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This study examines how three heritage bilingual teachers from the Texas U.S.-Mexico 

border articulate their understanding of bilingualism and how they embody those 

understandings in their classroom language practices and policies. All three teachers were 

assigned to a “one way” dual language classroom in first or third grade. I draw on 

theoretical frameworks related to language policy, language ideology, and borderland and 

postcolonial perspectives of languaging. Key findings suggest that the teachers defined 

bilingualism around ideas of adequacy that ranged across contexts, interpretation of 

second language acquisition theories, and an ability to meet the demands of academic 

language. Additionally, the teachers’ articulated and embodied ideologies drew on a 

spectrum of language practices and language ideologies that co-existed in the same 

classroom. Finally, the teachers’ practices and policies were situated within larger, 

pervasive schooling structures, like standardized assessment. The findings have 

implications for how bilingualism is understood and supported for language minority 

students, particularly in the areas of teacher education, language and assessment policy, 

and theory describing the relationship between language and identity. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Chapter 1:  Introduction 

“…the problems of language always involve ideological questions and, along with 
them, questions of power”  

-Paulo Freire, Teachers as Cultural Workers 

What can we learn from teachers who come from the border, about working 

effectively with bilingual students in our increasingly diverse society?  Border 

communities, specifically those located within the 2,000 mile stretch between Texas and 

California, are unique geopolitical spaces that draw on a wide-ranging linguistic 

repertoire (Gumperz, 1972; Labov, 1969) to engage in translanguaging practices 

necessary to navigate bilingual, bicultural and transnational spaces.  Teachers who are 

members of these unique bilingual speech communities (Gumperz, 1972; Hymes, 1974) 

have been socialized to engage in the linguistic variations of two languages, sometimes 

using them simultaneously, to communicate and co-construct meaning.  Therefore, one 

might assume, they are well positioned to facilitate students’ bilingual development by 

incorporating their own linguistic resources.   

The main goal of this study is to understand how bilingual teachers’ social and 

linguistic experiences growing up in bilingual speech communities on the U.S.-Mexico 

border shape their language policies, ideologies, and linguistic practices, to promote 

bilingual and biliteracy development in the elementary dual language classroom.  

Bilingual teachers have two important roles in their classrooms.  As instructional leaders, 

they must facilitate students’ bilingual and academic development; however, as bilingual 

speakers they must engage in interaction and make full use of their linguistic repertoires 

to enhance their pedagogy (Gort & Pontier, 2013). Understanding these teachers’ 

experiences and ideologies, as they influence their classroom communicative interactions 

and instructional practice, is key to further developing this key linguistic resource.   

In this chapter, I will contextualize my study within a larger sociopolitical history 

of language minority education and discourses surrounding minority languages.  Then, I 
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will discuss and complicate the push for enrichment language education programs, 

particularly dual language bilingual education (DLBE), and their way of approaching 

bilingualism through language separation.  Finally, I will connect these themes to my 

study and introduce my specific research questions. 

TERMS AND DEFINITIONS 

Before proceeding to contextualize my study within particular sociocultural and 

educational contexts, I will provide a short list of terms that will be used throughout the 

remaining chapters in order to provide a clear understanding of the ideas and concepts 

presented.  More in-depth description of key terms will be provided throughout the text. 

 
Speech Community:   A community sharing knowledge of rules for the 

conduct and  interpretation of speech, including 
patterns of language use (Hymes, 1974). 

  
Linguistic Repertoire:   The totality of resources available to members of a 

speech community (Gumperz, 1972). 
  

Heritage Language:   Home or ancestral languages of immigrants, 
refugee, indigenous or colonized groups (Cummins, 
2005; Freeman, 2004). 

 
Heritage Language Speaker:  A term to describe the speaker of a heritage  

language. At times I may use the term “language 
minority” to refer to this same group of students; I 
am using these terms interchangeably because both 
are used in the literature around speakers of 
languages other than English and anchored in 
sociohistorical contexts of language and power. 

 
Translanguaging:   Using two or more languages simultaneously and 

across language domains to construct meaning as 
part of an integrated language system that 
challenges traditional understandings of world 
languages (Baker, 2011; Canagarajah, 2011; García 
& Wei, 2014).  
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LANGUAGE MINORITY EDUCATION: DEFICIENCY TO ENRICHMENT 

I will briefly contextualize my study within the history and politics of minority 

language education in the United States. These contexts influence how schools, including 

teachers, have approached language minority education.  Likewise, these contexts help us 

better understand why we have thus far not promoted the linguistic repertoires of 

language minority communities in schools, and more importantly why we should.    

The historic and on-going struggle for educational equality among linguistic, 

racial and ethnic minorities in the United States merits a close look at the language 

education programs they have experienced (Valdés, 1997).  Federal and state 

governments have responded to educational inequities among language minority students 

with a range of education and language policies, from home language maintenance to 

English-only curricula like those currently in place in California, Arizona and 

Massachusetts.  The range of programs coincides with the shifting sociopolitical climate 

towards languages and cultures outside the mainstream.  Two important ideas have 

grounded many of these programs—a deficit perspective of language minority 

communities and a need to push students towards English only instruction as soon as 

possible.  Together, these have impacted the educational experiences of heritage language 

speakers. 

Education language policies have been shaped by macro level processes and 

ideologies centered on identity and nationality (Salomone, 2010; Wright, 2004).  Divisive 

political issues, such as immigration and the English-only movement, have historically 

framed the discourse of language minority education around the acquisition of English as 

early as possible despite the known cognitive and academic benefits of home language 

support (Hakuta, 2011). Transitional bilingual education programs have focused on a 

compensatory approach that emphasizes transition to English instruction as soon as 

possible, typically around the 3rd grade, rather than a serious attempt at heritage language 

maintenance (Crawford, 2004; Halcón, 2001).  Enrichment language education programs 

allowing home language development through late-exit have been difficult to support 

because their delayed transition to English-only instruction conflicts with monolingual 
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English assessment policies (Alamillo, Palmer, Viramontes & García, 2005).  Even in 

popular two-way immersion programs, the demands of high-stakes assessment limits the 

goals of bilingual enrichment education (Palmer, Zúñiga & Henderson, In press; Palmer, 

Henderson, Wall, Zúñiga, Berthelsen, 2015). Despite best intentions with passage of The 

Bilingual Education Act (1968) and other policies offering language support to heritage 

language students, the path towards bilingualism has been difficult.  

Language minorities’ bilingual skills have seldom been recognized as beneficial, 

but rather as a barrier to their success.  Still, bilingual communities rely on their linguistic 

skills, for community membership, cross-generational communication, and language 

brokering (García, 2009; Orellana, 2001, 2009; Wong-Fillmore, 1991; Zentella, 1997).  

From this perspective, bilingualism is viewed not as an individual resource for individual 

benefit, but rather as an integral part of one’s identity, community and interpersonal 

relationships (Mendoza-Denton, 2008; Ricento, 2000, 2005; Wong Fillmore, 1991; 

Zentella, 1997).  This important sociocultural aspect of language often gets lost in the 

“language as resource” (Ruiz, 1984) public discourse that emphasizes the individual 

benefits of bilingualism (Ricento, 2005) while promoting enrichment-based bilingual 

programs like dual language.  The problem with the over-emphasis on the individual 

benefits of bilingualism over the collective needs of bilingual communities is that it limits 

how bilingualism is defined, and ultimately how it is supported politically, financially 

and pedagogically. 

Furthermore, while the academic potential of incorporating bilingual students’ 

vast linguistic repertoires (Gumperz, 1972; Labov, 1969) has been explored in the 

academic literature (Gort & Pontier, 2013; Gumperz & Cook-Gumperz, 2005; Martin-

Beltran, 2010; Martínez, 2010; Orellana, 2009), these ideas are still relatively absent from 

the larger, public discourse on language minority education.   Bilingual youth draw on 

their linguistic repertoires, which include their heritage language, English, and a variety 

of hybrid language practices. Scholars argue that these linguistic repertories can serve as 

tools to support academic achievement (Gort & Pontier, 2013; Gumperz & Cook-

Gumperz, 2005; Martin-Beltran, 2010; Martínez, 2010).  Recognizing heritage language 
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communities’ valuable linguistic resources as part of legitimate classroom instruction 

may be an important step towards creative, enrichment-based language education 

programs.  

As heritage language speakers and bilinguals, teachers from border communities 

possess linguistic resources in their own communicative patterns and interactions. Their 

experiences growing up in bilingual, bicultural contexts have socialized them to aptly use 

both languages, and their variations, fluidly and simultaneously in a variety of domains.  

These bilingual skills are complex, but also enriching linguistic experiences.  

Unfortunately, the discourse around non-standard language varieties positions these 

linguistic resources as negative.  Schools advocate language purism ideologies 

emphasizing “correct” grammar and “standardized” language varieties (Dorian, 1994). 

While teachers still find ways to incorporate them in the classroom, these skills might be 

more beneficial if they were used in purposeful ways rather than sporadically.  

Intentionally incorporating the full linguistic repertoires of bilingual students and teachers 

would truly enrich the language learning experience. 

The education context and language instruction model is important to consider 

when understanding how bilingual teachers might use their linguistic repertoires in the 

classroom.  Subtractive approaches, as described earlier, limit the ability to develop 

language minority students’ linguistic repertoires.  Additive approaches, on the other 

hand, have the potential to enrich these resources, but these possibilities are contingent on 

their approach to bilingualism.  One such possibility for an enriching language learning 

experience is dual language bilingual education (DLBE), an umbrella term for additive 

programs focused on developing bilingualism in classrooms with one or two language 

groups (Cloud, Genesee & Hamayan, 2000). While additive models hold potential for 

language enrichment, their approach to bilingualism and the benefits they can offer 

language minority students have been points of debate. 
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Diglossic Perspectives in Bilingual Education 

Aside from the overall language goals of varying bilingual education models, it is 

important to consider how bilingual programs have historically defined bilingualism. 

Diglossic language perspectives, like the separate use of two languages for different 

purposes and circumstances (Fishman, 1969), have traditionally defined bilingualism and 

bilingual education. Consequently, this diglossic perspective reinforces the 

misconception that bilinguals are the equivalent of two monolinguals, thereby, negating 

the hybrid languaging process of bilingual communities. 

Language ideologies favoring standard forms of language are evidenced in 

diglossic bilingual perspectives, in teachers’ English or Spanish-only classroom policies 

and in their hypercorrection of language forms (Gumperz & Cook-Gumperz, 2005; 

Razfar, 2005; Razfar & Rumenapp, 2012).  The risk here is that negative views of 

language varieties other than standard English or Spanish have the unintended 

consequence of lowering teachers’ expectations for heritage language students who speak 

non-standard language varieties (Godley, Sweetland, Wheeler, Minnici, & Carpenter, 

2006), limit students and teachers’ linguistic repertories (Gort & Pontier, 2013; Gumperz 

& Cook-Gumperz, 2005; Lee, Hill-Bonnet, & Gillispie, 2008; Martin-Beltran, 2010) and 

language and literacy outcomes for heritage language speakers (De Jong & Howard, 

2009; Fránquiz & López, 2009; García, 2009; Palmer, 2008, 2009; Valdés, 1997; Volk & 

Angelova, 2007).  Therefore, it is important to examine how bilingualism is understood 

by language education policies and policy-makers like teachers. 

Heteroglossic and “non standard” language perspectives emphasize languaging 

practices as a way of being and inherent to community and family membership 

(Anzaldúa, 2007; García, 2009; Mignolo, 2000; Zentella, 1997).  Hybrid communicative 

practices, such as code switching are part of linguistic toolkits (Gee, 2008) that allow 

bilinguals to perform an array of communicative functions (Gumperz & Cook-Gumperz, 

2005; Toribio, 2004; Urciuoli, 1985; Zentella, 1997). Therefore, bilingualism is not 

limited to individual resources of skills, but inherent to one’s identity and way of life 



 7 

(Mignolo, 2000). Diglossic perspectives create an artificial context that is contradictory 

to the needs of language minority speakers and their communities. 

For bilingual teachers who grew up on the border, understandings of bilingualism 

may be at a crossroads.   On the one hand, the everyday linguistic practices of bilingual 

communities can be simultaneous and fluid.  On the other, diglossic understandings of 

bilingualism align with language ideologies that privilege standardized language 

varieties, especially in schools.  These contradictions may emerge in their articulated and 

embodied ideologies, that is, those they express and those they bring into their linguistic 

and pedagogical practices (Kroskrity, 2004; Razfar, 2005).  Bilingual teachers who grew 

up in the bilingual, bicultural and transnational realities of border life have the linguistic 

knowledge and resources to support and develop students’ bilingualism on a highly 

complex level; however, their ability to do so will be contingent upon how they negotiate 

and navigate the structures and underlying ideologies of dual language bilingual 

education and their own language beliefs/practices. 

THE STUDY 

This study understands classrooms as ideological and implementational spaces 

where macro level processes intersect with micro level patterns of interaction and 

language use (Hornberger, 2002; García & Menken, 2010; Ricento, 2000).  Localized 

language practices are reflective of beliefs and ideologies stemming from macro level 

sociopolitical histories and contexts (Erickson, 2004; Mignolo, 2000; Ortiz, 1978).  A 

multilayered language policy perspective understands language education classrooms as 

agentic spaces where local actors, such as teachers and students, implement, interpret and 

often resist policy initiatives (García & Menken, 2010; Hornberger & Johnson, 2007). 

Therefore, the enrichment oriented focus of current bilingual education programs may or 

may not translate to language minority classrooms contending with multiple policies 

alongside teachers’ own ideologies and beliefs.   

It is important to understand how bilingual teachers who have experiences 

growing up in bilingual speech communities approach bilingual and biliteracy 
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development in their classroom.  Since teachers are essential to the implementation 

process, without understanding this, we cannot understand whether or how language 

minority children will benefit from enrichment based language policies.  

This multi-site case study will particularly examine how three heritage bilingual 

teachers, raised on the Texas U.S.-Mexico border, define bilingualism and what this 

means for their practice.  The three guiding research questions are: (1) How do 

bilingual teachers who grew up in bilingual speech communities articulate their 

ideologies around bilingualism?  (2) What linguistic practices do they use and what 

language policies do they create in the classroom? (3) What is the relationship between 

teachers’ articulated and embodied ideologies and how does this relationship manifest in 

their classroom practice? 

In Chapters Two & Three, I will explore the theoretical frameworks and relevant 

literature that inform my analysis and interpretation of the data.  These will specifically 

focus on a postcolonial theoretical framework alongside perspectives related to language 

policy and language ideology. Chapter Four will provide an overview of my 

methodology, methods, and sites. Chapters Five-Seven will offer individual case studies 

of each participant. Chapter Eight will discuss the overarching themes and tensions. 

Chapters Nine and Ten will explore implications and future research trajectories and 

concluding thoughts. 
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Chapter 2:  Theoretical Framework 

“Un lenguaje que corresponde a un modo nuevo de vivir. Chicano Spanish is 
not incorrect, it is a living language.” –Gloria Anzaldúa, Borderlands/La Frontera 

 
The borderlands are geopolitical spaces of intersecting cultures, ideologies, 

political structures and languages. I draw on a (post)colonial theoretical framework 

emphasizing the historical impact of colonization processes, in Latin America and the 

U.S. southwest, on social and institutional structures, including language. Additionally, I 

look to language policy and planning (LPP) frameworks, influenced by language 

socialization and language ideology. Together, these frameworks help to disentangle how 

bilingual teachers from border communities understand and support bilingualism in their 

classrooms, influenced by sociopolitical and ideological contexts. 

THE BORDERLANDS AND POSTCOLONIAL LITERARY PERSPECTIVES 

The borderlands’ cultural and linguistic hybridity must be examined within the 

socio-historical processes and remnants of colonization. The violent contact of the West 

and the Americas incited a re-structuring of the social and political institutions of an 

entire continent and its established civilizations; its consequences are still profound in 

today’s economic, linguistic, and racial/ethnic structures and hierarchies (Loomba, 1998; 

Mignolo & Schiwy, 2003; Ortiz, 1978). The contact between civilizations also introduced 

a transmutation of existing sociopolitical structures; thereby birthing a hybridity, 

“borderlands”, experienced by the subaltern, or colonized Other (Anzaldúa, 2007; 

Mignolo, 2000; Ortiz, 1978; Spivak, 1988). I look to ideas of “transculturación” and 

“border theory” explored in Chicana/o and postcolonial literary scholarship to describe 

the cultural and linguistic vestiges of the (post)colonial era. 

Transculturación (transculturation) is the union of varying histories and 

cosmologies to form new ones, unique unto themselves. Furthermore, Ortiz (1978) 

contends that transculturación must be understood as an “imposed” process, developed 

by acquisition, loss and pain, through the convergence of existing indigenous 

civilizations, European arrivals, and the trans Atlantic slave trade. “It is a tool for nation-
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building in a society wherein homogeneity [must] account for mestizaje” (Mignolo, 2003, 

p. 20). Mestizaje emerged from the contact between the dominant and the dominated 

(Rama, 1989).  While transculturación is situated within (post)colonial perspectives, it is 

important to recognize that the very term “post colonialism” is in debate.  The era of 

colonialism is not over because colonization is not merely about the physical presence of 

a foreign government, but also about the pervasive and continuous consequences of 

invasion and intrusion (Loomba, 1998).  

Official European governance of the so-called “New World” has been removed 

by revolutions across Latin America. Yet, much of the socio-political structures 

established by colonizing, European governments, particularly those privileging 

hegemonic standards of race and language, remain intact (Loomba, 1998). (Post)colonial 

perspectives de-center the structures and hierarchies of colonizing powers by 

emphasizing subaltern experiences and perspectives (Anzaldúa, 2007; Mignolo, 2000; 

Spivak, 1988). Borderland perspectives challenge “normalized” perspectives and ways of 

being. 

Borders are set up to define the places that are safe and unsafe, to distinguish us 
from them. A border is a dividing line, a narrow strip along a steep edge. A 
borderland is a vague and undetermined place created by emotional residue of an 
unnatural boundary. It is in a constant state of transition. The prohibited and 
forbidden are its inhabitants. Los atravesados live here: the squint-eyed, the 
perverse, the queer, the troublesome, the mongrel, the mulato, the half-breed, the 
half dead; in short, those who cross over, pass over, or go through the confines of 
the “normal.” (Anzaldúa, 2007, p. 25)  
 

Anzaldúa’s (2007) “borderlands” are both literal and figurative. The Texas borderlands, 

the stretch from Brownsville to El Paso along the Rio Grande, are a space of the “in-

between” where two cultures, languages, economies and nations meet. This geopolitical 

space spans a history that includes its earliest indigenous inhabitants, Spanish 

colonization, Mexican sovereignty, and its annexation to the United States. Like Ortiz’s 

(1978) Cuba, the border region has been formed by the painful process of loss and gain 

that comes with colonization, revolution and war. However, in referring to los 

atravesados, Anzaldúa is also speaking to those outside normalized, hegemonic social 
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structures. These communities do not acquiesce to the racial/ethnic, sexual and linguistic 

categories created by powerful, colonizing governments and entities.  

In the transcendence of traditional notions of race/ethnicity, gender, and language, 

to name a few, new ways of being emerge—the transculturation process begins (Mignolo, 

2000; Ortiz, 1978). Therefore, the languaging processes, connected to identity, cannot be 

merely understood within the constraints of world languages like English and Spanish. 

Languaging must be understood within the historical context of the last 500 years that has 

violently re-structured social institutions and categories to form new and unique ways of 

being.  

Languaging 

(Post)colonial and borderlands literature defy the linguistic categories created in 

the shadow of colonization and imperialism. Mignolo (2000) contends that 

(bi)languaging practices of border communities dissolve the grammar—syntactic and 

lexical—structures of two world languages. Furthermore, he distinguishes bilingualism, 

an acquired skill, from (bi)languaging, a way of being connected to identity and history.  

From this perspective, “languaging” is a process for communicating, “interacting in 

language”, and community membership (Mignolo, 2000, p. 499). “Bilingualism” is an 

acquired skill engulfed in the grammar and politics regulating language; it derives from 

colonial structures using language as a vehicle to establishing nation-state identities, 

evangelizing indigenous communities, and maintaining hierarchy between the powerful 

and the powerless (Mignolo, 2000; Mignolo & Schiwy, 2003).  

Anzaldúa (2007) also interrupts the boundaries of world languages, paying 

particular attention to the relationship between language and identity. The 

transculturation process of the borderlands has left a displaced people, removed from 

delineated categories of language and nationality, with the necessity of creating their own 

(linguistic) identity.  
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A language which they can connect their identity to, one capable of 
communicating the realities and values true to themselves—a language which 
terms that are neither español ni inglés, both (Anzaldúa, 2007, p. 77). 
 

In centering the experiences of the “borderland” inhabitors, los atravesados or the 

subaltern, their experiences must be understood from their perspective. This includes 

describing and inhabiting their world through their own words, language, and 

understanding. By legitimizing the (bi)languaging practices of borderland communities, 

we remove the constraints of rules and structures imposed by colonizing structures and 

institutions, as Spivak (1988) suggests, we (literally) let the subaltern speak. 

 Similarly, the increased presence of multicultural and multilingual communities 

has contributed to new trends in language education focusing on the linguistic 

interactions of linguistically diverse classrooms (García, Woodley, Flores, & Chu, 2012; 

Gort & Sembiante, 2014; Martínez, Hikida & Durán, 2014). The growing influence of 

socioeconomic and trends like globalization, and continued technological development 

that continues to spur contact among people makes it necessary to give attention to 

practices where the use of world languages as we know them (i.e. English, Spanish, 

French, etc.) is not enough to describe the fluid language use of multilingual communities 

(García & Wei, 2014). Translanguaging is a term the bilingual research community is 

attempting to define, that in its most simple terms refers to the “alternating use of 

languages across language domains” (Williams, 1994, 1996 as cited in García & Wei, 

2014). However, other definitions have been expanded to include the use of more than 

one language to make meaning and shape experience (Baker, 2011), or to the ability to 

use multiple languages as an integrated system (Canagarajah, 2011). Ultimately, the 

languaging process is about meaning making in interaction 

 The interest in the innate languaging practices of multilingual communities 

suggests an emerging understanding of the sociopolitical contexts in which language 

occurs. Language contact phenomenon stems from the historical interactions brought 

upon by larger events related to conquest, colonization, and new trends of globalization. 
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However, these phenomena are still situated within pervasive ideological contexts 

anchored in the hierarchal social structures and institutions of the colonization process. 

LANGUAGE POLICY: CLASSROOMS AS SPACES OF NEGOTIATION 

Historically, language policy has played an important role in attempting to 

“normalize” dominated language minority communities (Mignolo, 2000). The influence 

of language policy has been particularly pervasive in the formation of nation-state 

identities, deriving from the idea that shared language and culture contribute to a 

cohesive political body (Wright, 2004). The conquest of the Americas in the 16th century 

pushed for Spanish language acquisition as part of the overall evangelization and 

colonization process (Mignolo, 2000). Colonized minority groups in the United States, 

including Native American, Mexicano, and Puerto Rican communities, have experienced 

U.S. schools’ “Americanization” process structured by language policies favoring 

English (Adams, 1988; San Miguel & Valencia, 1998; Spring, 1994).  

