursive practices’, the repeated, purposeful types of interaction 

in which people engage in their daily lives, and can be constructed, contested and 
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negotiated using a variety of meaning-making (‘semiotic’) resources (Bucholtz and Hall 

2004b, Young 2009). These practices are part of the history of a community related to 

other communities that have their own discursive practices (Lave and Wenger 1991). I 

investigate the ways that a group of HL students and instructors in the Spanish HL 

program at the University of Texas at Austin construct and reflect ways of understanding 

language, language learning, and language users within the HL learning context. I also 

examine how they construct identities with respect to these discourses through discursive 

practices in the classroom and outside of the classroom, and through narrative. This 

project draws from two years of data collection and observation in the heritage language 

program, focusing on one group of students who took the entry level Spanish HL course 

in 2010. I observed and filmed class sessions throughout the semester, interviewed the 

students and the instructor, spent time with several of the students outside of class, and 

analyzed course materials and writings produced by the students for the class. 

I take the perspective that what happens in the classroom is linked across time and 

space to other parts of the educational institution, the students’ lives outside the 

classroom, the instructors’ teaching influences, and many other social processes.3 The 

linguistic practices in which the students engage in other contexts on campus, as well as 

in their home communities, and the ways the students and others talk about and represent 

language within other parts of the students’ lives, contribute to the cultural frames of 

meaning that develop in the classroom. While the students and the instructor exercise 

individual agency in their words and actions, they are constructing meaning within the 

constraints of these cultural frames (see Bucholtz and Hall 2004b, Heller 2008, Nespor 

1997). This perspective allows us to make linkages among the different discursive 

                                                
3 Heller (2008: 251) uses this concept to explain the ontological position she takes when conducting 
ethnographic research. 
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practices in which the students produce and participate in discourses about bilingualism, 

the social boundaries that structure these practices, and the trajectories of individual 

students’ language learning experiences and social positioning.4 In particular, it helps to 

understand how the classroom discursive practices reflect and differ from other 

discursive practices, and how both affect the students’ language learning trajectories. 

I describe classroom discursive practices by analyzing the ways participants draw 

upon discursive resources within each practice (cf. He and Young 1998; Young and 

Miller 2004), focusing on semiotic resources that contribute to a representation of 

ideologies about language and the participants’ identities as Spanish speakers. Discursive 

resources relevant to identity production include, for example, ‘indexicality’, or the use 

of a sign5 such as a linguistic form to point directly or indirectly to a particular behavior, 

point of view, attitude or social position (Ochs 1993),6 as well as explicit reference to 

linguistic ideology (Irvine and Gal 2000; Woolard 1998). HL classroom practices 

embody ideologies about language and identity through direct ideological statements, the 

choice of code used by the students and the instructor, how participants position 

themselves through interaction in relation to other language users in the classroom, and 

how they position themselves through narrative in relation to other social actors in 

describing their day-to-day experiences. 

My understanding of identity represents: (1) a social-constructivist perspective of 

identity as an interactional accomplishment, achieved jointly among participants, with a 

                                                
4 I use the term ‘positioning’ to refer to the social relations that people construct for themselves, and that 
others altercast onto them, with respect to other people and groups, within particular discursive practices. 
5 Here I use the term ‘sign’ to refer to a form, such as an utterance, an article of clothing, a gesture, or 
visual artwork, whose meaning is interpreted by a receiver. This definition stems from Peirce’s theory of 
semiotics (Peirce, Hartshorne, & Weiss 1933, as cited in Young 2009). 
6 When a person interprets the meaning of a sign, that sign can be said to ‘index’ a specific meaning. 
‘Index’ can also be used as a noun, referring to the sign itself.  
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resulting emphasis on individual agency and transformation (Ochs 1993); and (2) a post-

structuralist view that individual agency is limited by an existing social structure and that 

relations of power play an important role in the process of legitimization and devaluation 

of certain identities (Pavlenko and Blackledge 2004); for example, the role of Spanish 

language programs in positioning U.S. Spanish speakers as inferior (Valdés et al. 2003). 

My analysis demonstrates how students and instructors co-construct their identities as 

certain kinds of language users by establishing social relations through semiotic, or 

meaning-making, processes in different practices within and outside of the classroom. To 

introduce the reader to the social structures that may shape the identities available to 

students and instructors within the HL classroom, I discuss below the types of linguistic 

resources HL students often bring to the classroom and how those resources are valued in 

academic contexts, and I review previous studies that have addressed language ideologies 

in Spanish second language (L2) and HL education. 

 

1.1 HERITAGE LANGUAGE EDUCATION AND MONOGOLOSSIC 
LANGUAGE IDEOLOGIES 

My study addresses the social and academic practices of students who were raised 

in the United States in homes where Spanish was spoken. At UT Austin, the courses 

designed for this student population are called ‘Spanish for bilingual/bicultural students’, 

while the term used by instructors to describe the students is ‘heritage speakers’. Valdés 

(2005: 411) points out that the term ‘heritage language students’ has been used in at least 

two different ways. In a broad sense, the term refers to “members of linguistic minorities 

who are concerned about the study, maintenance, and revitalization of their minority 

languages”. On the other hand, Valdés argues that a more restricted definition of the term 

is used in the field of foreign language teaching. In this context, the term ‘heritage 
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student’ “designates a student of language who is raised in a home where a non-English 

language is spoken” (2005: 412). 

García (2009b) argues that the use of ‘heritage’ to describe languages other than 

the state language implies that the language is antiquated and in the past, such as Latin. 

Spanish is very much alive and evolving in Texas and other parts of the U.S., and the 

students who are described as ‘heritage speakers’ very rarely use the term to describe 

themselves. Throughout the dissertation, when referring to the ways the participants are 

categorized institutionally, I use the term ‘heritage speakers’, but I try to avoid it 

otherwise. 

Most of the participants in the present study fall into the second category 

described by Valdés (2005): they were raised in homes where Spanish was spoken. These 

students are exposed to Spanish in their homes or communities but have limited ability to 

read and write7 in the language because most or all of their formal education has been in 

English. In many cases, the varieties of Spanish that they learn to speak in their homes 

and home communities are very different from the prestige varieties favored in many 

foreign language programs. As Valdés (2005) notes, the Spanish acquired by some 

heritage speakers is a contact variety, which means that it has been influenced by the 

language with which it has been in contact. For example, Spanish-English bilinguals from 

Texas may use some words that come from English, such as ‘yarda’ for ‘yard’ (and not 

‘jardín’). There may also be influence from English in their use of certain grammatical 

structures; for example, U.S. Spanish speakers tend to use the present progressive form 
                                                
7 The students have limited ‘literacy’ skills in the traditional sense of the term. As explained by the New 
London Group (1996: 60-61): “Literacy pedagogy has traditionally meant teaching and learning to read and 
write in page-bound, official, standard forms of the national language”. I opted not to use the term ‘literacy’ 
here, because I agree with the New London Group’s proposal to expand the definition of literacy to include 
“negotiating a multiplicity of discourses” (1996: 61). Given the expanded definition, the participants in the 
present study demonstrate a wide range of literacy skills that they are not able to fully access in the HL 
classroom. 
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(‘estoy corriendo’ ‘I am running’) in more contexts than do those in monolingual Spanish 

regions. The Spanish spoken by heritage speakers is also often a rural variety: their 

parents, grandparents or great-grandparents may have emigrated from rural areas in their 

country of origin. An example of a feature of a rural variety of Spanish is the use of 

‘haiga’ instead of ‘haya’ for the third-person subjunctive form of ‘haber’ ‘to exist’. They 

may also be accustomed to using ‘colloquial’ (or informal) language, because they have 

often only been exposed to Spanish conversation at home. Many Spanish heritage 

speakers from the U.S. frequently switch between Spanish and English or use mainly one 

language but incorporate words from the other when interacting in their home 

communities. In some Spanish-speaking communities in the U.S., where Spanish has 

been passed on from generation to generation for hundreds of years, regional varieties 

have developed. According to Hernández (2012), such is the case in central, southeast, 

and southwest Texas.8 Therefore, some bilingual students come to the HL classroom 

speaking a variety of Spanish that is unique to their home community. According to 

research that draws from principles of Second Language Acquisition (SLA), students’ 

language is often also affected by ‘attrition’ (the loss of certain parts of the language) or 

‘incomplete acquisition’ (Montrul 2008, Valdés 2005). Valdés (2005) points out that it is 

difficult to assess which of the above factors has affected how students speak their 

heritage language. 

Regardless of the type of linguistic variation, research demonstrates that the 

Spanish spoken in the U.S. is often not viewed favorably in foreign language departments 

(for example, see Valdés et al. 2003). Despite the fact that language programs are 

devoted to producing multilingual students, language teaching is often approached as if 

                                                
8 Hernández (2012) outlines different linguistic features that characterize the Spanish of these three regions.  
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the goal were to produce two monolingual speakers in one, rather than a bilingual or 

multilingual speaker. Salaberry (2009) observes that popular views of bilingualism 

oversimplify the definition of language, constructing each language as a discrete entity 

with clear-cut boundaries, as opposed to a spectrum that includes different varieties of 

each language.9 I refer to the representation of such views in my data as ‘Language-as-

code Discourse’ (Heller and Duchene 2007). 

Del Valle (2000) points out that in multilingual contexts, this notion of aiming at 

uniformity is often associated with assumptions that “what linguistically characterizes an 

individual as well as a community is the possession of a well defined and relatively stable 

grammar” (119) and that “people’s linguistic behavior tends to become homogeneous 

over time through pressure from the dominant norm of the community” (120). According 

to del Valle, these assumptions prevail in both hegemonic and non-hegemonic language 

policies in multilingual communities but often do not accurately describe the linguistic 

culture of these communities. This scenario is certainly the case in the U.S. for Spanish, 

which politicians and educators have often treated as a corrupt language, and it ignores 

the important social meaning associated with different types of language use within 

different community practices (García 2009b). 

 

1.1.1 Monoglossic language ideologies in Spanish language programs 

Such oversimplified views of language, which O. García termed ‘monoglossic 

language ideologies’ (2009a) or ‘monoglossic ideologies of bilingualism’ (2009b), lead 

to the assumption that any variation from the standard in the linguistic repertoires of 

bilinguals represents an impurity; this assumption has a profound impact on language 
                                                
9 Salaberry’s (2009) perspective echoes a criticism that Pennycook (2007) makes of approaches to “world 
Englishes” (see also Rampton 1995, Makoni and Pennycook 2007 and Gal 2006). 
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education in multilingual contexts. Monoglossic language ideologies often confer power 

to speakers of legitimized ‘standard’ varieties and devalue the varieties spoken in 

informal contexts, especially those associated with less privileged groups (Bourdieu 

1977, 1991; Fairclough 1995). Bourdieu (1977, 1991) views the language varieties that 

people use as part of their ‘habitus’, or ways of speaking and acting that have their roots 

in people’s backgrounds and values, and possess value, or ‘capital’, in a symbolic market. 

He uses the term ‘linguistic capital’ to refer to “the respect or authority that is claimed or 

enjoyed” by speakers when they speak or write, making a bid for social authority in a 

particular context (Young 2008b: 60). Drawing from Bourdieu’s notions of ‘habitus’ and 

‘linguistic capital’, poststructuralist approaches to multilingualism have explored the role 

of individual agency in the transformation of linguistic norms through interaction (see 

Pavlenko and Blackledge 2004). Norton (1995, 2000, 2010) argues that learners’ 

‘investment’ in a second language comes from an understanding that the symbolic and 

material resources they will acquire from learning the language will increase the value of 

their cultural capital. 

Although research on HL education has long been critical of the privileging of 

prestige varieties in language teaching and testing (e.g. Valdés 1989), monoglossic 

language ideologies are still common in the discourse of traditional foreign-language 

programs and bilingual programs (O. García 2009b; Gutiérrez and Fairclough 2006; 

Valdés et al. 2003; Villa 2002) and have important consequences for the ways bilingual 

students enrolled in these programs construct their identities as Spanish speakers and as 

bilinguals (Carreira 2000; Leeman 2005). Leeman and Martínez (2007) suggest that 

Spanish HL textbooks have promoted Spanish as either representative of a Latino, and 

particularly Chicano, identity, or as a commodity that can help one achieve professional 

and financial success. According to Leeman and Martínez (2007), Spanish HL textbooks 
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published between 1970 and 1990 ideologically link the Spanish language with 

membership in an imagined Latino community, a meta-culture that includes various 

Latino groups.10 They argue that this discourse constitutes local knowledge as the 

foundation of effective pedagogy, giving value to the students’ personal experiences, but 

also binding Spanish to home use. It thus elevates English as the only legitimate public 

language. Spanish HL textbooks published in the 1990s, in contrast, de-emphasize the 

link between language and ethnic identity and represent Spanish as a public, world 

language that can contribute to students’ professional success. Leeman and Martínez 

(2007:60) argue that this change represents an “ideological shift from the conception of 

diversity as a question of social justice to its construction as a resource for marketing and 

management”. While it may seem that the first perspective, in which students are 

recognized as legitimate native speakers of Spanish, would signify legitimation of 

students’ language varieties, this does not seem to be the case: many Spanish HL  

textbooks from the 1970s and 1980s seek to replace students’ ‘impoverished’ Spanish 

with a ‘correct’, ‘standard’ variety (Leeman 2005; Leeman and Martínez 2007). Such is 

revealed in textbook prefaces like the following: 

The native speaker of Spanish has heretofore been denied the opportunity [of 
standardizing his language], or it has been much diminished. The most important 
years of his education—the first six years of his life—have been ignored, and he 
has been forced to begin again. Rather than standardizing, expanding, and refining 
his native language, his teachers seem bent on destroying it. (Español para el 
bilingüe, 1972: v, as cited in Leeman and Martínez 2007) 

Similarly, Ducar (2007) examined the presentation and discussion of linguistic variation 

in Spanish heritage language (SHL) textbooks and found that, although U.S. varieties are 

                                                
10 Drawing from Dávila (2001), Leeman and Martínez (2007:46) point out that the use of first person 
plurals, as in the textbook title La lengua que heredamos, indexes “community knowledge, Latino identity 
and cultural belonging, while simultaneously imagining a unitary sociocultural context and highlighting the 
historical and the traditional”. 
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mentioned, they are discussed within a dichotomy of appropriate and inappropriate use. 

According to Ducar (2007: 352), the textbooks favor a Castilian-based variety of 

Spanish; for example, by emphasizing the ‘vosotros’ (second-person plural familiar) 

pronoun and its corresponding verbal forms, which are restricted to peninsular varieties. 

A likely reason for the favoring of the Spanish of Spain is an assumption that ‘real’ 

Spanish is found in the part of the world where the language originated, and that other 

varieties are somehow corrupted versions of a ‘proper’ Peninsular variety. 

When textbooks represent discourses that devalue HL students’ home linguistic 

practices, these discourses may affect the ways students and instructors make reference to 

language and language users, and represent language-related social positions in the 

classroom, as well as how the students use and talk about language outside of the 

classroom. However, one cannot assume that students will consistently accept and reflect 

the discourses represented in the textbooks. Research must also examine the ways that 

students represent and negotiate language ideologies and language-related identities in 

the classroom and other contexts. In the next section, I describe previous research that has 

addressed identity and ideology as represented by Spanish language learners. 

 

1.1.2 Language-learner discourse 

Some research has investigated the ways that representations of Spanish speakers 

in the U.S. are constructed through language learner discourse. Pomerantz (2010) studied 

the narrative discourses produced by L2 learners about their experiences using Spanish 

outside the classroom, demonstrating that these students often positioned themselves as 

socially and linguistically superior to native Spanish speakers in the U.S. They did this by 

negatively evaluating the Spanish spoken by domestic employees in their homes, by 
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equating good Spanish with an awareness of grammar, and by omitting the employees’ 

reaction to uses of Spanish that could be considered offensive. 

Example 1 from Pomerantz (2010: 15-16) demonstrates how one student (Fatima) 

positioned herself as linguistically superior to the family’s Mexican housekeeper Rosa. 

 
Example 1: “O::h you speak good Spanish.” (Pomerantz 2010) 

1 I mean even 

2 I don’t— 

3 I don’t even thin:k 

4 like Rosa has always (2)11 

5 when I when I’m at home and I speak to her in Spanish 

6 like it’s a very limited Spanish because 

7 we don’t have these like in depth deep conversations about like 

8 literature and whatever you know but (2) 

9 but she’s always (2) 

10 you know she’s always like o::h you speak good Spanish 

11 >you know< she’s just because like 

12 probably: because I think just because 

13 I even have an awareness of grammar= 

14 =whereas like a native speaker probably doesn’t even realize what’s 

15 you know so 

                                                
11 Numbers in parentheses indicate elapsed time in silence by seconds. The transcription conventions are 
listed in Appendix F. 
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16 so I don’t know? I mean (2) 

17 I I feel like it’s 

18 my whole point was just that it was just like um ((laughs)) 

19 like being having a self-consciousness about it 

20 that I wouldn’t that I wouldn’t have with like little kids 

21 or something like that you know 

22 even though probably adults wouldn’t care either? You know 

23 some do maybe I don’t know? 

According to Pomerantz, Fatima (the narrator) “undermines Rosa’s authority by 

negatively evaluating the kind of Spanish they speak together and questioning Rosa’s 

legitimacy as a linguistic judge” (2010: 16). Fatima’s evaluations position academic 

knowledge as superior to other types of knowledge. 

Pomerantz suggests that her students’ positionings as linguistically superior are 

related to a privileging of whiteness in public space (Hill 1998; see also Schwartz 2008). 

She explains that her participants “cast efforts at Spanish language use in a positive light, 

regardless of how well they are understood or appreciated by potential interlocutors” 

(Pomerantz 2010: 20) and argues that, when combined with a positioning of Spanish as 

subordinate to English, all of the attempts that non-Hispanic students of Spanish make at 

using Spanish become laudable. Pomerantz links this phenomenon with what Hill (1998: 

682) calls ‘mock Spanish’, or the incorporation of Spanish-language materials into 

English “in order to create a jocular or pejorative ‘key’”. 

For Hill, mock Spanish includes practices like “the use of positive or neutral 

Spanish words in humorous or negative senses” (ibid), such as Arnold Schwarzenegger’s 
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use of “Hasta la vista” in the film Terminator 2, the borrowing of obscene or scatological 

Spanish words for use as euphemisms, and the use of “‘hyperanglicized’ and parodic 

pronunciations and orthographic representations of Spanish loan words” (ibid). 

According to Hill, the use of mock Spanish constructs ‘White public space’: 

an arena in which linguistic disorder on the part of Whites is rendered invisible 
and normative, while the linguistic behavior of members of historically Spanish-
speaking populations is highly visible and the object of constant monitoring. (Hill 
1998: 684) 

Although it is unclear to what extent the participants in Pomerantz’s study practice mock 

Spanish, her observation that their narratives reflect racial inequality is significant and 

points to the need for further research on how Spanish language learners describe their 

experiences using Spanish outside of the classroom. 

In a related study, Pomerantz and Schwartz (2011) found that some L2 learners 

constructed non-U.S. varieties of Spanish as “better and more authentic than their local 

counterparts” (185) and “held speakers of non-local varieties of Spanish in high regard” 

(186). Example 2 demonstrates how one participant, Brian, conveyed an assumption that 

being from another Spanish-speaking country gives speakers authority: 

 
Example 2: Brian  
 
1 well, sophomore year my teacher was really good 
 
2 she was from Chile so she knew what she was doing 
 
3 she…she spoke to us in English 
 
4 but integrated Spanish a lot into the conversation 
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Pomerantz and Schwartz (2011) note that the use of the conjunction ‘so’ in line 2 

implicates a relationship of cause-and-effect; it was because the teacher was from Chile 

that she knew what she was doing. 

While the studies that I discuss in this section address how non-Hispanic students 

represent Hispanic Spanish speakers, research has also addressed the relationship 

between language and identity represented by the linguistic and metadiscursive practices 

of U.S. Hispanics. I address these studies in section 1.1.3 and suggest some problems 

with the approaches taken in the existing literature. 

 

1.1.3 Beliefs about language among U.S. Hispanics 

A great deal of research on the ways that U.S. Hispanics construct notions of 

language has focused on the reproduction of hegemonic discourses such as standard and 

monoglossic language ideologies, and the relation of those discourses to Spanish-speaker 

identity (e.g. Achugar and Pessoa 2009; Urciuoli 2008). In addition, some literature, 

particularly that which has been produced in the field of Chicano studies (e.g. Anzaldúa 

1987), has indicated a connection between hybrid language varieties and Hispanic or 

border identity. In this subsection, I review several studies on U.S. Spanish speakers and 

linguistic legitimacy and discuss some ways that the connection between Spanish and 

U.S. Hispanic identity has been addressed in the literature. Finally, I present criticism of 

previous approaches and discuss an approach to language and identity research that 

acknowledges both speaker agency and power relations in the existing social structure. 

I begin by describing a study about bilingualism and identity that takes a different 

approach from that of the present study. The study, conducted by Bergman et al. (2008), 

uses Social Identity Theory (SIT; Tajfel and Turner 1979) to examine language choice 
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among Spanish-English bilinguals in workplace contexts in a small Texas town. 

Following SIT, the study views identity as an “internal process” and connects Spanish 

language use with Hispanic identity. With this theoretical approach, the authors are able 

to make the following hypothesis: “We expect that identity influences language use, such 

that individuals who identify with Hispanic ethnicity and/or the Spanish language will be 

more likely to speak Spanish” (42). Analyzing data from focus group interviews, they 

conclude that identity is one of several factors that influence workplace language use for 

the study participants. The Bergman et al. (2008) study takes the view that Back (2009) 

refers to as the “language = identity ideology”, making an assumption that each language 

represents a particular cultural identity. Current research on bilingual linguistic practices 

provides evidence that the relationship between language and identity is much more 

complex than a simple one-to-one relationship, which in turn requires a more nuanced 

methodological approach. 

Urciuoli (2008) demonstrated that Hispanic bilingual university students in 

campus multi-cultural organizations at one U.S. university construct their linguistic skills 

both as an ‘added value’ and as a ‘deficit’. Drawing from a study conducted by Jaffe 

about language ideologies on the French island of Corsica (2007b), Urciuoli (2008) 

suggested that bilingual Hispanic students in multi-cultural student organizations at U.S. 

universities may construct their linguistic skills through a ‘deficit model’, where they 

view themselves as deficient speakers, rather than considering their home or community 

language varieties to be legitimate genres appropriate for certain contexts. The deficit 

model includes “devaluation by those unmarked for race/class and by those standing for 

institutionally-based correctness” (2008: 276). In other words, students or instructors who 

are perceived as having a neutral accent may not be accepted as belonging to a certain 

group, and those who do not speak a prestige variety of Spanish may not be considered 
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good speakers. The alternative is the ‘value-added model’, which recognizes the value of 

minority language skills. This model views the opportunity to acquire a formal register as 

positive, either as a “bulwark against race/class marking” (Urciuoli 2008: 276), 

preventing others from making judgments about the speaker, or as a skill that can 

contribute to a workplace or an organization, or as an opportunity for career 

advancement. 

In a related study, Achugar and Pessoa (2009) found that members of the 

Bilingual Creative Writing Graduate Program at the University of Texas, El Paso valued 

the use of Spanish in the academic context but expressed negative attitudes toward the 

use of local varieties. By assigning value to prestige varieties of Spanish, the participants 

in these two studies give symbolic power to speakers of those varieties and construct the 

legitimacy of speakers of local, colloquial varieties of Spanish as questionable. 

Both of these studies draw from Bourdieu’s (1991) notions of symbolic power 

and legitimate language, demonstrating that bilinguals at U.S. universities reproduce the 

hegemonic notion that a ‘standard’, monolingual variety of Spanish has greater value 

than colloquial and contact varieties. Although it is important to understand how such 

hegemonic notions are reproduced through discourse within particular practices, it is also 

equally important to acknowledge speaker agency in the construction and negotiation of 

language ideology. In a study that investigates speaker agency, it is important to 

investigate not only social reproduction but also the ways that individual social actors 

might denaturalize hegemonic discourses through semiotic processes (see Blackledge and 

Creese 2010; Makoni and Pennycook 2005, 2007). In the next section, I discuss the need 

to examine the ways language learners resist dominant ideologies about language. 
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1.1.4 Resistance in Discourse 

Monoglossic language ideologies can be both sustained and resisted in SHL 

classroom discourse and in the interactions in which these students participate outside of 

the classroom. In my previous research on the ways that Spanish heritage speakers 

construct their identities as bilinguals in the context of the HL classroom (Showstack 

2012b), I argue that some speakers in the classrooms I observed position themselves and 

others as legitimate or illegitimate Spanish speakers in relation to monoglossic views of 

the Spanish language, allowing dominant language ideologies to shape their identities. I 

also found that students in these classrooms explicitly contested monoglossic language 

ideologies by arguing that they spoke multiple legitimate language varieties and were 

capable of choosing a particular variety depending on the context (Showstack 2012a). 

This example is only one of the ways that speakers may attempt to denaturalize dominant 

ideologies and legitimize non-standard varieties. Resistance to dominant ideologies may 

also take less direct forms.  

As indicated in anthropological writing on language ideologies (see Woolard 

1998), it is important not to assume that dominant language ideologies are consistent 

throughout a community, or even within a particular discursive practice. Rampton (1995) 

indicates the limitations of previous interactional sociolinguistic studies that examine 

institutional settings and focus on unequal relations of power. Although such studies 

challenge official ideologies that ‘blame the victim’, they often still portray minority 

groups as victims. Singh et al. (1988: 45) suggest that in interactional sociolinguistic 

research, ethnic resistance needs to be recognized and “understood in light of the human 

sense for the joyfulness of speech” (as cited in Rampton 1995). Rampton’s (1995) 

analysis of adolescent language use in south London provides an excellent example. He 

examines how youth of Panjabi, Afro-Caribbean and Anglo descent switched into 
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languages that were not generally thought to belong to them and “responded to, or 

produced, liminal moments and activities, when the ordered flow of habitual social life 

was loosened and when normal social relations could not be taken for granted” (Rampton 

1995: 281). This phenomenon, which he coins as “crossing”, constitutes a form of 

antiracism up to a certain point (1995: 21). In order to understand how crossing 

responded to and contributed to language value, Rampton examined the phenomenon 

within three different ‘institutions’: school, expressive youth culture and informal 

recreation. Rampton’s (1995) study, along with current linguistic anthropological writing 

on language ideologies (e.g. Woolard 1998; Kroskrity 2000), have prompted me to 

explore the ways in which Spanish HL learners resist dominant ideologies and subject 

positions through semiotic practices within the institutional context of the classroom as 

well as within other ‘institutions’ outside of the classroom. Because such resistance is 

often represented through non-referential forms of expression, much of it can only be 

understood through detailed analyses of interaction, drawing from approaches such as 

Conversation Analysis (CA) that consider the interactional strategies that speakers use to 

create meaning. An awareness of the ways that speakers may indirectly contest dominant 

conceptions of language and language-users calls into question the definition of 

‘language ideologies’, a term that has been a topic of debate in linguistic anthropology. 

 

1.1.5 Defining ‘language ideologies’ 

Silverstein’s (1979: 193) oft-cited definition of language ideologies as “sets of 

beliefs about language articulated by users as a rationalization or justification of 

perceived language structure and use” emphasizes local cultural knowledge. As indicated 

by Kroskrity (2000), the acknowledgement of the linguistic ‘awareness’ of speakers was 
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part of an important turn in linguistic anthropology in the twentieth century. However, 

there has been considerable disagreement among linguistic anthropologists about whether 

ideology should be viewed as ‘ideational’, embodied in the ways people explicitly 

discuss linguistic practices, or as ‘relational’, existing within the practices themselves 

(Woolard 1998). An example of a relational representation of ideology is ‘indexicality’, 

the use of semiotic resources, such as a particular register of language or a certain type of 

clothing, to point to a preconceived model of a kind of person (Silverstein 1998; also see 

Wortham 2006). I agree with Kroskrity (2000: 7) that it is useful to think of ‘language 

ideologies’ as “a cluster concept consisting of a number of converging dimensions”.  For 

Kroskrity (2000: 21), one of these dimensions is the mediation between social structures 

and forms of talk. In order to understand this process of mediation, one should consider 

both metapragmatic discourse, used to describe a language and its speakers, and how 

language ideologies are implicit in nonreferential forms of linguistic practice, as well as 

gesture and physical stance. For example, when a HL instructor and her students 

construct ‘correct Spanish’ as a clear-cut entity with discrete boundaries, and construct an 

ideal speaker who eliminates vocabulary and grammatical structures that are understood 

as representing non-nativeness, the ways that students alter their language usage with 

respect to this model should also be considered part of language ideology. I am interested 

in examining both metapragmatic discourse and indexicality in order to understand better 

the relation between the two. For clarification, I use the term ‘referential language 

ideologies’ when referring to sets of beliefs articulated in metapragmatic discourse. 

Agha (2004: 25) argues that metapragmatic discourse is one of the types of 

semiotic representation that can contribute to the construction of metapragmatic models 

of speech, which he defines as: “culture-internal models of actor (role), activity 

(conduct), and interactant relationship (social relations) associated with speech 
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differences”. An example of a metapragmatic model relevant to the HL context is a 

category of elite Spanish speakers. In some of my early data, students positioned 

themselves within this category in relation to other members of their home communities, 

who spoke local varieties. They positioned themselves as more legitimate language users 

in relation to their ‘pocho’12 family members by distancing themselves from those 

speakers through the use of certain pronouns (e.g. ‘they’ instead of ‘we’) and negatively 

evaluating their language use. In this sense, metapragmatic models are created through 

explicit language use. However, the models are also created, maintained, and sometimes 

transformed, through indexicality (Silverstein 1998). Students may associate this elite 

positioning with their dedication to studying Spanish in school, and they may take on a 

role of ‘language-police’, promoting ‘verbal hygiene’, or practices “born of an urge to 

improve or ‘clean up’ language” (Cameron 1995: 2) within their classrooms and their 

communities. Practices of verbal hygiene and notions of elite speakers of a language give 

power to a particular group of people and delegitimize others. They exemplify another 

one of the “converging dimensions” of language ideologies described by Kroskrity: 

“language ideologies represent the perception of language and discourse that is 

constructed in the interest of a specific social or cultural group” (2000: 8). 

My perspective on language ideologies draws from an assumption that beliefs 

about language are not only related to power but are also often intimately intertwined 

with ideas about social relationships and group membership (Woolard 1998; Kroskrity 

2004). This view highlights the importance of combining research on metapragmatic 

discourse with research on identity construction and negotiation. In this subsection, I 

have indicated a need for a nuanced perspective on identity that acknowledges both the 

                                                
12 A derogatory term used to refer to Spanish that is heavily influenced by English, or the speakers of such 
a variety of Spanish. 
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existing social structure, including circulating beliefs about language and language-users, 

and the potential for speakers to assert individual agency to challenge that structure. In 

the next subsection, I explain how my approach to identity addresses this need. I discuss 

my usage of the term ‘identity’, review a few significant studies on language learner 

identities and present my theoretical framework for investigating the ways that HL 

learners construct and negotiate multilingual identities. 

 

1.2 IDENTITY AS RELATIONS OF INTERSUBJECTIVITY 

A great deal of linguistic anthropological research from the 1970s and 1980s that 

draws from social psychological perspectives (e.g. Tajfel 1974, 1981; Tajfel and Turner 

1979) espouses a view of identity as a set of stable characteristics (Back 2009). 

According to Pavlenko and Blackledge (2004), work within the social-psychological 

paradigm commonly assumes a one-to-one relationship between language and ethnic 

identity. For example, Giles and Byrne (1982) propose a framework that assumes a 

strong correlation between bilinguals’ identification with particular ethnolinguistic 

groups and their level of language maintenance. Pavlenko and Blackledge (2004: 7) 

argue that “such approaches prevent scholars from seeing multiple ways in which social 

contexts constrain or prevent individuals from accessing linguistic resources or adopting 

new identities”. 

In a similar criticism related specifically to the study of heritage speakers, He 

(2010) points out that correlational research on heritage language learning has often 

considered identity to be an independent variable that affects HL achievement. For 

example, she cites a study in which Li (1994) correlates language proficiency and a 

strong sense of ethnic identity. The problem with the correlational approach, as He sees 
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it, is that this type of research tends to evaluate complex and evolving constructs such as 

motivation, attitude, ethnic identity, proficiency and literacy in terms of numerical values 

and leads one to think that these sociocultural traits are essential, ‘built-in’ and 

unchanging qualities (2010: 71). A correlational view on language and identity, then, is 

likely to be rooted in the same essentialist “language=identity” ideology that is evident in 

social psychological research. Drawing from Bucholtz and Hall (2004b), Young (2008b) 

argues that the problem with such simplified perspectives on language and identity is that 

“identity is seen as an essential attribute of a person” (2008b: 8). In other words, identity 

is viewed as something that people have, rather than something that they do with others. 

Post-structuralist approaches, described in 1.2.1, view identity as something that is much 

more dynamic and contextually-relevant. 

 

1.2.1 Post-structuralist approaches 

Post-structuralist research on language and identity was inspired by Bourdieu’s 

(1977, 1991) understanding of how different ways of speaking hold value in a symbolic 

market, giving more power to particular kinds of speakers. Pavlenko and Blackledge 

(2004) describe how recent poststructuralist research has highlighted the ways that these 

relations of power play out in particular local marketplaces (e.g. Woolard 1985), how 

speakers transform linguistic norms through interaction (e.g. Gal 1989) and how 

multilingual speakers negotiate language choice in contexts of sociopolitical change (e.g. 

Heller 1982). Drawing from constructivist notions of identity as an interactional 

accomplishment, contemporary post-structuralists are interested in learning about how 

speakers can appropriate, contest and transform such notions of legitimacy in everyday 

interactions. 



 25 

From a poststructuralist perspective, identity is multiple and constructed in 

interaction and through narratives within different contexts, and it is embedded within 

relations of power (Pavlenko and Blackledge 2004). Back (2009) points out that 

poststructuralists often use the term ‘subjectivity’ instead of ‘identity’ to indicate a 

person’s positioning within particular discourses at a given moment in time. Similarly, 

Bucholtz and Hall (2004a: 494) note that the term ‘intersubjectivity’, which refers to the 

process of shared experience in interaction that leads to understanding between speakers, 

“emphasizes that identification is inherently relational, not a property of isolated 

individuals”. I take a poststructuralist perspective on identity in this study; thus my focus 

is on the ways my participants negotiate and contest identities through discursive 

processes. 

Over the past twenty years, a great deal of research has examined the role of 

social positioning in second language learning (e.g. Harklau 2000; Lin 1999; Maguire 

and Graves 2001;13 Norton 2000; Norton [Peirce] 1995; Pavlenko and Blackledge 2004; 

Toohey 2000). Many of these studies have focused on ‘linguistic identities’, which 

Rampton (1995: 340) defines as “cultural interpretations of a person’s relationship to a 

language”. In her groundbreaking ethnographic study of the linguistic identity negotiation 

of five immigrant women learning English in Canada, Norton (2000; Norton [Peirce] 

1995) demonstrated that speakers negotiated their identities differently in different social 

contexts and sometimes chose to speak in English despite not being a “legitimate 

speaker” (Bourdieu 1977, as cited in Norton [Peirce] 1995: 21) in a particular discourse. 

The results of the study indicated that language learners’ investment in developing skills 

                                                
13 As cited in Toohey 2008. 
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in the target language is related to the ways they have constructed their linguistic 

identities in different social contexts, both in and outside of the classroom. 

While much of the early research on identity and language learning focused on 

learner narratives (e.g. Norton [Peirce] 1995, 2000; Pavlenko 1998), recent studies have 

examined the ways that language learners negotiate their identities as speakers of the 

target language in face-to-face interaction (e.g. E. R. Miller 2006, 2009; Pomerantz 2001, 

2008). Such research provides useful information on the ways that students can both 

sustain and resist hegemonic ideologies through discourse, and reveals the multiplicity 

and hybridity of identities in multilingual contexts. These studies demonstrate how 

language serves as a “resource for identity production” (Bucholtz and Hall 2004b: 382) 

by constructing ways of making sense of the world in a particular moment of interaction. 

To understand how people use language to construct identities in specific social contexts, 

the present study draws from Bucholtz and Hall’s (2004b) ‘tactics of intersubjectivity’ 

framework, which is described in section 1.2.2. 

 

1.2.2 Tactics of intersubjectivity 

Bucholtz and Hall (2004a, 2004b) provide a useful framework for analyzing 

identity production from a poststructuralist perspective. Their definition of identity 

encompasses the notion that people construct identities through different kinds of 

meaning-making resources and also the concept that the social context plays a role in 

defining the set of possible identities an individual may represent. It also provides a 

specific framework for describing the types of identity that people construct. Bucholtz 

and Hall (2004b) define ‘identity’ as: 

an outcome of cultural semiotics that is accomplished through the production of 
contextually relevant sociopolitical relations of similarity and difference, 
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authenticity and inauthenticity, and legitimacy and illegitimacy. (Bucholtz and 
Hall 2004b: 382) 

For Bucholtz and Hall, people use language and other semiotic resources to produce three 

pairs of intersubjectivity relations that constitute identity. Each of these relations 

represents a way of defining particular social categories that creates the possibility for an 

interlocutor to view the world in a similar way. This shared reality, or reciprocity of 

perspectives, is what allows speakers, for example, to see themselves as members of the 

same community or view their home language as having legitimacy. However, the 

negotiation of social relations does not necessarily imply accommodation; identity 

construction often includes conflict and refusal to align with ones’ interlocutor (Young 

2008b). Bucholtz and Hall (2004b) call the social relations (of sameness and difference, 

authenticity and inauthenticity, and legitimacy and illegitimacy) that people construct 

through semiotic processes ‘tactics of intersubjectivity’. This term represents both the 

social, situated nature of identity and the externally imposed limits to social agency 

(Bucholtz and Hall 2004b: 383-384). Within the discursive practice framework, we can 

say that an understanding of the discursive practice in which one is participating may 

limit, but not completely constrain, the ways that individuals position themselves in 

relation to others through discourse. An examination of the relations of intersubjectivity 

that speakers construct within discursive practices provides a nuanced understanding of 

what constitutes particular identities with these practices. 

An example of a pair of tactics of intersubjectivity are the tactics of 

‘authentication’ and ‘denaturalization’. According to Bucholtz and Hall, ‘authentication’ 

refers to “the construction of a credible or genuine identity” (2004b: 385), such as the 

construction of a category of ‘native speakers’ of Spanish, and the positioning of these 

speakers as more ‘authentic’ Spanish speakers than bilinguals. This categorization can 
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lead to a discourse that values the type of Spanish used by speakers from monolingual 

regions and devalues the bilingual linguistic practices of heritage speakers. Bilinguals 

may then choose to alter their speech to sound more similar to monolinguals in order to 

construct authentic identities. On the other hand, ‘denaturalization,’ “the production of an 

identity that is literally noncredible or un-genuine” (ibid), “tends to highlight the 

artificiality and non-essentialism of identity” (386). For example, Bailey (2000) describes 

how Dominican American high school students used multiple varieties of Spanish and 

English in order to challenge the U.S. ethnic/racial category of ‘African American’. 

The participants in Bailey’s (2000) study challenged an assumption that all Blacks 

in the U.S. come from the same cultural background and speak the same way. This 

naturalized link between language and identity is a form of ‘essentialization’, an 

assumption that all entities in a particular category share certain characteristics. Jaffe 

(2007b) demonstrates that such essential perspectives also exist in minority language 

educational contexts. In her study of institutional discourses on Corsican bilingualism, 

Jaffe observed the presence of “essentialist models of language and identity” (2007: 59) 

in documents that promoted minority language bilingual education. She found that some 

of these documents constructed the seemingly progressive notion of ‘diversity’ as the 

“existence of homogenous sub-groups”, within which diversity does not exist (ibid). 

When speakers negotiate their identities in discourse, they may activate essentialist 

readings through ‘authentication’ by positioning themselves or others as authentic 

members of a certain category. Conversely, they may highlight the non-essentialism of 

identity through the process of ‘denaturalization’; for example, with the semiotic resource 

of performance, which Bucholtz and Hall describe as “highly deliberate and self-aware 

social display” (2004b: 380). 
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For example, when I observed HL students participating in group work related to 

a textbook unit on ‘Spanglish’ (a term used variously to refer to many different forms of 

code mixing and types of language contact effects that exist in varieties of Spanish 

spoken in the U.S.), I found that some students ‘authenticated’ their positions as elite 

speakers by using prestigious language forms in class and correcting other students’ 

language use. Students also ‘denaturalized’ this elite position through hybrid linguistic 

practices and purposefully exaggerated formal language use, such as the way one student 

apologized with highly formal language in a group activity in which another student had 

accused him of using ‘Spanglish’, shown in Example 3. 

 

Example 3: Denaturalization 
 
Discúlpame señor. Discúlpame señor. 
Pardon me, sir. Pardon me, sir. 

The formal ‘usted’ command form, a formal verb for apologizing ‘disculparse’, and the 

term ‘señor’, like the English word ‘sir’, index a certain social status for the person to 

whom the speech is directed. By using them, the speaker in Example 3 creates an 

‘ungenuine’ identity for his interlocutor, another student. By doing so, he is able to poke 

fun at the elite position associated with the SLI. Through this language use, the speaker is 

also ‘indexing’ a particular position, or ‘stance’ toward the other speaker and toward the 

context of interaction. I discuss the notions of ‘indexicality’ and ‘stance’ in the next 

section. 
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1.3 INDEXICALITY AND STANCE IN THE CO-CONSTRUCTION OF 
IDENTITY 

Following Bucholtz and Hall’s (2004b) view of identity as social relations, I 

examine the variety of semiotic processes HL learners may use when positioning 

themselves as Spanish speakers within the HL classroom. A consideration of previous 

research on both the uses of semiotic resources and the co-construction of identity is 

helpful in developing a framework for analysis of how HL students and instructors work 

toward relations of intersubjectivity; for example, negotiating positions of authority by 

engaging in interactions that evaluate the ‘correctness’ of each other’s utterances. In this 

section I explain how a co-constructivist approach looks at successive interactions and 

uses of specific pragmatic tools to understand how people construct meaning through 

collaboration, cooperation and coordination (Jacoby and Ochs 1995; Koike 2003). I also 

discuss one particular semiotic resource that is used in identity production: ‘indexicality’ 

(Bucholtz and Hall 2004b; He 2004; Ochs 1993), and review research on the ways that 

speakers index social identity through ‘stance’, “a display of a socially recognized point 

of view or attitude” (Ochs 1993: 288). Finally, I introduce the concept of 

‘contextualization cues’ (Gumperz 1982), or discursive features that speakers use to 

signal the type of practice in which they are participating and thus how meaning should 

be interpreted. I discuss the role that these features play in the construction and 

interpretation of stance. 

 

1.3.1 Co-construction 

The social constructivist perspective on HL learning views identity as an 

accomplishment achieved jointly among participants, of linguistically encoded acts and 

stances, with a resulting emphasis on individual agency and transformation. 
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Constructivist research on HL identity emphasizes that HL learners are constantly 

(re)constructing themselves as members of particular groups (He 2010). Within the 

constructivist paradigm, research using the analytical lenses of language socialization 

(e.g. He 2004) and pragmatics (e.g. Koike and Graham 2006) have examined the ways 

that participants co-construct their identities with others, jointly negotiating meaning, in 

both face-to-face interaction and more monologic types of discourse, such as political 

speeches. 

According to Young (2008a), the co-construction of identity can result from 

speech accommodation, resistance to ascribed identity and identity confusion. ‘Speech 

accommodation’ refers to the selection of particular ways of speaking (and non-verbal 

communication strategies) that speakers make in response to their interlocutor’s observed 

or anticipated productive performance, and as a reflection of their interactional goals and 

social orientation toward their interlocutors (Coupland et al. 1988). In a simplified 

example of speech accommodation, bilingual students and their instructor might engage 

in conversation using code-alternation in certain contexts in the classroom, both in 

response to their interlocutors’ use of code-alternation, but also as a way to construct 

social relations of ‘adequation’, or similarity (Bucholtz and Hall 2004b). Speech 

accommodation can also be a response to stereotyped perceptions of groups of 

individuals. An example of this, which Coupland et al. (1988) categorize as 

‘overaccommodation’, is the way that younger people might speak to others whom they 

perceive as elderly, using overly repetitive and praising language, or even babytalk, in 

response to an assumption about how elderly people generally communicate. Thus they 

position their interlocutors as slow and incompetent. If the older speakers resist this 

treatment, for example, by asking to be treated as an independent adult, they are resisting 

an identity that has been ascribed to them. 
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Thus, co-construction can also take place when a self-constructed identity and an 

altercast identity conflict with each other. This can happen in the HL classroom when HL 

students’ classmates delegitimize the way they talk by teasing them about their use of 

anglicisms, or when HL instructors tell their students the Spanish they learned from their 

grandparents is incorrect. When speakers altercast identities on a particular language 

learner, the student may react to such altercast identities by resisting them or 

appropriating them, and this exchange might take place over successive interactions 

(Young 2008b). The concept of indexicality, described in section 1.3.2, helps to describe 

how people altercast, resist and appropriate identities in interaction. 

 

1.3.2 Indexicality 

I take the perspective that people index, or make relevant, certain identities by 

using language in particular ways (He 2004; Ochs 1993). Bucholtz and Hall (2004a: 378) 

define indexicality as “the semiotic operation of juxtaposition, whereby one entity or 

event points to another”. People can index their membership in particular identity 

categories through discursive practices. For example, a student who makes an effort to 

enforce the use of ‘Standard Spanish’ in the context of the HL classroom, correcting 

others’ language when they produce calques and anglicisms, may be indexing an expert 

identity. However, understanding the ways that people index social identities is not as 

simple as associating certain linguistic forms with certain types of people. This complex 

understanding often occurs because the indexing of identity may happen indirectly (He 

2004; Jaffe 2009; Ochs 1993). In the case of the HL classroom, an expert identity is 

associated with a particular set of linguistic and interactional practices. In order for 

interlocutors to understand the indexical reference to an expert identity, they must have 
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an understanding of how the expert identity is structured within the existing sociocultural 

field. This includes an understanding of the types of behaviors and attitudes that are 

associated with this particular identity category, making the notion of ‘stance’ an 

important one for a post-structuralist perspective on identity. 

 

1.3.3 Stance 

In his early writings, Goffman (1961: 320) defined the individual as a “stance-

taking entity, a something that takes up a position somewhere between identification with 

an organization and opposition to it”. While this notion of the individual as a stance-

taking entity was derived from a study on inmates’ experiences in mental health 

institutions, Goffman also suggested that it could be applied to other types of social units. 

Goffman’s perspective on the individual and the organization contributed to the 

development of the theory of social practice on which the present study is based; it also 

lay the groundwork for subsequent theories about how people use semiotic resources to 

display different kinds of social positions. 

From a language socialization perspective (Ochs 1993), people index identities 

through ‘social acts’; socially recognized, goal-directed behaviors, and ‘stances’, or 

displays of “a socially recognized point of view or attitude” (Ochs 1993: 288). Stance can 

include the display of ‘epistemic attitudes’, such as uncertainty about whether the use of 

particular terms is appropriate for classroom discourse, and ‘affective attitudes’, such as 

expression of emotion during a classroom discussion about different language varieties. 

Jaffe points out that ‘stancetaking’, which she defines as “taking up a position 

with respect to the form or the content of one’s utterance” (2009: 3), has been examined 

in a number of analytic approaches, ranging from corpus linguistics to Critical Discourse 
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Analysis, offering diverse ways to consider speaker positionality. From sociolinguistic 

approaches to stance, two important tendencies emerge. First, sociolinguistic research 

explores how particular kinds of stances are associated with particular subject positions 

and social relationships. According to Language Socialization Theory (Ochs 1993), the 

relationship between language and identity is mediated by stance, in that people 

understand particular ways of talking or acting to be associated with particular stances. 

These stances, in turn, index particular identity categories. An exploration of these 

processes of indexicalization can help sociolinguists to determine how speakers construct 

the relations of intersubjectivity described in section 1.3.2. Jaffe notes that sociolinguistic 

research also provides information on how acts of stance contribute to the sociocultural 

field through both social reproduction and change. 

Speakers take ‘sociolinguistic stances’ “by taking social positions through 

language choices that are already loaded with sociolinguistic meaning” (Jaffe 2009b: 

119), and also by displaying a ‘metasociolinguistic stance’, an “attitude or position with 

respect to language hierarchies and ideologies” (Jaffe 2009a: 17). Both of these types of 

sociolinguistic stance contribute to the construction and negotiation of language 

ideologies and multilingual identities in the HL classroom. 

An analysis of stance is not complete without a consideration of the ways that 

speakers use language to indicate what is going on in a particular moment of interaction. 

While the words that speakers utter may appear to index a certain social position (e.g. an 

expert identity), it is necessary to consider the semiotic cues that they use to indicate their 

position toward the words they utter. Words that appear on the surface to indicate an 

expert identity may be intended to make fun of such an authoritative position. The 

notions of ‘contextualization cues’, ‘framing’ and ‘footing’, described in section 1.3.4, 

shed light on the ways that speakers index positions toward what is happening in an 
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interaction. As indicated by Jaffe (2009), a position toward the context can also be 

considered a type of stance in itself. 

 

1.3.4 Contextualization cues, framing and footing 

People respond to and create contexts by using ‘contextualization cues’ to 

communicate about the kind of social practice in which they are participating. Gumperz 

(1982) defines contextualization cues as: 

...constellations of surface features of message form…by which speakers signal 
and listeners interpret what the activity is, how semantic content is to be 
understood and how each sentence relates to what precedes or follows. (Gumperz 
1982: 131, as cited in Rampton 1995) 

In other words, certain features of language are used to indicate how an utterance or an 

interaction should be interpreted. Gumperz (1982) points out that code-alternation can be 

a kind of contextualization cue. For example, an instructor might alternate between 

Spanish and English to indicate to the students that a particular segment of talk should be 

interpreted as a divergence from the official lesson or discussion. In this example, the 

instructor is using a contextualization cue to create an ‘interpretive frame’ that 

distinguishes the moment of interaction as a different kind of activity from the previous 

talk (Goffman 1974; Koike 2012). 

When the instructors diverge from the official lesson, they may also indicate that 

they are stepping out of their expert/teacher role and shifting into a different alignment 

with their students. This example is a change in ‘footing’, a stance that speakers take with 

respect to their interlocutors or utterances (Goffman 1981). In the words of Goffman: 

A change in footing implies a change in the alignment we take up to ourselves 
and the others present as expressed in the way we manage the production or 
reception of an utterance. A change in our footing is another way of taking about 
a change in our frame for events (Goffman 1981: 128). 
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The Spanish instructors who use code-alternation to indicate a change of footing are 

indexing a change in their social role in relation to their students as well as a shift in 

interpretive frames with respect to the type of activity in which they are participating. 

Goffman (1981) points out that this type of shift may be accompanied by changes in 

bodily orientation and tone of voice. Therefore, when interpreting social meaning in 

recorded interactional data, it is useful to use video recording and/or extensive field 

notes. The concepts of ‘contextualization cues’, ‘framing’ and ‘footing’ help to 

understand how multilinguals can use language to shape an interactional context, which 

is an ability that Kramsch (2009) defines as ‘symbolic competence’. 

 

1.3.5 Stancetaking as symbolic competence 

Kramsch (2009) argues that the ability to take stances, which, in turn, represent 

identities and contribute to the creation of the context of interaction, is an important part 

of learning a language. Kramsch calls this ability ‘symbolic competence’ and defines it as 

“the ability not only to appropriate or approximate someone else’s language, but to shape 

the very context in which the language is learned and used” (Kramsch and Whiteside 

2008: 664). In addition to being able to manipulate language to create referential 

meaning, ‘symbolic competence’ is an important part of what gives language learners the 

power to impose reception, or ‘symbolic power’ (Bourdieu 1991). In other words: 

...the symbolic power that comes from being able to use several symbolic systems 
is not only a declarative power, that is, the power to represent the world in 
different linguistic codes, but a performative power that can create different 
symbolic realities in different languages, and, by changing others’ perceptions of 
social reality, can change that reality. (Kramsch 2009: 188) 

Being able to claim symbolic power in a given context through the use of different 

languages is an important part of the construction of ones’ identity as a multilingual. In a 
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sense, the present study is about how HL students and instructors negotiate between two 

different types of multilingual identities; one that is ascribed by the institutional context 

and is focused on the power to represent the world in different linguistic codes, and one 

that is outside of, and sometimes critical of, the institutionally-ascribed identity: a self 

that uses language to construct reality (cf. Kramsch 2009: 189). Kramsch’s notion of 

symbolic competence provides a theoretical framework for addressing the development 

of learners’ individual agency in constructing symbolic power, a notion that is an 

important part of Bourdieu’s theory but, as described above, has often been 

underrepresented in research about language learning in multilingual contexts. 

Speakers can shape the context in which a language is used, for example, by 

performing and using a language to create alternative realities (Kramsch and Whiteside 

2008), as when the student in Example 3 used highly formal language to denaturalize the 

elite position ascribed to the students in the institutional context. Following Back (2013a: 

382-383), I use the term ‘symbolic performance’ to refer to “discourse that indexes an 

interlocutor’s contextual symbolic competence” because the term ‘symbolic competence’ 

on its own seems to imply something that only exists within the learner; the discursive 

phenomena of interest here are relevant in relation to a specific context. As Bauman and 

Briggs point out, “a given performance is tied to a number of speech events that proceed 

and succeed it” (1990: 60). Therefore, to understand the frame provided by a given 

performance, analysis of performance must be conducted as part of an ethnographic study 

that examines the broader context of the utterance. The next section addresses the notion 

of ‘context’ within a theoretical approach pioneered by Bourdieu, Goffman and others 

and related to language learning by applied linguists such as Norton (1995, 2000) and 

Young (Young 2008b, 2009; Young and Astarita 2013).  
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1.4 DISCURSIVE PRACTICE AND IMAGINATION 

In order to investigate the ways that language learners negotiate their identities in 

specific social contexts, it is necessary to determine how to approach the concept of 

‘context’. My understanding of the relationship between language and context draws 

from research in applied linguistics and linguistic anthropology that views language and 

context as mutually constitutive (e.g. Hanks 1996; Jacoby and Ochs 1995; Young 2009). 

In other words, speakers negotiate meaning within existing social structures and at the 

same time transform those practices with language. ‘Practice’ (see pg. 3) is a theoretical 

construct that allows for an understanding of the way that social action is neither 

completely restrained by existing social norms nor simply constructed from moment to 

moment by participants (Young 2009). Without a practice, it would be impossible to 

interpret the meaning of a social action, but within practices, meaning is constantly 

negotiated and transformed. Because my study focuses on classroom practices in which 

language is an important element, I use the term ‘discursive practices’ (Young 2009). The 

concept of ‘discursive practice’ provides a framework with which to understand the 

contexts for the negotiation of Spanish-speaker identity that I investigate in this study. 

 

1.4.1 Classroom discursive practices 

My interest in the multiple social practices within the classroom has been inspired 

by the work of Gutiérrez et al. (1995), who observe that ideologies are negotiated 

differently in different contexts within the classroom. They describe a dichotomy 

between ‘official spaces’, where the teacher is in control and may attempt to stifle 

dialogue and interaction, and ‘unofficial spaces’, where students are able to draw from 

local knowledge and verbally counter the assumptions in the instructor’s discourse. In 

their detailed analysis of one moment of classroom interaction, Gutiérrez et al. indicate 
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that unofficial spaces can be entirely stifled in classroom interaction in which an 

instructor attempts to follow closely a ‘monologic script’ that reflects dominant societal 

and institutional values, thus reifying the power structure of the institution. They use the 

term ‘transcendent script’ to refer to discourse that reflects dominant forms of 

knowledge, and they argue that some students contest this transcendent script with their 

own ‘counterscript’. For example, in one elementary school classroom, students asserted 

forms of local knowledge, about popular music, film and television in order to take 

stances toward the roles they were expected to play in the face of a seemingly 

uncontestable teacher script (Gutiérrez et al. 1995). While Gutiérrez et al. (1995) describe 

a classroom that is dominated by a transcendent script, allowing for minimal 

opportunities for dialogue between the two social spaces, Gutiérrez et al. (1999) 

demonstrate in a later article how teachers can create the possibility for dialogue between 

official and unofficial spaces by incorporating into the classroom discussion students’ 

comments that reflect knowledge obtained at home and in their communities. 

The notion of official and unofficial spaces is helpful in understanding the 

contrast between different types of negotiation of identities, ideologies and linguistic 

practices within different contexts in the classroom. In my related analysis of two 

different discourse genres within the context of the HL classroom (Showstack 2012a), I 

found that in a group work context, students negotiated their cultural and linguistic 

identities, contesting essentialized notions of diversity, while in a teacher-fronted context, 

very little negotiation took place and hegemonic discourses were largely uncontested. I 

observed that different presuppositions about the value of certain linguistic and cultural 

resources seemed to underlie the ideologies of each discursive practice. 

To understand the relationship between classroom practices and the social 

context, it is important to consider how the students and instructors make different 
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elements of the context relevant. The institutional contexts of the university, the Spanish 

language program and the teacher-student relationship may be made relevant to a greater 

or lesser extent by the participants, depending on how the students and the instructor 

construct a particular task, or how they construct off-task classroom talk. Seedhouse 

(2004) explains this perspective, which is grounded in Conversation Analysis: “…we 

initially take culture and cultural frames not to be lurking somewhere “out there” in the 

background, but to be talked into being by the participants through the details of their 

interaction” (2004: 90). Teachers’ and students’ expectations of appropriate classroom 

language use, for example, may tend more toward prescriptivist norms representing the 

superiority of an imagined ‘standard’ language variety in some contexts than in others, 

and the instructors’ enforcement of these norms can affect students’ behavior. Students 

may also exercise varying control over the topic of conversation within a classroom 

activity, depending on both what kind of task is assigned and how the students and 

instructor co-construct the implementation of the task. 

This inconsistency and lack of adherence to general classroom guidelines suggests 

that a description of the instructors’ intended pedagogy tells only part of the story. As 

indicated by Seedhouse (2004): “…the main focus of L2 teaching research should be on 

what actually happens, that is, on the task-in-process, rather than on what is intended to 

happen, that is, on the task-as-workplan” (2004: 95).14 Therefore, when describing the 

different contexts that can exist in the classroom, it is important to consider what is 

actually happening, rather than just the type of activity and language use that was 

prescribed by the instructor. 

                                                
14 The notions of ‘task-in-process’ and ‘task-as-workplan’ were originally proposed by Breen (1989), as 
cited in Seedhouse (2004). 
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When students construct and learn to participate in classroom discursive practices, 

they are also constructing identities as members of the classroom community and as 

participants in other communities, such as the target language community as it is 

imagined in the classroom. In the next two subsections, I address these types of identities 

to show the importance of the relationship between classroom practices and the ways the 

students construct their identities as multilinguals and participate in multilingual practices 

outside of the classroom. 

 

1.4.2 Identity as participation 

Lave and Wenger (1991) examine learning as a process of changing participation 

in a social practice. They reject a view of learning as purely cognitive, instead locating 

learning in the “increased access of learners to participating roles in expert performances” 

(Hanks 1991: 17). As language learners become expert participants in a discursive 

practice, their identity within that practice changes as well. Conversely, learners’ social 

positioning can affect their participation in a practice (Norton [Peirce] 1995; Norton 

2000). 

When language learners produce narratives about their experiences with a 

language, they may make sense of their changing participation as a struggle for 

participation in a community (Pavlenko and Lantolf 2000). For example, a bilingual 

student from McAllen, Texas, a largely Hispanic city on the border between the U.S. and 

Mexico, might describe how he has tried to use Spanish with his grandparents, aunts and 

uncles over the years, or how he uses Spanish in the classroom setting. He may also 

describe how others react to his use of the language and how he feels when using the 

language in different contexts. All of these elements are part of how he positions himself, 
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and is positioned by others, as a participant in a Spanish-speaking community. As he 

becomes more of an expert in the ways that language is used in these communities, his 

participation in the communities probably changes. 

The varieties of Spanish taught in the HL classroom, and the communities that 

students are expected to strive to imitate, are factors that can affect the ways that students 

participate in communities of practice outside of the classroom. Lave and Wenger 

suggest an examination of the “relation of school practices to the communities in which 

the knowledge that schools are meant to ‘impart’ is located…” (1991: 41). This question 

is important with respect to bilingual students learning Spanish in Texas, because many 

instructors may assume that ‘real Spanish’ is not located in the Rio Grande Valley of 

South Texas or in San Antonio, but in textbooks and foreign countries. Therefore, this 

study addresses not only how they make sense of their participation in Spanish-speaking 

communities outside of the classroom, but also how they imagine Spanish-speaking 

communities in which they hope to participate in the future. 

 

1.4.3 Imagination 

One of the ways that discursive practices are transformed in language learning is 

through a process called ‘imagination’ (Kanno and Norton 2003). The concept of 

‘imagined communities’, first coined by Anderson (1991: 241), refers to “groups of 

people, not immediately tangible and accessible, with whom we connect through the 

power of the imagination” (ibid). Kanno and Norton argue that learners’ affiliation with 

imagined communities, such as a professional community into which students hope to 

become integrated, or a national community of speakers of the target language, can affect 

their learning trajectories. Norton (2010) pointed out that while language instructors 
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sometimes focus on the past (for example, by teaching the language through historical 

texts), many learners are focused on the ways they see themselves using the target 

language in the present and future. This disconnect may affect learners’ investment in the 

language. 

Following Norton (2010), who argues that imagined communities assume an 

imagined identity, I would also add that imagined communities may affect the way that 

learners identify with, and ascribe value to, different varieties of the target language. For 

example, the way that students imagine a community of U.S. Spanish speakers can affect 

the ways they make sense of their identities as speakers of particular varieties of Spanish. 

HL learners whose imagination focuses on the possibility of using Spanish in an 

international business career may not value an understanding of the ways that language 

use varies among different social groups. On the other hand, if learners see themselves 

working within diverse local communities, they may develop a greater interest in 

understanding sociolinguistic variation. 

Helmer (2007, 2010) describes how the essentialization of different imagined 

linguistic communities in student and teacher discourse affects HL learners’ investment 

in learning Spanish in an urban Arizona charter high school near the U.S.-Mexico border. 

According to Helmer (2010), students’ narrow imaginings of Latino/a cultural 

communities led some students in that investigation to view the study of Spanish as a 

“waste of time” and also led to divisions among different groups of HL learners. In 

addition, some students perceived that the instructor was categorizing their Spanish as 

“like a bunch of Pachucos”15 (Helmer 2007: 113), a status in an imagined community that 

did not align with how students viewed themselves. According to Helmer (2007), this 
                                                
15 The term ‘pachuco’ refers to a Hispanic-American subculture associated with the zoot suit and street 
youth that received a great deal of negative media coverage in the 1940s, prompting an increase in racism 
toward Mexican-Americans (Rosales 1997).  
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lack of congruence contributed to students’ resistance to learning Spanish. Helmer’s 

(2007) study demonstrates the significance of the relationship between imagination and 

investment in HL learning; her findings suggest that an investigation of how HL learners 

imagine Spanish-speaking communities outside of the classroom is an indispensable part 

of any study on HL learner identity.  

The representation and negotiation of language ideologies and social relations in 

HL classroom discursive practices has not been adequately investigated within the 

theoretical frames described in this chapter. I review the gaps in the literature and 

describe how the present study addresses them in the next section. 

 

1.4.4 Need for this study 

Although some research has been conducted on discursive practices within the L2 

classroom (e.g. Hall 2004) and the classroom identity construction of L2 learners (e.g. 

Pomerantz 2001, 2008; E. R. Miller 2006, 2009) and HL learners (e.g. Jaffe 2003; He 

2004; Blackledge and Creese 2010; Lowther Pereira 2010), more research is needed on 

how students and HL instructors represent discourses about language and language users, 

how they orient toward these discourses through interaction within different classroom 

contexts, and how the discourses and identities constructed in the classroom relate to the 

ways the students represent ideologies and social positions outside of the classroom. In 

particular, while He (2004) and Jaffe (2003) have conducted research on the ways that 

school-age HL learners negotiate linguistic and cultural identities in the classroom, little 

research has been conducted on how HL learners and their instructors negotiate 

ideologies and identities in the university setting (but see Lowther Pereira 2010). As 

Potowski (2012) argues, the field needs more classroom-based research to understand 
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how Spanish heritage language learners (HLLs) and their instructors construct notions of 

language and identity within the classroom context. 

Classroom-based research can be more accurately interpreted when it also 

includes investigation of the social context outside of the classroom. As indicated by He 

(2010), an understanding of both classroom practices and also familiar and community 

practices can enrich research on HL learners. Most of the research on the identities of 

Spanish-English bilinguals in university contexts has focused on students’ explicit 

statements about how they view themselves and others as Spanish speakers (e.g. Urciuoli 

2008). There is a great need for an analysis of the ways that university HL students 

construct and negotiate intersubjectivities regarding their positionings as Spanish 

speakers and bilinguals in interaction. The identities that these students and their 

instructors co-construct through interactional practices in the classroom can be better 

understood in light of an examination of the ways they participate in, and make sense of, 

discursive practices in the campus community outside of the classroom, and also within 

the students’ home communities. 

Blommaert (2005) criticizes the approach to context taken in traditional Critical 

Discourse Analysis (CDA, e.g. Wodak 1997), a theoretical framework and analytical 

method that aims to explore the role of ‘semiosis’ (i.e. meaning making) in social 

processes (Fairclough 2001). Blommart argues that in traditional CDA, the contexts for 

the data analyzed are often described with a basis on assumption, rather than on an actual 

analysis of those contexts. Given a view of the classroom as a place where multiple ways 

of understanding and being in the world intersect (Nespor 1997), an investigation of the 

classroom context implies an investigation of the lives of the participants outside of the 

classroom. In a study of language ideologies and linguistic identities in school, one must 

consider how language functions as a social practice outside of the school, including how 
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people use language, talk about language and make sense of their own experiences with 

language within different overlapping communities. It is impossible to get a complete 

picture of the many intersecting social networks that can connect to one classroom in 

today’s society, where groups and sites have “permeable boundaries, multiple influences, 

dispersed networks and improvised responses” (Eisenhart 2011: 20). Educational 

research should explore these networks and influences with multiple forms of data 

collection, both within and outside of the classroom. Little such research has been 

conducted on the university Spanish HL learning context, and my dissertation addresses 

this gap. 

Specifically, the study addresses the relationship between how the students and 

the instructor use overt language to make reference to beliefs about language, language 

users and language learning, and how they reflect ideologies and language-user identities 

indirectly through classroom linguistic and interactional practices. It also examines how 

the institutional practices relate to the discursive practices in which the students engage 

outside of the classroom to shed light on how students’ backgrounds and dispositions 

may affect their classroom language learning experiences and to investigate the 

differences between the ways individual students use language in different contexts. By 

examining articulated beliefs about language as well as linguistic and interactional 

practices in the HL classroom, the study addresses concerns about monoglossic and 

standard language ideologies in Spanish-English bilingual educational contexts in the 

U.S. (e.g. García 2009a, 2009b; Showstack 2012b; Valdés 1989; Valdés et al. 2003) 

through a linguistic anthropological view of language ideologies as both theory and 

practice (Kroskrity 2000). This perspective allows for a consideration of the role of social 

relations among students and between students and instructors in the representation of 

language ideologies in the classroom (cf. He 2004; E. R. Miller 2006, 2009; Pomerantz 
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2001, 2008), the possibility that multiple ideologies can be expressed within the same 

context (cf. Kroskrity 2000) and the notion that individual speakers may both orient 

toward and resist dominant ideologies and transform linguistic norms through interaction 

(e.g. Gal 1989; Rampton 1995). By examining selected students’ participation in 

discursive practices outside the classroom, as well as how they make sense of their 

language-learning experiences through narrative, I am able to learn about some aspects of 

the context surrounding the classroom practices (cf. Blommaert 2005), as well as how the 

classroom practices may relate to the students’ participation in other discursive practices 

(cf. Makoni and Pennycook 2005, 2007). Specifically, an analysis of the participants’ 

stories about using their HL outside of the classroom allows the consideration of how 

they construct their social roles—and in particular how they represent their individual 

agency—when making sense of these experiences with language, and also how the roles 

they construct might be shaped to some extent by circulating language ideologies (cf. E. 

R. Miller 2010; Pomerantz 2002, 2010; Pomerantz and Schwartz 2011). Finally, by 

considering the ways that the students use language in the discursive practices in which 

they participate regularly outside of the classroom, I am able to describe the dialectic 

between the identities and ideologies they co-construct with other students and the 

instructor in the classroom context, and the identities and ideologies they co-construct 

with their friends, co-workers and families (cf. Norton and Toohey 2001, Young and 

Astarita 2013). 
 

1.5 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

This study examines the construction of language ideologies and social positions 

among students enrolled in intermediate Spanish courses for heritage speakers at the 

University of Texas at Austin. The data are derived from observations and recordings of 
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students and instructors as they participate in various types of social interaction both 

within and outside of the classroom, from which I examine the ways that they use 

language within each of these practices. In particular, I focus on how students and 

instructors explicitly describe different varieties of Spanish and the speakers of those 

varieties, how they describe and participate in the practices of formal language study, and 

how the students negotiate social positions within and outside of the classroom. In order 

to explore what it means to be bilingual among students enrolled in intermediate Spanish 

courses for heritage speakers at the University of Texas at Austin, the study addresses the 

following questions, all of which are intricately interconnected. 

The first question explores discourses about language from the perspective of 

Silverstein’s (1979: 193) definition of ‘language ideologies’ as “sets of beliefs about 

language articulated by users as a rationalization or justification of perceived language 

structure and use”. An understanding of the ways people talk about, describe and make 

reference to language within the institutional context of a modern HL course can help 

shed light on the multiple institutional discourses to which participants may orient in a 

given moment within the classroom context. To investigate the beliefs about language 

that the study participants express overtly, I ask: 

 

1. How do the HL students in the focal course section and their instructor articulate 

ways of understanding language (e.g. what counts as ‘Spanish’), ways of 

understanding language learning (e.g. how languages are learned and what it 

means to know a language), and ways of understanding language users (e.g. the 

symbolic power associated with different kinds of Spanish speakers) overtly in 

the HL learning context? 

 



 49 

I hypothesized that the instructor would represent an essentialized view of ‘Spanish’, 

constructing the language as a discrete entity that would not include features associated 

with language contact or less privileged groups of speakers, and that the students would 

both reflect and challenge this view through overt language in the classroom context. 

Related to this essentialized perspective on language, I expected the instructor to 

represent language learning as a process of acquisition of knowledge of the structure of a 

language, and of developing the skills needed to implement that structure through a 

variety of different modalities (i.e. writing, speaking, etc.). The goal of such learning 

would be for students to gain the ability to emulate the speech of groups of powerful, 

monolingual speakers and thus acquire symbolic power. Because the students chose to 

enroll and probably succeed in the HL class, I expected many of them to reflect the 

instructor’s position on language and language learning within the classroom context; 

however, I expected to observe overt resistance from students who wanted to defend local 

and bilingual linguistic practices. 

The second question addresses the ways the students and the instructor orient 

toward certain assumptions about language through indirect means, taking the 

perspective that language ideology can exist within different kinds of linguistic and 

interactional practices and is closely intertwined with identities. An examination of the 

indirect representation of ideologies and social positions through classroom linguistic and 

interactional practices provides information about whether the ideologies that the 

participants represent through interaction are the same as those that they express overtly. 

It also provides information about how instructional practices that are often taken for 

granted may contribute to the construction of the ideological space in the classroom. 

Finally, it allows us to examine subtle practices of which the students and instructors 

might not be consciously aware, through which they may take positions toward the value 
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of different types of language use. These practices are part of the performance and co-

construction of symbolic competence (discussed in section 1.3.5), an important element 

of language learning in the classroom. To investigate the indirect representation of 

ideologies, I ask: 

 

2. How do the students and the instructor represent and orient toward language 

ideologies by constructing classroom discursive practices through stancetaking 

(e.g. epistemic stance), and by constructing social relations (e.g. of authority and 

illegitimacy), in interaction? 

 

For research question #2, I hypothesized that the instructor and some students would 

orient toward a standard language ideology and represent positions of authority by 

displaying stances of certainty with respect to linguistic correctness, and by evaluating 

other students’ language use. I also predicted that other students would engage in 

symbolic performance, such as the practice of ‘crossing’,16 to challenge the institutional 

ideology and social structure. 

The third question explores the relationship between the ideological context of the 

HL classroom and the students’ lives outside of the classroom. An exploration of the 

ways the students make sense of their experiences with language outside of the classroom 

and how language is used to create social meaning within some of the other discursive 

practices in which the students participate makes it possible to begin to consider both the 

context and the effects of HL classroom language use. To investigate the ways students 

construct ideologies and linguistic identities outside of the classroom, I ask: 

                                                
16  Rampton defines ‘crossing’ as the use of code-alternation “by people who are not accepted members of 
the group associated with the second language they employ” (1995: 280). 
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3. How do the students position themselves and others, and represent ideologies 

about language, in narratives about their experiences with language and language 

users, and in the discursive practices in which they participate outside of the 

classroom? 

 

I hypothesized that the narratives would reveal that both standard and monoglossic 

language ideologies and the students’ own individual backgrounds shaped the ways that 

the students made sense of their experiences as multilinguals; for example, students who 

had learned that their own ways of speaking were valuable might position themselves as 

powerful characters in their stories. With respect to the students’ practices outside of the 

classroom, I expected the students to co-construct a bilingual identity in interaction with 

their bilingual peers on campus by using a contact variety of Spanish and engaging in 

bilingual linguistic practices. As suggested by Lowther Pereira (2010), my hypothesis 

was that the students’ practices outside of the classroom would contrast with the 

classroom practices, demonstrating that the SLI was primarily limited to the classroom 

context. 

An exploration of these research questions is an important step toward 

understanding the HL classroom as a context for identity construction and negotiation 

and improving pedagogical approaches to address the linguistic diversity of the students 

in the HL classroom. 
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1.6 CHAPTER SUMMARY AND ORGANIZATION 

In this chapter, I provide an overview of the study and introduce the problem of 

monoglossic language ideologies in the HL classroom. I then review significant studies 

on bilingualism and identity, provide an overview of both post-structuralist and co-

constructivist approaches to identity, and introduce the concepts of discursive practices 

and imagination. Finally, I point out gaps in the existing research and introduce my 

research questions. The remainder of the dissertation presents the societal context for the 

study and previous research, the methodology used for the study, the study findings and 

the conclusions. 

Chapter 2, “Linguistic Legitimacy, U.S. Spanish and the HL Classroom”, situates 

the study within the context of previous research on linguistic legitimacy in multilingual 

contexts and, in particular, the ideological context of Spanish HL education in the U.S. I 

explore the ways that particular language ideologies and socially constructed categories 

of different kinds of Spanish speakers appear explicitly in the discourses of second 

language and HL Spanish classes in the U.S., examining the metapragmatic models to 

which these Spanish-English bilinguals in Texas make explicit reference. In Chapter 3, 

“Methods of Data Collection and Analysis”, I provide an overview of the various types of 

fieldwork and analytical traditions that have influenced my methodological choices, 

describe the research setting and participants, and explain the research methods I 

employed in this study. 

Chapters 4, 5 and 6 present the analysis of my data. Chapter 4, “Ideology as 

Beliefs”, describes how the instructor and students of the focal classroom articulated sets 

of beliefs about language, language learning and language users within the institutional 

context of the HL course. The data for Chapter 4 come from an interview with the 
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instructor, classroom observations and writings the students produced for the course, and 

are analyzed using a linguistic anthropological approach to language ideologies. 

Chapter 5, “Social Positioning and the Monolingual ‘Standard’ Norm in 

Classroom Practices”, analyzes how the students and instructor represent and orient 

toward language ideologies by constructing classroom discursive practices. Section 5.1 

describes the practices of stancetaking in which the instructor engages, and examines 

how the instructors’ stancetaking contributes to the construction of language ideologies 

and social relations in the classroom. In section 5.2, I examine how the students of the 

focal course section construct and negotiate ideologies and social position through 

practices of stancetaking. This analysis takes an ‘interactionally enriched language 

socialization perspective’ (He 2004) and demonstrates how interactional practices can 

index social positions and ideologies. 

Chapter 6, “Ideology and Practice Outside of the Classroom”, examines the 

relationship between classroom language use and the discursive practices in which the 

students participate outside of the classroom. In section 6.1, I use narrative analysis (De 

Fina 2003) to analyze how students enacted identities and represented language 

ideologies in the narratives about language learning outside of the classroom. I also 

briefly discuss my role in the interviews and how I may have influenced the students’ 

language use. Finally, in section 6.2, I present my ethnographic observations of the ways 

students and their interlocutors constructed the value of being bilingual and the meaning 

of language learning in different contexts outside of the classroom. I conclude with a 

discussion of the relationship between the classroom discursive practices and the campus 

and community practices described in this section. 

Chapter 7 presents the conclusions and pedagogical implications of my study. I 

summarize my findings and then discuss how my research contributes to theories of 
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identity and language, and to the development of an approach for teaching HL learners 

about linguistic variation. I also address the limitations of the study and directions for 

future research. 
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Chapter 2: Linguistic Legitimacy, U.S. Spanish and the HL Classroom 

In this chapter I explore bilingualism among Spanish-English bilingual university 

students in Texas as both ideology and practice (cf. Heller 2007a). The conception of 

language as ideology and practice contrasts with a widely accepted notion that language 

is a set of discrete, bounded systems (Blackledge and Creese 2010, Gal 2006, Jaffe 

2007b, Makoni and Pennycook 2007). According to Gal (2006), this view of languages as 

bounded systems can be traced to the European Enlightenment and the following 

Romantic reaction (Bauman and Briggs 2003 discuss the works of specific philosophers 

of language from this period). As seen from the discussion of ‘monoglossic ideologies of 

bilingualism’ in Chapter 1 (García 2009a), the notion of bilingualism is also socially 

constructed. Following Heller, I take a critical social perspective on multilingualism that 

views language as: 

a set of resources which circulate in unequal ways in social networks and 
discursive spaces, and whose meaning and value are socially constructed within 
the constraints of social organizational processes, under specific historical 
conditions. (Heller 2007a: 2) 

An understanding of bilingualism as ideology and practice sheds light on the relationship 

between bilingualism and the construction of social difference and social inequality in 

particular socio-cultural contexts (Heller 2007a). 

Heller’s (2007b) research on linguistic ideologies and practice in a French-

language minority high school in southern Ontario provides an example of how the 

communicative creativity of social actors and the ways in which institutions produce and 

distribute resources contribute to the construction of social difference and social 

inequality within these educational institutions. Heller points out that several 

contradictions emerge from the ideological complex of Francophone Canada and 

demonstrates how these contradictions are managed through both the texts of official 
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institutional documents and in classroom interaction. The contradicting notions described 

by Heller are reminiscent of those present in Spanish HL education in the U.S.: on the 

one hand, school is viewed as a site of construction of minority identity, with an 

emphasis on homogenous spaces; on the other hand, school is understood as a site for the 

facilitation and democratization of access to social mobility. According to Heller, these 

contradictions produce a discursive struggle. The school manages this struggle by 

creating a barrier between a public school discourse, and what Heller refers to as 

“marginal discursive spaces” (638); places like the school halls and private conversations 

in class. The public discourse is oriented toward the production of bilinguals in a 

monoglossic sense, while the marginal discursive spaces are a location for the production 

of a hybrid multilingual identity. Heller’s research demonstrates the importance of 

making connections between the broader ideological context and the ideologies and 

practices within particular institutions. 

This chapter explores the broader context for the relationship between Spanish-

English bilingualism and the construction of social difference, legitimacy and 

authenticity in the United States, and particularly in the Spanish HL classroom. In section 

2.1, I review research on how the Spanish language and particular varieties of Spanish 

have been constructed in institutional discourse. Sections 2.2 and 2.3 provide the 

historical context for the study, with an overview of the history of Spanish in Texas 

schools and Spanish HL education. In section 2.4, I discuss previous research on 

language and identity in the HL classroom and explain why this work is incomplete. 
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2.1 LANGUAGE IDEOLOGIES IN POLITICAL AND ACADEMIC DISCOURSE 

The notion of ‘discourses of language endangerment’ as described by Heller and 

Duchene (2007) and Jaffe (2007b), is a useful metaphor for understanding the social 

construction of bilingualism in the U.S. in academic and activist discourse. Inspired by 

Cameron’s (1995) work on ‘verbal hygiene’, Heller and Duchene (2007) use the term 

‘discourses of language endangerment’ to describe discourses about a threat to attributes 

associated with a language, such as its quality, its lexical purity or even its very existence. 

This notion can be applied to the social construction of Spanish in the U.S. in at least two 

ways.  On the one hand, Spanish in the U.S. is often described as being under threat from 

the hegemony of the English language. This perspective is particularly evident in the 

discourse in support of the English-only legislation that prohibits the use of non-English 

languages in public education in various states in the U.S. (e.g. see Unz 1997). On the 

other hand, the notion of ‘correct Spanish’ is defended in the face of a perceived threat of 

contamination by contact with English (Villa 2002). Jaffe (2007a) argues that similar 

discourses of language endangerment exist in language contact situations, whether or not 

the language of interest is under the threat of extinction. She observes that discourses of 

language endangerment often include essentializing discourses that represent language as 

a fixed code that is natural and systematic, represent communities as static and 

homogenous, and construct a one-to-one relationship between particular communities and 

particular ways of speaking. 

Jaffe’s (2007b) research on discourses of endangerment in the context of the 

French island of Corsica provides an example of the ways that notions of language and 

community become simplified in the interest of the preservation of language and national 

identity. Jaffe points out that essentializing notions are present in both hegemonic and 

counter-hegemonic discourses on Corsica, where the French government has historically 
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targeted speakers of Corsican. In French nationalist discourses, Corsican was often 

referred to as a ‘patois’, a non-language, and public schools were not permitted to offer 

Corsican language courses because it was considered to be a dialect of Italian. In 

response to dominant discourses of linguistic legitimacy, a ‘purist’ position arose among 

Corsican language activists, who “tended to essentialize language boundaries, by defining 

‘authentic’ Corsican as a bounded code, located in a pre-contact past, maximally different 

from both French and Italian” (Jaffe 2007c: 59). Similar essentializing discourses also 

appeared in the discourse of the Corsican nationalist movement, which, according to 

Jaffe, assumed a “natural, essential link between the ‘Corsican language’ and the 

‘Corsican people’” (ibid). 

As I discuss in the following subsections, the tendency to essentialize language 

and community is particularly salient in discourses that defend prestige varieties of 

Spanish in the context of both the Real Academia Española, an internationally recognized 

authority on the Spanish language based in Madrid, and Spanish language programs in 

the United States, even amidst the current turn toward representing and honoring 

‘diversity’ in both contexts. 

 

2.1.1 Unity in diversity: The new Standard Language Ideology of RAE  

Castilian Spanish has often been constructed in academia in the United States as 

the standard variety of Spanish, a perspective that has been supported by the institution of 

the Real Academia Española (RAE). This perspective represents what Lippi-Green 

defines as a ‘Standard Language Ideology’: “a bias toward an abstracted, idealized, 

homogenous spoken language which is imposed from above, and which takes as its 

model the written language” (Lippi-Green 1994: 166). The current website of the RAE is 
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indicative of a move away from the idealization of Castilian Spanish in academic circles 

but represents a different kind of SLI that continues to prevail in academia, and 

particularly in language programs:  

Se consideran, pues, plenamente legítimos los diferentes usos de las regiones 
lingüísticas, con la única condición de que estén generalizados entre los hablantes 
cultos de su área y no supongan una ruptura del sistema en su conjunto, esto es, 
que ponga en peligro su unidad. (RAE)17 

For the RAE, each region has a unified standard variety, spoken by educated people, and 

everyone should aspire to emulate the standard of their own region in order to preserve 

the uniformity of the language. 

Del Valle (2007) argues that this notion of ‘unity in diversity’ is more acceptable 

to many academics who use the RAE as a resource and may be critical of the entity’s 

former approach that glorified the Spanish spoken in Spain. According to Del Valle, the 

acceptability of the current incarnation of the RAE is due to what he calls a ‘linguistic 

public sphere’ (drawing from Habermas’ (1991) notion of the illusion of the public 

sphere), in which representatives from academies in different Spanish-speaking regions 

of the world report on how the language is used by the ‘people’, in order to determine 

what is acceptable in each region. The anonymity of the representatives and the general 

notion of the speakers being described lead the public to feel that the RAE is no longer a 

standardizing entity. 

 

                                                
17 The different uses of the linguistic regions are considered to be completely legitimate, with the single 
condition that they are generalized among the educated speakers of their region, and they do not suppose a 
breakdown of the system in its entirety, that is, endanger its unity. [translation mine] 
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2.1.2 Essentializing discourses on U.S. Spanish 

Not surprisingly, the RAE’s Spanish language dictionary and ‘Diccionario 

panhispánico de dudas’ (‘Pan-Hispanic dictionary of [linguistic] doubts’), both of which 

can be accessed on-line, continue to be used as authoritative references in Spanish 

language programs. This practice can be confusing for instructors of HL classes who are 

interested in teaching their students the difference between the colloquial, contact 

varieties the students learn at home and the ‘correct’ Spanish they are expected to speak 

in the academy. ‘Layla’, the instructor of the focal SHL course, explained to me in an 

interview that she had been teaching the students which words were calques from English 

and therefore not acceptable in Spanish, using the RAE as a reference. She complained 

that what was acceptable according to RAE did not seem to be consistent; some words 

that originally had not been accepted now had entries. This opportunity could have been 

excellent to instruct students on how one entity dictates what is acceptable and what is 

not, as part of a lesson or a unit on the social construction of the concept of language. 

However, the instructors’ understanding of ‘correct Spanish’ as a discrete entity, which in 

other terms might be referred to as ‘prescriptivism’, interfered with what I saw as a 

potentially fruitful teaching opportunity. 

A ‘prescriptivist’ is a person who judges language usage as correct or incorrect 

based on a single abstract set of rules, ignoring the reality of dialectical and other types of 

language variation. A prescriptivst teacher of English might argue, for example, that one 

should never say “Where’s it at?” because the phrase ends in a preposition and is also 

redundant, an assumption that discounts the fact that one might choose to use such a 

phrase in order to be accepted in certain communities (Wallace 2001). Cameron (1995: 9) 

argues that the term ‘prescriptivism’ is both too negative and too narrow because it 

represents “only one manifestation of the much more general impulse to regulate 
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language”. I agree with Cameron’s use of the term ‘verbal hygiene’ to describe practices 

that result from a desire to ‘clean up’ language (see Section 1.1.5). In the data collected 

for this study, the focal instructor represented a prescriptivist perspective and engaged in 

other types of verbal hygiene in certain moments in the classroom but contradicted such a 

perspective in other moments. 

Judgments about features of certain dialects of Spanish also take the form of 

arguments about the appropriateness of those features for the classroom context. In a 

study that examined the language learning experiences of the children of Mexican 

immigrants in Chicago, De Avila (2011) found that non-native Spanish-language 

instructors in the area, often having studied Spanish in Spain, criticized their students’ 

usage of Mexican-origin vocabulary words. For example, the study participants reported 

that when they used Mexican-origin words such as zacate ‘lawn’ or ‘grass’, camión 

‘bus’, and guajalote ‘turkey’, their instructors informed them that such words were 

inappropriate for the classroom. Instead, they instructed the students to use more 

‘general’ words, such as césped ‘lawn’, autobús ‘bus’ and pavo ‘turkey’, which are all 

commonly used in Spain. Unknowingly, these instructors were delegitimizing the 

Spanish of their Mexican-American students, who often associated their own dialects of 

Spanish with poverty and rural communities in Mexico. These students, in turn, learned 

that their Spanish was not appropriate for formal contexts. According to De Avila 

(personal communication, September 2011) this situation was an unfortunate result of the 

instructor’s ignorance of Mexican dialects of Spanish. 

Criticism of language usage also shows up in social media. On April 28, 2011, an 

acquaintance of mine and fellow Spanish instructor posted the following message in her 

Facebook status: 
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Example 4: Verbal hygiene on Facebook 
 
Estimado lector, aprenda que: “Haber” es un verbo, “A ver” es mirar, “haver” no existe. 
“Hay” es haber, “Ahí” es un lugar, “Ay” es una exclamación y “ahy” no existe. “Haya” 
es haber, “Halla” es encontrar, “Allá” es un lugar, “haiga” no existe. “Iba” es de ir, 
“IVA” es un impuesto e “Hiba” no existe. “Valla” es una cerca, “Vaya” es ir y “Baya” es 
un fruto. Campaña contra la ignorancia. Pega esto en tu muro. 
 
Dear Reader, learn that: “Haber” is a verb, “A ver” is to watch, “haver” doesn’t exist. 
“Hay” is haber, “Ahí” is a place, “Ay is an exclamation y “ahy” doesn’t exist. “Haya is 
to be, “Halla” is to find, “Allá is a place, “haiga” doesn’t exist. “Iba” is from “ir [to 
go]”, “IVA” is a tax and “Hiba” doesn’t exist. “Valla” is a fence, “Vaya” is to go and 
“Baya” is a fruit. Campaign against ignorance. Post this on your wall. 

 

The message in Example 4 criticizes both common Spanish spelling mistakes related to 

phonemes that are realized with more than one grapheme depending on the context, and 

lexical variations typical in the speech of Spanish speakers from northern Mexico and the 

U.S. Southwest. Haiga is a form of the verb ‘haber’ (‘to be’) that is commonly used in 

rural parts of Mexico as well as in many Mexican-American households in the United 

States. Spanish instructors and other prescriptivists often refer to forms like haiga as 

‘archaisms’, implying that they used to be, but are no longer, acceptable in Spanish. 

Although the instructor in the example above was a graduate student in Hispanic 

literature with little background in linguistics, Villa (2002) has pointed out that even in 

linguistic circles where prescriptivism is viewed negatively, there exists a tendency 

toward ‘verbal hygiene’ in the literature that addresses the language of U.S. Spanish 

speakers. Villa cites literature from the late 20th century that prioritizes the teaching of 

non-U.S. varieties of Spanish in the second language classroom. He also suggests that the 

vague use of the term ‘academic Spanish’ to describe the type of language that should be 

used in the classroom may actually refer to an idealization, rather than a specific 

linguistic variety or register. In a more recent article, Villa (2007) argues that the use of 
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the term ‘standard Spanish’ in itself gives value to prestige varieties and delegitimizes 

colloquial and rural varieties. 

In my dissertation research, I found that the type of ‘verbal hygiene’ described by 

Villa continues to exist within Spanish HL curricula, despite efforts to promote students’ 

appreciation of cultural diversity in general and their own linguistic heritage in particular. 

In a unit devoted to instructing students on the differences between their home language 

varieties and what the instructor referred to as ‘Standard Spanish’,18 the students and the 

instructor jointly co-constructed a notion of language as a fixed code that is somehow 

‘natural’, and a contrasting view of ‘Spanglish’ as a disorderly mix of forms that is ‘not 

natural’ in the sense that ‘Standard Spanish’ is. In one of the final activities of the unit, 

students were asked to debate the pros and cons of ‘Spanglish’, with little regard to the 

indexical meaning of bilingual linguistic practices. Many students (both in the debate and 

in personal interviews) expressed a disdain for such bilingual practices, and constructed 

an idealization of ‘correct’ Spanish as an ultimate goal for their studies (see also Coryell 

et al. 2010). 

 

2.1.3 What’s in a name: The debate about the term ‘Spanglish’  

In Fall 2010, the Spanish instructor whom I call ‘Layla’ taught her students that 

Spanish that includes calques and lexical borrowings from English is called ‘Spanglish’. 

The course textbook defined the term in very general terms in the instructions for an 

activity: 

                                                
18 Personal communication with course instructor. 
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Example 5: Textbook defines ‘Spanglish’ 

Lee el párrafo siguiente y encuentra las palabras que reconozcas como español no 
estándar- lo cual también se reconoce con el nombre menos positivo de Spanglish. 

Read the following paragraph and find the words that you recognize as non-standard 
Spanish- which is also known by the less positive name of Spanglish. 

Students are then asked to translate the ‘Spanglish’ words to ‘Standard Spanish’. The 

paragraph includes words like lonche (‘lunch’), agarrar (‘to grab’), troca (‘truck’), yarda 

(‘yard’), pampers (‘diapers’), and pa tras (‘back’—as in ‘to call back’). Most of the terms 

are borrowings from English that have taken on Spanish morphology and have been 

integrated into the lexicon in many communities of Spanish speakers in the U.S. The 

word agarrar was used in the phrase ‘agarrar tu troca’, and the instructor explained that 

a more specific term was needed. Instead of agarrar (‘to get’), the students should choose 

the phrase that means ‘to start the engine’ (‘arrancar el motor’). The term agarrar has 

undergone a semantic extension in U.S. Spanish and is used in many contexts where it is 

generally not used in other varieties (Cárdenas 1982). For example, U.S. Spanish 

speakers often produce the phrase agarrar un resfriado ‘to get/catch a cold’, while in 

monolingual regions it is more common to say resfriarse. In the data of the present study, 

one student produced the phrase agarrar asilo, ‘to get asylum’, with the meaning ‘to be 

granted asylum’. Another phrase used in the example from the textbook, pa tras, is a 

shortened version of para atrás, which literally means ‘back’ as in ‘to go back’. 

However, in U.S. varieties of Spanish, pa’ ‘tras is often used in other contexts where the 

word ‘back’ is used in English, such as ‘to call back’. 

Some groups of U.S. Spanish speakers and some academics use the term 

‘Spanglish’ to refer to the varieties of Anglicized Spanish spoken in the U.S. and 

sometimes also to the practice of alternating between Spanish and English. M. Fairclough 

(2003) notes several principal phenomena that are common in contexts where two 
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languages interact: (a) loan words, with or without phonologic or morphologic adaption 

(e.g. yarda for ‘yard’, and sport for ‘sporty’19), (b) semantic extensions (e.g. carpeta, 

which usually means ‘folder’, for ‘carpet’), (c) calques (e.g. tuve un buen tiempo instead 

of me divertí for ‘I had fun’), and (d) alternation between two codes, which in academic 

research is often referred to as ‘code-switching’, ‘code-mixing’ or ‘code-alternation’. 

Following Auer (1990),20 I have chosen to use the term ‘code-alternation’ in this study to 

highlight the significance of the listeners’ interpretation in determining what counts as the 

juxtaposition of two semiotic systems. According to Stavans (2000), at least some of 

these language contact phenomena have existed in Spanish-English bilingual regions in 

the U.S. since the U.S. acquired territory from Mexico in 1848 (as cited in M. Fairclough 

2003). 

Academics in the field of research on Spanish in the U.S. disagree on whether 

‘Spanglish’ is an appropriate term to describe the language used by U.S. Spanish 

speakers. In fact, at the 2009 Spanish in the U.S. conference, noted linguists Ricardo 

Otheguy and Ana Celia Zentella held a public debate about the use of the term. Otheguy 

argued that the variety of Spanish spoken in many homes in the U.S. is simply another 

variety of Spanish—a category similar to Mexican popular Spanish or Argentine popular 

Spanish—and that second- and third-generation Spanish speakers in the U.S. should be 

told that they speak Spanish, and not something that is very different from the Spanish 

spoken in other regions. According to Zentella, the Spanish of the U.S. is not the same as 

the popular Spanish of other Spanish-speaking countries because of the effect of 

linguistic oppression in the experience of U.S. Spanish speakers. She argued that the 

                                                
19 Both of these loan words are common in certain regions outside of the United States where Spanish is 
the dominant language. 
20 As cited in Rampton (1995): 276. 



 66 

word ‘Spanglish’ should be used because it captures this oppression, and suggests that the 

word could undergo a process of semantic inversion so that it can take on a more positive 

meaning.21 

Some academics have entertained the idea that ‘Spanglish’ could be considered, 

or eventually become, its own language. M. Fairclough (2003) suggests that a process of 

grammaticalization is underway in U.S. Spanish, and that this process could accelerate, 

eventually making ‘Spanglish’ into a new language. Ilán Stavans (2003) controversially 

translated the first chapter of Don Quijote to ‘Spanglish’. According to Fairclough 

(2003), “purists” have criticized Stavans by arguing that ‘Spanglish’ does not exist or that 

it is a form of slang, while supporters of ‘Spanglish’ have criticized the details of 

Stavans’ translation, claiming that it is not realistic. Although the potential for the 

development of a separate language that mixes Spanish and English is not widely 

accepted in academia, the theme is significant in popular support of the language, as is 

demonstrated in some of my dissertation data. 

 

2.1.4 Bilingualism as practice in the United States 

Despite the negative attitudes toward language variation and bilingual practices in 

the media and academic discourse, ‘Spanglish’ is very much alive and thriving in many 

parts of the United States. Spanish-English bilingual linguistic practices represent a wide 

range of social meanings within Spanish-speaking communities in the U.S. The social 

practices of Spanish-English bilinguals have been documented in the seminal works of 

Anzaldúa (1987), a collection of impassioned essays about the author’s experiences as a 

Chicana lesbian living in Texas near the Mexican border, and of Zentella (1997), who did 
                                                
21 Transcription and summary of debate downloaded from http://potowski.org/debate-spanglish. Accessed 
July 23, 2013. 
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an ethnographic study on bilingualism as a social practice in a Puerto Rican 

neighborhood in New York, among others. These studies demonstrate that a bilingual 

speaker may choose from a variety of different language varieties (and different kinds of 

language mixing) depending on the social context, and that code-switching itself can 

represent a range of social meanings and can be used for multiple purposes. Both 

Anzaldúa and Zentella describe the oppression of Spanish speakers in the United States 

and argue that discourses devaluing the language threaten its continued use in some 

communities. These discourses have existed in Texas since the territory became part of 

the United States. 

However, a somewhat unusual situation exists in some parts of Texas: Hispanics 

are in the majority. The population of the Lower Rio Grande Valley (LRGV), an area in 

southern Texas that spans 4,241 square miles along the U.S.-Mexico border, is 

approximately 90% Hispanic (US Census Bureau 2010).  Mejías et al. (2002) report that 

in this region the use of Spanish and English is equally probable in any given situation. In 

other parts of Texas, Spanish continues to be maintained in some sectors of the 

community but it is not nearly as prevalent as in the LRGV (Limón 1982). The 

prevalence of Hispanics and the Spanish language in the Rio Grande Valley and in El 

Paso seems to be an important factor affecting some of the study participants’ experience 

with the language.  

 

2.2 SPANISH IN TEXAS SCHOOLS 

The ideological contexts that I examine here are the result of a long history of 

people speaking Spanish in Texas. Spanish has been spoken in Texas since the arrival of 

the Spanish conquistadors and missionaries in the late 17th century, and was a dominant 



 68 

language until the mid 19th century when the U.S. annexed the area.  After the 

annexation, “The Mexican-Americans of the Southwest became a foreign minority in the 

land of their birth” (González 2000: 30). The white minority controlled most of the land 

by the 1920s, and anti-immigrant hysteria increased during the Great Depression. The 

anti-Mexican attitude has continued to manifest itself in Texas throughout the 20th and 

into the 21st century, both in legislation and in more direct forms. This racism is likely to 

contribute to societal language ideologies, individuals’ decisions about language use, and 

the level of ethnolinguistic vitality for the Spanish language. However, anti-racist 

activism and developments in educational research have challenged the dominant 

discourse and achieved great advances in rights for Mexican-Americans. The existence of 

Spanish HL education is one important outcome of these changes. 

 

2.2.1 Texas bilingual tradition 

Before the days when children were not allowed to speak Spanish in school 

(approximately 1920 through 1970), bilingualism was the norm for more than a century. 

During the Spanish colonial period in the 18th century, the Spanish missionaries viewed 

the Spanish language as a mechanism for Christian conversion and encouraged Native 

Americans to study the language. At the same time, the missionaries were learning 

indigenous languages (Blanton 2004). After Mexico gained independence from Spain in 

1821, although an increasing number of Anglo settlers had immigrated to the Texas 

frontier, the Mexican government did not initially emphasize classroom language. Anglos 

such as Stephen F. Austin (for whom the city of Austin was named) advocated for a 

language institute that would offer Spanish, English and French, in part as a way to help 

Anglos assimilate into Mexican life (Blanton 2004: 13). 



 69 

After the war for Texas Independence against Mexico (also known as the ‘Anglo 

Texan rebellion’, cf. De León 1999), the Mexican and Anglo residents of Texas became 

citizens of the Texas Republic, and English became the official language. However, 

according to Blanton (2004), Spanish was initially tolerated. Finally, after the U.S. 

annexed Texas into the Union in 1845, the Texas Mexicans began to lose their rights, 

including their right to use their own language in certain contexts (De León 1999: 34). By 

1893, the Texas state legislature enacted a law that stipulated the exclusive use of English 

as a medium of instruction in public schools. However, the law was not fully enforced 

(Blanton 2004). 

 

2.2.2 Speaking Spanish becomes a punishable offense 

According to Blanton (2004), changing ideas about both Americanization and 

language learning affected the linguistic situation in public schools in Texas in the late 

19th and early 20th centuries. In the late 19th century, language use in education was 

affected by an ‘additive’ view of Americanization, in which authorities did not reject the 

ethnicity, culture or language of minority groups. During this period, some viewed 

bilingual education as a tool for Americanizing Mexican-American students. ‘Subtractive 

Americanization’, which became dominant during World War I, emphasized complete 

conformity to American culture and supported a total immersion perspective on language 

education. The concept of subtractive Americanization is illustrated in the following 

excerpt from the writing of Annie Webb Blanton, who served twice as the Texas state 

superintendent of public schools in the early 1900s: 

“If you desire to be one with us, stay, and we welcome you; but if you wish to 
preserve, in our state, the language and the customs of another land, you have no 
right to do this which our state will grant you…” She then scolded her fictional 
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(and silent) adversary that unless the adversary’s children spoke only English in 
school, then “you must to back to the country which you prize so highly, and rear 
your children there.” (Blanton 1918, as cited in Blanton 2004)22 

This perspective on Americanization foreshadows early perspectives on Spanish HL 

learning, as discussed in section 3 below. 

Dominant views on language learning changed at the turn of the century as well. 

The ‘grammar-translation method’ of language teaching, which required students to 

translate whole texts word for word and memorize grammatical rules, was the dominant 

pedagogical theory in the U.S. until the late 19th century. The ‘natural method’, which 

later came to be known as the ‘direct method’ was established in Germany and France in 

1900 and became popular in the U.S. in the early 20th century. This method argued that 

second language learning should mirror the way children learn their first language: only 

the target language should be used and language instruction and practice should be 

primarily oral. In 1923, partially in response to these changing beliefs, Texas passed a 

law that required the elimination of all outside languages in elementary classrooms 

(Blanton 2004). 

Beginning in the 1920s and continuing through the 1960s, Mexican-American 

children were frequently punished for speaking Spanish in school (Blanton 2004). The 

English-only legislation not only applied to the classroom but also included any language 

use in the school hallways or on the playground. According to Blanton (2004), Mexican-

Americans found habitually using Spanish on school premises were suspended. In 

addition, Mexican-American children were often held back in first and second grade 

because of their limited English skills, and the English-only mentality was even used as 

an excuse for racially segregated schools. 

                                                
22 A Hand Book of Information as to Education in Texas, 1918-1922. Bulletin 157, p. 23, cited in Blanton 
2004: 67. 
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An anti-immigrant sentiment developed in the 1920s among both Mexican-

Americans and Anglos, distinguishing Mexican immigrants from Mexican-Americans 

born in the U.S. According to Orozco (2009), the establishment of the U.S. border patrol 

in 1924 institutionalized anti-Mexican sentiment and created a new ‘other’. Even early 

Mexican-American activist groups, such as Order of the Sons of America (OSA), 

disassociated Mexican-American citizens from immigrant workers, providing greater 

impetus for their members to emphasize English over Spanish. According to Vila (2003), 

some border residents continue to categorize and stereotype these two groups. Such 

categorization and ‘othering’ is suggested in the discourse produced by a few of my study 

participants. 

Political and intellectual trends of the 1940s and 1950s challenged the validity of 

English-only education and school segregation. Because of the ‘Good Neighbor Policy’, 

which was aimed at improving the relationship between the U.S. and Latin America, the 

state of Texas made efforts to improve education for Mexican-Americans and prioritize 

the teaching of Spanish. Meanwhile, linguists, educators and psychologists began to 

study the benefits of bilingual education and reevaluate how children learn languages. It 

was during this period that educators began to consider the idea of teaching Spanish to 

Spanish speakers (Blanton 2004). The 1950s also marked the first legal challenges to 

school segregation of Mexican-Americans in Texas (almost a decade before the landmark 

Supreme Court Decision of Brown vs. Board of Education). Despite these changes, Texas 

schools continued to hold Mexican-American children back in the first grade due to 

supposed language disabilities, teachers and administrators continued to punish students 

for speaking Spanish on school grounds, and there was an alarmingly high drop-out rate 

for Mexican American children throughout the 1960s. 
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2.2.3 The beginnings of bilingual education and ‘el movimiento’ 

In the mid-1960s, some Texas teachers, school administrators and university 

professors began to promote bilingualism in the classroom and were able to implement 

programs with some degree of bilingualism for students who were limited in their 

English proficiency (Blanton 2004). Meanwhile, at the federal level, Texas Senator Ralph 

Yarborough proposed the Bilingual Education Act in 1967, which was ratified the 

following year by President Lyndon B. Johnson. According to Blanton (2004), Texas 

pioneered the modern bilingual education movement in the late 60s and early 70s, 

initially creating programs with the goal of proficiency in both languages for Mexican-

American and Anglo children. However, this dual language approach did not last long, 

and bilingual programs quickly became remedial. 

Language rights for Mexican-Americans gained a great deal of momentum during 

what has come to be known as the Chicano movement or ‘el movimiento’. During the 

1960s and 1970s, inspired by the civil rights movement and the unionizing efforts in 

California led by labor activist César Chávez, many people of Mexican origin in the U.S. 

began to fight for their political representation and social acceptation. In the late 1960s, 

the “Chicano Generation” of political leadership challenged the older “Mexican-

American Generation” (Blanton 2004: 129). What came to be known as the Chicano 

movement focused on the rights of the working class, the maintenance of Mexican 

culture and resistance to exploitation and political domination. Members of el movimiento 

were critical of earlier Mexican-American political groups, accusing them of representing 

middle class interests, assimilation and political accommodation (Orozco 2009: 2-3). 

Mirandé defines the term ‘Chicano’ as: “a word self-consciously selected by many 

persons as symbolic of positive identification with a unique cultural heritage” (1985: 2). 

Chicano activists strove to include Spanish in their daily lives and, according to Blanton, 
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saw bilingual education as a means of “strengthening ethnic pride and distinctiveness” 

(Blanton 2004: 131).23 

In 1966, after the United Farm Workers from south Texas marched to Austin in 

support of the farm workers’ rights, Chicano student groups began to form on university 

campuses. These groups, in addition to supporting the rights of farm workers, demanded 

equal educational opportunity and access for Mexican-Americans. A group called the 

Mexican American Student Association (MASA), which later became the Mexican 

American Youth Organization (MAYO), formed at the University of Texas at Austin. An 

ethnographic study conducted by José Limón in the late 1960s and early 1970s concludes 

that, although the students in this organization used English almost exclusively in most 

contexts at UT, the Spanish language was an important political and cultural symbol in 

the organization (Limón 1982). 

A national Chicano activist organization called Movimiento Estudiantil Chicano 

de Aztlán (MEChA) also formed in the late 1960s. The name of this group highlights the 

indigenous heritage of Mexican-Americans, and indexes a claim to ‘Aztlán’, which 

embodies the idea that the southwestern U.S. is rightfully ‘Chicano’ territory. MEChA’s 

Plan de Santa Barbara called for Chicano studies programs at universities. In response to 

MEChA and other student activist organizations, U.S. universities began to implement 

Chicano and Puerto Rican studies, African American studies, and women’s studies 

programs (Leeman 2005).24 

                                                
23 A similar perspective would later motivate the implementation of Spanish-language education for native 
speakers in the U.S. 
24 These programs were under threat at many universities while I was researching and writing this 
dissertation, and MEChA and related Latin@ activist groups at UT Austin were involved in a movement to 
retain them. Many of my study participants became involved in this movement at some point during my 
data collection, and for some it was because of the encouragement of their classmates in Spanish class. 
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Although the movimiento declined in the 1970s, bilingual education in Texas 

made some important advances in this period. Texas Governor Dolph Briscoe signed the 

Bilingual Education and Training Act (SB 121) in 1973, making bilingual education 

mandatory through the 6th grade in schools where students were of limited English 

proficiency.25 In the Lau vs. Nichols controversy of 1974, the Supreme Court made an 

important decision: it required education in languages other than English for students 

with minimal skills or without skills in English. However, in 1981, the state of Texas 

passed SB 477, a compromise measure that favored transitional bilingual education of 

more comprehensive versions. 

 

2.2.4 Recent English-only movements 

In recent decades, the English-only legislation of certain state governments has 

reversed the effects of Lau v. Nichols. The English-only movement began in 1983 when 

Senator S.I. Hayakawa of California founded an organization called “U.S. English” to 

advocate for an amendment to the U.S. constitution that would make English the ‘official 

language’ of the U.S. Such an amendment has not been passed, nor is it likely that it 

would be passed at the federal level. Nonetheless, Senator Hayakawa’s proposal has 

inspired state and municipal versions, and 25 states have adopted official English 

legislation since 1983. 

In 1998, California passed Proposition 227, a law that requires that instruction be 

given only in English in classrooms, effectively ending the bilingual education system in 

public schools. According to Dueñas Gonzáles and Melis (2000), this law is based on a 

                                                
25 Rodolfo Rodríguez, “Bilingual Education,” Handbook of Texas Online 
(http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/khb02), accessed December 20, 2012. Published by 
the Texas State Historical Association. 
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series of myths about bilingualism in the United States, which includes the idea that the 

use of foreign languages will fragment and divide the United States, and the idea that 

minority groups refuse to learn English. Cummins (2000) adds that the English-only 

movement has its roots in the xenophobia that has existed throughout U.S. history. 

Nonetheless, according to Cummins, many of the people who vote for this type of 

legislation share the goal of good for all and simply have been convinced by the 

discourse produced by the proponents. 

Proposition 227 did not affect Texas, but the majority of bilingual education 

programs in Texas have become transitional, rather than dual-language, meaning that 

they are designed to transition English-learners to a level where they can function in an 

English-only classroom, rather than to foment a bilingual community. In the past decade, 

however, there has been a surge in the development of dual-language programs in Texas 

schools. A bilingual school called Magellan International School was opened in Austin in 

2009, and a dual language program was piloted in seven Austin public schools in the 

2010-2011 school year. In response to the success of the pilot program, the Austin 

Independent School District (AISD) opened additional dual language campuses in 2011 

and 2012, with the goal of eventually adding dual language programs at all of its 

campuses. As of December 2012, there were nine schools participating in the AISD dual 

language immersion program, and the program was anticipating a school board vote on a 

proposal that would expand the program to other elementary schools as well as middle 

schools.26 Meanwhile, at the university level, Spanish language programs for students 

who grew up in Texas speaking Spanish are slowly developing and gaining momentum. 

 

                                                
26 Austin Independent School District http://www.austinisd.org/fmp/2013-14/dual-language. Accessed on 
March 3, 2013. 
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2.3 HERITAGE LANGUAGE EDUCATION 

As a result of the limited support for Spanish in educational and other public 

contexts, many students who grow up in Spanish-speaking households in Texas arrive at 

Texas universities after having received minimal formal instruction in the language. 

Many native Spanish-speaking students were inspired to enroll in academic coursework 

in Spanish as a result of the Chicano movement’s adoption of Spanish as a language of 

solidarity (Leeman 2005). Native Spanish-speaking students have been enrolling in 

Spanish classes at the college level since the mid-1970s, challenging instructors and 

language programs to try to determine what these students need and how to provide it 

(Valdés 1997). This question has been difficult because of the varied backgrounds and 

linguistic repertoires of the native Spanish-speaking students, the continued development 

of theories about language learning and the controversial question of how to address 

linguistic variation in the classroom. 

The linguistic repertoires of the native Spanish-speaking students who enroll in 

Spanish language courses vary widely: some immigrated to the U.S. with their parents at 

a young age while others represent the third or fourth generation (or more) of Hispanics 

in the United States. Many speak varieties of Spanish that language instructors have 

traditionally looked down upon because they are seen to represent rural folk or the urban 

poor. Despite being fluent in the language, these students might also experience difficulty 

in discussing grammatical rules and may have limited abilities to read and write in 

Spanish (ibid). In addition, scholarly work on the linguistic features produced by Spanish 

speakers born in the U.S. argues that their language is often affected by ‘language 

attrition’, the loss of certain parts of the language (cf. Silva-Corvalán 1994), and 

‘incomplete acquisition’ (Montrul 2008). Language attrition happens when a speaker’s 

usage of a language is limited to certain domains. Sociolinguistic research often 
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associates this limited usage with a process of ‘language shift’ within a community, a 

phenomenon whose causes have been debated in recent literature (see Martínez 2006; 

Velázquez 2009).  

As Valdés (1997) points out, when native Spanish-speaking students began to 

enroll in university Spanish-language courses, professionals did not agree on what these 

students needed or how to provide it. In connection with the development of Chicano and 

Puerto Rican studies programs in the 1960s, some universities began to provide Spanish 

courses designed specifically for native-speaking students, which eventually came to be 

known as ‘heritage language courses’. In the late 1970s and early 1980s, research 

attempted to define the field, and some textbooks were produced for these courses. By 

1994, 22% of all colleges and universities in the U.S. that offered instruction in Spanish 

had also offered special programs for bilingual Spanish-speaking students. These 

numbers were larger in Texas, New Mexico and Arizona (Valdés 1997).27 

                                                
27 Spanish is one of many ‘minority’ languages that have been taught in the U.S. to U.S.-born students 
whose parents or grandparents speak the language natively, or who claim cultural or familial ties to the 
language. Programs designed to teach minority languages to home-language speakers existed long before 
the term ‘heritage language’ became popular in the 1990s. Perhaps the first type of program for minority 
language education was the teaching of indigenous languages, such as Cherokee, through community 
schools in the 19th century; there continue to be community-based efforts to promote native American 
languages today (Wiley 2008). Instruction in some immigrant languages also takes place in community 
programs for youth. For example, the Chinese HL learners studied in He’s (2004, 2006) early research were 
enrolled in a weekend Chinese language program designed to teach Mandarin to children whose parents 
were native speakers of one of the many Chinese dialects (He 2006). Spanish is by far the language taught 
most widely in courses designed for HL learners at the university level in the U.S. However, HL courses 
for other languages are on the rise: in 2006, there were two textbooks designed for HL learners of Chinese 
and one for Russian, and the National Heritage Language Resource Center has since been developing HL 
curricula for other languages, including Korean, Persian, Hindi/Urdu, Arabic, Vietnamese, Filipino and 
Indonesian (Redden 2006; National Heritage Language Resource Institute 
http://nhlrc.ucla.edu/projects/learn-teach/article.asp?parentid=68139. Accessed August 25, 2013). 
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2.3.1 Approaches to linguistic variation in HL education 

The ways that Spanish HL courses address linguistic diversity have changed 

dramatically since the early phases in the 1960s and 1970s. Early approaches aimed to 

replace the non-standard features of students’ language use with ‘correct’ Spanish 

(Leeman 2005; Valdés 1997), aiming to “undo the damage that had been done at home” 

(Valdés et al. 1981). Some quotes from an article published in Hispania in 1974 provide 

an extreme example of this attitude: 

 

Example 6: Bilingualism represented as a problem 

I think that Spanish (bilingual?) Classes should be treated differently from 
Spanish-regular classes. The Spanish-speaking students should be provided with 
grammar explanations which show them why their way of speaking is wrong. For 
example (common error): “pelió” Grammar: preterite tense formed by taking stem 
and adding ending. Infinitive pelear, Stem: pele + ending ó, Therefore: peleó, not 
pelió. (MacIntosh and Ornstein 1974: 926, as cited in Valdés 1981). 

As a teacher at the high school level, I have discovered that by grouping Spanish 
classes into Spanish-regular and Spanish for Spanish-speaking, more can be 
accomplished. This way, I can teach the Anglo student and concentrate on 
remedial for the Spanish (for Spanish speakers) classes. It is very difficult to 
accomplish much with the Spanish-speaking because their speaking patterns are 
so well established (ibid). 

These examples demonstrate how instructors represented bilingualism and language 

variation as a problem that must be remedied. Early textbooks, according to Valdés, 

focused “almost exclusively on teaching the prestige variety of Spanish using a 

contrastive/pattern drill approach” (1997: 14). Valdés (1997) criticized early approaches 

to SHL teaching, claming they were not based on a coherent theory of language learning. 

HL education eventually shifted from a focus on ‘linguistic substitution’ to the 

notion of ‘linguistic addition’, emphasizing the expansion of students’ linguistic 
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repertoires to include more formal registers and/or prestige varieties. Valdés (1981) 

argues that language instructors were initially quite vague on the distinction between 

these two approaches, creating a situation where some instructors who claimed to be 

teaching Standard Spanish as a second dialect were actually implementing a prescriptivist 

agenda by teaching with the goal of eradicating the dialects of the learners. Valdés (1981) 

offers the following definition of teaching Spanish as a second dialect (she borrows the 

term ‘biloqualism’ from Shuy 1970): 

Programs which have as their principal objective the teaching of the standard 
dialect so that it can be called up at will (for further discussion see Allen, 1969) 
when speakers find themselves in a social situation in which such a use would be 
to their advantage are engaged in preparing biloqual speakers. Basic to the 
concept of biloqualism is the belief, as we have said above, that both dialects are 
valid and acceptable, but that each is considered particularly appropriate in 
specific contexts. Thus the students are not made to feel that their dialect is 
lacking and that certain features in it must be changed, but rather that it is the best 
variant which can be used in particular domains and situations while another 
exists which is equally appropriate for other uses (Valdés 1981: 16). 

These programs, which take an ‘expansion-based approach’ (Leeman 2005) often portray 

their learning goal as the acquisition of a second dialect, or of a ‘standard’ language. This 

notion of second dialect encompasses the acquisition of prestige varieties and formal 

registers, two concepts that instructors often confuse (Leeman 2005; also see De Avila 

2011). Students are expected to learn when it is OK to use the variety of Spanish they 

learned at home and when it is more appropriate to use the language they learned in 

Spanish class. Potowski (2008) suggested explaining the notion of sociolinguistic 

appropriateness to bilingual Spanish-speaking students through metaphor: just as 

different kinds of clothing are appropriate to go to the beach or attend a wedding, 

different kinds of language are also appropriate in different contexts. One does not wear 

shorts to a wedding, or say “haiga” in Spanish class or in a job interview. 
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Drawing from Fairclough (1992), Leeman (2005) argues that while the 

expansion-based approach legitimizes students’ home linguistic practices much more 

than the early substitution approach, the concept of ‘appropriateness’ acts to legitimize 

the dominant position of the prestige varieties. Leeman calls for a critical approach to HL 

learning in which educators  

…make the relationship between language and sociopolitical issues explicit, 
provide opportunities for students to examine and interrogate dominant linguistic 
practices and hierarchies, and encourage students to explore the ways language 
can be used to perform a wide range of social functions and identity work. 
(Leeman 2005: 36) 

She calls for a curriculum that “stresses students’ understanding of sociolinguistic issues 

related to Spanish in the United States and in many cases, aims to incorporate students’ 

own language varieties in the classroom” (ibid). 

 

2.3.2 Spanish becomes commodity for HL learners 

At the same time that educators have been developing new approaches to 

addressing linguistic variation in the HL classroom, an important ideological change 

regarding the value of the Spanish language also seems to be underway. Research 

suggests that both writers of SHL textbooks and students in mainstream Spanish 

classrooms no longer construct the Spanish language as necessarily linked to Spanish and 

Latino identity, but instead represent it as a “commodity for economic competitiveness in 

a globalized world” (Leeman and Martínez 2007). The data from my dissertation research 

demonstrate that the latter ideological position is present for some of my participants as 

well, which is likely to play a role in how these students construct their identities as 

Spanish speakers in interaction, and may help to explain the language choices these 

participants made in particular situations on campus. 
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Limón (1982), in a study on language use in the Mexican-American student 

activist community on the UT campus in the 1960s and 1970s, found that what he called 

‘folk Spanish’ was used as a political and cultural symbol in particular types of 

interactional contexts in the regular meetings of the campus activist group MAYO (the 

Mexican-American Youth Organization). This usage reflects the ideology adopted by 

Chicano student activists during this period that the Spanish language would be an 

important element of a future “Chicano-controlled Spanish-speaking Southwest” called 

‘Aztlán’ (Limon 1982: 312). According to Leeman and Martínez (2007), some of the first 

SHL programs were created as part of the Chicano movement, reflecting a similar 

political and cultural symbolism. Not surprisingly, Leeman and Martínez found that, 

although some SHL textbooks contain statements that “reflect a belief in a single 

‘correct’ form of expression”, those published between 1970 and 1990, generally echo 

the “discourses of inclusion of the civil rights and student movements” and “emphasize 

localized knowledge, inheritance, and student ownership of language” (2007: 47-48). 

Example 7 below from the textbook Español para el bilingüe (1972) identifies a family 

connection to Spanish: 

 

Example 7: Textbook links Spanish with inheritance 

 
La gran comunidad hispana de nuestro país goza del don de ser bilingüe y de llevar la 
valiosa herencia de la raza y de la lengua que nos ligan fraternalmente a América Latina. 
 
The great Hispanic community of our nation has the gift of being bilingual and of 
carrying the rich inheritance/heritage of ethnicity and language that fraternally binds us 
to Latin America. 
 
(Español para el bilingue, 1972, p. iii, as cited in Leeman and Martínez 2007) 
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As described by Leeman and Martínez (2007), academic institutions began to take 

a different stance toward languages and cultural diversity in the 1980s and 1990s: 

language education became a tool to prepare students to be competitive in a global 

business market, and Latino identity became a commodity that would benefit university 

campuses and U.S. corporations. SHL textbooks of the 1990s represented Spanish as a 

world language. This representation is exemplified in titles such as Entre mundos 

(‘Between Worlds’), Nuevos mundos (‘New Worlds’) and Mundo 21 (‘Twenty-first 

World’) (Leeman and Martínez 2007). There is a specific focus on issues related to 

business, which is often linked to a need for students to acquire additional registers of the 

language. Example 8 comes from the preface of the textbook Nuevos mundos (Roca 

1999). 

 

Example 8: Textbook links Spansh with professional opportunities 

This exposure to and practice with more formal registers of Spanish will give you new 
abilities and confidence with the language, honing a very marketable skill which may 
come in handy in your chosen career or profession (Nuevos mundos, 1999, p. x, as cited 
in Leeman and Martínez 2007) 

 

In contrast with the connection between the Spanish language and the ideals of the 

Chicano movement in the 1970s, this example portrays Spanish as a commodity that 

bilingual students can acquire through study. 

The examples above raise the question of what type of Spanish is represented as  

valuable in the SHL context. The statement in Example 7 places value on “more formal 

registers of Spanish”. In practice, instructors often use similar terminology when what 

they are really teaching is a dialect that they consider to be more global, as opposed to the 

dialects used in the students’ home communities. Although local varieties of Spanish may 
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actually be more useful in some professions (in cases where Spanish speakers are needed 

to interact with local populations), U.S. Spanish is rarely represented as a valuable 

commodity in Spanish language courses. This contrasts with how the authenticity of local 

speech is valued in other contexts, including in the discourse of linguistic researchers and 

of some students who choose not to enroll in the SHL courses. In Chapter 4, I discuss 

how both the students and the instructors in my study make reference to the value of the 

Spanish language, and I consider how the discourses described above may influence the 

ways that students use language in their everyday lives. 

Research has suggested that the ways linguistic variation and the value of the 

Spanish language are addressed in the HL classroom can have a profound effect on how 

students view and represent themselves as Spanish speakers (see, for example, Potowski 

2002), and that the classroom itself serves as a site for HL students to negotiate their 

identities as Spanish speakers and as bilinguals (e.g. Showstack 2012a). In the following 

section, I review previous research on idenity negotiation in the HL classroom and 

discuss the need for further research. 

 

2.4 IDENTITY NEGOTIATION IN THE HL CLASSROOM 

Students may use a variety of different types of semiotic resources to represent 

their positions as Spanish speakers and as Hispanics in the HL classroom context and in 

discursive practices connected to the classroom (e.g. writing assignments, study groups, 

conversations about class). For example, they may make bald-on-record statements, 

connecting themselves with a particular identity category by using a personal pronoun, a 

copula verb and an identity descriptor (e.g. I am bilingual) (cf. Koike and Graham 2006). 

This type of construction of identity is explicit. They may also perform identities through 
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indirect forms by enacting stances that indirectly index identity categories or social 

relations. For example, He (2004) demonstrated how a Chinese HL student challenged an 

instructor’s expert/authority stance by uttering statements that contradicted a previous 

utterance by the instructor, thereby neutralizing the expert/novice relationship the 

instructor had indexed. Another way that HL learners may index identities indirectly in 

the classroom is through their choice of language variety. Lowther Pereira (2010) found 

that intermediate Spanish HL learners indexed a bilingual identity through practices of 

code-switching and lexical borrowing in focus group interviews but made an effort to use 

a monolingual variety of Spanish in the HL classroom, reflecting a SLI. According to 

Lowther Pereira (2010), the students’ bilingual linguistic practices did not hold symbolic 

value in the classroom, and they were therefore unable to represent bilingual identities in 

the classroom context. Research on the negotiation of identity in the HL classroom is 

very limited and studies of greater depth and scope are needed (Potowski 2012). 

Lowther Pereira’s (2010) dissertation study examined the ways SHL students 

expressed identities through their choice of language variety, and how a SLI was 

represented through overt language within the institution of the HL program. Although 

analysis of contextual language variation among HL learners is an important part of 

understanding their linguistic practices, it does not provide information on they ways that 

students and instructors represent and negotiate different kinds of multilingual and 

language-learner identities through successive turns of interaction in the classroom, or the 

ways that language ideologies are represented through non-referential discursive 

practices. 

The majority of the data from my initial research on HL classroom discourse 

(Showstack 2012a, 2012b) represent moments in which the students, and sometimes the 

instructor, were engaged in explicit discussions in the classroom about language and 
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identity. I analyzed the data using Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA, Fairclough 1989, 

1995), exploring the presence of standard and monoglossic language ideologies (Milroy 

2007, García 2009a, 2010) and examining how such discourses played into the ways 

students represented themselves as Spanish speakers and Hispanics in classroom 

language use. As such, the analysis focused on apparent relations of power as reflected in 

the content of participants’ utterances, and assumptions that the participants articulate 

about the identities of particular types of speakers. I concluded that the participants 

constructed essentialized categories of different kinds of U.S. Hispanics and positioned 

themselves and others within the categories. The most salient constructed social 

categories were: (a) Hispanic-Americans who hide or ignore their Hispanic, or 

specifically Mexican, identities; (b) those who are authentic bilinguals and authentic 

cultural hybrids by virtue of their Hispanic roots; and (c) Hispanics who are not proficient 

bilinguals nor authentically hybrid in cultural terms. 

I argued that institutional notions of diversity, including an essentialized 

connection between language and identity, were apparent in the social categories that 

participants constructed. For example, one student described herself as a better Spanish-

speaker than her co-workers, and implicated a connection between this skill and her 

Hispanic background: 

 

Example 9: Elena distinguishes herself from her ‘half-Hispanic’ co-workers 
 

Elena:  Al respeto del trabajo, yo trabajo en Victoria’s Secret, y, este, yo no soy la 
única que hablo el español, pero yo lo hablo más mejor que las otras 
muchachas. Porque unas de ellas son mitad hispanas y mitad blancas. Este, 
la mayoría que yo he conocido son mixtas. Y yo, siendo de Laredo, este, 
allá somos 98% hispanos, y los demás son en la menor, este, pero a mí me 
requieren…  



 86 

  With respect to work, I work in Victoria’s Secret, and, well, I am not the 
only one who speaks Spanish, but I speak it better than the other girls. 
Because some of them are half Hispanic and half white. Well, most who I 
have met are mixed. And I, being from Laredo, well, there we are 98% 
Hispanic, and the rest are in the minority, so, but they require me... 

In Example 9, Elena disassociates herself from other Hispanics at her workplace, 

categorizing herself as being authentically Hispanic, and essentializing her co-workers’ 

limited linguistic skills as being related to the fact that they were only half Hispanic. 

Here, Elena constructs a linguistically and culturally deficient bicultural subject position 

related to the authenticity of a given subject’s Hispanic cultural and linguistic 

background. 

I also observed that students constructed their language skills and cultural 

backgrounds as either a value or a deficit. In Example 10, a participant I called Carmen, 

who spoke only when the instructor specifically requested her participation, said that she 

felt intimidated speaking Spanish because others spoke better than she did; thus she 

preferred to speak English: 

 
Example 10: Carmen explains why she prefers English 

 Carmen:  …Cuando crecí, todos mis amigos en la escuela, también hablaba- 
hablaban más inglés que el español, y cuando hablaba con mis padres, yo 
les hablaba inglés y ellos en español, pero me entendían, y no me dijeron 
nada porque hablaba en inglés, no he podido correctar mi lenguaje en 
español porque nunca me dicen ‘habla español cuando estás con nosotros, 
o con tu familia,’ así, todavía, cuando, como ahorita, me pongo nerviosa? 
cuando hablo español. y sé que bastante gente habla español muy bien, y 
yo me siento…intimidated? Un poquito… 

 Teacher: Intimidad.28 
 Carmen:  Un poco de intimidad… Y, prefiero hablar inglés, porque sé que es más 

fácil para mí… 
                                                
28 Here the instructor gave an incorrect Spanish translation for the English term “intimidated”. 
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 Carmen:  …When I grew up, all my friends at school, also spo- spoke more English 

than Spanish, and when I talked with my parents, I spoke English to them 
and they spoke Spanish, but they understood me, and they didn’t say 
anything to me because I spoke English, I haven’t been able to correct my 
language in Spanish because they never say to me ‘speak Spanish when 
you’re with us, or with your family,’ so still, when like now, I get nervous? 
when I speak Spanish. and I know that a lot of people speak Spanish very 
well, and I feel…intimidated? A little… 

 Teacher: Intimacy. 
 Carmen:  A little bit of intimacy… And, I prefer to speak English, because I know 

that it’s easier for me… 
 

Carmen attributed her perceived lack of fluency in Spanish to a lack of practice outside of 

the classroom. She does not construct her linguistic skills as a form of capital in this 

particular narrative. 

These explicit, conscious notions of legitimacy, authenticity and difference in 

reference to languages and their speakers are significant because they represent how 

speakers articulate their conscious beliefs. However, much additional data are needed in 

order to understand the context of such utterances, and how the participants negotiate the 

ideologies in interaction and reflect (or contradict) them in practice. In the study I 

describe above (Showstack 2012b), I observe some instances in which the students 

challenge monoglossic language ideologies and essentialized perspectives on cultural 

diversity through performance, intentionally drawing attention to their form of expression 

in order to denaturalize prevailing assumptions. This type of expression in the SHL 

classroom merits further investigation. 
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2.5 SUMMARY 

In this chapter, I present the socio-historical context of the study. First, I describe 

how the notions of ‘Spanish’ and ‘Spanglish’ are constructed in political and academic 

discourse in the U.S., and how such social constructions relate to the ways bilinguals in 

the U.S. actually use language. I then present the history of how the Spanish language has 

been used and restricted within educational contexts in Texas since the 18th century. I 

examine the history of HL education in the United States with a focus on approaches to 

and attitudes toward the linguistic diversity of the students. Finally, I discuss previous 

research on identity and HL learning and present the limitations of such research, 

highlighting the need for additional research. In the next chapter (Chapter 3), I present the 

general methodological approach and specific methods of data collection and analysis 

used in this study. 
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Chapter 3: Methods of Data Collection and Analysis 

I begin this chapter by discussing the connections between my research questions, 

theoretical foundations and general methodological approach. I then describe the research 

setting (section 3.2), my process for entering and gaining access to the primary research 

site (section 3.3), the course instructors (section 3.4), the general and focal participants of 

my study (section 3.5), the various types of classroom interaction (section 3.6), and the 

procedures for data collection (section 3.7) and transcription (section 3.8). Finally, I 

discuss my methods for analyzing institutional and non-institutional discursive practices 

and the ways the study participants position themselves within those practices (section 

3.9). Throughout this chapter I discuss what worked well and what did not in hopes that 

other researchers will learn from my experiences. 

 

3.1 THE METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH: ETHNOGRAPHY  

This research project grew out of a concern that the monoglossic language 

ideologies that circulate in HL classrooms might lead students to position themselves and 

others as ‘illegitimate speakers’ of Spanish and may thus negatively affect students’ 

language-learning experiences. As I describe in section 2.4, the approach taken in the 

preliminary study (Showstack 2012b), grounded in CDA, was to record isolated moments 

of classroom discourse and analyze the ways that students and instructors negotiated the 

distribution of symbolic power through ‘metadiscursive practices’, or language used to 

describe language structure and use (Briggs 1993). The present study draws on many of 

the same theories that motivate CDA research. However, in order to contextualize the 

meaning-making processes addressed in specific moments of interaction, the study takes 
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an ‘ethnographic’ perspective and draws on analytical paradigms from both linguistics 

and anthropology (Blommaert 2005). A brief discussion of CDA frames my approach. 

Practitioners of CDA take a variety of different approaches to texts, but what 

distinguishes CDA from other analytical paradigms is a concern with the larger social 

processes and structures within which a text is situated, an interest in the relationship 

between language and power, and a consideration of both dominant social structures and 

resistance to those structures (Wodak 2001). Much of the work in CDA draws from 

Foucault’s (1971) notion of ‘orders of discourse’, or the set of discursive practices 

associated with a particular social domain or institution (Fairclough 1995). Fairclough 

(1995) notes that texts can simultaneously recreate the structure of an existing social 

practice and challenge or change that structure. As sites of tension between “centripetal 

and centrifugal pressures” (Bakhtin 1981, as cited in Fairclough 1995: 7), texts can 

represent through their heterogeneity both social contradictions and processes of social 

change. 

The notions described above are important assumptions of the present study. 

However, as described in Chapter 1, traditional CDA research has significant limitations 

(Blommaert 2005), one of which is in its approach to context. Blommaert (2005, 2010) 

points out that traditional CDA studies often take for granted the social context of a 

particular text. According to Blommaert, simply stating that a context exists may not 

provide useful information when it comes to analyzing language data. Rather, it is 

necessary to investigate the contexts of a particular segment of discourse. When 

analyzing the discursive practices of an institution, such as a language program or a 

particular classroom, how meanings are allocated to particular categories and subject 

positions within these practices and how value is allocated to certain types of 

communicative practices and linguistic resources, a variety of factors must be taken into 
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consideration. It is important to consider the histories of those practices (Young 2009): 

how they have developed over time throughout the semester (and perhaps even 

throughout previous semesters), how they fit into the life trajectories of individuals who 

participate in them (Heller 2008), and how they have been influenced by the larger 

political context. Blommaert (2005) suggests that an approach to discourse that 

investigates, rather than assumes, the context of language use can be referred to simply as 

‘ethnography’. 

This study explores the context of classroom discourse by drawing from 

qualitative research methods; I use what is often referred to in qualitative research as 

‘triangulation’ of data—the combination of a variety of different types of data collection 

that provide a nuanced perspective on the phenomena of interest. Specifically, I made 

two important methodological choices to learn more about the contexts in which 

classroom interactions take place. First, I spent extended periods of time in specific HL 

classrooms in order to understand the how the students and the instructors constructed 

practices within those classrooms.29 And secondly, and perhaps more importantly, I 

examined the ways selected students participate in discursive practices both within, and 

outside of, the classroom, and how they make sense of the range of possible Spanish-

speaker positionings through metadiscursive practices. 

I describe this methodological approach as ‘ethnographic’ (Blommaert 2005) not 

only because I investigate the social context in which the classroom discourse is situated, 

but also in reference to a certain set of ontological and epistemological perspectives that 

motivate my methodological choices. The ontological perspective is a basic assumption 

behind the theories that I described in Chapter 1: a view of language as a set of resources 

                                                
29 While I observed and collected data in several classrooms, the present study only focuses on one. 
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that human beings deploy as a form of situated social action within a society (Hymes 

1996, as cited in Blommaert and Dong 2011: 7). This ontological perspective motivates 

the methodologies of data collection and analysis described below. The epistemological 

perspective of ethnography places great value on the process of gathering knowledge. 

According to Blommaert and Dong: 

Ethnography attributes (and has to attribute) great importance to the history of 
what is commonly seen as ‘data’: the whole process of gathering and moulding 
knowledge is part of that knowledge; knowledge construction is knowledge, the 
process is the product. (Blommaert and Dong 2011: 10) 

For this reason, I dedicate a substantial amount of text in this chapter to documenting my 

journey through the knowledge that I have gathered in the study.  

Although the ethnographic perspective of the study motivates a wide range of 

different types of data collection and a wide lens view of the classroom discourse, I also 

conduct close analyses of specific moments of interaction that are representative of the 

practices that I describe. I consider how the participants use language and other semiotic 

resources to produce different kinds of meaning within these moments of interaction, 

focusing on the representation of language ideologies and social positions through 

stancetaking. The idea of analyzing specific moments of interaction within an 

ethnographic study is grounded in Gumperz’ work on interactional sociolinguistics (e.g. 

Gumperz 2001). 

Because I focus on one classroom and on specific students within that classroom, 

my research project can be classified as a ‘case study’, or an investigation of concrete 

instances of a phenomenon of interest (Duff 2012). According to Hood (2009), a case 

study focuses on a “bounded system”, which can be an individual or an institution, and a 

site. The notion of ‘boundedness’ has been questioned in light of recent perspectives on 

the concept of culture in educational ethnography (Eisenhart 2001). As described in 
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Chapter 1, this study does not view the classroom as a bounded system but rather as an 

entity that is intricately interconnected with discursive practices outside of the classroom. 

Regardless of the perspective on boundedness, it is important to address the possibility of 

generalization in case study research. As Blommaert argues “to call something a case is 

to make a theoretical claim — to argue that it is a ‘case of something’ or to argue that it is 

an instance of a larger class” (2010: 12). This does not mean that I can make claims about 

what happens with all Spanish HL learners or in all Spanish HL classrooms; however, I 

can suggest that what happens in one classroom may be happening in some other 

classrooms, and I can also make conclusions about the relationships that may exist 

between classroom discourse and the variety of contextual levels in which the discourse 

is situated. 