Language policy is defined by three important components: language practices, 

language ideology and beliefs, and the efforts to regulate linguistic practices (Spolsky, 

2004). The impact of language politics can be felt at both the macro and micro level, 

whether it be a national government sanctioning an official language or a parent 

determining what language(s) will be spoken in the home.  Current theories in the LPP 

scholarship take a multi-layered approach and position local agents as policymakers 

(Hornberger & Johnson, 2007; McGroarty, 2002; Ramanathan & Morgan, 2007; Ricento, 

2000; Spolsky, 2004). This is especially true in the schooling context, where official 

language and education policies are drafted by macro level political entities, such as 

federal institutions, and subsequently implemented by intermediary agencies and local 

agents, such as teachers.  At any level, language policy seldom occurs in a vacuum, but 

rather, is interpreted, implemented, and even resisted by ideologies and experiences 

within sociopolitical contexts (Hornberger & Johnson, 2007; Spolsky, 2004). Therefore, 

understanding DLBE teachers’ language ideologies and experiences is key to examining 

their negotiation of language and education policy mandates. 
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Bilingual education classrooms are at the intersection of macro level 

sociopolitical processes and micro level patterns of language use (Hornberger, 2002; 

García & Menken, 2010; Ricento, 2000). A multilayered language policy perspective 

examines classrooms as spaces of agency where local actors, such as teachers and 

students, implement, interpret and often resist policy initiatives (García & Menken, 2010; 

Hornberger & Johnson, 2007; Stritikus & García, 2000; Stritikus, 2006). This 

understanding of language policy complicates both the definition of who can be a 

language policymaker, and our understanding of language policy as a top-down process.   

Citing Hornberger and Ricento (1996), Hornberger and Johnson (2007) draw on 

an “onion” metaphor to chronicle the language policy implementation process across 

national, institutional, and interpersonal layers (p. 509). Their ethnographic research in 

two distinct contexts—School District of Philadelphia and a graduate bilingual 

intercultural education program in the Andean region—suggests that the “onion” 

metaphor reveals spaces of agency for local actors negotiating national and local 

educational initiatives.   

Language policy at any level is difficult to implement with consistency and 

fidelity (Spolsky, 2004).  For example, while education and language policy at the federal 

level has impacted the educational goals for language minority students in the U.S., 

bilingual education has varied across contexts in its goals and implementation based on 

the ideologies and practices of local agents.  

LANGUAGE IDEOLOGY AND SOCIALIZATION 

Language policy implementation at its various levels is defined by “all the 

language practices, beliefs [and ideologies], and management decisions of a community 

or polity” (Spolsky, 2004, p. 9).  Ideologies of the various local actors, including 

teachers, students, and administrators, require consideration to enable a more intricate 

understanding of teachers’ language policies and practices in the bilingual classroom.  It 

is important to understand that language ideologies are linked to macro level contexts, or 

as Errington (2001) argues, “ideologically grounded perceptions of language use can be 
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related to broader constellations of institutional forces, historical processes, and interests” 

(pg. 111).  Together, individual beliefs and ideologies paired with macro level forces 

construct what it means to be bilingual in the classroom and what linguistic practices 

have value. 

 Consensus on a cross-discipline definition of language ideology has been 

difficult to achieve.  At its most basic level, language ideologies have been explained as 

“accepted common sense” or “socially shared ideas” around language (Fairclough, 2001; 

van Dijk, 1998). Still, van Dijk (1998) suggests that these definitions are limited and need 

to include both cognitive and social processes. Errington (2010) defines language 

ideologies as “the situated, partial, and interested character of conceptions and uses of 

language” (p. 110). This definition suggests that language ideologies are fluid rather than 

static; they are contextualized by the situated nature of speakers’ identities and 

participation in social institutions and cultural/linguistic communities (Woolard, 1998).  

Furthermore, this relationship of language and thought connects to the way in which 

conceptions and uses of language are articulated and embodied (Kroskrity, 2004; Razfar, 

2005).   

Language is both a cultural tool and social institution; therefore, it is linked to 

how we make sense of the world (Erickson, 2004; Kress, 2008; Schiffrin, 1994; 

Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986). In seeking to understand language ideology, it is important to 

examine speakers’ identities and participation in social institutions and cultural/linguistic 

communities (Woolard, 1998).  Ideas about language and language use are developed 

within sociocultural contexts through everyday interactions.  An ethnography of 

communication approach to ideology looks at how speech communities’ linguistic 

practices reflect language beliefs related to cultural and social processes (Errington, 2010; 

Lippi-Green, 1997; Woolard, 1998).  These micro level interactions are reflective of, and 

shaped by, larger sociocultural and political processes. 

The influence of macro level contexts and social institutions makes it necessary to 

draw on a critical discourse approach that views language ideology as a sense-making 

process that regulates and stratifies linguistic and social practice; thereby making some 
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language practices and varieties more valuable than others (Bourdieu, 2003; Hall, 2008; 

Kress, 2008; van Dijk, 1998, 2008). By regulating localized practices, macro level 

entities, institutions and actors define what is and what is not “normal”. Therefore, a 

relationship exists, particularly in the classroom, between macro level ideologies and 

micro level patterns of interaction that is influenced by hegemonic forces and existing 

power structures (Erickson, 2004; Darder, 1991; Gramsci, 1972). 

Language ideologies examined within education contexts have been explored in 

the literature.  Researchers have focused on the language ideologies of children in 

bilingual classrooms (Martínez-Roldan & Malavé, 2004; Pastor, 2008; Volk & Angelova, 

2007), teachers’ language attitudes and ideologies (García-Nevarez, Stafford, & Arias, 

2005; Heineke, 2006; Martínez, Hikida & Durán, 2015; Razfar, 2005; Razfar & 

Rumenapp, 2012; Sayer, 2007), and institutionalized ideologies (Kiss, 2011; Pomerantz, 

2008) in bilingual or second language learning contexts in and out of the United States.  

While I draw on this literature, I particularly examine the theoretical discourse around 

language standardization (i.e. standard English or Spanish) as it relates to the language 

ideologies that influence the classroom. 

Standardized Language 

Language variation is a social tool that marks identities and sustains memberships 

and solidarity within a group (Alim, 2004; Bucholtz & Hall, 2005, 2008; Lippi-Green, 

1997; Zentella, 1997).  However, schooling institutions favor standardized language as 

superior and against which all other dialects must be measured.  Bourdieu (2003) 

cautions that creating an official, standardized language stratifies language varieties; 

speakers of the standard version acquire social and symbolic capital.  Speakers of non-

standard language varieties, on the other hand, are delegitimized.   

Schools in the U.S. context contribute to an English language standardization 

process (Lippi-Green, 1997). Language purism ideologies drive standardization and stem 

from larger goals of maintaining a national or group identity by avoiding foreign 

language elements or removing language practices perceived to be less sophisticated 
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(Spolsky, 2004). In advocating ideologies of language purism, schools focus on language 

form like correct grammar use and avoidance of colloquialism or language hybridization 

(Dorian, 1994).  Additionally, there is an existing conflation between academic language, 

or the specialized and situated language related to academic disciplines learned in schools 

(Gee, 2007; Scarcella, 2003), and “standard” language practices (Valdés, 2004).  Even 

enrichment bilingual education models, such as dual language bilingual education, expect 

students to learn and use standardized versions of English and Spanish rather than the 

hybrid language practices that are innate to bilingual speech communities.  Therefore, 

researchers are calling for the acceptance of language diversity in the classroom as part of 

the identities and localized communities to which linguistically and culturally diverse 

students belong (Alim, 2004; Martínez, 2010; Shohamy, 2006; Zentella, 1997), and as 

valuable to academic growth and achievement.   

Teachers’ language ideologies indexing standard language expectations can be 

evident in unofficial, classroom-based English-only policies, hypercorrection of language 

forms or repair (Godley et al., 2006; Kroskrity & Schieffelin, 1994; Razfar, 2005). The 

(trans)languaging practices of multilingual communities conflict with language purism 

ideologies (Martínez et al., 2015). Additionally, purist and “standard” language 

ideologies perpetuate deficit-based discourses of “languagelessness” (Rosa, 2010) or 

“semilingualism” (MacSwan, 2000) that further stigmatize language minority groups in 

society and the classroom (Anzaldúa, 2007; Delpit, 2002; Zentella, 1997).  

Valuing the linguistic resources of language minority communities does not 

negate the importance of addressing the complexities of academic language (Valdés, 

2001, 2004; Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000) or recognizing the linguistic capital of 

“standardized” language forms (Delpit, 2002). The privileged social status of 

“standardized” language varieties makes them important to address in the culturally and 

linguistically diverse classroom. “Non standard” practices should be valued alongside the 

teaching of “standard” practices to help students access academic success and 

opportunity (Delpit, 2002; Ladson-Billings, 2009; Martínez, 2010).  
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Language ideologies are formed by larger discourses and contexts, including the 

individual’s interactions and experiences within his/her larger social, cultural and 

linguistic communities.  Membership in these communities requires a process that 

socializes individuals into their communities’ practices and beliefs.  The following 

section explores the link between language and culture as it relates to speech 

communities’ socialization processes. 

Speech Communities and Language Socialization 

A speech community is defined as a community with shared rules of speech and 

interpretation (Gumperz, 1972; Hymes, 1974; Zentella, 1997) based on shared cultural 

knowledge.  Membership in a speech community requires shared knowledge of explicit 

and implicit rules, including communicative competence, or the ability to use language in 

a contextually appropriate manner that includes knowledge of situational context and 

audience (Hymes, 1974; Gumperz, 1972). Likewise, members of a speech community 

draw upon contextualization cues, or “aspects of language behavior (verbal and 

nonverbal signs) that relate what is said to the contextual knowledge that contributes to 

the presuppositions necessary to accurate[ly] inference what is meant” (Schiffrin, 1994, 

p. 100).  A speech community has shared knowledge of language and meaning that 

allows them to participate in everyday communication and interaction.  These necessary 

skills develop as individuals and groups’ “experience in activities” socialize them into 

their community’s communicative and social practices (Gutiérrez & Rogoff, 2003, p. 19; 

Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986; Ochs, 1993). The accrued knowledge of language and 

meaning is a result of experience and interaction, or the way in which members are 

socialized into a community’s norms and expectations.  

The language socialization literature makes a strong connection between language 

and culture in helping speech community members to adopt their communities’ social 

way of life, including bodies of social knowledge and patterns of language use (Black, 

2013; Garrett & Baquedano-López, 2002; Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986). Language becomes 

a tool for communicative negotiation and identity construction through interaction 
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(Bucholtz & Hall, 2005, 2008).  As members adopt these elements they become more 

adept at negotiating discourse structures in their linguistic communities as they are 

equipped to draw on the contextualized knowledge needed to engage in conversation and 

co-construct meaning.  Therefore, socialization is an interactive process in that it requires 

exposure and participation in linguistic experiences (Gutiérrez & Rogoff, 2003; 

Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986; Ochs, 1993). These experiences develop the individuals’ 

knowledge and linguistic resources to make them better apt, or competent, for everyday 

interactions in the community.  These linguistic resources will be explored further in this 

chapter as I review the literature on bilingual speech communities’ linguistic repertoires. 

 The primary literature on language socialization has emphasized first language 

acquisition among children in homogenous communities (Schieffelin & Ochs, 1986; 

Ochs, 1993), but a growing body of research has argued for and begun to explore 

language socialization processes in multicultural and multilingual contexts that go 

beyond mere language acquisition and link socialization with other phenomena, such as 

ideologies (Garrett & Baquedano-López, 2002; Karrebaek, 2013).  The shift to more 

diverse contexts makes sense in an increasingly globalized society and diverse 

classrooms. 

The speech community and language socialization lens offers insight to this 

research for two important reasons: (1) all three participants have grown up and been 

socialized in unique linguistic communities located on the U.S.-Mexico border, which 

has influenced their language ideologies and definitions of what it means to be bilingual, 

and (2) each observed classroom context is a speech community.  Classroom members, 

teacher and students, have unique linguistic practices and shared knowledge.  Through 

their daily interactions, they co-construct their communities’ understanding of what it 

means to be bilingual. 

I examine bilingual speech communities and their language practices within 

frameworks of language ideology, borderland and post colonial languaging perspectives 

to highlight two important ideas. First, bilingual speech communities have innate 

practices connected to their identity and ways of being that include, among others, “non 
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standard” language practices. Secondly, these practices and identities must be situated 

within larger historical processes of power and colonization that continue to regulate 

social institutions, including language and education. The next section will explore the 

practical embodiment of language policy and ideology in the bilingual classroom. 
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Chapter 3:  Literature Review 

“Human beings are not built in silence, but in word, in work, in action-
reflection.” –Paulo Freire, Pedagogy of the Oppressed 

 
The following literature review addresses the language policy literature regarding 

teachers as localized language and education policymakers, research on language use and 

separation in the DLBE classroom, and finally literature on bilingual speech communities 

and our linguistic practices. Together, these provide insight to what we already know 

about bilingual teachers negotiating language policy in the classroom and future 

directions of the research. 

TEACHER AS LANGUAGE POLICYMAKER 

Teachers are local level language policymakers negotiating top-down mandates 

through the influence of individual and social factors (García & Menken, 2010; Johnson, 

2010). Individual factors, such as prior (professional and personal) experiences, 

knowledge, and ideologies make each person’s perspective unique, and open up frames 

of interpretation. Likewise, social factors like top-down education policies and 

sociopolitical contexts intersect with individual factors.  Therefore, top-down policy 

mandates will never be implemented in exactly the same way across classrooms, even in 

the most restrictive spaces (García & Menken, 2010; Hornberger & Johnson; 2007; 

Johnson, 2010; Stritikus & García, 2000). The intersection of the social and individual 

creates unique spaces, or spaces of negotiation, that support varying beliefs, ideologies 

and language practices. 

Using data from a multi-year, qualitative ethnographic study drawing on 

discourse analytic research, Johnson (2010) concludes that educator’s beliefs regarding 

language minority students’ needs influence interpretations of language policies across 

national, state, and local levels.  Focusing on two district-level ESOL and bilingual 

programs directors as intermediaries of top-down policy and bottom-up implementation, 

Johnson (2010) demonstrates how different beliefs regarding language minority needs, 

varying interpretations of applied linguistic research, and federal policy influenced larger 
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program goals for one school district.  This was particularly highlighted in the shift from 

additive, dual language programs towards more English-centered, transitional bilingual 

programs with the change of program directors. 

Local actors’ preferences and beliefs appear to play an important role in how they 

choose to implement, negotiate, and sometimes reject restrictive English-only state laws, 

specifically those banning bilingual education.  Using logistic models and NCES School 

Staffing (SASS) data, Marschall et al. (2011) examine whether state policies constrain 

school-level efforts to accommodate EL students.  Findings suggested that EL 

instructional strategies do shift in the face of English-only laws towards English-only 

instruction especially when the law is explicit.  However, symbolic, vague policies leave 

more room for educators’ interpretation.  This is especially true in social contexts with 

large immigrant populations and schools with Latino faculty and staff; thereby, 

highlighting the influence of both individual and social factors. 

Stritikus and García (2000) used semi-structured interviews with 32 teachers 

across 8 California school districts to understand the implementation of Proposition 227, 

a voter-approved ballot proposition banning bilingual education.  Teachers’ reactions to 

Prop 227 ranged in perspectives from defiance to validation to anxiety.  The key factors 

influencing their reactions were individual characteristics, such as ideologies around 

bilingual education, their own educational experiences, and reasons for entering the 

teaching profession.  Likewise, external factors like district and school wide 

implementation played a factor. For example, administrator and colleague support were 

influential in teachers’ approach to language policy implementation.   

Teacher negotiation of policy impacts classroom practice, which in turn, impacts 

curriculum decisions and shapes classroom interaction across content areas, such as 

literacy instruction (García & Menken, 2010; Stritikus, 2006).  Galdames and Gaete 

(2010), for example, draw on ethnographic methods and policy analysis to understand 

how teachers resist and transform top-down mandates around a transformative literacy 

policy that shifted away from a more traditional phonics-based approach.  The authors 

conclude that despite best efforts on behalf of Chilean government officials, including 
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professional development and research speaking to the benefits of a transformative 

literacy program, teachers actively rejected policies that were in contradiction to their 

own pedagogical beliefs, teaching styles, and the needs of their students.   

In another example, Stritikus (2006) used multi-sited case studies of two teachers 

in California working under Prop 227 to examine how teachers’ language ideologies 

influenced their policy to practice process.  The author specifically focused on additive 

vs. subtractive approaches to teaching and learning, particularly in the area of literacy 

development.  Each teacher had different views regarding how language is best learned, 

the role of the home language, and the importance of language for national unity.  Ms. 

Elisa, a 3rd grade teacher working in a school that had maintained bilingual education 

despite the passage of Prop 227, believed her students’ native language had cultural, 

cognitive and academic value.  Likewise, she believed that students’ American identity 

was not contingent on being monolingual.  Her instruction incorporated Spanish, called 

for group dialogue, and invited use of students’ linguistic resources.   

In comparison, Ms. Connie, a 3rd grade teacher working in a school that had 

transitioned to English-only instruction, adhered to a one-language, one-nation ideology, 

and believed that her ELL students’ academic progress was hindered by their first 

language.  Her instruction was English-based, teacher-centered, and emphasized literacy 

skills, such as phonemic awareness and pronunciation.  So while these teachers taught in 

the same school district navigating the implementation of Prop 227, they did so in very 

divergent ways.  Each teacher’s approach was influenced by her school’s language policy 

implementation approach as well as her language ideologies regarding the benefits of the 

home language and identity.  In turn, these influenced their curriculum and classroom 

interactions as it pertained to literacy development for ELL students. 

The multi-layered process of language policy implementation makes 

standardization difficult.  Teachers’ lenses of interpretation make them local language 

policymakers and give them agency to alter or reject top-down initiatives.  The lack of 

standardization may give pause to policymakers and other top-level stakeholders (i.e. 

district level administrators or program developers) as this reality may undermine larger 
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state and/or district goals.  For example, some have argued that fidelity to a language 

education program model across classrooms within a school supports students’ language 

acquisition and academic success (Gómez, Freeman & Freeman, 2005; Lindholm-Leary, 

2001). Allowing a multiplicity of perspectives is a complex issue that may or may not 

result in productive teaching and learning environments.  

Still, others contend that teacher agency supports “negotiation” of spaces that may 

foster creativity and adapt policies for students’ experiences and needs, thereby 

supporting learning and achievement (Gutiérrez, Baquedano-López, & Tejeda, 1999; 

Hornberger and Johnson, 2007; Ladson-Billings, 2009; Stritikus, 2006).  Gutiérrez et al. 

(1999) used an ethnographic approach and a hybrid spaces—multi-voiced, 

polycontextual, and multi-scripted—theoretical lens to understand how negotiation 

spaces, which are diverse and tension-filled, expand learning in a dual language 

classroom. The classroom teacher they studied, a bilingual and bicultural individual, 

expressed a strong belief that learning was a social process supported by a variety of 

language practices and cultural knowledge, which the data suggested allowed for 

children’s language and literacy development. 

The language policy implementation process is a complex process of constant 

negotiation.  The lack of standardization has the possibility of opening up classroom 

spaces for teacher agency, and to ensure equitable learning spaces for marginalized 

communities.  As classrooms are ideological and implementational spaces (Hornberger & 

Johnson, 2007), they also become second classrooms, “alternative pedagogical spaces” 

that stem from students’ interests, forms of cultural expression and deviate from the 

formal curriculum (Campano, 2007, p. 40).  However, these alternative spaces require 

that teachers see themselves as agents of change (Villegas & Lucas, 2002) and be 

reflective about their cultural and linguistic frames of reference (Rychly & Graves, 2012).  

In other words, teachers must be open to understanding how their cultural and linguistic 

experiences and ideologies influence their pedagogical practice.   

Creating second classroom spaces requires teachers to proactively deviate from 

the curriculum to support students’ language and literacy development.  For some 
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teachers, particularly those working with historically marginalized communities, their 

pedagogy has the potential to be a political act that requires negotiating policy and 

incorporates their students’ cultural and linguistic knowledge to ensure equitable learning 

opportunities. 

BILINGUAL SPEECH COMMUNITIES: LINGUISTIC REPERTOIRES IN THE CLASSROOM 

As described earlier, a speech community is defined as a community with shared 

rules of speech and interpretation, which requires shared knowledge of explicit and 

implicit rules and situational context, including communicative competence and 

understanding contextualization cues (Gumperz, 1972; Hymes, 1974; Zentella, 1997). 

Likewise, its variations have important implications for how speakers make meaning and 

engage in their communities via their linguistic resources and repertoires. 

 As speakers engage in co-construction of meaning through communication and 

interaction, speech community members must draw on linguistic resources to navigate 

various contexts and interlocutor interpretations. The “totality of resources available to 

members of a speech community”, or linguistic repertoires, highlight language 

distinctions and stylistic variations across domains (i.e. home, school, work, etc.) and 

audience (Gumperz, 1972, p. 20; Labov, 1969. It should be noted that according to Labov 

(1969), “bilingual individuals rarely use both languages over all domains but rather show 

a comparable specialization of languages and uneven distribution of styles within these 

languages” (p. 21). In other words, bilinguals use both languages in different ways and in 

different contexts depending on their social interactions and positioning (Davies & Harré, 

1990).  Pragmatically, their stylistic ranges in each language may vary and may be used 

in the particular domains and groups in which they participate (Urciuoli, 1985).  

Bilingual communities and speakers rely on translanguaging skills, or hybrid 

language practices as part of their linguistic repertoires.  These span across everyday 

interactions, and accomplish functions such as identity construction and alignment (Alim, 

2004; Chun, 2004; Zentella, 1997), family and community empowerment (Freeman, 

2004; Orellana, 2009).  They draw on an extensive linguistic repertoire that includes code 
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switching and style shifting.  The following literature examines bilingual speakers use of 

linguistic repertoires, including resources such as code-switching and style shifting. 

Linguistic Resources: Getting Things Done 

Linguistic resources are tools that allow speakers to “get things done” through 

communication as they move across domains and audiences (Erickson, 2004; Labov, 

1969).  Style shifting, for example, is a situated, but universal practice, across speech 

communities determined by interlocutor relationships, social contexts, and topics (Alim, 

2004; Labov, 1969).  Likewise, for bilingual communities in particular, tools such as 

code switching are an important part of those resources.  

Code switching is a language contact phenomenon that is natural to bilingual 

communities (Gumperz & Cook-Gumperz, 2005), structured or rule-governed (Toribio, 

2004) and pragmatic (Urciuoli, 1985).  Following Gumperz and Cook-Gumperz (2005), I 

look at code switching as a linguistic practice which “involve[s] real life actors 

interacting in everyday situations in pursuit of their own context specific communicative 

goals and are, by their very nature, collaborative endeavors requiring active cooperation 

from speakers and listeners” (p. 4).  Code switching, in other words, is a tool in the 

linguistic repertoire of bilingual speakers that allows them to achieve both 

communicative functions, as well as, co-construct meaning with other interlocutors.  

These two goals are achieved through the intersection of the linguistic and the social 

(Gumperz & Cook-Gumperz, 2005) in conversational practice. 

Larger discourses and ideologies of language and power have stratified linguistic 

practices placing a higher value on standardized language varieties, which gives 

particular social and linguistic capital to speakers of those varieties, especially in schools 

(Bourdieu, 2003; Gumperz & Cook-Gumperz, 2005).  However, as described above, 

local actors have opened up implementational spaces (Hornberger, 2005) by using 

bilingual communicative practices, such as code switching.  These linguistic practices 

have potential to further develop linguistic resources, which make them highly useful in 
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the bilingual classroom.  However, larger language policies may often limit the potential 

of these resources.  