 

3.1.1 Interpreting classroom discursive practices and focusing on individual learners 

To understand the discursive practices within which ideologies and identity 

categories and positionings emerged in the classroom, I chose to conduct participant 

observation in one Spanish HL classroom at the University of Texas at Austin. I wanted 

to understand the ways that classroom discursive practices were negotiated and 

constructed throughout the course of an entire semester. Therefore, I attended one course 

regularly throughout an entire fall semester, for about 15 2-hour class sessions, making 

audio and/ or video recordings during most visits and taking field notes afterward. In 

order to gather additional data on specific students, I followed some of the students from 

that course to the next level course in the spring, which I attended about 5 times, making 

3 more recordings. These methodological choices allowed me develop an understanding 

of the behaviors, values and structures of one group of students and also to observe how 
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the classroom discursive practices of these students developed and changed over time. I 

decided to collect data in the lowest-level course offered for heritage speakers in this 

program (SPN 610D)30 because I was interested in learning about how students 

negotiated perspectives on the value of different ways of speaking and represented 

identities as language learners when they first began taking classes in the HL program. 

The primary framework for the analysis of classroom data is the sociolinguistic notion of 

‘stance’ (Jaffe 2009, Ochs 1993, introduced in section 1.3.3). Using this framework, I 

examine how participants point to certain social positions and construct the classroom 

sociocultural context by displaying epistemic and affective positions toward the 

classroom context, toward other participants and toward ideas or utterances (Jaffe 2009). 

Following Heller (1999, 2008), (as well as J. Miller 2003, Norton 2000, Toohey 

2000 and Valdés 1998, as cited in Duff 2007), I focused on a small group of participants 

from the classroom that was the focus of my research. My decision to follow particular 

learners outside of the classroom addresses a need to understand the relationship between 

classroom practices and practices in which students participate outside of the classroom. 

Nespor (1997) describes the school that is the focus of his ethnographic study as “an 

intersection in social space, a knot in a web of practices that stretch into complex systems 

beginning and ending outside the school” (Nespor 1997: xii, as cited in Eisenhart 2001). I 

take a similar perspective in understanding the situatedness of the classroom discourse in 

my study. However, I am also interested in how the discourses and identities that 

circulate within the classroom differ from those outside of the classroom. For example, in 

her ethnographic study at a French language minority school in Ontario, Canada, Heller 

found that her participants’ language practices 

                                                
30 At this institution, a 600-level course number indicates a 6 credit hour course and does not necessarily 
indicate that the course is advanced; 300-level courses may be more advanced than 600-level courses. 
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…varied tremendously according to whether interactions occurred in 
circumstances that could be said to be under fairly direct school control (classes, 
assemblies, the main office, and during the official school day) or elsewhere or 
other times when students had greater control over their own activities (corridors, 
the parking lot, the smoking area, the cafeteria, dances, and before or after school 
or on weekends). (Heller 2008:261) 

The relationships between students’ participation in practices within and outside of the 

classroom are complex, and I determined that the best way understand these complexities 

would be to focus on individual students and spend time with them as they participated in 

some of their daily activities outside of the classroom. Focusing on individual students 

allowed me to learn about many of the social practices in which the focal students 

participated, and how different contextual features contributed to the discursive space, 

and students’ individual positionings, within those practices. It also helped me to 

understand how the students navigated these sociolinguistic spaces, exercising individual 

agency. 

 

3.1.2 My role as a researcher 

I gave a great deal of thought to two aspects of my own role as a researcher in this 

study. The first issue was how my role as a researcher would affect the outcome of the 

study, both in terms of my relationships with the participants, and in terms of my 

perspective on the data. I was concerned with how I should position myself within the 

social practices in which the students participated in order to obtain the type of data that I 

needed. I also understood that in many senses my final report on the study would be 

subjective, and I wanted to both acknowledge this subjectivity and make sure that I was 

showing many perspectives. Secondly, I gave careful consideration to how I would give 

something back to the community that had welcomed me as a researcher. I considered 

how individual participants would be compensated for the time they dedicated to the 
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study, and how, in general, I could give something back to the bilingual students who 

take Spanish courses at UT. According to Hood (2009), in case study research, the 

researcher should be considered an intervening factor, but not one to be controlled as a 

variable. 

From the first day I introduced myself to my participants, I was conscious of how 

I presented myself and what kind of impression I might be giving them. In my field notes 

on the day I introduced myself and presented my study to Layla’s SPN 610D class, I 

noted that I was dressed for teaching (I would teach my own Spanish class later that day), 

and I added that it might be a good idea to try to dress like a student so that the 

participants would think of me more as a peer. Although I may not have articulated it 

when developing my research plan, my initial intention was to blend in as much as 

possible, as if I were one of the students. In retrospect, I think that my institutional 

position as a Spanish instructor, and my position as a researcher, affected the ways the 

students positioned me much more than the way I dressed, for example. It became clear 

to me during an early interview with ‘Julián’ (one of my focal participants) that I would 

not blend in among my study participants. Julián told me that he was comfortable 

speaking Spanish with people older than he, such as aunts and grandparents, but 

uncomfortable speaking Spanish with his peers. This belief corresponded with his home 

linguistic practices; he told me that he generally uses Spanish only with his grandmother 

and older aunts and uncles. From the very beginning of our interview sessions, Julián had 

chosen to speak Spanish with me, which contrasted with his choice of English during 

group work in the classroom. “What about me?” I asked him. “Are you comfortable 

speaking Spanish with me?” He answered that he most certainly was. At this point I 

realized that I was not going to become a 19-year-old for my study, and that it was not 

necessary. Instead, I seemed to fit the role of an older friend who could serve as a mentor 
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in some way. I did feel that I could align with the students in a number of ways, including 

reflecting their choice of register, talking about common interests, and showing interest in 

the things that were important to them. By the end of the first semester, the students 

considered me a part of their classroom community, and they even invited me to an end-

of-semester party that they threw for the instructor at one of the students’ apartments.  

A second element of my role as a researcher that affects the outcome of the study 

is my own subjectivity. I acknowledge that my perspective on what is happening in the 

discursive practices I observe comes from my own historically- and socially-situated 

position. As much as I attempt to take an ‘emic’ or insider’s approach,31 demonstrating 

how I have come to an understanding of what the students mean within a particular 

interaction, my conclusions will always be to some extent my own interpretations. I have 

tried to highlight my interpretive role in the process by making my own agency evident in 

my writing, and to provide ample examples with detailed transcriptions so that the 

readers can come to their own conclusions and either agree or disagree with my 

interpretations.  

I have also been careful to offer something back to the students who dedicated 

their time to this study. I started by offering to provide limited tutoring in Spanish and in 

composition to my study participants, but none of them accepted that offer. I suspect that 

the reason was because their own instructor was very generous with her time and had 

regular office hours, and students preferred to direct their questions to her. As time 

passed, I realized that some of the students had begun to view me as a friend and a 

                                                
31 The term ‘emic’ has different implications for different kinds of qualitative research. For example, 
within applied linguistics, both Conversation Analysis and ethnography seek to understand how language is 
meaningful for its speakers; however, traditional CA draws this information strictly from how the speakers 
respond to each other in interaction, and ethnography looks to larger cultural phenomena (Markee 2013). 
As described in this chapter, the present study incorporates both types of information in order to explain 
how language is meaningful for the participants. 
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mentor, and that some appreciated the opportunity to practice their Spanish with me 

outside of class. For this reason, the time spent with the students outside of class may not 

have been particularly burdensome for many of them. Nonetheless, when the end of the 

semester approached and I wanted to meet with individual students during hours they 

might otherwise have been studying for finals, I offered a small financial compensation 

for their time from my personal savings, which many of them initially refused and 

eventually gratefully accepted. I did the same for the interviews that I conducted at the 

beginning of the Spring 2011 semester. 

 

3.2 SETTING 

I have made various methodological choices regarding the research setting, and in 

this section I explain my rationale for those choices and then describe in detail the 

research setting itself. 

 

3.2.1 Rationale for choosing a university setting and an HL classroom 

I chose to conduct my research on Spanish HL learners in a school setting for two 

reasons. First, I was interested in learning about how Spanish-English bilingual students’ 

classroom experiences affected their language learning and communicative practices. 

Secondly, I was concerned about the reproduction of hegemonic ideologies about 

language and community in institutional contexts (Bourdieu 1991; Heller 2007a), 

particularly in those contexts where language teaching was the focus, and curious about 

what happens in discourse when hegemonic ideologies are challenged in such contexts. 

I chose to conduct my research in a university setting because I was interested in 

what happens when students who grew up speaking Spanish in their homes and 



 99 

communities leave those homes and communities and are exposed to new discourses on 

language and identity. I was also interested in how identities are negotiated when students 

who come from a wide variety of linguistic, educational and geographical backgrounds 

are placed together in one Spanish language course. 

Finally, I chose to begin my research in the most elementary level of Spanish 

offered for Spanish HL learners because I was interested in learning about how bilingual 

students negotiate their identities as Spanish speakers and multilinguals when they begin 

the process of formal study of their HL, and I hoped to have the opportunity to follow 

those students to subsequent language courses. I also chose the particular course sections 

because I had developed friendships with the instructors and they had expressed interest 

in my research. 

While conducting the majority of my research in the classroom, it has also been 

important to me to investigate the discursive practices in which the students participate 

outside of the classroom in order to understand how different social spaces may intersect 

in the classroom setting, to describe the context that surrounds the discourse of the 

classroom, and to consider how classroom ideologies and identities may affect the 

students’ participation in other practices. 

 

3.2.2 The Spanish heritage language program at UT 

The University of Texas at Austin is a large public research university in central 

Texas that draws most of its undergraduate student population from within the state. 

Members of the university community describe its students as among the highest 

achievers in Texas. The enrolled freshman class of Fall 2010 is represented in official 

university documents as 48% White, 23% Hispanic and 17% Asian; Black, Foreign and 
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Multiracial make up the remaining 12%. The parents of 69% of the enrolled freshman 

class of 2010 have completed at least a bachelor’s, or four-year degree (Office of 

Admissions 2010).32 It is likely that these demographics are represented proportionately 

in the Spanish language program. However, as I discuss below, the students in the 

Spanish HL program are demographically quite different from the university 

undergraduates as a whole. 

About 7,000 students per year enroll in the lower-division Spanish language 

program at UT, many of whom are required to complete three or four semesters of 

foreign language study in order to graduate with a particular major. The language 

program boasts a focus on students’ development of linguistic, communicative and 

metalinguistic competences,33 although, in my observation, the balance between these 

objectives often appears to be compromised as a result of course-wide standardized 

exams. During the period that I was conducting my research (between 2008 and 2011), 

the Spanish language program was working to challenge its past reputation for providing 

an opportunity for an ‘easy A’34 and was purportedly counteracting grade inflation with a 

meticulously-graded regimen of homework, exams and compositions. This policy caused 

a great deal of student dissatisfaction, and during this period instructors in the Spanish 

program frequently complained that their students were ungrateful and over-demanding. 

Meanwhile, the language program was in the process of slowly expanding its 

Spanish HL program and developing a curriculum for the SHL courses. For several years, 

the lower-division SHL program had consisted of two sections of a course that were 

                                                
32 http://www.utexas.edu/student/admissions/research/EnrolledFreshmenProfile-2010.pdf. Accessed July 3, 
2013. 
33 These ideas are elaborated on the departmental website (as available between 2008 and 2011) and have 
been presented in departmental workshops. 
34 Professor Rafael Salaberry, UT Austin, departmental meeting. 
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equivalent to the fourth-semester mainstream Spanish class (SPN 312L). During this 

period, many SHL speakers remained in the mainstream courses. These students often 

started their formal study of Spanish at the intermediate level, having received credit by 

exam for the beginning courses. Instructors reported that the SHL students struggled in 

the mainstream courses, needing extra help in specific areas, such as spelling, accents, 

and metalinguistic skills, and losing interest in the areas that appeared to be too easy for 

them. After I had begun my research, the language program offered one section of a 

lower level HL course, which was equivalent to the third-semester mainstream Spanish 

class (SPN 312K). The sections of SPN 312L that I observed and recorded early in my 

research were focused on literature, politics and the development of reading and writing 

skills. The courses that were the focus of my research, in contrast (SPN 610D Bilingual 

and SPN 611 Bilingual), were highly grammar-intensive. 

Throughout my data collection, I searched for a source that could provide more 

information on the department’s general approach to SHL education. The only pertinent 

information I found was the perspective of individual instructors, as expressed in both 

interviews and informal conversations. These instructors acknowledged the importance of 

validating students’ home linguistic practices but at the same time stressed the 

importance of teaching them not to use terms they dubbed as ‘archaisms’ or ‘Spanglish’ 

in writing and conversation outside of the home. In both mainstream and HL courses, the 

RAE (see section 2.1.1) was used as an authoritative reference to determine whether 

certain lexical items and grammatical structures were acceptable in the Spanish language. 
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3.3 ENTERING THE CLASSROOM 

My position as a graduate student and a Spanish instructor in the UT Department 

of Spanish and Portuguese helped me to gain access to the classroom research site 

because I had already developed friendships with some of the HL instructors and working 

relationships with the course and program supervisors. During several semesters before I 

began observing and collecting data in SPN 610D Bilingual, the course that was the main 

focus of my study, I observed and recorded several days in each of three other course 

sections. Because of my preliminary research activities, the instructors and supervisors 

became aware of my interest in conducting my dissertation research on Spanish HL 

learners and, I believe, the instructors developed a level of comfort with my presence in 

their classrooms. 

To introduce myself to the students and request their participation on the second 

day of class of SPN 610D Bilingual in the fall semester of 2010 (the semester when I 

would be collecting the main bulk of my data), I followed a procedure that I had outlined 

in the IRB proposal for my study. I introduced myself in Spanish, describing my position 

as a student of linguistics in the Spanish and Portuguese department, and I explained that 

I was conducting a study about the experiences of bilingual students in the program. I 

then distributed the information sheet, explained what their participation would entail, 

and offered my services as a Spanish or writing tutor in exchange for students’ 

participation. Finally, I emphasized that students would not receive any penalty for not 

participating (see Appendix A for the script of my introduction). 

At the point in my introduction in which I explained that I would be interested in 

spending time with some of the students outside of class as they participated in their daily 

activities, one student (‘Aldo’) raised his hand and asked me whether I would be able to 

go with him to “6th Street”, which refers to a part of Austin’s downtown area where 
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undergraduate students often go drinking at night. He said he had just turned 21 and 

planned to do a lot of partying that semester. My response was yes, with the caveat that I 

could not drink much. The whole class laughed. However, the students were not as eager 

to spend time with me outside of the classroom as Aldo appeared to be that first day. In 

retrospect, I think it might have been a good idea to begin actively recruiting focal 

participants on the first day of class, and offering some kind of incentive, instead of 

waiting to see who wanted to socialize with me. 

After my initial introduction, I began to follow a regular schedule of attending the 

two-hour class sessions on Mondays and Fridays, excluding days that the instructor and I 

deemed would not be ideal for data collection (e.g. an exam or silent reading or writing 

assignment). Toward the end of September, I determined that it would not be worth my 

time to attend many of the classes that were entirely focused on grammar, because these 

days were generally dominated by teacher-fronted lessons, and students did very little 

talking. At that point, my attendance was based on which days would be good days to 

record, rather than on the day of the week. 

I followed a similar procedure when the Spring 2011 semester began. Many of the 

students from my focal course section in the fall were together again in the subsequent 

course. As César, one of the study’s focal participants, explained to me at the end of the 

Fall semester, the majority of the students who planned to take another semester of 

Spanish collectively decided to enroll in the same section of SPN 611D. However, I 

needed to introduce myself to the new students, most of whom had tested into the course 

and were starting their language study at this level. Although the new students were not 

focal participants in the study, I requested their permission to film them in the classroom. 

Most of my data collection, however, continued to focus on the original participants from 

the fall. 
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3.4 INSTRUCTORS 

Between 2009 and 2011, I observed and recorded class sessions taught by four different 

instructors, but most of the data analyzed in this study comes from one section of an 

intermediate SHL course offered in Fall 2010. Three of the instructors of the classes I 

observed were doctoral students in Hispanic literature, and one was a lecturer in Hispanic 

literature. Four of the instructors were from Mexico, and one was from Spain.35 In many 

ways, the attitudes of the students toward the Spanish language and Spanish speakers, 

and the ways the students used language to interact in the classroom, seemed to reflect 

the instructors’ attitudes and classroom language use. In the case of the focal course 

section, I saw the influence of my own research on the instructor’s teaching as I observed 

her over consecutive semesters, and I was pleased to consider the possibility that my 

research was making a difference in the lives of the students. To allow the reader to 

explore these possible influences with me, I discuss in the following subsections my 

relationships with the instructors who taught the focal participants in Fall 2010 and 

Spring 2011 and briefly describe the ways the instructors interacted with the students (a 

topic that is discussed further in section 5.1). 36 

 

                                                
35 I suspected that being a ‘native speaker’ was an unspoken requirement for the instructors of the lower-
division HL courses, but I was not able to confirm that in consultation with the relevant authorities. 
36 I believe that it is valuable for researchers conducting classroom-based studies to be open with the 
instructors about the nature and the results of their research; in my perspective it does not cause a problem 
for the interpretation of the results as long as the researcher is clear about how her conversations with the 
instructor might influence the instructors’ teaching. 
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3.4.1 My relationship with the instructors 

During my early data collection, the course instructors only vaguely understood 

that my study was about bilingualism and identity in SHL courses. All of their knowledge 

about my research came from the IRB waiver and brief e-mail exchanges with me. The 

instructor who taught my focal participants in Fall 2010, to whom I refer as ‘Layla’ 

throughout the dissertation, had a much deeper understanding of the theoretical 

underpinnings of my study, and her familiarity with my research almost certainly 

influenced her teaching. Layla and I began our doctoral programs the same year and were 

friends throughout our doctoral study. When I was conducting my pilot dissertation 

research, we were in a writing group together, and we both had the opportunity to read 

and provide feedback on each other’s work. She listened as I practiced the first 

conference talk that I would give at an institution outside of UT, a study based on my 

early pilot research that drew heavily on Bourdieu’s (1991) notions of symbolic power 

and linguistic capital, and she later read a draft of an article that resulted from the 

conference presentation. Layla was familiar with the work of Bourdieu and, because of 

her teaching experience, she understood how it applied to Spanish HL learners. 

I collected data in two sections of Layla’s ‘intermediate’ Spanish HL course. In 

the spring semester of 2010, I observed and made audio recordings of several days of her 

class as the final phase of my pilot data collection. At that point, the course title was SPN 

312K, and it was a three-hour class that met for one hour three times per week. I then 

collected the bulk of the classroom data for my dissertation research in the fall semester 

of 2010 in SPN 610D, a six-hour course that covered the same material, also taught by 

Layla. Throughout my data collection, Layla was eager to provide me copies of all of the 

course material, which included a set of photocopied chapters of an in-house textbook 

that she had authored in collaboration with other instructors. Layla viewed the textbook 
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as a work in progress, and she was constantly revising it to meet the needs of her students 

optimally. The textbook included one chapter on ‘Spanglish’, which Layla had originally 

designed to teach the students the difference between ‘Spanglish’ and ‘Standard Spanish’. 

Between Spring 2010 and Fall 2010, I noticed a marked difference in Layla’s approach to 

this topic; she was becoming increasingly conscious of how she addressed the students’ 

home linguistic practices in the course material and in her teaching. As she developed her 

curriculum around the topic of ‘Spanglish’, she reported all of her new ideas to me, often 

asking me for my feedback. Layla was enthusiastic about the possibility of empowering 

students to express themselves in Spanish and become invested in the course. 

It excited me to think that my research could be having a positive effect on one 

instructors’ teaching, and I certainly had plenty of opinions about all that she was doing. 

When Layla asked me for feedback, however, I generally did not provide feedback in 

detail. I was generally very impressed with her teaching, which I told her, but I did not 

provide many additional suggestions. Although I knew I had already affected the research 

context, I did not want to affect her teaching more than I already had for the time being. 

This position is not necessarily one I will continue to hold in future research. I have heard 

about a fruitful research context in which the researcher is also a consultant for the 

school,37 which seems like a positive way give something back to the people who are 

informing one’s research. However, at the time of data collection I did not feel 

comfortable taking on such a role. 

‘Eduardo’, the instructor of SPN 611D bilingual in Spring 2011, knew very little 

about my research in comparison with Layla. In fact, he pointed out to me at the end of 

                                                
37 Deborah Palmer, personal communication, Spring 2010. 
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the semester of data collection that knowledge about my research could help him to 

improve his teaching. 

 

3.4.2 Instructors’ relationships with the students 

As a Spanish-English bilingual who frequently alternates between Spanish and 

English both in conversation with colleagues and while speaking to her students in front 

of the class, Layla had something in common with her bilingual students. After a move 

from Guadalajara, Mexico to Austin, Texas, at the age of twelve, she experienced being a 

Spanish speaker of Mexican heritage as a student in Texas schools. Perhaps in part due to 

these similarities, classroom interaction between Layla and the students revealed a great 

deal of alignment. Whether they were talking about the foods that they missed from 

Mexico, the recent violence at the border, or the ways of mixing Spanish and English, 

Layla and her students often seemed to be working toward common conversational goals 

(cf. Koike 2003). 

Example 11 below provides an example of the way Layla and her SPN 610D 

students found common ground during conversations that happened before class and 

during the break between the first and second hour. This particular conversation 

happened during the break on the third class day. Layla and the students are discussing 

their favorite Mexican foods that they cannot find on the U.S. side of the border. 

Although her culinary background differs from theirs (she is from a central state, while 

most of the students’ families are from northern Mexico), Layla finds ways to align with 

the students by reminiscing about Mexican food. Making space for conversations like the 

following seemed to allow Layla and her students to develop a level of comfort and an 

acknowledgement of shared cultural heritage that I had not observed in other courses. 
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Example 11: Conversation Before Class 

 
1  Layla: ...there’s two ways of doing it. Puedes ponerle, crema, 
         You can put cream on it, 
 
2  con chile, queso (  ) así , y sale suavecito, así, 
  with chili, cheese (  ) like this, and it turns out smooth, like that, 
 
3  con un poquito de limón? te lo comes? O puedes poner limón y sal y 
  with a little bit of lemon? you eat it? Or you can put lemon and salt and 
 
4  (  ) salada o al vapor. Tostarlo un poquito y ba! 
  (  ) salted or steamed. Toast it a little and voilá! 
 
5  Esquisito. Muy rico. Sí. 
  Exquisite. Very delicious. Yes. 
 
6  Casey: Have you tried it when they have mayonnaise inside, 
 
7  like the mayonnaise dressing? 
 
8  Layla: Sí, pero, eso [es...] ((friendly laughter)) 
  Yes, but [it’s…] ((friendly laughter)) 
 
9  Casey: [Yeah], no, es muy rico.  
    it’s really delicious. 
 
10  Layla: Es muy rico, pero es- comerlo es como que uy::! (hh)  
  It’s really delicious, but it’s- to eat it is like uy::! (hh) 
 
11  Casey: No, ya sé:. 
  No, I know:. 
 
12  Ingrid:  No, a mí me gusta con la mayonesa.  
  No, I like it with mayonnaise. 
 
13  F2: Me [too]. 
 
14  F3: [A mí] tambie::n. 
  Me too::. 
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15  Layla: Te gusta con la mayonesa? 
  You like it with mayonnaise? 
 
16  F2: Sí.     
  Yes. 
 
17  Layla: Es una cosa muy norteña. la mayonesa.  
  It’s a really northern thing. mayonnaise. 
 
18  Yo nunca la había probado hasta que fui a Sonora. 
  I had never tried it until I went to Sonora. 
 

In this excerpt, taken from very early in the semester, Layla uses mostly Spanish, but 

allows the students to participate in either Spanish or English. Because of the topic of 

conversation, both Layla and the students are able to draw on their own experiences 

related to Mexican culture. Even though Layla does not share the students’ opinion about 

mayonnaise on this particular dish, she uses a variety of semiotic resources to perform 

alignment with the students. In line 8, instead of completing her sentence about the 

mayonnaise, Layla laughs with a friendly tone and allows Casey to comment first. After 

expressing her opinion, she allows other students to express theirs, and even requests a 

confirmation by asking “Te gusta con la mayonesa?” [‘Do you like it with mayonnaise?’] 

in line 15. Finally, she acknowledges in lines 17 and 18 that the reason for her difference 

in taste may have to do with the fact that the dish is from northern Mexico, where most of 

the students have roots. In this conversation, Layla positions herself on equal terms with 

her students, trying not to impose her values on theirs, neither in terms of their food 

preferences nor their language choice. 

Layla’s alignment with her students contrasts starkly with the mentality present in 

conversations between the students and the instructor in some of the other courses I 

observed. In all of the SHL courses where I collected data, the instructors distinguished 
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themselves from the students in moves that appeared to be aimed at establishing 

authority. However, in some courses, the instructors’ authoritative positioning was much 

more dominant than in Layla’s course and the instructors did not align with the students 

in the way that Layla did. This was especially true of instructors who did not share 

Layla’s experiences of growing up in a bilingual context. 

 

3.5 PARTICIPANTS 

The participants from the SPN 610D Bilingual course of Fall 2010 are divided 

into two categories: general participants and focal participants. The general participants 

are all of the students who enrolled in the course. I developed a rapport with most of them 

as I attended class, interviewed many of them and spoke with them when I encountered 

them on campus outside of class time. The focal participants are six of the students with 

whom I conducted multiple interviews, and whom I followed to some of their daily 

activities outside of the classroom. In this section, I discuss first the students in the class 

as a whole group and then describe my focal participants in greater detail. 

 

3.5.1. General participants 

Students entered SPN 610D Bilingual from a wide range of linguistic 

backgrounds, representing varied levels of proficiency and comfort with the language. 

Most of the students were born in Texas, raised in Mexican-American families and were 

either the first or second generation born in the United States (i.e. either their parents or 

grandparents had immigrated from Mexico). A few of the students were born in Mexico 

and immigrated to the U.S. at a young age. There were also two Anglo-American 

students who had grown up speaking Spanish outside of the home: Saul, who was raised 
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in Argentina, and Casey, who grew up in Dallas, Texas and had spoken Spanish with his 

friends throughout his life. Some of the students had taken mainstream Spanish courses at 

UT before entering the bilingual course, and were therefore familiar with metalinguistic 

terminology and grammatical rules, while other students had not taken any Spanish 

courses, or had only taken classes outside of the university. Table 1 presents the study 

participants. Pseudonyms are used to protect the participants’ anonymity. I gathered the 

information using a written questionnaire (see Appendix C). 

Table 1. Student participants (by pseudonym) 

Name Gender 
Race / 
Ethn. 

Birthplace / 
Place of H.S. 

Parents’ 
Birthplaces 

First 
Language(s) 

Yrs of 
Spanish 
instruction 

María Female 
Mexican-
Amer. 

New Mexico New Mexico 
(USA) 

English 0 

Casey Male 
White 

Dallas, TX 
Garland, TX 

Missouri; 
Oklahoma 
(USA) 

English 2-5 yrs. 

Noemi Female 
Mexican-
Amer. 

Los Aldoes, CA 
San Antonio, TX 

Coahuila; Jalisco 
(MEX) 

Spanish 0 

Kaylee Female 
Mexican-
Amer. 

Harlingen, TX 
Los Fresnos, TX 

Texas 
(USA) 

English and 
Spanish 

2-5 yrs. 

Miguel Male 
Mexican-
Amer. 

? MEX Spanish ? 

Gabriel Male 
Mexican-
Amer. 

El Paso, TX 
El Paso, TX 

Chihuahua 
Durango (MEX) 

Spanish 2-5 yrs. 

Débora Female 
Mexican-
Amer. 

Harlingen, TX 
Harlingen, TX 

Aguascalientes 
(MEX) 

Spanish 0 

José Male 
Mexican-
Amer. 

San Antonio, TX 
San Antonio, TX 

MEX Spanish 1 semester 

Lisa Female 
Mexican-
Amer. 

McAllen, TX 
Mission, TX 

Texas (USA) 
Tamaulipas (MEX) 

Spanish 1-2 yrs. 
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Table 1 (continued) 
 
Name Gender 

Race / 
Ethn. 

Birthplace / 
Place of H.S. 

Parents’ 
Birthplaces 

First 
Language(s) 

Yrs of 
Spanish 
instruction 

Joaquín Male 
Mexican-
Amer. 

San Luis Potosi 
(MEX) 
Richardson, TX 

Mexico Spanish and 
English 

0 

Aldo Male 
Mexican-
Amer. 

Coahuila (MEX) 
Del Rio, TX 

Coahuila (MEX) Spanish 2-5 yrs. 

Sarai Female 
Mexican-
Amer. 

San Antonio, TX 
San Antonio, TX 

Anahuac 
Mexico City 
(MEX) 

Spanish and 
English 

0 

César Male 
Mexican-
Amer. 

El Paso, TX 
El Paso, TX 

Socorro, TX 
Socorro, TX 
(USA) 

English 1-2 yrs. 

Jessica Female 
Mexican-
Amer. 

Puebla (MEX) 
Baltimore, MD 

Puebla (MEX) Spanish and 
English 

1 semester 

Ingrid Female 
Mexican-
Amer. 

Weslaco, TX 
Donna, TX 

San Luis Potosi 
(MEX) 

Spanish 1-2 yrs. 

Denisa Female 
Mexican-
Amer. 

Austin, TX 
Austin, TX 

Monterey 
Guanajuato 
(MEX) 

Spanish 2-5 yrs. 

Julián Male 
Mexican-
Amer. 

McAllen, TX 
San Juan, TX 

? (MEX) 
Edinburg, TX 
(USA) 

Spanish and 
English 

1-2 yrs. 

Saul Male 
White 

U.S. 
Argentina 

USA English 0 

 

All of the 18 student participants agreed to be filmed and observed in their 

Spanish courses. Of these 18 participants, I interviewed 14 of them at least once and 

spent time with six of them outside of class. About thirteen of them enrolled in the 

second semester of the intermediate-level Spanish courses for bilingual students, and 

twelve of them (somewhat intentionally) enrolled in the same section of that course. 
 



 113 

3.5.2 Focal participants 

My selection of the focal participants did not exactly follow my plans. I had 

intended to select the focal participants toward the beginning of the semester, after 

becoming acquainted with the students. I selected a few students and asked them via e-

mail whether they would be willing to spend time with me outside of class to help me 

with my study (see Appendix A); only one student, Julián, responded to this request. I 

later e-mailed the entire class and made an announcement to the class about my interest 

in spending time with the students during their regular daily activities. This time, most of 

the students who responded were among the few students in the class who did not qualify 

as focal participants for the study. In order to qualify, the students had to have grown up 

in Texas and learned Spanish through interaction with family members. The first students 

to show interest were a heritage speaker from New Mexico (‘María’) and an Anglo 

student who grew up in a Spanish-speaking community in Texas (‘Casey’). However, I 

did find one student, Jessica, who qualified and was willing to participate. Finally, the 

strategy that worked best was to ask individual students directly in person about doing 

specific activities with them. In this way, I made plans with several students. I also 

announced during class on certain days that I would be free after class, and I ended up 

going out for a drink with two of the students one Friday at noon. Luckily, after all of the 

difficulties I faced in recruiting focal participants for the study, I finally included 

participants of varied linguistic backgrounds and a variety of stated reasons for studying 

Spanish. 

‘Julián’, the first student to express interest in participating in the study, was born 

in McAllen, TX and learned both Spanish and English at the same time. Both of his 

parents are of Mexican heritage. His father was born in Texas, and his mother, from 

Mexico, has lived in Texas for most of her life. When describing his linguistic practices 
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outside of the classroom, he says he always speaks Spanish with his grandparents, and 

sometimes with his parents when around his grandparents, but speaks only English in 

most other contexts. Julián was in band in high school, and he explains that the students 

in band spoke to each other in English. According to Julián, if he had played soccer he 

would have likely learned more Spanish because the soccer players usually spoke 

Spanish to each other. Julián says he decided to take Spanish “to gain skills for the 

corporate world”. He had applied for a job at a local Spanish-language television station 

and was told that he needed to improve his Spanish language skills before he could be 

hired. Julián has a strong base of knowledge of Spanish grammar, in part because he took 

the first two semesters of regular Spanish courses at UT, and he is able to express himself 

coherently in Spanish. He struggles when speaking Spanish because he has a lot that he 

wants to say but he speaks very slowly, sometimes taking time to think of the correct 

word, or asking his interlocutor for help. The Spanish that Julián used in class and when 

speaking with me included some linguistic features that are associated with rural varieties 

in Mexico and also the Spanish of Mexican-Americans in the U.S. For example, he often 

included ‘s’ at the end of verbs in the second person preterite, saying and writing words 

like fuistes instead of fuiste. These were the varieties that Layla corrected and criticized 

in class, but Julián never flagged or commented on these variations when producing 

them. Julián appeared to be a very serious student and interacted with others and me in a 

formal, reserved fashion. Julián played in a band before he came to UT but had found 

little time for it as a college student. 

‘César’ was born in El Paso, Texas to Mexican-American parents who were born 

in the nearby town of Socorro. His mother’s parents were also from Socorro. César 

learned English before learning Spanish; he was exposed to Spanish often as a child but 

explained that because he did not speak it well, he usually spoke to members of his 
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family and home community in English while growing up. He spoke with me often about 

not wanting to lose the Spanish language and his culture, and he told me about many 

ways that he has made efforts to retain the language and develop his skills. For example, 

César explains that after he began taking Spanish classes, he started practicing with his 

parents. According to César, when he initiates conversations with his parents in Spanish, 

his mom usually responds in English and his father usually responds in Spanish. César 

also describes using the language at home with his housemates both for fun and as a way 

of learning it. When I observed him interacting with his Spanish-speaking co-workers at 

the deli where he worked as an undergraduate, he spoke with them in Spanish, often 

using the language in playful ways. Like Julián, César had taken a mainstream L2 

Spanish course before starting the SHL courses. He told me that after he had begun to 

study Spanish at the university, he started practicing the language with his parents. 

César’s Spanish includes dialectical features that are common in the Spanish from El 

Paso; the most notable such feature is the fricativization of /ʈʃ/ (words like mucho and 

ocho are pronounced like ‘musho’ and ‘osho’). When we weren’t talking about language 

use, César and I talked about interests we had in common, such as long-distance running 

and bicycle transportation. He also talked a lot about his baby nephew, who lived in 

Austin with César’s sister and brother-in-law. César almost always spoke with me in 

Spanish, switching to English only occasionally to facilitate his expression of an idea or 

feeling. 

‘Gabriel’ was born in El Paso but lived several years in Mexico before returning 

to El Paso and attending high school there. Both of his parents are from northern Mexico 

and do not speak English, and Gabriel learned to speak Spanish at home before he 

learned English. He says that he always speaks to his parents in Spanish. Gabriel does a 

lot of talking in class, expressing himself with great ease. In SPN 610D, Gabriel usually 
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spoke Spanish even when other students were speaking English. During the following 

semester, he spoke more English in class (as did many of the other study participants). 

Gabriel told me that he spoke some Spanish with his Spanish-speaking friends on 

campus, but I was unable to make plans with him to spend time with him outside of class 

and therefore did not observe his habitual linguistic practices on campus outside of the 

classroom. When I observed him in SPN 610D, he was in the first semester of his 

freshman year. He told me that he was in the process of rushing (participating in initiation 

rituals) to join a Latino fraternity, which I later learned was Omega Delta Phi. 

Throughout his study at UT, Gabriel participated in community service activities with his 

fraternity. 

‘Aldo’ was born in northern Mexico and immigrated to the Texas border town of 

Del Rio as a teenager. Both of Aldo’s parents are from Coahuila, in northern Mexico, and 

Aldo was the only study participant who referred to himself as ‘Mexican’ (not Mexican-

American). He spoke both Spanish and English fluently; when listening to him speak 

Spanish I would not have guessed that he was bilingual. He switched languages during 

his conversations with me and in class, but usually used each language for a period of 

several minutes at a time, and rarely produced intra-sentential switches or single-word 

switches. Aldo’s code-switches were usually either (a) in response to a prompt from the 

teacher, (b) in response to a interlocutor’s language choice, or (c) when telling a story, for 

the purpose of representing what a character said. Aldo often criticized and made fun of 

bilingual practices and the hybrid culture of Del Rio. In class, Aldo was one of the 

loudest talkers, regardless of which language he was speaking. He frequently told 

anecdotal stories to the class, or to the people in his activity group, usually straying from 

the topic of class discussion. He generally used whichever language others were speaking 

to tell these stories, and switched to Spanish when Lalya instructed him to do so. Aldo 
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and one of the Anglo students, ‘Saul’, positioned themselves as the class clowns in the 

Fall 2010 section of SPN 610D, as is demonstrated in some of the data that I included in 

this study. 

‘Débora’, born in Harlingen, TX, to parents from the Mexican state of 

Aguascalientes, began SPN 610 in the Fall of 2010 and was apparently very self-

conscious about her Spanish language abilities. Because I rarely heard her put together a 

complete sentence in Spanish during the first several weeks of class and she spoke only 

English in our interviews, I guessed that she spoke very little Spanish. However, by the 

end of the semester, she was speaking Spanish frequently in class and seemed to be one 

of the most fluent speakers. Débora’s passion lay in ‘Young Life’, a Christian 

organization that provides mentoring and leadership opportunities for youth. She met 

weekly with in a group of female Young Life leaders and had recruited her own mentees 

at a local high school. I attended one of Débora’s leadership meetings at an apartment in 

north Austin and learned that the members, mostly Anglo women, communicate using an 

informal, mainstream style of English that includes features typical of groups of young 

Anglo women such as rising intonation at the end of sentences and the frequent use of 

‘like’. When I asked Débora if anybody in the group spoke Spanish, she said that she 

didn’t know. 

‘Jessica’ was born in the state of Puebla, Mexico to parents who were also from 

Puebla. The family immigrated to the United States and settled in Houston when Jessica 

was an infant. She grew up speaking Spanish with her parents and English with her 

sisters. For high school, she desperately wanted to get away from her hometown and 

applied, against her parents’ wishes, to an all-girls boarding school in Maryland. Jessica 

was accepted to the school and offered a full scholarship, and she convinced her parents 

to allow her to attend. She told me that she was one of the only Hispanic students, and the 
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only “poor” student at the school; she describes attending lavish social events organized 

by the wealthy families of her high school friends. Jessica spoke quietly in class, using 

English unless the instructor pushed her to speak Spanish. She sat with Aldo and Saul and 

laughed at their stories and jokes. Jessica spoke Spanish quite fluently but struggled for 

particular words and did not hesitate to use English when she didn’t know how to say 

something in Spanish. She told me in an interview that she wanted to learn Spanish 

because she was going back to Mexico for the first time since she left as a child, and she 

wanted to be able to tell her cousins about herself. Jessica claims that she rarely speaks 

Spanish outside of class while at the university. She said that she generally uses English 

on campus, even with her Hispanic friends who speak to her in Spanish. At home in 

Houston, on the other hand, Jessica explains that she feels that she needs to speak 

Spanish to represent her identity as a bilingual. 

The six students whom I introduce above are the participants that I spent the most 

time getting to know during my research. I present my data and observations from the 

time I spent with these students throughout the data analysis. When relevant, I provide 

background information on other students as I introduce them. 

 

3.6 DATA COLLECTION 

My initial plan for data collection included some types of data that I did not 

ultimately include. Nonetheless, the final data set is much broader than I had originally 

planned. I added forms of data collection to my original proposed project in order to gain 

a broader understanding of the ways that language ideologies and linguistic identities 

circulate within different contexts in the students’ lives. In this section, I describe in 

detail my methodology for observing and recording classroom discourse, making field 
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notes and conducting interviews with the students and instructors. I also describe the 

other forms of data that contributed to the study, including some of the students’ course 

assignments and participant observation outside of the classroom. 

 

3.6.1 Classroom observation and video recording 

I attended the Spanish course for HL learners on a regular basis throughout the 

fall semester of 2010 and followed the majority of the participants to the subsequent 

course in the spring semester of 2011. During this time, I observed and recorded the 

interaction that happened in the classroom in order to understand how the students and 

instructors constructed and negotiated ideologies about language and positioned 

themselves as language users within this context. I started off using just audio recorders 

with the hopes that the students would be less inhibited than they would be with a camera 

pointed at them. After the first couple of weeks, I began filming with a video camera. 

Once I selected my focal participants, I focused on recording conversations in which they 

were participants. When I was not occupied with operating the video camera, I took notes 

while observing classroom interaction. I also composed detailed field notes after most of 

the class sessions (on some occasions, coursework and other impending deadlines 

interfered with my writing of field notes). I discuss my strategies for writing field notes in 

section 3.6.5 below.  

The first challenge I encountered with the beginning phases of classroom data 

collection was deciding whether to be a ‘fly on the wall’, observing and not saying 

anything, or to participate in students’ conversations. I was often tempted to participate in 

the group discussions when I was sitting with the students, especially when I was curious 

about things they said and wanted to know more. However, I noticed that when I 
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participated in the group discussions by asking questions, students began directing their 

speech only to me, rather than to the whole group. After making this observation, I began 

to be more careful about how I participated in conversations in the classroom, taking 

precautions not to position myself as an instructor. After this point, students no longer 

directed their speech to me during group work, which I think resulted both from my 

caution about my own positioning, as well as the students becoming accustomed to my 

presence in the classroom. 

I also encountered some difficulty with the quality of the audio in the video 

recordings. Before the Fall of 2010, I had very little experience with video recording; I 

had done all of my previous data collection with high-quality audio recorders, which I 

placed in the middle of groups of students in order to record their conversations during 

group work in the classroom. When I began doing the video recordings (a few weeks into 

the Fall 2010 semester), I set up the video camera at the back of the classroom and filmed 

the speakers I was targeting. This procedure worked very well when the whole class was 

engaged in conversation and only one speaker at a time had the floor, but I was more 

interested in the group work. I found that the group work conversations that I filmed 

using this method were very difficult to understand because there were always multiple 

conversations happening at the same time, and because the camera (and thus the audio 

recorder) was not always adjacent to the group I was recording. I realized that the 

solution to this dilemma was to use a method like that of Rampton (1995): to have 

microphones worn by specific focal participants. I was able to borrow microphones to do 

this procedure in the spring semester of 2011 and transcribed what I could understand of 

the videotaped group work conversations that I recorded before then. 

While I was observing in the classroom, I also began to develop relationships with 

the students by chatting with them before and after class and during the break. Through 
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this process, I developed a rapport with many of them, and I think this made them more 

comfortable with the idea of signing up to meet with me to discuss their experiences 

regarding speaking and studying Spanish, and eventually allowing me to follow them to 

some of their daily activities outside of class. 

 

3.6.2 Interviews with students 

In order to acquire further information about the ways that students articulated 

their ideas about language and language learning, and to examine how they made sense 

of their experiences of using Spanish in the classroom, I interviewed most of the study 

participants individually and filmed my conversations with them. I conducted 20-30 

minute individual interviews with fourteen of the twenty students in the class at the 

beginning of the fall 2010 semester, and three to four 30-60 minute interviews with each 

of my focal participants throughout the two-semester period of data collection. These 

interviews were videotaped in the UT Spanish and Portuguese Media Center; a spacious, 

bright room with a comfortable couch. The interview data helped me to understand how 

the students used narratives to make sense of their experiences as Spanish speakers and as 

bilinguals. 

When I requested the students’ participation, I did not ask them if I could 

interview them, but rather requested twenty or thirty minutes of their time to talk about 

their experiences with Spanish. However, the conversations were structured as informal 

interviews, in that I asked most of the questions. During the interviews, I asked 

participants to describe their experiences using Spanish and English and the ways they 

used language in different contexts; roughly following a list of themes (see Appendix D), 

but allowing the conversations to flow somewhat naturally. In this way, I was able to 
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elicit narratives about various types of experiences with languages. The participants 

described moments in which they chose to interact in Spanish or English or chose to stay 

silent, in which they or others made choices about language use and language learning, 

and in which they interacted with communities and individuals they perceived as 

linguistically or culturally different from themselves (see Appendix E for transcriptions 

of selected narratives). Within these narratives, my participants positioned themselves 

and others as agentive or passive subjects in their language-learning experiences, made 

reference to membership and non-membership in particular groups of Hispanics and 

Spanish speakers, and represented relations of linguistic legitimacy and illegitimacy, and 

authenticity and inauthenticity, with respect to certain speakers’ participation in 

communities of practice. 

At the beginning of the first interview with each participant, I initiated the 

conversation by speaking Spanish and indicated that they were welcome to speak 

Spanish, or English, or both. The students generally responded by telling me what their 

preference was, and why. For example, Jessica responded that she prefers to use both: 

 

Example 12: Jessica discusses language preference with researcher 

 
1 Rachel: Quieres hablar español? o- [Como quieras.] 
  Do you want to speak Spanish? Or [However you like.] 
 
2 Jessica:             [Aa:::] I can talk both at the same time. 
 
3   I'm a very Spanglish person. 
  
4   Hablo en español cuando venga o no, y luego (       ) in English again. 
   I speak Spanish when it comes or not, and then (       ) 
 
5 Rachel: OK, pues, hazte en casa. [hh hh] 
  OK, well, make yourself at home. 
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6 Jessica: [Oh, sí? (high pitch) hh hh] I mean if that’s fine if I can speak Spanish. 
  [Oh, yeah? 
 
7 Rachel: Sí, perfecto. 
  Yes, perfect. 

 

In general, the focal participants who started the conversation by speaking with me 

mostly in English in the first interview eventually began using more Spanish in 

subsequent interviews. 

 

3.6.3 Interviews with instructors 

In order to understand how the instructors of the HL courses perceived the 

objectives of the HL program and the linguistic repertoires of the students, I conducted 

one formal interview with Layla and had several informal conversations with both Layla 

and Eduardo. These conversations provided important insight on the discourses about 

language and language learning that the instructors brought with them to the classroom. 

 

3.6.4 Participants’ activities outside of the classroom 

I began to spend time with my participants outside of the Spanish classroom 

during the second half of the Fall 2010 semester. I joined them as they participated in 

specific activities such as working at their jobs, a ‘Latino Leadership Institute’ meeting, 

other classes, drinking at a bar, lunch with friends and a Bible study group. 

In the Spring 2011 semester, I requested to follow my focal participants around 

for an entire day, in order to get a better idea of what their lives were like on campus. 

However, I quickly realized that this method of data collection would not be the best use 
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of my time; the first time I requested to spend an afternoon with a participant, his plans 

were to play racquetball with a non-Hispanic friend and then study by himself in his 

dorm room. I attended a few more of the participants’ extra-curricular activities on 

campus and made several fruitless efforts to be invited to non-official social activities. 

My requests to spend time with participants on campus outside of the classroom were 

frequently met with warnings like “I really don’t speak Spanish when I’m not in class”, 

and “I only use Spanish with my parents—not here at UT”. At the time of data collection, 

I believed that English-only data would not be useful for my research purposes. In 

retrospect, I regret not having accepted the invitations accompanied by a warning about 

my participants’ language use because I think that more on-campus data (albeit in 

English) would have enriched the study. I also always asked students if I could spend 

time with their families when they told me that their parents were coming to visit, but 

they generally gave me indirect answers and avoided any attempt that I made to follow 

up with them. 

In the Spring of 2011, six of the participants volunteered to make recordings of 

interactions with their family members over spring break. I asked them to record 

naturally-occurring conversations (conversations that they would have anyway, even if 

they were not recording), such as family dinners or other social occasions. Most of the 

students used their computers, mp3 players or smart phones and two or three students 

borrowed high-quality audio recorders from UT facilities. They turned in the recordings 

on CDs, which I lent them, by e-mail or by transferring files from a flash drive. The 

students also gave me some information in written form about the context of the 

recordings. These recordings served to provide information on the students’ family 

discursive practices. 
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3.6.5 Field notes 

In my field notes, I attempted to describe various classroom discursive practices 

as they emerged. When I observed students interacting in small groups, I took note, for 

example, of how they began their interactions, how they negotiated their roles in the 

interaction and how they used language to negotiate meaning. My notes helped me to 

develop an understanding of the discursive practices of the particular classrooms I 

observed, which I view as a necessary step to understanding the ways that students 

negotiate identities within the classroom practices. I gave particular consideration to 

which relations of intersubjectivity seemed to be implicated in the discourse. In order to 

understand the beliefs about the Spanish language and heritage language learning that are 

within the limits of awareness of speakers (Silverstein 1981, as cited in Briggs 1986), I 

made note of the moments in each recorded session in which participants explicitly make 

reference to their views about language through ideological discourse. I also made note of 

the ways that I perceived my participants to be indexing stances and co-constructing 

social positions in interaction. 

Table 2 shows how using a variety of different types of data collection helped 

provide different perspectives on the role of language ideologies and the representation of 

language-related social relations in the lives of the students of the focal course. 
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Table 2. Overview of data collected 

Analytic Goal Method of data collection Type of data yielded 
Language ideologies 
expressed referentially by 
instructor in institutional 
context (Section 4.1) 

Interview with instructor, 
audio recording of 
instructors’ introduction to 
the course 

Audio and video recordings, 
transcripts 

Language ideologies 
expressed referentially by 
students in institutional 
context (Section 4.2)  
 

Collect writings produced 
by students for class 
assignment; recorded 
conversations about 
ideology in the classroom 

Students’ writings, audio 
and video recordings, 
transcripts 

Ideologies and social 
positions represented 
indexically in institutional 
context (Chapter 5) 

Participant observation and 
recordings of classroom 
interaction 

Audio and video recordings, 
transcripts, field notes 

How students position 
themselves and others in 
narratives about language 
use outside of the classroom 
(Section 6.1) 

Interviews with students  Video recordings, 
transcripts 

How students used 
language to construct reality 
in practices outside of the 
classroom (Section 6.2) 

Participant observation and 
recordings of students’ 
participation in practices 
outside of the classroom 

Field notes, audio and video 
recordings (some interview 
data also included) 

 

To understand how the instructor constructed language ideologies referentially, through 

her overt articulation of ideas in the institutional context, I interviewed her about the class 

and observed and recorded her introduction to the course. I also examined the ways the 

students represented ideologies about language within the institutional context, primarily 

through an examination of the writings they produced for class. After examining 

ideologies expressed through direct reference to ideas about language and identity, I then 

considered how the instructor and the students displayed stances that indexed ideologies 

and social positions in classroom interaction; the data for this part of the analysis were 

audio and video recordings. To understand better the ways the classroom discourse 
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related to the students’ lives outside of the classroom, I analyzed how they positioned 

themselves and others through narrative in a set of video-recorded interviews and how 

they represented multilingual identities by participating in discursive practices outside of 

the classroom in interactions that I observed and/or recorded. 

The methods of data collection described above were supplemented by a written 

survey, which the students completed at the end of a class period early in the semester 

(Appendix C). This survey provided additional background information on each student 

and allowed the students to report on their practices of language choice in different 

contexts. While the students’ descriptions of their linguistic practices provided an 

additional perspective on their relationships to language, I could not assume that what 

they reported reflected their actual practices. Therefore, when making reference to data 

from the survey, I present them as information reported by the students, rather than as a 

description of their practices of language use. 

When asking about the students’ family backgrounds on the survey and in the 

interviews, I did not include any questions that directly addressed social class. As 

indicated by Young and Astarita (2013), social class is one of the many elements of 

peoples’ backgrounds that can influence their language learning experiences. The 

practice approach to language learning (introduced in section 1.4) tells us that students’ 

family histories provide cultural schemata so that people perceive their experiences 

“through cultural categories...established by the myths and legends of their youth” 

(Young and Astarita 2013: 184). The families of working class HL learners may express 

different kinds of attitudes about language learning than the parents of middle class 

students, and these attitudes may affect the attitudes of the students themselves. For 

example, it may be the case that middle class students tend to be more interested in 

reclaiming their cultural backgrounds through language learning, as opposed to working 
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class students, who may be more focused on economic goals. Students may also index 

class identities and negotiate those identities through classroom practice. Because I did 

not solicit information about the socioeconomic status of my participants and their 

families, I was only able to infer this information from the interviews. 

 

3.7 REVIEW OF DATA AND TRANSCRIPTION 

As I reviewed the data, I made general notes about what was of interest in certain 

segments of data and then transcribed selected segments. For my initial transcriptions, I 

used some of the conventions of conversation analysis (CA), but I did not worry about 

making them extremely precise. In a subsequent second round of transcription, I followed 

CA conventions so that the reader could follow my analysis more closely and potentially 

disagree with my reading of the data (cf. Kasper 2004). The transcription conventions I 

used are listed in Appendix F. 

 

3.8 METHODS OF DATA ANALYSIS 

As indicated above, I look at two types of information about the relationship 

between language, ideology and identity in my data: (1) what students explicitly say 

about their beliefs about language and language learning (referential language 

ideologies), about their experiences speaking and learning Spanish and about their 

perceptions of different communities of Spanish speakers; and (2) how students and 

instructors position themselves as multilingual speakers and as language learners through 

indexicality and stance. The referential information about how students categorized 

themselves and others as language learners and users cannot be assumed to describe what 

is actually happening in the classroom. However, I believe that it is an important resource 
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for understanding the ways students participate in classroom discursive practices. In this 

section, I describe my methods for analyzing the data I collected. 

 

3.8.1 Coding of articulated beliefs 

The data analysis begins with an examination of two conflicting ideologies that 

the instructor represents in her introduction to the course and during the interview; I then 

present a thematic analysis of the beliefs about language learning, language value and the 

relationship between language and identity that students articulate in the writing 

assignment they produced for class. When examining what the students and the instructor 

explicitly said with respect to their beliefs about language, I view these articulated beliefs 

as ‘language ideologies’ following Silverstein’s (1979) and Woolard’s (1998) definitions. 

As described in Chapter 1, Silverstein defines language ideologies as speakers’ 

“rationalization or justification of perceived language and use” (1979: 193). Similarly, 

Woolard (1998) describes them as “representations, whether explicit or implicit, that 

construe the relationship between human beings and a social world” (1998: 3). Although 

I agree with Kroskrity (2004) that language ideologies are grounded in practices, I 

believe that an analysis of the ways the students and the instructor articulate their beliefs 

about language in particular contexts is an important step toward understanding the 

complexity of the cultural discourses circulating within  the classroom community. This 

information helps to understand the discourses to which participants may be orienting 

when displaying stances toward language hierarchies and ideologies and invoking 

metapragmatic models of speech (Agha 2004) in classroom interaction. 

My analysis began with a general examination of the texts and the identification 

of salient themes. I then tagged the data using categories and sub-categories that I 



 130 

developed during the coding process. The major categories of codes on articulated beliefs 

about language were: (1) language value, (2) language learning, (3) communities of 

language users, and (4) descriptions of ones’ own linguistic practices and language-

related identities. The sub-categories that emerged are addressed in the analysis in 

Chapter 4. Finally, drawing from Bauman and Briggs (1990) and Blommaert (2005), I 

consider the processes of ‘recontextualization’ with which the students engaged other 

voices in their writings. ‘Recontextualization’ refers to the process of “placing a text in a 

‘new’ context” and thus adding new information about how that text should be 

interpreted (Blommaert 2005: 254); for example if a student says “My grandmother told 

me that my Spanish is incorrect”, she is attributing authorship of this discourse to her 

grandmother. Attributing authorship to others is a type of framing that allows the 

speakers to display a certain level of commitment (or lack thereof) toward the ideas they 

represent. In my analysis of the students’ writings, I discuss how recontextualization can 

reframe institutional discourses, a notion to which I return in Chapter 5. 

 

3.8.2 Stance and positioning in classroom discursive practices 

In the classroom data, I analyze the ways the students and the instructor jointly 

co-construct language ideologies and social positioning through stancetaking. I 

investigate how participants position themselves with respect to circulating language 

hierarchies and ideologies by displaying a ‘metasociolinguistic stance’, which Jaffe 

defines as the “display of an attitude or position with respect to language hierarchies and 

ideologies” (Jaffe 2009a: 17). This phase of analysis allowed me to consider both the 

thematic content of speakers’ utterances (i.e. overt commentary about language value and 

linguistic practices), as well as how speakers positioned themselves with respect to those 
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utterances, to circulating discourses and to each other, through non-referential practices. 

Speakers may position themselves with respect to past, present and future texts through a 

variety of semiotic resources, such as performance, and epistemic and affective 

stancetaking. 

I begin my analysis by looking at the ways the instructor displays stances toward 

the classroom context, toward circulating discourses on language and identity, and 

toward the students (section 5.1). As discussed in section 1.4.1, instructors can create 

context in the way they structure the class, and by orienting toward different pedagogical 

goals (or other kinds of goals) in different moments of interaction. The analysis of how 

the instructor constructs the classroom context through stancetaking (section 5.1.1) 

focuses on how she orients toward different goals in interaction through language choice 

and different types of code-alternation and draws from Gumperz’ (1982) notion of 

contextualization cues. I then consider her displays of positive and negative affective 

stances, with varying degrees of affective intensity, toward certain ways of using 

language. Then, in section 5.1.3, I consider how the instructor engages the students in 

repair sequences that index stances of certainty or uncertainty, and ‘knowledgeability’ or 

‘unknowledgability’, which in turn constitute participant identities as authorities or 

novices with respect to ‘Standard Spanish’ and ‘Spanglish’ and index particular 

ideologies about language. This analysis draws from the CA concept of ‘repair’, 

following He (2004) (see section 3.8.4), and sheds light on how participants make 

particular membership categories relevant in interaction (Schegloff 1992, as cited in 

Kasper 2004) and index particular metapragmatic models of multilingualism (Pomerantz 

2008). I begin with a general description of how the instructor represented a stance with 

respect to the ways the students used language in the classroom, and then examine 
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closely how the students and instructors negotiated stances in repair sequences in which 

the instructor corrected the students’ speech. 

In section 5.2, I examine the practices of stancetaking through which the students 

indexed language hierarchies and ideologies as well as social positioning in classroom 

interaction. I explore whether the instructor-student repair sequences are reflected in the 

ways the students engage in repair sequences during group work in the classroom 

(section 5.2.1), consider the students’ displays of psychological stance toward different 

linguistic forms in an activity about ‘Spanglish’ and ‘Standard Spanish’ (section 5.2.2), 

and return to the role of recontextualization in the representation of stances toward 

language hierarchies in classroom discourse (section 5.2.3). Finally, in section 5.2.4, I 

consider the ways that one speaker plays with language and responds symbolically to 

language ideologies and relations of domination through ‘crossing’, the use of a code not 

normally expected to be used. Following Rampton, I consider ‘crossing’ to be a form of 

code alternation “by people who are not accepted members of the group associated with 

the second language they employ” (1995: 280). I examine the way that one of the non-

Hispanic students in the class uses a stigmatized variety of Spanish in playful ways in the 

classroom, and how he explains this form of ‘crossing’ in an interview. I also consider 

how the Hispanic study participants describe the use of Spanish by Anglos in ways that 

are unexpected. I ask how moments of ‘crossing’ raise issues of social legitimacy and 

how participants negotiate these issues, and I explore how this phenomenon “serves to 

maintain or change ethnic group boundaries” and allows speakers to “respond 

symbolically to relations of domination between groups within the state” (Rampton 1995: 

303). 

The analysis of stancetaking draws from conversation analysis in order to analyze 

how speakers orient to contextual features in interaction. It also draws from the 
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ethnographic information gathered in the study in order to understand the events as the 

“enactment, re-enactment, or even stylized enactment of past language practices, the 

replay of cultural memory, and the rehearsal of potential identities” (Kramsch and 

Whiteside 2008: 660). 
 

3.8.3 Repair: a concept borrowed from CA 

As indicated by He (2004), participants can express stances of affiliation or 

disaffiliation through repair sequences. Through these stances, they can provide 

information about membership in particular groups. Repair is one of the types of 

interactional organization that is analyzed in Conversation Analysis (CA). Seedhouse 

defines repair as “the treatment of trouble occurring in interactive language use” (2004: 

34). This phenomenon often happens in cases of mishearing, misunderstanding or 

misspeaking in conversation (He 2004). A ‘repair trajectory’ occurs when a correction is 

initiated and then completed in reaction to a case of trouble. 

In CA, a concept that is important in building a reciprocity of perspectives is 

‘preference’.  As explained by Seedhouse: 

The preferred action is seen but unnoticed and promotes affiliation and reciprocity 
of perspectives, whereas the dispreferred action is noticeable and accountable, 
may be sanctionable, and works against affiliation and reciprocity of perspectives. 
(2004: 9) 

Repair trajectories may be initiated and completed with structures that range from 

preferred to dispreferred. The terms ‘preferred’ and ‘dispreferred’ do not refer to what 

any of the participants would or would not prefer to do or say (Bilmes 1988), but rather 

whether an action is conventionally expected in a given context. Speakers can index 

stances of affiliation by producing the most preferred types of repair trajectories, and they 

can index stances of disaffiliation by producing the least preferred types of repair 
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trajectories. In section 5.2, I analyze alignment and membership categorization and 

language ideologies as indexed through repair trajectories. I also look at repair 

trajectories in my discussion of how the participants and I constructed our roles in the 

interviews (section 4.3.5). To follow, I provide an overview of the four main types of 

repair trajectories, in order of the most preferred to the least preferred organization. 

The most preferred structure is a self-initiated self repair, which occurs when one 

person initiates and repairs difficulties in his own speech, as in Example 13: 

 

Example 13: Self-initiated self repair 

 
 
6 Carlos:  Un hecho. Uh, the la-le-la-el Spanglish:: 
  A fact.    

 

In Example 13, the speaker initiates and completes his own repair of direct article choice. 

The next most preferred repair sequence is a self-initiated other repair, in which a 

speaker initiates repair of trouble in his own speech and another party repairs the trouble. 

Example 14 is such a case of self-initiated other repair: 

 

Example 14: Self-initiated other repair 
 
1 Carlos: yo pienso es un::, 
  I think it’s a 
 
2  ¿cómo dices ‘fact’? ((looks at Rachel)) 
  How do you say ‘fact’? 
 
3 Rachel:  Hecho. 
  Fact 
 
4 Carlos:  ¿Un qué? 
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  A what? 
 
5 Rachel:  Un hecho! 
  A fact! 
 
6 Carlos:  Un hecho. Uh, the la-le-la-el Spanglish:: 
  A fact.    

In Example 14, the speaker, Carlos, does not know how to say ‘fact’ in Spanish and 

initiates repair in line 2 by asking me for the word. I complete the repair in line 3 by 

providing the word hecho in line 3, and Carlos eventually accepts my repair by saying the 

word himself with an indirect article, un hecho in line 6. 

An other-initiated self repair occurs when a second party initiates the repair but 

the person who produced the speech with trouble corrects it, as in Example 15: 

 

Example 15: Other-initiated self repair38 
 
20 Sister:  We sh- But wait, what time are you leaving? 
 
21 Jessica:  I don’t think we’re leaving tomorrow ((mumbling)). 
 
22 Mamí: ((gazes inquisitively at Jessica)) 
 
23 Jessica: I don’t think we’re leaving tomorrow ((more clearly)). 

 

In Example 15, Jessica’s mother (Mamí) does not understand Jessica’s utterance and thus 

initiates a repair with an inquisitive facial expression (line 22). Jessica completes the 

repair by repeating her utterance more clearly (line 23). 

                                                
38 This example is from audio data recorded for the present study. I added line 22 to show how non-verbal 
communication can be an important part of a repair sequence. 
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 Finally, in an other-initiated other repair, the least preferred type of repair 

sequence, other parties both initiate and repair the troubled speech. Example 16 is such a 

case of other-initiated other repair: 

 

Example 16: Other-initiated other repair 
 
101  Debora: Y luego fuimos a HEB 
  And then we went to HEB 

 
102  y [compramos-] 
  and [we bought-] 
 
103 Gabriel:  [hache e be.] 
  [H E B]  

In Example 16, Debora pronounces in English the name of a popular grocery store chain 

in Texas (line 101),39 and Gabriel both initiates and completes a repair by spelling out the 

name in Spanish (line 103). 

The analysis of how repair trajectories are organized in different types of group 

work and teacher-fronted interaction in the classroom provides important information 

about affiliation and disaffiliation between students and between the students and the 

instructor, and demonstrates how the students use repair to “establish, validate, modify, 

or resist their belonging to one particular membership over another” (He 2004: 203). 

However, a simple analysis of the types of repair sequences in which the participants 

engage does not provide enough information to analyze the use of repair to represent 

social positions and orient toward ideologies. In order to understand these contextually-

relevant aspects of language, I considered not only the types of repair sequences in which 

the participants engaged but also how the speakers used contextualization cues (see 

                                                
39 The store is known as ‘HEB’ with each letter spelled out. Spanish-speakers in Texas also generally spell 
out the store’s name with the English alphabet. 
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section 1.3.4) to indicate how their speech should be interpreted with respect to the 

broader social context. Analysis of both audio-only and audio-visual data highlights the 

importance of contextualization cues in understanding how the speakers frame their 

utterances. 

 

3.8.4 Narrative analysis 

The second set of data that I analyze is a selection of narratives in which the 

participants described their experiences with language learning and use both within and 

outside of the classroom. These narratives are taken from the videotaped interviews with 

both the focal participants and the general study participants. My analysis explores how 

the students position themselves as multilinguals and as language learners within their 

narratives by negotiating their roles within the stories they tell and their membership in 

communities of speakers and learners (cf. De Fina 2003). When analyzing these 

narratives, I consider them to be part of a process of making sense of the world (Pavlenko 

and Lantolf 2000) and of social positioning, rather than an objective description of 

students’ beliefs and experiences. Following Pomerantz’s (2010) study on Spanish L2 

learners’ narratives about speaking Spanish outside the classroom, my analysis of 

participants’ narratives draws on Wortham’s (2001) distinction between the ‘narrated 

event’ and the ‘storytelling event’.40 I look at both the event that the participant describes 

(the ‘narrated event’), and the resources the participant used to construct the interactional 

context (the ‘storytelling event’). 

As indicated by Pavlenko (2007) and Pomerantz (2010), storytellers use rhetorical 

moves to assign positions within a story to themselves and others. This perspective draws 
                                                
40 Wortham’s distinction between ‘narrated event’ and ‘storytelling’ event builds on the work of Bakhtin 
(1981).  
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from ‘positioning theory’, which defines ‘positioning’ as “the process by which selves 

are located in conversations as observably and subjectively coherent participants in 

jointly produced story lines” (Davies and Harré 1990: 38). Through examination of both 

the ‘narrated’ and ‘storytelling’ events, I analyze social positioning in narratives by 

considering not only what story participants tell, but also how they use rhetorical moves 

to justify “who can do what to whom in a given storyline” (Pomerantz 2010: 4). 

Many of the narratives that I identified for the analysis are what De Fina (2003) 

calls ‘prototypical narratives’: 

Prototypical narratives, or stories, are narratives that tell past events, revolve 
around unexpected episodes, ruptures or disturbances of normal states of affairs or 
social rules, and convey a specific message and interpretation about those events 
and/or the characters involved in them. (De Fina 2003: 14) 

However, I also examined stories of imagined future events, and descriptions of 

occurrences, particularly certain types of interactions, that the speakers claimed had 

happened repeatedly. Drawing from Heath’s notion of “narratives of hypotheticals” 

(Heath and Kramsch 2004: 88)41, Kramsch points out that through narrative, language 

learners not only describe past events but also attempt to “imagine future scenarios of 

what it means to be multilingual” (2009: 197). I chose to include narratives describing 

hypothetical future events and repeated events because I found that the speakers 

represented social positions within them in much the same ways in they did in the 

‘prototypical narratives’. 
 

3.8.5 Analyzing data from outside of the classroom 

The data from outside of the classroom, which include audio and video recordings 

of my participants in non-academic contexts on campus, field notes about my 
                                                
41 As cited in Kramsch (2009: 196). 
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observations of my participants in interaction, and recordings of the students talking with 

family members, provided information on the ways the students negotiated between 

different types of multilingual identities within discursive practices outside of the 

classroom. Using the same framework as that which is used in the analysis of classroom 

data, the analysis focused on the ways the students used language to shape the contexts of 

language learning and use, and thus perform symbolic competence (see section 1.3.5) in 

different interactional contexts. 

 

3.9 SUMMARY 

This chapter described the classroom where the research was conducted and the 

students and instructors who participated in the study. It also described the means of data 

collection, the types of data collected and the methods of analysis. The following three 

chapters provide detailed analysis of selected discursive practices through which the 

participants constructed ideologies about language and negotiated language-related social 

positions within and outside of the HL learning context. 
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Chapter 4: Ideology as Beliefs 

The focus of the chapter is an analysis of how the students and instructors who 

participated in my study articulate ways of understanding language (e.g. what counts as 

‘Spanish’), ways of understanding language learning (e.g. how languages are learned and 

what it means to know a language) and ways of understanding language users (e.g. the 

symbolic power associated with different kinds of Spanish speakers) overtly in the HL 

learning context. I refer to these sets of overtly expressed beliefs about language, 

language learning and language users as ‘referential language ideologies’, in order to 

distinguish them from the ways ideologies are embodied within social practices 

(addressed in chapters 5 and 6). Drawing on linguistic anthropological notions of 

language ideologies (Woolard 1998, Kroskrity 2000, 2004) and research on discourses of 

language endangerment (Heller and Deuchene 2007, Jaffe 2007b), I explore how the 

students and Layla, the instructor of the focal course section, represent conceptions of 

language and language-users through explicit talk and writing about language and 

identity. I begin by describing and analyzing the ways Layla represented beliefs about 

language in conversations with me outside of class, and when explaining the goals of the 

course to her students (section 4.1). I then examine how the students represented 

referential language ideologies in a course writing assignment in which individual 

reflection was elicited (section 4.2). Finally, I analyze how the students and one instructor 

co-construct ideas when they engage in ideological discussions about language and 

identity in the classroom (section 4.3). 

In one of my intermediate Spanish courses for students learning Spanish as a 

second language, I used the word ‘platicar,’ or ‘to chat’ in my instructions for an activity. 

When an Anglo student asked me what ‘platicar’ meant, I told her that it meant ‘charlar’ 
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(‘to chat’), and that the word ‘platicar’ was most commonly used in Mexico. Another 

Anglo student said that he was familiar with the word ‘platicar’ because of his 

experience working with Mexican-origin Spanish speakers in the restaurant business. 

“I’ve been contaminated”, he explained (in English). When I asked him to elaborate, he 

said: “The point of the Spanish program at U.T. is to learn, like, ‘Spain Spanish,’ the 

‘proper Spanish’.” I used single quotes where this student made a quote gesture with his 

index fingers of both hands, indicating that he was representing his perception of the 

language program’s perspective on language. This student was implying that Mexican 

Spanish did not count as ‘proper’ in the discourse of the language program. He also 

revealed that he understood the primary objective of the Spanish program to be the 

instruction of one specific and discrete type of Spanish. 

Suggesting a perspective that differed from the one my student had described, the 

website for the UT Spanish program42 explained that the program objectives were (1) for 

students to discover the ‘rules’ of the language through ‘learner-based inductive 

learning’, and (2) “to analyze uses of the target language according to socio-cultural 

phenomena”, including how “language use is affected by social factors such as speakers 

(e.g. age, socio-economic class, gender), communication purpose (e.g. arguing, chatting), 

setting (e.g. school, home), mode of communication (e.g., written, oral, email), etc”. 

However, the ways that these objectives are implemented in curriculum, testing and 

classroom practice may differ from how they are described on public material produced 

by the Spanish department, and the ways that the students perceive the program goals, 

objectives and perspectives on language. The need to introduce students to ‘socio-cultural 

phenomena’ is a relatively new concept in foreign language teaching compared to the 

                                                
42 http://www.utexas.edu/cola/depts/spanish/language-program/Objectives.php. Accessed November 12, 
2012. 
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notion of ‘rules’, and it takes time to change curriculum, instructor awareness and student 

perceptions. 

Similarly, during the final year of data collection for this study, the Spanish HL 

instructors explained that an important objective in their courses was for students to learn 

‘Standard Spanish’, mirroring the notion expressed by the student in my class, but they 

also expressed an interest in validating different varieties of Spanish, such as those the 

students used at home. As described in Chapter 2, the notion of teaching a ‘standard’ 

variety of the HL is a traditional objective in HL courses (see Leeman 2005; Leeman and 

Martínez 2007). However, the notion of legitimizing HL students’ home languages has 

been an important topic of research on HL learning since the 1980’s (e.g. Valdés 1981). 

These two objectives are linked to certain discourses about language, language learning 

and language users that the students and the instructors represent both as articulated 

beliefs and classroom practices.  

 

4.1 BELIEFS ABOUT LANGUAGE ARTICULATED BY INSTRUCTORS 

The instructors who taught HL courses in 2010 and 2011 represented what I 

perceived as an ideological conflict when they spoke with me about the goals of their 

courses: on the one hand, they wanted to teach students ‘Academic’ or ‘Standard 

Spanish’; on the other hand, they wanted to validate the students’ home language 

varieties. All of the HL instructors with whom I spoke between 2009 and 2012 told me 

that one of the primary goals of the HL program was for students who had learned 

Spanish at home to acquire an academic register of the language. In conversations with 

me, a researcher with whom they may have associated concerns about identity and 

linguistic legitimacy, the instructors were careful not to say that students’ home language 



 143 

varieties were incorrect. Instead, they focused on their perceptions of the students’ need 

to acquire the skills they needed to appear educated for professional purposes. Some 

instructors specified that this question was mainly one of register and/or that it was 

mainly important to use ‘Standard Spanish’ in writing. When describing course 

objectives to me, the instructors tended to confuse the concepts of regional dialectical 

variation, formality of register and language attrition or incomplete acquisition. This 

confusion allowed them to represent an over-simplified view of language, in which 

‘correct Spanish’ was interchangeable with ‘Standard Spanish,’ and local variants simply 

did not fit into this category. 

After 2009, some of the HL instructors were exposed to sociolinguistic research 

about how HL courses might affect students’ sense of value with respect to their own 

linguistic skills and identities as Spanish speakers. Influential linguists, including Drs. 

Kim Potowski and Jacqueline Toribio, led workshops that indicated a need for instructors 

to be sensitive when addressing HL students’ language varieties in the classroom 

(Potowski 2008; COERLL 2012)43. The instructors who spoke with me about their 

courses in 2010 and 2011 expressed a concern about validating their students’ home 

linguistic practices. These instructors explained that they hoped to convey that it was 

acceptable for the students to include local linguistic features in their speech at home, but 

that in formal contexts, including the HL classroom, they should use ‘Standard Spanish’.  

The ideological conflict that I describe above is represented in the ways that 

Layla, the instructor of the focal HL course, described the goals of her course and, in 

particular, the goals of a unit on differences between ‘Spanglish’ and ‘Standard Spanish’. 

Layla’s perspective on how to represent ‘Standard Spanish’ changed between Fall 2009, 
                                                
43 Texas Spanish in Texas Schools: Do you speak your students’ language?, The University of Texas at 
Austin. Workshop organized by the Center for Open Educational Resources and Language Learning 
(COERLL) and presented by members of the Spanish in Texas project team. June 2012. 
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when I collected preliminary data in her course, and Fall 2010, when her course was the 

focus of the data collection for this study. She told me that students had resisted her 

efforts to correct their use of local linguistic features in the course she taught in Fall 

2009, and she wanted to find a way to make it clear that she was not delegitimizing their 

home linguistic practices. Her interest in legitimizing the students’ home linguistic 

practices motivated her to make some changes in the ‘Spanglish’ unit before Fall 2010, 

such as including a reading by the Chicana Activist Gloria Anzaldúa; she also allocated 

classroom time to explaining to her students that it was OK for them to continue to use 

what she called ‘Spanglish’ at home. These changes allowed Layla to validate the 

students’ ways of speaking to a much greater extent than other classes I had observed 

(both her previous classes and those taught by other instructors). She was able to 

represent both the SLI and discourse that legitimated the students’ home linguistic 

practices by being vague about the definitions of ‘Spanglish’ and ‘Standard Spanish’, 

despite her frequent references to these two notions during the first unit of the course. 

 

4.1.1 Language-as-code Discourse and Standard Language Ideology 

As the present study focuses on the negotiation of discourses about linguistic 

practices, I begin by describing two interrelated themes concerning the definition and 

value of language that were salient within the institutional context of the HL courses. The 

terms I use to refer to these themes are (1) the ‘Language-as-code Discourse’ (LCD) and 

(2) the ‘Standard Language Ideology’ (SLI, introduced in Chapter 1). Both are prevailing 

ideologies in the modern world (Gal 2006), and the ‘LCD’, a view of languages as 

discrete entities (see section 1.2), is so widely accepted that it was rarely questioned in 

the data. In the data represented in this chapter, speakers represent the LCD by making 



 145 

statements based on an assumption that there is one way of speaking called ‘Spanish’ and 

one way of speaking called ‘English’. The ‘SLI,’ a bias toward an idealized linguistic 

norm (see section 2.1.1), is a prominent theme that is made possible within the LCD 

concept. With respect to Spanish in L2 and HL education, the SLI is a notion that 

acceptable Spanish is that language produced by educated, middle-class speakers in 

monolingual contexts, and positions the Spanish of HLLs as illegitimate. The LCD and 

the SLI represented in the data roughly correspond with the hegemonic ideologies of 

‘language-ness’, ‘(non)standardness’ and ‘(non)nativeness’ that comprise the ‘Native 

Standard Language’ (NSL), a construct that Train (2003, 2007) observes in the discourse 

of teaching Spanish as a ‘foreign language’ in the U.S. I describe the relationship of these 

themes to the NSL below. 

The notion of legitimate Spanish as a fixed code represents what Train (2007) 

describes as the ideology of ‘language-ness’ that is part of the discourse surrounding 

Spanish in the U.S. context. According to Train, “Spanish” is constructed “as an entity 

apart from other supposedly discrete languages” (Train 2007: 193). The LCD seems to be 

a requisite for related discourses of endangerment, such as the SLI, to be discussed 

below. In the SHL classroom context, the LCD is explicitly represented when the 

students and the instructor describe the ‘correct’ or ‘academic’ Spanish the students are 

expected to learn in class as a separate category that exists in contrast with other discrete 

languages, such as English, and in contrast with ‘Spanglish,’ which instructor Layla often 

describes as a mix between Spanish and English. 

In an informal interview that I conducted with Layla in the spring semester of 

2010, she explained that the original purpose of her ‘Spanglish’ unit was to teach students 

to distinguish between ‘Spanglish’ and ‘Standard Spanish’. When describing this 

objective, she represented ‘Spanish’ within the LCD: 
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Example 17: Not Natural in Spanish 
 
1     Layla: …the initial idea of the Spanglish unit was for them to realize 
 
2  that there is words which are accepted into the Spanish language 
 
3  which are Anglicisms, and it works out, 
 
4  and there’s words that you can trace—they work— 
 
5  but there’s others that don’t, 
 
6  and then there’s phrases that you can trace and phrases that you can’t, 
 
7  and usually it’s because you need to have an article in there or something. 
 
8     Rachel: What do you mean ‘that you can trace’? Like back to... 
 
9    Layla: Como calcos. Yeah. 
  Like calques.   
       
10  So, for example, 
 
11  a lot of them like, they love to say ‘peso cien diez’, ‘I weigh one ten’, 
 
12  and you’re like, no, you can’t say that 
 
13  because the number in Spanish is ‘ciento’. 
 
14  So, ‘peso ciento diez’. 
 
15  I mean, I get what you’re telling me, 
 
16  but the way you’re saying it? is not natural in Spanish. 
 
17  So, it’s just getting them to be aware 
 
18  that there’s some aspects of the language 
 
19  that do change when you say it in Spanish. 
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20 Rachel: Um hum. 
 
21     Layla: And like, same thing with verbs, 
 
22  like a lot of them say ‘maipiar’, ‘to mop’. 
 
23  And, they’re like, well, if you say ‘maipiar’, 
 
24  people will, ask you where you learned Spanish, 
 
25  because it’s not a naturally occurring, verb. 

 

In Example 17 above, Layla makes reference to the boundaries of ‘Spanish’ (lines 2-7), 

excluding certain words and phrases on the basis that they are not “natural” (lines 15-16 

and 23-25). The notion of language as ‘natural’ is part of the “essentialized view of 

language” that Jaffe (2007b) argues is common in contexts of language endangerment. 

As described in section 2.1, Jaffe (2007b) observes that in contexts in which a language is 

viewed as being under some kind of threat, people often represent language as a fixed 

code that is natural and systematic, conceive of communities as static and homogenous, 

and construct a one-to-one relationship between particular communities and particular 

ways of speaking. 

Supporting Heller and Deuchene’s (2007) argument that people employ the same 

kinds of discourses of endangerment in defense of both minority and dominant linguistic 

practices, the course textbook represented ‘Spanglish’ as possessing a fixed set of 

grammar and vocabulary, which was identified in opposition to equivalent structures and 

words in the imagined standard variety. 44 Similarly, both in the classroom and also in 

conversation with other Spanish instructors outside of the classroom, the instructors of 

the HL courses tended to describe and make reference to the students’ home languages as 
                                                
44 Interestingly, some students also defended ‘Spanglish’ by describing it as ‘natural’ in much the same 
way that Layla defended ‘Spanish’. 
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belonging to a homogenous linguistic variety of Texas Spanish speakers. However, 

research has demonstrated that Texas Spanish is vastly heterogeneous (cf. Hernández 

2011, mentioned in section 1.1); a fact that could be of great interest to Spanish HL 

learners were it presented in class. On the other hand, a notion of a ‘Standard Texas 

Spanish’ to match the ‘Standard Spanish’ construct could serve as a powerful 

legitimating force for local linguistic practices. 

Drawing from her research about multilingualism on Corsica, Jaffe points out that 

the presence of the LCD generally sets up a context in which multilingual practices are 

evaluated as deficient: 

The focus on language-as-code almost inevitably draws boundaries that tend to 
exclude and delegitimize the mixed codes and practices resulting from language 
domination, shift and revitalization. This has certainly been the case in Corsica, 
where despite ‘sociolinguistic’ and ‘polynomic’ incursions into public, discursive 
space, codeswitching and mixed forms tend to be evaluated as deficient with 
reference to purist models of both French and Corsican proficiency. (2007b: 67) 

I observed a similar phenomenon in the Spanish HL classroom, although negative 

evaluations of multilingual practices were often subtle and indirect. 

Despite her effort to legitimize the students’ linguistic backgrounds and practices, 

Layla’s classroom focus on ‘Standard Spanish’ gives value to the entity that she 

constructs as ‘correct’ Spanish and thus represents a ‘SLI’ (Lippi-Green 1994, 1997; 

Milroy 2007; Milroy and Milroy 1991). While Lippi-Green defines a SLI as “a bias 

toward an abstracted, idealized, homogenous spoken language which is imposed from 

above, and which takes as its model the written language” (1994: 166), the SLI that 

circulates in the SHL classroom values not only written language, but also the imagined 

language of monolingual speakers from regions where Spanish is dominant, particularly 

in Spain. 
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In the Spring 2010 interview, Layla explained that she generally tells her students 

that if they were to write they way they learned to speak at home, a reader from Spain 

would understand virtually none of what they wrote: 

 

Example 18: You need to learn, Standard Spanish 
 
Layla: And I was like, it goes back to if you send a letter to someone in Spain, and like, I 

made this like ((unintel.)) letter for example, and I put all this Spanglish in there, I 
was like, if I send this to someone in Spain, they’re not going to understand what 
I’m saying. If I send it to Latin America, they might get three out of four words 
out. But, if I want to show them that I am eloquent and educated and that I am 
able to relate to the people? 

 
Rachel: Uh huh. 
 
Layla:  You need to learn, Standard Spanish, because that’s what’s handled anywhere you 

go [in] writing. 

 

By creating an imagined community of target language speakers that is distant from the 

students’ own experiences (cf. Kanno and Norton 2003), Layla is effectively supporting 

underlying societal discourses of social difference that position U.S. Hispanics as 

removed from the rest of the Spanish-speaking world. Thus, it seems that Layla conveyed 

conflicting messages about language variation to her students by enacting different 

sociolinguistic stances through different practices in the classroom. 

Layla’s representation of the SLI confuses notions of standardization, formality of 

register and the ‘monolingual norm’ (Rampton 1995). Using terminology recently 

proposed by García (García 2009a, García and Torres-Guevara 2010), the ideology that 

Layla represents in the classroom is a ‘monoglossic language ideology’, in that it values 

monolingualism and does not acknowledge contextual variation in language. Perhaps due 

to the perceived need to evaluate the linguistic skills that SHL students bring to the 
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classroom, the standard construct is exceptionally salient in the data collected for this 

study. However, from the beginning of the semester in the focal course, Layla was also 

very clear that she wanted to legitimize her students’ home linguistic practices, and she 

managed to represent a discourse of legitimacy alongside her efforts to teach the students 

what she considered ‘Standard’. 

 

4.1.2 Value of bilingual linguistic practices 

In the Fall semester of 2010, Layla began her first introduction to SPN 610D by 

discussing the importance of acknowledging the legitimacy of students’ language 

varieties. She seemed to be taking on a different approach to language variation than she 

had in the previous semester’s course that I had also observed. After I introduced myself 

to Layla’s students and briefly discussed my study, Layla brought up the topic of Spanish 

speakers on the Texas-Mexico border. She said that in the past, people on the border 

thought that speaking Spanish was important to fight against the hegemony of the U.S., 

and then added with sarcasm, “but now we’re all cosmopolitan”. This statement implied 

that people no longer valued Spanish in the same way that they had, and were likely to 

choose English in order to be “cosmopolitan”.45 

A few minutes later, when Layla began to introduce the goals of the course, she 

seemed to represent the perspective of ‘expansion-based’ approaches to heritage language 

learning (see section 2.3.1). She said that the students needed to gain the ability to 

determine which language variety to use in a particular context, adding “No se trata de 

erradicar cómo ustedes hablan” (‘It’s not about eradicating how you (all) speak’). 

Layla’s statement that the students should “tener la capacidad de discernir” (‘to have the 
                                                
45 Of course, ‘being cosmopolitan’ could include using Spanish or not, depending on the speakers’ 
perspective about the symbolic value associated with the Spanish language. 
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capacity to discern’) which language variety to use in a particular context seems to imply 

that one must follow a set of rules about what is appropriate language use in a given 

context, presumably a high-status code in high-status contexts and a low-status code in 

low-status contexts. This approach is typical of the expansion-based approach, whose 

goal is for the students to acquire an additional dialect or register of language (see 

Chapter 1); it is likely to have influenced Layla’s teaching philosophy. Her comment “No 

se trata de erradicar cómo ustedes hablan” is also reminiscent of expansion-based 

approaches. When such statements are used in HL teaching materials, some argue that the 

unspoken part of the message is that it is about limiting the domain of low-status codes to 

the home (see Leeman 2005). According to Layla, she wanted the students to make a 

distinction between language that was appropriate for speech and language that was 

appropriate for writing. In the Spring 2010 interview, she told me how she explained the 

distinction to her students: “…and I would say ‘Yeah, it’s OK, that’s totally fine, if that’s 

how you’ve spoken, that’s fine. That’s what you speak at home. When you’re writing, 

you can’t USE that language, because people will not know what you mean’”. 

Regardless of how Layla constructed this notion of linguistic appropriateness to 

her students, what was certain is that she did make an honorable effort to legitimize 

students’ community languages and cultures; she also opened up a dialogue with her 

students about power and legitimacy that I did not observe in other classrooms. Possibly 

as a result of these efforts, students were comfortable practicing code-alternation in class. 

One student even felt comfortable consciously using what he described to me as ‘español 

callejero’ (‘street Spanish’) (this student was an Anglo who grew up in a Spanish-

speaking neighborhood; see section 5.2.4 for a further discussion of this type of 

performance). On the other hand, during certain types of classroom activities, Layla acted 

as ‘language police’, both in terms of enforcing an English-only policy and also by 
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correcting students’ usage of certain terms that she deemed too informal or imprecise for 

the classroom; these practices of verbal hygiene reflected a traditional language teacher 

role, and also Layla’s perspective that the students needed to learn ‘Standard Spanish’ in 

order to achieve professional success. 

To my knowledge, Layla was the only Spanish HL instructor in the program who 

had her students read Gloria Anzaldúa’s essay “How to Tame a Wild Tongue” (from 

Borderland/La Frontera, Anzaldúa 1987). She understood that this influential Chicana 

writer could have a profound impact on her students’ views of themselves as Mexican-

Americans and as Spanish speakers. The following excerpt demonstrates how the essay 

legitimizes the Spanish spoken on the U.S.-Mexico border (78). 

…Chicano Spanish is considered by the purist and by most Latinos deficient, a 
mutilation of Spanish. 

 But Chicano Spanish is a border tongue which developed naturally. 
Change, evolución, enriquecimiento de palabras nuevas por invención o 
adopción46 have created variants of Chicano Spanish, un nuevo, lenguaje. Un 
lenguaje que corresponde a un modo de vivir.47 Chicano Spanish is not incorrect, 
it is a living language. (Anzaldúa 1987) 

Anzaldúa’s (1987) seminal collection of essays in Borderlands/La Frontera: the New 

Mestiza describes a multilingual border subject who is empowered by the ability to 

navigate between multiple languages and identities (Urciuoli 2008). Urciuoli (2008: 267) 

points out that Borderlands serves as a fund of symbolic capital by foregrounding non-

standard linguistic elements “as both personal statement and alternate aesthetic”. By 

choosing to include this piece in the SHL curriculum, Layla was taking a stand against 

the prescriptivism in traditional HL teaching and making an effort to validate the 

students’ home linguistic practices. 

                                                
46 Evolution, enrichment of words by invention or adoption. 
47 A new language. A language that corresponds to a way of living. 
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4.2 LANGUAGE IDEOLOGIES IN STUDENTS’ WRITING 

In this subsection, I analyze a set of writings produced by the students as a 

homework assignment in which they were to write an e-mail to a friend in another 

Spanish-speaking country. Layla assigned this task to her SPN 610D students at the end 

of September 2010, after she had introduced them to concepts such as ‘Spanglish’, 

‘Standard Spanish’, ‘calques’, and ‘Anglicisms’. It was a class assignment that she 

planned; I did not have any input on this task. The text of the e-mail assignment was: 

  
Example 19: E-mail Assignment 
 
“Imagina que has tenido una correspondencia virtual con una persona que vive en 
Latinoamérica o en España. Y un día él o ella te pregunta por qué tu español no es igual 
al de ella/él/ ¿Qué le contestarías? Escribe un email (deberás entregárselo a tu profesora) 
en el cual le explicarás a tu amig@ por qué hablas el tipo de español que tú hablas…”  
 
Imagine that you have had a virtual correspondence with a person who lives in Latin 
America or in Spain. And one day he or she asks you why your Spanish is not the same as 
hers/his. What would you answer? Write an e-mail (you will have to turn it in to your 
professor) in which you will explain to your friend why you speak the type of Spanish you 
speak… 

 

Students responded by sending an e-mail to Layla with their responses in Spanish in the 

text of the message. Students’ responses to this assignment are an outcome of an ongoing 

process of co-construction of language ideologies and multilingual identities that took 

place within the classroom community throughout the semester. In my perspective, they 

do not represent some kind of ‘core’ beliefs or identities but rather a response to an 

institutionally-imposed task. They demonstrate one kind of work students do to reconcile 

their own experiences with the instructors’ guidelines and arguments. This process of co-
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construction involves the representation and recontextualization of many other voices; 

including, for example, the voices of the instructor, the students’ parents and/or 

grandparents, their peer groups and the media. I use the term ‘recontextualization’ 

because, when including these voices in their texts, the students place them in a different 

context and thus give them different meaning (Briggs 1993; Blommaert 2005). 

Sometimes the students attribute authorship to these other voices, as when they introduce 

an idea with “my grandmother told me…”, allowing students to display a certain level of 

commitment toward the ideas they represent in their writings. In other cases they present 

the ideas as their own. 

Several discourses about language, language learning and language users emerged 

in the data collected during the Spanglish unit. Perhaps partially due to the institutional 

context of the assignment, many of these discourses fit into what Jaffe (2007b) calls an 

‘essentialist perspective’ in which “the content of both ‘language’ and ‘identity’ and their 

iconic relationships are seen as fixed, ascribed/natural and unproblematic” (2007b: 58). 

Jaffe describes language ideologies on Corsica as an example of how nationalist 

ideologies in defense of either a dominant language (e.g. French) or a minority language 

(e.g. Corsican) can assume an essentialist perspective on language and identity, thus 

leading to unintended consequences, such as minority language purism and homogenism. 

For example: 

Corsican language purism, while good for the status of Corsican, stigmatized 
many habitual language practices, including codeswitching between Corsican and 
French and the use of contact-induced forms. In a purist framework, such forms 
were negatively evaluated as ‘interference’ from French. (Jaffe 2007b: 63) 

A similar kind of purism is evident in the way some of my study participants described 

their Spanish in the e-mail assignment, as I demonstrate below. Reflecting the 

institutional context of the Spanish language course, students evoked a ‘Standard 
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Language Ideology’ (SLI) that elevated a singular variety of Spanish above other ways of 

speaking. On the other hand, reflecting the instructors’ discussion of ‘Spanglish’, some 

students designated their bilingual linguistic practices as a separate code, lending such 

practices a level of legitimacy. Students made reference to these discourses in their 

justifications for taking the Spanish HL course, as I discuss in section 4.2.3 below. Some 

students also made reference to alternative models of language and identity that are 

“practice rather than form-based, that acknowledge the political and social character of 

all identity claims, and that leave room for the multiple forms of language practice…” 

(Jaffe 2007b: 70), but such models were more salient in contexts under less institutional 

control. 

 

4.2.1 Language-as-code 

The students’ representation of the LCD in metalinguistic discourse did not 

necessarily entail a reference to the SLI. Instead, they were able to both legitimize and 

delegitimize the linguistic practices of bilinguals from Texas by describing ‘Spanglish’ 

either as a code or as a non-code. Example 20 below shows how some students 

represented ‘Spanglish’ as a code of its own: 

 
Example 20: César, E-mail assignment 
 
Además, una gran parte del español que yo hablo deriva del dialecto de la frontera. En la 
frontera se mezcla el inglés y el español, i.e. 'parkear,' 'carpeta;' esas palabras son parte 
del ‘spanglish,’ una variación del español que se habla en la frontera.48 
 

                                                
48 I am representing the e-mails as students wrote them without any corrections; all spelling and 
punctuation used is from the original texts produced by the students. 
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In addition, a big part of the Spanish that I speak comes from the dialect from the border. 
On the border English and Spanish are mixed, i.e. ‘parkear,’ ‘carpeta;’ those words are 
part of ‘Spanglish,’ a variety of Spanish that is spoken on the border. 

 

In Example 20, taken from the e-mail assignment, César defines Spanglish as “una 

variación del español que se habla en la frontera” (‘a variety of Spanish that is spoken 

on the border’), elevating Spanglish to the status of code. He refers to the process of 

mixing Spanish and English and provides two examples of words that result from this 

mix. ‘Parkear’ and ‘carpeta’, both common in the vocabulary of Texas Spanish speakers, 

originated from the English words ‘to park’ and ‘carpet’ but have taken on Spanish 

morphology and have become integrated into the lexicon of some communities.49 César 

also distinguishes “el español que yo hablo” (‘the Spanish that I speak’) from the code 

used on the border, distinguishing himself from other border residents. 

Example 21, an excerpt from the discourse students produced during a small 

group ‘debate’ in the Spring semester of 2010, presents a perspective on Spanglish that 

contrasts with César’s position above. Alejandro constructs Spanglish as a disorderly 

mixing, in contrast with Spanish, which he describes as a fixed code. The excerpt begins 

with Alejandro’s description of Spanglish. 

 
Example 21: Alejandro contrasts ‘Spanglish’ with ‘Spanish’ 
 
1  Alejan: A mí se me hace que no es unido porque todos lo usamos muy diferente  
  I think it isn’t united because we all use it very differently 
 
2  y no tendría uno de [específico] 
  and it wouldn’t have one [specific] 
 
3 Dalia:     [Claro.] No llegaría a encajar en un lado (1.0)  
      [Sure.] It wouldn’t end up fitting in anywhere (1.0) 

                                                
49 Outside of the U.S., ‘carpeta’ means ‘folder’. 
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4  [yo creo que-]  
  [I think that-] 
 
5  Alejan: [porque] todos lo usamos en diferentes formas  y en diferentes palabras 
  [because] we all use it in different forms and in different words 
 
6  No es algo que está:: Como, tú tienes un idioma:?    
  It’s not something that is:: Like, you have a language? 
 
7  el español tiene un mundo específico y todo está ( ) cierta forma  
  Spanish has a specific world and everything is ( ) certain form 
 
8  pero en el Spanglish todo sería p’allí, p’acá y. 
  but in Spanglish everything would be all over the place and 
 
9  no realmente sería algo (0.5) específico 
  it wouldn’t really be something (0.5) specific50 
 
10  que toda, o sea, todos usamos [diferentes]. 
  that all, I mean, we all use [different]. 
 

For Alejandro, Spanish is fixed “todo está ( ) cierta forma” (line 7), while in Spanglish is 

inconsistent “todos lo usamos muy diferente” (line 1) and “todo sería p’allí, p’acá” (line 

8). He also seems to imply that a language is something that a person can have while 

Spanglish is not something that a person can have “No es algo que está:: Como tú tienes 

un idioma:?” (line 6). 

Students in Layla’s courses produced the text in Example 20 and the dialogue in 

Example 21 after doing the introductory exercises on ‘Spanglish’ and ‘Standard Spanish’ 

in Layla’s textbook. Thus, their references to ‘Spanglish’ are likely to be their own 

interpretations and recontextualizations of what they heard in class and what they read in 

                                                
50 The translation of line 9 is based on how I heard the phrase when I listened to the recording; there was 
not a pause after “no”. It may have been easier for me to understand if Alejandro had said ‘No es nada 
específico, realmente’, ‘It is not anything (literally, nothing) specific, really’, using the double negative ‘no 
es nada’, and the verb ‘es’ immediately following the negation. This is a good example of a case in which 
learning grammatical rules would help with communication. 
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the textbook. The examples demonstrate that students both legitimate and delegitimate 

bilingual linguistic practices within the LCD. However, the presence of the LCD within 

classroom metadiscursive practices allows for the construction of a SLI. 

 

4.2.2 Standard Language Ideology 

During the Spanglish unit, the students both represent and contest this SLI in their 

writing and metalinguistic practices. Many students described the use of Anglicisms in 

their Spanish with negative evaluative terms such as “bad habit”, as in Example 22, from 

the e-mail assignment. 

 
Example 22: Ingrid, E-mail assignment 
 
El español que yo uso tiene términos que solo son usados donde yo vivo. Viviendo tan 
cercas a la frontera mucha de la gente mescal el ingles y el español. Crecí creyendo que 
estas palabras eran corectas y no fue hasta que tome clases de español que me entere que 
no eran corectas. Sin embargo mi familia todavía usa estas palabras y es una maña que 
voy a tener conmigo por toda mi vida. Todos lenguajes tienen diferentes variaciones y lo 
que yo hablo solo es una de las miles del español.  
 
The Spanish that I use has terms that are only used where I live. Living so close to the 
border a lot of people mix English and Spanish. I grew up thinking that these words were 
correct and it wasn’t until I took Spanish classes that I realized that they weren’t correct. 
Nonetheless, my family still uses these words, and it is a bad habit that I’m going to have 
with me for my whole life. All languages have different variations and what I speak is just 
one of the thousands of Spanish. 
 

Ingrid claims not to have questioned the correctness of her vocabulary until she started 

taking Spanish. According to Ingrid, the idea that her language was incorrect came from 

her experiences in Spanish classes. She frames this idea as something that she ‘realized’ 

or ‘found out’ (‘me enteré’) (as opposed to just ‘heard’ or ‘was told’, for example), and in 

this way, validates it. Ingrid continues to represent the SLI by evaluating the language 
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that she learned from her family as a “bad habit” (‘una maña’). By evaluating it as “una 

maña que voy a tener conmigo por toda mi vida” ‘It’s a bad habit that I’m going to have 

with me all of my life’, she seems to be negating the potential for individual agency in 

changing one’s habitus, a perspective that is very different from what Layla had intended 

to communicate to her students. On the other hand, this evaluation may have been a way 

to contest the SLI by suggesting that she is not going to change this ‘maña’. Note that in 

Example 22, Ingrid closes with a statement that evaluates her ‘Spanish’ as a code (she 

uses the term ‘variation’); providing it with some level of legitimacy within the language-

as-code discourse. Students commonly included some kind of legitimizing statement with 

negative evaluations of their linguistic practices. 

As will be demonstrated in subsequent chapters, Ingrid grapples with a variety of 

discourses with respect to linguistic variation. Her mother has expressed concern about 

the variety of Spanish she learns at school, not wanting her to learn to speak in a way that 

is very different from her family’s way of speaking (i.e. a variety from Spain or a formal 

style). In Ingrid’s narrative about using Spanish outside of the classroom, she is very 

pleased that she has been able to convince a potential employer that she is a monolingual 

Spanish-speaker. As described in section 4.1, Ingrid is exposed to the competing 

discourses that Layla represents in the classroom. Her response to Layla’s assignment is 

clearly part of a process of making sense of these discourses while at the same time 

writing what she believes Layla wants to read. 

Students also frequently represented a SLI by describing their goals of learning 

‘formal’ or ‘correct’ Spanish. They often gave value to this kind of learning either as a 

link to their heritage or identity, or as a tool to advance themselves professionally. 

Example 23 demonstrates how one student links ‘correct’ Spanish to his identity in the 

text of his e-mail assignment: 
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Example 23: Mario, E-mail assignment 
 
Se que no hablo bien y se que no es bien seguir usando esta moda de español. Seria mas 
importante aprender como hablar el español correcto, no nomas porque es la cosa 
correcta que hacer pero porque este idioma es parte de mi y no lo quiero perder. Ojala 
que ya me puedes entender mas bien de donde vengo. 
 
I know I don’t speak well and I know that it isn’t good to keep using this kind of Spanish. 
It would be more important to learn how to speak correct Spanish, not just because it’s 
the right thing to do, but because this language is part of me and I don’t want to lose it. I 
hope that now you can understand better where I come from now. 
 

In this example, Mario gives value to the idealized construct of ‘correct’ Spanish, thus 

supporting the SLI. 

In the SHL classroom, the students and instructor rarely challenge the LCD, 

perhaps because the LCD is part of the prevailing ‘metadiscursive regime’, or the way 

people generally describe and make reference to language within a society (Bauman and 

Briggs 2003: 229, Makoni and Pennycook 2007: 2). The SLI, on the other hand, is in 

constant negotiation in the classroom where I conducted my research. 

It is important to note that the value attributed to ‘Spanish’ and ‘Spanglish’ in the 

discursive practices in which the students participate outside of the classroom does not 

necessarily align with the way these notions are valued in classroom discourse. When 

observed in interaction with other Spanish-speaking students outside of the classroom on 

the university campus, the students used English almost exclusively. In contrast, many 

students reported speaking Spanish frequently in their hometowns, where, for many of 

them, speaking Spanish and practicing code-switching is the norm. When describing the 

ideological contexts within their own families, the students indicated varied levels of 

value associated with the use of local terminology. Some of the students, particularly 

those who were born in Mexico and immigrated to the U.S. at a young age, said that they 
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were taught to speak ‘correct’ Spanish at home. Aldo, one of the participants in the 

excerpts analyzed below, reported being taught that people who used local terminology 

were ‘ghetto’. However, most students reported that ‘Spanglish’ was the norm in their 

home communities. During the course of the semester, three of the participants added 

‘Spanglish’ as a language on Facebook (see Figure 1), raising ‘Spanglish’ to the category 

of code, and reclaiming the term as an indication of value. In the study data discussed in 

this section, the participants’ orientations toward the LCD and the SLI are framed within 

the institutional setting of the classroom. It appears that these discourses are less relevant 

in contexts outside of the classroom, suggesting that the same participants would display 

different kinds of stances in non-institutional contexts. 

 

Figure 1: Student Claims Spanglish as a Language on Facebook Home Page 
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4.2.3 Goals of formal study of Spanish 

Although the e-mail assignment did not suggest that students explain why they 

enrolled in the Spanish HL course, many of them offered reasons in their texts. The 

majority of the students who did so made reference to a desire to learn ‘correct’ or 

‘formal’ Spanish and to avoid the use of false cognates, calques and other types of code-

mixing. These terms reflected a view of the two language varieties as separate entities (cf. 

Rampton 1995: 338) and a SLI (Lippi-Green 1994, 1997). Example 24 below 

demonstrates one student’s objectives for studying Spanish, explaining that he wanted to 

avoid code-mixing. 

  

Example 24: Joaquín, E-mail assignment 

 
Creo que la gente habla el español así porque es fácil y conciente. Es mas fácil mezclar el 
español con ingles, en lugar de pensar y solamente hablar una lengua. Nosotros hablamos 
el Spanglish porque somos flojos, y no es bueno. Por eso yo quiero tomar clases de 
español al nivel colegial para entender como no mezclar español y ingles, y tener un 
mejor entendimiento del español. 
 
I think people speak Spanish like that [mixing Spanish and English] because it’s easy and 
conscious. It’s easier to mix Spanish with English, instead of thinking and only speaking 
one language. We speak Spanish because we’re lazy, and it’s not good. That’s why I want 
to take Spanglish classes at the university level to understand how to not mix Spanish and 
English, and have a better understanding of Spanish. 

 

Of the sixteen students who turned in the e-mail assignment, five made reference to a 

desire to learn ‘correct’ Spanish or to correct their Spanish, while two said they wanted to 

learn ‘formal’ Spanish. This reference reflects the objectives of the course as presented 

by the instructor in the beginning of the semester, and it is difficult to determine to what 
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extent Layla influenced their responses. While the goal of learning ‘formal’ or ‘correct’ 

Spanish was prevalent in students’ responses to the e-mail assignment, the students 

varied in their reasons for valuing this goal. 

Evoking the discourse that Leeman and Martínez (2007) found in SHL textbooks 

from the 1970s and 1980s (see section 2.3.1), two students constructed a relationship 

between ‘formal’ or ‘correct’ Spanish and their own identities or heritage, as in the 

following two examples. 

 

Example 25: Miguel, E-mail assignment 
 
Se que no hablo bien y se que no es bien seguir usando esta moda de español. Seria mas 
importante aprender como hablar el español correcto, no nomas porque es la cosa 
correcta que hacer pero porque este idioma es parte de mi y no lo quiero perder. 
 
 I know that I don’t speak well, and I know that it isn’t good to keep using this kind of 
Spanish. It would be more important to learn how to speak correct Spanish, not just 
because it’s the right thing to do, but also because this language is part of me and I don’t 
want to lose it. 

 

This student indicates that ‘correct’ Spanish, however he defines it, is a part of his 

identity, whereas the way he knows how to speak is not of value.  

One student linked formal Spanish (‘español formal’) to her heritage, citing her 

grandmother. 

  

Example 26: Kaylee, e-mail assignment 
 
A veces me da vergüenza cuando hablo con mi abuelita porque ella dice que es informal 
y incorrecto. También dice que tengo que aprender español formal porque es me 
herencia. Tiene razón. Tex-mex tiene muchos calcos y intercambios entre de los dos 
lenguajes. Por esó, yo quiero practicar y aprender español estándar así que tengo una 
fundación formal. 
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Sometimes it embarrasses me when I speak with my grandma because she says it’s 
informal and incorrect. She also says I have to learn formal Spanish because it’s my 
heritage. She’s right. Tex-Mex has a lot of calques and code-switching. That’s why I want 
to practice and learn Standard Spanish so that I have a formal foundation. 
 

It is interesting to note that Kaylee first makes reference to learning español formal and 

later refers to learning español estándar (Standard Spanish), both in opposition to Tex-

Mex. As I discuss in section 2.3.1, this confusion of concepts of register and dialect is 

common in Spanish HL courses. Both in their writings and in the interviews, students 

often explained their reasons for an interest in learning ‘Standard Spanish’ or ‘correct 

Spanish’ by representing the voices of older members of their family, such as their 

grandparents, as in Example 25. This practice of attributing such ideas to others allows 

the students to avoid claiming the words as their own. They believe they are expected to 

represent a perspective in certain contexts that may conflict with discourses from other 

practices in which they participate. 

Other students said that acquiring skills in ‘formal’ or ‘correct’ Spanish would 

help them meet their economic and professional goals, as in Example 27: 

 

Example 27: Julián, e-mail assignment 

 
…El otoño pasado, tuve la oportunidad de entrevistar con Univisión en Austin pero no 
podía aceptar el trabajo porque mi español no era tan fuerte.  Ahora, estoy tomando un 
curso bilingüe en La Universidad de Tejas y espero que cuando este semestre termine, 
voy a poder comunicarme mejor en español con mi familia, amigos y empleadores 
futuros.  
 
…Last fall, I had the opportunity to interview with Univisión en Austin but I couldn’t 
accept the job because my Spanish wasn’t so strong. Now, I’m taking a bilingual course 
at the University of Texas and I hope that when this semester is over, I am going to be 
able to communicate better in Spanish with my family, friends and future employers. 
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It is interesting to note that these two perspectives on the value of studying Spanish as a 

HL, either as representative of Hispanic heritage or as a skill for professional 

advancement, are reminiscent of two ideologies that Leeman and Martínez (2007) 

identify in Spanish HL textbooks. As described in section 1.2.1, Leeman and Martínez 

found that the SHL textbooks from the 1970s and 1980s emphasized Latino identity in 

their prefaces, while those published in the 1990s reflected notions of economic 

competitiveness. Reflecting the findings of Leeman and Martinez, both types of 

reasoning appeared in the students’ discourse in relation to a SLI. 

Table 3 summarizes the discourses about language and language users that the 

students represented in their writings: 
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Table 3: Beliefs about language expressed by students in institutional context 

Ideology Definition Examples 
Language-as-code 
discourse (LCD) 

Languages as discrete entities with 
clear-cut boundaries (prevailing 
ideology in modern world; makes 
possible SLI and some forms of 
legitimation of bilingual practices) 

“...esas palabras son parte del 
‘spanglish,’ una variación del español 
que se habla en la frontera.” 
...those words are part of ‘spanglish,’ 
a variation of Spanish spoken on the 
border 

Standard 
Language 
Ideology (SLI) 

“a bias toward an abstracted, 
idealized, homogenous spoken 
language which is imposed from 
above, and which takes as its model 
the written language” (Lippi-Green 
1994: 166). 

“...mi familia todavía usa estas 
palabras y es una maña que voy a 
tener conmigo por toda mi vida...” 
...my family still uses these words, 
and it is a bad habit that I’m going to 
have with me my whole life... 

Spanish as 
identity/heritage 

Spanish linked to students’ 
Mexican-American identities or 
heritage 

“Seria mas importante aprender como 
hablar el español correcto, no nomas 
porque es la cosa correcta que hacer 
pero porque este idioma es parte de 
mi y no lo quiero perder.” 
It would be more important to learn 
how to speak correct Spanish, not just 
because it’s the right thing to do, but 
also because this language is part of 
me and I don’t want to lose it. 

Spanish as a 
professional 
resource 

Skills in Spanish are valuable as 
resources to help students meet 
economic and professional goals 

“…El otoño pasado, tuve la 
oportunidad de entrevistar con 
Univisión en Austin pero no podía 
aceptar el trabajo porque mi español 
no era tan fuerte...” 
…Last fall, I had the opportunity to 
interview with Univisión in Austin but 
I couldn’t accept the job because my 
Spanish wasn’t so strong. 

 

Within the texts presented in this section, which the students produced in response 

to a particular class assignment, they engage in a process of making sense of the 

conflicting ideologies represented in classroom discourse, and of reconciling the 

institutional discourses with the other discourses to which they are exposed outside of the 

classroom and in their own experiences with language. Because they were produced for 
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the instructor, the texts reflect the ideologies that the instructor represented in the 

classroom, but they never represented them with the exact same meaning as when first 

uttered by the instructor. The ideologies referenced in the students’ writings have little 

meaning on their own but paint part of a complex picture of meaning-making that takes 

different forms both within the classroom and outside of the classroom, and affect the 

ways the students will use and talk about language in the future. The ideologies the 

students associated with learning Spanish in the classroom when asked to produce a text 

in an institutional context contrasted with their representation of ideologies and identities 

in other contexts. The ways they used language in a variety of interactive contexts and the 

ways they described their experiences with the language outside of the classroom 

suggested that they were not ‘victims’ to the SLI in their daily lives. 

 

4.3 AN IDEOLOGICAL DISCUSSION IN THE CLASSROOM 

In this subsection, I describe how the students and instructor addressed topics 

such as language value, power and identity through classroom discussion. When the 

students discuss such topics in the classroom, they are participating in a complex 

discursive process. When all of the students and the instructor are engaged in the same 

conversation or students are within earshot of the instructor, they are often trying to 

reflect what they think the instructor wants them to say. They are also performing for 

each other and may be working toward alignment with each other. In some cases, the 

students and instructor may not understand each other; they may associate different 

referential or indexical meanings with words or utterances (Blommaert 2005), for 

example. In some cases, they may not agree with each other. Thus, when the instructor 

prompts students to think critically and deconstruct prevailing ideologies, essentialized 
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identities and power structures, the classroom discourse may or may not represent a 

process of ideological transformation for the students. 

Before I address discussions that took place in the focal classroom in Fall 2010, I 

would like to describe briefly how students categorized language-users in HL classroom 

discussions that I observed in previous semesters. In my preliminary research (Showstack 

2012b), conducted in 2008 and 2009, I found that students described other U.S. 

Hispanics’ Spanish language skills as a deficit, rather than as an added value. One way 

that they did this was by criticizing their family members and other people whom they 

had encountered in their daily lives for using local speech varieties, mixing elements of 

Spanish and English in their speech or not learning to speak Spanish correctly. In 

Example 28, from a class discussion in an intermediate Spanish HL course, a student 

whom I called ‘Sara’ criticizes her siblings for not learning to speak correct Spanish. 
 

Example 28: Criticism of siblings’ lack of Spanish (Showstack 2012b) 

1 Sara:  …para mí es muy importante mantener la cultura mexicana viva? 
  for me it is very important to keep Mexican culture alive? 
 
2  Hoy en día, um, gente se olvida de la lengua de español. 
  Today, um, people forget about the Spanish language. 
 
3  Como, mis hermanos nacieron en México 
  Like, my siblings were born in Mexico 
  
4  y mis hermanos ya no hablan muy bien el español. 
  and my siblings don’t speak Spanish well anymore. 
 
5  Tal vez yo no lo hablo muy bien, 
  Maybe I don’t speak it well, 
 
6  pero mis hermanos…lo hablan muy mal en comparación mía. 
  but my siblings…they speak it really badly in comparison with me. 
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7  Lo hablan mocho, o puedes decir, um, chueco, 
  They speak it ‘mocho’, or you can say, um, ‘chueco’, 
 
8  esos son términos que hemos usado para definir, 
  those are terms that we have used to define, 
 
9  um, las personas que no saben hablar bien el español… 
   um, the people who don’t know how to speak Spanish well… 
 

This comment was part of a class discussion in which an instructor had asked the students 

to describe their experiences being ‘bilingual’ and ‘bicultural’. I do not have data on how 

the instructor had represented the value of different kinds of Spanish speakers or different 

types of Spanish in the classroom before this discussion, but I suspect that she may not 

have encouraged students to think critically about who is able to claim symbolic power in 

being able to speak Spanish. 

In contrast, Layla, a literature student who was familiar with Bourdieu’s work on 

language and symbolic power (e.g. Bourdieu 1991) and had read an early draft of my 

preliminary study (Showstack 2012b), wanted the students in her Fall 2010 Spanish HL 

course to make a conscious decision to claim symbolic power in their Spanish. In other 

words, she wanted them to learn to represent themselves with authority and expect to be 

treated with respect when speaking the language. The ability to claim and exercise this 

authority is part of what Kramsch (Kramsch and Whiteside 2008, Kramsch 2009) calls 

‘symbolic competence’ (see section 1.3.5). In the case of Spanish HL students, this 

authority could mean refusing to allow others to position them as illegitimate speakers of 

Spanish. To this end, Layla encouraged her students to think critically about the symbolic 

power associated with native speakers of English in the U.S. who speak Spanish, and the 

reasons why native Spanish speakers from the U.S. may not be able to claim the same 

kind of symbolic power. For Layla, in addition to questioning symbolic power relations 
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in society, learning to speak ‘Standard Spanish’ was a significant step that the students 

could take in order to achieve powerful positions. Instead of questioning the SLI, Layla 

and her students consciously worked toward finding ways to become powerful within it. 

The students address the relationship between language and power during a class 

discussion that Layla led in the beginning of the Fall 2010 semester. Layla initiates the 

discussion by pointing to individual students and asking them “¿Quién eres en español?” 

(‘Who are you in Spanish?’) or “Quién eres en inglés?” (‘Who are you in English?’). The 

Mexican-American students use the words “lenta” (‘slow’), “tímida” (shy), “simple” 

(‘simple’), “vulnerable” (‘vulnerable’), and “vergonzosa” (‘shameful’) to describe how 

they view themselves when speaking Spanish, whereas the two Anglo students claim that 

they feel powerful when speaking Spanish. When Layla asks the students in which 

language they feel more powerful, many of the Mexican-American students claim that 

they feel more powerful when speaking English. Their perspectives seem to reflect 

Urciuoli’s (2008) observation that many bilinguals at U.S. universities do not view their 

own Spanish as an added value, and Hill’s (1998) argument that Anglo people speaking 

Spanish are valued in ways that Latinos who speak Spanish often are not. 

During the discussion, Layla points out the difference between the ways that the 

Anglo students and the Hispanic students have positioned themselves as Spanish 

speakers, in an effort to lead the students to question the distribution of symbolic power 

in their own classroom (lines 1-11 in Example 29 below). When Layla asks for an 

explanation of these differences, the students describe a variety of experiences and 

eventually begin to deconstruct the unequal power relations. The students’ varied 

experiences seem to reflect different expectations for White and Latino Spanish speakers. 

Lilia, one of the Mexican-American students, attributed the Hispanic students’ feelings of 

powerfulness in English (and not in Spanish) to the necessity of speaking English in the 
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U.S. in order to “do anything good”. Lilia may be referring to a variety of different kinds 

of achievements, including making academic and career advancements or establishing 

social relations with people who do not speak Spanish. It is interesting to note that in this 

example Lilia switches back and forth between Spanish and English and sounds as if she 

could be a monolingual speaker when speaking each respective language. 

 

Example 29: Layla and students discuss relationship between language and power 
 
1 Layla: Ustedes, en ¿que idioma se sienten más poderosos, en inglés o en español? 
  You, in which language do you feel more powerful, in English or Spanish. 
 
2   (Several students say “inglés” and one or two say “español”) 
 
3  Pues tenemos a una persona, que aprendió el español 
  Well we have a person, who learned Spanish 
 
4  y se siente más poderosa en español. 
  and feels more powerful in Spanish. 
 
5 Saul: Bueno, pero hay diferentes situaciones porque- por eso. 
  Well, but there are different situations because- for that reason. 
 
6 Layla: Claro, yo sé [smiley voice], pero espérame. 
  Of course, I know [smiley voice], but wait. 
 
7  Luego <tenemos> el resto de ustedes 
  Then <we have> the rest of you 
 
8  que el español es lo que aprendieron en casa 
  that Spanish is what you learned at home 
 
9  pero se sienten más poderosos en el inglés. 
  but you feel more powerful in English. 
 
10  ¿por qué creen que est(h)o sucede? 
  Why do you think this happens? 
 
11  ¿Qué cambia esta situación de poder? 



 172 

  What changes this situation of power. 
 
12 Lilia: El inglés para mí- yo habl- el español fue mi primera lengua, 
  English for me- I spe- Spanish was my first language, 
 
13  y aprendí el inglés >en kindergarten< y por eso, es-  
  and I learned English >in kindergarten< and that’s why, it’s- 
 
14  (2) it’s understandable that you- 
 
15 Layla: Explícate. 
  Explain yourself. 
 
16 Lilia:  It’s understandable that you <have to learn> English.  
 
17  You’re required to learn English in order to, you know, do anything good. 
 
18  So you kinda just, dejas el español y empiezas a aprender el inglés,  
          you leave Spanish and you start to learn English, 
 
19  y es- era mi- it was my only focus. 
  and it’s- it was my- 

 

In this example, Lilia, who had said that she feels “tímida” (‘shy’) when speaking 

Spanish, explains that the English language gives her more power in the sense that it 

allows her to do things that Spanish does not. 

In contrast, ‘Saul’, one of the Anglo students, described what he was able to do 

with his Spanish when living and traveling in Argentina, and what his achievements had 

earned him (Example 30). Saul communicates very effectively when speaking Spanish, 

but he speaks with a heavily Anglicized accent and often uses calques and Anglicisms, 

features that the instructor frequently criticized in the classroom. 

 

Example 30: Saul describes feeling powerful when using Spanish 
 
1 Layla: Um hum. (1) Entonces, si yo digo, 
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  Um hum. (1) Then, if I say, 
 
2  <it’s accurate to say that the language you manipulate your world with 
 
 
3  is the one you feel powerful with?> (3) 
 
 
4 Saul: Sí, por ejemplo, cuando yo estaba viviendo en, en Argentina, 
  Yes, for example, when I was living in, in Argentina, 
 
5  yo tomé como treinta personas en un viaje al sur. 
  I took like thirty people in a trip to the south. 
 
6 Layla: ¿Tomaste? 
  You took? 
 
7 Saul: No, no, they were en mi grupo, 
              my group 
 
8  y yo alquilo el colectivo, yo llamé los hoteles, 
  and I rent the bus, I called the hotels, 
 
9  porque yo fui el solo chico en mi grupo- 
  because I was the lone guy in my group- 
 
10 Layla: El único. 
  The only one. 
 
11 Saul: El único chico en mi grupo que sabía español. 
  The only guy in my group who knew Spanish. 
 
12 All: hh hh hh 
 
 
13 Saul:  Yo gané dos mil siete cientos dólares y fui en un viaje por gratis 
  I earned two thousand seven hundred dollars and I went on a trip for free 
 
14  porque sabía español. 
  because I knew Spanish. 
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15 Layla: De gratis.51 
  For free. 
 
16 Saul: De gratis porque sabía español. 
  For free because I knew Spanish. 
 
17  Y por eso yo tengo un amor para español. 
  And that’s why I have a love for Spanish. 
 
18 All: hh hh hh 
 
 
19 Saul: Hay miles de oportunidades 
  There are thousands of opportunities 
 
20  que están mostrando a frente de mis ojos 
  that are showing in front of my eyes 
 
21  todos los días en español. 
  every day in Spanish. 

 

Layla’s question in lines 2 and 3 represents Spanish as a useful skill, prompting Saul to 

describe what he can do with the language. Saul, who grew up in an English-speaking 

family, is aware of a great quantity of opportunities that became available to him because 

of his Spanish speaking skills. For Saul, his Spanish skills are an added value that give 

him power, while Lilia claims that her Spanish skills do not afford her the same power.  

With prompting from the instructor, the students discuss possible reasons for the 

differences among the ways the Anglo students and the Hispanic students feel about 

themselves when speaking Spanish and begin to deconstruct the distribution of symbolic 

power in the classroom and in the students’ communities. Here, Gabriel gives a 

thoughtful explanation of why Saul might feel powerful when speaking Spanish while 

others may not: 

                                                
51 Here Layla corrects Saul’s preposition choice. 
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Example 31: Gabriel explains discrimination against Latinos who speak Spanish 

 
1 Layla: <bien> Gary, ¿tú qué opinas? 
   <ok>    Gary, what do you think? 
 
2 Gabriel: Um, yo pienso que, como hablamos en inglés, 
   Um, I think that, since we speak English, 
 
3   entonces, es, en la sociedad, es más, 
   then, it’s, in the society, it’s more 
 
4   aquí en Estados Unidos es más más aceptable hablar inglés. 
   here in the United States it’s more more acceptable to speak English. 
  
5   Y los rangos altos de poder- el presidente, o sea- 
   And the high ranks of power- the president, I mean- 
 
6 Layla:   El gobernador- 
   The governor- 
 
7 Gabriel: Sí, esas cosas, tienes que saber inglés 
   Yes, those things, you have to know English 
 
8   porque es el lenguaje de poder aquí en Estados Unidos. 
   because it’s the language of power here in the United States 
 
9   Entonces, como Saul, que es- que va a Argentina 
   So, like Saul, who is- who goes to Argentina 
 
10   y lleva a turistas, o lleva a otra gente, 
   and takes tourists, or takes other people, 
 
11   entonces él puede tomar ventaja de eso. 
   so he can take advantage of that. 
 
12   Entonces, allí depende de, como se usa el lenguaje, de poder, 
   So, there it depends on, how one uses the language, of power, 
 
13   porque como nosotros, uh, nos dicen desde que estamos chiquitos 
   because like we, uh, they tell us since we are little 
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14   que tenemos que hablar el inglés 
   that we have to speak English 
 
15   porque es el lenguaje que tienen que aprender para ser educado, 
   because it’s the language that they have to learn to be educated, 
 
16   para ser aceptado en la sociedad aquí en los Estados Unidos, 
   to be accepted in the society here in the United States, 
 
17   entonces, dijimos que, nos hacen menos el español en Estados Unidos,  
   so, we said that, they make us [use] less Spanish in the United States, 
 
18   y por eso nos discriminan a los hispanos o a los latinos, 
   and that’s why they discriminate against us Hispanics or Latinos, 
 
19   porque piensan que es inferior, al inglés, 
   because they think that it’s inferior, to English, 
 
20   y inferior de, no nomás de lenguaje pero de raza. 
   and inferior to, not just in language but in race. 
 
21   ‘Tonces tiene que ver también con la raza y con nuestras herencias. 
   So it has to do also with race and with our heritages. 

 

In this text, Gabriel argues that Hispanics in the U.S. are expected to learn English, and 

that Spanish holds less value in the U.S. than English. He also makes a connection 

between the value of Spanish as inferior to English, and the race and ethnic background 

(“nuestras herencias” ‘our heritages’) of the speakers who use each language. As Hill 

(1998) and Zentella (1997) have observed, Gabriel understands that Hispanics are not 

able to claim the same symbolic power when speaking Spanish in the U.S. as Anglo-

speakers can claim. 

Effectively avoiding the issue of language variation, neither the students nor the 

instructor suggest that the unequal distribution of symbolic power associated with 

different varieties of Spanish may have contributed to the feelings of power and 
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illegitimacy that the students described in the beginning of the discussion. While in some 

minority language contexts, discourses of authenticity value local linguistic variants and 

speakers of local varieties (Heller 2003), the focus on standardization in the HL 

classroom created a context where students aimed to avoid local variants. The students 

generally did not discuss the ways that their families’ dialects differed from what they 

were expected to learn in the classroom. This issue did come up during a classroom 

discussion in which students reported on their experiences of interviewing a family 

member over the Thanksgiving vacation (which I describe in section 5.2.3), but it was not 

discussed at length. Thus, for the most part, while the students acknowledged the power 

differential between native Spanish speakers and native English-speakers in the U.S., 

they did not explore through class discussion the problem of linguistic legitimacy and 

local varieties of Spanish. 

 

4.4 SUMMARY 

This chapter examined how Layla and the students of the focal course articulate 

beliefs about language, language learning, and language users within the institutional 

context of the HL class. Language ideologies are analyzed as “sets of beliefs about 

language articulated by users as a rationalization or justification of perceived language 

structure and use” (Silverstein 1979), an early definition of language ideologies that 

emphasizes local cultural knowledge. Findings revealed that Layla faced an ideological 

struggle when describing her objectives for teaching Spanish as an HL. On the one hand, 

she wanted her students to learn a ‘standard’ or ‘academic’ variety of Spanish that would 

give them power to influence others in professional contexts. On the other hand, she 

hoped to legitimize the students’ home linguistic practices, which often differed 
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substantially from the type of Spanish taught in the classroom. Despite Layla’s interest in 

legitimizing her students’ language, she represented a narrow perspective on the 

definition of what counts as Spanish, and on what it means to be bilingual. 

In the writings the students produced for the class assignment, the students of the 

focal course section reflected the instructor’s perspectives on language and bilingualism. 

Some students expressed a desire to learn ‘correct’ or ‘academic’ Spanish because of its 

value for their professional lives, while others were more interested in ties to their 

families, identities or heritage. A few students defended their home language varieties as 

legitimate, either by elevating them to the status of code (categorizing them as a 

‘language’ or ‘variety’) or by referencing their communicative value. 

Recognizing the importance of symbolic power in language learning, Layla 

engaged the students in ideological discussions to challenge societal discourses that value 

the Spanish language skills of Anglo speakers over those of Hispanics. In these 

discussions, she did not place emphasis on the ways in which dominant society values 

certain dialects of language, and linguistic practices, over others. Without addressing the 

relationship between varieties of language and symbolic power, the discussion on 

symbolic power was incomplete. Although the students reported that they did feel 

inspired by the discussions in class and motivated to continue to study Spanish, there 

remained a confusion about the different ways that language can vary according to the 

context of the interaction, the communicative goals of the speakers, the speakers’ 

linguistic backgrounds, and the identities that the speakers wish to represent in a given 

interaction. This confusion may have led the students to continue, on some occasions, to 

reflect the SLI in their own interactions, both within and outside of the classroom. 

This chapter demonstrates how language ideologies are articulated overtly in the 

institutional context surrounding one Spanish HL classroom. These articulated beliefs 
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help us to understand the institutional ideologies that the students and the instructor may 

reflect through interaction within the classroom discursive practices. However, it is 

important not to assume that the ideologies that the participants stated directly in a given 

moment are the same as the ideologies they represented indirectly through interaction, or 

as those they may state overtly at another point in time. Chapter 5 explores how the 

students and the instructor represented discourses about language through classroom 

interactional practices over the course of the semester. 
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Chapter 5: Stancetaking in Classroom Practices 

This chapter addresses how Layla and the students represent and orient toward 

language ideologies and negotiate language-related social positions by constructing 

classroom discursive practices. The focus of the chapter is an analysis of how the study 

participants used language to orient toward particular conceptualizations of language and 

language learning through different types of stancetaking in the classroom. Specifically, I 

look at how they orient toward conceptualizations of what type of language should be 

used in the classroom, and indirectly index attitudes, points of view and social positions, 

thus creating a socio-cultural context. Following Jaffe (2009b), I discuss how the Spanish 

HL students and their instructor constructed ‘sociolinguistic stances’ toward Spanish, 

English and bilingual linguistic practices in classroom discourse. Jaffe uses the term 

‘sociolinguistic stance’ to refer to the representation of the value and indexical meaning 

of certain ways of using language. As explained in Chapter 1, a speaker can take a 

sociolinguistic stance in two ways: (1) by making language choices that are already 

loaded with sociolinguistic meaning; for example, by making an attempt to speak only 

Spanish in a certain interaction in the classroom, thus supporting the classroom Spanish-

only protocol; or (2) by taking a ‘metasociolinguistic stance’. In a bilingual context, this 

term could mean “the taking of positions on the status and relationship between the two 

languages and on the salience of language choice for identity and cultural membership” 

(Jaffe 2009b: 119); for example, through repair sequences that orient to a monolingual 

‘standard’ pedagogical norm of classroom interaction and index the superiority of an 

imagined ‘standard’ variety of Spanish in the classroom context. Through both of these 

kinds of sociolinguistic stancetaking, the students and instructors indexed perspectives on 
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language learning and on the value of different ways of speaking, which often differed 

from the perspectives they represented when articulating language ideologies overtly, 

when positioning themselves in narrative and when participating in practices of the 

classroom. In this chapter, I demonstrate how HL classroom practices embody certain 

language ideologies, and how HL students and their instructors used different types of 

semiotic resources to manage the conflicting discourses about language.  

The study data demonstrated that the students and instructor displayed different 

sociolinguistic stances in the classroom depending on the ideologies and identities that 

they made relevant in each moment of interaction. The ways that they made identities and 

ideologies relevant depended in part on the pedagogical context created by the instructor; 

in other words, how she oriented to certain pedagogical goals in framing the classroom 

activities and through interactions with the students. Therefore, this chapter begins with a 

discussion of the ways that the instructor of the focal course section created different 

kinds of context in the classroom and how she represented social positions and oriented 

toward pedagogical goals within these contexts (5.1). I then analyze how the students 

index stances of authority and alignment and orient toward different ideologies and goals 

through interactional practices such as repair sequences and epistemic stancetaking, and 

by drawing from other voices and performing ‘symbolic competence’ (5.2). The analyses 

presented in this chapter draw from sociolinguistic approaches to stance and linguistic 

ethnography. Techniques from conversation analysis are also employed to analyze how 

the participants construct social positions in interaction.  
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5.1 SOCIOLINGUISTIC STANCES DISPLAYED BY LAYLA 

In this section, I begin by addressing the ways that Layla attempts to differentiate 

between official and unofficial class time and enforce a monolingual pedagogical norm 

for classroom interaction during the moments in which she is orienting toward the 

pedagogical goals of the classroom. Layla alternates between orienting to, and flouting, 

the monolingual norm that she prescribes, representing and modeling a complex stance 

toward the classroom context. I then examine the ways that Layla’s displays of 

psychological orientations toward different ways of using language allow her to orient to 

both the SLI and her goal of legitimating the students’ bilingual linguistic practices. 

Finally, I consider how Layla constructs relations of authority with her students by 

engaging in lengthy repair sequences with regards to their use of local terminology and 

linguistic structures. Although Layla’s stancetaking constantly indexes contexts, points of 

view on linguistic forms and practices, and social relations, I address these concepts 

separately. Throughout the analysis, I consider how Layla’s acts of stancetaking might be 

related to her goals for the course, the ideologies about language that she reflects in other 

contexts and how she uses language outside of the classroom.  

 

5.1.1 Stance toward contexts: Pedagogical goals and the Spanish-only protocol 

According to Jaffe (2009b), stancetaking includes the ways that people construct 

and orient toward contexts in interaction, or how they create and reflect an understanding 

of what is happening in a particular moment. People can index stances toward contexts 

through a variety of different kinds of ‘contextualization cues’, and contexts are 

constructed and negotiated from moment to moment (Gumperz 1982, see Chapter 1). 

Although contextualization cues can index a wide range of different aspects of an 

interactional context, this analysis focuses on the ways that Layla uses language to 
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represent shifting orientations toward the pedagogical goals of the course, the 

institutional context of the language program and her position as an instructor. At the 

same time, she defines good language use in specific moments in the classroom. I begin 

by presenting the pedagogical goals of the HL courses. Next, I describe the ‘Spanish-only 

protocol’ that was part of the institutional expectation for these courses. Finally, I 

examine the ways that Layla shifts her orientations toward these goals and allows for 

moments of classroom interaction in which students are able to negotiate types of 

competence that are not generally valued in traditional language teaching. This analysis 

includes a consideration of Layla’s practices of code choice within different types of 

contexts in the focal classroom. I also address how she organizes her interaction and 

constructs these classroom contexts through ‘discourse related’ code-alternation (Auer 

1984), or alternating languages in order to “provide cues for the organization of the 

ongoing interaction” (Auer 1984: 12). 

In all of the Spanish HL classrooms observed in this study, the instructors created 

various types of context based on different types of pedagogical goals. As I discuss in 

Chapter 3, the instructors aimed for their students to: (1) acquire grammar and vocabulary 

associated with ‘Standard Spanish’, (2) develop the ability to use this (imagined) variety 

correctly when writing and speaking, and (3) develop reading skills. Another goal of 

some of the instructors was for their students to learn to think critically about social and 

cultural issues. Most of the classroom time was dedicated to a small set of activities 

designed to meet these pedagogical goals. Within these activities, the instructors often 

assigned the students to work in groups of three or four before leading a discussion with 

the entire class. The types of activity that I observed and recorded in HL classroom 

discourse included: (1) completion and subsequent review of grammar and vocabulary 

exercises, (2) discussion of an assigned content topic, and (3) reading and subsequent 
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discussion. Within these activities, the instructors generally oriented toward the three 

pedagogical goals that I listed above, respectively, creating different kinds of classroom 

contexts. I also recorded moments of administrative discourse, in which the instructors 

discussed business such as the scheduling of the next exam, how to get help outside of 

class, etc. These moments usually took place at the beginning or the end of the class 

periods. In addition to the contexts mentioned above, a great deal of conversation also 

took place in the HL classroom outside of pedagogical and administrative activities, 

when the students and the instructor interacted spontaneously about topics that were not 

officially part of the class. These moments included conversations between the instructors 

and students before class and during the break, or when straying from the pedagogical 

task to discuss personal experiences, and conversations between students who were not 

focused on the classroom task at hand. In these conversations, the participants oriented 

toward non-pedagogical goals; in particular, the goal of alignment (Koike 2003).  

In most of the HL classrooms observed in this study, the instructors, who fit the 

traditionally-understood category of ‘native speakers’ because they grew up in 

monolingual Spanish-speaking regions, implemented a strict Spanish-only protocol in 

their courses. They modeled the exclusive use of Spanish in their teaching, both in 

teacher-fronted contexts and in interaction with the students, and they usually reminded 

the students to speak Spanish if they heard them speaking English. By contrast, in the 

focal classroom, Layla and her students co-constructed practices of code-alternation and 

register choice that varied according to the type of activity in which they were engaging 

in the classroom, and other factors. This varied use of linguistic resources allows them to 

draw from home and community linguistic practices, such as code-alternation and 

discussion of personal experiences, in some moments of interaction, while constructing 

and orienting toward a Spanish-only protocol in other moments. The expectations for 
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language use seem to vary depending on factors such as whether or not the class is 

discussing a topic on the lesson plan, whether or not the floor is unified, and whether or 

not the students and Layla are engaged in metalinguistic discourse. In some cases, 

speakers cross into a code that is not expected of them in a given moment, either 

unintentionally, to facilitate communication, to challenge a particular discourse or 

identity, or as a contextualization cue that marks how they want listeners to interpret their 

utterances. As indicated by Jaffe, “it is not possible to assign one unambiguous meaning 

to every instance of code-switching” (2007a: 54). This ambiguity is in part due to the 

multiple meanings attached to any communicative act. In addition, some uses of code-

switching may be intentionally ambiguous for strategic purposes (ibid). Although this 

section does not provide a detailed analysis of the use of code-alternation in the 

classroom, a quick look helps to understand how these linguistic resources constituted 

classroom discursive practices. 

When the students entered the classroom before the instructor, Layla, arrived, 

many of them routinely interacted with each other in small groups in English, 

complaining about how hard the homework was, reporting on their weekends or weekend 

plans, or expressing trepidation about an upcoming exam. Other students sat silently 

while finishing their homework. Once Layla entered the room, she usually began 

speaking to all of the students in Spanish, but students often switched into English when 

responding to her greeting. Before officially starting the class, Layla did not enforce the 

Spanish-only protocol, allowing the students to speak the language of their choice, and 

often responded in language that they selected. 