Zentella (1997) used a hybrid approach to discourse analysis that draws on 

ethnography of communication and interactional sociolinguistics to understand 

bilingualism among the children of El Bloque, a Puerto Rican neighborhood in New York 

City’s east Harlem.  The children’s everyday bilingual communication practices, such as 

code switching, knowledge of audience, and conversational strategies, allowed them to 

participate in community life.   

Zentella believes bilingualism to be central to community identity; therefore, she 

examines the children’s communicative practices within a specific social context and 

speech community.   “The speech community’s language patterns are related to cultural 

norms which reflect, and are shaped by, larger political, socioeconomic, and cultural 

forces” (p. 5). Bilingual language practices have an important role in the everyday lives 

of these children as they not only interact in this community, but are socialized into their 

communities’ expectations, values and morals.  The children of El Bloque used their 

bilingual communicative competences to navigate and establish relationships with their 

peers and elders.  Their use of Spanish in the presence of older community members 

showcased the cultural expectations of this community for the elderly; likewise, use of 

English in the presence of non-bilinguals displays a cultural expectation for respect and 

inclusivity.   

In his sociolinguistic study of a Black American speech community, Alim (2004) 

used semi-structured conversations to simulate natural conversation.  Transcriptions of 

interlocutor utterances were examined for linguistic variables, such as copula absence, 

third person singular  –s absence, possessive –s absence, plural –s absence, and invariant 

be, to better understand the co-construction of speech style.  These linguistic variables 

were connected to larger identity characteristics of gender, race, and Hip Hop cultural 

knowledge. 

Similarly, Chun (2009) used an interactional sociolinguistic approach to examine 

style shifting among immigrant and non-immigrant Asian American youth as they used 
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language as a frame for accommodation or mocking.  Non-immigrant Asian American 

youth drew on contextualizing cues that included code switching and “foreigner talk” to 

accommodate their immigrant peers. However, sometimes “foreigner talk” was used as a 

mocking device. Through language, the Asian American youth in the study navigated 

their bicultural and bilingual identities to both distance and align themselves to their 

linguistic/ethnic communities. 

The intersection of identity factors like race/ethnicity, social class, and language 

add complexity to the distinction between (bi)languaging and bilingualism (Mignolo, 

2000). Bilingualism, a skill, can be learned in the classroom and developed; yet, 

(bi)languaging is connected to identity, and a way of being, that stems from language-in-

interaction tied to larger processes of socialization, community membership, and 

sociolinguistic histories.  Linguistic repertoires support speech community members as 

they navigate the communicative competences and contextualization cues necessary for 

community linguistic interaction and belonging. As interlocutors use language to co-

construct meaning or mark identity and membership, they engage in language variations, 

such as code and style shifting, which are natural to speech communities.  For bilingual 

speakers, their linguistic repertoires allow them to access a range of linguistic resources 

across languages and domains; they are constantly negotiating and constructing meaning, 

identities, and membership.  These are complex processes that rarely get recognized by 

schools and larger discourses on language education that push for English acquisition 

sometimes at the expense of the home language.   

Accessing and developing heritage bilingual children’s linguistic repertoires is 

important for their continued participation in their communities’ linguistic, social and 

cultural practices.  Bringing these linguistic practices into the classroom in purposeful 

ways can add value to the enrichment bilingual education models that today’s language-

as-resource (Ruiz, 1984) paradigms advocate. However, the way in which language 

education programs approach bilingualism can influence children’s bilingual 

development.  Bilingual education programs historically ascribe to diglossic views, two 

languages used separately for different contexts and purposes (Fishman, 1969). This 
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perspective presents a view of bilingualism as two separate languages, which is contrary 

to the communicative practice of bilingual communities.  The next section will explore 

language use and language separation policies in bilingual classrooms. 

LANGUAGE USE AND LANGUAGE SEPARATION IN THE DLBE CLASSROOM 

Since the beginning of bilingual education, researchers have examined bilingual 

classroom interactions through discourse analysis to understand sociolinguistic 

phenomena such as code switching, and the situated and sequential nature of classroom 

discourse (Martin-Jones, 2000). Shifting demographics and the growing popularity of 

new language models, such as dual language education (DLBE), have expanded the 

bilingual contexts to be examined and engaged researchers in taking a more critical lens 

by contextualizing classroom interactions and language use within larger socio-historical 

contexts (De Jong & Howard, 2009; Fitts, 2006; Howard et al., 2003; Martin-Jones, 

2000; Palmer, 2008, 2009; Potowski, 2004).  This critical approach has raised questions 

regarding diglossic approaches to bilingualism, such as language separation, that precede 

the bilingual communicative practices and interactions.  

Current research trends suggest that translanguaging practices have academic and 

pedagogical benefits, and as resources, may be hindered by strict language separation 

policies (Creese & Blackledge, 2010; Gort & Pontier, 2013; Lee et al., 2008; Martin-

Beltran, 2010).  These findings align with research on bilingual communicative practices, 

which argue that bilingual communities use translanguaging practices to perform a 

variety of communicative functions and meaning making processes (Alim, 2004; García, 

2009; Gumperz & Cook-Gumperz, 2005; Orellana, 2001, 2009; Potowski, 2004; 

Zentella, 1997).  Similar to earlier research trends in bilingual classrooms, many of the 

studies draw on qualitative, discourse analysis approaches coupled with ethnographic 

methods (Martin-Jones, 2000).  
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Opening Up Implementational Spaces 

The literature regarding bilingual interaction and language use suggests that 

students and teachers’ simultaneous use of two languages opens up opportunities for 

metalinguistic awareness, language learning, and problem-solving strategies (Creese & 

Blackledge, 2010; Fitts, 2006; Gort & Pontier, 2013; Lee et al., 2008; Martin-Beltran, 

2010; Palmer, Martínez, Mateus & Henderson, 2014).  These resources are important for 

opening up implementational spaces for bilingual and biliteracy development of 

emerging bilinguals and particularly heritage language speakers (Hornberger, 2005).  

However, the literature also suggests that while both teachers and students open up 

interactional spaces for bilingual communicative interaction in fruitful ways, these are 

still limited, because they only draw on a small portion of the vast linguistic repertoires 

that bilinguals use through their translanguaging practices.   

In their study of two pre-school DLBE classrooms, Gort and Pontier (2013) found 

that bilingual teachers’ translanguaging practices during interactive contexts, such as read 

alouds and Show and Tell, helped to support students’ bilingual competencies, but at the 

same time allowed teachers to negotiate communicative, academic and management 

functions.  These teachers were Latina females and native Spanish speakers.  While they 

maintained the monolingual use of the designated language space as dictated by the 

language separation component of their adopted DLBE model, they were still involved in 

bilingual interactions to model the function of bilingual communication skills as 

academic resources.  Therefore, they negotiated language policies to open up 

interactional spaces where hybrid language practices would be useful.   

Lee et al. (2008) also examined DLBE classroom interactions in two kindergarten 

classrooms with a strict language separation policy.  Content area instruction was divided 

between two classrooms, one English and one Spanish, each taught by English-Spanish 

bilingual teachers.  Consequently, the authors argue, these divisions created parallel 

monolingual spaces that positioned each teacher, and even students, as monolingual 

rather than bilingual speakers.  Students, however, did find ways to include their hybrid 

language practices at the lexical level. Students did not consistently follow the teachers’ 



 31 

one-teacher-one-language example, but rather found subtle, if limited, ways in which to 

draw from their linguistic resources.  The strict enforcement of the language separation 

model diminished the bilingual interactional spaces available to both students and 

teachers.   

Well aligned with the language policy literature, these studies demonstrate that 

teachers and students have agency to upend even the most restrictive language policies.  

Both teachers and students draw on their linguistic toolkits for multiple interactional 

activities.  Bilingual interactions do seem to provide communicative and academic 

resources to support language and literacy development, including negotiating meaning 

and metalinguistic awareness. Sometimes these opportunities are directly supported by 

teachers’ direct use of their own bilingual repertoires to model, engage in communicative 

interactions and enable students’ bilingual development (Gort & Pontier, 2013).  

Sometimes, these communicative opportunities are seized by students (Lee et al., 2008); 

they are essentially bricoleurs, or people “making do with what is available at hand” 

(Erickson, 2004) rather than conscientiously using their linguistic repertoires in 

purposeful ways (Creese & Blackledge, 2010).   

Some researchers are arguing that it would be more fruitful to turn our attention to 

language learning settings outside of state/federal schooling contexts. Using a multi-site 

case study methodology, Creese and Blackledge (2013) examined teacher and students’ 

translanguaging practices at four complementary schools, or heritage language schools, 

of Turkish, Gujurati, Cantonese/Mandarin, and Bengali throughout the United Kingdom. 

The authors found that heritage languages and English were used simultaneously for a 

variety of functions, including conveying a message, engaging audience, clarifying and 

establishing pedagogical tasks.  Additionally, teachers used translanguaging practices for 

scaffolding during read alouds, discussion, and vocabulary development.    

Essentially, Creese and Blackledge (2010) argue that teachers in these types of 

schools use “a flexible bilingual approach” to instructions and in the process recognize 

and connect their students’ social, cultural and linguistic domains (p. 112).  The authors 

do not negate the existence of pervasive standardized language ideologies in 
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complementary school contexts; however, there appears to be a larger degree of freedom 

to access and develop the teachers and students’ full linguistic repertoire for academic 

purpose.   

These samplings of the literature around translanguaging practices in the 

classroom offer insight to the potential of these linguistic resources if validated in the 

bilingual and/or dual language classroom.  In describing her continua of biliteracy, 

Hornberger (2003) reasons that bilingualism and literacy cannot be understood in binaries 

(i.e. first language/second language, monolingual/bilingual, etc.); rather, these are 

theoretical endpoints on a series of nested and complex continua (p. 5).  Likewise, 

classrooms with diverse language speakers and emergent bilinguals, or “students who 

through school and through acquiring [a second language] are becoming bilingual,” 

(García, 2009, p. 2) must mirror this complexity by opening language separation policies 

towards more flexible and fluid language spaces. 

A CONTRIBUTION 

The language policy and classroom translanguaging literature highlights the ways 

in which teachers draw on their linguistic resources and ideologies to open up their 

classrooms’ implementational and ideological spaces.  As bilinguals and/or heritage 

language speakers, the teachers in the cited studies are able to access their linguistic 

resources and their students in ways that might not come as easily to monolingual 

teachers.  Still, there seems to be a lack of research that examines the careful thinking and 

reflecting of bilingual teachers.  Many of the teachers in the studies presented were 

English-Spanish bilinguals; however, not much is known about their ponderings 

regarding language, bilingualism, and linguistic practices.  This study has tried to begin 

to fill this gap in the research literature. 

Little time is dedicated to teachers’ own bilingual experiences and how these 

might shape their personal definitions of what it means to be bilingual and how those 

ideologies may or may not shape their curricular choices or pedagogical practices.  

Bilingual teachers have a two-fold function in their classrooms because as teachers they 
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must facilitate bilingual communicative practices in a way that supports students’ 

bilingual and biliteracy development, but as bilingual speakers, they must use their 

linguistic toolkits to engage in bilingual classroom interactions (Gort & Pontier, 2013).  

These complex roles make it important to explore their thought processes coupled with 

their linguistic and pedagogical practice. In this study, I made an effort to understand 

both the participants’ thought processes/language ideologies, and their linguistic and 

pedagogical practice, through a combination of in-depth interviews and ongoing 

observations. 

Finally, the participants in my study bring an added layer of uniqueness.  While 

they are Spanish bilingual, heritage language speakers, they grew up and were socialized 

into bilingual and bicultural communities on the U.S.-Mexico border.  As stated above, 

this geopolitical space requires unique sociocultural, linguistic and historical insights that 

dissolve traditional understandings of bilingualism.  
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Chapter 4:  Methodology 

“I am a border woman. I grew up between two cultures, the Mexican (with a heavy 
Indian influence) and the Anglo (as a member of a colonized people in our own 

territory). I have been straddling that tejas-Mexican border, and others, all my life.” 
-Gloria Anzaldúa, Borderlands/La Frontera 

 
This multisite case study (Merriam, 1998) employs ethnographic methods to 

understand the language ideologies, classroom-level language policies and linguistic 

practices of three teachers, all from Spanish bilingual heritage language communities on 

the U.S.-Mexico border.  The case study approach emphasizes the social unit, or bounded 

system, such as a person, group, and/or activity, to examine the interaction of important 

contextual factors particular to that unit (Dyson & Genishi, 2005; Merriam, 1998, 2002; 

Stake, 1995). In this particular study, I use the classroom as a bounded system, and 

speech community, where members draw on shared knowledge, competencies, and cues 

to convey meaning and co-construct knowledge through their interactions.   

While all three communities are bilingual classrooms, their members (teacher and 

students) bring unique experiences, linguistic repertoires, and ideologies that make each 

space unique.  The uniqueness of each classroom contributes to the complexity of 

linguistic interaction, ideology, and language policy implementation.  I worked with each 

teacher participant as an individual and as part of a group—heritage language speakers 

negotiating the constraints of a top-down implemented dual language bilingual education 

(DLBE) program with their personal definition, as shaped by their experiences and 

language practices, of what it means to be bilingual.   

Additionally, the study draws on an ethnography of communication approach and 

interactional sociolinguistics to examine how micro-level communicative practices 

influence and are influenced by larger macro-level issues of language variety use and 

bilingualism.  The ethnography of communication approach examines the culture of a 

speech community, a community with shared rules of speech and interpretation (Hymes, 

1974; Labov, 1969), through its communicative practices and patterns (Cameron, 2001; 
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Schiffrin, 1994). Drawing from the field of anthropology and linguistics, the ethnography 

of communication approach views language and communication as cultural knowledge.  

Therefore, language is both a tool, used to express, share, and spread ideas, and the object 

of research (Hymes, 1974; Schiffrin, 1994).   

The interactional sociolinguistics approach looks at small and subtle variations of 

language use to inform macro level social meanings (Cameron, 2001; Erickson, 2004; 

Gumperz, 1972). Like the ethnography of communication approach, there is an emphasis 

on language, culture, and society (Schiffrin, 1994).  However, in contrast to the 

ethnography of communication approach, Gumperz (1972) suggests that communication 

is not rule governed, but rather socially and culturally relative or situated.  Interactional 

sociolinguistics, like ethnography of communication, also draws on the concept of the 

speech community in which speakers use contextualization cues, or “aspects of language 

behavior (verbal and nonverbal signs) that relate what is said to the contextual knowledge 

that contributes to the presuppositions necessary to accurate[ly] inference what is meant” 

(Schiffrin, 1994, p. 100).  To better understand the significance of variations in language 

use, researchers drawing from interactional sociolinguistics use the utterance in 

conversation as the unit of analysis.  By focusing on the utterance, researchers can 

identity the specific contextualizing information, such as prosody, paralinguistic cues, 

code-switching, and/or stylistic shifts that have particular meaning (Cameron, 2001).   

The focus on micro level interactions to understand macro level contexts is a 

commonality between the ethnography of communication and interactional 

sociolinguistics approaches to discourse.  Both approaches supplement each other well; 

the attention that interactional sociolinguistics gives to subtle linguistic variations 

supports the examination of communicative patterns that reflect the cultural context of a 

community. For these reasons, I look to these approaches in my study.   

I examine classrooms as speech communities because members share common 

communicative patterns and interpretations of meaning. The DLBE classroom is a 

bilingual speech community with varying degrees of bilingualism among students and the 

teacher.  I look to the communicative patterns, subtle linguistic variations, and language 
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choice of the teacher to gain insight into how language use relates to larger language 

ideologies.  I particularly examine how the hybrid language practices of teachers who 

grew up in bilingual speech communities near the U.S.-Mexico border influence their 

classroom practice and define bilingual spaces. 

Bilingual speech communities use unique communication practices and patterns 

that are shaped by larger social contexts.  For the most part, these hybrid language 

practices do not conform to standardized notions of language emphasized in schools. 

However, as Zentella (1997) and Alim (2004) demonstrated, speakers in marginalized 

speech communities have communicative competence and strategies that allow them to 

shift between languages and styles to achieve certain communicative goals.  More 

importantly, ethnography of communication and interactional sociolinguistic approaches 

to discourse analysis support the argument that linguistic practices, patterns and 

interactions are highly connected to community identity and larger social categories.   

SITES AND PARTICIPANTS 

Following the multi-layered process of language policy implementation, I find it 

necessary to explore various context levels in which the study’s participants and sites are 

situated.  The participants are not just bilingual teachers; they are Spanish/English 

heritage language speakers who have grown up, lived, and worked within specific 

geopolitical spaces.  These spaces encompass the complex and intersecting realities of 

border communities, school districts, and the classroom.  

The Border and Geopolitics 

The concept of “border” is broadly defined and relative to one’s location.  Having 

grown up in a “border community” located 10 miles north of the Rio Grande River, a 

physical border, my sense of border communities has often been limited to the land 

between the U.S. and Mexico that stretches 2,000 miles from Texas to California.  

However, the national public discourse around the concept of “border” often refers to the 

four border states that are neighbors to Mexico—Texas, New Mexico, Arizona and 
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California. I have chosen participants raised from childhood through adolescence on the 

Texas border.   

 

Figure 1: Texas Border, El Paso to Brownsville1. 

The border states’ historical identities are connected to events and processes of conquest, 

conflict, and colonization (Anzaldúa, 2007).  Additionally, human migration, whether 

from westward expansion or immigration, have made these diverse, but tension-filled 

geopolitical spaces. Texas, specifically, has a multicultural and multilingual history.  

Languages other than English have been part of the state’s sociocultural landscape for 

centuries as various groups have migrated and settled to the area, including Native 

American groups, Spanish explorers, Mexican communities, and German or Czech 

enclaves (Blanton, 2004). Unlike other border states, such as Arizona and California, 

Texas has managed to elude strict English-only laws or bilingual education bans.  

                                                
1 TCEQ Border Affairs (2014) https://www.tceq.texas.gov/assets/public/comm_exec/pubs/gi/gi-392.pdf 
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However, this does not erase the historical tensions that have existed between the state’s 

mostly Mexican-American political minority and the European American political 

majority, particularly around schools and language. 

 Like other territories of the American southwest annexed after the Treaty of 

Guadalupe Hidalgo in 1847, Mexican-Americans and other Latino groups, both native-

born and immigrant, living in Texas have experienced both plight and struggle in the 

pursuit of educational equality (San Miguel & Valencia, 1998).  These communities have 

invoked the power of protest, such as those of Crystal City, and the courts, like Pickard 

vs. Castañeda, to ensure their children’s access to educational opportunities, as well as to 

maintain their community’s bilingual and bicultural identity.  

 For many who have grown up in the border region, heritage language and cultural 

maintenance are important, especially because border communities live bilingual and 

bicultural experiences everyday.  In some instances, these experiences are transnational, 

both figuratively and literally with experiences in the U.S. and Mexico.  Transnational 

experiences, referring to systems and relationships that span two nations, complicate pre-

determined notions of citizenship (Sánchez, 2007). U.S. border communities have 

depended on their Mexican neighbors (and vice versa) throughout the centuries for 

economic, political and interpersonal matters.  

School District and Dual Language Bilingual Education 

This study took place within a large Texas school district during the 2013-2014 

academic year.  A plethora of economic and political issues have contributed to the area’s 

growth and increasing diversity.  In the 2009 academic year, the school district adopted a 

50/50 model for dual language education that had originally been developed and 

implemented on the Texas border.  The popularity of DLBE stems largely from their 

potential to support academic achievement, bilingualism and cross-cultural 

communication (Cloud et al., 2000; Collier & Thomas, 2000; Howard, Sugarman & 

Christian, 2003). Like most DLBE programs, the adopted program required teachers to 

separate languages for academic instruction, teaching subject areas either in English or 
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Spanish. By 2010, the DLBE program had been implemented at ten elementary campuses 

(PK-1st) that had applied to pilot the program.  Since 2011, the Spanish-English 50/50 

model has been implemented at 62 elementary campuses and will be phased into the 

remaining grade levels, up to the fifth grade, by the 2015-2016 academic year.  At the 

time of the study, the DLBE program was in the process of being phased into the fourth 

grade.   

Prior studies examining DLBE implementation have shown that district-wide 

implementation can be complex at the campus and classroom levels (Palmer, Zúñiga, & 

Henderson, In press).  Teachers contend with issues such as limited resources and 

professional development; likewise, teachers in the upper elementary grades must often 

negotiate the bilingual goals of the model with the monolingual expectations of the 

state’s accountability system.  These issues can result in teachers deviating from the 

model and relying on their own professional experiences and/or more traditional 

classroom instruction methods, such as teacher-directed instruction (Palmer, Henderson, 

Wall, Zúñiga & Berthelsen, 2015).  

The 50-50 Model 

The district offers both one and two-way program models. All elementary schools 

offering bilingual education services are implementing a so-called “one-way,” or 

developmental bilingual education model, which offers English and Spanish to native-

Spanish speakers.  Nine other campuses offer two-way DLBE models where two 

different language groups are learning English and Spanish together.  My three 

participants were assigned to “one-way” DLBE classrooms in the 2013-2014 academic 

year. Regardless of the one- or two-way classroom label, the 50-50 model called for 

equally divided language instruction by content area (Gómez et al., 2005). 
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Content 
Areas 

Grade Levels Language of Instruction 

 
Reading & 
Language Arts 

Pre-Kindergarten 
Kindergarten 
Grade 1 

Native Language 

 
Grade 2-5 

 
Both languages 

 
 
Mathematics 

 
 
Pre-Kindergarten-Grade 5 

 
 
English 

 
Science & Social 
Studies 

 
Pre-Kindergarten-Grade 5 

 
Spanish 

Table 1: District Dual Language Designation by Content Area. 
 
In addition to separating languages by content area, the model called for campus 

language days, which alternate daily between English and Spanish.  Language of the Day 

is designated for incidental language like giving directives and talk in informal spaces 

like recess or lunch.  Heterogeneous groupings, such as bilingual pairs or bilingual 

learning centers, during instructional time are also a requisite.  Finally, classroom 

environmental print is expected to display English and Spanish side-by-side with English 

print coded in blue and Spanish print coded in green.  DLBE teachers and administrators 

are required to adhere to a checklist of items that are inspected during campus visits by 

the program implementation consultants. 

Participants 

The three participants for this study are 1st-3rd grade elementary teachers who 

grew up in bilingual border communities on the Texas U.S.-Mexico border and now 

teach in DLBE classrooms in the district. The teachers ranged in their years of teaching 

experience, age, socioeconomic status, experiences growing up in border communities, 
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and ideas about what it means to be bilingual. In the following sections, I will offer an 

overview of each participant’s professional and personal experiences. A more in depth 

description of their articulated and embodied ideologies will be explored in subsequent 

chapters. All names are pseudonyms. 

“Raquel” 

Raquel is a veteran, traditionally certified bilingual teacher of more than 35 years 

with early childhood education, bilingual education, English as a Second Language 

certifications, and a Master’s in Reading. Her 35 years of teaching had been at her current 

campus, Colorado Elementary. In the 2013-2014 school year, Raquel was a third grade 

teacher with an “official” one-way dual language assignment. However, she was forced 

to contend with the state’s high-stakes assessment and teach content in English. 