In the focal classroom, those teacher-fronted contexts in which students and Layla 

were not orienting toward specific pedagogical goals allowed them to co-construct shared 

cultural histories through dialogue, engaging in what Kramsch and Whiteside describe as 
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“an exchange of social symbolic power that puts both parties on equal footing” (2008: 

665). This is a type of co-construction of ‘symbolic competence’ (introduced in section 

1.3.5). For example, they may use both Spanish and English to exchange their 

experiences with Mexican and Tex-Mex foods that they eat with their families and in 

their hometowns in much the same way that they may recollect these experiences 

collectively with others outside of the classroom. I describe the teacher-fronted period 

before Layla officially started the class as ‘unofficial’ class time; it was characterized by 

code-switching, non-academic topics of conversation, and a transition to the planned 

lesson. These unofficial moments occurred before class, during the break between the 

first and second hour, and whenever Layla and the students diverged from the topic of the 

lesson. Both the students and the instructor moved back and forth between Spanish and 

English during this unofficial class time. Some students tended to use only English, some 

used both languages, and some students’ participation changed over the course of the 

semester. 

In moments of classroom interaction when the students and instructor were not 

oriented toward the intended pedagogical goal of the activity, Layla did not position 

herself as an authority; instead, she positioned herself on equal footing with the students, 

interacting with them about the topics that they introduced. In these contexts, both Layla 

and the students switched back and forth between English and Spanish, and Layla rarely 

corrected the students’ language. Sometimes the code-alternation that the participants 

produced during these moments of interaction were ‘participant-related’, because they 

responded to other students’ language preferences (Auer 1984). They also represented the 

habitual heterogeneous practices of the speakers (both the students and the instructor), as 

observed in their interactions with different speakers in other contexts. These practices of 

blurring boundaries of languages indicated a “shared ability to manipulate two codes with 
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others” (Jaffe 2009a: 111). The processes of co-construction and alignment between the 

students and the instructor seemed to be related to a sense of community and camaraderie 

in that classroom that I did not observe in other HL classrooms at the same institution. I 

suspect that these discursive practices were also related to the feelings of empowerment 

that the students described when evaluating their experiences with the course during the 

interviews. 

Example 32 demonstrates how Layla uses language to align with her students 

when not orienting to the pedagogical goals of the course. This excerpt comes from a 

moment in which Layla and the students have strayed from the topic that was the focus of 

the class and are talking about popular video games (Call of Duty, Black Offs, and Halo) 

and devices used for such games, such as XBox. In this example, several students 

contribute their experiences with, or knowledge about, these games, using both Spanish 

and English, and Layla expresses involvement with their stories and knowledge of the 

games that they mention. Example 31 begins with Aldo narrating a story about a time 

when he asked his roommate to help him with Xbox (lines 1-3). 

 
Example 32: Layla aligns with Aldo 
 
1 Aldo: ...estaba siendo bromista, quería- 
  ...I was being a joker, I wanted- 
  ((gaze toward Layla)) 
 
2  le dije ayúdame en buena onda, 
  I said to him help me with good will, 
 
3  que estaba jugando Xbox,  
  since I was playing Xbox, 
 
4 Lalya: Y no quería. 
  And he didn’t want to. 
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5 Aldo: Y no quería, que estaba jugando zombies en Call of Duty, 
  And he didn’t want to, that he was playing zombies in Call of Duty, 
 
6  a new game, and he’s addicted to it ((nods head up and down)) entonces- 
                so- 
7 Layla: Sí, he escuchado de Call of Duty- 
  Yes, I have heard of Call of Duty- 
 
8 Aldo: No, it’s fun. I actually like it. Sí, me gusta, 
                Yes, I like it, 
 
9  es muy bueno y los gráficos son muy buenos- 
  it’s really good and the graphics are really good- 
 

Layla aligns with Aldo by contributing to his narration with “Y no quería” in line 4, and 

then, in line 7, by expressing her knowledge about the video game Call of Duty. This 

example demonstrates the way that Layla aligns with the students when she is not 

orienting toward the pedagogical goal of teaching ‘Standard Spanish’. In these contexts, 

when the students make brief switches to English, as Aldo does in line 8, Layla does not 

comment on their code-alternation. It is difficult to say whether Layla corrects students’ 

usage of lexical items characteristic of U.S. Spanish during these moments of off-topic 

conversation. The students whose language she evaluates the most in other contexts 

rarely speak in the teacher-fronted context. Although this may be because these students 

do not want the instructor to draw other students’ attention to their way of speaking, it 

may also simply be an indication that the students are more interested in participating in 

peer interaction than in class discussions. When students have difficulty finding words to 

express their ideas, they often briefly switch to English to make their point. It is difficult 

to say whether these switches to English are due to a sense of self-consciousness or 

simply a desire to facilitate communication. 
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Later on in the same dialogue, after Casey and Ivy have also participated in this 

process of co-construction of knowledge about video games, Layla describes her own 

experience with Xbox. Various elements of Layla’s language use indicate that she is not 

orienting to her role as an instructor. 

 
Example 33: Layla describes her experience with XBox 
 
26 Layla: Yo intenté jugar una vez y fue un desastre,  
  I tried to play once and it was a disaster, 
 
27 Lili: hh hh 
 
28 Layla: porque quería como, wanted to bond. 
  because I wanted like,  
 
29 Female student: [( )] 
 
30 Layla:  [with my boyfriend?] 
 
31  ((brings backs of hands together in front of chest, 
 
32  moves hands up and down, eyes closed)) 
 
33  entonces estaba intenta:ndo poner mi parte para poder jugar 
  so I was try:ing to do my part to be able to play 
 
34  y entender por qué pasa horas y horas 
  and understand why he spends hours and hours 
 
35  en frente de la televisión 
  in front of the television 
 
36  ((gazes up toward ceiling)) 
 
37 Female students: ((giggling)) 
 
38  y no, no pude... 
  and no, I couldn’t… 
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In line 26, Layla introduces her story about her attempt to play Xbox, which she 

describes as a “desastre”, a very strong word for describing an experience with a video 

game device. Lili responds with laughter, co-constructing enjoyment of the story with 

Layla, (line 27). In lines 28-29, when Layla explains her reason for trying Xbox, she 

switches to English to evoke a concept for which there may not be an exact equivalent in 

Spanish: “wanted to bond. with my boyfriend?”, thus modeling this type of code-

alternation for her students. Her rising intonation in line 29 could be an index of a young 

person’s identity, another way of constructing alignment with the students, as this type of 

rising intonation is very common among young women. Layla continues to narrate the 

story with a high level of affective involvement with a gesture that indexes a high 

affective intensity in lines 31-32, by lengthening the word “intenta:ndo” (‘try:ing’) in line 

33, by placing stress on “horas y horas” (‘hours and hours’) in line 34, and by gazing up 

toward the ceiling in line 36. These indexes of affective involvement with a topic that 

was of value to the students allowed her to align with them and at the same time to model 

engaged participation in a process of co-construction of shared cultural history. 

After periods of unofficial class time characterized by the use of informal 

language and the discussion of topics related to personal tastes and experiences, Layla 

uses marked switches to Spanish to indicate that she and the students are discussing 

official business or orienting toward pedagogical goals. Example 34 demonstrates how 

Layla’s switch from English to Spanish at the start of ‘official’ class time indicates a 

change of footing in the interaction: 

 

Example 34: Layla indicates change of footing and start of ‘official’ class time 
 
1 Layla: I really don’t know what needs to happen. 
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2  I mean the answer for everything is, 
 
3  Hey! Let’s send the American military in there, ‘n sort out the country! 
 
4  I don’t know if that’s gonna [work.] 
 
5 Saul:           [Legalize] drugs, tax the hell out of ‘em, 
 
6  and then ((laughter)) make, make, make it so that they have all those 
 
7  [(              )] 
 
8 Layla: [Well you know], Mexico legalized drugs, 
 
9  thinking of that purpose precisely, 
 
10  I mean the conception’s not there, so, it’s there but it’s not as big-  
 
11  ((switches to a much louder voice)) Anyway, 
 
12  a ver ((claps hands)), estamos (hh)en una clase bilingüe chicos, 
  let’s see ((claps hands)), we are (hh)in a bilingual class boys and girls, 
 
13  primera cosa, e, hay un problema con mi e-mail? 
  first thing, um, there’s a problem with my e-mail? 
 
14  así que creí, un nuevo e-mail, para esta clase específicamente. 
  so I created a new e-mail, for this class specifically. 
 
15  ((writes e-mail address on board)) There you go. 
 
16  If you need to e-mail me, e-mail that e-mail, please. 
 
17  Porque luego se me pierden, 
  Because then I lose them, 
 
18  and I can’t find your e-mails in the tons of e-mail 
 
19  that I receive every day from the university. 
 
20  So please, mándenme sus e-mails aquí. 
        send me your e-mails here. 
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21  ((reads e-mail address aloud)) OK, por favor. 
       OK, please. 
 
22  Su tarea, que tienen que entregar el lunes, aquí, ¿OK? 
  Your homework, that you have to turn in on Monday, here, OK? 
 
23  ((yelling)) Acuérdate de la tarea que tienen que entregar el lunes, 
  ((yelling)) Remember the homework that you have to turn in on Monday, 
 
24  ¿de acuerdo? 
  OK? 

 

In lines 1-10 Layla and Saul are engaged in an informal conversation in English about 

politics. Layla is standing at the front of the classroom because she is about to start the 

class officially. In lines 11-12, she increases the volume of her voice, uses the word 

“anyway”, switches to Spanish, and claps her hands. All of these semiotic acts serve as 

contextualization cues to indicate a change in footing; she is transitioning from unofficial, 

pre-class time to the day’s lesson. Auer (1984) draws on Gumperz’ notion of 

contextualization cues and argues that code-alternation can serve as a type of 

contextualization cue. He points out that “transitions between activity types are often 

marked on more than one level” (Auer 1984: 18). This practice is demonstrated in the 

multiple resources that Layla uses to indicate official class time in Example 32. Layla’s 

intent to use Spanish-only speech to designate official class time positions monolingual 

Spanish as the high prestige code in the classroom (cf. Jaffe 2007a, 2009a). However, by 

continuing to alternate codes after indexing this change in context, Layla challenges the 

institutional expectations for a monolingual pedagogical norm. Her continued use of 

code-switching seems to convey solidarity, or perhaps just informality, with the students. 

Layla’s alternation between the formal plural form ‘Uds.’ (‘you’) and the informal 

singular form ‘tú’ (‘you’) to address her students also point to a possible desire to index 
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two different kinds of social relations with the students, a formal teacher-student 

relationship on the one hand and an informal relationship of equal footing on the other. 

The indexical meaning of Layla’s inconsistency in her orientation to the Spanish-

only protocol in the classroom can be better understood in light of some additional 

ethnographic information (cf. Jaffe 2007a). Layla, though a highly proficient code-

switcher, generally uses only English in conversation with me, a bilingual who learned 

Spanish after childhood, outside of the classroom. In contrast, she uses only Spanish with 

my husband, who speaks both Spanish and English fluently but is more comfortable with 

Spanish. When speaking with both of us at the same time, and when speaking with a 

friend of ours who, like herself, learned Spanish first (in Chile) but had spent many years 

living in the U.S., Layla consistently switched back and forth between Spanish and 

English.52 These observations indicate that Layla was very conscious of audience design 

in her choice of codes. She was highly capable of following the Spanish-only protocol, 

and she knew that her students would understand her if she were to do so. Her linguistic 

choices were based on social factors, such as how she perceived the audience, how she 

perceived and wanted to construct the context, and the identity that she wanted to 

represent in specific moments of interaction. 

Layla also often violates the Spanish-only protocol during official class time in 

contexts in which she is engaged in metalinguistic discourse. For example, she often 

switches from Spanish to English while initiating the elaboration of a certain grammatical 

point. Not surprisingly, when she tries to enforce the Spanish-only protocol during 

metalinguistic activities, the students resist. Although Layla expects the students to use 

Spanish during these activities, they tend to use English when she is not actively 

                                                
52 This ethnographic information comes from both personal observation and previous studies on 
bilingualism in which Layla and our friend from Chile were participants. 
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enforcing the Spanish-only protocol. Sometimes the students continue to use English 

despite Layla’s efforts to remind them to speak Spanish, as in Example 35. This example 

is from a book activity in which students worked in pairs or small groups to find the 

meanings of ‘Spanglish’ words. 

 

Example 35: Aldo does not follow Spanish-only protocol 
 
3 Aldo:  At the very end. 
 
4  The third line down at the very end 
 
5 Layla: Tercera línea para abajo? 
    Third line at the bottom? 
 
6 Aldo:  (5) Really. Wow ((slow tempo)). 

 

In line 5, Layla produces a Spanish translation of Aldo’s English utterance, with rising 

intonation, in order to remind him to speak Spanish. However, in line 6, Aldo does not 

respond to her suggestion. Instead, his comment “Really. Wow” is a response to a word 

designated as ‘Spanglish’ that he discovered in a text that he and Jessica, another student, 

were examining as part of the activity. This demonstrates how the students often reflected 

Layla’s use of English when engaged in metalinguistic discourse and then were reluctant 

to respond to her reminders about the Spanish-only protocol. I discuss other ways that 

Layla orients to both institutional and non-institutional contexts through stancetaking in 

the next two sections. 
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5.1.2 Displays of psychological stance toward linguistic forms and practices 

I begin this section on psychological stance with a general description of how 

Layla represented a ‘metasociolinguistic stance’, or a stance toward language hierarchies 

and ideologies, with respect to the students’ home linguistic practices and the type of 

language she expected them to use in the classroom. I then look at a few examples in 

which she indexes social positions and language ideologies in the ways she expresses 

psychological states when she evaluates language in teacher-fronted contexts. Although I 

examine displays of psychological stances throughout the data, the examples in this 

section demonstrate how Layla expresses both positive and negative emotional reactions 

to linguistic forms and practices, and how she represents different sources of knowledge 

in different contexts. 

Layla made efforts both to legitimate her students’ linguistic practices, and also to 

implement a prescriptivist agenda in many ways. As indicated by Villa (2002), when 

related to Spanish HL learners, a prescriptivist agenda has its roots in a view that certain 

groups of powerful, elite speakers in the urban centers of monolingual regions are those 

who naturally possess the ‘correct’ way of speaking, while others must strive to emulate 

it (for example, the position of the RAE described in Chapter 2). I use the subheading 

‘verbal hygiene’ above to highlight, as Cameron (1995) does, the overlap between 

practices of ‘description’ and ‘prescription’. Graduate student language instructors in 

today’s language departments, whether or not they specialize in linguistics, are unlikely 

to refer to themselves as ‘prescriptivists’. However, Cameron points out that 

“‘description’ and ‘prescription’ turn out to be aspects of a single (and normative) 

activity: a struggle to control language by defining its nature” (Cameron 1995: 8). 

Throughout the Fall 2010 semester, Layla was very careful to inform her students about 

which terms were currently in acceptance in the Spanish language. She avoided referring 
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to the language as a fixed entity and made an effort to keep herself updated on the terms 

that had most recently been accepted by the Real Academia Española. The RAE, after all, 

has representatives in various urban centers throughout the Spanish-speaking world 

whose job it is to describe how people are currently using the language (see section 2.1.1 

for a further discussion of the Academy’s image). But the HL classroom is a case where 

clearly “the absolute distinction between observing norms and enforcing them cannot be 

maintained in practice” (Cameron 1995: 8). 

Layla, though always cognizant of the changing nature of linguistic norms, still 

practices norm-enforcement in the classroom. One way that she enforces is by evaluating 

and expressing emotional reactions toward certain linguistic forms and practices 

associated with Spanish speakers from Texas or bilinguals in general. I refer to these 

evaluations and reactions as ‘epistemic’ and ‘affective’ stances. According to Ochs, 

affective stance ‘includes a person’s mood, attitude, feeling, or disposition as well as 

degrees of emotional intensity’ (2002: 109). It can be expressed, for example, through 

lexicon, grammar, prosody and gesture. The ways that Layla represents affective stances 

toward linguistic forms and practices are part of how she indexes social relations (e.g. of 

alignment or distance) with the students, and language ideologies (e.g. the SLI or 

legitimation of local practices). I first examine two simplified examples of how Layla 

represents negative affective stances toward particular linguistic forms, and then I 

analyze her representation of psychological stances and how she co-constructs these 

stances with her students in more detail in a longer example. 

The first example comes from Layla’s implementation of the first unit of her 

textbook, in which she introduced the concept of ‘Spanglish’ to her SPN 610D students 

through a series of exercises focused on lexical forms. Her goal was to teach her students 

the difference between ‘Spanglish’ and ‘Standard Spanish’ in order to help them to 
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develop the ability to use ‘Standard Spanish’ in contexts where it would benefit them 

symbolically.53 Although the categorization of ‘Spanglish’ as a code lent the category a 

level of linguistic legitimacy, Layla made a point of warning her students not to use 

certain ‘Spanglish’ words and phrases that she deemed to be completely incorrect. She 

often did this with a high level of negative affective intensity. For example, while 

reviewing a textbook exercise, she encountered the phrase llámame pa’ atrás (literally, 

‘call me back’), which is often used in Mexican-American households instead of 

devuélveme la llamada (‘return my call’). Upon reading the phrase, she responds to it 

with a high level of negative affective intensity: 

 

Example 36: Layla warns students against using a ‘Spanglish’ term 
 
 Layla: “Nunca. digan. llamar para atrás” 

 Never. say. 
 ((makes gesture as if stabbing self with a knife)) 

 

In Example 36, Layla tells her students that they should never use the phrase ‘llamar 

para atrás’, suggesting that such language was not appropriate for any context. She uses 

linguistic forms that index negative psychological stances, including the negative word 

‘nunca’ and the stabbing gesture. By spacing her words for emphasis, pausing after 

‘nunca’ and ‘digan’, Layla indexes a high level of affective intensity. These 

representations of psychological stances, in turn, index disalignment with the students 

and orient to the SLI. 

Layla also indexes disalignment when correcting students’ use of certain 

linguistic forms. For example, she corrects students when they use verb forms that are 

                                                
53 Personal communication, May 2010 
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common in rural parts of Mexico and are often referred to in Spanish language courses as 

‘archaisms’. These forms include haiga instead of haya for the third-person subjunctive 

form of haber ‘to exist’, and including an ‘s’ at the end of the second person singular 

preterite forms, such as dijistes instead of dijiste ‘you said’. In December 2010, a student 

used haiga in the classroom, and Layla responded: 

 
Example 37: Layla says ‘haiga’ doesn’t exist 
 
¿Existe la palabra ‘haiga’? ¡NUNCA! ((yelling)) 
Does the word ‘haiga’ exist? NEVER! 

 

Of course, when the students use these forms, they are simply speaking they way their 

parents or grandparents speak. For them, ‘haiga’ does exist, at least until they are told 

that it does not. In this example, Layla indexes a high level of affective intensity by 

yelling “¡NUNCA!”, indexing disalignment with the students, and with their language. By 

doing so, she orients to the SLI and her language teacher role. 

When displaying negative evaluations of linguistic forms and practices associated 

with bilinguals in the U.S., her source of authority is the Real Academia Española, but in 

other moments of interaction, her authority is based on her own experiences as a 

bilingual. Sources of authority are part of ‘epistemic stance’, another type of 

psychological stance described by Ochs (2002). Ochs defines ‘epistemic stance’ as “a 

person’s knowledge or belief, including sources of knowledge and degrees of 

commitment to truth and certainty of propositions” (Ochs 2002: 109). Example 38 

demonstrates how Layla represents a positive affective stance toward the practice of 

code-alternation and bases her acceptance of this practice on her own experiences as a 

bilingual. After discussing the need for students to expand their vocabulary in Spanish in 
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order to be able to give precise descriptions, she argues that sometimes it is useful and 

acceptable to borrow a term from English: 

 
Example 38: Layla explains value of ‘awkward’ 
 
5  pero aún así, o sea, vean a mí, yo estoy en un doctorado, 
  but still, I mean, look at me, I am in a PhD [program], 
 
6  se supone que tengo un vocabulario muy extenso, 
  one would assume that I have a very extensive vocabulary, 
 
7  pero a mí me encanta decir ‘qué awkward’. 
  But I love to say ‘how awkward’ 
 
8  porque en español, 
  because in Spanish, 
 
9  no hay una palabra quiere decir la misma cosa que ‘awkward’. 
  there is not a word that means the same thing as ‘awkward’. 
 
10 Students: ((laughter)) 
   
11 Layla: En serio. No hay. 
  Seriously. There isn’t. 
 
12  Está ‘qué raro’, pero ‘raro’ no es lo mismo. 
  There is ‘how strange’, but ‘strange’ isn’t the same. 
 
13  ‘Raro’ is more like ‘weird’ 
   
14 Female student: Yeah. 
 
15 Male student: Yeah. 
 
16 Layla:  But aw↑kwa:rd  It's just per↑fect ((slow tempo, smiley voice)) 
 
17 Class: ((laughter)) 
 
18 Layla: Y no hay nada en español, 
  And there nothing in Spanish, 
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19  que yo pueda hacer el equivalente. 
  That I can make the equivalent. 
 
20  Entre lo que yo quiero decir con ‘awkward’ 
  Between what I want to say with ‘awkward’ 
 
21  y lo que quiero evocar con eso. 
  and what I want to evoke with that. 
 
22  Entonces yo “qué awkward”...  
  So I “qué awkward”... 

 

In Example 38, Layla first references the authority ascribed to her by the institutional 

context: her identity as a scholar (lines 5-6). By using the terms ‘se supone’ (line 6), and 

‘pero’ (line 7), she challenges the authority associated with this institutional role. She 

then describes her feelings about her own practices of code-alternation (line 7). By using 

the term ‘me encanta’, she displays a positive emotional stance toward her use of the 

English term ‘awkward’ when speaking Spanish. In lines 8 and 9, Layla explains why she 

loves to say ‘qué awkward’ ‘how awkward’: it allows her to express a wider range of 

meanings than if she were only using Spanish vocabulary. The students display alignment 

with Layla by laughing (line 10), and Layla responds to their laughter by expanding on 

her explanation (lines 11-13). In line 13, she further legitimizes the practice of code-

alternation by alternating to English. Two students again display stances of alignment 

with Layla by saying ‘Yeah’, displaying both agreement and a reflection of her 

alternation to English (lines 14-15). In line 16, Layla again expresses a positive affective 

stance toward ‘awkward’, this time representing a high degree of affective intensity 

through her prosody and the use of the word ‘perfect’. The students continue to display 

alignment with her by laughing, and in lines 18-22, Layla continues to elaborate on her 

appreciation for ‘awkward’ through a description of her own experiences. In the example, 



 201 

Layla bases her approval of this practice of code alternation on her own experiences with 

language, rather than on an abstract set of rules or an entity such as the RAE. She 

constructs alignment with the students and challenges the SLI, and instead orients to her 

goal of legitimizing the students’ home linguistic practices. The examples above 

demonstrate how Layla represents social relations with her students and language 

hierarchies and ideologies by representing varied psychological stances in teacher-fronted 

contexts in the classroom. These psychological stances will also be evident in the 

examples of repair sequences that I address in the next section. 

 

5.1.3 Indexing authority through repair in teacher-student interactions 

I consider in this section how the instructor and students engage in repair 

sequences that index stances of certainty or uncertainty, and knowledgeability or 

unknowledgability, which in turn index participant identities as authorities or novices 

with respect to ‘Standard Spanish’ and ‘Spanglish’. They create a context in which 

certain types of knowledge and skills are valued. Identity construction related to the 

authority of particular language varieties, or particular kinds of speakers may involve 

‘authorization’ of certain identities, “the attempt to legitimate an identity though an 

institutional or other authority” or ‘illegitimation’, “the effort to withhold or withdraw 

such structural power” (Bucholtz and Hall 2004b: 386). ‘Authorization’ and 

‘illegitimation’ comprise one of the pairs of tactics of intersubjectivity proposed by 

Bucholtz and Hall (2004b). I argue that these positions of authority and illegitimacy with 

respect to language are part of a process of co-construction of language ideologies, and 

part of the co-construction of classroom discursive practice. 
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Throughout the semester, and within a variety of types of activities with different 

pedagogical goals, Layla initiated, and often completed, repair sequences when students 

used language that she deemed to be non-standard, such as semantic extension of the verb 

agarrar ‘to grab,’ the use of the lexical item ‘so’ in Spanish-language discourse and 

words that are commonly used in both rural parts of Mexico and in Spanish-speaking 

communities in Texas, such as the third person subjunctive form “haiga” (‘to exist’). 

These repair sequences often involved extended periods of interaction, making them 

highly dispreferred sequences for the students, and allowing Layla to take a stance of 

authority and construct an identity as an expert/teacher. By positioning herself, an 

instructor, a ‘native’ Spanish speaker and PhD candidate, as an authority with respect to 

what counts as ‘Spanish,’ Layla is orienting to the SLI and thus constructing a context in 

which certain types of language use are valued over others. When considering the types 

of language use that Layla criticizes and the types of language that she uses and permits 

in the classroom, it becomes clear that she is more accepting of some language contact 

phenomena than others. Her rejection of ‘so’, which is widely used in the Spanish of 

Texas, contrasts with her own use of the term ‘OK’, which is used by Spanish speakers 

both in the U.S. and in other Spanish-speaking countries. Similarly, she appeared to be 

more accepting of code-alternation than of the use of ‘calques’, words and phrases that 

are borrowed from another language and translated word-for-word. In contrast with 

Layla’s focus on determining what counts as Spanish, the students appear to be more 

concerned with being able to communicate with each other and with Lalya than with 

producing the type of language expected in the classroom. What is of concern here is that 

these students may take on similar stances of authority in interaction with non-elite 

speakers; those who have not had the opportunity to study the language formally, outside 

of the classroom. 
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Example 39, which includes two teacher-fronted moments of interaction that took 

place between periods of small-group discussion about a reading from the textbook, 

demonstrates how a student used the verb ‘agarrar’ in a context where she could have 

used a more precise term, and how Layla criticized this language use and provided an 

alternative: 

 

Example 39: Lala criticizes Sarai’s use of ‘agrarrar’ 

 
1 Layla:  Ya acabaron todos? (yelling) 
  Is everyone finished? 
 
2  Sí? OK, a ver. Entonces, en general, el articulo habla de qué? 
  Yes? OK, let’s see. Then, in general, the article talks about what? 
 
3 Gab: Los orígenes del español? 
  The origins of Spanish? 
 
4 Layla: De los orígenes del español. Muy bien. 
  About the origins of Spanish. Very good. 
 
5  Y que es lo que está pasando con el español? 
  And what is it that is happening with Spanish? 
 
6  A qué va el artículo? Dónde nos lleva? (2) 
  What is the article getting at? Where is it taking us?(2) 
 
7 Gab: Está cambiando. 
  It’s changing. 
 
8 Layla: Está cambiando, y por qué? (2) 
  It’s changing, and why? (2) 
 
9 Sarai: Diferentes lenguajes están agarrando palabras de otros lenguajes 
  Different languages are grabbing words from other languages 
 
10  y está evolving? 
   and it is evolving? 
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11  Gab: Evolucionando. 
   Evolving. 
 
12  Layla: E-vo-lu-cionando? 
   E-volv-ing? 
 
13  Sarai:  E-vo-lu-cionando. 
   E-volv-ing. 
 
About one minute later, after Sarai repeats the phrase “agarrar una palabra” ‘to grab a 
word’: 
 
28  Layla: Agarrar? Puedes agarrar las palabras? O qué se dice? (10) 
   To grab? Can you grab words? Or what does one say? (10) 
 
29   ¿Puedes agarrar una palabra? ((students stop talking or lower voices)) 
   Can you grab a word? 
 
30   ¿Adónde ibas con esa frase? ((students laugh quietly)) 
   Where were you going with this phrase? ((students laugh quietly)) 
 
31  Layla: ‘Tonces puedes adaptar una palabra. 
   Then you can adapt a word. 
 
32   Ves qué buen vocabulario (       ) 
   See what good vocabulary (       ) 
 

 

In lines 1-13, Layla and the students review the content of the reading from the textbook. 

This segment of interaction represents a series of ‘initiation-response-evaluation’ (IRE) 

sequences (Mehan 1979), or sequences of interaction that begin with an initiation by the 

instructor. They are followed by a response from one or more students, which in turn is 

evaluated by the instructor.54 In these sequences, the instructor is often looking for a 

certain answer and evaluates students based on whether they give the answer she is 

                                                
54 These sequences are also known as ‘initiation, response, follow-up’ sequences (IRF, Sinclair and 
Coulthard 1975). 
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seeking. By using IRE sequences, Layla indexes a stance of authority and a role as a 

teacher and expert. In line 9, Sarai explains “diferentes lenguajes están agarrando 

diferentes palabras” (‘different languages are grabbing different words’), using ‘agarrar’ 

(‘to grab’) in a context in which it is not generally used in regions where Spanish is not in 

constant contact with English. During this series of IRE sequences, Layla does not 

comment on Sarai’s use of ‘agarrar,’ but she does comment on it a few minutes later 

when Sarai uses the word in the same fashion. 

Lines 28-32 represent Layla’s response to Sarai’s second use of the word 

‘agarrar’, and the students’ reactions to Layla’s response. Unfortunately, this segment is 

a transcription of an audio recording and it is impossible to see how the students used 

body language to react to Layla’s evaluations. Although they did not respond verbally, 

the positioning of their bodies, their gaze and facial expression are a part of their 

responses that cannot be analyzed here. In lines 28-29, Layla asks a series of questions 

about whether Sarai’s use of ‘agarrar’ was correct. She then initiates a repair sequence in 

line 30 with the question “Adónde ibas con esta frase?” (‘Where were you going with 

this phrase?’). In line 31, after receiving no verbal response to her repair initiation, Layla 

completes the repair sequence herself, providing the word ‘adaptar’ ‘to adapt’ as an 

alternative to ‘agarrar’ ‘to grab’. This term may be more precise but may not have 

explained exactly what Sarai meant to say. By initiating and completing the repair 

sequence, which is an other-initiated, other repair, the least preferred type of repair 

sequence, Layla again positions herself as an authority, this time with respect to 

language. In line 32, Layla produces a positive evaluation of her own suggestion of the 

word ‘adaptar’ ‘to adapt’. Example 36 demonstrates how Layla initiated and completed 

repair sequences related to the students’ usage of forms she deemed non-standard when 

the students were engaged in discussions about readings. Although the class did not 
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include conversational activities focused on form and accuracy (only fill-in-the-blank 

book activities), form and accuracy was a constant focus of these lessons throughout 

other types of activities, and the instructor positioned herself as an authority in this area. 

Example 40 demonstrates a moment in which Layla corrected Sarai’s use of ‘so’ 

during a conversation in which she had asked students to express their opinions about 

code-switching: 

 

Example 40: Layla corrects Sarai’s use of ‘so’ 
 
1 Sarai: Bueno, a mí personalmente no me gusta estar- hacer el code-switching  
  Well, personally I don’t like to be- to do code-switching 
 
2  porque se me hace así como (2) que cuando estás hablando 
  because it seems to me like (2) that when you are talking 
 
3  se enseña que no sabe inglés y español bien, 
  it shows that you don’t know English and Spanish well, 
 
4 Layla: um hum 
 
5 Sarai: so no me gusta hacerlo pero sí lo hago. 
  so I don’t like to do it but I do do it. 
 
6 Layla: So también? Existe so en español?  
  ‘So’ too? Does so exist in Spanish? 
 
7 Sarai: No. 
  No. 
 
8 Layla: Es una muletilla. En español se dice ‘pue:::s’, ‘entonces, pues’. Muy bien, 
  It’s a crutch. In Spanish you say ‘pues’, ‘entonces’, ‘pues’. Very well, 
 
9 Gabriel?: Pos ((Suggesting alternative pronunciation of ‘pues’)) 
 
10 Layla: ‘Po:s’, pero es ‘pues’, OK?...qué más? 
  ‘Pos’, but it’s ‘pues’, OK?...what else? 
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In this moment of interaction, although the content of Sarai’s contribution was worthy of 

further discussion, Layla (somewhat ironically) chose to focus on her use of ‘so’. Many 

Spanish-English bilinguals from Texas frequently use this English word when they speak 

Spanish, but according to Layla’s response, the word does not belong to the Spanish 

language. Layla frequently uses questions to prompt students to evaluate their own 

speech, as exemplified in line 6. Immediately after Sarai explains that she does not like to 

code-switch because she feels that code-switching demonstrates that the speaker does not 

know English or Spanish well, a topic that in light of this study is worthy of further 

classroom discussion, Layla focuses on Sarai’s use of “so.” Through asking questions as 

a form of evaluation and through her subsequent evaluations (lines 8 and 10), Layla 

constructs a stance of knowledgeability that is typical of instructor interaction with 

students. When she proposes some alternatives, ‘pues’ and ‘entonces’, one student offers 

‘pos’, which is a common pronunciation of ‘pues’ among Mexican-origin speakers in 

Texas and also in some communities in Mexico. This utterance presents a challenge to 

Layla’s focus on the standard, but she immediately rejects the suggestion (line 10). 

Although the Hispanic students did not directly challenge Layla’s insistence on 

correcting their production of features of Texas Spanish, they used body language and 

prosodic cues to challenge Layla’s authority. This tendency is demonstrated in Example 

41, from a small-group conversation about immigration. Sarai again uses ‘agarrar’ in a 

context that Layla deems incorrect. 

 

Example 41: Sarai and Dalia respond to Layla’s correction 

 
 (5) Sarai: Porque están um tratando de agarrar asilo,  
  Because they are um trying to get asylum, 
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(6)  y so se mudan pa’ acá. Porque su vida (unintel) 
  and so they move here. Because their life (unintel) 
 
(7) Layla: Agarras el asilo? O se <dan> asilo. 
  They get asylum? Or asylum is <given> 
 
(8) Sarai:  ((looking at Layla and smiling)) Se dan asilo. 
          Asylum is given. 
 
(9) Layla: Entonces, están tratando que les <den> asilo. 
  So, they are trying to get asylum <given> to them. 
 
(10) Sarai:  Están tratando que les que les <den> asilo. 
  So, they are trying for asylum to be <given> to them. 
 
(11) ((Sarai and Dalia look at each other and smile and laugh quietly)) 

 

In line 5, Sarai’s explanation “están tratando de agarrar asilo” (‘they are trying to get 

asylum’) is viewed as a trouble spot by Lalya, who initiates a repair sequence in line 7, 

by asking a question. She rephrases Sarai’s use of ‘agarrar’ and then offers an 

alternative, initiating an other-initiated, other repair sequence that takes several turns to 

complete. Sarai, of course, chooses Layla’s alternative grammatical structure “Se dan 

asilo” (‘They give asylum’) in line 8, and Layla completes the repair in line 9. After 

Layla completes the repair, Sarai repeats the corrected phase (line 10). Orienting to her 

role as a teacher, Layla takes an authoritative stance in this interaction by initiating an 

other-initiated, other repair sequence that takes several turns to complete. However, 

Sarai’s body language suggests that she may not accept Layla’s authoritative position 

with respect to her language use. By smiling and laughing, she may have been making an 

attempt to align with the instructor and with another student, Dalia. 
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5.2 STANCE DISPLAY AND NEGOTIATION AMONG STUDENTS 

In this section I examine some of the ways that the students from the focal course 

represented language-related social positions and oriented toward ideologies about 

language through different kinds of stancetaking in classroom interaction. I begin by 

examining conversations that took place among students participating in small-group 

conversations in the classroom, when the instructor had asked them to discuss a particular 

topic (the content of a reading assignment or their perspectives on a particular social 

issue). In these dialogues, the students engaged in a complex negotiation of what was 

going on in each moment of dialogue, including whether they were orienting to the 

assigned task and to the Spanish-only protocol. They demonstrate what Seedhouse (2004) 

describes as a reflexive relationship between the pedagogical focus and the organization 

of repair. At the same time, they engaged in processes of negotiation of social positions, 

such as expert and novice identities, or relations of alignment, which reflected certain 

ideologies about language. I then consider the ways that the students oriented to language 

hierarchies and particular regimes of knowledge and authority when engaged in group 

work on an activity about ‘Spanglish’ and ‘Standard Spanish’. Finally, I examine 

moments in which students challenged the SLI in teacher-fronted classroom interaction, 

both through the representation (and recontextualization) of the other voices, and also by 

intentionally using language that was not expected in this context. 

In each of the examples presented in this section, the students respond to the 

institutional discourses, including the Language-as-code Discourse and the Standard 

Language Ideology, both by reflecting and challenging them. However, it is not only the 

expression of individual students that are of interest here; the ways that others respond to 

the students’ displays of stance are an important part of the construction of social reality. 

In the words of Kramsch: 
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...the symbolic power that comes from being able to use several symbolic systems 
is not only a declarative power, that is, the power to represent the world in 
different linguistic codes, but a performative power that can create different 
symbolic realities in different languages and, by changing others’ perceptions of 
social reality, can change that reality. (Kramsch 2009: 188) 

When the students in the following excerpts orient to and challenge institutional 

discourses, their contributions are not always ratified by their interlocutors and audiences. 

If, as Kramsch (2009) argues, the development of this type of symbolic power should be 

an important focus of language education in today’s globalized world, then it is important 

to consider not only how students perform symbolic competence in the classroom but 

also how others respond to their performances. I address this concern in the following 

subsections by taking a co-constructivist perspective and drawing from conversation 

analysis. 

 

5.2.1 Negotiating context and social positions in student-student interactions 

The study data demonstrate that in interactional practices when communicating 

with each other, the students at times reflected the instructors’ authoritative stance and 

designation of what counts as ‘Spanish’, while at other times they co-constructed 

alignment (as the instructor did with them when not orienting to her institutional role) and 

challenged institutional ideologies. They co-constructed and negotiated these stances on a 

moment-to-moment basis throughout their interactions. In this subsection I present 

examples of how the students positioned themselves with respect to each other and to 

language hierarchies through repair sequences and performance devices, by means of 

which they framed their interactional moves. 

The repair sequences that the students produced in interactional practices in the 

classroom did allow them to construct expert and novice stances in some cases. Other-
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initiated and other-completed repair sequences were found in the student-student 

interactional data, through which the students appeared to reflect the instructors’ model 

of authority based on a monolingual norm. This differed from the ways the students 

participated in multilingual discursive practices outside of the classroom. However, as 

demonstrated in the data excerpts below, the students negotiated these positions of 

authority in interaction, and relations of alignment or disalignment were never static. At 

times, speakers used contextualization cues that framed their participation in repair 

sequences as performances, thus reframing the relations of authority ascribed by the 

institutional context. In addition, when students represented positions of authority or 

ascribed such positions to others, their interlocutors did not always validate the positions 

represented by others or take up the positions ascribed to them. The types of repair 

sequences in which the students engaged in interaction with each other allowed them to 

orient either toward the ‘monolingual self’ of traditional language teaching, who is “eager 

to abide by the symbolic order of an other and its monolingual rules”, or a ‘symbolic self’ 

who is focused on “interpreting words and their indexicalities”, and on “understanding 

one’s own and others historical trajectories and values” (Kramsch 2009: 189). When 

orienting toward the ‘monolingual self’ and the institutional context of the language 

course, the students constructed relations of authority with respect to their knowledge of 

‘Standard Spanish’. When orienting toward each other’s symbolic selves, they used 

language in creative ways; often, but not always, leading to alignment. 

An interaction between three of the study participants—Debora, Gabriel, and 

Noemi (with Saul also participating in the beginning)—which I observed in Eduardo’s 

SPN 611 course for heritage speakers in the Spring semester of 2011, demonstrates how 

the participants negotiated their orientations to the task set by the instructor and the 

institutional goal of developing ‘correct’ Spanish vocabulary. They begin by representing 
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relations of authority with respect to their ‘monolingual selves’, the identities ascribed to 

them by the institutional context, and eventually negotiate an orientation away from this 

context; a shift that allows them to construct relations of alignment with each other. The 

conversation begins in Spanish and later ends up with English, reflecting the general shift 

away from the institutional context but also perhaps a reaction to the language-policing in 

which Gabriel engages in the early part of the dialogue. 

In Example 42, Debora does not respond to a linguistic performance displayed by 

Saul. Instead she orients toward the instructors’ assigned task, the Spanish-only protocol 

and her role as a language learner, enacting her interpretation of the teacher’s 

instructions, encouraging Noemi to use Spanish, and ascribing an expert identity to 

Gabriel. The other students in the group resist Debora’s orientation to the assigned task, 

but Gabriel represents an authoritative stance, claiming the expert identity that Debora 

has ascribed to him, and reflecting the monolingual norm and the expert-novice relations 

that the instructors have modeled in the classroom. Noemi, on the other hand, does not 

orient to the assigned task, nor to the monolingual norm. Instead, she reflects Gabriel’s 

efforts to align with her, and voices her concerns about the quiz, in English. Deborah 

attempts to negotiate language choice with Noemi at the end of the excerpt. After a 

detailed examination of Example 42, we take a look at how the students’ stances change 

as they renegotiate the context of their dialogue. 

 

Example 42: Debora and Gabriel co-construct relations of authority 

 
1 Saul:  Qué lástima que tenés que escuchar a mis boludeces! 
  What a shame that you all have to listen to my nonsense! 
  ((exaggerated affectivity)) 
 
2 G and N: h h h 
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   ((Debora and Gabriel look briefly at camera)) 
 
3  Debora:  ((does not respond to Saul)) Uh, how do you say ‘manners’? 
 
4  ((gazes toward Gabriel, then looks down at notebook)) 
 
5  Gabriel:  Uh, modales! ((briefly shifts gaze to Debora)) 
         manners! 
 
6  Debora:  OK, habla de ética y los modales de la gente en el trabajo? 
  OK, it talks about politeness and good manners of people at work? 
 
7  Gabriel:  En el trabajo. 
  At work. 
 
8  Debora:  Y, este, empresarios? Right? 
  And, um, business owners? 
 
9  Gabriel:  Empresarios? Sí. 
  Business owners? Yes. 
 
10  Debora:  Y este, habla si, si somos- 
  And um, it talks about if, if we are- 
 
11  si trabajamos para nada más nosotros pero para todos, 
  if we work for [not] only ourselves but for everyone, 
 
12  Todos, o, el trabajo va a ser mejor 
  Everyone, or, the work is going to be better 
        ((shifts gaze from notebook to co-participants)) 
 
13  Right? Is that what it’s kind of- 
   
14  Gabriel:  ((nods head once)) 
 
15   I didn’t read it so- 
    ((smiles, gaze shifts to Noemi)) 
 
16  Noemi:  You didn’t read it? 
    ((smiles, briefly gazes at Gabriel)) 
 
17  Gabriel: I just did my part. 
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18  Noemi:  Yeah, I read like this part  
 
19  and then I skimmed this part  
  ((drags index finger up and down pages of book)) 
 
20  and I didn't really get it but I [( )] 
 
21  Debora:      [Oh.] Well that’s what it’s about. 
 
22  Noemi:  OK, I have a question: 
 
23    Are we taking this quiz as a group or is everybody getting- 
 
24  like we're getting into groups and then we’re each [taking-] 
 
25  Debora: ((reaches out left and toward Natalie and waves it up and down)) 
 
26               [Spanish!] 
 
27  Gabriel: ((raises hand)) Pregunta! ((yelling)) 
     Question! 

 

Example 42 begins with a joke uttered by Saul. It is not clear in the video recording 

whether he is responding to something from the previous interaction or the assigned 

reading but, in line 1, Saul plays with the Spanish language and with his identity as a 

person who uses an Argentine variety of Spanish. Saul, an Anglo-American student who 

went to high school in Argentina, often uses the South American ‘vos’ (‘you’ – intimate) 

form in class. In line 1, Sam conjugates the verb ‘tenés’ ‘you have’, in the ‘vos’ form, 

and uses the Argentine word “boludeses”, ‘nonsense’. The exaggerated affective tone in 

which he utters the sentence frames it as a ‘symbolic performance’ (Back 2013a), an 

index of his ‘symbolic competence’, or ability to reflect on and create the context of 

language use (see section 1.3.5). 
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Saul’s co-participants do not affiliate strongly with this performance; they 

respond with very brief laughter, perhaps not entirely ratifying his contribution. Through 

this reaction, they do not ascribe the same value to Saul’s ability to reflect on his habitus 

(i.e. his Argentine Spanish) as Saul does with his symbolic performance. This is an 

example of what Back (2013b) calls ‘non-affiliative symbolic performance’, in which a 

speaker attempts to perform symbolic competence and another speaker does not ratify the 

performance. After this, Saul retreats from the conversation and only participates as an 

overhearer for the next several minutes of dialogue, perhaps in part because he has failed 

to align with his co-participants through his act of symbolic performance. When he does 

participate later on in the dialogue (in data not included here), he does so primarily in 

English. This dialogue contrasts with the way that Saul positions himself as an authority 

in interaction with Aldo and Jessica, who ratify his symbolic performance, in data 

presented to follow.  

 After their very brief reaction to Saul’s performance, Debora, Gabriel and Noemi 

begin to negotiate an orientation to the assigned task and to the institutional context. In 

line 2, Debora, who has just discovered that Gabriel is wearing a lavalier microphone and 

being filmed, takes a brief look at the camera before she begins to orient toward the 

instructors’ assigned task. Then, in lines 3 and 4, she orients to Gabriel’s expert identity 

by asking for help with vocabulary and then gazing in his direction. These actions initiate 

a repair sequence and invite Gabriel to complete it. Gabriel, who spends much of the 

ensuing conversation looking down at his notebook or his iPhone, indexing a disinterest 

in Debora’s story, briefly gazes at Debora and completes the repair, in line 5. In line 6, 

Debora accepts Gabriel’s repair by including the vocabulary word he provides in her 

summary of the reading. She ends the utterance with rising intonation, which Gabriel 

seems to interpret as a request for evaluation. By repeating the last three words of 



 216 

Debora’s utterance, Gabriel validates her language use and continues to represent an 

authoritative position. A similar exchange takes place in lines 8 and 9: Debora requests 

validation with a rising intonation and a question in English “Right?”, and Gabriel orients 

to the language expert role again, validating Debora’s word choice but not responding to 

the content of her utterance. Debora may be ascribing an expert role to Gabriel because of 

the way he represented himself in class during the present semester (Spring 2011) and the 

previous semester (Fall 2010). He often volunteered answers to the instructors’ questions 

and had attributed his knowledge of Spanish to his experience growing up in El Paso, 

TX, where Spanish is ubiquitous, and the fact that his parents are teachers. 

In lines 10-12, Debora completes her summary of the reading, this time requesting 

validation of the content of her utterance, and prompting Gabriel to admit that he didn’t 

do the reading that was assigned for homework. By using English, he shifts away from 

his Spanish expert identity, which he was co-constructing with Debora, and instead works 

to construct alignment with Noemi. Through mutual gaze and by indicating disinterest in 

the assignment, Gabriel and Noemi co-construct alignment with each other in lines 15-20. 

Although this move may have positioned Debora’s contribution as less valuable, she 

continues to orient to the task in line 21 by saying: “[Oh.] Well that’s what it’s about”. 

Then, in line 22, Noemi further detaches herself from the assigned task by asking a 

question about an upcoming quiz in English (lines 22-24). Unable to negotiate for her co-

participants’ orientation to the assigned task, Debora attempts to negotiate Noemi’s 

language choice. She uses an exaggerated gesture and tone in her plea for Noemi to 

return to Spanish, suggesting that she intends to put her speaking on display. By framing 

her utterance as not entirely serious, Debora may be attempting to save face, or protect 

her own identity, in the conversation, so as not to appear stubborn or ‘nerdy’ while still 

orienting toward the goal of practicing her Spanish. 



 217 

After Debora attempts unsuccessfully to negotiate a conversational focus on the 

content of the reading, she decides to tell a story in Spanish about her weekend. At first, 

she is unable to engage her co-participants in the story. In Example 43 Gabriel continues 

to orient to the monolingual Standard norm for classroom interaction and resists 

engagement with the content of Debora’s narrative. However, Debora’s orientation to this 

norm seems to change once she is no longer engaged in the task set by the instructor, and 

she begins to resist Gabriel’s expert identity, seen in Example 43. 

 

Example 43: Debora and Gabriel discuss translation for ‘it chugged out’ 

 
34 Debora:  Mi coche? Este fin de semana, este::: se tragó  
  My car?     This weekend,         um:::  it got swallowed 
  ((gaze toward Noemi)) 
 
35  Gabriel:  Se tragó:?  
  It got swallowed? 
   ((looks up from iPhone to look at Debora)) 
 
36  Debora: How do you say, like ‘it chugged out’. 
  ((shifts gaze to Gabriel)) 
 
37  All: hh hh hh (G, N and D) 
 
38 Gabriel: Se mató. 
  It got killed. 
 
39  Debora:  Se mató? Bueno, se murió? 
  It got killed? OK, it died? 
       ((shifts gaze back to Noemi)) 
 
40 Gabriel: Se mató. No, no ‘se murió’.  
  It got killed. No, not ‘se murió’. 
  ((gazes across room, smiles)) 
 
41  Debora:  Se murió. 
  It died. 



 218 

 
42  Gabriel:  Se mató. 
  It got killed. 
 
43  Debora:  Dammit. 
 
44 ((Noemi and Gary smile and gaze at Debora)) 
 
45 Debora:  Se mató- 
  It got killed. 
 
46  Gabriel:  Sí 
  Yes. 

 

In line 34, Debora begins her narrative by explaining that her car broke down over the 

weekend. Although she hesitates before uttering the verb “se tragó”, she does not look at 

Gabriel, whom she has positioned as the expert, for help or approval. Instead, she gazes 

at Noemi to align with her. Nonetheless, Gabriel initiates a repair sequence by repeating 

“se tragó” with rising intonation. This way of initiating repair can be ambiguous as to 

whether it is a correction or a request for clarification, but Debora interprets it as a 

correction, asking Gabriel for the correct term and thus requesting an ‘other’ repair, in 

line 36. Gabriel provides the term ‘se mató’, completing the repair, in line 38, but in line 

39, after repeating “se mató” Debora tries out a different term “se murió”, challenging 

Gabriel’s authority. Gabriel continues to insist that the correct term is ‘se mató’, even 

when Debora repeats “se murió” again (line 41). Finally, she validates Gabriel’s term by 

using it in line 45, and he shows his approval in line 46. In this example, Deborah is less 

oriented toward the focus on linguistic correctness and demonstrates interest in co-

constructing alignment, but the long repair sequences initiated and completed by Gabriel 

continue to orient toward the expert-novice relation established earlier. Although on the 

surface Gary’s repair completions appear to create social distance between the speakers, a 
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display of denaturalization of the institutional discourse in the ensuing dialogue suggests 

that the creation of social distance may not have been his intention. Gabriel’s repeated 

insistence on ‘se mató’, which appears to be a colloquial term with the same meaning as 

‘descomponerse’, ‘to break down’, combined with his body language (smiling), could be 

interpreted as a performance that denaturalizes the expert position that Debora has 

ascribed to him. As discussed in Chapter 1, Bucholtz and Hall (2004b) use the term 

‘denaturalization’ to describe a “production of an identity that is literally incredible or 

non-genuine” (386), and point out that denaturalization is often a response to essentialist 

assumptions about language and identity. 

Gabriel clearly resists the expert positioning later on in the exchange, when he 

produces an ‘other-initiated, other repair’, suggesting a Spanish translation of the name of 

a grocery store in Texas known as HEB. The translation that he suggests is clearly not 

something that is used in day-to-day conversation in Texas. The store is called HEB (in 

English) whether one is speaking Spanish or English. While an other-initiated, other 

repair is considered to be the least preferred type of repair sequence, Gabriel does seem to 

intend this utterance to index social distance. Through contextualization cues, he 

indicates that this repair is a performance intended to denaturalize the position of 

authority that Debora has ascribed to him earlier in the dialogue. 

 

Example 44: Gabriel denaturalizes position of authority through performance 
 
101  Debora: Y luego fuimos a HEB 
  And then we went to HEB 

((Gabriel looks ahead briefly, appears to be thinking)) 
 

102  y [compramos-] 
  and [we bought-] 
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103 Gabriel:  [hache e be.] hh 
  [H E B]  

((Subtly moves alternate shoulders up and down while talking; then smiles 
at Noemi and Noemi smiles back and laughs)) 
 

104  Debora:  How do you say groceries? 

 

When Gabriel translates the grocery store’s name to Spanish, he indicates that this 

utterance is meant to be interpreted as a performance, in the sense that Bucholtz and Hall 

(2004b: 380) define as a “highly deliberate and self-aware social display” (see section 

1.2.2), by moving his shoulders up and down while talking, and then by smiling at 

Noemi. The performance seems to reframe his conversational role as the language expert 

with a repair that is absurd in this context. None of the participants would believe that the 

correct name of the grocery store is ‘hache e be’. This spelling denaturalizes both the 

expert/novice relations that the participants have constructed up to this point in the 

interaction, as well as the SLI, to which Deobra has been orienting by allowing Gabriel to 

dictate her vocabulary. Gabriel’s performance with “HEB” is a representation of a type of 

symbolic competence that is not prevalent in the students’ interactions outside of the 

classroom.55 Gabriel demonstrates “the capacity to use the various codes to create 

alternative realities and reframe the balance of symbolic power” (Kramsch and Whiteside 

2008: 666). He creates an alternative reality in which he orients to the ‘monolingual 

norm’ to the extent that commonly-accepted lexical borrowings must be corrected. In this 

way, he pokes fun at the monolingual norm by demonstrating that it does not correspond 

to reality. This move denaturalizes the symbolic power associated with the expert/novice 

relations constructed in the classroom context. 

                                                
55 Although it is not prevalent, examples of this type of performance were found in the data outside of the 
classroom; see the description of César’s use of Spanish with his Anglo customers in section 6.2.2. 
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The end of Deborah’s story is the only part in which Debora talks at any length 

without any repair sequences. At this point neither Debora nor Gabriel orient to 

expert/novice relations nor the SLI. 
 
 
Example 45: Debora and Gabriel display shifted orientations to context 
 
((Noemi maintains gaze toward Debora)) 
 
128  Debora:  [Pero lue:go],  
  [But the:n], 
 
129  Yo pensé que iba a tener que hablar 
  I thought that I was going to have to talk 

 ((Gabriel looks briefly at Debora, takes iPhone out of pocket)) 
 
130  El señor que arregla los coches hoy? 
  The guy that fixes cars today? 
  ((Gabriel looks down at iPhone)) 
 
131  Noemi:  Uh huh. 
 
132  Debora:  Pero fue, no, sabes qué? 
  But he’s like, no, you know what? 
 
133   Ve a tratar una vez más, 
  Go try one more time, 
  ((Gabriel gazes toward Debora from this point until end of transcript)) 
 
134  Y a ver si jala 
  And see if it starts 
 
135  Yo creo que sí va a jalar. 
  And I think it is going to start. 
 
136   Y yo, no:: estás menso, it’s not gonna work 
  And me, no:: you’re stupid,  
 
137  Y luego, dijo ‘no ve a tratarlo’ 
  And then, he said no go and try it 
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138  Y traté este hoy en la mañana? 
  And I tried um today in the morning? 
 
139  Y jaló! Yo ‘no manches!’ 
  And it started! And I’m like ‘don’t screw with me!’ 
 
140  ((Raises arms up in the air, looks up and smiles)) 
 
141  All:  hh hh hh 

 

As Debora completes the story, she is no longer oriented toward a concern for lexical 

correctness nor is she demonstrating any difficulty with her lexical choices. This example 

demonstrates that the participants have shifted their orientations to the context of the 

interaction—they are no longer orienting toward neither the instructors’ assignment nor 

the monolingual selves ascribed to them by the classroom discourse. Debora narrates the 

remainder of the story using a very informal register, including the use of a direct 

quotation introduced by “fue” ‘he was like’, “yo” ‘me’, and “dijo” ‘he said’ to represent 

utterances that did not use the same words in the original interaction, and by using 

informal vocabulary like “jalar” ‘to start’ and “no manches” ‘don’t screw with me’. Her 

co-participants ratify her story by indicating attention, interest and amusement. At this 

point, the participants are no longer oriented to the SLI, although they continue to orient 

to the Spanish-only protocol. 

The dialogue between Debora, Gabriel and Noemi (and Saul at the beginning) 

demonstrates how the students negotiate and shift orientations to the assigned task and 

the goals of the course, and at the same time negotiate expert and novice identities and 

co-construct alignment in different moments of interaction. In these examples, the 

construction of expert and novice identities predominates most of the interaction. The 

following examples demonstrate how Saul, whose effort to perform symbolic 
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competence is not ratified in Example 42, is able to claim authority by constructing 

symbolic competence in interaction in another group of students. In these interactions, 

Jessica, a HLL, attempts to orient to the official classroom context and does not have a 

strong voice in doing so. 

In Example 46, Saul and Aldo, who both come from wealthier families, represent 

themselves as being very far removed from the farm worker experience, while other 

students in the class have parents or grandparents who have worked in the fields or, like 

Jessica, identify as coming from poor families. The students involved in this group 

discussion were Saul, Aldo, Jessica and Mario. However, Mario stayed silent and was not 

pictured in the video until the very end of the transcript. Therefore it was not possible to 

describe his participation in the dialogue (through body language) until the end of the 

final example. Example 45 demonstrates how Saul constructs a position of authority 

through his participation in the dialogue and does not ratify Jessica’s attempt to represent 

authority based on the monolingual norm. 

A few seconds before the excerpt begins, Saul explains that his parents own 

farmland in California; this introduction implicitly frames his argument as coming from 

first-hand experience. Saul then exclaims “Yo no quiero trabajar en el campo!” (‘I don’t 

want to work in the fields’), but immediately points to the camera and, smiling, asks for 

the comment to be retracted from the film (the reason for this request is unclear). 

However, Aldo insists on an explanation and the participants continue to discuss the same 

topic. 

 

Example 46: Saul maintains stance of authority 
 
1 Aldo: Por qué no quieres trabajar en el campo? 
  Why don’t you want to work in the fields? 
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2 Saul: <Trabajaste en el campo en California 
  <Did you work in the fields in California 

((smiling, eyebrows raised, nodding head up and down, gaze toward 
Aldo)) 

 
3  bajo el sol durante agosto?> 
  Under the sun during August?> 
 
4 Aldo:  Yo? ((points at self)) 
  Me? 
 
5 Saul:  ((points straight middle and index fingers toward mouth, 
  making ‘o’ shape with mouth)) Yo! 
         Me! 
6 Aldo:  Tú sí trabajaste en el c-? 
  You did work in the f-? 
 
7 Saul: Yo, sí, para tres semanas. 
  Me, yes, for three weeks. 
 
8  Y casi m- murió. 
  And he almost died. 
 
9 Jessica: Morí. 
  I died. 
 
10 ((all three look toward center of classroom)) 
 
11 Saul:  I had to dig holes. 
 

In line 1, Aldo asks Saul a personal question, allocating the next turn to him, and Saul 

responds with another question (lines 2-3). Saul’s gesture of nodding his head up and 

down while asking the question, combined with the affective intensity he projects 

through slowed speech and direct eye contact, seem to indicate that he is not simply 

asking a question but rather challenging Aldo’s knowledge about work in the fields. In 

line 4, Aldo attempts to clarify whether Saul’s question is directed at him by asking 

“Yo?” (‘Me?’). However, Saul does not respond to Aldo’s question as an initiation of a 
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repair sequence. Instead of confirming that he was indeed asking Aldo if he had ever 

worked in the fields in California in the heat of August, Saul continues with his challenge 

to Aldo (line 5), positioning himself as knowledgeable about the harshness of this type of 

work. However, the grammatical structure of Saul’s response confuses Aldo, and Aldo 

begins another request for clarification by asking “Tú sí trabajaste en el c-?” ‘You did 

work in the f-?’ (line 6). This time Saul does respond to the request for clarification by 

saying “Yo sí” and giving additional information. 

Both of Aldo’s attempts to initiate repair sequences were aimed at clarification 

and did not put the two speakers on unequal footing. However, Jessica, who has been 

silent throughout the conversation about working in the fields in California, makes a very 

blunt correction of Saul’s grammar in line 9. In response to Saul’s use of the third person 

singular indicative conjugation of ‘morir’ (‘to die’) in line 8, Jessica produces an ‘other-

initiated, other repair’ (line 9). This type of repair is dispreferred and creates social 

distance between the two speakers, positioning Jessica, for a moment, as an expert. By 

ignoring Jessica’s repair (line 10), Saul rejects the novice position that Jessica ascribes to 

him. He then switches to English, his native language, in order to say something he does 

not know how to say in Spanish: “I had to dig holes.” By avoiding asking for help in this 

way, he was able to maintain control of the conversation and a stance of authority. This 

example demonstrates how Saul maintains a position of power in the interaction. He 

maintains this position despite his difficulty in communicating with his interlocutors, and 

his use of grammatical structures that are common among second language learners of 

Spanish (e.g. the use of para ‘for’ instead of por ‘for’ in line 7). Saul’s consistency in 

maintaining this stance of authority throughout the data contrasts with the way Debora’s 

and Gabriel’s stances change in the examples above. It is possible that Saul’s ability to 

maintain this stance is related to the societal discourse that gives power to Anglos who 
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speak Spanish and delegitimizes the Spanish of Hispanics in the U.S. However, it is 

difficult to make such conclusions without data on all of the participants of the 

conversation in interaction with other interlocutors in other contexts, and data on how 

other non-native Spanish speakers position themselves and are positioned in the HL 

context. This area deserves further investigation, given the increase in numbers of SHL 

programs across the United States, and the presence of advanced L2 students who have 

had significant experiences abroad in some of those courses. 

As the conversation continues, Jessica continues to orient toward the pedagogical 

goals of the course, by reminding Aldo that he was supposed to be speaking Spanish: 

 

Example 47: Jessica enforces Spanish-only protocol 

 
11 Saul:  I had to dig holes. 
 
12 Aldo: [I couldn’t even dig a hole.] 
 
13 Saul: [((Moves arms and hands as if shoveling.))] ( ) 
 
14 Aldo:  Like I had to bury my puppy and I couldn’t even do it. 
 
15 Jessica: ((turns to Aldo)) En español! En español! hh hh ((smiling)) 
  ((turns to Aldo)) In Spanish! In Spanish! hh hh ((smiling)) 
 
16 Aldo: Ah en español. Traté de enterrar mi perrito, pero no pude. 
  Oh in Spanish. I tried to bury my puppy, but I couldn’t. 

 

Jessica’s switch to Spanish in line 15 is an example of discourse related code-alternation: 

she uses Spanish in order to try to get her classmates to orient toward the pedagogical 

goal of developing fluency in Spanish. Aldo responds to Jessica as if she had initiated a 
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repair sequence, validating the request by responding “Ah en español” and then 

completing the repair by restating his previous utterance in Spanish. 

A number of turns elapse before Jessica speaks again in line 26, when she 

attempts to respond to Saul’s characterization of happy Mexican fieldworkers. Jessica 

makes a brief statement, beginning with “Sí, pero…” (‘Yes, but…’) and Saul 

immediately responds, taking the next turn for himself and continuing to dominate the 

interaction with his narrative. 

 

Example 48: Saul explains why fieldworkers are happy  

 
20 Aldo: Ha de ser pesado tener que trabajar en el campo. 
  It must be hard to have to work in the fields. 
  ((Jessica’s gaze is toward paper on desk)) 
 
21  Yo nunca he trabajado en el campo. 
  I have never worked in the fields. 
 
22 Saul: Pero los mexicanos que están trabajando allá, están felices.  
  But the Mexicans who are working there, are happy. 
  ((Aldo and Jessica gaze toward Saul)) 
 
23  ((gives vague thumbs-up sign)) 
 
24 Jessica: Tsswh h   hh  
  ((closes eyes tightly, leans head back, shakes head)) 
 
25 Aldo:  Ah porque tienen un trabajo. 
  Oh because they have a job. 
 
26 Saul: Sí. ((smiling, looks down at paper on desk)) 
  Yes. ((smiling, looks down at paper on desk)) 
  ((Jessica presses lips together)) 
 
27 Jessica:  Sí pero también las (          ). 
  Yes but also the (         ). 
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28 Saul:  Pero pagamos veinte dólares por hora por esta gente. ((smiling)) 
  But we pay twenty dollars per hour for these people. 
 
29 Aldo:  Veinte dólares a la hora? 
  Twenty dollars to the hour? 
  ((Jessica gazes at desk, continues through end of transcript)) 
 
30 Saul: Están ganando ((rubs left thumb against index and middle finger)) 
  They are earning  
 
31  bonísimo dinero. 
  great money. 

 

In Example 47, Saul, the Anglo Spanish L2 learner, retains a stance of authority with 

respect to his knowledge about Mexican fieldworkers. He implicitly attributes his 

authority to his observations of the workers on the farmland that his family owns in 

California, thus basing his authoritative stance on first-hand experience. Jessica expresses 

disagreement and attempts to challenge Saul’s authority but Saul does not ratify her 

stance displays. Aldo, on the other hand, aligns with Saul’s position by contributing to 

the narrative (line 25) and responding to it (line 29). In this example, Saul’s 

representation of his knowledge about Mexican fieldworkers is a type of symbolic 

performance, in that he is indexing his knowledge about this topic. Saul continues to 

perform despite Jessica’s non-affiliation with this performance, and Jessica’s voice 

becomes stifled. 

In the dialogue between Jessica, Saul and Aldo, Jessica consistently challenges 

her classmates’ authority, first by orienting to the classroom goals of linguistic 

correctness and adherence to the monolingual norm in Example 44 and Example 45, and 

later by challenging his ideas. The ways that Jessica’s authority is stifled in interaction 

with her male, middle-class peers in the classroom discourse contrasts with the relations 

of alignment that she co-constructs, and the power to use language to construct reality 
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that she demonstrates in interaction with her parents and her sister (described in section 

6.2). This repression of her voice suggests that Jessica may not be able to co-construct the 

same level of symbolic competence in the classroom as that which she constructs in 

interaction with her immediate family. Jessica’s social position in the above examples 

resonates with her fear of not being able to perform symbolic competence in interaction 

with her cousins, and a reluctance to use Spanish in interaction with her Spanish-speaking 

peers on campus, which she describes in an interview (discussed in section 6.1). 

The examples in this section demonstrate how the students co-constructed social 

positions in interaction in the classroom; Debora ascribed authority to Gabriel and 

Gabriel first reflected this ascribed position and later denaturalized it, and Jessica’s 

attempts to represent a position of authority were not always ratified.  

 

5.2.2 Epistemic and affective stances about linguistic form and meaning 

Just as the students are constantly negotiating their orientation to the SLI in the 

ways that they co-construct relations of authority in interaction, the students also 

negotiate the sources of authority on which they base their knowledge about Spanish. In 

some cases, students’ epistemic stancetaking reflects an idea that there is one correct way 

to speak Spanish and that it does not originate in Texas.56 Affective stances toward 

different types of linguistic forms also played a part in students’ representations of 

language hierarchies and ideologies, reflecting the instructors’ practices of displaying 

strong affective stances toward language.  

                                                
56 This perspective on correctness, of course, may have motivated some of the students to enroll in the SHL 
class—students who are satisfied with the way they learned to speak at home can simply enroll in the 
Spanish L2 courses, which they perceive as easier. 
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In Example 48, Jessica and Aldo work together through a textbook activity in 

which they are instructed to find ‘Spanglish’ words in a text and translate them to 

‘Standard Spanish’. The students negotiate epistemic and affective stances with respect to 

the words and translations under discussion, contributing to the construction of the SLI 

and to their own positioning as language users. The sources on which Aldo based his 

epistemic authority in discussing a vocabulary activity with Jessica reflected the 

instructors’ designation of where ‘Spanish’ is found and where it comes from. Although 

the students are asked to discuss the vocabulary in Spanish, Aldo and Jessica use mainly 

English for this activity. 

In Example 49, the students find the word “quara” in the ‘Spanglish’ text and 

discuss its translation in ‘Standard Spanish’. Aldo suggests ‘peseta,’ which was the 

currency in Spain until the advent of the Euro, and he and Jessica negotiate their 

positioning with respect to Aldo’s proposed translation through a variety of epistemic 

stancetaking devices. They also display affective stances toward linguistic forms 

presented in the activity, and Jessica represents an affective stance toward Aldo’s 

conclusions. Layla indexes her expectations for the activity by repeating Aldo’s previous 

statement in Spanish (line 5). 

 
Example 49: Jessica and Aldo engage in epistemic and affective stancetaking 

1 Aldo: What is ‘quara’? 
  
2 Jessica: Where’s that at? 
 
3 Aldo:  At the very end. 
 
4  The third line down at the very end 
 
5 Layla: Tercera lina para abajo? 
    Third line at the bottom? 
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6 Aldo:  (5) Really. Wow ((slow tempo)). 
 
7 Jessica: I think it’s ‘quarter’ ((laughter)) 
 
8 Aldo:  Yeah, that’s hilarious. (4) 
 
9 Jessica: I think the little kids are better at this. 
 
10 Aldo:  Parking57 
 
11 Jessica: ((quietly, talking to self)) o me equivoco. 
         or am I mistaken? 
 
12    quara and then. (1) chan- 
 
13    What the heck is that? chan-za (3)   
  
14    How do you say 
 
15    ‘quarter’ in Spanish, though? 
 
16 Aldo:  Peseta. 
 
17 Jessica: Is(h) th(h)at how you say it? (h) 
 
18 Aldo:  Yeah. Peseta, 
 
19    ’cause that’s the uh, because that’s= 
 
20 Jessica:  ‘Quarter’ in Spanish? ((laughter)) 
 
21 Aldo:  =that’s. No it’s peseta, 
 
22    because that’s the currency in- 
 
23    what used to be the currency in Spain. 
 
24    Pesetas. (2) 

                                                
57 ‘Parking’ is one of the ‘Spanglish’ words in the textbook. Spanish-speakers in the U.S. and in other 
Spanish-speaking countries use this term for ‘parking lot’. Aldo an Jessica do not return to ‘parking’ after 
he mentions it in line 10 because they continue to discuss ‘quara’. 
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25    I know that. 
 