Raquel was born and raised in Laredo, a border city across the Rio Grande from 

Nuevo Laredo, Tamaulipas. Like most Texas border cities, Laredo’s population was 

mostly Mexican/Mexican-American and bilingual. She was an only child in a middle 

class, mostly Spanish-speaking household. Her father came from Mexico with his father, 

who helped bring an antimony smelter to the Laredo community.  As a young adult, her 

father entered the armed forces during World War II as a way to gain his citizenship, and 

at the end of the war returned to the smelter company, where he had interned with his 

father, as a foreman. He had hoped to return to Mexico, but Raquel’s mother, while a 

very proud Mexicana, believed the best opportunities for her family were in the United 

States.  Her mother had grown up del otro lado, the Mexican side of the border, in Nuevo 

Laredo and spoke English fairly well.  Raquel described her as a very independent 

woman with high expectations. Raquel’s mother stayed at home and was persistent about 

Raquel’s education.  It was understood that she would be going to college.  “I was going 

to get good grades. I was going to go to college.  There was no ifs or buts about that.”    

Raquel identified Spanish as her first language and part of family life.  

Communication was mostly in Spanish, her father was Spanish dominant, and regular 

trips to Nuevo Laredo were common for family visits and running errands.  Raquel’s 
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mother spoke English and had English reading materials like magazines and newspaper. 

Raquel’s dominant language shifted to English when she entered school. She described 

Spanish as acquired in the home through everyday interactions, while English was 

learned through formal instruction.  Raquel was not confident in her proficiency in either 

language. Regarding Spanish, she believed that not having formally learned the language, 

especially by reading and writing, hindered her proficiency, which she was able to 

improve through exposure to academic texts throughout her teaching experience. In 

college, Raquel had struggled with academic writing, and often found herself trying to 

define her thoughts in English before speaking. After more than three decades away from 

Laredo, Raquel considered English to be her dominant language, but she drew on Spanish 

to scaffold student learning, reinforce concepts and communicate with students. 

Additionally, Raquel’s college experience introduced her to existing education 

inequities that made her feel less academically prepared than her classmates from more 

well-resourced communities. Her school’s neighborhood, to which she had belonged for 

the last three decades, was experiencing major gentrification shifts forcing long time 

residents out. These experiences led Raquel to deeply value preparing her students as 

much as possible and provide them equitable learning opportunities. 

“Roberto” 

Roberto was an alternatively certified teacher of four years who had just moved to 

the area to begin graduate school. He had taught in bilingual classrooms on the Texas 

border, and accepted a third grade teaching assignment at Castillo Elementary. Roberto 

was officially assigned to a “one-way” DLBE classroom, but as his grade level contended 

with the pressures of the state’s standardized assessment, he was assigned to teaching 

math and science to a “one-way” DLBE group in the morning and an English-only group 

in the afternoon. 

Roberto was born and raised in El Paso, Texas in a multicultural and 

intergenerational home. His mother was born in Mexico and raised on the Mexican side 

of the border near Brownsville, Texas, and immigrated to El Paso as a teenager.  
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Roberto’s father immigrated as a young adult to El Paso from Iran. Roberto identified 

Spanish as the primary language spoken in his early childhood.  While his father was 

fluent in Farsi, he did not consistently speak it at home, and used English or occasionally 

Spanish.  Roberto had visited Iran and explained that he could somewhat understand what 

was said, but not consider himself conversational in the language . His mother began to 

learn English and this marked a shift towards English in his home.  However, when he 

was in third grade, Roberto’s grandmother moved into his home from Mexico forcing 

communication in Spanish.  

Roberto’s multilingual and multicultural identity brought personal conflict as he 

strived to fit into the traditional Mexican/American binaries of the Texas border. While 

he had grown up in a bilingual home and minored in Spanish in college, Roberto was 

most comfortable speaking and teaching in English. Roberto’s assignment required that 

he teach math in English and science in Spanish. Science terminology sometimes 

presented a challenge, but while Roberto was less confident in his Spanish proficiency he 

still drew on it in the classroom to scaffold instruction and communicate with his 

students. 

“Pablo” 

Pablo came to teaching as an adult after working several years as a teacher aide at 

a school for blind and visually impaired students. Traditionally certified, Pablo had 

certifications in bilingual and special education, and a decade of teaching experience. 

Pablo was a first-grade teacher with a self-contained “one-way” DLBE assignment also at 

Colorado Elementary.   

Pablo was born  in Mexico, approximately 450 km from the U.S.-Mexico border; 

when he was a young child, his family moved to Ciudad Juárez, a large Mexican city 

across the bridge from El Paso, Texas.  His father commuted daily into El Paso where he 

worked as a diesel mechanic.  By the time Pablo reached the age of five, his entire 

immediate family had obtained their residency visas to move to El Paso.  He was the last 
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of the children to have been born in Mexico; his younger siblings were born in the United 

States.   

Life at home was in Spanish.  Both parents, having emigrated from Mexico as 

adults were Spanish dominant. Pablo had been raised in Mexico until the age of five 

along with his older siblings.  Pablo recalls listening to his parents’ music, all in Spanish, 

that included genres like trios and rancheras from Mexican artists like Los Panchos, 

Vicente Fernandez, Pedro Infante and Antonio Aguilar. There was some English in the 

home due to the fact that his father was familiar with technical English vocabulary related 

to his job as a diesel mechanic, and his mother returned to school to get her GED and a 

B.A. in Education when he was an adult.   

English was the language of the school. Entering American public school at the 

age of five, Pablo describes his experience as a “sink-or-swim” situation, but feels the 

advantage of being exposed to English at a young age in comparison to late arrival 

immigrants like his wife who arrived in the U.S. as a teenager. While Pablo viewed his 

bilingualism as limited, in English and Spanish, he felt competent enough to do his job. 

As a youth, Pablo felt embarrassed speaking Spanish, but today is a proud bilingual. 

Pablo aimed to instill pride in his students for their cultural and linguistic heritages.  

METHODS AND DATA COLLECTION 

The data collection process began in the fall of 2013. I first began screening 

potential participants in the summer and fall of 2013. My criteria were bilingual teachers 

who had grown up on the Texas border from infancy to adolescence, and were officially 

assigned to teach in a DLBE program. Potential participants were referred through 

mutual acquaintances like colleagues, school personnel and university faculty. In total, I 

interviewed with six teachers assigned to grade levels K-3rd. However, obtaining 

permission from school administrators sometimes proved difficult, especially for grade 

levels contending with the state assessment. Raquel, Roberto and Pablo were among the 

six teachers I met. I visited their classrooms and talked to them about my research and 
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their experiences growing up on the border and was subsequently allowed to enter their 

classrooms in the spring of 2014.  

The corpus of data consisted of a variety of ethnographic methods and tools. 

These were 29 sets of field notes, almost 15 hours of audio and video recorded classroom 

data, nearly 8 hours of audio recorded interviews, and 65 classroom artifact items.   

 Table 2: Data Collection Time Line. 

 

I used interview data to garner an understanding of the teachers’ articulated 

ideologies around bilingualism and language. The teachers participated in three semi-

structured (Merriam, 1998), audio-recorded interviews lasting approximately 30 minutes 

each at various points of the semester.  Questions were related to how the teachers 

defined bilingualism, how they viewed their own bilingualism, their schooling 

experiences, growing up on the border, and their approach to supporting students’ 

academic learning in the classroom. Additionally, impromptu informal interviews took 

place during classroom observations or immediately following some observations, when 

time allowed. These were brief conversations about what had been observed or occurred 

in the classroom, and sometimes retrospection opportunities where the teachers were 

Fall 2013

Initial Interviews

Classroom Visits

January-June 2014

Data Collection
Fieldnotes

Observations
Artifacts

Formal/Informal 
Interviews

Analytic Memos

September 2014-
Present

Analytic Memos

Follow Up 
Interviews

Retrospection
(Rampton, 2003; 
Martínez, 2010)
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asked about how language was used in certain instances captured in the field notes. In the 

fall of 2014, I conducted member-checking interviews (Merriam, 1998) with 

retrospection opportunities, where the teachers were shown an excerpt of transcript from 

their classroom and invited to discuss their ideas about how language was used or share 

what they found interesting about the data sample (Martínez, 2010; Rampton, 2011). 

In order to better understand how the teachers’ articulated ideologies were 

embodied in their language and policy practices, video and audio-recorded classroom 

observations took place once a week in each classroom. Visits were between 1-2 hours, 

and included video, audio and field note methods to capture classroom interactions across 

instructional settings, like student groupings (i.e. whole class and small group), content 

areas, teacher-directed instruction and student-centered activities. Sometimes the camera 

and audio were set up to broadly capture “natural” conversation in the classroom, but 

these devices were also used to selectively record language events (i.e. read alouds, 

guided reading, guided math lessons, etc.) or narrowly capture specific classroom 

interactions. The general goal was to get a sense of how each teacher’s language practices 

and policies occurred in the classroom. 

My initial role at the time of site entry was restricted to an observer walking 

around the classroom during students’ independent work time.  This gave me time to 

acquaint myself with the physical spaces, students, and class routines (Dyson & Genishi, 

2005).  As time progressed, I became more interactive with students and supported the 

teachers whenever possible by working with small groups or individual students.  

Therefore, I became a participant-observer while also engaging in the classroom data 

collection process (Merriam, 2002, 2009; McCurdy, Spradley, & Shandy, 2005).  

To further support the interview and observation data, I engaged in informal 

conversations with students during classroom observations and collected classroom 

artifacts. Student conversations were typically related to the work they were doing in the 

classroom at a given moment. I also collected artifacts during my time in each classroom. 

These included taking pictures of environmental classroom print, getting copies of 

instructional resources like worksheets, handouts and teacher-created materials, and 
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pictures the participants shared of their home life on the Texas border.  Together, the 

interview, observation, and artifact data allowed for triangulation (Merriam, 1998) to 

further support data analysis and the findings. 

DATA ANALYSIS 

Data analysis consisted of three important sources—field notes, interviews, and 

video/audio recordings. Field notes were kept for all classroom observations and included 

time codes, sample classroom talk, and initial researcher analysis (Emerson, Fretz & 

Shaw, 1995). Field notes were then examined for elements related to language policy, 

language practice and language ideology. Examining these three elements allowed for 

data triangulation with additional data sources, like interview and recorded observation 

data (Merriam, 1998). 

Participant interviews were transcribed and analyzed for recurring theme 

identification (Huberman & Miles, 1984; Merriam, 1998).  Coding was done by hand and 

using TAMS Analyzer, a qualitative research tool and organizing system. Emerging 

themes from the interview data were centered around issues of education policy, equity, 

identity, language ideology, language policy, second language acquisition theories, and 

teaching practices. Themes related to language policy and ideology, in particular, were 

flagged and compared to field notes and recorded data. This comparison allotted 

connections to be made between the teachers’ expressed ideologies and those manifested 

in their communicative practices and classroom language policies.  

Classroom observation analysis began during the data collection phase. Field 

notes had a space for observer comments; furthermore, notable observed events were 

sometimes followed with a 1-paragraph written analytic memo or a brief recorded voice 

memo immediately following the observation (Merriam, 1998). Using Erickson’s (2006) 

Type I Whole to Part “inductive” approach, video analysis occurred in three phases 

beginning with general classroom interactions, zooming into speech situations, and 

finally to specific teacher communicative interactions.  During observations, I flagged 

important events in the field notes with time codes to attempt to correspond with the 
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recordings. These specific events were examined and transcribed (Dyson & Genishi, 

2005).  Flagged events were deemed important either because they reflected or 

contradicted patterns identified in the various data sources (Cameron, 2001).  Following 

the literature on linguistic interaction in the bilingual classroom, I paid particular 

attention to linguistic interactions where translanguaging practices took place (Martin-

Jones, 2000).  I also focused on turn-taking (Erickson, 2004), classroom discourse 

patterns (Cazden, 2001), and Hymes’s (1974) SPEAKING heuristic to analyze the 

classroom video/audio recorded data.  

The use of discourse analysis methods and approaches to understand micro-level 

communicative patterns was an opportunity to focus on the communicative patterns and 

practices of each classroom speech community, and the variables of interaction used by 

participants (Erickson, 2004).  By examining teachers’ micro level linguistic practices 

and embodied ideologies, one can compare and contrast these to their articulated 

ideologies to see the relationship with macro level contexts.  The selected data excerpts in 

Chapters 5-7 were chosen as “best” examples to illustrate the relationship between the 

teachers’ articulated and embodied ideologies. The specific language events described 

were mostly selected because they showed a cross-section of the practices that were 

likely to emerge in each classroom. 

LIMITATIONS 

I used the multi-site case study methodology to better understand the articulated 

and embodied ideologies of a particular group of teachers—heritage bilinguals raised in 

the dynamic language spaces of the Texas borderlands and now teaching in the diglossic, 

language separation spaces of the district’s adopted DLBE program. While the 

methodology offered a breadth of data across three classroom spaces, it also limited the 

depth to which each classroom could be studied. I was bounded by observation times, 

which meant I was not able to see how lessons progressed throughout the week or able to 

observe all content areas equally. I do not intend this data to be an exhaustive 

representation of each classroom, but rather offer insight to a sampling of practices that 
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were observable in each space. Another study with more resources might include a larger 

research team that could spend multiple days a week in one classroom to offer more 

depth. 

Another limitation is that my data focused on the teacher. While students’ 

communicative interactions were often captured in the field notes and recorded data, it 

would have helped to interview them formally and in a more systematic way to gauge 

how they experienced language and language policies in the classroom. Therefore, a 

future study might also include how various classroom actors interact, including their 

specific linguistic practices, language ideologies, and viewpoints on what it means to be 

bilingual. Also, the three teachers referenced  school policies set by their administrators; 

unfortunately, administrator perspectives were not part of this data set. A school 

ethnography approach might look to how a cross-section of school stakeholders (i.e. 

administration, teachers, students, parents) at one campus articulate and embody their 

understandings of bilingualism, bilingual and academic development. 

Finally, the findings of this study are not generalizable nor was that the intention 

of the study. It’s intrinsic goals were aimed at learning about the teachers in their specific 

contexts. Replication and generalizability are outside its scope.   

POSITIONALITY 

As a participant-observer, I find it necessary to discuss my positionality within the 

study. I particularly draw from Villenas’ (1996) colonizer-colonized perspective 

regarding ethnic minority researchers studying their own communities. I was born and 

raised on the Texas U.S.-Mexico border, a bilingual, bicultural, and bi-national 

community. I am a third generation Tejana on my mother’s side and a first generation 

Mexicana on my father’s side.  English and Spanish were both part of my upbringing.  

While growing up, I engaged in a variety of “standardized” and “non standard” language 

practices. Also, living on the border meant constant exposure to both English and Spanish 

through everyday interactions and mass media, which included media directly from 
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Mexico.  My sociolinguistic experiences cannot easily separate English and Spanish, as 

these were often used together in everyday interactions. 

 However, while English and Spanish were used fluidly, these translanguaging 

practices were often reprimanded at home and school. Childhood conversations with my 

parents, especially my Mexican-born father, often ended with “inglés o español?  Escoge 

uno.”  (English or Spanish?  Choose one.).  Even today, when I am at home and make a 

noticeable code-switch, it is brought to my attention that as an educated woman I should 

not speak that way.  In high school, my Spanish teacher, a Mexican national, often called 

out our code switching practices, sometimes making us repeat ourselves entirely in 

Spanish.   

 Having spent my schooling experiences believing that language “should” be an 

either-or situation, this was fully ingrained in my language beliefs.  Then in college, I 

read Gloria Anzaldúa’s Borderlands (1999), in which she not only condemned the 

subjugation of hybrid language practices, but wrote in Spanglish.   I had never seen that 

before, especially not in a college textbook.  Somehow language written this way in a 

printed book used in an academic setting made it legitimate.  That experience opened my 

mind to the possibilities of language.  Anzaldúa had challenged the language expectations 

of standard English or standard Spanish within the genre of academic writing.   

 While I can now reflect on these experiences and how they have impacted my 

language ideologies as an academic and researcher, I was not fortunate enough to 

question and challenge these ideologies during my years teaching elementary school.  As 

a bilingual kindergarten teacher and a teacher of a multi-age classroom for recent 

immigrants, I had high expectations for my students’ growing academic abilities in both 

English and Spanish.  I respected their language practices as heritage bilinguals growing 

up on the border, but I do not believe that I ever acknowledged these linguistic practices 

as having academic value.  I valued their emerging bilingualism and always stressed the 

importance of their home language; however, my conception of bilingualism had more to 

do with their professional futures and opportunities rather than their community identities 

or linguistic repertoires as bilinguals. 
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 Today as a doctoral student, teacher educator and researcher, my views of hybrid 

language practices have shifted.  I believe that students’ hybrid language practices must 

be viewed as integral to their linguistic toolkits and used by teachers as part of their 

instructional strategies. These are ideas that I share and address with my pre-service 

teachers.  However, I have not been a classroom teacher for a while.  My research 

interests have supported a critical lens that may sometimes seem at odds or impractical to 

in-service classroom teachers.  As a pre-service teacher facilitator working at various 

district campuses, I often heard teachers (and my pre-service students) openly self-

chastise their hybrid language practices.   

 I offer my positionality statement to make the reader aware that I have a deep 

investment in border communities and their social and linguistic practices.  As someone 

who grew up on the border, I have my own ideas and ideologies about what it means to 

be bilingual in that particular geopolitical space. These ideas sometimes coincide with the 

ideas shared by the three teachers, but can be in tension as we each draw on experiences 

unique to ourselves.  Likewise, the data I select as note-worthy and interesting is 

influenced by my insider perspective as someone who grew up on the border.   
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FINDINGS 

Chapter 5:  Bilingualism, Policy & Ideological Tension 

“All linguistic practices are measured against the legitimate practices, i.e. the practices 
of those who are dominant.” –Pierre Bourdieu, Language & Symbolic Power 

 
The first participant that I began working with was Raquel, a highly experienced 

educator with over 35 years of teaching experience. Raquel was described to me by our 

mutual contact as a teacher with high expectations and caring for her students. She had 

begun her career at Colorado Elementary as a novice teacher and had lived in the 

school’s community for over three decades. As a teacher, Raquel was contending with 

issues that were beyond her control, but deeply impacting her classroom. First, the 

Colorado Elementary neighborhood was drastically changing due to an aggressive 

gentrification process that was driving out the mostly Mexican American, multi-

generational families that had resided in the community for years. After 35 years of 

working with families and their multiple generations inside and outside of school, Raquel 

was now working with a mix of immigrant and U.S. born, Spanish dominant Latino 

communities bused from another part of the district with who she had little contact 

outside of school. Also, Raquel’s third grade classroom was at the intersection of her 

district’s adopted DLBE model and the Texas accountability system. This alone created a 

tension between the bilingual goals of DLBE and the monolingual, English only 

expectations of the STAAR (State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness) exam.  

In this chapter, I attempt to describe the constellation of ideologies that 

manifested in Raquel’s classroom. This included the monolingual goals of standardized 

assessment, the diglossic and language purism ideologies of schools, and the 

translanguaging practices that often emerged as Raquel and her students attempted to 

make meaning out of academic content in sometimes restrictive language spaces. First, I 

begin by exploring Raquel’s ideas about what it means to be bilingual as shaped by her 

experiences growing up on the border. Then, I will describe Raquel’s school and 

classroom context. Finally, I will provide a glimpse of the ranging linguistic practices 
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that occurred in Raquel’s classroom by drawing on two distinct language events related 

to math and language arts.  

DEFINING BILINGUALISM 
Bilingual is a person that can adequately communicate in two languages.  Fairly 
proficient in his/her native language and has picked up the second language. I 
consider myself not proficient even in my native language, which my first 
language was Spanish.  But as soon as I got to the educational system it changed 
to English, and my parents were parents that came in from Mexico.  They believed 
in education, but they didn’t believe in having books at home so I didn’t read it 
enough, but I do know that my mother thought my Spanish was not adequate.  
(Raquel, Interview, 12/2013) 

Growing Up Bilingual 
Raquel had grown up as an only child in a mostly Spanish dominant home in 

Laredo, Texas. Raquel identified Spanish as the language of the home and English as the 

language of school. Even while her mother spoke English and often read English texts, 

like magazines and newspapers, Raquel mostly described her use of English and Spanish 

as diglossic, each language used separately for different contexts and purposes (Fishman, 

1967). Raquel’s perspectives on bilingualism were focused on a sense of “adequacy” and 

informed by theories related to second language acquisition .  

Raquel reported not feeling confident in English or Spanish.  Regarding Spanish, 

she believed that not having formally learned the language, especially by reading and 

writing, hindered her proficiency. Raquel reported in the quote above on the absence of 

traditional texts, like books, in her home. She also described her Spanish experiences on 

the border as mostly related to oral communication.  

I did not read or write much in Laredo.  Laredo is a town where you have to be 
bilingual or you cannot live in that town or work.  So speaking was not an issue, 
writing was.  The vocabulary was what we call in English, BICS.  I had my 
Spanish vocabulary to communicate.  When I came here and I needed to teach 
Spanish then I acquired a little bit more vocabulary because I had to be reading 
what I was going to teach.  The vocabulary, the academic Spanish, I’ve acquired 
it more through my teaching rather than came to me because that’s where I lived. 
(Raquel, Interview, 12/2013) 
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Raquel took Spanish in middle school where she learned accents and verb conjugation, 

and was able to test out of Spanish courses in college. She reported learning more 

Spanish through exposure to academic texts, as part of her teaching experiences, than 

growing up in borderland communities.   

Raquel’s first quote above also suggests that perhaps other’s opinions, like family, 

can be part of how we understand our linguistic proficiencies. In Raquel’s case, her 

mother was skeptical of her ability to be successful as a bilingual teacher. “She couldn’t 

believe I was actually a teacher.  She thought, ‘You do not speak good Spanish.  What are 

you doing being a bilingual teacher?”  It is not uncommon for heritage language speakers 

to sometimes feel less proficient in comparison to their native language peers or family.  

Larger ideologies of “standard” language can influence how the children of 

immigrants, socialized into bilingual spaces as opposed to their monolingual, immigrant 

family members and peers, view their language practices in the home language 

(Anzaldúa, 2007).  Still, Raquel did believe that her Spanish proficiency was adequate for 

her teaching position. She explained, “Spanish doesn’t worry me so much because you’re 

not asking me for very high level of vocabulary and I think I have acquired more 

vocabulary through my teachings.”  This comment suggests that perhaps bilingualism is 

understood contextually. In other words, Raquel articulates not feeling overwhelmed by 

the linguistic complexity of her 3rd grade classroom despite her initial assertion that she 

did not feel proficient in Spanish, her self-proclaimed native language. She appeared to 

have more apprehension about her use of English, especially when it came to engaging 

with more complex, academic environments.  

 When it came to describing her English proficiency, Raquel had more trepidation 

and recalled her academic experiences in college as particularly difficult.   

When I went to college and [wrote] papers, [I would] write it, re-write it, re-write 
it, [have] somebody check it, do this and that.  I feel very conscious of my 
language and my writing skills and my speaking skills sometimes.  I’m always 
thinking about what I’m going to say, looking for words.” (Raquel, Interview, 
12/2013) 
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While Raquel appeared to initially express a limited proficiency in both languages, she 

further contextualized her feelings of adequacy within specific contexts (i.e. her 3rd grade 

classroom and her university classes) suggesting that perhaps there are varying degrees of 

adequacy across various factors like content and audience.  

 Raquel alluded to the idea that language use varied across contexts  by drawing on 

the distinction between “academic” and “social” language. The distinction between 

academic and social language proficiency was important to how she described her own 

process of becoming bilingual as well as the types of language experiences necessary for 

students’ academic success. 

Theoretical Understandings 

Stemming from her own experiences, Raquel ascribed to the theoretical 

underpinnings of academic vs. social language and language transfer to support her ideas 

of bilingualism (Cummins, 2000). Additionally, her theoretical understandings influenced 

the types of experiences she believed were important for her students.  

Raquel made a clear distinction between “academic” and “social” language, 

which she explained through Cummins’ (2000) BICS (Bilingual Interpersonal 

Communication Skills) and CALPS (Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency) binary.  

Raquel distinguished between the language registers of social contexts and interactions 

and those of academic contexts and texts. She explained her language learning 

experiences within these categories by comparing the mostly oral, “social” Spanish used 

on the border and the more “academic” Spanish vocabulary she had garnered through 

teaching. As mentioned earlier in the chapter, it appears that different contexts were 

perceived to have varying degrees of linguistic complexity.  

In addition to the distinction between academic and social language, Raquel 

indexed the theory of language transfer (Cummins, 2000) which contends that one needs 

a strong first language before they can successfully acquire a second language.  

If you are a fluent reader in Spanish and you have a very good vocabulary, yes I 
do see a lot of children that can pick [the second language] up.  But the majority 
of our children are limited Spanish speakers so they do not have that ability to 
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pick up that second language and all these vowel sounds and the spelling patterns 
in English need to be taught. (Raquel, 12/2013) 

 
For Raquel, strong first language proficiency was demonstrated through a robust 

vocabulary and literacy skills related to fluency and phonics. She believed promoting 

these skills was essential for students’ language development and eventual academic 

success. Raquel’s understandings of bilingualism and second language acquisition theory 

played a role in how she approached instruction in the classroom.  

Academic Language & Bilingualism 

Raquel was concerned with her students’ academic achievement. She expressed 

worry that schooling policies did not consider her students’ needs.  Raquel’s 

understandings of language, especially the important role of literacy skills for second 

language acquisition influenced her approach to academic language development. She 

sought to implement what she deemed best for her students, even when it did not directly 

coincide with policies issued at the campus and district levels (García & Menken, 2010; 

Hornberger & Johnson, 2007).  

Developing Literacy Skills 
Raquel’s understanding of bilingualism suggested that she drew on second 

language acquisition theories related to the BICS/CALPS binary and language transfer. 

She placed importance on the development of literacy skills related to phonics, fluency 

and vocabulary. Therefore, Raquel made space in her classroom to address those skills, 

sometimes as part of her curriculum and instruction.  

Raquel worried that many of her students did not have a strong enough foundation 

in their first language to be successful academically in their second language.  

So they lack vocabulary in their native language.  And they are having a difficult 
time picking up the vocabulary in English and also they don’t have the labels for 
so many objects. So then they don’t recognize it in English and can’t come up 
with the label and what one of my boys says, he’s so good, “Oh, it’s a cognate! 
It’s a cognate!” So even when they have cognates, like we just had a benchmark 



 57 

and one of the words was miniature.  Okay, miniature, miniatura.  If you know 
minatura you may have a chance of figuring it out in English because that was 
the question, “What does it mean?”  Well, they couldn’t figure it out. Most of 
them because they did not know what miniatura was. So how can you know what 
miniature means.  It’s just another unknown word. So the lack of vocabulary in 
your native language effects the acquisition of the second language. (Raquel, 
Interview, 03/2014) 
 

Conversations with Raquel regarding her students’ language abilities often suggested that 

she focused on their “lacking” of vocabulary and overall first language proficiency. 

Consequently, Raquel was an advocate for teaching literacy skills as a way to ensure her 

students were successful. She often highlighted vocabulary by asking or offering 

English/Spanish translations and using scaffolding techniques like gesture.  

She also sought to expose students to language through books. She urged students 

to take books home to read and sought reading resources. One day I walked into her 

classroom and she had a large box of books that had been donated to the school, but gone 

unclaimed by her colleagues. She was excited to have more texts for her class. Also, 

because she believed literacy skills were crucial to students’ language development and 

second language learning, Raquel set time aside in her classroom to address phonics 

using SIPPS (Systematic Instruction in Phonological Awareness, Phonics, and Sight 

Words), a program the school had purchased for dyslexic readers. She believed her 

students needed access to phonics instruction.  

Raquel believed in the benefits of a strong literacy foundation in the first 

language. The students she was most likely to identify as potentially strong in their 

second language acquisition were students she also viewed as having a strong first 

language.  

I have 3 young ladies that go to [my colleague] for reading.  They are very 
proficient in their native language so they are not having too much of a difficulty 
in their second language acquisition. I have a young man here in my classroom 
from Honduras.  He’s very proficient in his native language. Now he’s struggling 
right now, but if you look at his grades compared to the other children, he’s more 
or less on par with them. And yet they have been here for years receiving 
instruction in English. He has been here only 1½ year and yet he’s getting the 
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same grades as they are or better than they are because he is proficient in his 
native language, Spanish.  (Raquel, Interview, 03/2014).  
 

Developing the first language is important to second language acquisition (Cook, 2001; 

Gass & Selinker, 2001). I do point out that some of the students that Raquel regarded as 

being strong in their first language were students recently moved to the United States 

from Latin America. These students’ socialization process had been very different to that 

of students born in the United States to immigrant parents and enrolled in bilingual 

schooling contexts with transitional goals.  Other students perceived as strong in both 

languages were students Raquel identified as avid readers and had “home support in 

language and in school” because their parents’ work schedules allowed for more 

linguistic interaction and less time alone (Raquel, 06/2014).  

 Wong Fillmore & Snow (2000), contend that few children come to school with 

the first language proficiency necessary to engage in high-level, academic text.  

Academic language, in both English and Spanish, are learned in school. Teachers will 

have different ideas about how to develop academic language based on their own beliefs 

regarding language acquisition. This can often be informed by teacher’s interpretation of 

theory and their perceptions of what is best for students, which also influences their 

perceptions of mandated policies (García & Menken, 2010; Johnson, 2009). While 

Raquel was generally agreed with the bilingual goals of DLBE, she had reservations 

about the adopted program’s approach. Raquel believed the district’s DLBE program did 

not pay enough attention to the literacy skills development she considered important for 

her students. Her understanding of bilingualism as contingent on a strong first language 

foundation and as further contextualized within social and academic language binaries 

appeared to influence how she interpreted the DLBE program (Hornberger & Johnson, 

2007). In the next section, I will explore how Raquel viewed the DLBE program as 

language policy, and as influenced by her professional beliefs regarding academic 

language development, and her awareness of how schooling structures might impact her 

students’ achievement. 
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Bilingualism & Policy 
Raquel was skeptical of how well the adopted DLBE program could support her 

students and sometimes contemplated if it was adopted with her students in mind. Raquel 

occasionally referenced during informal conversation that she believed the DLBE 

program had been adopted to attract white, middle-class, English dominant families, who 

were leaving the district in large numbers and also appeared to be the DLBE program’s 

loudest supporters. Given that she was a witness to the on-going gentrification process 

that was changing her neighborhood and school, viewing the DLBE program as catering 

to other communities was not surprising. Raquel supported a more transitional bilingual 

education (TBE) approach where students would develop their first language in the early 

grades and transition to English by about the third grade. 

So you need to develop that native language and be able to understand those 
concepts. How you go about getting the second language is something I cannot 
tell you exactly how, but I think that by the 3rd and 4th grade, children, if they are 
learning the right way maybe by 3rd or 4th grade, they should be transitioned into 
the English language. (Raquel, Interview, 12/2013) 
 

Raquel believed that a TBE approach could help establish a strong foundation in the first 

language to later acquire the second language, which they would need to be successful in 

their academic trajectories. Furthermore, she was not impressed by the program 

developers’ presentation, which she believed left little room for teacher input and took 

little responsibility for the program’s implementation failures.  

This is a program where they think that if you are a fluent, native speaker, well if 
you can read Spanish you pick up English and that (…) is a fallacy.  If you are a 
fluent reader in Spanish and you have a very good vocabulary, yes I do see a lot 
of children that can pick it up. But the majority of our children are limited Spanish 
speakers so they do not have that ability to pick up that second language and all 
(…) the vowel sounds and spelling patterns in English need to be taught. (…) 
Also, when we were trained the [program’s] authors, they made it sound to me, 
my interpretation of his presentation was that if you have a few children not doing 
well it may be because the children (…) have some disabilities or some problems 
in their learning ability, but if the whole classroom is having problems then it was 
the teacher. Never did they say [during] that presentation that they needed to 
tweak something with their program. So I have a problem with that. When do we 
get to give input on this program? (Raquel, 12/2013).  
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She was concerned that the program over estimated her students’ language abilities and 

did not see a space for addressing the literacy skills she deemed important. Additionally, 

she took issue with the fact that there was no opportunity for teacher input. García and 

Menken (2010) describe the importance of teacher buy-in for effective policy 

implementation. Teachers need to feel that their opinions and professional knowledge are 

valued rather than expected to passively accept policy mandates. 

Additionally, García and Menken (2010) discuss that a teacher’s buy-in to 

language policy is contingent on how the policy aligns or not to their professional beliefs. 

Raquel was not opposed to DLBE programs in general. She appeared to draw on a 

realistic and practical understanding of the educational structures her students would 

encounter. There were no set plans to move DLBE beyond 5th grade. The district had 

expressed interest, but the process was still in the discussion stage. Raquel worried about 

her students’ academic futures without first language support.  

In an ideal world, I would say dual language all the way to 5th grade (…) and 
maybe [to] middle school and high school. In our present system, that does not 
exist so why do [we] want to have these children in a dual language classroom 
when they will be struggling with teachers in 6th or 7th grade?  (Raquel, 12/2013) 
 

To her, it made sense to push for English acquisition since that would be the core of 

instruction as students continued to upper grades. Exposing students to English 

instruction and academic language as soon as possible was deemed crucial to their future 

success. Additionally, Raquel was aware of English’s prominent role in society. “The 

English is more important. Society still says English is more important” (Raquel, 

10/2014). Presumably, her own education experiences struggling with English coupled 

with her understanding of the value of English in general society and secondary school 

reinforced that concept. Raquel believed a TBE approach would help her students 

develop a strong first language proficiency to eventually acquire the English they would 

need to meet the demands of their future education trajectories.  

 As I have explored in this section, Raquel’s interpretation of how the DLBE 

program could benefit her students (or not) was influenced by her theoretical 
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understandings of language development as related to a solid first language foundation 

supported by important literacy skills. Her tepid embrace of the DLBE model was also 

influenced by larger schooling structures like the absence of first language support in 

secondary school and the state assessment. In the next chapter, I will explore with more 

depth the role that the state assessment played in Raquel’s classroom while also paying 

attention to Raquel’s school and classroom context.  

THE CONTEXT: SCHOOL, ACCOUNTABILITY, AND DUAL LANGUAGE 

Colorado Elementary 

Colorado Elementary had historically served a multi-generational, mostly 

Mexican-American community. The area’s rapid growth and gentrification had altered 

the community’s dynamics. Long established families were leaving the neighborhood in 

the face of higher property taxes and cost of living. At the time of the study, the 

neighborhood was changing and new families, mostly young, white, and English-

dominant, were moving into the community. The school’s numbers had dwindled 

considerably over the last few years prompting rumors of school closure. To increase 

enrollment, students from other predominantly Latino and economically disadvantaged 

communities were now being assigned to the school. 

 Campus District 

Latino/a  
Enrollment 

93.9% 60.0% 

Economically Disadvantaged 96.9%** 61.2% 

English Language Learners 65.9%** 27.0% 

Mobility Rate 26.0% 19.2% 

Table 3: Colorado Elementary Demographics. 
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Colorado Elementary had high percentages of “at-risk” factors, like low socioeconomic 

status and English Language Learners, that increased potential for low test scores (Kohn, 

2000). The campus had been flagged by district officials as needing monitoring due to 

low test scores the prior year. These added pressures meant that standardized assessment 

performance was a top priority for school administrators and teachers. 

Dual Language and Accountability 

The expansion of dual language bilingual education (DLBE) programs across the 

United States have promoted enrichment-oriented models focused on developing 

bilingualism, academic achievement for language minority students, and cross-cultural 

communication in two-way immersion dynamics (Howard, Sugarman, & Christian, 

2003).  However, the bilingual goals of dual language programs are in contradiction with 

the privileging of English-only instruction that is communicated with high-stakes 

assessment (Menken, 2008; Palmer, 2008). High-stakes testing has been criticized for 

promoting test-centered instruction (Kohn, 2000) and constricting the curriculum (Au, 

2007; McNeil & Valenzuela, 2001). These characteristics are highly problematic in any 

classroom, but bilingual classrooms appear to be more susceptible to these challenges, 

often having to tailor language education policies to meet the larger objectives of 

standardized assessment (Menken, 2006; Palmer & Wicktor, 2008). Raquel’s classroom 

often exemplified the tension between high-stakes education policy and  dual language 

bilingual education. The goals for promoting bilingualism were extinguished in favor of 

English only instruction to accommodate the expectations of the test. 

Raquel’s Classroom 
Raquel had high expectations for her students. For example, if she assigned 

homework, she expected it to be completed and done well. Also, students were expected 

to be on task and re-directed when necessary, particularly during whole class instruction. 

Classroom instruction was sometimes focused around texts, like books or handouts. 

Instruction and instructional materials were in English. However, Raquel used Spanish to 
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reiterate concepts and vocabulary. Lessons in Raquel’s classroom often included her 

using the document camera to show students a text or guide them through an activity. 

Sometimes she modeled what she expected students to do independently. Afterwards, 

students worked in small groups or pairs on a related assignment. It was while students 

worked in small groups that Raquel typically walked around the classroom offering 

individual or small group support to students. She often used Spanish during these 

interactions. During small group work, students could often be heard using Spanish and 

“non standard language” with one other.  

Observations mostly focused on language arts and math. Language arts included 

time for phonics, read alouds, and writing (including lessons in grammar and 

penmanship). In one writing project, students wrote their own trickster tales after reading 

a series of trickster-genre stories on Anansi the Spider. Other times the students read 

stories and answered comprehension questions. STAAR-related materials were also used. 

Mathematics used word problems, handouts, “hands on” activities, and manipulatives. 

Science included time for students to make models and participate in “hands on 

activities”. My science observations were few, but saw students create a model of the 

solar system and engage in “hands on” activities like rolling toy cars down ramps cut 

from the corners of cereal boxes to examine force.  The STAAR appeared to influence 

Raquel’s teaching. For example, in the weeks leading up to the STAAR, science received 

less attention. Also, Raquel expressed excitement in having time for fun and creative 

activities in general after the STAAR exam. One post-STAAR activity included having 

students create a small town using the 3-D shapes they had learned about in math. 

The environmental print included a variety of posters in English and Spanish. 

Some of the posters adhered to the specifications of the adopted DLBE model, which will 

be discussed further in the chapter. Other posters were teacher-created and meant to 

support students with literacy skills like comprehension, vocabulary, parts of speech, etc. 

Student desks were organized in groups with about 4-5 students at a table. Walking into 

Raquel’s classroom there was a sense of “busyness” because both her and her students 

were always working on some task or other. Additionally, I commented several times in 
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my field notes that Raquel seemed to have a positive relationship with her students. 

While she could be firm with her expectations, she sometimes joked with students and 

praised them when they did well. She often used Spanish when trying to motivate 

students or reminding them of her expectations.  

Raquel’s classroom had been officially designated as a “one way” DLBE 

classroom where one language group aims to learn two languages. However, about six 

weeks into the academic year, the school’s administration decided that more of the 

children needed to be in English instruction to avoid problems in fourth grade. The use of 

Spanish for instruction was strongly discouraged. The third grade team was re-structured 

so that Raquel and her colleague switched students. In the morning, Raquel taught 

English language arts to about 17 students, some of them from her home room and others 

from her colleagues’ homeroom. These students were identified as “advanced” and 

“intermediate” on their TELPAS (Texas English Language Proficiency System) and were 

tested in English for the STAAR reading exam. In the afternoon, Raquel had about 17 

students in her homeroom for English math and science. These students included some 

from her morning group and others identified as “beginner” on the TELPAS. The 

afternoon group was testing in English for the STAAR math exam.  

Raquel identified “beginner” students as those who were weaker in English, most 

had been in the district’s DLBE program since early elementary, and been identified as 

struggling in English, a few were recent immigrants. The morning group was comprised 

of students who had been enrolled in DLBE since early elementary. Many of the students 

lived in apartments and were bused to Colorado Elementary from another neighborhood. 

Throughout the semester, several of the students’ families moved to suburban 

communities outside the district to find more affordable housing.  

The curriculum changes were in contradiction to the district’s “one-way” dual 

language model that required Spanish instruction for language arts and social studies in 

the 3rd grade. Social studies as a subject was not very present in the curriculum, but 

Raquel shared attempting to address social studies during language arts. Therefore, 

Raquel’s classroom was no longer following the tenets of the DLBE program. 
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My classroom is not a DL program as program. We do math in English and I do 
try to do some scaffolding in Spanish when I need to. (…) Reading right now is 
all in English. I will go to Spanish if I need to get a point across and more so 
when doing guided groups. But we are not following the [dual language program] 
at this point (Raquel, Interview, 12/2013). 
 

The main goals became learning English and passing the STAAR exam. As described 

earlier in the chapter, Raquel had mixed feelings about the program as a benefit to her 

students; therefore, the shift away from the DLBE program was not a major conflict.   

However, Raquel had reservations about her administration’s decision to move 

towards all English instruction and discouraging Spanish. She was not prepared to 

completely eradicate Spanish from her classroom; she viewed it as an important 

pedagogical tool to reinforce concepts for students learning English alongside content. 

We should support and help [students] out and not totally immerse them in 
English because sometimes they look at you like they’re trying really hard to 
understand what you’re saying, but they can’t grasp all the language so there 
needs to be some communication in Spanish for concepts they are having 
difficulty with. (Raquel, Interview, 12/2013) 
 

Raquel was aware of the potential Spanish had for academic support. This presented a 

tension with her administration’s English-only directive, but was an essential strategy in 

her teaching. As a local language policymaker, she allowed the use of Spanish in her 

classroom because she believed it was important to supporting student learning (García & 

Menken, 2010; Hornberger & Johnson, 2007). This belief opened up the classroom’s 

language space for Spanish, increasing the spectrum of linguistic practices used in the 

classroom. 

CO-EXISTING LANGUAGE IDEOLOGIES AND LANGUAGE PRACTICES 

Unofficially, Raquel’s context was intended to be an English-only classroom. The 

DLBE program had been erased; its only clear remnants were the environmental print 

requirements listed in the model’s checklist. “Checklist” items could be verified at a 

glance and checked off as complete. Examples included color-coded, English/Spanish 

word walls, and labeled items in English and Spanish. 
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Figure 2: Raquel’s Classroom: Language Arts Word Walls (English). 

 

 

 Figure 3: Raquel’s Classroom: Language Arts Word Walls (Spanish). 
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Students were immersed into English with only the first language support that 

Raquel provided during her lessons. Despite the adoption of an enrichment-bilingual 

program, the specter of the STAAR exam did not allow this group of students to continue 

with bilingual development. Similar findings have been found in other sites where DLBE 

comes up against standardized testing policies (Palmer et al., 2015). While Raquel agreed 

with the principles of dual language, she considered English to be important for passing 

the test and students’ success in secondary school. While English often monopolized 

instruction in the classroom, its hold was fragile as Raquel and her students drew on their 

bilingual repertoires to make meaning. 

Raquel’s classroom was a bilingual speech community with ranging linguistic 

varieties that spanned a spectrum of diglossic and translanguaging practices. 

Additionally, there was a constellation of embodied language ideologies that co-existed 

in the classroom, sometimes within the same lesson (Martínez, Hikida & Durán, 2015). 

Consequently, the spectrum of language practices embodied a cross-section of ideologies 

stemming from school-sanctioned ideologies related to diglossia and language purism, 

but also more dynamic practices like translanguaging.  

 In this next section, I will explore the language practices of Raquel’s classroom.  

I have chosen two language events, a read aloud and a whole group math lesson, as “best 

examples” that illustrate how varying and sometimes competing language practices and 

language ideologies could co-exist in the same classroom and even the same lesson. The 

monoglossic, English only dominance of assessment, school-sanctioned language purism 

ideologies, and Raquel’s negotiation of these while holding to the belief that Spanish was 

necessary for student learning all contributed to the dynamic language practices of the 

classroom.   

Language Arts 

In this example, Raquel and her students read Anansi Goes Fishing, part of a 

larger unit on Anansi the Spider, a trickster in traditional Ashanti folktales from Ghana. 
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Raquel projected the book on the document camera. During the progression of the read 

aloud, Raquel asked questions related to prediction, vocabulary and comprehension 

questions, like inference, character action and facts/details. While the story was in 

English, the data showed that Raquel drew on Spanish as a resource to support student 

learning. She also repaired student discourse when they responded in either Spanish, “non 

standard language” and/or incomplete sentences (Razfar, 2005), but this was not 

consistent. The end of the read aloud, in particular, showcased how translanguaging 

practices contributed to a larger meaning-making process.  

Spanish as a Resource 

The language of instruction across subject areas was English. Yet, Raquel often 

switched to Spanish to reinforce difficult concepts like vocabulary or supporting 

comprehension. This sometimes occurred when it was apparent that some students were 

having difficulty comprehending a concept. At this point in the story, Anansi the Spider 

is being tricked by Turtle. Turtle has offered to “share” the task of eating with Anansi; he 

will eat while Anansi gets full. As Turtle eats, he pauses to ask Anansi if she is full, 

which of course she is not. At this point, a student points out that she does not understand 

what is happening at this particular point in the plot. 

 
S: ¿Pero cómo sabe que no si no está comiendo? 
 [But how does she know that she’s not [full] if she’s not eating?] 
 
S2: He’s tricking him. 
 
T: Porque dice la tortuga que cuando comes alguien tiene que comer y 

comes y te llenas. Y como somos dos vamos a compartir el trabajo. Una 
come y una se llena. Y Anansi como tiene hambre quiere llenarse.  

 [Because Turtle says that when you eat someone has to eat and when you 
eat you get full. And since we are two we will share the work. One will eat 
and the other will get full. And since Anansi is hungry she wants to get 
full.] 
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S2: Una va comer y la otra se va llenar mas.  
 [One is going to eat and the other will get more full.] 
      

(Raquel, Language Arts, 02/2014) 
       
In the story, Turtle has tricked Anansi into believing that eating is a shared chore where 

one eats and the other gets full. So Turtle will keep eating until Anansi is full, but this 

will never happen so Turtle will eat all of the food.  

While the students understood the literal meaning of the words, some were having 

problems comprehending the underlying trick. Their situated understanding of the plot 

events was harder to grasp (Gee, 2007). Prior to this exchange, the students’ responses 

suggested some confusion about the characters’ feelings and actions so by the time the 

student voiced confusion about how it was possible for Anansi to assess whether or not 

she was full if she wasn’t eating, it was evident that clarification was needed. Raquel 

decided to step into the conversation and explain Turtle’s words and rationale in Spanish.  

Using Spanish during instruction interrupted the linguistic monopoly of English 

brought upon by the state assessment.  Raquel believed Spanish was an important 

resource in her classroom, so she used it even when it had been discouraged by her 

administration. Saussure (1974) contended that language defines space (Cited in 

Bourdieu, 1993).  The push for English-only instruction demanded by the state exam 

could often monopolize Raquel’s classroom, but her conscientious incorporation of 

Spanish allowed for a bilingual language space. However, while Spanish was allowed to 

help make sense of English content, there was an articulated preference for “standard” 

English rooted in larger school-sanctioned ideologies. 