26 Jessica: But, singular? 
 
27 Aldo:  Peseta. 
 
28 Jessica:  O peso. 
    Or peso. 
 
29 Aldo:  That’s ((lowers voice)) Mexico. 
 
30 Jessica: Does it matter? ((laughter)) 
 
31 Aldo:  Yeah it does, I th(h)ink it does. (3) 

 

In line 1, Aldo comes across the term “quara” and asks Jessica what it means. As 

Aldo comes to understand what the term represents, he expresses an affective stance 

toward its usage in the text with the assessments “Really” and “Wow” (line 6). His usage 

of these terms indicates surprise, while the tone in which he uses them suggests a critical 

attitude toward the use of ‘quara’, perhaps because it originates from an English word 

(‘quarter’). In line 7, Jessica defines the term ‘quara’ as “quarter”, preceded by a 

projecting clause “I think” that functions as a mood adjunct, and conveys an epistemic 

stance of uncertainty toward the proposition. She also enacts an affective stance through 

laughter, contributing to a representation of ‘Spanglish’ as a comical, entertaining way of 

using language. Aldo co-constructs this evaluative and metasociolinguistic stance with 

Jessica by expressing his agreement in line 8. 

In lines 9-13 both Jessica and Aldo diverge from the topic of “quara”. Again 

expressing uncertainty with “I think”, Jessica comments on the activity itself: “…the little 

kids are better at this”. Jessica seems to be referring to “little kids” who grew up speaking 

Spanish in Texas. Her expression of the attribute “better” implies a contrast with her and 
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Aldo’s own skill at identifying and translating ‘Spanglish’ terms and positions both of 

them as unskilled in the activity at hand. In line 11, Jessica uses Spanish when talking to 

herself, which is consistent throughout the data, but it is unclear what she is evaluating 

when she says “o me equivoco” (‘or am I wrong’). She identifies an additional 

“Spanglish” word in the text, “chanza” (‘chance’) in line 12 and then raises a question in 

line 13. However, “chanza” becomes lost when Jessica returns to the term “quara”. 

With the question “How DO you say ‘quarter’ in Spanish, though?” (lines 14-15), 

Jessica returns to an earlier topic and indicates her engagement with questions raised in 

the activity. Her emphasis on the word “do” in line 14 indexes the contrast between 

“quara” and the (still unidentified) ‘correct’ terminology. Implicit in her question is the 

proposition that there is only one way to say ‘quarter’ in Spanish. Throughout lines 16-

31, Aldo expresses a great deal of certainty with respect to his proposition that the word 

for ‘quarter’ is ‘peseta’. Jessica repeatedly expresses doubt, to which Aldo responds by 

providing a basis for his epistemic stance. After Aldo declares an answer to the question 

(“Peseta”, line 16), Jessica expresses doubt by asking questions and an affective stance of 

surprise and amusement at his responses through laughter (lines 17 and 20). In response 

to this doubt, Aldo explains that the word is ‘peseta’ “because that’s…what used to be 

the currency in Spain”. This epistemic stance grounds its authority on an assumption that 

‘correct Spanish’ comes from Spain. Here, Aldo simultaneously positions himself as 

knowledgeable about correct Spanish (as Jessica does), and indexes authority to 

peninsular Spanish by his knowledge about Spain. By repeating his proposition in line 24 

and then explicitly asserting his epistemic authority in line 25, Aldo indexes a very high 

level of certainty. Jessica continues to question his authority in lines 26 and 28. In line 

28, she suggests “peso” (the Mexican currency) as a word for quarter, juxtaposing this 

term with “peseta” and challenging Aldo’s implicit proposition about the authority of 
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peninsular Spanish. Aldo’s response, “That’s MEXico” (line 29), contains an implicature 

that Mexico cannot be considered a source of correct vocabulary as can Spain. For Aldo, 

the correct term for ‘quarter’ certainly would not come from Mexico. Jessica questions 

this implicature by asking “Does it matter?” (line 30), asking whether it matters that the 

word “quarter” is translated into Mexican currency (peso) as opposed to Spanish currency 

(peseta). Aldo does not change his opinion, responding “Yeah it does. I think it does.” 

Aldo’s consistent authoritative stance with regard to linguistic correctness reflects 

the way he describes himself in interviews, but the source of epistemic authority that he 

assumes in Example 49 does not. In an interview, Aldo reported having learned a proper 

variety of Spanish at home, which he attributed to his family’s recent immigration from 

Mexico. In this way, he implied that being from Mexico, as opposed to being from the 

border, made him an authority on the Spanish language. However, in this example, Aldo 

implies that correct Spanish comes from Spain: his epistemic stancetaking is based on his 

knowledge about Spain and positions Spain as the only recognized source for the Spanish 

language. Jessica indirectly challenges Aldo’s position throughout the excerpt, but the 

‘Language-as-code’ discourse implicit in the activity itself does not encourage the 

students to explore the construction of where correct Spanish comes from. Instead, it 

prompts the students to orient to the symbolic order of the classroom, which represents 

‘Spanglish’ and ‘Spanish’ as two distinct codes that are iconically linked to Mexican-

Americans on the one hand and ‘native speakers’ from monolingual regions on the other. 

 

5.2.3 Challenging the authority of the standard with other voices 

Two students reported incidents in which they positioned themselves as 

authorities on correct speech at home over Thanksgiving break. The content of the stories 
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may seem to suggest that the students are following Layla’s example and constructing 

relations of authority based on perceived knowledge of ‘Standard Spanish’. However, a 

close examination of how the students tell the stories reveals that the representation of 

such incidents can serve as a way to denaturalize the relations of authority constructed in 

classroom discourse. 

The grammar topic that Julián references in the example below is “estilo 

indirecto” (‘indirect speech’). This term was used in the course to describe the 

grammatical forms used when reporting indirectly what has been said by another person, 

in sentences such as Me dijo que había ido a México (‘He told me that he had gone to 

Mexico’). The course material presented a set of rules about how to change the verb 

forms of the original statement in indirect reported speech (e.g. the preterit ‘fue a Mexico’ 

(‘he went to Mexico’) would change to ‘había ido a México’ (‘he had gone to Mexico’). 

However, in conversation, the use of these verb forms varies. In my personal experience 

teaching indirect reported speech to bilingual students, this grammar topic is especially 

difficult for them because they do not tend to change the verb forms in reported speech in 

many of the cases where the grammar rules say that they should. Julián describes a 

discussion he had about indirect reported speech with his father, who grew up in Texas 

speaking Spanish. 

 

Example 50: Julián describes argument with father 
 
1 Layla: ((sitting on table in front of chalkboard))  
 
2  Bueno espero que todos hayan tenido muy buen día de acción de gracias 
  Well I hope that everyone has had a very good Thanksgiving. 
 
3  y que no se hayan peleado con sus papá:s:, (1) 
  and that you haven’t argued with your pa:rents:, (1) 
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4  por mi culpa ((stands up))  [E::-] 
  by mi fault ((stands up)) [Uh::-] 
 
5 Julián:  [((raises hand))] 
 
6 Layla:  Sí, Julián58 ((points right index finger at Julián)). 
  Yes, Julián  
 
7 Julián: Peleé con mi papá sobre- 
  I fought with my dad about- 
 
8 Layla: Te peleaste con tu papá? ((raising eyebrows)) 
  You fought with your dad? 
 
9  Oh! ((sighs, places both palms over face)) 
   
10 Julián: sobre estilo directo. 
  about indirect speech. 
 
11  ((Xavier says this with very little intonation)) 
 
12 Saul: Oh! hh hh hh 
 
13 Layla: ((Smiling, crosses right arm across abdomen, 
  rests face in palm of left hand)) 
 
14  ¿Por qué? 
  Why? 
 
15 Julián: He didn’t- he didn- no lo aceptó 
            he didn’t accept it 
 
16  ((smiling, gaze toward Layla, right hand touching forehead)) 
 
 
17 Jessica: hh hh ((giggles)) 
 
 
18 Layla: No lo aceptó? 
  He didn’t accept it? 

                                                
58 Pseudonym used in transcription. 
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19 Julián: ((Shakes head and moves hand down to chin, Gaze still toward Layla)) 
 
20  No. ((quietly)) 
 
21 Layla:  OK, bueno. 
  OK, well. 
 
22  Pero sabes las reglas y sabes por qué existen, no? 
  But you know the rules and you know why they exist, no? 
 
23 Julián: Sí. ((Shakes head up and down)) 
  Yes. 
 
24 Layla: Y entiendes por qué se hace o no? 
  And do you understand why they are done or no? 
 
25 Julián: ((continues to shake head up and down)) 
 
26 Layla: O sea cuando están hablando sobre lo que pasó? no hay problema 
  I mean when you are talking about what happened? There isn’t a problem 
 
27  pero cuando están refiriéndose a las personas 
  but when you are referring to other people59 
 
28  allí sí tienes que usar el estilo indirecto. 
  there you do have to use indirect style. 
 
29  ((shakes head up and down)) Sí está claro? 
      Is it clear? 
 
30  porque muchos de ustedes por lo visto todavía no entienden eso. 
  Because many of you it appears still don’t understand that. 
 
31  Vamos a repasar un poco más de eso. 
  We are going to review this more. 
 
32  Preguntas de ese tipo? Comentarios? 
  Questions of that type? Comments? 

                                                
59 In this line, she seems to mean to say “when you are referring to the words of other people”, as ‘indirect 
speech’ refers to the way that people use language to report what other people said without using a direct 
quote. 
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In Example 50, lines 1-4 represent Layla’s transition to the official class time at the 

beginning of the first class after the Thanksgiving break. Her comment “Espero que no se 

hayan peleado con sus papás por mi culpa” (‘I hope you didn’t fight with your parents 

because of me’) may be a reference to an interview assignment in which the students 

were asked to speak with their parents about their experiences with immigration. She 

mentioned this possibility of a family argument as a comical transition to the start of class 

but did not request that the students discuss the topic. Although Layla did not appear to 

have completed her turn (as indicated by her standing up and her utterance “Eh::-“ in line 

4), Julián raises his hand to request a turn. When Layla designates him as the next 

speaker, he explains that he did indeed fight with his father (line 7), and in line 10 reveals 

that it was about a topic related to the class. Layla indicates surprise in line 8 and 

amusement in line 9, before Julián finally says what the fight was about (“estilo 

indirecto”) in line 10. Both Saul and Layla express amusement in lines 12-13, and Layla 

asks about the reason for the argument in line 14. After starting to respond English, Julián 

produces a ‘self-initiated self repair’ and changes to Spanish: “No lo aceptó” ‘He didn’t 

accept it’ (line 15). Julián smiles and gazes at the instructor as he responds (line 16), and 

Jessica also expresses amusement by laughing (line 17). Julián’s initial self-selection as a 

speaker in this interaction and his presentation of a context in which a Spanish-speaker 

did not accept the grammar presented in class seemed to be a challenge to the instructor’s 

position of authority. The students’ smiling, the instructor’s laughter and Julián’s gazing 

toward the instructor were all part of a process of co-construction of alignment. Layla 

appears to be amused that Julián’s father had challenged the grammar she had taught in 

class. Given that Layla understood that she was teaching a variety that was different from 

what the students had learned at home, and that there were ideological issues associated 
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with this, it seems that Layla understood this statement to be a challenge to the classroom 

SLI and to her own authority. Beginning in line 22, Layla represents a change in footing, 

rejecting Julián’s assertion of authority and returning to her teacher role. Her questions in 

lines 22 and 24, her recapitulation of the grammar point in lines 26-28 and her closing of 

the topic (lines 29-30) construct an authoritative stance about language and its rules. In 

this part of the interaction, Julián’s reactions are minimal and he avoids gazing toward 

the instructor, and Julián and Layla no longer work toward positions of alignment. This 

sequence is because, after Julián and Layla initially align with each other, Layla has 

rejected Julián’s challenge to her authority and to the SLI, and they are no longer in 

agreement with each other. By not aligning with Layla, Julián is able to maintain his 

stance of authority and his challenge to the classroom discourses. 

After hearing Julián describe the discussion he had with his father about ‘estilo 

indirecto’, Aldo reported having a similar type of interaction with his mother: 

 

Example 51: Aldo reports on conversation with mother 
 
1 Aldo: Le dije a mi mamá que hablaba en español arcaico. y se rió.  
  I told my mom that she spoke in archaic Spanish. and she laughed. 
  ((Aldo is not in view of camera at this point)) 
   
2 Ss: ((Quiet laughter)) 
 
3 Layla: hh hh Dios mío. 
  hh hh My god. 
 
4  h Nunca les dije que hablaban el español arcaico!  
  h I never told you that you spoke archaic Spanish! 
  ((Layla laughs while she says this.)) 
 
5  Simplemente les dije que su español se está contaminando.  
  I simply told you that your Spanish is getting contaminated. 
  ((Aldo is smiling while Layla speaks)) 
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Aldo, who in an interview claims that his parents taught him not to speak ‘Spanglish’ like 

others in his hometown, but rather ‘correct Spanish’, reports having accused his mother 

of speaking ‘archaic Spanish’ when he went home over Thanksgiving vacation. A first 

glance at this transcript may suggest to the reader that Aldo is simply taking the 

classroom ideologies home with him; however, a consideration of the processes of 

recontextualization represented in these data, combined with a familiarity with Aldo’s 

jokester personality, suggests a different interpretation. In his account, Aldo 

recontextualizes a message to his mom that was a recontextualization of something that 

he had heard earlier in class. We do not know whether Aldo evaluated his mother’s 

Spanish in a serious or an ironic tone because we do not have data from the interaction to 

which he refers. However, according to Aldo, his mother responds with laughter. 

Regardless of whether Aldo had originally intended his comment as a joke or a serious 

criticism, his mother’s laughter recontextualized it as something that should not be taken 

seriously. By reporting on his mother’s act of recontextualization in the classroom, Aldo 

produces another act of recontextualization, allowing his mothers’ laugher to serve as a 

form of resistance to the institutional discourse. Layla expressed amusement and surprise 

through laugher and the exclamation “Dios mío” ‘My god’ (line 3). She then refers back 

to the same discourse that Aldo had recontextualized in interaction with his mother to 

clarify her intentions (lines 4-5). Layla had explained to me in an interview that she did 

not want the students to impose the ‘Standard’ pedagogical norm of the classroom on 

their families, and her reaction may have been in part due to a concern that this practice 

might be happening. However, it is interesting to note that the previous utterance to 

which she refers represents the language-as-code discourse by implying that Spanish that 

shows signs of contact with English is impure. 
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Examples 50 and 51 indicate that the processes in which the students take the 

institutional discourses home with them and take their home discourses with them to the 

classroom are not unidirectional; the students engage these discourses in an ongoing 

process of co-construction and recontextualization. They bring past experiences and other 

peoples’ words with them to the classroom, and those words and experiences take on 

different meanings in the classroom. Similarly, when students take the classroom 

discourses home, those discourses take on different meanings. Each time the students 

represent the discourses in a different context, they reframe them cooperatively with their 

interlocutors. 

 

5.2.4 Performance: Casey’s use of ‘español callejero’ 

One of the objectives of this study is to understand how participants resist 

dominant discourses on language and ascribed identities by intentionally speaking in 

registers or styles that are not expected of them because of their race or institutional 

position or in a given conversational context as constructed by the speakers. This type of 

resistance was not as common as I expected it to be among the Hispanic students in the 

HL courses. I suspect that this was due to the fact that many of the students who signed 

up for the entry level HL course (a) lacked the awareness of stylistic variation needed to 

intentionally switch from one style of Spanish to another, (b) may not have felt the need 

to contest the institutional discourses on language as represented in the classroom, and (c) 

were given opportunities to explore possible positionings with respect to hegemonic 

discourses through classroom activities, making other forms of contestation less relevant. 

Some students also resisted practices oriented to the SLI in more subtle ways, such as 

completing repair sequences in a slightly sarcastic or mocking tone. In this section I 
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describe how one of the study participants used Spanish in ways that were not part of the 

norms of the classroom discursive practice to position himself and others with respect to 

dominant discourses on language.  

Within the institutional context of the classroom, the most prominent form of 

resistance to dominant views on language came from Casey, one of two Anglo students 

in the Fall 2010 section of SPN 610D bilingual (the focal course section). Casey, who 

grew up with Spanish-speaking friends in a suburb of Dallas, had learned an informal, 

rural variety of Spanish from his friends before taking basic Spanish language courses in 

high school and college. He often utilized colloquial vocabulary when responding to the 

instructor in the classroom. Example 52 demonstrates how he does this; in line 13 he uses 

the word pinche ‘damn’ while responding to the instructor’s questions in front of the 

class: 

 
 
Example 52: Casey defends his identification with Spanish 
 
1 Layla: OK, Casey. 
 
2 Casey: No, es que representa mi juventud 
  No, it’s that it represents my youth 
 
3  y que creo que tengo más poder en español 
  and that I think I have more power in Spanish 
 
4  porque he dominado (      ) en mi mente español. 
  Because I have dominated (      ) in my mind Spanish. 
 
5  Pero, like, 
  But,  
 
6  cuando, cuando mi familia o alguien que tiene la misma raza como yo? 
  when, when my family or somebody that has the same race as I? 
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7 Layla: Raza? 
  Race? 
 
8 Casey: Que tiene lo mismo razo como yo,60 
  Who has the same race as I, 
 
9  y dice estás tratando de ser mexicano o algo así, 
  and says you’re trying to be Mexican or something like that, 
 
10  digo es un parte de mi corazón que está (     ) a mí. 
  I say it’s part of my heart and it’s (     ) to me 
 
11 Layla: Particular. 
  Particular. 
 
12 Casey: Particular a mí, y por eso, 
  Particular to me, and so, 
 
13   me siento como un pinche revolucionario,  
   I feel like a damn revolutionary, 
 
14 All: [hh hh hh] 
 
 
15 Casey: [o algo así] 
  [or something like that] 
 
16 Layla: ((smiley voice)) No se dice ‘pinche’. 
       You don’t say ‘damn’. 
 
17  Casey: [Me siento como un revolucionario.] 
  [I feel like a revolutionary.] 
 
18 All: [hh hh hh] 
 
 
19 Casey: En serio. En serio.  
   Seriously. Seriously. 
 
20 Layla: ((Points to next speaker.)) 

                                                
60 Here, Casey seems to have interpreted Layla’s utterance in line 7 as an implicit correction of his 
grammar. 
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In this example, when talking about the importance of Spanish in his life, Casey uses the 

term ‘pinche’ (‘damn’), in line 13, which is associated with a colloquial variety of 

Spanish not generally used by Anglo L2 learners of Spanish. By doing so, he is able to 

“highlight the complex and contradictory nature of the context” (Kramsch 2009: 116), 

both the context of how he is positioned within the situation he narrates (like some kind 

of an imposter who uses a language that does not belong to him), as well as the discourse 

that devalues certain ways of speaking within the institutional context of the SHL 

classroom. The other students, all but one of whom are Mexican-American, respond with 

laughter (line 14). Layla is also visibly entertained by Casey’s use of this term, as 

indicated by the smiley voice she uses when correcting him with “No se dice pinche” 

(‘You don’t say damn’) in line 16. This correction initiates a repair sequence, which 

Casey takes up in line 17, completing an other-initiated, third-turn repair sequence, and 

accepting Layla’s assertion of her role in setting the norms for classroom talk. 

Casey’s language use in the Example 52 above can be classified as a form of 

‘crossing’ because he creates a situation in which assumptions about the identity of an 

Anglo student in a SHL class cannot be taken for granted, raising “issues of social 

legitimacy that the participants need to negotiate” (Rampton 1995: 280). Because the 

instructor and the other students do not expect Casey, an Anglo student from Texas, to 

speak a non-standard variety of Spanish, Casey’s language use challenges dominant 

assumptions that connect certain language varieties with certain types of speakers and 

social positions. In addition, his choice of a term is considered taboo, and people are 

generally not expected to use the term in public. As a heritage Spanish-speaking bilingual 
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teacher pointed out to me,61 the Hispanic students would probably not receive the same 

kind of response as Casey did if they had used taboo language in front of the class. Casey 

was able to produce this kind of expression and receive a response of smiles and laughter 

precisely because of his identity as an Anglo speaker of Spanish. 

Casey refers to his use of colloquial language in Example 52 as “callejero” 

(‘street talk’) and “slang,” and he explains that this type of language use is “una forma de 

poder” (‘a form of power’).  As Casey explained in an interview, he uses colloquial 

language to counter stereotypes, and because it is part of his identity.  

 

Example 53: Casey explains his classroom language use 
 
1 Casey: Y por eso, like, y por eso hh 
  And because of this, like, because of this, hh 
 
2  ((taps left palm with pinkie side of right hand)) me gusta hablar callejero, 
  ((taps left palm with pinkie side of right hand)) I like to speak street talk, 
 
3  me gusta hablar con slang, 
  I like to speak with slang, 
 
4  nomás porque es un- ((Points right fingertips toward chest)), 
  just because it is a- ((Points right fingertips toward chest)), 
 
5  es donde, like, es, es una forma de poder para mí 
  it’s where, like, it’s, it’s a way of power for me 
 
6  porque yo sé que en este mundo, like, 
  because I know that in this world, like, 
 
7  es muy dividido por la raza, la raza, 
  is very divided by race, race 
 
8  y eres güero, eres mexicano, eres negro 
  and you’re White, you’re Mexican, you’re Black 
                                                
61 Suzanne Mateus, personal communication, October 2011. 
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9  ((hits back of right hand into palm of left)), 
 
10  lo que sea, pero la verdad es que, este, para mí, 
  whatever, but the truth is that, um, for me, 
 
11  yo puedo hablar el español y no me pueden quitar eso ((shaking head)), 

I can speak Spanish and they can’t take that away from me ((shaking 
head)), 
 

12  no me pueden decir que eres güero y es todo.  
  they can’t say to me that you’re white and that’s all 
 
13  Soy un hombre de la cultura y yo puedo.  
  I’m a man of the culture and I can. 
 
14  Yo- mi cultura también es hispano.  
  I- my culture is also Hispanic. 
 
15  Soy más hispano que los hispanos que nacido allí en 
  I’m more Hispanic than the Hispanics that were born there in 
 
16  ((raises right hand above head with palm open)) 
 
17  en mi mente porque yo comprendí lo mismo porque que que ellos. 
  in my mind because I understood the same thing because that that they do. 
 
18  No sé si es- 
  I don’t know if it’s- 
 
19 Rachel: Sí te entiendo. 
  Yes I understand you. 
 
20  Te entiendo perfectamente ((nodding head)). 
  I understand you perfectly ((nodding head)). 
 
21 Casey:  Pero la verdad es que, 
  But the truth is that, 
 
22  es una forma de poder, para mí.  
  it’s a form of power, for me. 
 
23  Es una forma de- Yo puedo quitar todo el racismo. 
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  It’s a form of- I can take away all the racism. 
 
24  Y es, no puedo decir en la camera, pero voy a unir- 
  And it is, I can’t say on camera, but I am going to join- 
 
25 Rachel:  Puedes decir lo que quieras en la camera- 
  You can say whatever you want on camera- 
 
26 Casey: La verdad es que voy a unir a este frat 
  The truth is that I’m going to join this frat 
 
27  para quitar todos los estereotipos que hay, 
  to take away all the stereotypes that there are, 
 
28  y para estar juntos con personas 
  and to be together with people  
 
29  que yo siento que son como yo, y son hispano, 
  that I feel that they are like me, and they are Hispanic 
 
30  porque I mean es todo lo que sé, es todo lo que sé, 
  because I mean it’s all I know, it’s all I know, 
 
31  like that’s all I know, it’s all I grew up with. 
 
32  It’s all I am in my heart. 
 
33  No one can tell me what I am because I know what I am, you know? 
 
34 Rachel:  Claro. 
  Of course. 
 
 

In this example from an interview, Casey indicated that his usage of colloquial language 

in the classroom was somewhat intentional, and that on some level it had to do with 

establishing his own language-related identity. 

Although most people would probably not describe Casey as a ‘native speaker’ of 

Spanish, Casey identified with the ‘barrio’ (‘ghetto’) Spanish he used in class because it 

was a language of community for him. By using the linguistic variants common to his 
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Spanish-speaking community, he indexes his membership in that community and 

denaturalizes assumptions about its members. Casey’s example illustrates that 

determining whether people are ‘native speakers’ of a language does not reveal whether 

they consider the language to be an important part of their identity. Casey has a strong 

affiliation with a language that he did not inherit from his biological parents. This kind of 

affiliation raises questions about the appropriate terminology to describe different kinds 

of bilinguals, which I discuss further in Chapter 7.  

 

5.3 SUMMARY 

This chapter analyzed how language ideologies are embodied within HL 

classroom discursive practices. In particular, I considered how the students and the 

instructor of the focal course section orient toward discourses about language, language 

learning and language users, through the construction of linguistic practices and social 

relations in the classroom. 

The analysis presented in Section 5.1 demonstrates how, in some moments of 

interaction, the instructor represented an expert identity and positioned the students as 

novices with respect to linguistic correctness, orienting to the institutional context and the 

SLI, while in other moments she constructed relations of alignment, representing an 

ideology that legitimized local linguistic practices. The analysis of extended interactions 

between Layla and her students show how the students responded to the social positions 

that she ascribed to them: at times they co-constructed the expert-novice relations 

represented by the instructor, but at other times they did not completely validate Layla’s 

authoritative position. Table 4 summarizes the sociolinguistic stances represented by 

Layla in the focal classroom: 
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Table 4: Summary of stances displayed by instructor 

Stance Resources Social Relations Ideology 
Orienting to the 
institutional 
context 

Code-alternation 
Evaluation 

Distance, authority SLI 
Classroom is a 
place for formal 
language 

Orienting to the 
unofficial context 

Code-alternation 
Informal language  
Affective intensity 

Similarity, 
alignment 

Legitimation of 
local practices 

Affective stances 
toward bilingual 
practices (positive 
and negative) 

Gesture 
Facial expression 
Word choice 
Prosody 

Alignment and 
distance 

SLI and 
legitimation of 
local practices 

Stances of 
authority 

Extended other 
repair sequences 
Describing what 
language is 
acceptable 
Initiating turns 
when not allocated 
Stating source of 
authority 

Distance, expert 
identity 

SLI and 
legitimation of 
local practices 
(depending on 
source of 
authority) 

Stances of 
alignment 

Mutual gaze 
Smiling 
Repetition of others’ 
words 
Involvement devices 

Similarity 
Equal footing 
Ratification of 
symbolic 
competence  

Value of different 
kinds of 
competence 
Challenge to 
institutional 
discourses 

 

Table 4 shows that Layla uses a variety of semiotic resources to represent language-

related stances in the classroom. Her sense of identification with the students allows her 

to align with them and legitimize their linguistic practices while at the same time to play 

the teacher role that is expected of her in the institutional context. By orienting to both 

institutional and non-institutional contexts, displaying positive and negative affective 

stances toward bilingual linguistic practices, and representing positions of both authority 

and alignment with her students, Layla is able to co-construct different kinds of social 
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relations and orient toward competing ideologies. By engaging in these stancetaking 

practices, Layla is employing her own creativity to respond to the competing demands on 

her teaching. Although most instructors would find their own individual styles to respond 

to these demands, Layla does so in a way that reflects her personal background and 

experiences. 

The analysis of stancetaking in this section supports Jaffe’s assertion that “claims 

to know are embedded in and index particular regimes of knowledge and authority” 

(2009b: 7; see also Johnstone 2007). In some cases, Layla’s claims of authority reflect a 

Standard Language Ideology. However, the ideologies drawn upon these interactions are 

not necessarily the same ideologies that the students and instructors would express 

through referential discourse or in contexts that are not oriented toward the pedagogical 

goals of the course. As described in Chapter 4, Layla expressed a strong interest in 

legitimizing her students’ home linguistic practices; the ways she engaged them in 

extended repair sequences during official class time seemed to contradict this desire. 

Layla’s multiple and changing displays of stance in the classroom allow her to mitigate 

these conflicting ideologies by orienting to different contexts, ideologies and identities in 

different moments of interaction. In this way, she provides a complex model for her 

students, whose stancetaking practices in classroom interaction often reflect the practices 

that she models. 

The analyses in section 5.2 demonstrate how the students both orient toward and 

challenge institutional discourses through different kinds of stancetaking in classroom 

interaction, reflecting the instructor’s complex classroom stancetaking practices. Table 5 

summarizes the students’ classroom stancetaking practices analyzed in this study. 
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Table 5: Summary of stances displayed by students in classroom 

Stance Resources Social Relations Ideology 
Orientation to the 
institutional 
context 

Code-alternation, 
Evaluation 
Other repair 
sequences 

Distance, authority SLI 
Classroom is a 
place for formal 
language 

Orientation to the 
unofficial context 

Code-alternation 
Informal language  
Affective intensity 

Similarity, 
alignment 

Legitimation of 
local practices 

Negative affective 
stances toward 
bilingual practices 

Gesture 
Facial expression 
Word choice 
Prosody 

Alignment and 
distance 

SLI 

Epistemic stances 
of authority on 
linguistic 
correctness 

Initiating repair 
sequences 
Initiating turns 
when not allocated 
Stating source of 
authority 

Distance, expert 
identity 

SLI 

Epistemic stance of 
not knowing 
‘correct’ way of 
speaking 

Asking questions 
Rising intonation 

Novice/learner 
identity, 
delegitimation of 
one’s own 
knowledge/intuition 

May orient to SLI 

Epistemic stance to 
indicate irony of 
words uttered 

Smiling, laughter, 
gesture, gaze 
Way of representing 
other voices 

Denaturalization of 
authority based on 
standard language & 
monolingual norm 

Challenges LCD 
and SLI 

Stances of 
alignment 

Mutual gaze 
Smiling 
Repetition of others’ 
words 
Involvement devices 

Similarity 
Equal footing 
Ratification of 
symbolic 
competence  

Value of different 
kinds of 
competence 
Challenge to 
institutional 
discourses 

 

Table 5 shows how the students both oriented toward the institutional context, 

representing the SLI and the monolingual norm for classroom interaction, and also 

challenged institutional discourses through classroom interaction. The students’ 
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representation of relations of authority and alignment, and similarity and difference, were 

an important part of how they oriented toward different ideological perspectives in the 

classroom. In some moments within official classroom contexts, the students used 

language to negotiate their authority as Spanish speakers, contributing to a context in 

which legitimacy was based on the ability to present oneself as an authority on language 

within the frame of the SLI. In other moments of interaction, the students used language 

in creative ways to denaturalize the identities ascribed to them by the institutional context 

and challenge dominant ideologies. 

Table 6 shows with greater detail how the students constructed identities and 

ideologies through specific stancetaking resources. The creative uses of language to 

denaturalize institutional ideologies represented in Table 6 are forms of ‘symbolic 

performance’ because they are marked in a way that opens them up to audience scrutiny 

(Bauman 1987, as cited in Back 2013a). The students’ understanding of the symbolic 

nature of language allows them to take stances toward language and toward themselves 

and others as speakers of culture, to use language to represent identities as members of 

different communities (selectively and intentionally) and to go beyond the monolingual 

symbolic self of traditional language teaching (cf. Kramsch 2009). Thus, despite the 

presence of institutional ideologies in classroom discursive practices, the students who 

participated in this study were able to exercise individual agency and respond to these 

ideologies. However, as demonstrated by Back (2013b), symbolic competence can be 

either ‘affiliative’ or ‘non-affiliative’, and the students’ successful performance of 

symbolic competence depends on the ratification of their interlocutors. The data 

presented in this chapter demonstrate how students’ attempts to construct and reflect on 

the social context were not always ratified by other students and by the instructor. 
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Table 6: Stancetaking resources used by students in the classroom 

Stancetaking 
resources 

How students use 
resources 

Examples 

Engaging in other 
repair sequences 
(while not framing 
participation in repair 
sequence as a 
performance) 

Speaker who self-initiates 
an other repair indexes 
novice identity and 
ascribes expert identity to 
interlocutor; speaker who 
completes the repair 
indexes expert identity; 
expert/novice identities 
reflect institutional 
context 

Debora: ...Uh, how do you say 
‘manners’? 
((gazes toward Gabriel, then looks 
down at notebook)) 
 
Gabriel: Uh, modales! ((briefly 
shifts gaze to Debora)) 
        
Debora: OK, habla de ética y los 
modales de la gente en el trabajo? 

Framing participation 
in repair sequences as 
performance 

Speaker denaturalizes 
expert positioning and 
SLI; challenges 
institutional context 

Gabriel: [hache e be.] hh  
((Subtly moves alternate shoulders 
up and down while talking; then 
smiles at Noemi and Noemi smiles 
back and laughs)) 

Enforcement of 
Spanish-only 
protocol 

Identity as good 
language-learner; orients 
to institutional context 

Debora: ((reaches out left and 
toward Natalie and waves it up and 
down)) 
        [Spanish!] 

Epistemic stance of 
knowing based on 
idea that ‘correct’ 
Spanish comes from 
Spain  

Represents identity as 
authority; reflects the SLI 

Aldo: No it’s peseta, because that’s 
the currency in- what used to be the 
currency in Spain. 
 

Affective stances 
toward linguistic 
forms, expressed 
through lexical 
choices, laugher  

Represents relations of 
difference from speakers 
of ‘Spanglish’; reflects 
SLI 

Aldo: (5) Really. Wow ((slow 
tempo)). 
 
Jessica: I think it’s ‘quarter’ 
((laughter)) 
 
Aldo: Yeah, that’s hilarious.  

Reframing past 
utterances 

Denaturalizes relations of 
authority; challenges SLI 

Aldo: Le dije a mi mamá que 
hablaba en español arcaico. y se rió. 

Use of code not 
expected in context 

Denaturalizes 
essentialized notions of 
identity; represents 
relations of similarity to 
Hispanics; challenges SLI 

Casey: Me siento como un pinche 
revolucionario. 
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Inspired by Young’s (2008, 2009) framework for describing discursive practices 

and drawing from a sociolinguistic approach to stance (Jaffe 2009), this chapter 

demonstrated how language ideologies are embodied within Spanish HL classroom 

discursive practices, through the use of linguistic and interactional resources, and through 

the production of contextually-relevant social relations (Bucholtz and Hall 2004b). This 

analysis provides insight onto how students and instructors manage the potentially 

conflicting ideological discourses described in Chapter 4. However, the classroom 

discourse must also be considered in relation to the discursive practices in which the 

students participate outside of the classroom, which is the topic of Chapter 6. 
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Chapter 6: Ideology and Practice Outside of the Classroom 

 

To understand better the connection between classroom discursive practices and 

the practices in which HL students participate outside of the classroom, this chapter 

examines the students’ experiences from two different perspectives. First, in section 6.1, I 

explore how the students make sense of their experiences with the Spanish language 

outside of the classroom. Next, in section 6.2, I consider the ways the students participate 

linguistically in discursive practices outside of the classroom. At the end of the chapter I 

discuss the relationship between classroom and community discursive practices. 

 

6.1 IDENTITY IN NARRATIVE 

During the videotaped interviews, my participants often spontaneously offered 

short anecdotes about their own or their family members’ or friends’ experiences with the 

Spanish language. Here I use De Fina’s (2003) approach to narrative analysis to explore 

how they used these narratives to position themselves as Spanish speakers and as 

multilinguals by projecting themselves into specific social roles, and by claiming 

membership in groups and communities. In these narratives my participants position 

themselves and others as (1) participants or outsiders in a community of speakers, (2) 

agentive or passive subjects in the process of language maintenance and language 

learning, and (3) legitimate or illegitimate language users.  

When looking at the ways my participants projected, represented, and re-

elaborated social roles and relationships through narrative, I considered both how they 

presented themselves in relation to other characters in their stories through social 

orientation, and how they represented their own degree of activity and initiative within 
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their story worlds through agency. While I do explore how my participants’ stories may 

be shaped in part by my own positioning as an interviewer, I do not focus on this local 

context in my analysis. As De Fina (2003) points out, analysis of narratives is necessarily 

selective and interpretive. My analysis focuses on the global context of how the 

participants represent themselves and others in relation to their experiences with the 

world. 

An important key to understanding agency within narratives is the way narrators 

use reported speech in their stories (De Fina 2003). Research on reported speech within 

the field of linguistics often draws from Bakhtin’s literary criticism. Bakhtin (e.g. 

Voloshinov 1973) introduced the idea that when speakers use reported speech they 

reformulate the original act. He introduced the notion of ‘polyphony’, which describes 

how multiple voices can be incorporated into a text that appears to be monologic 

(Bakhtin 1981). Linguists such as Polanyi (1982) have extended Bakhtin’s ideas to 

analysis of everyday discourse, demonstrating that narrators in conversational stories can 

manipulate points of view in their storytelling. As Wolfson (1978), Hymes (1996) and 

Bauman (1986) have argued,62 reported speech is one way that narrators represent their 

perspectives on events. In order to examine how my participants use reported speech to 

represent their perspectives on events, De Fina (2003: 97) suggests asking questions such 

as “Who speaks and who responds? What kinds of actions are represented through 

speech? How is speech itself reported?”. My answers to these questions help me to 

understand which acts the narrators make salient in describing language learning 

experiences, what kinds of roles they give to the protagonists, and how they implicitly 

express views about language learning. 

                                                
62 As cited in De Fina 2003. 
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After I analyze the ways my participants categorize and represent themselves and 

others in their narratives, I reflect on the interview as a ‘communicative event’ (Briggs 

1986) that is part of a discursive practice, where my role and the role of the participant 

are predefined by an understanding of what is going on, but at the same time we are 

participating in an ongoing process of co-construction (see He and Young 1998). I ask 

how the students’ understanding of the conversations as ‘interviews’, their perception of 

me and my role in the conversations, and our processes of co-construction of meaning 

may have influenced how they expressed themselves in their narratives. 

 

6.1.1 “It’s just so I can like tell them who I am as a person”: Identity as 
participation 

While students often described their progress in the Spanish class as part of a 

process of accumulation of knowledge that is held in the mind, evoking Sfard’s (1998) 

‘acquisition metaphor’, their stories of using Spanish outside of the classroom often 

represented language learning as changing participation in a community of speakers, and 

language proficiency as membership in a community. Thus, just as Pavlenko and Lantolf 

explore “second language learning as the struggle for participation” (2000: 155), my 

analysis examines the same type of struggle in narratives of HL learning. The students I 

interviewed described how they were able to participate in new ways in Spanish-speaking 

communities, how they hoped to participate in particular Spanish-speaking communities 

in the future and, in some cases, how they felt excluded from such communities. These 

stories illuminated the relationship between students’ classroom language learning 

experiences and their experiences with the Spanish language outside of the classroom. 

Understanding how the students envision themselves participating in Spanish-speaking 
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communities is an important part of understanding their investment in the Spanish 

language and the conditions under which they speak and practice it (cf. Norton 2001). 

Some participants represented evaluations of their own Spanish language abilities 

and positioned themselves with respect to communities of speakers by telling stories of 

interactions with other Spanish speakers. In these narratives told to me, the students 

positioned themselves as similar to or different from the other speakers and described 

how they co-constructed with people in the story world relations of authorization, or 

“attempts to legitimate an identity through an institutional or other authority” (Bucholtz 

and Hall 2004b: 386), and illegitimation, “the effort to withhold or withdraw such 

structural power” (ibid). In Example 54, Jessica describes how a native Spanish speaker 

from Spain positioned her as a less legitimate Spanish speaker during an interaction in 

Spanish at a high school diversity conference. 

 
 
Example 54: Jessica describes interaction with the girl from Spain 

1 Jessica: I was at a student conference in high school, 

2  a diversity conference, 

3  this girl from Spain came, 

4  and she was talking about Spain, 

5  and I was the only Hispanic person from my school, 

6  and so they were like, 

7  “Here, talk to her”. 

  ((hands in front of torso, brushing forward motion))  

8  [and so] 
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6 Rachel: [humm] ‘cause she didn’t speak English? 

7 Jessica: She did speak English, 

8  but they wanted to make her feel more at home. 

9 Rachel: Oh. 

10 Jessica: So they got a- They got me. 

11  Thinking that I knew how to speak very good Spanish. hh  

12  Very well. 

13  And um, as I was talking I heard, 

14  she was just kept  

15  laughing, like “ha ha ha ha” like “that’s what-” 

16  and then I kept- 

17  The mo::re [she corrected me] 

18 Rachel:         [Do you think] that you were saying things that were wrong?  

19  Or do you think maybe it was like [different dialect] 

20 Jessica:             [I had no idea.] 

21  I hadn’t had schooling, like schooling schooling in Spanish, 

22  so it wasn’t like as if I could say 

23  “no that’s right. I think that’s the correct way duh duh duh duh duh” 

24 Rachel: Uh huh. 

25 Jessica:  So, I took her word for it. 

26  and that was just one example of like that  

27  happening, that, right away people catch my, 
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28  oh what did she call it? 

29  I don’t know how she said it in Spanish any more, 

30  but she was like “broken Spanish”? 

31  I was like “meer” ((a non-lexical comment))63 [hh hh hh] 

32 Rachel:        [hh hh hh] 

33 Jessica: I di- It does hurt. Because I do wish, I could talk. 

34  I could, not talk, ‘cause I can talk. 

35  I could express myself as well, as I can express myself in English. 

36  That’s what’s frustrating about it. 

37  But [with my family I do make more mistakes] 

In this narrative, the character from Spain positions Jessica as an outsider to a community 

of legitimate Spanish speakers, and Jessica does not negotiate the imposed positioning 

within the narrated interaction. In this story, Jessica is “denied full access” (Lantolf and 

Pavlenko 2001: 151; see also Lave and Wenger 1991) to an imagined community of 

native speakers. According to Jessica, formal education in Spanish would have given her 

the knowledge she needed to challenge her ascribed identity and position herself as a 

legitimate speaker (lines 22-23). Interestingly, by referencing her potential to defend her 

Spanish had she studied the language formally, Jessica communicates a sense of 

legitimacy that she was not able to display in her interaction with her Spanish peer. 

Later on in the same interview, when describing her family in Mexico, an 

imagined community of Spanish speakers in which she sees herself participating in the 

                                                
63 Jessica’s reported comment “meer” was an utterance that did not represent a word; she appeared to be 
using the utterance to indicate her emotional reaction to the evaluation made by the girl from Spain. 
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future, Jessica again makes reference to knowledge from language study as a tool that 

could potentially help her to participate (see Example 55). In contrast to the past 

interaction she describes in which she is denied access to the community, Jessica does not 

envision her cousins producing barriers to her participation. Instead, she refers to 

language study as a tool that will allow her to participate more fully in the community 

(lines 12-18). 

 
Example 55: Jessica imagines interacting with family from Mexico 

1 Jessica: Even when my Mexican cousins come, 

2  they’re always like 

3  “Yeah, you’re such an American”. 

4 Rachel:  ((audible exhale, sounding surprised)) 

5 Jessica: I mean I don’t take offense to that, 

6  I’m like “Yeah, I’m American”. 

7 Rachel: So are you worried that’s gonna happen a lot when you go to Mexico? 

8 Jessica: No. Because what I’m worried is 

9  they haven’t seen me in forever 

10  and I do not talk to them on the phone? 

11  because I get so frustrated? 

12  so, (3) when I go, I know they’re gonna ask me questions like 

13  “what you-”, you know “what did you study?” 

14  and I just learned how to say ‘anthropology’ in Spanish: “antropología”,  

15  and then, I have to like, boost up my vocab, 
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16  so I can express like 

17  “I study this”, “I’m doing this”, 

18  “No I [don’t have a boyfriend”, you know?] 

19 Rachel:           [Oh, so you can let them] know that you’re smart. 

20 Jessica:  No, it’s just so I can like tell them who I am as a person. 

21 Rachel:  Oh. 

22 Jessica: ‘Cause they don’t know me, and I want them to know me,  

23  and I don't want the language barrier to get in the way 

24  of them [knowing me.] 

25 Rachel:    [I see]. I see what you mean. 

26 Jessica: And I don’t wanna crumble into being like 

  ((closes eyes and clenches right fist)) 

27  closed off because I can’t communicate 

28  and them thinking that I’m snobby, or- 

29 Rachel:  Yeah. 

30 Jessica: So. 

31 Rachel:  Yeah, that’s hard. 

Jessica expresses a fear of non-participation. However, she is not afraid of being denied 

such participation by her family—legitimacy is not a central issue in this narrative. In a 

context where there is no question of Jessica’s legitimacy as a speaker, her own agency 

becomes the most important factor in determining her level of participation in the 

community. These examples show how participants describe language learning as a 
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struggle for participation in real and imagined communities of Spanish speakers. Jessica 

describes how her own sense of legitimacy and her individual agency affect her 

participation in these communities. I explore further the relationship between agency and 

language learning in the following subsection. 

 

6.1.2 “I’m like Mom, Dad, why didn’t you guys ever teach me?, you know?”: 
Identity as agency 

As they depict certain native Spanish speakers from Texas, including themselves, 

with greater or lesser control over their Spanish language skills, I examine in this section 

the agency my participants attribute to the characters in their story worlds. My data 

revealed that HL learners construct the degree of agency that they exercise in their own 

language learning as an important element in shaping their experiences with the 

language. The participants often represented their sense of their own or others’ agency in 

language learning through reported speech, mirroring De Fina’s (2003) findings.  

César, for example, reported experiences of some of his family members of his 

generation (his sisters and cousins), which he evaluated as making them less likely to 

continue using Spanish. When he represented the speech of his family members within 

these stories, he depicted them doing speech acts that did not give them power (e.g. a 

statement about their lack of understanding), or as being the recipients of outsiders’ 

speech acts that threatened or took away their power (e.g. an insult). In contrast, when he 

represented his own voice in the stories, he represented himself as an initiator of speech 

acts, and the acts that he produced, such as complaints and expressions of intention that 

were more assertive than the acts produced by his sisters and cousins. In some cases, his 

stories revealed a contrast between his family members’ positioning and his own, 

suggesting that he was conscious of his own agentive role in promoting his language skill 
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development. The following examples reveal the types of speech acts that César 

attributed to himself and his family members. 

In Example 56, César describes a sister’s experiences with the Spanish language 

as an example in a longer narration describing the circumstances leading to his sisters’ 

and cousins’ lack of Spanish language ability (see Appendix E for the full transcription). 

He uses reported speech to allow his sister to evaluate her experience with Spanish upon 

moving from Boston to Chicago, which César says is “a lot more…Spanish populated 

[than Boston]”. This example of reported speech is interesting because, in César’s story, 

his sister does not necessarily utter the words in quotes: rather, he offers them as a 

hypothetical reaction to her circumstances, or as a description of how he imagines her 

thinking. This passive reaction contrasts with César’s more assertive evaluation at the end 

of the example. 

The excerpt begins in Example 55 with César making reference to his sister being 

“really far removed…from a Spanish-speaking area” in Boston: 
 

Example 56: César describes his sister’s experiences with Spanish 

34 César: and so I mean you’re really far removed 

35  at least well I think you are and  

36  uh, from, I guess a Spanish-speaking area. 

37  And then she went to Chicago,  

38  which is a little more- 

39  I mean, which is a lot more uh, 

39  I guess, Spanish populated, but, (1) 

40  I don't know I feel like, (1) I don’t know, 
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41  she still wouldn’t have been as close around it- 

42  or like, she would have been kind of like 

43  “Oh! I know that’s Spanish” or you know “but I don’t know it.” 

44  And then she moved to Philadelphia and then back to Chicago 

45  and then back to Philadelphia,  

46 Rachel: Oh. 

47 César: so I don’t think it’s, I mean it probably won’t happen, 

48  but I mean that’s just, I mean that’s their thing. and  

49 Rachel: [Yeah.] 

50 César: [My] thing was like I just, I just don’t wanna lose it, you know? 

51 Rachel: Yeah. 

When César says “…it probably won’t happen” (line 47), he is referring to the 

probability of his sister learning Spanish, as a representative of his sisters and cousins. 

Placing emphasis on a contrast between “their thing” and “my thing” through intonation, 

César identifies himself in a separate category from his sisters and cousins. The 

evaluation that he refers to as “my thing”, “I just don’t wanna lose it” (line 38), expresses 

his desire, which gives him more agency in the story than his sisters and cousins, who are 

depicted as only able to observe their circumstances passively. In other parts of the 

interview and in other interviews, César describes himself making an effort to practice 

Spanish with his roommates and his family members with the goal of improving his 

language skills, strengthening his assertive position in his language maintenance and 

language learning. 
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The next example (57) comes from a subsequent narrative that César produced in 

the same interview, in which he recounts a story that his aunt Rosa told him about his 

cousin Kathlen’s experience with Spanish. In lines 48-49, César implicitly evaluates 

Kathlen’s Spanish as not as good as that of the other character in the story by 

emphasizing “did” in “did speak it fine” as if to contrast with an unspoken ‘didn’t’. He 

reproduces the character’s insults to Kathlen as an initiating speech act, giving agency to 

the producer of the insults, and describes how the experience of receiving the insults “just 

gave her this kind of…self-consciousness”. The voicing of the insults and the use of the 

verb ‘to give’ positions Kathlen in a non-agentive stance. Kathlen reacts with a 

commissive in lines 61-62: “well I don’t want to speak it then, like if I’m gonna be made 

fun of”. However, Kathlen’s decision not to speak Spanish represents her with a certain 

degree of agency. 

 
Example 57: César recounts a story about his cousin 

39 César:  But. Well, according to my, um aunt (1) Rose, or Rosa. 

40  her daughter Kathlen, um. 

41  used to be really good at understanding Spanish, 

42  like she’s really good at understanding Spanish, 

43  she can understand it fine. 

44  And apparently, I guess when she was younger, 

45  well this was according to her, 

46  so I don't know the validity of the state[ment] ((smiling)), 

47 Rachel:  [hh] 
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48 César:  but, um, she was trying to speak it, 

49  and then one girl I guess who did speak it fine 

50  had told her like “oh, you speak Spanish really ugly”, 

51  or like  “you speak like with a weird inflection”, 

52  or something like that. 

53  but I’m sure, they didn’t use inflection hh, 

54  or like you know anything like that, but um,  

55  apparently that kind of I guess like, 

56  just gave her this kind of uh, (3) um  

57  (snaps fingers), what’s the word I'm looking for? 

58 Rachel: Like she felt bad? 

59 César:  Yeah, like just self-consciousness, 

60  of the way you speak, 

61  like “oh, well I don't want to speak it then”, 

62  like “if I’m gonna be made fun of”, you know, 

63  kind of I guess psychological, or whatever, but- 

In this narrative, César presents the girl who criticizes Kathlen with greater agency than 

Kathlen herself in affecting the course of Kathlen’s language use or language learning. 

A few lines later, César returns to his own position with respect to his language 

learning. He references himself as a teenager and gives voice to that character through the 

expression of a complaint in line 72 of Example 58.  
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Example 58: César gives voice to his teenager self 

(69) César:  hh cause well I’ve had conversations with my parents, 

(70)  well when I was, you know the teen, in my outraged days, 

(71)  you see all your friends speaking Spanish, 

(72)  I’m like “Mom, Dad, why didn’t you guys ever teach me”, you know? 

(73) Rachel:  hh 

Because César initiates this conversation with his parents, he presents himself with a 

level of assertiveness that he does not give to his sisters and cousins in the previous 

segments. In this way, he constructs his identity through a process of ‘distinction’, which 

Bucholtz and Hall (2004b: 384) define as “the mechanism whereby salient difference is 

produced”. Within the narrative, he works to distinguish himself from other family 

members in order to highlight his own agency in language learning. 

By examining Jessica’s and César’s narratives, we have seen how a student can 

gain a sense of agency, together with a sense of linguistic legitimacy, through formal 

education in Spanish, and we have also seen how students can position themselves as 

agentive characters in their language learning experiences in comparison with other less 

agentive characters. In both cases, the students constructed their participation in language 

learning and in community discursive practices as a choice that required overcoming 

certain obstacles, supporting Pavlenko and Lantolf’s (2000) argument that: 

…while a person may become a functional bilingual either by necessity or by 
choice, as an adult she or he becomes a bicultural bilingual by choice only. More 
than anything else late or adult bilingualism requires agency and intentionality 
(similar to crossing class lines): it is through intentional social interactions with 
members of the other culture, through continuous attempts to construct new 
meanings through new discourses, that one becomes an equal participant in new 
discursive spaces, but apparently not without a cost.   (Pavlenko and Lantolf 
2000: 174) 
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The data suggest that agency is a key element of Spanish HL learners’ identities that 

determines their success in becoming participants in target language practices. 

On the other hand, Ingrid told a story to show her success in language learning in 

which she positioned herself with limited agency by ascribing an agentive position to 

another character. Ingrid, who spoke Spanish and some English with her parents, stated 

on the written survey and in the interview that she was taking the class to work toward a 

professional goal of becoming a bilingual speech pathologist. In the interview she 

explained that she did not need to be able to speak the variety of Spanish being taught in 

class for the purposes of her work; her goal was to be able to communicate and build 

social relationships with her clients. However, the way she represents social roles in the 

narrative of language learning success in example 59 suggests that how she constructs her 

own identity is nonetheless constrained by the monoglossic ideology of bilingualism: the 

idea that bilinguals should possess two separate, distinct linguistic codes and that there 

should be no mixing or signs of contact between the two (García 2009a). Example 59 is a 

narrative that Ingrid produced toward the end a September 2010 interview in order to 

demonstrate that she has been successful with improving her Spanish skills since she 

started taking the class. In the story, a potential employer perceives Ingrid as a 

monolingual Spanish-speaker, which makes her feel proud. 

 
Example 59: Ingrid gives authority to potential employer 
 
1 Ingrid: Bu:t. I do have a story. ((smiling and pointing two index fingers upward)) 

2  I went to HEB a couple of weeks ago? 

3 Rachel:  Yeah? 

4 Ingrid: And um I was looking for, I was applying, looking for a job. 
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5  And I started asked one of the ladies in Spanish 

6  you know about the job or whatever. 

7  I asked her what the qualifications were, 

8  and she’s like “oh well you need to be hard-working”, 

9  and she gave me a list and she’s like, 

10  “and you need to be able to speak English”. ((looks at Rachel)) 

11  And I was so impressed that she thought I only knew Spanish. 

12 Rachel:  Oh! hh hh 

13 Ingrid:  Yeah, it made my day 

14 Rachel:  Oh, that’s cool!  

15 Ingrid:  Yeah, so, yeah. That was when I’m like, OK, I’m doing better. 

16 Rachel:  Was she a native Spanish-speaker? 

17 Ingrid: Um hum. Yeah, so I mean that’s, you know, it’s something even bigger. 

18 Rachel:  Uh huh. 

19 Ingrid:  Yeah. 

20 Rachel:  That’s cool! 

21 Ingrid: hh yeah. 

In lines 4-11, Ingrid explains that when she inquired in Spanish about the 

qualifications for a job at HEB, a supermarket chain in Texas, the woman with whom she 

spoke included English language ability in her list of qualifications. In line 10, Ingrid 

represented this part of the woman’s answer with direct speech and looked directly at me, 

giving agency to that character in her story. Ingrid’s evaluation of the story is that she 
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was impressed with herself because the woman thought she was a native Spanish-

speaker. Although Ingrid’s narrative was a story of success, the person who determined 

her success was a ‘native speaker’ of Spanish, and her success is based on being 

perceived as a monolingual. This statement reflects a discourse that values monolingual 

Spanish over the Spanish spoken by heritage speakers. 

These stories represented characters’ failures and successes in using Spanish 

outside of the classroom. The narrators associated success with their language learner 

identities, which probably had to do with the context of the interviews. We saw in the 

story about César’s cousin that agency does not necessarily imply empowerment, and we 

saw in Ingrid’s story that success does not imply agency. By looking at the use of voicing 

in the narratives, we saw that the narrators sometimes represented others with the agency 

to ascribe legitimacy and allow the participation of heritage speakers. This finding 

reflects the societal discourses that give power to monolingual speakers and delegitimize 

the Spanish spoken in the U.S. 

 

6.1.3 “Like, he’s just like, he’s trying to convey the message”: Anglo-Americans who 
speak Spanish 

My participants generally produced positive evaluations of Anglo-Americans who 

made any kind of effort to speak Spanish, positioning them as legitimate language users, 

despite the non-conventionality of their language use. The exceptions to this tendency 

were occasions when one non-Hispanic character produced over-simplified language that 

Aldo assessed as a form of teasing, and when the Anglo teachers at the school where 

another HL student, María, volunteers, spoke to her in a very slow, simplified Spanish 

upon learning that she had a Hispanic name. According to Aldo, his friend’s teasing was 

good-natured and part of a ‘tough love’ relationship. María suggested that the Anglo 
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teachers did not know that they were being demeaning and resolved to change the 

mentality at the school through her volunteerism there. Overall, the students gave their 

Anglo classmates a great deal of credit for their Spanish skills and a great deal of leeway 

to make mistakes. In some cases, they gave the Anglo speakers more credit than they 

gave themselves for speaking Spanish. 

In Example 60 César, a focal participant who grew up near El Paso, describes 

how his Anglo co-worker Richard utters words in Spanish at work “to be kinda funny” 

(line 21) or simply to try to convey a simple message. He performs Richard’s Spanish use 

through voicing and gesture (lines 22-24) in order to demonstrate how Richard uses 

Spanish in a way that César perceives as comical. César performs Richard’s use of 

Spanish in another context in line 37 but this time evaluates it by saying “he’s just trying 

to convey the message” (line 38). 
 

Example 60: César performs another’s use of Spanish 

9 César: Um. But I really, am glad that I got a job there 

10   because (1) the people there are. Amazing. 

11   Uh, they’re really cool, um, 

12   I guess to connect it with Spanish,  

13   but not with the native Spanish speakers. 

14   Um, there’s a guy from El Paso there, as well. 

15   His name’s Richard? 

16   I don’t know if I introduced you to him.  

17   He’s the older, guy on the sandwich like? the deli? 
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18   um, but he’s [from El Paso] 

19 Rachel:          [OK] ((quietly)) 

20 César: and uh, he’ll always try and like, say some stuff in Spanish, 

21   like, but he does it to be kinda funny? 

22   and then um, so he’ll be like “lechuga”, 

              lettuce 

23   and he’ll like put it on there, 

   ((gestures as if putting lettuce on a sandwich)) 

24   and like “tomates”  

           tomatoes 

25   and then like. He’ll say- 

26   he has funny lines like that. 

27   Like whenever someone wants American cheese 

28   he says “cheese from America” hh 

29 Rachel: hh 

30 César: But, um, he- 

31   and then there’s a woman, who works from the [back-] 

32 Rachel:               [You mean], 

33   like what does he say, like “queso de americano”? 

                 cheese from American 

34   er something like that [hh hh] 

35 César:        [Yeah, he’s pretty funny like that.] 
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36   And like sometimes he’ll tell me,  

37   “oh! cuidado!” ah “hace calor” like or “caliente!”. 

               be careful!”   “it’s hot”             “hot!” 

38   Like, he’s just like, he’s trying to convey the [message] 

39 Rachel:           [yeah] 

40 César: he’s pretty cool, like, he’s a really cool guy… 

In this narrative, César both directly evaluates and performs his impressions of Richard’s 

efforts to speak Spanish at work. By commenting on Richard’s efforts to be ‘funny’, 

César suggests that he takes up Richard’s Spanish use as a direct index of a ‘congenial 

persona’ (Hill 1998). 

One possible interpretation of the consistent positive evaluations of Anglo-

Americans in students’ narratives, regardless of the type of language use, would be to 

suggest that the HLLs are participating in and contributing to what Hill (1998) refers to 

as ‘white public space’ (see section 1.2.2), by giving Anglos credit for using language in 

ways that might be criticized if the speakers were Hispanic. It does seem that in the data 

of the present study, in both participant narratives and HL classroom discourse practices, 

Anglo Spanish speakers position themselves and are positioned by their peers as 

legitimate speakers of Spanish, regardless of the type of language they use. Hill (1998) 

argues that Anglo speakers’ production of disorderly language (i.e. language that crosses 

the boundaries between languages) can directly index a valuable and congenial 

personality. The way that my study participants, such as César, react to the Anglos’ use 

of Spanish, both in their narratives and in interaction with the speakers, suggests that such 

may be the case in some instances within my data. 
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On the other hand, it is complicated to determine what the Anglos’ use of Spanish 

indirectly indexes about native Spanish speakers within a particular discursive practice. 

In stories such as the one César tells in Example 60 above, where Anglos are lauded for 

speaking Spanish because they are “just like…trying to convey the message” (line 38), it 

may not be possible to assess the indirect indexicality of a particular speakers’ language 

use without having been there to observe and record the conversation. As Rampton 

(1995) notes, the meaning associated with code-crossing depends on many situational 

factors, including the ‘stage and state of talk’, or how a particular moment of interaction 

is constructed by the speakers, as well as the activity type, institutional setting and the 

relationship between interlocutors. In César’s story about Richard, although Richard is 

drawing attention to himself when using very basic Spanish, he is clearly not intending to 

make fun of anybody, and the words he uses do not seem to carry any negative 

associations. 

When speaking in front of an audience at the first community meeting of the 

Colectiva Femenil, a new Chicana feminist activist group at UT, another participant, 

María, described an instance in which Anglo grade-school teachers used Spanish with her 

in a manner that she found pejorative. Unfortunately, I do not have this narrative 

recorded, as I chose not to record the first time I attended a meeting of any group on 

campus. However, the narrative was significant enough to describe it here briefly based 

on my field notes and memory. The context in which the narrative arose was a discussion 

about the group’s intention to volunteer at a school in East Austin where, according to the 

founders of the Colectiva, the majority of the students were ‘of color’ and the majority of 

the teachers were ‘White’. According to María, the students of color would benefit from 

having role models of color at their school. She highlighted this concept by describing the 

way the Anglo instructors spoke to her after learning she had a Spanish name. She 
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performed their Spanish utterances, pronouncing the words “Hola, ¿cómo estás?” ‘Hello, 

how are you?’ very slowly, and then gave an evaluation of their language use in the form 

of reported speech, representing an utterance that she did not actually produce in the story 

world. Her reaction was approximately: “Of course I understand you. I’m Mexican”. For 

María, the speakers’ slow, simplified language positioned her as inferior by suggesting 

that she would not understand more complex language use. She added that she assumed 

that the instructors spoke the same way to their Hispanic students, and suggested that by 

volunteering at the school they could make a difference in the instructors’ mentality 

toward Spanish speakers. This case was the only one in which a study participant 

explicitly evaluated a certain type of use of Spanish by Anglos as offensive. 

Another case of reported use of Spanish by an Anglo in the narrative data does 

seem to index a covert racist message, but Aldo, the Anglo speaker’s interlocutor and the 

narrator of the story, does not evaluate the language as racist. Aldo described the Spanish 

use of his roommate, who produced only common-knowledge lexical items that evoked 

stereotypes of Spanish speakers (e.g. terms that reference food and drinks stereotypically 

viewed as ‘Mexican’ in the U.S.). He describes this character’s use of Spanish in 

Example 61 below. Although Aldo interprets his roommate’s language use as a form of 

teasing, he does not claim to find it offensive; instead, he presents the interaction as a 

normative part of the relationship between male friends who engage in good-natured 

teasing. The excerpt begins with Aldo’s response to my suggestion that perhaps all young 

adults who grew up in Texas understand at least some Spanish. 

 

Example 61: Aldo’s roommate attempts Spanish 

 
14 Aldo: Sí, pero, por ejemplo, mi roommate, él tomó alemán. 
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  Yeah, but, for example, my roommate, he took German. 
 
15 Rachel: Ah hah. 
  Um hum. 
 
16 Aldo: Entonces no. 
  So no. 
 
17 Rachel: [No entiende español.] 
  [He doesn’t understand Spanish.] 
 
18 Aldo:  [Entonces cuando] cuando cumplió años, 
  [So when] when he had a birthday, 
 
19  le mandé un mensaje y le dije, le escribí 
  I sent him a message and I said, I wrote 
 
20  “Feliz cumpleaños”, ((air texting with right thumb)) 
  “Happy birthday”, 
 
21  y me mandó un mensaje de regreso “Olé”, fue su respuesta. 
  And he sent me a message back “Olé”, was his response. 
 
22 Rachel: [hh hh hh hh] 
 
23 Aldo: [No sabe nada de español.] 
  [He doesn’t know any Spanish.] 
 
24  Le puedo decir en más simple de que 
  I can say to him in more simple as64 
 
25  “Voy a mi carro, dónde está tu carro...” 
  “I’m going to my car. Where is your car…” 
 
26  y luego empieza: 
  and he starts: 
 
27  “Quiero Taco Bell?, la cucara::cha ((sing-song voice)), margarita”, 
  “I want Taco Bell?, the cockroa::ch       margarita” 
 

                                                
64 Aldo may have intended to say ‘en el más simple’ ‘in the most simple’, meaning ‘the most simple 
language possible’. 
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28  es todo [lo que sabe.] 
  it’s all [that he knows.] 
 

Aldo’s choice to send his roommate a birthday greeting in Spanish even though his 

roommate does not speak Spanish was a playful move that may have been intended to 

engage his roommate in an interaction in Aldo’s language in non-threatening way. This 

act could be interpreted as a display of symbolic competence because Aldo is giving his 

language social value by using it to engage in a routine social interaction that is 

associated with positive emotions. However, Aldo’s roommate’s response does not 

ascribe symbolic value to Spanish; instead of trying to engage in an interaction on the 

topic that Aldo introduces, his roommate produces words and phrases that have no 

relation to the topic.65 Both of the Spanish utterances that Aldo attributes to his roommate 

could be examples of what Hill (1995, 1998) classifies as ‘mock Spanish’, a form of 

“racist discourse” whose major functions are the “elevation of whiteness and the 

pejorative racialization of members of historically Spanish-speaking populations (1998: 

683). “Olé” (line 21), meaning ‘bravo’, is a term that is generally associated with 

stereotypes of Spaniards. In line 27, the character produces three common words or 

phrases in Spanish in the American culture, “Quiero Taco Bell” ‘I want Taco Bell’, from 

an American television commercial for the popular fast-food chain, “la cucaracha” ‘the 

cockroach’, which non-Spanish speakers associate with a sanitized English-language 

version of a popular Mexican folk song, and “margarita”, the name of an alcoholic drink 

that is marketed as authentically Mexican in U.S. restaurants. Aldo interprets these words 

and phrase as simply “todo lo que sabe”, ‘all that he knows’, and does not evaluate his 

roommates’ stance as pejorative.  
                                                
65 It is impossible to make definite conclusions about Aldo’s roommate’s intentions in this interaction 
without observing and possibly also discussing the interaction with him; he may not have intended his 
utterances as pejorative in any way. 
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This subsection demonstrates how my study participants use linguistic devices in 

their narratives to position non-Hispanics who produce utterances in Spanish. Results 

demonstrate that the participants use reported speech, evaluative language and other 

devices to show appreciation, ambivalence or offense in reaction to the speech of their 

interlocutors. The collection of narratives about this theme may reflect an element of 

‘White public space’, by praising Anglos for using non-conventional language in ways 

that native Spanish speakers in the U.S. are not generally permitted to do in English (see 

also Urciuoli 1996). However, more contextual information is needed to understand the 

indexical value of particular instances of this form of code-crossing. Although narrative 

analysis helps to understand how my participants make sense of their Anglo peers’ use of 

disorderly Spanish, it only gives us a small part of the picture. These narratives can be 

better understood in relation to the identities that the study participants ascribe to their 

Anglo peers and the identities that their Anglo peers claim when interacting in Spanish. 

The possible presence of ‘White public space’ in the narratives may help explain why the 

Anglo students in the SHL courses were able to claim authority so easily when 

constructing symbolic competence in interaction with their Hispanic peers. 

 

6.1.4 Co-constructing meaning with the interviewer 

Although I did not specifically ask my participants for interviews, but rather 

invited them to meet and talk with me for a while about their experiences with Spanish, 

the conversations that I recorded in the Media Center proceeded as interviews. I had a 

different list of questions each time (which I roughly followed most of the time), and the 

students primarily responded to my questions. Thus, turn and topic management 

generally followed an established interview protocol. I also determined what was allowed 
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in terms of language choice by directly stating that the participants could speak the 

language they wanted, and by responding in one language or the other. In addition, my 

position within the institution of the university, a Spanish teacher and a scholar of 

linguistics, undoubtedly affected each of the conversations in different ways. To a certain 

extent, the practice of ‘interview,’ as understood by the participants and myself, dictated 

the use of interactional resources. 

On the other hand, as indicated by Briggs (1986), context is always jointly created 

by the participants in an interaction, and interviews are not an exception: 

…Not only are contexts not simply situational givens, they are continually 
renegotiated in the course of the interaction. The words of the interviewer and 
interviewee do not simply occur within this frame; along with nonverbal 
components, they are the very stuff of which the context is constructed. Each 
utterance thus reflects this ongoing process, just as it contributes to it. (Briggs 
1986: 25) 

Within the interviews, my participants and I constructed and negotiated our roles as 

participants in the conversation, contributing to our joint understanding of the context. 

We did this by manipulating semiotic resources through management of turns and topics, 

repair sequences and language choice negotiation (cf. He and Young 1998), as well as 

through the ways we made reference to the context of the conversation. In this way, we 

both reflected and distanced ourselves from our positions within the institutional context 

of the university and our conception of the conversation as an interview. In this 

subsection, I briefly look at some of the ways that we did this, in order to contextualize 

the narratives within a discursive practice that was constantly being co-constructed. 