Language and Form 

Privy to the larger schooling structures that limited students’ access to first 

language support beyond elementary school and society’s value of English, Raquel 

verbalized the importance of English. At this point in the read aloud, Raquel allows 

students to express their responses in the language of their choice, but then asks that they 

re-state in English.  
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S1:  La tortuga está descansando y la araña está trabajando. 
   [The turtle is resting and the spider is working.]  
  

Raquel: Ok. Now, tell me that in English. 
  

S1:  Turtle is (3s) is (3s)… 
  

Raquel: What’s the word for “cansar” in English? 
  

S2:  Tired! 
 
Raquel: Is getting tired. Tell me that [Student 1]. 
S1: The turtle is…is going to be…the turtle is tired and Anansi is 

working.  
     

(Raquel, Language Arts, 02/2014) 
 

Raquel used questions to gauge student understanding. Questions addressed story 

elements like fact/detail and character action. This may have been related to test 

preparation, which can sometimes center read alouds on comprehension-based questions 

related to standardized tests (Martinez, Roser & Stecker, 1998). Raquel noted in 

conversation that the pressure of the test increased the focus on STAAR related content. 

Additionally, I note that Raquel guides most of the dialogue by using traditional 

classroom discourse patterns, like Initiate-Respond-Evaluate (I-R-E) (Cazden, 2001). 

That is, she precedes and follows her students’ responses. 

 Raquel had asked, in English, what Turtle and Anansi were doing. Student 1 

responds to the question in Spanish. Raquel’s evaluation prompts that the student re-state 

her utterance in English. Raquel’s “okay” suggests that content-wise she is correct, but 

the evaluation elicits a change in form (language). As Student 1 struggles to communicate 

her message in English, Raquel offers help by asking for a translation of the word 

“cansar” or “tired” to help the student re-state her response. Once the word in English has 

been given, Raquel again requests that Student 1 re-state her response in English and that 

she provide her answer in a complete sentence. Again, there is a shift to form—correct 

grammar and English—over message content.  
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Raquel considered her responsibilities as a language teacher. “Because we work 

on the syntax, on speaking correctly, pronouncing correctly, the phonics program, 

reading, understanding because sometimes they misread words and just that word that got 

misread, it gives them a totally different view of what they’re reading” (Raquel, 

06/2014). Her attention to form appears to relate to her understandings of bilingualism as 

needing a strong foundation in the first language, which for Raquel, is related to grammar 

and literacy skills. Additionally, Raquel appears to echo larger school-sanctioned 

ideologies of language purism that privilege “correct” grammar and “standard” language 

practices (Dorian, 1994). Mignolo (2000) argues that “grammar” is a regulating device 

used to “normalize” language practices of subaltern communities. Throughout my 

interactions, Raquel seemed to demonstrate a keen awareness for what larger schooling 

structures and society valued, like English and “standard” language. Therefore, her 

emphasis on form seemed related to her beliefs about what students needed to be 

successful in these spaces. 

  Similar repair instances occurred when students’ responses included hybrid “non 

standard” language responses, like code-switching (Razfar, 2005) .  

 
S:  She’s scared of…este…to be cansada. 
  [She’s scared of…um…being tired.] 
 
Raquel: English. 
 
S:  Being tired? 
 
Raquel: Tell me in a sentence.  
 
S:  She’s afraid to be tired. 
 
Raquel: Okay, so she’s scared of being tired. She’s scared of being tired so 

let’s see how this continues. 
      (Raquel, Language Arts, 02/2014) 

 

Here, again, Raquel has asked a question regarding character action. A student offers a 

response that includes two lexical switches of “este” and “cansada”. The word “este” is 
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actually used here as a filler. Following the same I-R-E pattern as before, Raquel’s 

evaluation of the utterance is focused on the form. The response needs to be completely 

in English. The student then  offers the last part of her initial response, the part where she 

had code-switched. Her response suggests that she did know that “to be cansada” meant 

“being tired”. Again, Raquel’s evaluation focuses on form by requesting that the response 

be offered again in a complete sentence. It is until the student offers a response 

completely in English and in a complete sentence that Raquel moves on. 

Raquel’s interview conversations suggested that she had an aversion to code-

switching practices among her students and herself. Throughout her teaching career, the 

idea had been reinforced that code-switching was counterproductive to students’ 

language development. She reported monitoring code-switching practices, including her 

own, as part of her classroom’s language policy. 

So I do have to [use Spanish]…I try to put in as much Spanish, I try to be aware 
that I don’t code-switch. That’s the difference, I mean, I see that if I’m 
completing a sentence in English and then I go to Spanish and complete that 
sentence, I’m all right. I feel all right. Cause when I first came from Laredo, I did 
a lot of code-switching and I try to be self-aware. I try not to do that. The children 
are aware that if they are going to tell me something either tell me all in English 
or all in Spanish, but don’t just put in a word. (Raquel, 02/2014) 
  

Raquel conveyed on more than one occasion that she repaired student discourse as part of 

her teaching practices. The read aloud saw four instances of repair. My time in the 

classroom did not suggest repair was systematically in place. She did not always repair 

student discourse; there were lessons with no indication of repair. Yet, she did articulate 

clear ideas about “non standard” practices, which she believed were best suited for social 

interactions rather than academic contexts. 

“Code switching is not a good practice. You don’t learn how to express yourself 
in a complete thought, it’s fine in social setting, but not academic. That’s not how 
we need to write a paper and communicate in a professional [setting]. (Raquel, 
06/2014).  

 
Again, Raquel appears most concerned about preparing her students’ for academic and 

future professional opportunities. Code-switching practices are actually part of the 
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multiple ways in which bilingual communities use language, but are seen as less than 

when compared to the use of standard language varieties (Bourdieu, 2003). I point out 

that Raquel appeared to be most concerned with intra-sentential lexical switches, that is, 

those that occurred within a sentence. As she mentions above, she wanted complete ideas 

expressed in one language, which indexes the language separation advocated by bilingual 

programs, including the DLBE. Unfortunately, code-switching practices are often 

reduced to “crutch-like” devices by larger social discourses that diminish bilingual 

speakers engaging in these practices as lacking proficiency in both languages (Martínez, 

2010; Zentella, 1997).  

Delpit (2002) contends that there are “codes of power” where certain language 

practices are privileged over others, and this can be most visible in schooling contexts. 

While there is a temptation to immediately view Raquel’s expressed ideologies 

negatively, it is important to remember that our ideologies are nested within larger , 

shared social discourse that privilege certain language practices over others (Fairclough, 

2001; Lippi-Green, 1997; van Dijk, 1998; Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994). That is, they are 

shaped by our participation in various contexts (Errington, 2000; Woolard, 1998). Raquel 

is echoing ideologies that have long permeated schools and reinforced throughout her 

career, and simultaneously pointing out school and society expectations for success. 

 In this particular event, the dialogue around the read aloud sometimes felt 

obfuscated when students were required to repeat their responses. The over-emphasis on 

form could sometimes exclude opportunities for dialogue, an important element of the 

learning process (Freire, 2007; Vygotsky, 1974). However, this was not always the case. 

As Raquel and her students used their linguistic repertoires to engage in the meaning-

making process, this opened up the space for more dynamic forms of language use and 

engagement in rich conversation.  

Translanguaging 

New trends in language education are focusing on the linguistic interactions of 

bilingual classroom communities (García et al., 2012; Gort & Sembiante, 2014; Martínez, 
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Hikida & Durán, 2014). (Post)colonial perspectives focus on “languaging” practices that 

reflect “ways of being” or how people go about “doing” being bilingual (Mignolo, 2000). 

The languaging process is not bound by grammar rules or languages connected to nation-

state identities, but part of the way in which people go about making meaning. 

 In attempting to understand Raquel’s classroom, I look to translanguaging as 

distinct from isolated code-switching instances, which were likely to occur on any given 

day. I examine instances reflecting an “integrated system” where the fluidity of English 

and Spanish created unique moments of meaning making while “doing” being bilingual.  

I focus on one speech event in the classroom, and draw on Hymes (1972) SPEAKING 

heuristic to understand how participants, goals, and instrumentalities (language domains, 

language, and varieties), drove the translanguaging process. I ascribe to the idea that 

translanguaging is about two or more languages used simultaneously and across language 

domains to construct meaning as part of an integrated language system that challenges 

traditional understandings of world languages (Baker, 2011; Canagarajah, 2011; García 

& Wei, 2014).  

 At the end of the Anansi read aloud, Raquel and her students engaged in an 

important conversation that critically examined the story’s theme, and opened up the 

classroom for translanguaging practices that were a strong deviation from the focus on 

English and correct grammar seen in other parts of the read aloud.  At the end of the 

story, Anansi realizes that she has been tricked by Turtle. She then takes her case to the 

Justice Tree, but the Warthog sides with Turtle after considering Anasi’s reputation as a 

trickster, often using her fellow animals to get her way. Raquel asks her students if they 

believed what happened to Anansi was right. 

T: She wanted to work. So that’s what she wanted? [Student P], what were 
you saying about the other stories? 

 
SP: Oh, that…oh, que Bush Deer está en todas las stories? 

 
T: No. Listen, she said something.  What did she say? 

 
S: Que en cada…que ella era muy lazy para agarrar como su comida y  
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que los otros animales… 
 

T: Shhh.  Okay, okay. I’m trying to listen. I’m sorry, I heard you but I didn’t  
listen. 

 
S: Anansi le quitaba la comida a los otros animales? 

 
T: So in this story she got what she deserved because of the things she had  

done? 
 

S1: No porque ella tenía su own comida.  
 

S2: No, pero la tortuga todavía le hizo un trick a la spider… 
 

S3: Pero Anansi aquí no agarro la comida de la tortuga. Agarro su  
comida. 

 
S4: The turtle should be punished because he didn’t do anything or maybe the  

spider told him wrong. And he thought that maybe the spider should be 
punished.  
    (Raquel, Read Aloud Ending, 02/2014) 

Participants 

The students were an integral part of the translanguaging process as much as 

Raquel. Out of eleven conversational turns in this segment, the students possessed seven, 

more than half. Meaning that they dominated this part of the dialogue around the book. 

This was in contrast to the beginning of the read aloud (excerpts above and below) where 

the classroom discourse followed an Initiate-Response-Evaluate pattern (I-R-E) guided 

by Raquel (Cazden, 2001). That is, Raquel (T) was more likely to initiate and then follow 

a student’s conversational turn. Here, Raquel (T) and her student have an about equal 

amount of conversational turns; however, the students’ responses are mostly in response 

to Raquel’s questions.  

 The participants in the translanguaging process matter because they bring their 

shared and varied histories (Anzaldúa, 2007; García & Wei, 2014; Mignolo, 2000), which 

include their linguistic capital. Raquel was a U.S.-born citizen from the Texas border 

raised as an only child in a Spanish-dominant, middle-class household, with exposure to 
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English, by immigrant parents.  Her students had been raised in Spanish-dominant, 

mostly low-income homes, some with siblings, in a Texas community outside the border.  

Their family histories were decidedly different as was their language use and relationship 

with the content. Typically, Raquel’s students could be heard speaking in Spanish or 

switching back and forth between English and Spanish. While identified as 

“intermediate” or “high” by their TELPAS scores, they were still learning English 

content in their second language adding a layer of complexity to their meaning making 

process and ability to communicate their understanding.  Raquel, by comparison, was 

English-dominant and familiar with the instructional content she was teaching. Both 

groups, students and teacher, had the task of communicating and making meaning in the 

shared classroom context.  This required doing conversational work by using their full 

linguistic repertoires and “bricolaging” (Erickson, 2004), or making do with what they 

had, to get communicative tasks done. 

Instrumentalities 

As I explore the translanguaging process it becomes important to examine the 

event’s instrumentalities or mediums of communication, language domains, and 

languages used, including varieties (Hymes, 1972). First, Raquel and her students are 

using oral language and text during the read aloud process. This requires simultaneous 

engagement within specific language domains such as listening, speaking, and reading.  

So as Raquel and the students are dialoguing about the story’s outcome, they must 

traverse these mediums of communication and language domains as part of the larger 

meaning-making process.  The read aloud mediates the conversation as Raquel and her 

students “step into” the story and discuss the “fairness” of the outcome.  

 It is also important to understand that as interlocutors are traversing different 

communication mediums and domains simultaneously, they are doing so between 

standard and non-standard varieties, or hybrid practices, of English and Spanish. The text 

itself is in English, but the collective meaning making process materializes as Raquel and 

her students use their linguistic repertoires for receptive and productive language skills. I 
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have broken down the conversational turns of Raquel’s classrooms in their closing 

dialogue and categorized them by language variety.   

 

Language Variety # of Conversational 
Turns 

Example 

 
“Standard” English 

 
5 

Let me ask you this question. 
What is turtle doing and what is 
Anansi doing? 

 
 
 
“Standard” Spanish 

 
2 

Anansi le quitaba la comida a 
los otros animales? 
 
[Anansi would take the other 
animals’ food?] 
 

 
“Non-standard” Language 
(Code-switching instances) 

 
4 

No porque ella tenía su own 
comida. 
 

 
TOTAL 

 
11 

 

Table 4: Instrumentalities at end of Raquel’s Read Aloud. 

An important item to note is that students appeared more likely than Raquel to use 

Spanish or engage in code-switching practices to get their points across during the read 

aloud.  Raquel’s four conversational turns were completely in English. By comparison, 

all three instances of Spanish came from a student as did utterances with intra-sentential 

code switching.  

Examples: 
 

SPa: Oh, that…oh, que Bush Deer esta en todas las stories? 
 

S: Que en cada…que ella era muy lazy para agarrar como su 
comida y que los otros animales… 
 

  S1: No porque ella tenía su own comida. 
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Others have found that read alouds often mediate the translanguaging process as teachers 

and students draw on the linguistic repertoires (Gort & Pontier, 2013). For the most part, 

students used Spanish as the base language and introduced lexical switches like lazy and 

own, but the syntactic and semantic systems remained intact.  Therefore, the dialogue 

moved along effectively and efficiently. This in contrast to the beginning of the read 

aloud when students’ Spanish responses had to be repeated in English at Raquel’s 

request.  The constant response, stop and repeat in English sometimes interrupted the 

read aloud and meaning making. The flow of dialogue was important for the larger goals 

of this part of the read aloud event, which centered on a shared meaning making process. 

Ends 

The communicative goals at this point of the read aloud were different from that 

at the beginning of the event.  At the beginning, dialogue was centered on Raquel’s 

questions and students’ responses to those questions. The question-answer pattern of that 

particular dialogue facilitated the focus on questions related to comprehension of plot and 

character actions.  The end of the lesson, however, was about dialogue and exploring 

human themes related to the story like fairness and justice. I argue that the dialogue 

allowed students to “step into” the story and this transactional process (Rosenblatt, 1993) 

facilitated translanguaging practices. The participants’ cohesive use of English and 

Spanish varieties as they traversed mediums of communication and language domains 

mediated meaning making.   

 The translanguaging process allowed for conversation around human themes and 

critical issues; therefore, showcasing the possibilities of emergent bilinguals engaging in 

rich, critical learning opportunities rather than the rote, de-contextualized tasks they are 

often assigned (Valdés, 2001).  As Raquel and her students contemplated the “fairness” 

of Anansi’s verdict, they were exploring larger questions regarding whether one’s past 

should influence how society and institutions treat us.  These are questions our society 

and legal system grapple with daily.  Therefore, Raquel’s students were taking on a more 

critical lens of the story that went beyond recalling the story’s facts and details.  Since the 
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conversation was less focused on responding to questions or ensuring adherence to 

English, the dialogue was able to open up the conversational floor to a back and forth of 

language, whichever language varieties students needed to best get their points across. 

 I chose this particular read aloud because it was a “best example” illustration of 

the co-existence of language practices and ideologies of Raquel’s classroom. In one 

event, we saw “regulating” moments by Raquel in an effort to push students to use 

English in complete sentences. Yet, we also saw a contrast in the translanguaging 

practices that emerged at the end of the read aloud. When asked about this interaction, 

Raquel first noted that while she had allowed quite a bit of Spanish, comprehension was 

important at that point. Content took precedence over form. Overall, the read aloud event 

demonstrated that the classroom’s language practices were complex and dynamic. The 

next section will look at whole group math lesson to illustrate how Raquel drew on a 

translanguaging process to mediate meaning of math content. 

Mathematics 

The following math lesson was chosen as an example that also illustrated how 

varying language practices and ideologies could co-exist within one classroom and one 

lesson. This whole class English math lesson was among my earliest observations in 

Raquel’s classroom. The lesson had begun with a review of fractions where Raquel asked 

students to define the term “fraction” in their own words. Additionally, she used a set of 6 

markers and 1 pen, as manipulatives, to further demonstrate the idea that a fraction was a 

part of a whole. This first part of the lesson occurred almost entirely in English with a 

few words in Spanish used by students in side conversation. 

The lesson then moved to the concept of a number line as another way to discuss 

fractions. Raquel was at the front of the class and used the document camera to project a 

number line she was using to model for students how to find points on a line, and 

distinguishing whole numbers and fractions. The data in this lesson showed that Raquel 
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and her students used English, Spanish and sometimes a hybrid of both to engage in the 

lesson. Repair of student discourse was minimal. Therefore, while similar language 

practices and embodied ideologies were present in this lesson as in the read aloud, they 

occurred to different degrees. In this section, I will use samples from the lesson to 

highlight the co-existence of competing ideologies and illustrate the translanguaging as 

part of a larger scaffolding process.  

Language and Form 

As the fractions and number lines lesson began, Raquel asked her students to 

draw their own number lines on a strip of paper. She then added an arrow to each end of 

the line asking students if they knew what the arrows meant. 

 
T: No, can you see mine doesn’t look straight. It should be straight, I just 

have a hard time. Let’s put an arrow at the end and put an arrow at the 
end. Does anybody know what that arrow means? 

 
S: A  number line. 
 
T: Shhh. Raise your hand. 
 
S1: A number line. 
 
T: Well, it’s a number line. 
 
S2: That it’s going to keep going? 
 
T:  And it is… 
 
S1: Getting greater? 
 
T: No. 
 
S2:  It’s getting larger?  
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T: Well no, it just doesn’t have an end. What do you call it when it doesn’t 
have an end? 

 
S: Finito. (Finite) 
 
T: Infin…Tell me in English.  
 
SC: Infinity. 
 
T: Infinity. Infinite. Very good, SC.  Okay, now at the fold let’s put 1. 
 
S: Where? 

 
T:  At the fold…1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and up to 7 cause then I get to the edge. Okay.  

 
S: ¿Puedo seguir hasta seven? 
 [Can I continue to seven?] 

 
T: Yes, you can only get to 7. Alright, alright. Does it look like mine? 

 
Ss: Yes. 
 

(Raquel, Mathematics, 01/2015) 
 

The above excerpt follows the I-R-E pattern that was visible in the language arts read 

aloud and is common in classroom discourse (Cazden, 2001). The interaction remains in 

English for 11 conversation turns between students and Raquel. In the sixth turn, a 

student responds to Raquel’s question that the arrows at each endpoint mean the line 

keeps going. Raquel’s evaluation suggests that the student is on the right track, but she is 

looking for a specific word. Two more students make unsuccessful attempts before 

Raquel offers that “it does not have an end” and is looking for an exact term. Finally, a 

student offers “finite” (finite) in Spanish. The response is a close approximation to what 

Raquel is looking for, but without the appropriate prefix there is a semantic variation; 

“finite” and “infinite” are antonyms. Raquel begins to offer the missing prefix and then 

decides to request the answer in English. It is then that the word “infinite” is produced in 

English, as requested by Raquel. Raquel’s follow up is a praise to the student for 

identifying the right word in English.  
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 This sample focused on having students use a technical term related to math. In 

some ways, the interaction is reminiscent of the repairing that Raquel engaged in during 

the read aloud example. While the word is semantically incorrect, the focus of Raquel’s 

repair appears to be on the language. Yet, three turns later, a student produces a “non 

standard” response that goes unrepaired by Raquel. She responds to him in English 

without further probing. I had described earlier that Raquel expressed a reluctance to 

engage in code switching practices or allow her students to do so. 

Because when you code-switch, you… it’s like you lose vocabulary and then 
you’re not giving them an understanding of what the syntax is in English and 
what the syntax is in Spanish. And you are… What’s the word? You’re depending 
on that other language. “Oh, well I don’t know this word. Bueno, me voy a 
cambiar al español, and then I’ll be okay.”[“Okay, I’ll switch to Spanish and then 
I’ll be okay.”] And then you didn’t know how to say the whole thing in that one 
language. And besides that, when I first started here, that was something they 
talked a lot about, code-switching, and so I really try to do that and sometimes 
I’m not very successful. I mean, I don’t think I do it as much as I used to do it, but 
once in a while, you know, it slips because I do use the Spanish to kind of support 
their understanding and sometimes I know that I will not say a statement. I will 
say one or two words and I’m like, “Okay, I hope that wasn’t a code-switch.” But, 
you know, it was to a certain degree. (Raquel, 02/2014).  

 
The idea that code switching was problematic for student learning had been reinforced 

throughout Raquel’s career. She shared being warned by district officials against code 

switching practices when she first began teaching. Therefore, her aversion to “non 

standard” practices appeared to stem, in part, to that experience. However, Raquel also 

admits that even when she attempts to regulate her practice she is not always successful 

because she does use Spanish to support understanding. This tension between “correct” 

language practices and using Spanish as a pedagogical resource in an otherwise English 

dominant space may explain why Raquel’s repair practices were an  inconsistent part of 

her teaching.  

 In the next section, I will examine another sample of this same math lesson 

through a translanguaging lens. I will attempt to describe how Raquel used Spanish as 
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part of a larger scaffolding process that allowed for an opening of the conversation floor 

to include more dynamic language practices initiated by Raquel herself.  

Translanguaging 

In the last interview quote above, Raquel’s words alluded to an existing tension 

between school-sanctioned “standard” language practices and the practical realities of her 

classroom that required the use of Spanish to help students navigate English only content. 

Offering first language support seemed especially necessary during math when Raquel 

had students with varying level of English proficiencies preparing for an English math 

test. Raquel shared that when it came to math she felt the curriculum went too fast for 

some of her students; the curriculum allowed a week to teach a concept. The conundrum 

was that taking more time to help students master a concept meant the class fell behind, a 

disadvantage for students on the district’s benchmarks.  

In the following excerpt, Raquel is talking about number line segments. Raquel 

had begun her number line lesson with a number line that began with 0 and ended with 7. 

She was now attempting to show that sometimes the first number on a number line will 

not be 0. When Raquel shifted to this topic, she made sure students understood that this 

number line looked different from the one they had started with. 

 
T: Sometimes a number line is a piece of a number line. Un pedazo 

[emphasis] de una línea númerica. Okay? They got a piece and they cut it 
up.  So this may be, let’s start with 10, start with 10, 11, 12… 

 (A piece of a number line.) 
 
S: Is it supposed to be 8? 
 
T: Huh?  
 
S: Is it supposed to be 8?  
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T: No, I’m starting with 10. 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16. Okay? Now I changed 

it a little bit. Un pedazo (emphasis) de una línea númerica.  
 (A piece of a number line.) 
 
S: Up to 17? 
 
T: No, just stop at 17. 16, sorry. 
     

(Sample A, Mathematics, 01/2015) 

It appeared that Raquel wanted to make sure her students understood that they 

were now working with a section of a number line that did not show the beginning of the 

line. She used code-switching as a way to emphasize her point within two of her 

conversational turns. She had explained in her quote above: 

I don’t think I do it as much as I used to do it, but once in a while, you know, it 

slips because I do use the Spanish to kind of support their understanding and 

sometimes I know that I will not say a statement. I will say one or two words and 

I’m like, “Okay, I hope that wasn’t a code-switch.” But, you know, it was to a 

certain degree. (Raquel, 02/2014).   

Therefore, it appears that Raquel was aware of the tension between larger notions of 

“standard/non standard” languages and what she believed was important to support her 

students’ learning. 

 I now look to the excerpt below as a “best” example illustrating the 

translanguaging process during this math lesson. In this segment, Raquel is attempting to 

make sure that her students do not become confused with the new number lines she is 

showing them. Earlier parts of the transcript showed that at least one student was not 

starting his count at 0 when attempting to identify how many “jumps” it took to get to a 

particular point on the number line. It was also not clear that all students were 
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comprehending the “fraction” part of the lesson, where they made “whole” jumps and 

“half” jumps as they located a point between two whole numbers.  

 

 
T: 14. Just, you’re identifying. Now here’s where it gets really tricky.  
 
S1:  We’re writing letters? 
 
T: No. Not yet. Alright, let’s go to 12 and 13 and again find the 

middle. Let’s say that’s Point L.  
 
S: L. 
 
T: L. …..You can call it anything you want. Alright, now even though 

this arrow means its infinite. Infinito. Quiere decir que aca donde 
no miran números está 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 (counts in 
Spanish). Okay. Nada más que no lo pusieron porque no hay 
espacio. No tengo espacio. Entonces aquí está 10 pero aca… aca 
está 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 (counts in Spanish).  

 [Infinite. It means that over here where you don’t see number is 0, 
1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9. Okay. It’s just that they didn’t include them 
because there isn’t space. I don’t have space. So here is 10 but 
here…here is 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9.] 

 
S: Ms. [Raquel] 
 
T:  Okay.  Hold on. Ahorita. Alright, so quiere decir si estoy aqui… 

entonces, me voy en español para que no haya ningun problema. 
Quiere decir que he brincado desde donde? ¿Dónde empecé? 
Levanten la mano.  ¿Dónde empecé? 
[Okay. Hold on. Just a minute. Alright, so it means that if I’m here, 
then…I’ll go to Spanish so there’s not any problems. It means I’ve 
jumped to where? Where did I start? Raise your hand. Where did I 
start?] 

 
S: Del…um…cero. 
 [From…um…zero.] 
 
T: Cero. Y he brincado hasta… 
 [Zero. And I’ve jumped to…] 
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Ss: 12 (doce). 
 
T: Nada mas que no lo miran porque no hay ninguna manera que 

lo podemos escribir. Okay? No se puede. So brincamos aca desde 
el cero y venimos a dar aquí hasta el doce. Pero quiero llegar 
aquí, en mero medio del doce y el trece. Ese es el punto L. S, its 
one jump but its not just one jump itself. I’ve already jumped how 
much, L? 
[It’s just that you can’t see it because there is no way we can write 
it. Okay? You can’t. So we jump here from zero and we arrive at 
12. But I want to get here, right in the middle of twelve and 
thirteen. This is point L.] 
 

SL: 12? 
 
T: No, no. Stop. I’ve already jumped what, SL. For sure? C. What is 

C? Look at the letter C. What is C? 
 
S: 12. 
 
T: 12. I’ve already jumped 12, but I now I want to jump a little 

(emphasis) bit more. So total, what have I jumped?  
 
S: 12? 
 
T: 12 and one half. So I jumped, I have jumped all the way from 12 

and one half. So Point L is 12 and one half.  
 
     (Sample B, Mathematics, 01/2014) 

At this point, Raquel only wants the students to look at her example rather than write 

anything on their number line. She highlights that even though they do not see the 

numbers prior to the first number on the number line (10) they must remember that those 

numbers must be accounted for.  

 In her fifth turn, Raquel begins to explain in English, but makes a switch to 

Spanish as she reiterates the term “infinito” (infinite) from earlier. Ironically, Raquel now 

uses the term in Spanish, which she repaired earlier when a student used it. She then 

continues and ends her turn in Spanish. Her following turn has a similar pattern where 

she begins in English and makes a switch to Spanish within the same sentence. Raquel 
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had articulated that she monitored her code-switching, particularly if it meant making 

lexical switches within the same sentence. “I see that if I’m completing a sentence in 

English and then I go to Spanish and complete that sentence, I’m all right. I feel all right. 

Cause when I first came from Laredo, I did a lot of code-switching and I try to be self-

aware. I try not to do that” (Raquel, 02/2014). At Raquel’s fourth conversational turn, the 

classroom talk turns to Spanish for four more turns as students also begin to take up more 

Spanish.  While the lesson had started off as largely monopolized by English, there were 

pockets where English, Spanish, and its hybrid forms integrated into a larger meaning-

making system (Baker, 2011; Canagarajah, 2011; García & Wei, 2014).  

Participants 

The participants in this particular segment played a role in bringing the 

translanguaging process to fruition. First, Raquel described her afternoon class as 

consisting of varying English proficiencies. According to the TELPAS, her students’ 

English proficiencies ranged from “beginner” to “advanced”. Yet, all were expected to 

learn and test in English for math. This may have played a role in how Raquel perceived 

was the “best” way to support this particular group of students. Raquel had alluded to the 

fact that perhaps linguistic flexibility was necessary to ensure comprehension and 

meaning-making, especially in math. 

…like a few minutes ago, at the beginning, was it [Student]? It was a word I said, 
and he I changed it to Spanish and I said, “Yes, that’s what it means.” Yes. I 
know it needs to be all in English and I do not want to get to… Because I 
understand that children, the process is ‘Well, I’m going to wait for the teacher to 
say it in Spanish, and I just won’t listen to English.’ I understand that way of 
thinking, but we move so fast, that I need to make sure they understand the 
concept because, especially in math. In reading not so much, but in math, we 
move… last week… this week is perimeter, the next week is area, the following 
week is… And, so, if I don’t allow any Spanish, they’re going to get a superficial 
learning. As it is, they have a superficial learning. And, so if I don’t make all the 
effort that I can so they understand it, they’re never going to get it, and it’s going 
to accumulate and then, later on in fifth grade, it’s going be even worse. (Raquel, 
02/2014). 
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Raquel described that the pace of the math curriculum presented a particular set of 

challenges for her students. She indexes the English-only restriction of her classroom and 

echoes the logic she’s heard that using Spanish prevents students from trying to 

understand English.  

 Raquel’s participation also needs to be considered. She expressed a tension 

between the school-sanctioned ideologies of language purism that had been reinforced 

throughout her career and what she believed was best for her students. The samples 

above show that Raquel herself was likely to engage and even initiate the translanguaging 

process. An interesting observation given that she had articulated clear views about the 

importance of English and the possible negative impact of “non standard” language 

practices.  

Instrumentalities 

This particular lesson traversed language domains of listening, speaking, reading 

and writing. While the lesson did not include a traditional text, like a book, it did require 

that students engage in numeracy and literacy skills related to math. Students had to 

access content-specific terminology like number line, infinity, whole number, and 

fraction. They were also drawing their own number lines and plotting points guided by 

Raquel at the document camera. While math is often reduced to a “universal” language, it 

has its own set of discourse and lexical features that can be quite overwhelming for 

emergent bilinguals (Gutiérrez, 2002; Meltzer & Hamann, 2005; Perkins & Flores, 2002; 

Ramírez & Celedón-Pattichis, 2012). 

Aside from the content-specific language related to math, Raquel and her students 

were traversing a spectrum of language varieties that eroded traditional boundaries of 

world languages, like Spanish or English (Anzaldúa, 2007; García & Wei, 2014; 

Mignolo, 2000). 
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Language Variety # of Conversational 
Turns 

Example 

 
“Standard” English 

 
10 

No. Not yet. Alright, let’s go to  
12 and 13 and again find the  
middle. Let’s say that’s Point L. 

 
 
“Standard” Spanish 

 
3 

 
Cero. Y he brincado hasta… 
 
 
[Zero. And I’ve jumped to…] 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
“Non-standard” Language 
(Code-switching instances) 

 
3 

Okay.  Hold on. Ahorita. Alright, 
so quiere decir si estoy aquí… 
entonces, me voy en español 
para que no haya ningún 
problema. Quiere decir que he 
brincado desde donde? ¿Dónde 
empece? Levanten la mano.  
¿Dónde empece? 
 
[Okay. Hold on. Just a minute. 
Alright, so it means that if I’m 
here, then…I’ll go to Spanish so 
there’s not any problems. It 
means I’ve jumped to where? 
Where did I start? Raise your 
hand. Where did I start?] 
 

 
TOTAL 

 
16 

 

Table 5: Instrumentalities of Raquel’s Math Lesson. 

The above Sample B excerpt had 17 conversation turns. I omitted one, “Ms. [Raquel”] 

because the “language designation” was unclear. Working with the remaining 16 

conversational turns, it appears that “standard” English was the dominating language of 

the excerpt and used by both Raquel and her students. “Standard” Spanish and “non 

standard” language practices had an equal amount of turns. “Standard” Spanish appeared 

to be used by Raquel and her students, although her students made 2 out of the 3 
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utterances. “Non standard” language practices were engaged by Raquel. This perhaps 

suggests that while school-sanctioned ideologies of purism can be pervasive, they do not 

necessarily overpower less powerful language practices (Dorian, 1994; Lippi-Green, 

1997; Hornberger, 2003). As Hornberger (2003) suggests, bilingual communicative 

practices exist on a bilingual continua that traverses more and less “powerful” endpoints 

of monolingualism and bilingualism. 

Goals 

The larger goals of the lesson appeared to be based on making the math content 

comprehensible to students. As Raquel articulated above, the math content presented a 

challenge for her and her students. The emphasis on meaning-making meant that the 

school-sanctioned ideologies of language purism and the dominance of English that could 

often permeate the classroom had to co-exist with more dynamic language practices and 

beliefs in language flexibility as integral to larger meaning-making process. While the 

teacher’s attempts to provide in-the-moment first language support cannot overcome the 

need for more systematic bilingual instruction, its presence offers an important role to 

supporting academic learning for bilingual students.  

This example illustrated the co-existence of competing ideologies in one 

classroom and the span of one lesson (Martínez, Hikida & Durán, 2015). Raquel’s 

classroom was nested within a constellation of language ideologies that ranged from the 

monoglossic, English-only goals promoted by the state test, school-sanctioned ideologies 

privileging language purism, and the translanguaging practices that can emerge in 

bilingual spaces. Raquel articulated all three of these ideas as part of how she made sense 

of what was “best” for her students, which appeared to spur a spectrum of language 

practices and policies in her classroom.  
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CHAPTER DISCUSSION 

Raquel’s classroom was a complex language space. The varying layers of 

education and language policy, and policymakers, injected different language 

perspectives and ideologies. For example, high stakes assessment pushed an English only 

policy that strongly discouraged Spanish by school level administrators. School-

sanctioned language ideologies of language purism and “correct” language had been 

reinforced by district personnel and indexed by Raquel.  Her negotiation of these varying 

ideological perspectives and preferred practices added complexity as she considered what 

was best for her students.  

The data suggested that Raquel’s understanding of bilingualism was informed by 

her own experiences growing up on the border, her interpretation of second language 

acquisition theory, and the institutional realities in which she was teaching. Therefore, 

her own language practices, policies and ideologies ranged on a spectrum that sometimes 

echoed ideologies that minimized the “non standard” practices of bilingual communities, 

but simultaneously embraced those practices to support her teaching. While these 

perspectives appear to be ideologically opposed, they were both rationalized under the 

premise that it was what was “best” for students. Students needed to be prepared for 

English only classrooms and general society, as well as the “standard” language practices 

valued in those spaces. Yet, they also needed to be able to make meaning in the 

classroom while making sense of English content; therefore, “non standard” practices 

were also important and necessary. 

 Raquel demonstrated concern over her students’ academic success. She worried 

that their perceived lack of first language proficiency was a barrier to their success in 

English only contexts. These perceptions often resounded with how Raquel understood 

her own “adequacy” in her first and second language. Traditional diglossic perspectives 

of bilingualism and socially accepted language ideologies can often position bilinguals as 

“semilingual” when they appear to deviate from the “normalized” language standards of 

monolingual speakers. Raquel appeared to have a pragmatic understanding of her 

bilingualism as she distinguished between her level of “adequacy” across contexts 
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(Urciuoli, 1985). However, questions arose as to whether common theories in bilingual 

education, like the BICS/CALPS might further impose a monolingual standard on 

bilingual communities when left critically unexamined against school-sanctioned 

ideologies of language purism (Dorian, 1994; Johnson, 2009; MacSwan, 2000). This does 

not mean that teacher education should be depleted of theoretical foundations, but that 

these require critical understanding.  

 The idea of “adequacy” and the attempt to help students access the language 

resources necessary to engage with school content. In the next chapter, I will look to how 

another 3rd grade teacher in the same district made sense of his bilingualism through his 

own personal experiences, language ideologies and the language practices of his 

classroom. Like Raquel, Roberto contended with the STAAR exam alongside his 

“official” assignment as a DLBE teacher. He also drew on linguistic resources and larger 

translanguaging practices to support the meaning-making process. 
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Chapter 6:  Bilingualism, Policy & Academic Language 

“Thus we are not only one thing or another, neither solely what is innate nor solely 
what is acquired.” 

-Paulo Freire, Teachers as Cultural Workers 
 

Roberto was the last teacher recruited to this project; we had been connected by a 

series of acquaintances. Roberto was in his fourth year of teaching, but a new teacher to 

the district and the community. He had moved from El Paso, where he had taught 3rd and 

4th grade, to pursue graduate work and accepted a third grade teaching position at Castillo 

Elementary. In addition to being in a new district and school, Roberto was also 

experiencing DLBE for the first time while simultaneously navigating the demands of the 

state assessment. Therefore, Roberto was contending with his own unique set of 

challenges.  

Roberto’s classroom was a complex space where language and education policy 

converged. He was charged with teaching math and science to two different sets of 

students. His morning students were to be instructed as part of the DLBE program, with 

math in English and science in Spanish, while his afternoon class received all English 

instruction. The math STAAR exam brought an additional layer of complexity as Roberto 

attempted to prepare all students to pass.  The goal to support students’ learning of math 

content helped stretch the linguistic landscape of the classroom, especially in the morning 

group. Students possessed a range of linguistic proficiencies in English, and 

translanguaging practices were often needed for Spanish dominant students. Roberto was 

also attempting to adhere to the DLBE model’s expectations to support Spanish science 

content.  

Roberto’s articulated beliefs privileged a flexible approach to language that 

focused on content. His expressed ideologies appeared influenced by his multicultural 

experiences growing up and teaching on the border, his own definitions of bilingualism, 

and his efforts as a content area teacher for emerging bilinguals. In this chapter, I will 

describe Roberto’s experiences growing up on the Texas border, his articulated 

ideologies about bilingualism and language use. Then, I will further delve into his school 
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and classroom context to understand how Roberto contended with meeting the 

expectations of the state assessment and attempt to support content learning. 

DEFINING BILINGUALISM 
I’m talking Spanish right now, just Spanish cause I consider myself more an English 
speaker than a Spanish speaker. So when I’m judging somebody else if they’re being 

bilingual, I judge their Spanish before I judge their English.  So it’s basically, I guess, the 
totality of how well they speak the language.  How fluent it is. How fluid it is. How 

comfortable they are, I guess the accent, the vocabulary, the way they use it, the BICS 
and the CALPS, both. (Roberto, 03/2014) 

Growing Up Multicultural 

Roberto’s ideas around bilingualism were framed around his multicultural and 

multilingual identity. Roberto grew up in a multilingual and multicultural family that 

included Mexican and Iranian heritages. Growing up in a border town where the majority 

of the population is Mexican or Mexican-American, coming from a multicultural family 

was deemed a rarity.   

It was strange though cause El Paso is like 90% Hispanic, specifically Mexican.  
So me being Mexican, but not being Mexican was very strange for me too. A lot 
of people would kind of like, first of all my name is...growing up I didn’t really 
look too Mexican, according to the other peoples’ perspectives, so I would get 
asked a lot “What are you? Who are you? Where are you from?”  And it was 
always like, yeah that’s why I’m philosophical. That’s why I had such existential 
dilemmas as like a five year old. Like what are you? You know?  I don’t know.  
And then they would hear me speaking Spanish so that would kind of throw a 
curve ball at them. Like, “Wait a minute, you speak Spanish? (Roberto, 03/2014)  
 

Issues of identity were difficult for Roberto, who did not appear to fit within a set of 

ethnic categories that seemingly define the border region. “Biculturalism was always a 

huge part.  I’m always thinking about it; I’m always like framing things in that context” 

(Roberto, 03/2014).   

 Roberto’s comments suggest that he contemplated larger issues of language and 

identity. For the outside world, Roberto’s Spanish anchored him in the cultural and 

linguistic heritage of the border. However, for Roberto, his self-perceived lack of Spanish 

proficiency complicated his larger questions regarding his identity and sense of 
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belonging. Also, Roberto was very aware of the socioeconomic and cultural dynamics of 

his city; he mapped out El Paso’s neighborhoods according to how the community 

identified culturally. As he explained the distinctions across the city, Roberto highlighted 

economic disparities between communities only a few miles apart, and their ethnic 

identifications. 

I grew up over here, the white part of town.  I grew up in the more affluent part of 
town.  There are Hispanics everywhere, but these are the more, and I’m going to 
use this purposefully, American-Mexican. (Roberto, 03/2014) 
 

Roberto was very keenly aware of his city’s neighborhoods and their sociocultural 

distinctions and economic disparities, likely due to his negotiating these issues at an early 

age. Roberto placed himself within a part of town that was more English dominant and 

more likely to identify as American.  

In adolescence, Roberto  preferred English and avoided using Spanish; however, 

his college experience offered a re-discovery of Spanish and his multicultural heritage. 

I didn’t speak so much Spanish and then once I got to college I was very more 
aware of multiculturalism in the 21st century and how crucial it is in all sorts of 
disciplines and I got to meet a lot of people too. (Roberto, 03/2014) 
 

Roberto found a new appreciation for his multicultural background and bilingualism. He 

minored in Spanish at his university, which offered a program for heritage bilingual 

speakers. While the experience eventually led to his decision to become a bilingual 

teacher, Roberto still had doubts about his Spanish language proficiency. 

Language Ideologies and Proficiencies 
Roberto considered himself bilingual and articulated an understanding of 

bilingualism  measured by how well one spoke.  

So it’s basically, I guess, the totality of how well they speak the language.  How 
fluent it is. How fluid it is. How comfortable they are, I guess the accent, the 
vocabulary, the way they use it, the BICS and the CALPS, both (Roberto, 
03/2014).  
 

For Roberto, bilingualism was connected to language elements of accent, fluency and 

fluidity. Additionally, he addressed the importance of having these elements transfer 
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across social and academic contexts. Like Raquel, Roberto indexed the BICS/CALPS 

dichotomy to explain the high and low complexity language tasks of various spaces 

(Cummins, 2000).  Therefore highlighting a pragmatic understanding that language is 

used for various contexts and purposes.  

Roberto focused on Spanish proficiency more so than English when determining 

bilingualism. He self-identified as English dominant and referenced feeling less 

proficient in Spanish when compared to other people he knew, like friends born and 

raised in Mexico. Understandings of bilingualism appear to be relative to other’s 

proficiency or how others view our proficiency.  

I consider my Spanish not as proficient as many people that I know.  That’s 
another struggle too. Cause you feel so conscious about it.  Cause okay, I’m a 
teacher. I claim this.  Teaching it.  Should feel really good with the language and 
comfortable with the language and like, you get in situations when you kind of 
question it (Roberto, 03/2014).   
 

It is not uncommon for heritage bilinguals in teaching roles to feel insecure regarding 

their Spanish language use  (Ek, Sánchez, & Cerecer, 2013). Anzaldúa (2007) faults the 

linguistic terrorism that stems from holding U.S.-born Latinos/as to “normalized” 

monolingual standards of Spanish-dominant speakers for their loss of confidence in 

Spanish. As part of his professional duties, Roberto had to teach science content in 

Spanish, which appeared to sometimes bring up feelings of insecurity.  

Roberto also seemed mindful of the realities of linguistic diversity that could 

emerge from bilingual communities. He was aware of the borderlands linguistic diversity, 

and the corresponding ideologies that negatively positioned “non standard” varieties.  

…but you get all these people in all these pockets of culture that interact with a 
language, with two languages, with a hybridization of those two languages in 
many different ways. So for me to say that, for me to answer your question, is a 
judgment, you know what I mean? And who am I to judge? You know what I 
mean? Who am I to judge? Like if someone is speaking broken English, that’s 
their language.  If someone is speaking pochismo, that’s their language, if 
someone is speaking Chicano style Spanish, Chicano style English, that’s their 
language.  Aesthetically, I can judge and it’s my judgment, right?  But trying to 
step away from that, to be bilingual is for you to consider yourself bilingual. If 
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you consider yourself bilingual and that’s your perspective then no one can really 
tell you you’re not. (Roberto, 03/2014) 
 

Similar to (post)colonial and borderland perspectives, Roberto viewed “non standard” 

variations as part of the border’s cultural and linguistic landscape (Anzaldúa, 2007; 

Mignolo, 2000).  

 In the next section, I describe Roberto’s school and classroom context along with 

a sampling of the language practices of his classroom. His classroom embodied a variety 

of language practices that reflected the diglossic expectations of the DLBE model 

alongside more dynamic bilingual practices, like translanguaging. Additionally, I draw 

focus to Roberto’s goals of supporting academic language, or the specialized and 

technical language of content areas (Gee, 2007; Scarcella, 2003). These goals were 

supported through language as part of a larger scaffolding process most visible in 

supporting English content for struggling students. I also explore the task of Roberto’s 

teaching assignment as it related to supporting Spanish academic content.  

THE CONTEXT: SCHOOL, ACCOUNTABILITY AND DUAL LANGUAGE 

Castillo Elementary 
Castillo Elementary serves a predominantly low socioeconomic Latino 

community in the district. Perhaps due to its somewhat distant location from the city’s 

downtown area, the Castillo community was not experiencing the same gentrification 

processes as Colorado Elementary. The school’s neighborhood remained largely 

residential with some businesses in the area. 
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 Campus District 

Latino/a  
Enrollment 

93.8% 60.0% 

Economically Disadvantaged 96.2%** 61.2% 

English Language Learners 40.5%** 27.0% 

Mobility Rate 26.0% 19.2% 

Table 5: Castillo Elementary Demographics. 

Percentages for at-risk factors are high compared to the district. When asked about the 

influence of the STAAR on his teaching, Roberto shared it manifested in the pressure to 

teach to the test and focus on math. The pressures of the test along with other external 

factors precluded the goals for bilingual development.  

Dual Language and Accountability 

Roberto’s Classroom 

Roberto’s third grade team had been departmentalized by the school’s 

administration. Teachers partnered with another teacher, each assigned to specific subject 

areas. Roberto was assigned to teach math and science. Language arts and social studies 

were taught by his teammate. In the morning, Roberto taught math and science to 

approximately 18 students enrolled in the “one way” DLBE program since pre-

kindergarten, with about half of the students coming from Spanish dominant homes and 

the children of immigrants. In the afternoon he worked with about 16 students, a mix of 

Latino/a and African American students. The bulk of my observations occurred in the 

morning since it was then that Roberto was working within the DLBE program. 