Unintentionally, I used language that reinforced my institutional position as well 

as language that challenged it. Probably in an unconscious effort to position myself on 

equal footing with the students, I used informal language common among undergraduate 

students such as repeated use of the discourse marker “like”, and I followed their lead in 
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being relaxed about language alternation (e.g. when my interviewees borrowed words 

from English when speaking Spanish, I did the same). On the other hand, I 

unintentionally initiated second-turn repair sequences and responded cooperatively to 

students’ initiation of second-turn repair sequences, positioning myself as an authority on 

language (see section 3.9.4 for a discussion of ‘repair’). I also occasionally referred to my 

typed list of questions when I was unable to remember what else I wanted to ask, making 

the interview context more explicit. 

The students cooperated in positioning me as an expert on language and as an 

interviewer by initiating second-turn repair sequences and taking up my repair. They also 

often made an effort to maintain the question-answer format, although this was not 

always the case. Example 62 (a segment of an example from the data analysis) 

demonstrates how the students and I co-constructed an expert-novice relationship in the 

interviews: 

 

Example 62: Researcher and participant co-construct expert-novice relationship 

 
33 Aldo …y digo, no lo está haciendo para- cómo se dice- [hurt my-] 
  …and I say, he isn’t doing it to- how do you say-  
 
34 Rachel:                [burlarse] 
                [to make fun of] 
 
35 Aldo: Burlarse, no. 
  To make fun of, no. 
 
36  Porque, pero por ejemplo yo me burlé cuando, con su alemán. 
  Because, but for example I made fun of when, with his German. 
 
37 Rachel:  Te burlaste de su alemán? 
  You made fun of his German? 
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38 Aldo: Me burlé de su alemán. 
  I made fun of his German. 

 

In line 33, Aldo appears to initiate a second-turn repair sequence by asking “cómo 

se dice-” (‘how do you say-’) in the middle of an utterance. It is not entirely clear whether 

he is communicating a desire for repair or simply searching for a word, but I respond to 

his utterance as if he were requesting repair, by taking up the request and providing the 

word I think he is seeking: “burlarse” (‘to make fun of’). Although “burlarse” probably 

was not exactly what he meant to say, he takes up my repair in line 35 by repeating the 

word as if to add it to his uncompleted sentence. In line 36, he includes “burlarse” in a 

subsequent utterance, producing a first-turn repair in an effort to use the word in a 

grammatically correct manner. My response in line 37 “Te burlaste de su alemán?” (‘You 

made fun of his German?’) may have simply been a display of interest in his story, but 

because of my institutional position as an expert on language, my use of “burlarse” in a 

complete sentence with a conjugated verb and a prepositional phrase suggests that his 

grammatical structure may have been incorrect. Aldo takes up my response as a second-

turn repair and reformulates his utterance in line 38. This example demonstrates how one 

co-constructs an expert/novice relationship in interaction though repair sequences. It is 

unclear whether certain utterances are intended as repair initiations, but in both cases the 

final result is that Aldo takes up a repair that I produced, reinforcing my institutional 

position as an expert on the Spanish language. 

No matter how hard I tried to make my interviews seem like informal 

conversations between equals, the students would not perceive them this way. There is no 

doubt that how the participants used language was influenced by their perception of the 

discursive practice in which they were participating. This perception would be the case 
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with any type of interaction that I might want to analyze in my study and, in my opinion, 

does not make the data any less valuable. What I learned from these interviews was how 

my study participants used language to make sense of their experiences with Spanish, 

being bilingual, and with language learning, and how they made sense of their own 

positioning in multilingual communities. 

 

6.2 CLASSROOM AND COMMUNITY 

Nespor (1997), in his ethnography about an elementary school in Virginia, 

examines multiple aspects of the school’s community in order to investigate “…how the 

meaning of ‘schooling’ gets contested, negotiated, and re-invented across multiple, 

loosely connected streams of practice” (1997: xi). Similarly, I seek to understand how my 

participants and their interlocutors construct the meaning of ‘learning Spanish’ and 

‘being bilingual’ within a variety of different social practices in order to consider how 

these discourses might intersect in the Spanish HL classroom. I am also interested in how 

the ways students take stances toward language and toward language users outside of the 

classroom are different from the classroom stancetaking practices, because I think that 

classroom pedagogy can be improved through an understanding of these differences. In 

this section, I present my observations of discourse produced during the time I spent with 

my study participants outside of the classroom from 2010 to 2012. I also report on data 

that the study participants collected without my presence. In the final subsection (6.2.6), I 

discuss the connections between these discursive practices and the practices I observed in 

the classroom. 

My findings have in many ways mirrored what Limón (1982) describes in his 

discussion of the linguistic situation of Mexican-American students in Texas in the 1960s 
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and 1970s. Although the students have been exposed to, and have often participated in, 

varying amounts of Spanish language use in their home communities in different parts of 

Texas, many of them conduct their lives at the university primarily in English. For 

Limón, the speech event in which he observed Spanish use was “el meeting”, a regular 

assembly of the members of the UT Austin chapter of the Mexican American Youth 

Organization, a group that no longer exists at UT. According to Limón, this was an 

opportunity for the students to represent pride in their Mexican-American heritage and 

Spanish-language background. In my observation of the discursive practices of similar 

political groups on campus, members interacted almost entirely in English. Spanish 

words and phrases were used symbolically only occasionally, and this happened mostly 

on Facebook; students represented cultural and linguistic identities in other ways within 

these communities of practice. The Spanish HL classroom was one of the only places 

where many of my study participants interacted in Spanish on campus. However, in 

certain contexts on campus, some of the study participants and their friends and 

acquaintances displayed stances that indexed both value for the Spanish language and 

identities as legitimate speakers. 

While the instructors tended to represent the students’ identities as multilinguals 

monolithically in the classroom, their access to Spanish in their home communities varied 

widely. For example, the students from El Paso and San Antonio were immersed in 

Spanish in their home communities, while some students used the language only with a 

handful of family members. Students whose parents grew up in Texas tended to speak a 

Texan variety of Spanish while those whose parents were immigrants from Mexico were 

less familiar with local variations. However, in addition to having differentiated access to 

Spanish outside of the classroom, each individual student constructed his or her role as a 

Spanish-speaker, and the value of using Spanish, in different ways through interaction. 
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Three of the following sub-sections focus on the situated experiences of individual 

learners because I want to understand better the relationship between the human agency 

of these specific students and the social practices of their communities (cf. Norton and 

Toohey 2001), and in order to shed light on their language learning experiences. This 

focus sheds light on how these students’ varied access to different ways of using Spanish 

within their communities, how they construct their roles as Spanish speakers within those 

communities, and how they construct the value of learning Spanish, may be related to 

what they ultimately gain from studying the language in a formal setting such as the 

university HL classroom.  

 

6.2.1 The community of linguistic scholars 

Authentic Texas Spanish has become a valuable commodity among linguistic 

researchers at UT Austin. When I first arrived at UT in 2006, having expressed an 

interest in doing sociolinguistic research on Spanish speakers from Texas, a professor 

told me that “it was about time somebody paid attention to this community”. As I 

complete this project in 2013, a large percentage of the research coming out of the 

department of Spanish and Portuguese, both in applied linguistics and sociolinguistics, is 

related to Spanish-English bilinguals, and many of these projects focus on Spanish 

heritage speakers. There has also been a substantial impetus to create a corpus of Texas 

Spanish to use for pedagogical purposes.66 Researchers (including myself) have proposed 

that unscripted recordings of interviews with, and conversations between, heritage 

speakers from Texas would help students explore both sociolinguistic variation and the 

symbolic power associated with different kinds of Spanish and Spanish speakers 
                                                
66 The Spanish in Texas Corpus was in development as I completed my research 
(http://www.coerll.utexas.edu/coerll/projects/spanishtx. Accessed June 22, 2013). 
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(Showstack 2010). As a result of the heightened interest in recording Spanish speakers 

from Texas at UT, researchers have offered increasingly larger amounts of money for an 

hour of their informants’ time.67 By making the Spanish of heritage speakers into a 

valuable commodity for research, the researchers position these students as legitimate 

speakers of the language and worthy of study. In this sense, being a Spanish heritage 

speaker from Texas has become a valuable identity within a limited context within the 

institution. 

However, the participants in the present study appeared to be somewhat 

ambivalent toward these researchers’ endeavors. Perhaps for them this context was just 

another in which an institutional entity dictated the value of certain ways of using 

language. As Kramsch and Whiteside (2008: 667) argue, the ultimate goal for language 

learners should be for them to develop ‘symbolic competence’, or “the ability to shape 

the multilingual game in which one invests…and to reframe human thought and action”. 

In the case of HLLs, this means that instead of allowing themselves or their home 

linguistic practices to be positioned as legitimate or illegitimate within a particular 

discursive practice, students claim the power to create value. As we shall see in the 

following sections, constructing ‘symbolic competence’ does not necessarily mean using 

the HL or the home language variety exclusively or in every context, but rather choosing 

when and how to use what language in any given context for specific social purposes. 

 

6.2.2 César: Constructing symbolic competence at home and at work 

César, who grew up near El Paso speaking Spanish with his grandparents but not 

with his parents, stood out to me as a student who was committed to using the Spanish 

                                                
67 Personal communication, anonymous linguistics professor. 
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language outside of the classroom whenever possible. He told me about how he made 

sure to practice while in Austin with his bilingual housemate who was also from El Paso 

and with his Spanish-speaking co-workers. He had also convinced his father to start 

speaking with him in Spanish, and he was working on convincing his mother. According 

to César, his parents did not speak Spanish to him when he was a child because they felt 

it was more important for him to learn English, the language of power in the U.S. He also 

explained that Spanish speakers in his parents’ generation had been the objects of a great 

deal of racism in south Texas (I addressed this aspect of the historical context in Chapter 

2). César wanted to reclaim his culture and the language that he associated with that 

culture. Although he might be classified as one of the less fluent speakers in the 

classroom—he often struggled to remember vocabulary and verb conjugations—he may 

have been the student who used the language in the widest range of contexts outside of 

the classroom. By choosing to use language in a variety of contexts with a variety of 

different types of speakers, César indexed his symbolic competence by shaping the 

context of language use through various types of semiotic resources. 

Through symbolic performance in a variety of contexts, César challenged the 

dominant ideologies in the U.S. that value English over Spanish and devalue the Spanish 

spoken by U.S. Hispanics. His verbal expressions of identification with his Mexican-

American heritage and the joyfulness with which he uses language (both Spanish and 

English) allowed him to set up counter-discourses in which his identity could be 

respected and his resources valued (cf. Norton and Toohey 2001). César was also lucky 

to find himself in particular life circumstances in Austin in which he was able to seek out 

opportunities to speak Spanish; both his housemates and his co-workers were Spanish 

speakers and were willing to speak the language with him. This context was not the case 

for all of the study participants, as is discussed below. 
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As indicated in section 6.1, César distinguished himself from his sisters through 

the stories he told in the interviews, indicating that Spanish was something that he had 

chosen for himself, through his individual agency, while his sisters had not done the 

same. One of the ways he did this was by speaking to his parents in Spanish and 

requesting that they do the same. Example 63 below shows how he engages in a 

conversation with his mother using Spanish, while his sister Stephanie contributes to the 

conversation in English. This example is from an audio recording that César made of a 

conversation between his mother, sister, and himself that took place during a long drive 

over spring break in 2011 (César’s father was driving, and his voice does not appear on 

the recording). 

 

Example 63: César chooses Spanish 

 
29 César: Por qué vinieron a Nueva York? 
   Why did you come to New York? 
 
30  Madre: A visitar a Stephanie. 
   To visit Stephanie. 
 
31   Estaban en vacaciones 
   They were on vacation. 
 
32   y luego nos fuimos a Nueva York. 
   and so we went to New York. 
 
33   (      ) 
 
34  César:  Hmm. 
 
35  Madre:  (     ) 
 
36   Vinimos, y (   ) 
   We came, and  
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37   y luego fuimos en el tren, 
   and then we went by train, 
 
38   a Nueva York. 
   to New York. 
 
39    Verdad, Stephanie? 
   Right, Stephanie? 
 
40  Steph:  Um hum. 
 
41  Madre: Vivían en Chicago? 
   Did you live in Chicago? 
 
42  Steph: Um hum, 
 
43   but I was visiting Jenny that weekend. 
 
44  Madre: A::h sí. Y luego vinieron pa’ tras.  
   Ah yes. And then you came back. 
 

During the first part of the conversation, César asked his mother a series of questions 

about a trip that she and César’s father had taken to visit his sisters Stephanie and Jenny 

in New York. He asks one of these questions in line 29 (¿Por qué vinieron a Nueva 

York?), and his mother answers in Spanish in lines 31-33. By not reacting negatively to 

César’s use of Spanish in this context, and by answering in Spanish without marking her 

language choice, his mother ratifies his language choice. She continues to describe the 

trip to New York in Spanish in lines 35-38, and requests verification from Stephanie in 

line 39, by asking “Verdad, Stephanie?” (‘Right, Stephanie?’). While until line 40, all of 

the dialogue is in Spanish, Stephanie gives an English-sounding “um-hum” in line 40, 

and then, in lines 42-43, responds to another question from her mother in English. Their 

mother does not react to Stephanie’s choice of code; instead, she continues the same 

conversation by taking her turn in Spanish. Stephanie’s responses and contributions 
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suggest that she understands the entire conversation, which is mostly in Spanish, but all 

of her contributions to the conversation are in English. Her use of English poses no 

problems for communication and therefore none of the participants engage in repair 

sequences; it appears that both César and his mother accept Stephanie’s choice to use 

English. César, on the other hand, uses only Spanish throughout the conversation, 

demonstrating his commitment to using the language in different contexts. The fact that 

he was making a recording for the present study could have affected his language use. He 

was not told which language to use in the recording, but he knew that the study was 

related to Spanish. On the other hand, César had described throughout the interviews a 

commitment to speaking Spanish outside of the classroom, and this recording seemed to 

follow the patterns that he had described. Having convinced his mother to speak to him 

and his sister in Spanish, César shapes the context of the language use in this interaction 

and, by doing so, ascribes value to the language that he associates with his heritage and 

exercises symbolic competence. 

César also chose to use Spanish frequently when interacting with his co-workers 

at the delicatessen on campus where he worked during his last two years as an 

undergraduate at UT. His co-workers included at least one other bilingual from south 

Texas, one native Spanish-speaker with limited English skills and one Anglo who knew 

several words in Spanish and used them regularly. While I was filming at César’s 

workplace, I observed that he used Spanish at least half of the time to communicate with 

his co-workers and sometimes when talking to himself, and he seemed to have a lot of 

fun with the language. He did not seem to be the least bit concerned about what kind of 

Spanish he used or whether or not his grammar was correct, nor did he appear to be 

worried about how his choice of using Spanish rather than English might cause others to 

position him. His joyful and carefree way of using language could be viewed as a form of 
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resistance to dominant ideologies (both the SLI and the hegemony of English). This use 

is especially significant at his workplace, where César said the White, middle-class 

parents of undergraduates that made up a portion of the deli’s clientele68 often positioned 

him as inferior, assuming that because he worked at a wage job in a deli, he was not a 

college-student and therefore not worthy of the same respect as their own children.69 

César, an English major, did not choose to use only English when working behind the 

counter in the kitchen to demonstrate his level of education; he instead chose to use 

Spanish, the subordinate language, much of the time, thus shaping the context in which 

the language was used. 

At the deli, César constructs symbolic competence in Spanish by (1) language 

choice, (2) co-constructing the value of the languages of use with his interlocutors within 

each interaction, and also (3) evoking cultural memories associated with the Spanish 

language. His interlocutors contribute to the co-construction of the value of the languages 

of use through their own language choices and by ratifying the language choices of 

others. They also share in the construction of cultural memories, such as foods that they 

have tasted with their families, and the co-construction of alignment through shared 

appreciation of these memories. Example 64 demonstrates this process of co-

construction. In this segment, César is having a conversation about food with Mare, a co-

worker from Peru, while they are working in the kitchen. Mare’s description of a 

Mexican dessert that she has tried (not included in the excerpt) makes César think of 

                                                
68 The deli was located across the street from the football stadium and at the base of an expensive college 
dorm. 
69 It is not clear whether the customers’ treatment of César was also influenced by their perception of his 
race and ethnicity; he had fair skin and very dark hair, and he had changed his hair and clothing styles over 
the course of the semester. Some of the customers heard César speaking Spanish but it is likely that not all 
of them did. His English had trace of Spanish phonology, which was probably a result of having grown up 
in a bilingual region. 
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sopapillas,70 a type of fried, sweet pastry that is a typical dessert in Tex-Mex cuisine. 

César wants to ask Mare if the dessert she describes is like sopapillas, but it takes him a 

while to remember the word, and then he is not sure how to describe the pastry. He elicits 

linguistic help from Clara, a bilingual from Texas, in this interaction, positioning her as 

knowledgeable and the type of knowledge that he elicits as valuable. Mare and Clara also 

describe their favorite desserts, and all of them display an affective stance that indexes 

enjoyment both of the desserts and of the use of language to describe the deserts. In this 

way they co-construct alignment with each other and ratify each other’s symbolic 

performance. 

 

Example 64: César and co-workers co-construct alignment 

 
69 César: Ah, s- ah, como una, una, cómo se llama? 
  Ah, s- ah, like a,        a,     what’s it called? 
 
70  A::h, se olvidó el nombre. A::h. 
  A::h, I forgot the name. A::h. 
 
71 Clara: ((yells from another part of the kitchen)) 
 
72 César: ‘cuz that’s what she wants to hear. She wants to hear 
 
73  my conversation with Mare ((smiling across kitchen to Clara)). 
 
74  ((to Mare, still trying to remember word)) Ah, bueno, bueno 
                      well, well 
 
75  y de aquí? 
  and from here? 
 
76 Mare: (  ) 
 

                                                
70 This pastry is also known as sopaipillas. 
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77 César: Flan? (3) Le gusta el flan?71 
      Do you (formal) like flan? 
 
78 Mare: Todo el pan de México. 
  All the bread from Mexico. 
 
79 César: Oh, pan dulce? 
  Oh, sweet bread?72 
 
80 Mare: ((nods head)) (  ) 
 
81 César: Oh, sopapillas! Cómo sopapillas? No, sopapilla? 
      How sopapillas? 
 
82  Ha comido... 
  Have you (formal) eaten… 
 
83 Mare ((looking at César, shakes head)) 
 
84 César no? 
 
85  Es como::::, no sé- no sé cóm- 
  It’s li::::ke, I don’t know- I don’t know ho- 
 
86 ((Clara walks over to César and Mare)) 
 
87 Clara: (Is it like apples?) from the country? 
   
88 César: No::! ((shakey voice)) 
 
89  Dessert. What’s your favorite dessert? 
 
90 Clara: O:::h! Anyting with lemons in it. 
 
91 César: Lemons. ((soft, smiley voice)) 
 
92 Mare: Lemons? Oh, sí me gusta el limón. 
       Oh, yes I like lemon. 
 
93 César: A::h. A::h. 

                                                
71 Flan is a custard-like dessert common in Mexican cuisine, made with eggs, cream and sugar. 
72 Pan dulce is a specific type of sweet bread typical of Mexico. 
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94  Sopapillas cómo? 
  Sopapillas how? 
 
95 Clara: (  ) 
 
96 César: No, I tried to describe it to her. 
 
97 Clara: Sopapillas are like this brea::d. It’s goo::d. 
 
98 César: It’s goo:h:d. hh hh 
 
99  Un pan, viene con miel y todo y- 
  A bread, comes with honey and everything and- 
 
100  A::h. Qué rico. 
  A::h. How delicious. 
 
101 Clara: Sí, (  ) 

 

The excerpt begins with César talking to Mare in Spanish as he tries to remember the 

word sopapillas, a food with which Mare is not familiar (lines 69-70). Their conversation 

is briefly interrupted by an interaction in English between César and Clara, who is in 

another part of the kitchen (lines 71-73). In line 74, by saying “Ah, bueno, bueno”, he 

seems to indicate that he is returning to the conversation with Mare but is not going to 

worry about the word he is unable to remember at this moment. 

César then asks Mare about the foods that she likes from Texas (line 75) and 

misunderstands her response, which leads to a repair sequence (lines 76-80). The source 

of trouble is in line 76 (which also cannot be understood on the recording). In line 77, 

César responds, requesting a confirmation that Mare has said “flan”, but Mare completes 

a third-turn, ‘other-initiated, self repair’ in line 78, clarifying that she said “pan” 

(‘bread’). This repair sequence does not cause any disalignment between César and Mare; 

the distance between the trouble spot and the resolution is short, and Mare completes the 
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repair sequence. In fact, Mare does not even acknowledge that there was a 

misunderstanding. Instead, she is focused on the process of co-construction of 

appreciation of sweet foods from their respective cultural backgrounds. This repair 

sequence contrasts with the types of repair sequences that both the students and the 

instructors initiated in the SHL courses observed in this study. As described in Chapter 5, 

repair sequences in the classroom were often focused on evaluation and pedagogy and 

created disalignment between participants. It is not clear why César uses the formal “le” 

(‘to you’ -formal) in line 77 when speaking to Mare. This form often indexes social 

distance, as does the formal conjugation of the verb ‘haber’ in line 82, but César does not 

index distance between himself and Mare in other ways when interacting with her at 

work. 

Finally, in line 81, César remembers the word “sopapillas” and discovers that 

Mare has not tried them and does not know what they are. The discussion of sopapillas is 

postponed because Clara joins the conversation and attempts to make a contribution in 

English, which appears to be a non sequitur, suggesting that she may have misunderstood 

the topic of the conversation. César’s response to her utterance, a lengthy good-natured 

“No:::!”, indexes enjoyment of the miscommunication. The word “no” could be 

interpreted as a dispreferred response, because César is indicating a trouble spot in 

Clara’s speech, but he turns his response into a performance by exaggerating the length 

of the vowel sound and using a shaky voice. The playfulness in César’s response allows 

him to avoid creating any kind of distance between interlocutors. After indicating the 

miscommunication, César asks Clara in English about her favorite dessert, responding 

with the same language she had used in her previous utterance, and thus ratifying her 

language choice as legitimate (line 92). 
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After Clara tells César that her favorite desert is “Anyting73 with lemons in it” 

(line 90), César ratifies her response by repeating the word “lemons” in a soft voice and 

smiling (line 91). By repeating the word, César and Clara appear to be ‘savoring’ 

(Tannen 2007, as cited in Back 2013a) the word “lemons” and the thought of lemons in 

lines 91-92. After this sequence of turns, he asks Clara to help him describe sopapillas to 

Mare (lines 94 and 96), ascribing an expert position to Clara with respect to a Spanish 

word and a food with which she was likely to be familiar because of her Mexican-

American background. In lines 97-101, César and Clara co-construct alignment by 

representing an affective stance toward sopapillas, building on each other’s descriptions 

and at the same time performing their familiarity with an aspect of a shared cultural 

background. 

The same dialogue continues in Example 65 until César must interrupt the 

conversation to take orders at the register. What is interesting about this excerpt is that 

when César turns his attention to the apparently Anglo student at the cash register, he 

produces another utterance in Spanish, directed at the customer. 

 

Example 65: César speaks to Anglo customer in Spanish 
 
102 César: Picarro:nes. 
 
103 Mare: (  ) 
 
104 César: Sí? 
 
105 Mare: Sí. 
 
106 César: Masa, con qué? con (  )? 
  Dough, with what? with (         )? 
 
                                                
73 This spelling represents Clara’s pronunciation. 
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107 Mare: Es una masa, con, ese, que se llama, esta- con camote 
  It’s a dough, with, um, what’s called, this- with yams 
 
108 César: OK. sí 
          yes 
 
109 Mare: Se mezcla la masa con el camote, y después se pone como... 
  the dough is mixed with the yams, and then they put like… 
 
110 César: ((sees students at counter ready to order)) 
 
111  ((to students at counter?)) Allí venga.74 
           I’m coming. 
 
112  ((walks over to counter)) What’s up guys? 
 
113 Stude: Can I get a chicken quesadilla? 
 
114 César: Chicken quesadilla? ((begins to write down order)) 
    
115  Would you like any fries with that? 
 
116 Stude: With (curly) fries. 
 
117 César: Yeah? ((finishes writing down order)) It’ll be right out man. 
 
118  ((student walks away and César looks up to next customer)) 
 

When César says “Allí venga” in line 111, it appears that he intends to use this phrase to 

indicate to the Anglo student that he is on his way to the register, while at the same time 

performing his competence in Spanish and giving the language legitimacy in this 

particular context. 

The way that César and his co-workers use language playfully and alternate codes 

at work allows them to co-construct symbolic competence despite their varied linguistic 

                                                
74 Literally, this translates to ‘there, come’. U.S. Spanish speakers often use the verb ‘venir’ in the first 
person singular form ‘vengo’ to say ‘I’m coming,’ while Spanish speakers from other regions tend to use 
the verb ‘ir’ (‘voy’). 
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and cultural backgrounds. Each of the speakers is a lead actor in this exchange of 

information about and experiences with desserts from Texas, Mexico and Perú, and they 

co-construct a shared appreciation and enjoyment of these foods. Each participant ratifies 

the symbolic competence of the other co-participants. In contrast to the ways that speech 

communities are often represented in the language classroom as bounded and tied to a 

specific location, the interaction between César, Mare and Clara in the kitchen of the deli 

where César works at UT is ‘deterritorialized’ (Rampton 1998, as cited in Kramsch and 

Whiteside 2008), and the participants bring the value of different languages and 

experiences together. César acknowledges the legitimacy of both Spanish and English by 

using both languages to interact with his co-workers. He also performs his ‘Mexican-

Americanness’ through both languages, as well as through his displays of enjoyment of 

using these languages, and of appreciation for the foods he associates with his Mexican-

American identity. 

In the contexts from which the above examples are taken, César interacts with 

speakers who use both English and Spanish and who use the languages in creative ways 

to create new meaning. Nobody is criticized for using one language or the other, and 

code-alternation is part of the process of meaning-making. This contrasts with the official 

classroom context, in which students are expected to adhere to a particular variety of 

Spanish. The data from César’s family demonstrate that his mother uses the very type of 

language that Layla tells the students not to use in the classroom. For example, she uses 

terms that are typically associated with U.S. Spanish, such as ‘pa’tras’ ‘back’, and she 

incorporates phrases from English into her Spanish-language discourse. César generally 

does not use as much local terminology as his mother does in this the study data, perhaps 

because he has practiced using the language to interact with speakers from a variety of 

different backgrounds and has taken nearly two years of formal Spanish language 
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courses. However, he also does not express the same concern with sanitizing his Spanish 

as some of the other students express in the focal SHL course. During one of the 

interviews, César told me that he was taking Spanish in order to gain a formal base in the 

language so that he could have fun with it in his daily life outside of class. Neither the 

SLI nor the dominance of English appeared to limit César’s relationship with Spanish in 

any significant way. In this section I demonstrated how César constructed symbolic 

competence in contexts where ‘communicative competence’ in Spanish was less 

important because his interlocutors also knew English. Both César’s investment in 

maintaining his heritage through language study, and the ways that he was received 

within the different contexts in which he chose to use Spanish outside of the classroom, 

positioned him in a way that favored his continued use of the language and the 

construction of his role as a legitimate Spanish-speaker within different communities. 

In the classroom, César does not perform symbolically in the same ways that he 

does outside of the classroom. In fact, he is one of the more quiet students in the class; 

when working in groups, he speaks quietly and tends to let others do the talking, and he 

usually speaks only in front of the class if the instructor calls on him to do so. While 

César is strongly invested in using Spanish outside of the classroom, his investment in the 

classroom discursive practices appears to be more limited. César told me that the value of 

the Spanish class for him is that it allows him to develop a formal base in the language so 

that he can later use the language in creative ways outside of the classroom. He did draw 

from this formal base when playing with the language in interaction with his co-workers, 

as demonstrated above, but perhaps César would have benefited from additional 

opportunities to use the language in creative ways in the classroom context. This 

possibility is addressed further in Chapter 7. 
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6.2.3 Jessica: Language choice and symbolic value 

As the reader will remember from section 6.1, Jessica, the focal participant who 

was born in Puebla, Mexico, grew up in Texas and went to boarding school in Maryland, 

and described language learning as a process of becoming a participant in a community 

of speakers. She hoped to be able to communicate with her Mexican cousins who lived in 

Puebla and had spent very little time in the United States. Jessica spoke with me 

extensively about her discomfort with, and resistance to, using Spanish outside of her 

home community in Houston. While she was completely at ease alternating between 

Spanish and English in conversation with her parents and her sister, it seemed that the HL 

classroom was the only place outside of her home community where Jessica was willing 

to make the effort to speak Spanish. However, even among other HL speakers in the 

classroom, Jessica’s attempts to position herself as an authority were often stifled by 

other students. The section explores Jessica’s language use and experiences outside of the 

classroom in order to shed light on the dialectic between those experiences and how she 

positions herself and is positioned in classroom discourse. 

When interacting with her family, Jessica not only demonstrates a knowledge of 

the structure of both Spanish and English, but she also demonstrates an ability to use 

language for specific communicative purposes in social interaction, and an agency 

through which she contributes to the construction of the context of the interaction. In 

order to understand how Jessica constructs her identity as a language-user in different 

contexts, it is important to consider not only her grammatical and communicative skills 

but also how she exercises individual agency. The notion of symbolic competence, 

described above, helps to understand the ways that Jessica exercises agency in these 

contexts. 
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The recordings of Jessica speaking with her family at home demonstrate that 

moving back and forth between Spanish and English was a regular practice for her and 

her sister when in conversation with their parents. Example 66 below demonstrates how 

Jessica and her sister used English when directing their speech at each other, while they 

tended to speak Spanish when directing their speech at their parents. This example is 

from the beginning of Jessica’s first home recording. At the beginning of the excerpt, 

when Jessica’s sister says, “We shoulda done this at Grandma’s” (line 16), she appears to 

be referring to the act of making the recording. Perhaps she thought that a recording of a 

conversation with their grandmother would be of interest to the researcher. While 

considering the possibility of visiting Grandma, the participants go on to discuss 

Grandma’s plans for the next day, which include a physical therapy session in the 

morning but may include free time in the afternoon. 

 

Example 66: Jessica uses Spanish and English in separate domains 

 
16 Sister:  We shoulda done this at Grandma’s. 
 
17 Jessica:  I shoulda done this at Grandma’s huh? 
 
18 Sister:  We should do that tomorrow. 
 
19 Jessica: OK. 
 
20 Sister:  We sh- But wait, what time are you leaving? 
 
21 Jessica:  I don’t think we’re leaving tomorrow ((mumbling)). 
 
22  I don’t think we’re leaving tomorrow ((more clearly)). 
 
23 Mamí:  Ella va a hacer ejercicios a las nueve. 
  She is going to do exercises at nine. 
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24 Sister:  De la mañana. 
  In the morning. 
 
25 Mamí:  De la mañana. 
  In the morning. 
 
26 Sister:  Ya en la tarde puedes ir. 
  Then in the afternoon you can go. 
 
27 Jessica:  Oh en la tarde. (                       )? 
        in the afternoon. 
 
28 Mamí:  En la mañana no va a haber nadie. 
  In the morning there isn’t going to be anybody. 
 
29 Sister:  No importa. 
  It doesn’t matter. 
 
30 Jessica:  Se van a ir a- 
  They are going to go to- 
 
31 Sister:  Hablen. de mi tía Paula, y mi tía María, y mi tía Emma. 
  Talk. about my aunt Paula, and my aunt María, and my aunt Emma. 
 
32 Jessica:  That. [No:::] 
   
33 Sister: [That’s] a crazy conversation. 
 
34 Jessica:  Yeah, I can- I know that. 
 
35  Dónde- le gusta a Abuelita? 
  Where- does Grandma like it? 
 
36  Allá al Wellness Center? 
  There at the Wellness Center? 
 

In lines 16-21, Jessica and her sister interact in English about the possibility of making an 

audio recording at their grandmother’s house. Their parents, who are Spanish-dominant, 

are present in the room, but they do not verbally ask for clarification, repetition or a 

switch to English. Since this is an audio recording and does not include video, we cannot 
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say with any certainty why Jessica repeated her statement “I don’t think we’re leaving 

tomorrow” in line 22. However, it appears to be a repetition for clarification; something 

(perhaps a gesture or a look from one of her parents) seems to have indicated to Jessica a 

need to repeat the same statement more clearly. Thus, this repetition could be a ‘self-

initiated, self repair’ or an ‘other-initiated self repair’. In either case, it does not appear to 

create distance or relations of authority between the participants (as do some of the repair 

sequences observed in the classroom). Jessica’s mother responds in Spanish in line 23 to 

give information about Grandma’s plans (“Ella va a hacer ejercicios a las nueve” ‘She is 

going to do exercises at nine’), and the next eight lines of interaction between Jessica, her 

sister and their mother are entirely in Spanish. The switch to Spanish is not marked 

linguistically as a contextualization cue or any type of performance. It seems to be simply 

part of the repeated practices of interaction within Jessica’s family. In line 31, Jessica’s 

sister suggests that when speaking with their grandmother they could talk about their 

aunts Paula, María and Emma. (“Hablen. de mi tía Paula, y mi tía María, y mi tía 

Emma”). Jessica switches to English when responding directly to her sister (line 32), and 

her sister reciprocates with a response in English (line 33). When Jessica responds to her 

sister in line 34, she uses English, but then she continues her turn in Spanish to ask a 

question to her parents (lines 35-36).  This example demonstrates how Jessica uses 

Spanish with her parents and English with her sister in the same conversation. Her use of 

both English and Spanish in separate domains allows her to identify with two different 

symbolic worlds simultaneously, placing her on equal footing with her family members 

despite their varied linguistic backgrounds. 

Jessica explains that using Spanish in her hometown outside of her home is an 

important index of her own Mexican identity. Example 67 demonstrates Jessica’s ability 

to reflect on the symbolic value of the Spanish language this context. 
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Example 67: Jessica explains why she uses Spanish in home community 

 
1 Rachel: Y::: so, and, did you say on the survey that it’s like,  
 
2  equal Spanish and English? Where you live? 
 
3 Jessica: U:::m, where I live, yeah. 
 
4 Rachel: OK. 
 
5 Jessica: But, (1) um, (2) I find myself talking more Spanish to like,  
 
6  make the bonding? where I live? 
 
7  Like, “I am Mexican, look at me talking Spanish.”  
 
8  But I don’t really (snaps fingers) click in Spanish as much as people 
 
9  like, texting, or e-mailing or, whatever. 

 

Jessica’s description of the indexical value of Spanish in her home community contrasts 

greatly with the way the SLI is constructed in ideological discourse in the HL classroom 

and surrounding institutional context. Recall that the instructors and the students 

frequently make reference to the value of Spanish as a skill that can help them to achieve 

professional success, a perspective that fuels the classroom focus on the monolingual 

‘Standard’ norm. At home, ‘Standard’ is not a relevant concept for Jessica, and the ability 

to juxtapose two languages in interaction is an important part of Jessica’s linguistic 

repertoire when interacting with her family. She uses Spanish with her family and in her 

hometown in ways that allow her to index the types of competence that are valued in 

those contexts. 
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Jessica’s experiences with Spanish in her working-class family and in her 

working-class community contrast with the ways that her authority is stifled in interaction 

with her male, middle-class peers in the classroom discourse (described in Ch. 5). This 

contrast resonates with her fear of not being able to construct a desired identity in 

interaction with her cousins (see section 6.1); Jessica is comfortable with her 

participation in bilingual practices at home but has difficulties in other contexts. These 

difficulties are not caused by a lack of ability to communicate in Spanish; the problem 

seems to be that she does not achieve the social positioning that she desires when using 

the language outside of her home community. 

Jessica’s difficulties with representing a desired identity when using Spanish in 

contexts outside of her home community are likely to be influenced by the prevailing 

ideology that essentializes monolingual Spanish-speaking communities. When this 

ideology is represented in the classroom, monolingual communities appear less 

accessible to the students. While many of the students (especially male students from 

middle-class families) are able to represent positions of authority and construct symbolic 

competence in the classroom and in other contexts despite the prevalence of such a 

perspective, the dominant ideology may have a greater impact on Jessica’s experience 

than on other students. Before Fall 2010 both César and Gabriel75 had engaged in 

conversations with their parents about different ways of speaking Spanish or the symbolic 

power afforded to speakers in specific contexts depending on their choice of code, but 

Jessica may not have been exposed to such discussions before taking Layla’s course. In 

addition, the way that Jessica was accustomed to using both Spanish and English at home 

was very different from the language idealized in classroom discourse, perhaps to a 

                                                
75 Both students have parents who are teachers. 
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greater extent than other participants. SHL instruction could be improved by guiding 

students like Jessica to construct imagined identities as symbolically competent 

participants in new Spanish-speaking communities. This suggestion implies that there is a 

need to include in the SHL curriculum a more in-depth examination of the ways that 

language is used by different communities of speakers and for different communicative 

purposes, and critical discussion of how and why certain linguistic forms are valued in 

specific communities. 

While Jessica’s use of Spanish in some contexts may be limited by her social 

position as shaped by essentialized views of the Spanish language and its speakers, on 

campus outside of the classroom her language use appears to be limited by the hegemony 

of English. The study data suggest that in the discursive practices in which Jessica 

participates on campus outside of the HL classroom, Spanish and bilingual linguistic 

practices do not have the same indexical value as they do at home. I was surprised when I 

went for a drink after class with Aldo and Jessica, who seemed to be very comfortable 

speaking Spanish in class, and neither of them said a word in Spanish after they walked 

out the door of the classroom. When I asked Jessica about it afterward, she explained that 

she tended to adapt to the language of her interlocutor. If the person with whom she is 

speaking is using English, she will respond in English. If they speak Spanish, she will use 

Spanish, even though she finds it more challenging. However, she later added that when 

she is with people with whom she is comfortable (like her Spanish-speaking friends from 

the dormitories), she also tends to respond to Spanish with English because it is easier for 

her. Similarly, when Aldo invited me to attend a party with him as part of the study, he 

warned me that everyone at the party (even his friend who speaks Spanish) would be 

speaking English, because English is the language that his friends in Austin use for social 

interaction. Although Aldo and Jessica both identified themselves as “Mexican”, neither 
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of them claimed that they needed to speak Spanish to represent this identity on campus. It 

could be that this identity was less relevant to them at UT than it was at home, but it is 

also possible that for these current students, unlike what Limón (1982) found in the 

ethnographic research he conducted at UT in the 1960’s and early 1970’s, speaking 

Spanish is not an important component of Latino identity construction on the Texas 

campus outside of the HL classroom. 

For Jessica and Aldo, the HL classroom provided a unique opportunity for them 

to speak Spanish in a world away from home where speaking the language generally did 

not hold a great deal of value. 

 

6.2.4 Julián: Language as a professional resource 

Like César, Julián did not grow up speaking Spanish with his parents (he 

primarily learned the language from other members of his family), and he had taken 

Spanish courses designed for L2 learners before enrolling in the HL course. Julián was 

able to express complex notions in Spanish but did so very slowly, taking the time to 

think about how to phrase each idea. He was interested in improving his Spanish 

speaking skills through practice in order to be able to use the language in his future work 

with radio, television and film. As mentioned in Chapter 3, Julián told me in an interview 

that he was uncomfortable using the language with people his own age but comfortable 

with people who were older than he (such as his aunts and uncles). 

During the 2010 and 2011 school year, Julián found an excellent way to practice 

using Spanish outside the classroom with an older adult as a form of preparation for his 

professional goals: being interviewed by a researcher who was also a Spanish instructor. I 

conducted three scheduled interviews with Julián, and one additional interview that was 
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an accident. That is, I had intended to participate with him in some of his daily activities 

on campus but he had set aside time for me and was expecting me to ask more questions. 

Although it required a great deal of effort on his part, Julián consistently participated in 

our one-on-one conversations using Spanish, explaining that it was a good way for him to 

practice. In contrast, whenever there were other people around, especially students, he 

spoke to me only in English. 

English was the only language that Julián and his interlocutors used in all of the 

contexts where I spent time with him on campus outside of the classroom: at work in the 

career center in the Communications building, at the meetings of the Association of 

Latinos in Communication, when playing racquetball with his African-American friend at 

the recreational sports center, and in his speech class. While Julián did not allow me to 

record in the majority of these contexts, I took enough field notes to gain a sense that he 

did not make an effort to represent an identity as a Hispanic or as a Spanish-speaker 

while at work and attending class in the communications building. In my observations of 

his speech class, I noted that I felt that I had walked into a Gap fashion show: “Even the 

guys who were wearing shorts and flip-flops looked excruciatingly clean-cut and flat-

pressed” (Field notes 10/14/2010). This image reminded me of the stereotypical white 

male conservative UT student who is a member of a fraternity.  

Julian did not appear to contradict this image with his language use. Toward the 

end of the presentations, he flirtatiously asked the girl sitting to the right of him: “Are 

you saving the best for last?” At the end of the class he asked her name, and he 

introduced himself to her, pronouncing his name in English (‘Julian’76) instead of the 

Spanish pronunciation that he used in the HL class. Later, I said to him “I thought your 

                                                
76 Both ‘Julián’ and ‘Julian’ are pseudonyms. The name was chosen because it can be pronounced in both 
English and Spanish, like the participant’s real name. 
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name was Julián”, and he explained to me that the name can be pronounced different 

ways. While in the HL classroom and during our interviews, Julián spoke to me entirely 

in Spanish; in the Communications building he only spoke to me in English. In my field 

notes, I recorded my impression that it seemed to me that being Hispanic in the context of 

Julian’s speech class had no symbolic power. There was no need for him to use Spanish 

or index an identity as a Spanish-speaker. 

In the interview, Julián explained to me that while he was in high school in the 

Lower Rio Grande Valley, he participated in band, another community where students 

did not generally speak to each other in Spanish. According to Julián, he would have 

learned a lot more Spanish growing up if he had done soccer instead. However, Julián 

was not interested in starting to use Spanish in contexts in which he currently uses 

English. Instead, he wanted to use Spanish in a context that awaited him in the future: at a 

Spanish-language television station, Univisión, where he hoped to work one day. 

Meanwhile, in most contexts on campus, English was the language that he needed in 

order to perform symbolically and construct identities in interaction with his peers. 

Julián had a strong desire to find a context in which he would be comfortable 

conversing in Spanish, and the HL classroom eventually provided that context for him. 

Although in the beginning of Fall 2010, Julián often switched to English when he had 

difficulty expressing an idea; by the beginning of the following semester he was using 

Spanish almost 100% of the time in class. While in interaction with his monolingual co-

workers at the career center of the Communications building, Julián’s description of his 

Spanish language skills was “I get by”. In the HL classroom he was able to use the 

language to communicate about a wide range of complex topics through both speaking 

and writing and index symbolic competence by challenging the institutional ideology, as 

demonstrated in chapter 5. However, because Julián had very limited opportunities to use 
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Spanish outside of the classroom, it is unclear whether he would be able to index 

symbolic competence when provided with such an opportunity. Julián’s experiences 

suggest that there is a need to provide SHL students with additional opportunities to use 

Spanish outside of the classroom, in contexts such as service learning and study abroad. 

 

6.2.5 The classroom as “an intersection in social space” 

In this section, I have attempted to demonstrate that the meaning of key concepts 

such as ‘language learning’ and of ‘being bilingual’ that significantly alter students’ 

experiences with formal study of their heritage language are constructed within an array 

of social practices on the university campus and in students’ home communities. In this 

sense, the HL classroom can be seen as an “intersection in social space” (Nespor 1997: 

xii), and not an autonomous system. Taking this perspective opens up a multitude of 

questions, and the scope of the present research project has required me to be selective 

about which questions I ask at this point in my research. Here I merely report on my 

engagement with the ongoing processes that may affect how my study participants 

position themselves as language learners and as multilinguals in the HL classroom. 

One thing I learned from investigating my study participants’ lives outside of the 

classroom is that the discursive practices in which they participate on campus are vastly 

different from their home and community discursive practices in the ways that people use 

and make reference to language. The students who participated in the study self-selected 

by choosing to enroll in the Spanish HL course when they had the option of taking a 

mainstream course. By doing so, they chose to put themselves in a context in which they 

would interact in Spanish with other Spanish heritage-speakers. On campus, most of the 

students in my study rarely use Spanish outside of the HL classroom. In the HL courses, 
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they are exposed to institutional discourses in which Spanish proficiency is represented as 

something that one can acquire as a tool to achieve professional success, “correct 

Spanish” is not the same as the Spanish they speak at home, and Spanish and English are 

separate entities not meant to be mixed. In contrast, many of the students who choose the 

HL track come from communities where it is normal to speak either Spanish or English, 

to use linguistic forms that combine elements of both languages, or to alternate between 

the two as a form of everyday communication. When studying Spanish in the academic 

context with other bilingual students, they come face to face with a conflict between 

bilingual linguistic practices and a monolingual Spanish norm, and a related conflict 

between Spanish as a commodity to be acquired at school, and Spanish as part of their 

everyday lives (and, in some cases, their identities as Hispanics). 

As I describe in section 4.1, the instructor Layla brings a similar set of ideological 

conflicts to the classroom: she is invested in making sure their students learn ‘Standard’ 

Spanish, but she also wants to legitimize the students’ home varieties. She promotes a 

view of Spanish as a tool for professional success, but she also encourages them to 

consider Anzaldúa’s representation of Spanish as part of a Chicano identity. When these 

two sets of discourses intersect in the classroom, a complex discursive space is created. 

This perspective helps to explain the complexity and richness of the sociolinguistic 

stancetaking and language play that occur in the HL classroom. 

 

6.3 SUMMARY 

This chapter explored the wider social world in which HL classroom discursive 

practices are embedded. Through narrative analysis (De Fina 2003), students’ stories 

about their experiences with Spanish were analyzed to understand how the students made 
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sense of their experiences, how they positioned themselves and others in their narratives, 

and how they represented ideologies about language. The interview data revealed that the 

participants constructed their language learning experiences outside of the classroom, and 

their identities related to these experiences according to a very different set of values than 

those which they associated with classroom language learning. While they described 

classroom language learning as the acquisition of a set grammar and vocabulary, their 

descriptions of language learning outside of the classroom were generally based on a 

view of language learning as participation and membership in a community. The variety 

of Spanish that they used became relevant only when other Spanish speakers criticized 

them. In the students’ narratives, they acknowledged their individual agency as an 

important element in this struggle, both in language acquisition and in community 

participation. The students’ narratives and other reflections they make on their 

experiences with language outside of the classroom represent their ability to reflect on the 

context of language use, which is part of how Kramsch (2009) defines symbolic 

competence. They reflect on the symbolic value of linguistic forms, describe and evaluate 

how others ascribe identities through language, and reflect on the relationship between 

language ideologies and individual agency. The interviews provided the students with an 

opportunity to make sense of their experiences with language in different contexts outside 

of the classroom and thus may have provided them with an opportunity to develop their 

symbolic competence further, supporting Kramsh’s (2009) argument for using narratives 

as a pedagogical tool in language teaching. The narratives also further demonstrated that 

the study participants were not victims to the hegemonic ideologies represented in the HL 

classroom and were able to reflect on their own experiences and on the ideological 

context. 
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Students’ participation in discursive practices outside of the classroom were 

examined from an ethnographic perspective in order to understand how this participation 

related to their participation in HL classroom discursive practices. Outside of the 

classroom, the SLI with respect to Spanish seemed to be less relevant than it was in the 

classroom. Many of the study participants almost always used English when interacting 

with their peers on campus, except for occasional symbolic use of isolated Spanish terms. 

While the instructors tended to represent the students’ identities as multilinguals 

monolithically in the classroom, their experiences with language and language use in 

their home communities varied widely. 

Case studies on the language use of particular students outside of the classroom 

demonstrate that these students used Spanish and English in creative ways to respond to 

and construct the social context of interaction; in other words, they demonstrated a 

multilingual symbolic competence in the contexts where they were observed. Table 7 

represents the ways that these students used language and other semiotic resources to 

display stances that shaped the social context by indexing linguistic identities and 

language ideologies. 
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Table 7: Stancetaking resources used by students outside of the classroom 

Stancetaking resources How participants use 
resources to shape the 
context 

Examples 

Language choice: Choosing 
to use HL in contexts in 
which it is not expected of 
speaker 

Denaturalizes hegemony of 
English, indexes identity as 
legitimate speaker of HL 

César’s use of Spanish with 
his parents who raised him 
speaking English 

Language choice: 
Accommodation of 
interlocutor’s language 
preference 

Indexes legitimacy of both 
codes and identification 
with both symbolic worlds 

Jessica’s use of Spanish 
with her parents and 
English with her sister 

Verbal resources that index 
enjoyment of language use, 
including of 
miscommunication 
(affective stance) 

Indexes relation of 
alignment between 
interlocutors and awareness 
of the emotions associated 
with language 

Clara: O:::h! 
Anyting with lemons in it. 
 
César: Lemons. 
((soft, smiley voice)) 

Verbal resources that index 
affective stances toward 
cultural memories 

Indexes symbolic power 
based on cultural 
knowledge and relation of 
alignment between 
interlocutors 

Clara: Sopapillas 
are like this brea::d. It’s 
goo::d. 
 
César: It’s goo:h:d. 
hh hh 
Un pan, viene con miel y 
todo y- 
A::h. Qué rico. 

 

In contrast to the ways these students chose to stay silent or displayed stances that were 

not ratified in the classroom, these students’ interlocutors co-constructed the stances that 

they represented outside of the classroom, representing relations of alignment. On the 

other hand, many of the students chose not to use Spanish in certain contexts outside of 

the classroom or participated in practices in which using Spanish was not valued, and 

they did not have the opportunity to develop competence in the contexts in which they 

hoped to use the language in the future. 
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Chapter 7: Conclusions and Pedagogical Implications 

The overall goal of this dissertation is to examine how these Spanish HL learners 

and their instructors represent and orient toward ideologies about language and language 

learning. I examine how they articulate beliefs within the institutional context and 

construct social relations and a pedagogical norm in classroom discourse, and the ways 

that the ideologies represented within the institutional context relate to students’ lives 

outside of the classroom, both on campus and in their home communities. In particular, I 

consider how the students use both linguistic and interactional resources to respond to 

and create social contexts that value either ‘Standard’ Spanish or local linguistic 

practices, and either English or Spanish. In this chapter, I discuss the results from my 

investigation, draw final conclusions and discuss the implications of the study. In section 

7.1, I briefly review my findings with reference to my research questions. I then discuss 

my findings with relation to existing theories of language and identity in order to shed 

light on those theories (section 7.2). In section 7.3, I apply my findings to HL teaching, 

explore the pedagogical implications of the study and provide suggestions for instructors 

and language program directors. Finally, in section 7.4, I discuss the limitations of the 

study and what I hope to do next. 

 

7.1 RESPONSES TO RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION 

To understand better how language ideologies and social positionings are 

constructed within classroom discursive practices and how the classroom practices 

connect to the world outside of the institutional context, I asked three questions: 
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1. How do the HL students in the focal course section and their instructor articulate 

ways of understanding language (e.g. what counts as ‘Spanish’), ways of 

understanding language learning (e.g. how languages are learned and what it 

means to know a language), and ways of understanding language users (e.g. the 

symbolic power associated with different kinds of Spanish speakers) overtly in 

the HL learning context? (Results of Chapter 4) 

 

2. How do the students and the instructor represent and orient toward language 

ideologies by constructing classroom discursive practices through stancetaking 

(e.g. epistemic stance), and by constructing social relations (e.g. of authority and 

illegitimacy), in interaction? (Results of Chapter 5) 

 

3. How do the students position themselves and others, and represent ideologies 

about language, in narratives about their experiences with language and language 

users, and in the discursive practices in which they participate outside of the 

classroom? (Results of Chapter 6) 

 

The answers to this set of questions are intricately intertwined with each other. 

The ways that people represent language, language learning and language users, how 

people respond to language and language users, and how people habitually use language 

in different discursive practices in the students’ lives, create the cultural frames within 

which the students interpret and represent their own relationship to language. To answer 

these questions, I consider the ways the instructors, the students, and others use and make 

reference to language and language users in the classroom and other institutional 

contexts, as well as within the discursive practices in which the students participate 
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outside of the classroom. I also examine how the students make sense of their 

experiences as bilinguals and as language-learners through narrative. The data I analyze 

include audio and video recordings of classroom discourse, of students in interaction 

outside of the classroom, and of interviews with the students and the instructors. In 

addition, I examine course materials and writing the students produced for the course. 

Here, I summarize the findings that I present in each analysis section and then discuss 

their relevance in light of previous research. 

 

7.1.1 Beliefs articulated by participants in institutional contexts 

In Chapter 4, I examine how Layla, the instructor of the focal course, and 

eighteen students articulate beliefs about language within the institutional context 

surrounding the course. The purpose of the SHL courses, according to the instructor, was 

to teach the bilingual students how to speak an academic variety of Spanish, which they 

often referred to as ‘Standard Spanish’, and to teach academic skills in the language, 

particularly academic reading and writing skills. She believed that this knowledge would 

help the students to succeed academically and professionally, while at the same time help 

them to maintain a language that they had inherited, and that could possibly hold personal 

value for them. These goals generally led to the construction of a monoglossic ideology 

of bilingualism in the classroom: a view of the bilingual as two monolinguals in one, and 

a privileging of varieties of Spanish associated with monolingual regions. At the same 

time, the instructor wanted the students to view their own Spanish language abilities as 

valuable. Because many of the students came to the classroom speaking varieties of 

Spanish associated with bilingual communities, the instructor had to negotiate a complex 

ideological position: on one hand, she wanted to promote a monoglossic norm in the 
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classroom, while on the other hand she wanted to respect the ways of speaking that the 

students had learned at home. This dichotomy led to a distinction between the type of 

Spanish that was valuable for the students’ academic and professional success and that 

which was valuable to students’ families and cultural identities. 

Layla invested a considerable amount of time in the course in an effort to teach 

students the value of both the interactional competence in Spanish that they had 

developed at home, as well as the types of language skills that they were to develop in the 

classroom. She also prompted the students to discuss the societal discourses that place 

greater value on non-Hispanics who speak Spanish than on Hispanics who speak Spanish 

in the U.S., and encouraged the Hispanic students to challenge these discourses by 

claiming symbolic power in their own Spanish skills. In personal conversations with me, 

and also when speaking to the class, Layla was very clear that an important part of what 

would bring the students power was the acquisition of a ‘standard’ and ‘academic’ 

variety of Spanish. She developed an entire textbook unit with the goal of teaching 

students the differences between ‘Standard Spanish’ and ‘Spanglish’ and tried to 

represent a Standard Language Ideology during official class time.  

Section 4.2 analyzed the ways that the students constructed the boundaries of 

language and the value of language learning within one institutionally imposed writing 

task. The students in the focal course section took up, transformed, and sometimes 

contested, the institutional discourses in this writing assignment. They represented a 

‘Standard-Language-Ideology’, accompanied by the discourse of ‘Language-as-code’, 

giving these discourses forms and meanings that differed in some ways from the 

instructor’s representation. Some of the students generalized the instructors’ negative 

evaluations of their bilingual linguistic practices, saying that they wanted to change the 

way they talked in general, rather than just in professional and academic contexts. They 
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often represented the Spanish language as a commodity that they could acquire through 

study and practice and use for practical purposes. Many of the students claimed that their 

goal was to produce a monolingual performance that they believed would help them to 

advance professionally and economically in the future. Only one of the Hispanic students 

directly challenged the SLI in her writing. However, the students did not limit their 

representations of the value of Spanish to its value as a commodity; some of the students 

described the Spanish language as an important part of their identities as Mexican-

Americans. 

Finally, I present a classroom discussion in which the instructor aimed to prompt 

the students to challenge societal discourses about language and power and point out two 

limitations to her approach: on the one hand, she did not challenge the Standard and 

Monoglossic Language Ideologies; on the other hand, discussions about cultural beliefs 

do not necessarily address how these beliefs are manifest as ideologies within discursive 

practices. 

 

7.1.2 Social positioning and the pedagogical norm 

In Chapter 5, I analyzed the ways the HL students and the instructor co-

constructed language ideologies and social positioning jointly through different kinds of 

stancetaking in the focal classroom. Layla negotiated the potentially conflicting 

discourses of the goal of teaching ‘Standard Spanish’ and the desire to legitimize her 

students’ language through a variety of semiotic resources in classroom interaction. 

These resources included her use of different registers of language in different classroom 

contexts, her explanation of, and reference to, the goals of the course, her practices of 

defining and enforcing classroom linguistic norms and her selection of classroom 
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activities. She practiced what Cameron (1995) calls “verbal hygiene”, struggling to 

control the classroom linguistic practices by defining what is acceptable and what is 

unacceptable in the Spanish language, and correcting the students whenever they used 

language that she did not consider to be acceptable within the linguistic norms of the 

class. The articulation of these goals included frequent correction of students’ use of 

linguistic features that are typical of the Spanish spoken in Texas, with an explanation 

that these features were “not Spanish”. For Layla, these evaluations did not contradict her 

efforts to legitimize the students as Spanish speakers. She managed these two sets of 

discourses by creating associations between different classroom contexts and different 

registers of language, allowing her to index both solidarity with the students and position 

monolingual Spanish as a high prestige code. 

When constructing the boundaries of language, Layla and her students oriented 

toward the authority of an idealized (imagined) ‘native speaker’, implicitly positioning 

the HL students as novice speakers, and supporting standard and monoglossic language 

ideologies. They also negotiated relations of authority with respect to standard and 

monoglossic language ideologies through turn-taking, speech acts and repair sequences, 

and by constructing the boundaries of different classroom practices. In official classroom 

contexts, the students used language to negotiate their authority as Spanish speakers, 

contributing to a context in which legitimacy was based on the ability to present one’s 

self as an authority on language within the frame of the Standard Language Ideology. The 

students did not always represent their identities with respect to institutional discourses 

on language in the classroom. I suggest that they used register, topic choice and stances 

of alignment to co-construct symbolic competence, and also I demonstrate how some 

students used language in non-conventional ways to challenge the SLI and Monoglossic 

Language Ideology.  
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7.1.3 Ideologies and practices outside of the classroom 

In Section 6.1, I analyzed a selection of narratives in which the participants 

described their experiences with language learning and use outside of the classroom. I 

explore how the students position themselves as multilinguals and as language learners 

within their narratives by negotiating their roles within the stories they tell and their 

membership in communities of speakers and learners. The interview data revealed that 

the participants constructed their language learning experiences outside of the classroom, 

to which their identities related, according to a very different set of values than those that 

they associated with classroom language learning. While they described classroom 

language learning as the acquisition of a set grammar and vocabulary, their descriptions 

of language learning outside of the classroom were often based on a view of language 

learning as participation and community membership. The variety of Spanish that they 

used, and their command of the structure of the language, became relevant when they 

represented other Spanish speakers in agentive roles in assessing their success with the 

language. When the students told stories about their experiences of success with using 

Spanish outside of the classroom, they depicted themselves and other characters in their 

stories with varying levels of agency. While César and Jessica portrayed themselves in 

agentive roles in narratives about success with meeting their language learning goals, 

Ingrid positioned a potential employer in an agentive role, giving this person the power to 

evaluate her success in using Spanish. When the students position themselves and others 

as agentive and non-agentive characters in their narratives, these positions reflect a 

dialectic between the societal discourses that the students make relevant in their stories 
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and a process in which the students and their interlocutors co-construct symbolic 

competence. 

Many of the students represented the HL courses as an important stepping stone 

toward full participation in Spanish-speaking communities, both at home and in 

professional contexts. They hoped to gain fluency and confidence in their language use in 

order to facilitate communication in Spanish with family members. To gain power in 

professional contexts, the students wanted to acquire a variety of language that held 

symbolic power. The muddling of notions of different types of language variation, 

including register and dialect, and the ambiguity in representations of the conflicting 

discourses described above, made it possible for the students to represent their efforts to 

replace their ‘Spanglish’ with ‘correct’ or ‘formal’ Spanish as an essential component in 

their own narratives of language learning outside the classroom. 

Within the narratives, race became relevant when a character did something or 

demonstrated abilities that differed from what others would expect, as when an Anglo 

person spoke Spanish in a non-academic setting, or when a Hispanic person demonstrated 

limited communicative abilities in Spanish. The HL students generally praised Anglos for 

any effort to speak Spanish, but described isolated incidents in which the use of 

intentionally over-simplified Spanish by Anglos positioned the students as inferior. In the 

narratives, the students used reported speech, evaluative language and other devices to 

show appreciation, ambivalence or offense in reaction to the speech of their interlocutors. 

What was most striking about my observations and recordings of the students’ 

participation in discursive practices outside of the classroom (described in section 6.2) 

was the individual variation in how these students used language and positioned 

themselves as language users and as language learners within the specific practices in 

which they participated. Although the practices in which some of the students 
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participated may have embodied similar discourses about language and language users, 

the students’ individual agency (often related to their specific investments in studying the 

language) led them to position themselves differently. César, who was interested in 

developing his Spanish skills in order to hold on to his Mexican-American heritage and 

ultimately pass this heritage on to his children, co-constructed symbolic competence with 

his interlocutors by using Spanish in different contexts outside of the classroom. He 

demonstrated a commitment to finding ways of using the language in different contexts 

in which he could have chosen to use English, and represented an enjoyment of the 

language and his position despite any communicative problems that may have arisen. 

Jessica, who described Spanish-English code-switching as a marker of multilingual 

identity and a natural form of interaction in her home community and hoped to participate 

in specific monolingual communities in the future, did not construct symbolic 

competence outside of the classroom in the same way that César did. On campus, Jessica 

chose to use English whenever her interlocutor accepted it, reserving Spanish for her 

home community and the imagined community of monolingual speakers in which she 

hoped to become a legitimate participant. The natural way that bilingual interaction 

flowed when she was at home with her family contrasted with the way that Jessica 

described the effort she felt she needed to exert in order to interact in Spanish in other 

contexts. It appears that this contrast between César’s and Jessica’s situated experiences 

are related to their contrasting motivations for studying the language and what it means 

for each of them to be a Spanish-speaker. 

A contrast between different discursive practices on campus also played a role; 

English monolingualism was the norm in the Communications building where Julián 

worked; there was nobody with whom to co-construct his symbolic competence in this 

context and therefore his competence in Spanish was limited to “I can get by”. Similarly, 
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the ways that Debora constructed her identity as a certain type of young woman in her 

Young Life leadership group had nothing to do with her competence, symbolic or 

otherwise, in the Spanish language, except when related to her power to construct  

relations of alignment with young Spanish speakers and thus convince them to follow the 

word of God. In these contexts, the students used English in certain ways to co-construct 

identities with other participants; using Spanish and making reference to the cultural 

histories associated with the language were largely irrelevant. On the other hand, César 

and Jessica found themselves in contexts in which using Spanish was valued, and they 

made different choices about language use in these contexts. 

The findings from the case studies of individual participants’ situated experiences 

with language suggest that a dialectic exists between students’ perspectives on the value 

of learning and using their heritage language, and the specific social contexts in which 

they find themselves outside of the classroom, including the discourses about language 

and language users that participants make relevant within these contexts. César’s story 

demonstrates the value of co-constructing symbolic competence with his interlocutors in 

creating opportunities to use Spanish outside of the classroom; by doing so he is able to 

use the language on a regular basis with speakers from a variety of different backgrounds. 

Jessica’s story demonstrates how other students may resist using Spanish in certain 

multilingual contexts. The findings suggest that while the classroom discourse may 

influence students’ understandings of who is a legitimate Spanish-speaker in certain 

contexts, a great deal of what happens outside of the classroom is related to students’ 

individual investments in the language and the discourses that participants make relevant 

in specific interactions; factors that cannot be controlled through classroom interventions. 

On the other hand, as Jessica implies in her narrative about the interaction with the girl 

from Spain, formal language study can give students the authority to defend their own 
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language and resources to position themselves as legitimate speakers in different 

contexts. 

Table 8 summarizes the findings from the students’ representations of identities 

and ideologies in the different contexts observed in the study. 
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Table 8: Contrasting sociolinguistic stances within and outside of the classroom  

Context Resources Identity and Ideology 
Writings 
produced 
for class 

• Evaluation of different 
ways of speaking 

• Reframing of other voices 

• Delegitimation of students’ home 
linguistic practices; representation of 
Language-as-code discourse and 
Standard Language Ideology 

• Distance from source of discourses 
Interaction 
in 
classroom 

• Repair sequences 
(sometimes framed as 
performance) 

• Enforcement of classroom 
pedagogical norm 
(sometimes framed as 
performance) 

• Affective stance toward 
linguistic forms 

• Practices of code-switching 
• Reframing of past 

utterances 
• Use of code not expected 

in context 

• Expert/novice relations, reflecting 
institutional context (or 
denaturalization of expert/novice 
relations, challenging SLI) 

• Good language learner identity, 
reflecting institutional context and SLI 
(sometimes simultaneously 
denaturalizes this identity) 

• Positioning as different from or similar 
to speakers of ‘Spanglish’, reflecting 
and challenging SLI 

• Denaturalization of relations of 
authority; challenging SLI 

• Denaturalization of essentialized 
identity categories; challenging SLI 

Interaction 
outside of 
classroom 

• Language choice 
• Verbal resources that index 

enjoyment of language use 
• Verbal resources that index 

affective stances toward 
cultural memories 

• Use of isolated Spanish 
words in English-language 
discourse 

• Denaturalization of hegemony of 
English; identity as legitimate speaker 
of HL 

• Indexing of legitimacy of two codes 
and identification with two symbolic 
worlds 

• Indexing of relations of alignment and 
awareness of the emotions associated 
with language 

• Indexing of symbolic power based on 
cultural knowledge 

Narratives 
produced 
in 
interviews 

• Representation of other 
voices, including 
attribution of different 
types of speech acts and 
use of performance devices 

• Overt evaluation of content 
of others’ utterances 

• Positioning selves within and outside of 
Spanish-speaking communities; 
learning as struggle for participation 

• Positioning selves as agentive 
characters in story worlds; value of 
individual agency in language learning 

• Legitimizing and challenging Anglos’ 
use of Spanish 
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While students used various stancetaking devices both to reflect and challenge the SLI 

within the classroom context, this ideology appears to be less relevant in the discursive 

practices in which the students participate outside of the classroom. This difference is 

because in the classroom the students must make sense of the identity ascribed to them by 

the institutional context, which, as described in section 1.3.5, is focused on the power to 

represent the world in different linguistic codes (Kramsch 2009). However, both within 

and outside of the classroom, the study participants also represent an identity that is 

outside of the institutional context: a self that uses language to construct reality (ibid). 

The students’ representation of symbolic competence in the classroom indicates that the 

classroom discourse is not limited to practices that sustain dominant discourses; the HL 

classroom is a place where there is potential for students to co-construct symbolic 

competence. In particular, the students use language in creative ways to challenge the SLI 

and position speakers of non-standard varieties of Spanish as legitimate. This type of 

stance display was not observed outside of the HL classroom. 

However, the study data indicate that the potential for the co-construction of 

symbolic competence in the classroom is often limited by the non-ratification of students’ 

stance displays, especially with respect to the Standard Language Ideology. This non-

ratification may be due to a lack of overt discussion in the classroom about the ways 

societal discourses attribute symbolic power to different varieties of Spanish, and the 

multiplicity of resources that students may use to claim symbolic power as Spanish 

speakers. Discussions about symbolic power in the classroom addressed the symbolic 

power associated with Spanish vs. English and the differentiated power attributed to 

Hispanic and Anglo Spanish speakers. However, perhaps due to the conflicting 

discourses described in Chapter 4, Layla tended to avoid in-depth discussion about 
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symbolic power and language variation in the data collected for the present study. On the 

other hand, outside of the classroom, the major ideological conflict that the students faced 

with respect to language was a clash between hegemony of English and the students’ 

desires to represent identities as Spanish speakers. When the students chose to use 

Spanish outside of the classroom, they addressed this conflict in creative ways. However, 

some students chose not to use Spanish outside of the classroom or participated primarily 

in practices where being a Spanish-speaker was not a relevant identity. Meanwhile, some 

of these students hoped to use Spanish in professional contexts in the future, where the 

SLI may be more relevant. Students need to develop the symbolic competence that will 

allow them to shape and reflect on these new contexts of language use. 

 

7.1.4 Discussion 

Previous studies have focused on language ideologies and linguistic identities 

explicitly stated by HL learners (Potowski 2002) and in HL teaching materials (e.g. 

Leeman and Martinez 2007). This study, however, takes an ethnographic perspective and 

draws from sociolinguistic approaches to stancetaking to examine the ways that students 

and instructors construct and negotiate ideologies and identities within the discursive 

practices of the HL classroom, and to explore the ways that HL classroom practices are 

embedded in a wider social world. This approach contributes an understanding that HL 

students and instructors reflect and challenge both institutional and community discourses 

on language and identity within HL classroom discursive practices, and sheds light on the 

multiplicity of resources from which participants draw to do so. This study demonstrates, 

in the words of Charles Briggs (1998: 232), that language ideologies “can be best 
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characterized not as a homogenous cultural substratum but as dimensions of practices that 

are deployed in constructing and naturalizing discursive authority”. 

In particular, I found that in the HL classrooms where I conducted my research, 

the students and instructor co-constructed expert/novice relations as the monolingual 

subjects of traditional language teaching on the one hand, and positions of symbolic 

power that draw from their own histories and values on the other. They construct these 

relations not only by what they say but also by how they use language within the 

classroom discursive practices. For these students, whose habitus includes 

communicative abilities in both Spanish and English but whose use of Spanish has so far 

been restricted to a limited set of discursive practices, the ability to exercise symbolic 

competence within practices that differ from their own is crucial. The data from outside 

of the classroom demonstrate that, regardless of their abilities to speak Spanish like a 

monolingual, the HL students use Spanish in contexts in which they are able to co-

construct symbolic competence with their interlocutors. 

As I described in the previous subsection, the values that students associated with 

their classroom language learning experiences differed from those they associated with 

their experiences learning Spanish outside of the classroom. In the students’ narratives 

about learning language outside of the classroom they positioned themselves in terms of 

community membership and participation, while in official contexts in the classroom, the 

students and instructors co-constructed the students’ identities as language learners in 

terms of their ability to acquire certain vocabulary and grammatical rules. In the 

classroom discourse ‘officiated’ by the instructor, membership in imagined communities 

was a hypothetical goal that hinged on the students’ acquisition of ‘standard’ or ‘correct’ 

Spanish. Membership and acceptance in the students’ home communities and extended 

families, on the other hand, was based on their participation. 
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The ability to speak the variety of Spanish that Layla aimed to teach in the 

classroom was not relevant in any of the observed contexts in which the students used 

language outside of the classroom while enrolled in the class. In most formal contexts, 

such as in other classes at the university, and at formal reunions of cultural associations 

on campus, the students’ ability to speak a valued variety of English was more relevant 

than constructing competence in the Spanish language. On the other hand, in contexts in 

which the students interacted with other Latinos, regardless of whether their interlocutors 

were Spanish speakers, they co-constructed symbolic competence by performing and 

ratifying each other’s shared or similar cultural histories. The use of Spanish was at 

times, but not always, a part of this process of co-construction. This situation may be 

unique to certain regions in the Southwestern part of the United States where Latino, and 

particularly Mexican-American, culture is valued and integrated to a certain extent into 

the mainstream culture. Previous research has demonstrated how in some contexts 

language learners’ attempts to construct symbolic competence may not be ratified by 

other community members. For example, Back (2013) demonstrates how one Ecuadorian 

musician performs his training as a musician in an effort to become a legitimate 

participant in a group of multilingual indigenous street performers, but this performance 

is not ratified by his co-participants. 

In the present study, the students’ experiences with the co-construction of 

symbolic competence outside of the classroom contrasted with the instructors’ frequent 

references in the classroom to communities of practice into which the students may have 

difficulties integrating because their particular Spanish language abilities may not be 

valued. Thus, while using Spanish outside of the classroom is a very real part of the lives 

of many of the study participants, albeit in different contexts and in different capacities, 

the communities referenced by the instructors are imagined communities (Norton 2001). 
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This disconnect between the students’ real communities of practice and the communities 

imagined through language classroom discourse can lead to a lack of investment in the 

type of learning that the instructor has in mind for her students. In the case of this 

particular classroom, it does not lead to a complete lack of investment in the classroom 

discursive practices, nor does it imply that the course was not of value to the students. 

However, the kind of learning that took place in the classroom was not necessarily the 

type that the instructor intended. Similar to the multicultural communities in which the 

students participated outside of the HL classroom, the classroom community became a 

location for the co-construction of symbolic competence, in moments in which the 

participants diverged from the pedagogical focus of constructing a monolingual self. 

Through this process, the students constructed identities as legitimate participants and as 

legitimate speakers of their own varieties of Spanish. 

The study findings support Kramsch’s (2009) argument for a multilingual 

perspective on foreign language education. When orienting to the institutional context, 

the SHL instructor observed in this study oriented to her students as “eager to abide by 

the symbolic order of an Other and its monolingual rules” (2009: 189), but the students 

who were successful in using the language in different contexts of interaction were: 

…less intent on decoding than on interpreting words and their indexicalities, less 
focused on the standard monolingual use of one language than on the ability to 
use one language or the other, less keen on explaining and judging one national 
cultural versus another than on understanding their own and others’ historical 
trajectories and values. (Kramsch 2009: 189) 

When the students participate in these ways in discursive practices, they are exercising 

their ‘symbolic selves’ (ibid) and co-constructing relations of power and legitimacy. 

However, they did not necessarily achieve identities as legitimate participants in the 
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imagined target community, which the instructors represented as completely constrained 

by the monolingual rules of the Other’s symbolic order. 

The HL classroom is a place where different kinds of displays of symbolic 

competence are possible because the students are introduced to institutional discourses 

for the first time. Although they reflect dominant societal discourses, they are different 

because of the educational context. In particular, the classroom context is different 

because of the expert/novice roles modeled by the instructor and the potential of 

authenticating an elite Spanish-speaker identity, with a competing ideology of 

legitimizing home practices. While there are interesting examples of the construction of 

symbolic competence in the classroom data, the expert/novice relations with respect to 

the standard language modeled by the instructor and reflected by the students limit the 

possibilities for the development and performance of this type of competence. When the 

students are focused on producing ‘correct’ language, they are orienting toward the 

‘monolingual self’ that the institutional context ascribes to the students. This orientation 

limits the possibilities for considering language variation and the value associated with 

different ways of speaking. In order to go beyond the ‘monolingual self’, it is important 

for the instructor to model and foment different kinds of expert identities. 

I suggest that the best way for students to construct positions of legitimacy in 

communities whose practices differ from their own habitus is through semi-guided 

experiences as participants in new target language communities outside of the classroom. 

They can embark on these new experiences in conjunction with classroom practices that 

encourage them to observe the ways that people construct relations of symbolic power. I 

discuss this further in the next sections. 
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7.2 COUNTERING ESSENTIALIST DISCOURSES AND CONSTRUCTING 
RELATIONS OF LEGITIMACY IN THE HERITAGE LANGUAGE 
CLASSROOM  

There currently exists a scholarly debate about whether Spanish HL education 

should focus on teaching students their home language varieties, in order to legitimize 

these varieties and their speakers, or a ‘standard’ or ‘academic’ variety to give students 

greater opportunities for social mobility (Mrak 2011). The HL program studied here 

aligns with the second orientation: students need the ‘standard’ so that they can use it in 

formal contexts in order to gain power (the discourse produced within this institutional 

context generally presupposes that ‘standard,’ ‘formal’ and ‘academic’ are more or less 

the same thing). The study data suggest that there are many different ways in which one 

HL instructor may work toward this objective, ranging from written grammar activities to 

enforcing a pedagogical ‘standard’ monolingual norm in the classroom. Within curricula 

whose objective is to teach a ‘formal’ variety of the HL, instructors may aim to meet this 

objective while at the same time making sure not to delegitimize students’ home 

language practices. Instructors’ efforts in this area can affect students’ willingness to 

participate in classroom activities and discussions and their evaluations and social 

positionings with respect to members of their families or home communities. In this 

section, I propose that the debate should not be about what kind of Spanish to teach in the 

classroom, but how to provide the HL students with opportunities to construct different 

kinds of expert identities and, ultimately, to construct symbolic competence, while taking 

Spanish courses. The ways that instructors make reference to, explore and orient toward 

different ways of speaking and different kinds of speakers may affect how students 

position themselves as language learners and as bilinguals both within and outside of the 

classroom. In addition, the types of activities assigned to students may lead them to 

develop identities as experts on linguistic ‘correctness’, or they may allow students to 
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construct identities as experts on language variation, language ideologies and how 

language is used in their local communities.77 

The HL students who participated in the present study came from a wide variety 

of linguistic and cultural backgrounds and had different reasons for studying Spanish. 

Some of them clearly wanted to learn a variety of Spanish that would help them to 

advance professionally, though they may not have been completely clear about what 

variety that was. For these students, it makes sense to teach them to distinguish among 

different registers of the language (especially with respect to levels of formality), and to 

learn which dialectical features are valued in the contexts in which they want to gain 

power. As suggested by Mrak (2011:162), these students may want to use the dominant 

language to “fight linguistic hegemony”. In other words, they may want to fight against 

linguistic domination and gain “intellectual and moral leadership” (Suárez 2002: 513)78 

through use of the variety of language that is valued by the dominant society. It is 

reasonable to teach this group of students the skills that they will need for such purposes. 

However, it is also important to avoid constructing a discursive practice that 

delegitimizes others outside of the privileged classroom context because they are not able 

to manipulate language in the same way as the students who have studied their HL 

formally. Even when the objective of a particular course is to teach a variety of Spanish 

that students can use to construct discursive authority in academic and professional 

contexts, instructors must guide students to valorize local and familiar varieties. 

The study data suggest that talking to the students about the legitimacy of their 

own varieties and identities as Spanish speakers may not be enough to eliminate potential 

                                                
77 The Spanish in Texas Corpus (http://coerll.utexas.edu/coerll/projects/spanishtx. Accessed June 24, 
2013.) provides materials to aid instructors in fomenting the latter type of expert identities in their students. 
78 As cited in Mrak (2011) 
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sources of confusion about what exactly it means to learn a ‘standard’ or ‘academic’ 

variety of their HL. An important first step is the development of curricula to prepare HL 

instructors to address basic sociolinguistic concepts in the classroom: instructors need to 

consider exactly what they mean and what kinds of messages they convey when they use 

terms such as ‘standard’ and ‘correct.’ Secondly, students need to be given the 

opportunity to develop their own perspectives on such concepts by learning about how 

language varies according to the type of interaction and the identities of, and relationships 

between, the speakers, and how different kinds of language use hold power in certain 

symbolic markets. Finally, if a pedagogical norm is to be enforced in the classroom, its 

purpose and rules must be clearly established, and instructors need to consider how their 

enforcement of such norms positions the students and their language. Without taking 

such measures, there is a risk of promoting essentialized (i.e. oversimplified and 

stereotyped) perspectives on language and language-users in the HL classroom, which 

could prompt students to construct relations of authority that delegitimize some Spanish 

speakers and give authority to others based on the type of Spanish they speak.  

 

7.2.1 Essentialist discourses in Spanish HL teaching and learning 

The results of this study indicate that essentialized notions of language and 

identity can exist even in contexts that aim to legitimate minority language practices. As I 

describe in section 4.1, Layla indicated to me that she was interested in legitimizing the 

ways her students learned to speak at home and in her communities, and in the classroom 

she demonstrated an effort to legitimize a variety of bilingual linguistic practices. Some 

of the students made direct statements in the defense of ‘Spanglish’ or ‘Tex-Mex’, and 

practiced code-alternation in some contexts in the classroom, at home with their parents, 
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and occasionally with friends on campus. To varying degrees, these students rejected 

monoglossic ideologies of bilingualism and positioned bilingual linguistic practices as 

legitimate and as part their identities. However, in the process of constructing the 

meaning of bilingualism in the institutional context, the instructors and the students 

showed evidence of essentializing HLLs and bilingual linguistic practices in some ways, 

demonstrating that essentialist notions can exist within discourses that defend minority 

linguistic practices (Heller and Deuchene 2007, Jaffe 2007b). Essentialized discourses 

were implied in metalinguistic discourse and embodied in some of the classroom 

interactional practices related to the enforcement of the monolingual ‘Standard’ norm. 

The most salient essentialized notions about language and identity that appeared 

together with the defense of local linguistic practices were: (1) a description of 

‘Spanglish’ as a language or as a language variety that some people possessed (as 

opposed to a practice in which they participated in a community); and (2) an assumption 

that all ‘Spanish heritage speakers’ from Texas inherit and identify with the same 

bilingual practices. The instructors and some of the students described ‘Spanglish’ as a 

language or a language variety and implied that the students spoke ‘Spanglish’ and not 

‘Spanish’. In their writings, students took up the question of whether or not they spoke 

‘Spanglish’ as a black or white issue. They used the notion of language as ‘natural’ to 

defend the “language-ness” (Train 2007) of ‘Spanglish’ in much the same way that the 

instructor used the same notion to position Spanish as a language and ‘Spanglish’ as a 

non-language. Despite the instructor’s insistence that ‘Spanglish’ was not ‘natural’, she 

described the students as speakers of ‘Spanglish’ and at times referred to the way the 

students spoke as if they all spoke in exactly the same way. 

These essentialized notions are based on a superficial perspective on the nature of 

the sociolinguistic world and suggest that HL courses could be improved by introducing 
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basic sociolinguistic concepts, or by making sure that the HL students are aware of “the 

linguistic facts of life” (Lippi Green 1997): 

• All spoken language changes over time; 

• All spoken languages are equal in linguistic terms; 

• Grammaticality and communicative effectiveness are distinct and independent 

creatures; 

• Written language and spoken language are historically, structurally, and 

functionally fundamentally different creatures; 

• Variation is intrinsic to all spoken language at every level. 

(Lippi Green 1997: 10) 

An understanding of these concepts and how they apply to bilingual contexts in Texas 

would help students to see the value in the range of linguistic practices to which they are 

exposed in different parts of their lives. In addition, I argue that instructors should go 

beyond Lippi Green’s ‘linguistic facts of life’ to challenge the essentialized perspectives 

on language that intersect the classroom: HL learners would benefit from a 

reconceptualization of what constitutes a language and how its boundaries are 

determined. Such a reconceptualization would allow students and instructors to critically 

examine their own and others’ practices of ‘verbal hygiene’ and question the ways that 

they determine whether certain linguistic features constitute part of a given language. As 

I argue in the next two subsections, this reconceptualization will lead students and 

instructors to challenge widely accepted classroom practices and assumptions about 

language that have been firmly established in the scholarly literature. In section 7.3, I 

discuss how some of these notions can be incorporated into the HL curriculum. 
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7.2.2 The pedagogical norm and linguistic legitimacy 

The present study suggests that in addition to developing students’ sociolinguistic 

awareness, another aspect of HL teaching that is important to the construction of relations 

of legitimacy and illegitimacy is the instructors’ stance toward language variation and, in 

particular, toward the types of language that students use in the classroom. As seen in 

Chapters 4 and 5, HL instructors (and students) can legitimize certain types of language 

while devaluing others by: (1) basing their epistemic authority on powerful sources of 

knowledge, such as the RAE; (2) displaying affective stances toward regional terms and 

grammatical structures, and (3) co-constructing relations of authority and illegitimacy 

through repair sequences in the enforcement of the pedagogical norm. The final process 

mentioned is worthy of further consideration in the development of a pedagogical 

approach to HL teaching. In courses such as the one of focus in the present study, HL 

students and instructors often take for granted the existence of a monolingual ‘standard’ 

pedagogical norm. Students are expected to speak exclusively in Spanish whenever 

possible, using language assumed to be typical of regions in which Spanish is not in 

direct contact with English, because this language is considered to be the appropriate type 

for an academic context such as the HL classroom, and also because this is the type of 

language that the students are expected to learn. 

In a course whose objective is to provide students with the type of language 

valued in dominant society in professional contexts, a norm of a formal register of 

language in the classroom may help meet course objectives. However, instructors must 

have a clear idea of the pedagogical justification of enforcing such a norm in the 

classroom. In order to orient to the goal of teaching a dominant language variety when 

enforcing the pedagogical norm, instructors must clearly establish the type of language 

that is expected in the classroom, and distinguish among questions of formality, dialect 
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and language contact. In the present study, the instructor of the focal course enforced a 

monolingual ‘standard’ norm for classroom language use through repair sequences that 

positioned her as an authority on the Spanish language and positioned the students, at 

best, as novices. The monolingual ‘standard’ norm, of course, is not about being an 

authority on Spanish; it is about representing oneself as a speaker of the variety of 

Spanish valued in dominant society in the United States. The enforcement of such a norm 

in the classroom should reflect just this; when students use language that does not fit the 

accepted norm, instructors should make it clear that such language is also of value. 

In many cases, as in elementary school bilingual classes or HL courses for 

students with limited communication skills, there is no clear reason to enforce a norm of 

‘standard’ or formal language for classroom language use. In the focal course of this 

study, the wide range of linguistic backgrounds and types of habitus possessed by the 

students, and the varied reasons they stated for studying Spanish, suggested that the 

language program could be improved by offering a wider range of courses, or by 

improving its methods of evaluation of the HL students’ skills. While some of the 

students communicated in Spanish with apparently nearly the same ease as they did in 

English, others struggled with communication in Spanish of their ideas and experiences 

in the classroom and tended to revert to English when they encountered such difficulties. 

Many of these students wanted to improve their Spanish in order to be able to use the 

language to communicate with their families or other members of their home 

communities. For students with this objective, there was no clear purpose for the 

enforcement of a ‘standard’ variety of Spanish for classroom language use. In deciding 

whether or not the objective of a particular HL course should be to teach a variety 

associated with the educated monolingual native speaker, a goal that Cook (2002) 

suggests should be reconsidered in the field of SLA, the development of HL curricula 
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should take into account the different backgrounds, competencies and learning goals of 

the students. 

For the students who participated in this study, language learning outside of the 

classroom was, in the words of Pavlenko and Lantolf, “a struggle for participation” 

(2000: 155). However, the types of participation they described varied from student to 

student, and for each case a different type of language competency was of value. While 

classroom language learning was constructed as the acquisition of a new ‘formal’ or 

‘correct’ set of Spanish grammar and vocabulary in discourse within the institutional 

context, what really mattered to these students was how these skills could contribute to 

their abilities to become legitimate participants in discursive practices outside of the 

classroom. These findings suggest that certain widely-established notions about what it 

means to learn, and to know, a language, need to be questioned in order to improve HL 

curricula. 

 

7.2.3 A re-consideration of the terms ‘native speaker’, ‘heritage speaker’ and 
‘incomplete acquisition’ 

The results of this study demonstrate that institutional models of classifying and 

categorizing language learners leave much to be desired. Rampton’s (1995) criticism of 

the concept of the ‘native speaker’ raises important questions that can be applied to the 

group often referred to as ‘Spanish heritage speakers’ in the U.S. Although all of the 

participants in my study grew up speaking Spanish, and some even learned Spanish 

before they learned English, nobody—neither themselves, their instructors, nor their 

friends—used the term ‘native speaker’ to refer to any of them in the study data. Instead, 

their instructors often compared them to ‘native speakers’ and referenced ‘native 

speakers’ as a goal they should aim for in their speaking and writing. While the terms 
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‘heritage speakers’ or ‘heritage learners’ were accepted department-wide to describe the 

participants in my study, the students did not use these terms to describe themselves 

either. All of the aforementioned terms are institutionally imposed categories; although 

certain terms were ascribed by the department, the instructors and the textbooks, the 

students themselves decided whether or not to appropriate them. Although I did not 

directly ask the students which terms they would use to describe their language skills and 

use (it would be difficult to phrase such a question in a way that would not be leading), 

the term that I heard them use most often in interaction was ‘bilingual’. 

Although it seems impossible to find one term that can accurately describe my 

study participants and their language practices, a discussion of the implications of 

different possibilities is important because of their ideological significance and potential 

impact on language education. As Rampton notes, the term ‘native speaker’ implies that a 

person inherits one ‘mother tongue’, can speak the language well in any context, and is 

not a ‘native speaker’ of any other language (1995: 337). However, this imagined ‘native 

speaker’ does not exist in reality: all language users are able to participate to varying 

degrees in different types of practices in which a given language is used. I, for example, 

grew up speaking English at home, but I may never be able to use the language to 

participate fully in a discussion about bicycle mechanics among groups of mechanics in 

the shop.79 The language practices and ‘competencies’ of people who grow up speaking 

two languages, including the participants in the present study, even further debunk the 

imagined notion of the ‘native speaker’. The study participant whom I call Jessica, for 

example, learned Spanish before she learned English and was able to participate fully in 

Spanish in interactions with her parents but found it difficult to use the language to 
                                                
79 I can, however, use English to convey that I share their passion for bicycle transportation and bicycle 
gadgets, allowing me to co-construct with them a shared reality despite my limited ability to participate in 
shop talk. 
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interact with people outside of her home community. Jessica may consider Spanish to be 

her ‘mother tongue’, but it serves her communicative purposes only in certain contexts. 

Furthermore, this study demonstrates that a speaker’s potential to use language to 

respond to and construct reality does not depend on her ability to emulate an imagined 

‘native speaker’. César, for example, often struggled to find the verb conjugations and 

prepositions to communicate his ideas in Spanish, but this difficulty did not prevent him 

from co-constructing shared cultural histories and an appreciation of the feel of the 

language with his Spanish-speaking interlocutors at work. The term ‘native speaker’ can 

clearly no longer be used as an ideal against which to measure the linguistic skills of 

bilinguals and L2 learners. 

The terms ‘native speaker’ and ‘heritage speaker’ refer to languages as separate 

entities, excluding the possibility that individuals might participate linguistically in their 

home community by using both languages at the same time, or by using a linguistic 

variety that combines elements of both (the term ‘bilingual’ can be interpreted to have 

similar implications). In addition, ‘heritage speaker’ implies that the ‘heritage language’ 

is not a regional language. Calling a person who grew up in Texas a ‘Spanish heritage 

speaker’ implies that Spanish is not one of the languages of Texas.80 Finally, as García 

(2005, 2009a) notes, the term ‘heritage language’ has connotations of describing 

something that is old and in the past. Given that the Spanish language is alive and well in 

Texas, and there are even local dialectical variations, it seems clear that Spanish is not 

merely a ‘heritage language’ in this state. 

The study data suggest that the terms ‘native speaker’ and ‘heritage speaker’, and 

the implications of these terms, are not adequate to describe the participants in my study. 
                                                
80 Even in Austin, which has a much smaller Hispanic population than other parts of Texas, it is clear that 
Spanish is a regional language. Every time I leave the house with my daughter and speak with her in 
Spanish, people I do not know use the language to interact with me. 
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Not only do the participants not use the terms to describe themselves, but they construct 

and represent their linguistic identities in multiple and complex ways that these 

institutionally-ascribed identities are unable to capture. Rampton (1995) suggests using 

the terms ‘expertise’, or knowledge of, and ability to communicate in, a given language, 

and ‘allegiance’, personal connection with the language, to describe people’s cultural 

relationship to a language, instead of using the term ‘native speaker’. For Rampton, a 

person’s allegiance to a language is a combination of two types of relationships: 

‘affiliation’, which refers to identification with the language and ‘inheritance’, family ties 

to a language, both of which are socially negotiated. These terms are useful when 

conceptualizing the linguistic identities of U.S. Spanish speakers (Potowski 2012). 

Through my observations of bilingual students at the university, I learned that inheritance 

does not necessarily imply affiliation or expertise, and that one can have an affiliation 

with a language without having family ties to that language. Moreover, the study 

participants, their interlocutors, and the people they described in their narratives, 

constructed these relationships in different ways depending on the social context. These 

findings on the study participants’ relationship to language undermine the traditional 

constructs of ‘native speaker’ and ‘heritage speaker’, and suggest that the field needs to 

find more adequate terminology to describe the types of students who participated in the 

present study. 

It makes sense to use a term that describes who these speakers really are and how 

they use language. García (2009a) suggests using the concept of ‘bilingualism’ instead of 

the term ‘heritage’ when referring to the language practices of Spanish-speakers born in 

the U.S.: 

…And what connotations does the term “heritage” have? We think of old, 
ancient, in the past, when in fact, we are speaking about languages of the future. 
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And what does focusing simply on the heritage language mean for the speaker? 
Doesn’t it rob the child or adolescent of his bilingual identity and translanguaging 
possibilities by insisting on only one language? For these reasons, we think that 
bilingualism for these students is a much better focus, one that recognizes the 
fluidity of bilingual language use, the possibilities of bilingual acquisition and the 
potentiality of accessing a full range of expressive and communicative 
possibilities now and in the future. (García 2009a) 

For García, the term ‘bilingualism’ is much less limiting than ‘heritage speaker’. 

However, the ‘bi’ in ‘bilingual’ still seems to imply the use of two distinct codes, evoking 

the institutional ‘Language-as-code Discourse’ and ‘Monoglossic Ideology of 

Bilingualism’ described in Chapter 4. Calling the study participants ‘bilingual’ does not 

accurately represent the multiple ways that they used language to construct reality in 

different contexts, nor to the ways they described their relationships to ‘Standard 

Spanish’, ‘English’ and the bilingual linguistic practices in which they participated. 

Therefore, I propose, following Blackledge and Creese (2010), to accurately represent 

this multiplicity of linguistic practices by calling the students ‘multilinguals’. Perhaps this 

use of the term ‘multilingualism’ would facilitate the development of instructors’ and 

students’ awareness of the ‘linguistic facts of life’ and allow them to challenge the 

Language-as-code Discourse and Monoglossic Language Ideology through classroom 

practices. 

Not only do the study findings challenge the concepts of ‘native’ and ‘heritage’, 

but they also place the foundations of how much of the field of applied linguistics views 

language learning on very shaky ground. There is a reference in Section 1.1 to 

‘incomplete acquisition’ a factor that has been said to affect the speech of bilinguals in 

the U.S. (Montrul 2008, Valdés 2005). However, the findings on the different ways the 

participants use language to construct reality in different contexts, and on the multiplicity 

of linguistic practices in which the students participate, demonstrate that language 

learning is not about acquiring a discrete set of grammar and vocabulary. The term 
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‘incomplete acquisition’, as well as the related term ‘ultimate attainment’, which 

Birdsong (2004: 82) defines as “the outcome or endpoint of acquisition”, suggest that one 

can somehow ‘completely’ acquire a language. The findings of the present study 

demonstrate that such is not the case: learning a language is never ‘complete’, and people 

constantly develop their roles as participants in a wide range of discursive practices. A 

reconceptualization of these concepts within HL education would allow for a much more 

nuanced approach to language teaching that valorizes the multiple ways that Spanish HL 

learners use language and grow as language users within different parts of their lives. 

 

7.3 APPROPRIATENESS MODELS AND THEIR ALTERNATIVES 

The findings of the present study on how language ideologies are constantly 

created and negotiated in the classroom indicate a need for curricula that allow heritage 

language learners to think critically about how language is socially constructed in society, 

to construct different kinds of expert identities with respect to language, and to develop 

language skills that allow them to participate in a wide range of discursive practices. It is 

important to consider not only what instructors convey to students about the power 

associated with ‘Standard Spanish’ and the stigma associated with the way some students 

learn to speak at home, but also how students and instructors negotiate a shared 

understanding of what this term means for the role of a ‘good heritage language learner’ 

in the classroom and in the society.81 

Fairclough (1992) uses the term ‘appropriateness model’ to describe a curriculum 

in which students are told which language varieties are appropriate for a given context 

without further exploration of the topic. According to Fairclough, appropriateness models 
                                                
81 See Pomerantz 2008 for an analysis of how an understanding of what it means to be a “good language 
learner” is constructed and negotiated in an L2 classroom. 
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present prescriptivist notions of language as a sociolinguistic reality, thus supporting 

existing hegemonic discourses on legitimate vs. stigmatized language varieties. I would 

argue that using appropriateness models for heritage speakers and second language 

learners unintentionally supports a political objective to maintain power relations the way 

they have always been. For example, six years ago in an essay assignment, a Mexican-

American student of mine described a break in the middle of class using the word 

“quebrada” (‘break’, taken from the Spanish verb quebrar ‘to break’), and I told him that 

this term was incorrect, assuming that it was simply transfer from English. I later found 

out that the usage of the term ‘quebrada’ is much more common in certain varieties of 

Spanish spoken in the U.S. to refer to a break in the middle of a period of work than the 

term ‘descanso’”, which is generally used in monolingual regions. What would have 

happened if I had told him that his usage was inappropriate for academic writing and 

simply left it at that? This utterance would still give me the power to decide what is 

appropriate and, of course, my decision is based on a view that U.S. Spanish varieties are 

less legitimate in academic contexts than monolingual varieties. This perspective 

oversimplifies the situation, avoiding discussions about the social meaning of language, 

and my use of an appropriateness model makes this power relation opaque (also see 

Leeman 2005; Martínez 2003). 

As an alternative to the use of appropriateness models to instruct students on the 

differences between academic Spanish and colloquial varieties, I support Achugar and 

Pessoa’s (2009: 220) suggestion for “pedagogical interventions that make language and 

power issues explicit” in multilingual learning environments. This idea echoes earlier 

work on Critical Language Awareness activities, where students explore dialectical 

variation, genre and symbolic power by examining and reflecting upon local language 

use, including their own roles as language users outside the classroom (Clark et al. 1988; 
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Fairclough 1992) and recent publications in the field of heritage language education that 

suggest incorporating the ideas of critical pedagogy into curricula for teaching Spanish to 

heritage speakers (e.g. Leeman 2003; Martínez 2003). When instructors allow students to 

explore and make their own conclusions about dominant linguistic hierarchies through 

guided examination of different types of language use, they are giving the students the 

opportunity to construct expert identities based on knowledge about language variation, 

language ideologies and how language is used in different contexts. The study findings 

also suggest that HL students would benefit from learning to use the language for a range 

of social purposes and in a range of social contexts. This means not only developing 

awareness about language variation, but also putting their knowledge of language into 

practice in everyday contexts. 

The ways that the instructor employs interactional resources to construct 

classroom contexts and display epistemic and affective stances in the classroom may 

influence the points of view and attitudes that the students represent both within and 

outside of the classroom. Therefore, I begin with suggestions about how HL instructors 

can model interactional practices that value different types of authority and legitimize 

local linguistic practices in the classroom.  

 

7.3.1 Instructors’ stancetaking in the classroom 

My first suggestion is that HL instructors should consider which sources of 

authority they make relevant through stancetaking in the classroom. If instructors enforce 

the boundaries of Spanish based on what is accepted by the Real Academia Española, 

they are constructing an identity as experts on an abstract set of rules. However, there are 

different kinds of expert identities that instructors may model for their students. The 
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study data demonstrate that in some contexts, the instructor Layla based her authority on 

the RAE, while in other contexts she based her authority on her own experiences as a 

well-traveled bilingual; such variation in references provided her information about how 

people use and perceive language in different contexts. In a conversation I had with Layla 

after the semester that I collected data in her class, she told me that she has begun to base 

her authority less on the RAE. Instead, she suggests that the students think about how 

others might perceive them when they use the language in certain ways in particular 

contexts. When she makes this suggestion, her epistemic authority is probably based on 

an awareness of how people use and perceive language that she gained from her own 

experiences as a bilingual. According to Layla, the students may not be aware of the 

social value associated with different ways of speaking, and it is important for instructors 

to make students aware of the ‘linguistic market’, so that the students will be able to use 

their language skills to their advantage outside of their home communities. She notes that 

this can be done without a focus on the notion of ‘correctness’. 

One way that Layla recently gave students a taste of the linguistic market that 

they may face when using Spanish for professional purposes was by bringing in a guest 

from a large corporation to interview the students individually and then give them 

feedback about how they came across in the interviews. Layla reported that this method 

was an excellent way to raise her students’ consciousness about why they may want to 

learn to alter the ways they used language in certain contexts. This type of activity may 

fit into the category of ‘critical approaches’ in that it allows students to explore the social 

functions of language. Of course, in order to avoid telling the students what is 

‘appropriate’, the instructor must be very clear that they are exploring the workings of 

dominant linguistic hierarchies and considering what they may choose to do with their 

language to claim symbolic power in certain contexts. Moving toward a focus on 
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awareness about how people use and perceive language, rather than on linguistic 

‘correctness’, is an important step that instructors can make toward modeling 

empowering expert identities for their students. 

The study also demonstrated that Layla used a variety of semiotic resources to 

represent affective stances toward different types of language use, orienting toward either 

the SLI or the objective of legitimizing students’ linguistic practices. When I shared some 

of the examples of Layla’s affective stancetaking with her, she told me that she had been 

unaware of the stance that she was representing, and that after having viewed the data she 

would pay more attention to her reactions to students’ language use in the classroom. 

This example demonstrates the importance of involving participants in research; at least 

by sharing the data and conclusions with them. In order to examine what kinds of 

stancetaking they are modeling for their students and how they display affective reactions 

to different kinds of language use, some instructors may also be interested in examining 

their own stancetaking in the classroom through a reflective research project. 

 

7.3.2 Language awareness 

In a seminal paper, the New London Group (1996) argued that in order to prepare 

students “to participate fully in public, community, and economic life” (1996: 60), 

literacy pedagogy should address rapid changes in communication channels and media, 

as well as increasing cultural and linguistic diversity. They propose an approach to 

literacy that would prepare students not only to inherit patterns and conventions of 

meaning, but also become “active designers of meaning” (1996: 65). Traditional literacy 

pedagogy, they argue, “has been a carefully restricted project—restricted to formalized, 

monolingual, monocultural, and rule-governed forms of language” (1996: 61), and they 
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propose to broaden the meaning of ‘literacy’ to include a multiplicity of discourses. In L2 

and HL instruction, this perspective means that teaching the imagined ‘standard’ variety 

of the target language, or focusing on how the language follows a set of abstract rules, is 

not enough to prepare students to engage critically with the conditions of their lives; 

instead, instructors should expose students to different ways of using language and allow 

them to engage in critical discussions about language. 

Second language pedagogical research over the past decade has pointed to the 

value of using naturally-occurring conversations in L2 pedagogy (see Young 2009 for an 

overview of this research). Building on previous research, Young proposes a 

methodology for “a pedagogy of conscious and systematic study of interaction”, in which 

the language teacher and learners observe real-life interactional processes or study video 

recordings of natural interaction and analyze the use of language that they observe as a 

social practice, considering the “use of verbal, interactional, and nonverbal resources 

employed by participants”, as well as the “roles of the participants and the ways in which 

the practice reproduces and constructs broader societal values” (Young 2009: 194, 

drawing from Hall 1999). In the HL classroom, the video recordings of interaction 

studied by the teacher and learners could include, for example, the practice of “hanging 

out with the guys” in one student’s family. The instructor could ask students to talk about 

what it might mean to participate in this particular practice in this particular family, 

including the purpose of the practice, the typical topics of conversation and the type of 

language used. Then the students and the instructor could examine the ways participants 

cooperatively construct meaning in interaction through both what they say and how they 

say it, as well as through gesture and other non-verbal resources. If the participants are 

talking about work, the students could consider what values about work are implicit in 

the conversation. 
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This approach can be highly productive in mainstream and heritage speaker 

Spanish courses to raise students’ awareness about the social nature of language. Active 

engagement in sociolinguistic research can encourage students to give symbolic power to 

the multiple language varieties they observe in their local communities and develop a 

deeper understanding of the reasons behind the institutional push for a focus on Standard 

Spanish, and possibly a greater basis for the rejection of the SLI. 

Halliday’s Systemic Functional Linguistics82 and the multiliteracies perspective 

developed by the New London Group (1996) have formed the basis for a series of 

pedagogical proposals that have been implemented to varying levels of fruition in second 

and heritage language courses. Thorne and Reinhardt (2008), for example, describe a 

model they call “bridging activities” in which L2 students bring to the classroom samples 

of language use from computer-mediated contexts, analyze the types of language 

considered appropriate for those contexts, and compare their samples with the types of 

communication found in other genres. 

In a personal communication (January 2010), Ana Roca described a community-

based curriculum for Spanish heritage speakers with a strong oral history component that 

she developed in collaboration with noted linguists Cecilia Colombi and María Carreira. 

As part of a unit that integrates various genres of language use, students are asked to 

conduct an interview with a grandparent or elderly member of a local Spanish-speaking 

community. Carreira and Wijaya (2008) suggest having students conduct an analysis of 

the organizational properties and the language of such narratives in order to understand 

the progression from aural to written registers. In a related paper, Colombi (2009) 

                                                
82 Systemic Functional Linguistics is a theory of language developed by Halliday (e.g. Halliday 1985) that 
views language as a social meaning-making system and focuses on the functions of language. 
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proposes an application of Systemic Functional Linguistics as part of a similar curriculum 

design. 

Martínez (2003) notes the work of authors of heritage language textbooks, such as 

Ana Roca in Nuevos Mundos (1999), to promote what he calls ‘classroom-based dialect 

awareness’, but he suggests that previous work has not done enough to address the social 

values associated with different varieties of language. He argues that curricula for dialect 

awareness should “engage not only questions of code but also questions of structure, and 

it must highlight the relationship between language, power, and social groups” (2003: 6). 

Martínez proposes a series of classroom activities that explore not only the distribution of 

dialects but also why one dialect is valued over another. 

Meanwhile, at the University of Texas at Austin, the “Spanish in Texas” project, 

directed by Barbara E. Bullock and Almeida Jacqueline Toribio, aims to “make available 

authentic knowledge about the diversity of Spanish and speakers of the Spanish language 

in Texas for the improvement of educational programs in the state of Texas and 

beyond”.83 This project has enormous potential to improve HL education by providing 

data that can serve both for the education of HL instructors and also students, as a basis 

for HL classroom activities. 

 

7.3.3 Learning outside of the classroom 

In order to guide students to develop identities as experts on how language is used 

and perceived within different kinds of professional and community contexts, to 

empower students to construct symbolic competence needed to gain access to 

communities of Spanish speakers, and to provide students with opportunities to develop 

                                                
83 http://sites.la.utexas.edu/spanishtx/about-the-project/. Accessed December 2012. 
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their structural and communicative language skills by using the language in real-life 

situations, I suggest including both service-learning and community-based research 

projects in the Spanish HL curriculum. Through service learning projects in which the 

students provide different kinds of service to the local Spanish-speaking community, they 

would discover ways that they can use their Spanish skills to help others. This experience 

would allow the students to view their own language skills as valuable, and it could also 

provide them with opportunities to use different levels of formality for different types of 

tasks, and to observe different ways that people use and perceive language. By 

conducting community-based research projects, such as contributing to a database of 

sociolinguistic interviews with local Spanish speakers, students could learn to develop an 

appreciation for different ways of using language by viewing peoples’ language use from 

the perspective of a sociolinguist. 

 

7.4 LIMITATIONS AND DIRECTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

As I developed a plan for this project, I thought about many different ways of 

learning about the meaning of bilingualism and language learning among bilingual 

students studying Spanish at UT. At a certain point, I realized that it would be impossible 

for one graduate student to do everything that I wanted to do. The locations and contexts 

for observation and data collection, and the possible analytical approaches, even within 

the poststructuralist research paradigm, were all but limitless. My original plan was 

simply to analyze the ways students constructed identities through language in classroom 

discourse. As my research progressed, I gradually became aware of the importance of 

learning about my participants’ lives outside of the classroom, and considering the ways 

that people represented discourses about language across campus and in the their home 
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communities. I also realized that students may choose to enroll in the Spanish HL courses 

because they come to the university with certain ideas about what it means to be 

bilingual, and to know two languages; thus my pool of participants gives me a limited 

picture of the experiences of HL students studying Spanish at the university. Finally, 

although the students’ social class backgrounds are likely to be an important part of the 

dialectic between their home and school experiences and individual agency in language 

learning (cf. Young and Astarita 2013), I was not able to thoroughly address social class 

as a factor in the present study. I intend to address the role of social class more in depth in 

my future analysis of SHL students’ relationship with language. 

As I continue to investigate HL learner discourse, I plan to focus on three areas: 

(1) how individual bilingual students participate in discursive practices outside the 

language classroom, and how those practices relate to their classroom experiences; (2) 

how participants who grow up in the U.S. speaking Spanish and choose not to enroll in 

HL courses participate in mainstream Spanish L2 courses; and (3) how different 

instructors mitigate between competing discourses about language in the HL classroom, 

and how students react to their approaches. 

 

7.4.1 Case studies of students in multiple contexts 

In the case study element of this project I collected rich data from certain parts of 

my participants’ lives outside of the classroom. However, due to the wide scope of the 

project and limitations on time and resources, I was unable to collect recorded data in a 

wide range of contexts outside of the classroom for each of the study’s focal participants. 

In my future research about bilingualism as ideology and practice among bilingual 

university students who study Spanish, I would like to conduct additional case studies on 
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HL learners in which I collect a wider variety of different types of video recorded data 

focused on each individual case. I would like to spend more time learning about the lives 

of a handful of students and recording how those specific students use language (both 

Spanish and English) within and outside of the classroom. To accomplish this goal, it 

would be helpful to record these participants starting early on in the study and follow 

them from one activity to another during a day they spend at the university. I plan to 

begin by asking how the Spanish language course fits into the rest of the students’ lives. 

Instead of beginning in the classroom, ideally I will begin in the students’ dorm rooms 

and the cafeteria, at political demonstrations and fraternity parties, and at their jobs and 

internships. From there, I will venture with them into the Spanish language classroom. In 

the classroom data collection, instead of making general recordings to get a sense of the 

dynamic of the class, I will audio-record and videotape each focal participant during each 

class period that I attend. This procedure will allow me to collect data on the ways that 

the participants interact with their classmates even when there is a large amount of other 

noise in the classroom. By starting off with a case study approach and using ethnographic 

methods, I will be able to learn more about each participant as an individual actor and 

make more “linkages among activities, processes, events, objects, people in ways which 

are not readily accessible to other actors” (Blommaert, Heller, and Slembrouck 2001: 4). 

In order to learn more about how my study participants use language in different 

types of interactional contexts, I would like to conduct a collaborative study in which the 

researchers represent different ages, institutional positions and ethnic backgrounds. If I 

were able to include additional researchers in my study, it would be helpful to hire a 

young, possibly Hispanic, student to conduct some of the interviews, or make 

observations and recordings in social contexts outside of the classroom. 
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While starting from an ethnographic perspective, I would also like to collect more 

quantitative data in my next research project. In particular, I am interested in using 

Systemic Functional Linguistics to analyze the use of register by students and instructors 

within different contexts in HL classrooms. These data would provide more information 

about how the pedagogical norm is constructed through practice. I would also like to use 

quantitative analysis to compare the students’ use of certain linguistic features in the HL 

classroom and in other contexts outside of the classroom. 

 

7.4.2 The other ‘heritage speakers’ 

While I was collecting data for my dissertation, I was also teaching a regular 

third-semester L2 Spanish class, and about a fourth of my students were from Spanish-

speaking families. One of my students, ‘Jaime’, who was from El Paso, spoke Spanish 

quite fluently, and many of the features of the Spanish that he spoke were reflective of 

the Spanish from El Paso. I encouraged him to enroll in a Spanish course for bilingual 

students, but he did not want to do extra work. He explained to me that he was quite 

happy with the way that he spoke Spanish already. He was just taking the class because it 

was a graduation requirement for his degree in architecture. Throughout the semester, he 

did what he needed to do to get a B in the class. When he was in class, he spoke Spanish 

most of the time and made linguistic jokes that most of the other students did not 

understand. He approached me after class every time something that we were learning in 

class did not match up with what he had learned at home. Although Jaime’s spoken 

Spanish was excellent, his writing had plenty of room for improvement. But he needed 

help with his writing in different ways than the other students needed it and, in my 

opinion, would have learned more in an HL course. There were no students like Jaime in 
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the HL classes that I observed, and yet these students are an important part of the social 

context for being bilingual at UT. 

My research could be enriched by an investigation of the linguistic practices of 

students like Jaime. It would be a good idea to observe multiple language classrooms in 

order to compare the ways that students learning Spanish in different contexts construct 

the meaning of bilingualism and language learning. In particular, I am interested to learn 

more about how Spanish-English bilingual students use language in the L2 classroom, 

how they justify their decisions to opt out of the HL courses, and how they describe their 

experiences learning Spanish with second language learners. A comparison of the ways 

these students participate in discursive practices outside of the classroom, and how they 

describe their participation in such practices, could provide information about how 

students’ lives might affect their decisions about, and investment in, language learning at 

the university. 

 

7.4.3 Variation in instructors’ approaches 

Although I observed and recorded several different intermediate Spanish HL 

courses at UT, this study focused on one group of students and one instructor. For a 

future project, I plan to examine the stancetaking resources used by other instructors and 

compare their language use with Layla’s. It would also be interesting to compare 

students’ reactions to instructors who use different tactics for mitigating the competing 

discourses of the HL classroom. 

I hope this study has contributed to an understanding of the role of ideology and 

identity in the language learning experiences of HL students at the university, and the 

development of new pedagogical approaches to linguistic diversity in the Spanish HL 
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classroom. There is still much work to be done; just as the co-construction of language 

ideologies and linguistic identities is an ongoing process for HL learners and their 

instructors, the examination of this process should be ongoing as well. 
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Appendices 

APPENDIX A: SCRIPT FOR FIRST CLASSROOM INTRODUCTION 

 
Buenos días, me llamo Raquel. Soy estudiante de lingüística en el departamento de 
español y portugués, y estoy haciendo un estudio sobre las experiencias de los 
estudiantes bilingües de español en nuestro programa. Quisiera invitarles a participar en 
mi estudio a lo largo de este semestre. Aquí tengo una hoja de información sobre el 
estudio—hay dos copias para cada estudiante. [Distribute information sheet.] Si algunos 
de Uds. me dan permiso, me gustaría grabar la clase con una grabadora de voz digital y 
una cámara de video. También quisiera hablar con algunos de Uds. afuera de la clase. Si 
deciden firmar la hoja, me dan permiso para incluir su imagen y su voz en mi análisis. Si 
no firman la hoja, tienen la opción de darme permiso de usar solo audio, o pueden optar 
por no participar en el estudio. Voy a hacer todo lo posible para proteger su privacidad, 
pero es posible que use los videos en una presentación sobre mi estudio en un congreso 
académico, así que es muy importante que tenga su permiso antes de grabar. No hay 
crédito extra para la participación, y si no quieren participar, no va a afectar su nota en 
la clase. Voy a ofrecer mis servicios de tutora de español o de redacción en inglés a 
todos los estudiantes que me ofrecen su tiempo afuera de la clase. 
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APPENDIX B: E-MAIL TO SOLICIT FOCAL PARTICIPANTS 
 
Hi _______________________ 
 
As I mentioned to you during our talk a couple of weeks ago, I will be spending time 
outside of the classroom with some of the students from SPN 610D in order to learn more 
about how bilingual students use language in different contexts. I’m writing to ask 
whether I can hang out with you outside of class as part of my study. You would not have 
to do anything outside of your normal routine—you could just invite me to join you for 
some of your regular activities (e.g. study groups, classes, club meetings, parties, family 
gatherings, athletic training, household dinners, etc.). You would choose the activities 
yourself—there are no specific obligations or schedules. Just let me know if it would be 
OK to join you on certain planned activities or during certain times of the day, and I will 
work it into my schedule. In return, I will offer you Spanish tutoring and help with 
writing in Spanish and/or English throughout the semester. You can contact me by e-mail 
or by cell phone: (512) 964-8828. 
 
Saludos, 
 
Rachel 
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APPENDIX C: PARTICIPANT DATA QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
ALL INFORMATION WILL BE KEPT CONFIDENTIAL 

 
 
Biographical information 
 

1. Name:   

2. Phone ________________________ E-mail _________________________ 

3. Class (select one):     freshman     sophomore     junior     senior 

4. Major ________________________ 

5. Date of birth ___________________ Place of birth ___________________ 

6. Where were you born?   

7. Where did you go to high school?  

City ____________________  State_________________ 

8. How many years have you lived in Texas? _________ 

9. Where were your parents born?  

 Mom: ____________________ Dad: ____________________ 

 Other Parents (e.g. step parents, etc.): ________________________________ 

10. How many years have your parents lived in Texas?  

Mom: ____________________ Dad: ____________________ 

Other Parents (e.g. step parents, etc.): ________________________________ 
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11. Where were your grandparents born? ____________________________________ 

12. What term(s) do you prefer to use to describe your ethnicity? ___________________ 

 

Language study 

13. What language(s) did you learn first? (select one option below) 

Spanish English Both at same time Other________________________ 

14. How many years of formal study of Spanish had you completed before this semester? 

One semester  1-2 years 2-5 years Over 5 years 

15. Which SPN courses had you taken at UT before this semester? (circle all that apply) 

 506 507 508 312K 312L Other_______________________________ 

16. Why are you taking Spanish? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

17. How did you get placed into this course? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 



 363 

18. What did you gain from this course? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Language use 
 

19. In general, when do you feel comfortable using Spanish and when do you feel 
uncomfortable using Spanish? 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

________________________________________________________________________ 

20. How often have you visited a Spanish-speaking country (apart from the U.S.) in the 
last 5 years? 

 
A. More than once a year  B. Every year  C. Three or four visits  

D. One or two visits D. I have not visited a Spanish-speaking country in the last 5 years 

 

Please use the scale below to describe your language use in the following contexts: 

1 = All English 
2 = More English than Spanish 
3 = Same amount of both 
4 = More Spanish than English 
5 = All Spanish 

 

21. With my Hispanic friends at UT who know Spanish ..........................  _______  

22. With my Hispanic friends from my home town who know Spanish ..  _______  
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23. With my mother. .................................................................................  _______  

24. With my father ....................................................................................  _______  

25. With my grandparents  ........................................................................  _______  

26. With my brothers and sisters ...............................................................  _______  

27. At my parents’ house ...........................................................................  _______  

28. At my home in Austin .........................................................................  _______  

29. Which language is primarily spoken in your hometown neighborhood?  ____   

Please use the scale below to describe how much you use Spanish and English in the 
following activities: 
  5=Always 

4=Generally 
3=Often 
2=Sometimes 
1=Never 
NA=does not apply 

 

30. I write e-mails and / or text messages in Spanish _______ in English ______ 

31. I post on Facebook / Twitter (or other social media) in Spanish ______ in English 

_____ 

32. I read Spanish language media (newspapers, magazines, websites etc.) ______ 

English language media _____ 

33. I listen to the radio / watch TV in Spanish ______ in English ______ 

34. In private, I pray in Spanish ______ in English ______ 
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 APPENDIX D: PREPARED THEMES FOR INTERVIEWS 
Themes Prepared for First Interview (Sept.-Oct. 2010) 

I. El español en tu vida 

• ¿Creciste hablando español e inglés? ¿Se habla mucho español en el lugar donde 
creciste? 

• ¿Con quién hablas español en casa? ¿Hablabas español con personas fuera de tu 
familia? ¿Usas español en la universidad fuera de la clase? 

• ¿Con cuál lengua te sientes más a gusto? ¿Puedes pensar en algún momento cuando te 
sentiste incomodo/a hablando español (o inglés)? 

• ¿En cuáles contextos prefieres hablar español? ¿e inglés? 

• ¿Cómo describes la variedad de español que se habla en tu familia? ¿Y en tu 
comunidad? 

• ¿Cómo se compara esa variedad del español con el español que enseñan en la 
escuela? 

• ¿El español que se habla en el lugar donde creciste es diferente del español que has 
escuchado en la calle en Austin? ¿Y el español que hablan en otros países? 

• ¿Tus padres quieren/querían que hablas/hablaras bien el español? 

• ¿Qué valor tiene poder hablar español? ¿Cómo piensas usarlo en tu vida? 
 

II. La educación 

• ¿Habías tomado clases de español antes de este semestre? ¿Qué valor tienen las clases 
de español para los estudiantes bilingües? 

• ¿Habías asistido a una clase de educación bilingüe? ¿Qué valor tiene ese tipo de 
programa? 

• ¿Por qué te matriculaste en la clase de español este semestre? ¿Qué esperas ganar con 
esta experiencia? 

• ¿Cuáles son tus impresiones de la clase? ¿Estás aprendiendo mucho? ¿Estás 
disfrutando la clase? ¿Por qué? 

• ¿Cómo te sientes hablando español en la clase? ¿Qué piensas del español de los otros 
estudiantes en la clase? 
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• ¿Cómo varía el uso del español en tu educación del uso del español en la educación 
de tus padres?  
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Themes Prepared for Second Interview (Dec. 2010) 

 
1. Thanksgiving 

a. How was Thanksgiving? 
b. Did you speak Spanish with people in your family? 
c. How was the interview assignment? 
d. Conversations w/ family members about topics addressed in class? 

 
2. Revisit issues discussed previously (e.g. family issues, comments made in class) 

 

3. Speaking Spanish in class 
a. How do you feel about speaking Spanish in class now, compared with 

how you felt at the beginning of the semester? 
b. Do you think the presence of the camera affects the way you use language 

in class? 

 
4. Have your feelings and thoughts about the Spanish language been challenged in 

this course? If so, how? 

 

5. How have you used your Spanish outside of class? 

 
6. What has been your favorite part about learning Spanish in this class? Why? What 

has been your least favorite? How come? 

 
7. How are you doing in Spanish so far? 

 
8. Are you planning to continue with Spanish? Are you looking forward to it? What 

do you expect to change/ stay the same? Inside and outside of class? 

 
9. Plans for break? Will you be speaking a lot of Spanish over break? 
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Themes Prepared for Third Interview (April 2011) 
 
Grabaciones en casa 
• ¿Podrías hablarme de lo que grabaste con tu familia/ tus amigos durante las 

vacaciones? ¿Cuál fue el contexto? ¿Quién estuvo allí? ¿Fue un tipo de interacción 
normal? (Tengo las grabaciones aquí si las quieres escuchar.) 

 
Clase 
• ¿Cómo te ha parecido la clase este semestre? ¿Cuáles son las cosas que te han 

gustado y las que no te han gustado tanto? 
• ¿Puedes pensar en una actividad en particular que funcionó bien en la clase? ¿Hay 

una que no funcionó bien? 
• ¿Cuál fue el propósito de la actividad sobre Don Quijote? ¿Crees que fue una buena 

actividad? 
• He escuchado mucho sobre el tema del uso del inglés en la clase. ¿Uds. hablan puro 

inglés o están cambiando de códigos? ¿Por qué? ¿Crees que esto haya sido un 
problema para los estudiantes? 

• ¿Hay ciertas cosas que puedes expresar mejor en inglés? ¿En español? 

 
Instructores 
• ¿Cómo perciben la forma que Enrique interactúa con Uds.? ¿Uds. se llevaban mejor 

con Lydia? 
• ¿Qué piensan del español de Enrique? ¿Quién sería un hablante de español modelo 

para ti? ¿Los acentos influyen tu percepción de una persona? 
• ¿Qué actitud tiene Enrique sobre las formas que Uds. hablan español? 

 
Progreso en nivel de competencia 
• ¿Qué es lo que más querías mejorar de tu español cuando comenzó la clase? ¿Has 

logrado esto? 
• ¿De tus destrezas de escribir, leer, escuchar y hablar, cuáles han mejorado más 

durante este año? 

 
Cambios en prácticas lingüísticas 
• ¿Estás más conciente del “buen uso” del español cuando estas usando ahora que estás 

tomando clases? ¿Piensas en esto cuando hablas español con tu familia? 
• ¿Has estado hablando más español fuera de la clase desde el semestre pasado? 
• ¿Tratarías de evitar el cambio de códigos en contextos informales? 
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Progreso personal 
• ¿Qué ha sido el valor de tomar la clase a nivel personal? (¿Qué has ganado 

personalmente?) 
• Al principio del semestre pasado, Lydia dijo que quiere que Uds. lleguen a poder ser 

la misma persona hablando español e inglés. ¿Qué significa esto exactamente? ¿Lo 
han logrado? ¿Es posible? 

 
Planes del futuro 
• ¿Hay cosas del español que todavía quieres mejorar? 
• ¿Tienes planes de seguir estudiando español? 
• ¿Cómo vas a usar el español en el futuro? 
• ¿Qué vas a hacer este verano / el año que viene? 

 
Futura comunicación 
• Voy a estar mirando los videos y trascribiéndolas este verano. ¿Está bien si me pongo 

en comunicación contigo otra vez para preguntarte sobre cosas específicas en los 
videos? 

• Quisiera ir a conocer los pueblos de donde vienen Uds. Si voy a [nombre del pueblo 
del participante] este verano, ¿podría llamarte para que me enseñes algunos lugares? 
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APPENDIX E: SELECTED TRANSCRIBED NARRATIVES 

“Like, he’s just like, he’s trying to convey the message” 
(1) R: That's cool, yeah I- y- 
(2)  It seems like you have a lot of fun there at work.  
(3)  (smiling) It seems like- the two times you’ve been there 
(4)  you seem like, really happy. 
(5) C: Oh yeah, I lo- that place is- it’s, it’s one of the coolest, 
(6)  like I regret not getting a job earlier? 
(7)  in my college career, or whatever? 
(8) R: Yeah? 
(9) C: Um. But I really, am glad that I got a job there 
(10)  because (1) the people there are. Amazing. 
(11)  Uh, they're really cool, um, 
(12)  I guess to connect it with Spanish,  
(13)  but not with the native Spanish speakers. 
(14)  Um, there's a guy from El Paso there, as well. 
(15)  His name's Richard? 
(16)  I don't know if I introduced you to him.  
(17)  He's the older, guy on the sandwich like? the deli? 
(18)  um, but he's [from El Paso] 
(19) R:     [OK] (quietly) 
(20) C: and uh, he'll always try and like, say some stuff in Spanish, 
(21)  like, but he does it to be kinda funny? 
(22)  and then um, so he'll be like “lechuga”, 
(22)  and he'll like put it on there, ((gestures as if putting lettuce on a sandwich)) 
(23)  and like “tomates”  
(24)  and then like. He’ll say- 
(25)  he has funny lines like that. 
(26)  Like whenever someone wants American cheese 
(27)  he says “cheese from America” hh 
(28) R: hh 
(29) C: But, um, he- 
(30)  and then there’s a woman, who works from the [back-] 
(31) R:         [You mean], 
(32)  like what does he say, like “queso de Americano”? 
(33)  er something like that [hh hh] 
(34) C:            [Yeah, he’s pretty funny like that.] 
(35)  And like sometimes he’ll tell me,  
(36)  “oh! cuidado!” ah “hace calor” like or “caliente!”. 
(37)  Like, he’s just like, he’s trying to convey the [message] 
(38) R:              [yeah] 
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(20) C: he’s pretty cool, like, he’s a really cool guy, 
(21)  um, and he- There's a woman in the back, Anastasia, 
(22)  she just only knows Spanish, um. 
(23)  And  uh, he'll like try and like convey, 
(24)  like one time he told me like, 
(25)  oh I asked her for a ride hh ‘cause we live in the same area. 
(26) R: Um mm. 
(27) C: I was “oh, really?”, 
(28)  he’s like “yeah” hh. 
(29)  He’s like “It’s kind of hard for me to explain, 
(30)  but I think I got the point across” 
(31)  and so you see that a lot at work, which is kinda cool. 
(32)  I guess just the managers are higher up, 
(33)  like they're really. trying to, explain the p-, 
(34)  like something [in Spanish]. 
(35) R:          [Yeah.] 
(36) C:  Like one of them knows it pretty well, 
(37)  and the other ones like- they're all right, but, um, 
(38)  it's just funny when you hear 'um. 
(39)  And then my roommate works there. 
(40)  His name's Seth, 
(41)  and he doesn't know Spanish but he wants to, 
(42)  and he's gonna take a class or something. 
(43)  And, um, he was talking to our main guru guy?, 
(44)  well not the main guru guy, but he's just amazing guru. 
(45)  Um, his name's Salso? 
(46)  Y creo que, es de, no sé donde en México 
(47)  pero es de México. 
(48) R:  Ah hah. 
(49) C:  Y, he told him 
(50)  “oh, Salso, something, something, can you make this, 
(51)  and I'm sorry I messed up. but I” 
(52)  and he was just explaining a series of things. 
(53)  And he just looks at me “qué me dijo?” [hh hh] 
(54) R:               [hh hh] 
(55) C:  He's like “ah, OK” (claps) 
(56) R:  So you have to be, so you get to be like a translator. 
(57) C:  Sometimes, sometimes, 
(58)  but just in that case he's like. 
(59)  “Qué me dijo? What?” 
(60)  Oh, no sé. Dijo que, ah, dije que,  
(61)  and then I'll tell him ((mumbling, leaning forward, left hand over cheek and 

mouth)). 
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(62)  It's just funny. 
(63) R:  Yeah. 
(64) C: But, yeah, I really do like it there, um. 
(65)  It's just really fun. 
 
 

“She’s really far removed” 
(1) C:  …but Nicole, I guess she's had, or it seems like she, 
(2)  she has like I guess a decent control of Spanish, 
(3)  I mean she could understand at times, um, um but  
(4)  (2) Stephanie just I don’t. know. hh 
(5) R: Oh. 
(6) C: She doesn't, she doesn’t really- 
(7)  and we were talking about this the other day 
(8)  and I think I was talking about Lydia's class, 
(9)  and I said like “oh, it’s so much fun, learn all these things.” 
(10) R: ye(h)ah 
(11) C: And I think she said, she told me something along the lines of like, 
(12)  “that's why I have a hard time learning languages.” 
(13)  ‘cause she has a hard time,  
(14)  ‘cause she I guess she has to come from it from a like, 
(15)  an analytical standpoint, like with the rules and everything, 
(16)  and she just was never good, or she is nev- 
(17)  she hasn't been good at uh, I guess, 
(18)  understanding the rules [of why things are,] 
(19) R:      [Oh] 
(20) C: and so she's like “That’s why I was just never good at it.” 
(21)  But I think- 
(22) R: But can't you also just learn a language by practicing? 
(23) C: Yeah, I mean, that- I, I that's what I was about to say. 
(24)  I think it’s- It’s also just- I don't think she-, 
(25)  it’s not that I don't think she wants to? 
(26)  but I think she’s just become comfortable in not having to know it? 
(27) R: Oh. 
(28) C: ‘cause I mean, she- 
(29) R: ‘cause she doesn't live in El Paso any more. 
(30) C: Mm mm, I mean she's really far removed, 
(31)  I mean she went to college in Wellesley, which is in Boston? 
(32)  [I wanna say?] 
(33) R: [O:h], uh huh, 
(34) C: and so I mean you're really far removed 
(35)  at least well I think you are and  
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(36)  uh, from, I guess a Spanish-speaking area. 
(37)  And then she went to Chicago,  
(38)  which is a little more- 
(39)  I mean, which is a lot more uh, 
(39)  I guess, Spanish populated, but, (1) 
(40)  I don't know I feel like, (1) I don’t know, 
(41)  she still wouldn’t have been as close around it- 
(42)  or like, she would have been kind of like 
(43)  “OH! I know that's Spanish” or you know “but I don't know it.” 
(44)  And then she moved to Philadelphia and then back to Chicago 
(45)  and then back to Philadelphia,  
(46) R: Oh. 
(47) C: so I don't think it’s, I mean it probably won’t happen, 
(48)  but I mean that’s just, I mean that's their thing. and  
(49) R: [Yeah.] 
(50) C: [My] thing was like I just, I just don’t wanna lose it, you know? 
(51) R: Yeah. 

 

“I’m like, ‘Mom, Dad, why didn’t you guys ever teach me’, you know?” 
(1) C: And I think it’s, interesting, uh, to bring up that, 
(2)  for the most part, on both sides of my families, 
(3)  my generation, or at least the: kids of (1) my tías and tíos, 
(4) R: Uh huh. 
(5) C: For the most part I don't think any of them fully understand it, 
(6)  with the exception of, some of my mom's- some of my uncle's sons? 
(7)  um, who (3) I guess, continued the farm life? 
(8)  so I don't know if there's maybe a connection there? 
(9)  but for the most part, um, what I can think of, (2) 
(10)  none on like, the cousins, 
(11)  aside from like two or three, 
(12)  really like know Spanish, 
(13)  like were taught Spanish, 
(14)  so I just thought it was interesting, 
(15)  it's like I guess, I mean either my parents, 
(16)  both of them and their parents were scared 
(17)  to the point where it's like, 
(18)  oh you know it's really bad to know Spanish or something, 
(19)  or you know we’ll get [you know] 
(20) R:            [cause they] would get punished? 
(21) C:  Yeah, or something like that, 
(22)  so I guess like something like that must have happened, 
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(23)  or- ‘cause other than that I don't think- [(          )] 
(24) R:              [But] you've never 
(25)  talked to them about that? 
(26) C:  My dad remembers him getting paddled once. 
(27)  for speaking Spanish 
(28) R:  God (whispered), that's so awful 
(29) C:  Yeah. I think, just like, castigation for, 
(30) R:  [Yeah] 
(31) C:  [for] speaking Spanish. 
(32) R:  Yeah, and that was in Socorro? 
(33) C:  Uh, yeah. Oddly enough, hh. um, 
(34)  but, yeah I mean it's just weird, when I think about it 
(35)  that, I mean the cousins I think of off the top of my head, 
(36)  like Kathlen, Tara, Michael, Jon, whatever whatever, just name ‘um, 
(37)  and I’m like, yeah they don’t really know Spanish 
(38) R:  Um hum 
(39) C:  But. Well, according to my, um aunt (1) Rose, or Rosa. 
(40)  her daughter Kathlen, um. 
(41)  used to be really good at understanding Spanish, 
(42)  like she's really good at understanding Spanish, 
(43)  she can understand it fine. 
(44)  And apparently, I guess when she was younger, 
(45)  well this was according to her, 
(46)  so I don't know the validity of the state[ment] ((smiling)), 
(47) R:  [hh] 
(48) C:  but, um, she was trying to speak it, 
(49)  and then one girl I guess who did speak it fine 
(50)  had told her like “oh, you speak Spanish really ugly”, 
(51)  or like  “you speak like with a weird inflection”, 
(52)  or something like that. 
(53)  but I’m sure, they didn’t use inflection hh, 
(54)  or like you know anything like that, but um,  
(55)  apparently that kind of I guess like, 
(56)  just gave her this kind of uh, (3) um  
(57)  (snaps fingers), what’s the world I'm looking for? 
(58) R: Like she felt bad? 
(59) C:  Yeah, like just self-consciousness, 
(60)  of the way you speak, 
(61)  like oh, well I don't want to speak it then, 
(62)  like if I'm gonna be made fun of, you know, 
(63)  kind of I guess psychological, or whatever, but- 
(64) R:  So you’re kind of taking it back. 
(65) C:  Yea hh, yeah I kinna want to, I mean 
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(66) R:  You're reclaiming it. 
(67) C:  Yeah, I- it’s my conquest hh hh 
(68) R:  Yeah! Hh 
(69) C:  hh cause well I’ve had conversations with my parents, 
(70)  well when I was, you know the teen, in my outraged days, 
(71)  you see all your friends speaking Spanish, 
(72)  I'm like “Mom, Dad, why didn’t you guys ever teach me”, you know? 
(73) R:  hh 
 

“‘Quiero taco bell?, la cucara::cha, margarita’, es todo lo que sabe.” 
(1) A: …Se me hace que también por ejemplo, 
(2)  es medio grosero hablar en español 
(3)  por ejemplo si estoy en una fiesta con mi amiga,  
(4)  y ella me entiende, pero las demás gente no me entiende, 
(5)  entonces se siente como medio why is he [speaking Spanish] 
(6) R:              [maleducado] 
(7) A:  Ah hah, sí. 
(8) R:  Uh huh, yeah. (2) Pero ellos no- Pero que no todos aquí estudian español? 
(9) A:  Cómo? Todos [los hispanos?] 
(10) R:   [todos toman-] 
(11)  No, todos los estudiantes toman clases de español. 
(12)  Deben poder entenderles. 
(13) A:  Es lo que yo digo! Todos tomaron el español en high school, verdad? 
(14)  Sí, pero, por ejemplo, mi roommate, él tomó alemán. 
(15) R: Ah hah. 
(16) A: Entonces no. 
(17) R: [No entiende español.] 
(18) A:  [Entonces cuando] cuando cumplió años, 
(19)  le mandé un mensaje y le dije, le escribí 
(20)  “Feliz cumpleaños”, ((air texting with right thumb)) 
(21)  y me mandó un mensaje de regreso “Olé”, fue su respuesta. 
(22) R: [hh hh hh hh] 
(23) A: [No sabe nada de español.] 
(24)  Le puedo decir en más simple de que 
(25)  “Voy a mi carro, dónde está tu carro...” 
(26)  y luego empieza: 
(27)  “Quiero taco bell?, la cucara::cha ((sing-song voice)), margarita”, 
(28)  es todo [lo que sabe.] 
(29) R: [O:::h] 
(30) A:  [No e-] 
(31) R: Entonces cuando él, responde así? Qué piensas de eso? 
(32) A: Bueno, me da risa porque sé que, es mi amigo, 
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(33)  y digo, no lo está haciendo para- cómo se dice- [hurt my] 
(34) R:             [burlarse] 
(35) A: Burlarse, no. 
(36)  Porque, pero por ejemplo yo me burlé cuando, con su alemán. 
(37) R:  Te burlaste de su alemán? 
(38) A: Me burlé de su alemán. 
(39) R: Sí? 
(40) A: Sí. Es una relación ((arms out to sides, faces palms up)) muy, 
(41)  cómo se dice, tough love, there we go. 
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APPENDIX F: TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS 
 
Transcription conventions used in this dissertation are adapted from Have (2007: 215-216) and 
Linell (1998: 321-322). 

Sequencing 
[ (left bracket) on two adjacent lines marks the approximate beginnings of 

simultaneous (overlapping) talk by two speakers 
= Equals indicate that there is no gap between two turns 

Timed intervals 
(1) Numbers in parentheses indicate elapsed time in silence by seconds 

Characteristics of speech production 

word Underlining indicates some form of stress 

:: Colons indicate prolongation of the immediately prior sound. 

 Multiple colons indicate a more prolonged sound. 

- A dash is used when a speaker interrupts him/herself. 

. A period indicates a stopping fall in tone. 

, A comma indicates a continuing intonation 

? A question mark indicates a rising intonation 

>< Arrows/carets pointing toward the speech segment denote speech (between the 
arrows) which is spoken at a faster rate than the surrounding talk 

<>  Arrows/carets pointing away from the speech segment denote speech (between the 
arrows) which is spoken at a slower rate than the surrounding talk 

((material within double parenthesis)) marks comments on how something is said or on what 
happens in the context 

Transcriber’s doubts and comments 

(  ) Empty parentheses indicate the transcriber’s inability to hear what was said. The 
length of the parenthesized space indicates the length of the untranscribed talk. 

(word)  Parenthesized words are especially dubious hearings 
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APPENDIX G: ACRONYMS 

The following acronyms are used throughout the dissertation: 

 
HL Heritage Language 

HLL Heritage Language Learner 

L2 Second Language 

LCD Language-as-code Discourse 

RAE Real Academia Española 

SHL Spanish Heritage Language 

SLI Standard Language Ideology 

UT The University of Texas at Austin 
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