However, my interaction with the afternoon group showed that some students spoke and 

understood Spanish, but had been identified as ready to transition to all English 
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instruction by the campus Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC) or were 

parent denials for bilingual education services.  

Math lessons included both whole group and small group instruction. Roberto 

often went over STAAR-related math problems and problem-solving strategies with the 

class. During whole group lessons, English was the dominant language. There were 

occasions when students used Spanish and sometimes this caused a momentary switch to 

Spanish for Roberto or he answered in English and continued. Small group work included 

working on STAAR-related word problems and other activities related to the day’s 

lesson. Walking around during small group work, I heard students use English and 

Spanish for general conversation.  

As students worked in small groups, Roberto often led 1 or 2 small guided math 

groups. I focused my small group observations on two of Roberto’s students since my 

observations had shown that he seemed more likely to use Spanish when having to 

explain math content to them. Also, my field notes had suggested that addressing their 

needs proved most difficult in the English only space created by the DLBE model and the 

test. In February, the decision had been made that these two students would test in 

Spanish for math. Their benchmarks were in Spanish, but they received English 

instruction in the whole group setting, and worked with English math problems during 

guided groups. They did sometimes receive Spanish instructional materials. Roberto 

reported he sometimes lacked the Spanish resources and/or the time to prepare for 

separate Spanish instruction. After small group instruction, the class often re-grouped to 

go over the problems they had worked on. In addition to drawing on Spanish as a 

resource, particularly for his Spanish dominant students, Roberto drew on manipulatives, 

gesture, visuals and questions to scaffold learning.  

Science instruction was in Spanish. Students sometimes used English or “non 

standard” practices when sharing responses or talking amongst each other. Students kept 

a science journal in Spanish to record terminology and other main ideas. Roberto shared 

his science journal entries with the class for students to copy. He also used multimedia 

resources like PowerPoint presentations and English/Spanish videos to support lesson 
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content. Roberto shared that finding Spanish multimedia resources for science was 

difficult so he had to bring in English videos and offer Spanish translation. Science 

instruction was often at the whole group level, but students could be asked to discuss 

ideas with partners. Most of the semester was focused on an Earth science unit, and saw 

much less attention in the weeks leading up to the STAAR exam. Therefore, science 

observations were limited. After the STAAR exam, Roberto and his students put on a 

play in Spanish, titled La Formación de la Tierra or Earth’s Formation, that showcased 

the Earth science content they had learned throughout the semester. Students 

independently wrote narratives about what they had learned during the Earth science unit. 

A class script was created along with costumes and backgrounds. The students practiced 

their play and performed for other classrooms at the end of the school year. 

Roberto’s classroom was located outside the school building in a portable; student 

desks were arranged into pairs. Roberto occasionally re-directed students from side 

conversations, but overall disruptions appeared minimal. The classroom environmental 

print consisted of commercially purchased posters, teacher created word walls in English 

and Spanish focused on math and science terminology. These followed the tenets of the 

DLBE model, which will be described further in the chapter. There was also a teacher-

created bulletin related to landforms with the listed learning objectives.  

  Roberto had no prior experience with dual language. He believed in the 

program’s stated outcomes for bilingualism, but had not yet figured out how to 

implement the program and meet the demands of the test and his other responsibilities.  

I like the idea. I like the rationale behind it. (…) But due to scheduling, due to 
time constraints, to the absurd amount of responsibilities we have and deadlines 
we have, it’s almost close to impossible to implement [dual language] the way it 
needs to be done (Roberto, 03/2014).   
 

Like other teachers, he reported receiving little training, resources and guidance to 

implement the DLBE model (Palmer, Henderson, Wall, Zúñiga, & Berthlesen, 2015). His 

adherence to the DLBE model consisted of visual manifestations of the model, like  
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following the environmental print requirements from the model’s checklist (ex. word 

walls color-coded for English and Spanish and labeled items around the classroom). 

 

 

Figure 4: Roberto’s Classroom: Math Word Wall. 

 In addition to the checklist items, Roberto was committed to following the requirement 

of separating English and Spanish by subject area, which he believed allowed him to give 

equal footing to each language. 

The speaking of Spanish in science and speaking English in math and like trying 
to really be loyal to that even if the students…cause sometimes you just forget! 
(…) That is important because the equal amounts of time spent and dedicated to 
both languages will even it out and propel both languages, not necessarily one 
over the other (Roberto, 03/2014). 
 

Roberto’s adherence to the English/Spanish binary set up by the DLBE model was part of 

a personal investment in giving value to both languages as way to support bilingual 

development. Advocates of language separation often explain the importance of giving 

equal footing to both languages to combat the pervasiveness of English (Lindholm-Leary, 

2001).  He believed in supporting bilingual outcomes for his students, but did not always 

have the logistical space to do so.  Testing preparation took up a large amount of his 
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instructional time, especially in the weeks leading up to the STAAR.  Science, the only 

time he had set aside for Spanish, often suffered at the expense of test preparation. After 

the STAAR assessment, Roberto dedicated more time to science, and had students write 

and perform a play about the Earth’s formation.  

 The lingering presence of the test made it difficult to fully support bilingual 

outcomes. Roberto’s classroom became a largely English instructional space. The 

influence of the test coupled with the fact that Roberto had no experience with DLBE, 

little access to resources, and was still navigating a new school and district, meant that 

strong implementation proved difficult. Most of Roberto’s students in the morning class 

had been in the district’s “one way” DLBE program since pre-kindergarten; therefore, 

they had been receiving English math instruction for the last five years. However, 

Roberto had a hand-full of Spanish dominant students, some recent immigrants and 

others coming from transition-based programs, who struggled in the English-only 

environment.  

 Roberto’s and his students’ linguistic repertoires opened up spaces of bilingualism 

during English math instruction. This was especially necessary for Roberto’s Spanish-

dominant students who needed first language support.  In the next section, I will discuss 

Roberto’s classroom language practices as nested within his larger ideologies and beliefs 

about language. Particular attention will be given to his use of translanguaging practices, 

as a teaching resource to support English math content. 

LANGUAGE USE AND PRACTICE 

Linguistic Flexibility 
Roberto attempted to adhere to the language designations set by the DLBE model, 

yet the circumstances in his classroom made this difficult. Teachers’ language policy 

decisions are highly influenced by individual and social factors (García & Menken, 

2010). Roberto appeared to have a practical understanding of language, “let’s just 

communicate and get this done” (Roberto, 05/2014). He shared this was most important 

when needing to move lessons along, self-identified as feeling tense, or was not directly 
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giving instruction. Roberto’s code-switching practices were more visible during small 

group work or social interactions with students. 

It was Roberto’s students that often drove the translanguaging process in the 

classroom. His students engaged in English, Spanish and “non standard” varieties during 

group conversation. While English could often monopolize instruction during math, 

Roberto had two students in his classroom that needed extra support for English math 

instruction. Roberto often set time aside to review content with the two students since 

whole group lessons were in English.   These students were also included in guided math 

activities with other students, and Spanish was used for their benefit. One of these 

students struggled more than the other and getting her to talk in Spanish was extremely 

difficult, let alone English.  So while they were both considered Spanish dominant, they 

were at different points in terms of understanding math concepts.  It was during these 

situations that one could really appreciate translanguaging processes as part of a larger 

scaffolding process. 

Roberto allowed for students to respond in a way they felt most comfortable. He 

was more concerned with student meaning making then their language choice. 

Sometimes I think I have to just kind of pick my battles because there’s a 
linguistic component and there’s an academic component.  And if some kid is 
getting into something and they’re gung-ho about it and I can see that they’re on 
the verge of understanding some sort of conceptual thing and they’re telling me in 
a different language, I’m not going to kill the moment.  You know what I mean? 
I’m not going to ruin that vibe and be like, “No! No! Shut up! Say it in Spanish or 
say it in English!”  They’re going to be like, “Never mind. Don’t worry about it.”  
I lost it, you know? So you really have to pick your battles sometimes and just 
understand the situation (Roberto, 03/2014).   
 

While Roberto strived to adhere to the program’s content-restricted language stipulations, 

he did not force these ideas on his students, but rather believed in letting them express 

themselves in whatever language was easiest. This idea was particularly important for 

students reluctant to speak English since the math English context required by the DLBE 

and the STAAR exam proved most overwhelming for them.  
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 Roberto, a self-identified English-dominant bilingual, often took up his students’ 

language choices. Therefore, students’ responses were sometimes followed up in the 

same language by their teacher. For math instruction, Roberto did guided math groups 

where he worked with a group of about 4 students on their math problems while the rest 

of the class worked in small groups or pairs.  Guided math groups were mostly likely to 

be in English but Roberto sometimes followed his students’ lead when they used Spanish. 

 
Roberto:   What’s the question? What are they asking us for? 
 
Student:   ¿Total (in Spanish)? 
 
Roberto:  Ya tenemos el total. ¿Estás estudiando tus tablas?  10 por 

que te da 40?  Enseñame porfavor. 
[We already have the total.  Are you studying your times 
tables?  10 times what gives you 40?  Show me, please.] 
 

 Student:   Oh! 

Roberto:   Okay.  ¿Cuál es la respuesta?  What’s the answer? 
   [Okay. What is the answer?] 
 

      (Roberto, 02/2014) 
 

In the above excerpt, Roberto (T) is helping the students with problem solving strategies, 

particularly identifying the main question. Roberto’s approach to addressing math 

problems included identifying the question, key points, and the operation. He understood 

the challenges that language presented for his students’ understanding of math problems 

in English. 

Well let’s say I teach them the content, teach them a skill, and I know that the 
majority have shown me they can compute and then we come to a different word 
problem that may have used a different vocabulary. Like for example, “How 
many does he have left?” I showed them in that context with the word “left” and 
they were able to do it. But then, we come around and it’s the same concept but 
they use a different word like, “How many were in the box?” and it doesn’t say 
the word “left” but the previous sentence says, “He took out seventeen of the hats. 
How many are in the box now?” It’s “How many are in the box now?” rather than 
“How many are left?” Some kids may not be able to get it when I know they’re 
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able to compute it. They understand subtraction and they understand the concept, 
but I’m also having to go back and be like, “Okay, do you guys know what this 
means?” I’m having to go back and teach them English. Or, like, the word, or a 
contextual situation. (Roberto, 05/2014) 
 

Roberto expresses that math is not just about being able to compute, but also understand 

math-related discourse and lexicon. 

In the above excerpt, Roberto’s interaction follows a typical classroom I-R-E 

pattern where he precedes and follows his student (Cazden, 2001). Roberto asks a 

question in English, to which his student responds in Spanish. Roberto follows his lead 

by continuing in Spanish and evaluating the content of the response. The student’s 

response is incorrect, but Roberto has given him a clue as to what he has to do. Roberto 

then requests the answer in Spanish and switches back to English to re-emphasize what 

he has said.  

 Roberto’s classroom dynamics and expressed language ideologies allowed for 

considerable linguistic flexibility where members could make full use of their linguistic 

repertoires (Gumperz, 1972). The diglossic binaries set up by the language separation of 

English and Spanish by content areas were dissolved, allowing Spanish dominant 

students to participate. This allowed for more attention to the content of speakers’ 

responses rather than their form; the languaging process allowed class participants to 

communicate in their language of choice. I use the following excerpt as a way to illustrate 

a “best” example of how translanguaging occurred in this classroom to help support 

meaning making for English content. 

Mathematics 
While translanguaging definitions vary, I draw on a definition of translanguaging 

as two or more languages used simultaneously and across language domains to construct 

meaning as part of an integrated language system that challenges traditional 

understandings of world languages (Baker, 2011; Canagarajah, 2011; García & Wei, 

2014). Here I examine one speech event and again use Hymes (1972) SPEAKING 
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heuristic to understand how different components, like participants, instrumentalities and 

goals, influence the larger translanguaging process.  

This example draws from a small group math lesson where Roberto worked with 

4 students on a math problem.  The session included a choral reading of the problem. 

Roberto then guided students through the word problem by helping them to identify the 

problem’s question, key vocabulary, and information. The conversation followed the I-R-

E classroom discourse pattern (Cazden, 2001).  

 
T: Sure, but what do we do with the equal groups? Because when we put 

them together when we want to know the total that’s multiplying. What 
about equal groups? What do we do with those equal groups?   

 
S: We subtract. 

 
T: We subtract; it’s kind of like subtraction.  A? 

 
SA: (inaudible) 

 
T: We already said that. What do we do when we are dividing?  

 
SA: We separate them. 
 
T: We separate them. We separate the total into the equal groups. We 

separate, okay. So let’s try to figure out the context clues here to…figure 
out the context clues…read for the context clues to see what operations we 
have to perform.  Ok? What’s the first thing we get now that we talked 
about the key words? What do we do now? We write the… 

 
S: How many people? 

 
       (Sample A, Math Lesson, 03/2014) 

The above excerpt shows that Roberto guided the conversation and students followed 

with a response, which was twice followed up with another question by Roberto.  

 We also notice here that the conversation has remained in English, which follows 

the language of the math problem. However, there were instances where students and 
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Roberto needed to make use of their wider linguistic repertoires, especially when a 

breakdown in the larger meaning-making process occurred.   

 
T: 96 turkeys is the amount of equal groups. There’s 96 equal groups and 

each turkey, each group is going to feed 8 people. So if each turkey feeds 
8 people, the number 8 is the amount in each group. That’s the number in 
each equal group, the quantity.  Tenemos 96 grupos iguales, tenemos 96 
pavos. Cada pavo puede dar comida a 8 personas. Número 8 es la 
cantidad en cada grupo.  
[We have 96 equal groups, we have 96 turkeys. Each turkey can feed 8 
people. The number 8 is the amount in each group.] 

 
S: De personas. 
 [Of people.] 

 
T: Pues son 8 personas en cada grupo de cada pavo. Un pavo va dar 

comida a 8 personas.  ¿Cuántos grupos son? Si hay 96 pavos, y 
queremos saber ¿cuántas personas en total les podemos dar comida? 
¿Qué tenemos que hacer, A? 
[Well there are 8 people in each group for each turkey. One turkey will 
feed 8 people. How many groups are there? If there are 96 turkeys, and 
we want to know how many people in total can we feed? What do we have 
to do, A?] 

 
SA: Multiplicar? 

  [Multiply?] 
 

T: Multiplicar, mmhm. Porque queremos saber el total.  We want to know 
the total. Ok? The number of (inaudible) in equal groups.  El número, la 
cantidad… 
[Multiply, mmhm. Because we want to know the total. We want to know 
the total. Ok? The number of (inaudible) in equal groups.  The number, 
the quantity…] 

 
S: The number of what? 

 
T: The number of people in equal groups.  So we have 96 groups and in each 

group there’s 8, right. So we’re going to have… 
 

S: Multiply. 
 

T: Why do we have to multiply? 
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S: Eight times 96 

 
T: Eight times 96 is equal…why?  Why do we have to multiply? SA? (4s) 

Tenemos que saber el total.  
 [We have to know the total.] 

 
SB: El total de personas.  

  [The total amount of people.] 
 
T: El total de personas.  Okay, now we can actually show our work.  

  [The total amount of people.] 

      (Sample B, Math Lesson, 03/2014) 

I will be working with the above excerpt to illustrate an example of the translanguaging 

process in Roberto’s classroom.  

Participants 

This interaction consisted of Roberto and four students.  Roberto self-describes as 

English dominant and feels more comfortable teaching content in English than Spanish. 

He considered this particular group to be some of his most struggling students with 

English content. Two out of the four students did appear to understand English, but 

needed support with the academic vocabulary.  The remaining two students (SA and SB) 

were his most Spanish dominant students. SB was a recent immigrant with a rather solid 

education background from his home country and was rapidly acquiring English; 

therefore, he appeared to be able to manage the content. SA was a struggling student who 

had been enrolled in the district’s DLBE program since early elementary and was 

sometimes reluctant to talk. Remaining mostly in English was possible for most of the 

group, but they required support and scaffolding as they learned math content in English.  

 The interaction shows an alternating conversational pattern between Roberto and 

his students. Participation styles varied among students, but Roberto never possessed the 

entire conversational floor; he shared it with his students and expected them to contribute. 

In his second turn, Roberto ends by directly soliciting a response from SA. We also see 
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that while the conversation leaned more towards English, Roberto and his students 

followed each other’s language choices. 

Example 
 
T: 96 turkeys is the amount of equal groups. There’s 96 equal groups and 

each turkey, each group is going to feed 8 people. So if each turkey feeds 
8 people, the number 8 is the amount in each group. That’s the number in 
each equal group, the quantity.  Tenemos 96 grupos iguales, tenemos 96 
pavos. Cada pavo puede dar comida a 8 personas. Número 8 es la 
cantidad en cada grupo. 
 [We have 96 equal groups, we have 96 turkeys. Each turkey can feed 8 
people. The number 8 is the amount in each group.] 

 
S: De personas. 
 [Of people.] 

 
T: Pues son 8 personas en cada grupo de cada pavo. Un pavo va dar 

comida a 8 personas.  ¿Cuántos grupos son? Si hay 96 pavos, y 
queremos saber ¿cuántas personas en total les podemos dar comida? 
¿Qué tenemos que hacer, SA? 
[Well there are 8 people in each group for each turkey. One turkey will 
feed 8 people. How many groups are there? If there are 96 turkeys, and 
we want to know how many people in total can we feed? What do we have 
to do, A?] 
 

SA: Multiplicar? 
  [Multiply?] 
 
In the above section of dialogue, we see that Roberto has momentarily shifted to Spanish 

through an inter-sentential code switch. The student then followed his conversational turn 

in Spanish as well. Roberto’s use of Spanish verified that it was okay to speak in Spanish 

during the lesson. The students were not asked to correct or repair their responses 

(Godley et al., 2005; Razfar, 2005). Roberto had expressed the importance of allowing 

students to choose their language because he cared more about their understanding than 

adhering to a specific language.  
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Instrumentalities 

Roberto and his students needed to use oral communication, text and math 

symbols as mediums of communication.  Additionally, they traversed the four language 

domains of speaking, listening, reading and writing.  While math is often referred to as a 

universal subject area where numeracy is the most important skill, it does require 

navigating important language and literacy skills (Meltzer & Hamann, 2005; Ramírez & 

Celedón-Pattichis, 2012). The students needed to able to make use of their linguistic 

repertoires not just to communicate, but also to make meaning.  

 First, the group (Roberto and his students) were reading math problems in 

English.  The text and their choral read aloud had been in English as well.  More than half 

of the conversational turns for Samples A and B were in English. Yet, their entrance into 

speaking and listening domains occurred in varieties of English and Spanish. Less than 

half of the conversational turns in this excerpt interrupted the English space of math. 

Observations in Roberto’s class suggested that while English was the dominant language, 

Spanish and “non standard” language practices could easily emerge. 
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Table 7: Instrumentalities in Roberto’s Guided Math Lesson. 

I point out that it was Roberto who drew on all three varieties to supplement his 

instruction. His students used either English or Spanish in their conversational turns. 

Communication at this point of the larger speech event was integration of English, 

Spanish and hybridization, especially for Roberto. 

Language Variety # of Conversational 
Turns 

Example 

 
 
Standard English 

 
 

12 

 
Why do we have to multiply? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Standard Spanish 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 

Pues son 8 personas en cada 
grupo de cada pavo. Un pavo 
va dar comida a 8 personas.  
¿Cuántos grupos son? Si hay 
96 pavos, y queremos saber 
¿cuántas personas en total les 
podemos dar comida? ¿Qué 
tenemos que hacer, SA? 
 
[Well there are 8 people in 
each group for each turkey. 
One turkey will feed 8 people. 
How many groups are there? 
If there are 96 turkeys, and we 
want to know how many 
people in total can we feed? 
What do we need to know SA?] 

 
Non-standard Language 
(Code-switching instances) 

 
4 

 
Multiplicar, mmhm. Porque 
queremos saber el total.  We 
want to know the total. Ok? 
The number of (inaudible) in 
equal groups.  El número, la 
cantidad… 

 
TOTAL 

 
20 
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Ends 

The goal of the small group lesson was to support students’ content learning, but 

also help them navigate the academic vocabulary germane to math problems. As Roberto 

breaks down the different parts of the problem, he uses Spanish to re-voice key 

information and reinforce concepts during perceived breakdowns in communication.  The 

data suggests that this particular group of students struggled with the math problems; it 

took them almost 30 minutes to complete the problem. A point of concern that Roberto 

expressed to them because the state assessment is timed. Therefore, Roberto was making 

use of his linguistic repertoire by engaging in standard and non-standard language 

varieties of English and Spanish.  His students too were attempting to make sense of the 

problem by using Spanish, which may have removed an added level of complexity. 

Therefore, like Raquel’s classroom during the read aloud, Roberto and his students were 

engaged in a larger collective meaning making process.  Their bilingual repertoires 

allowed them to bricolage (Erickson, 2004), or use what was linguistically available, to 

make sense of the math problem. 

While the students were able to trudge through the problem’s language with 

Roberto’s help, it did not appear that they were all able to truly contend with its content-

specific lexicon, discourse structure, and semiotic meanings. At the beginning of the 

lesson, Roberto immediately re-voiced the problem in Spanish, a pattern that continued 

throughout the excerpt. Roberto had been assigned to teach math and science; unlike 

Raquel, he was not assigned to language arts. Roberto saw himself as a content teacher 

rather than a language teacher. Yet, he expressed that for math he was also having to 

teach students English language not just content, or draw attention to how the situated 

language of math worked. For science, Roberto saw himself as a content teacher since his 

students, as bilinguals, presumably knew Spanish. Roberto’s teaching assignment, the 

language requirements of the DLBE model, and the influence the larger testing structure 

appeared to contribute to how science was addressed.  
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Science & Academic Language 

As in all classrooms, language played an important role in Roberto’s classroom. 

Gort and Pontier (2013) point out that bilingual teachers are using their linguistic 

repertoires for communicative interaction and language development. Roberto was 

teaching math in English and science in Spanish. He was aware that not all his students 

were able to participate in English math instruction, and tried to make accommodations 

by using Spanish and allowing linguistic fluidity in the classroom as part of a larger 

scaffolding process. However, because he was assigned to the DLBE students in the 

morning, Roberto expressed that because the science content was in Spanish it removed 

the complexity of language. This may stem from the fact that morning students were 

labeled as “bilingual” and many had participated in the district’s DLBE program since 

early elementary, presumably receiving consistent science instruction in Spanish.  

 

I feel that I have to teach them English and that’s so different than Spanish.  
Cause I don’t feel that I have to teach them Spanish, I feel like they know 
Spanish.  I have to teach them Spanish too, but its different because I’m not in 
language arts and that really changes the way I think of things in terms of 
instruction because its science and math. So I’m teaching content rather than 
language. (…) For [students], [Spanish] is a little bit more fluid. More like, more 
natural so like whenever we do science I feel that there’s a little bit less tension, I 
guess, less confusion. (Roberto, 05/2014) 
 

The content vs. language teaching divide is common in the instruction of English 

Language Learner (ELL) students. For language minority students, instruction can often 

be focused on either language or content (Valdés, 2001). Solely teaching language de-

contextualizes it making content difficult to grasp, and only teaching content without 

appropriate language support makes learning incomprehensible (Scarcella, 2003; Valdés, 

2001, 2004; Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000).  These issues have been discussed at length 

in the literature regarding ELL students in English only contexts. To my knowledge, less 

attention has been paid to how bilingual teachers approach Spanish academic content in 

the bilingual classroom. 
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 Adding complexity was the fact that Roberto had reservations about his bilingual 

proficiency when it came to Spanish academic content. As we have seen with Raquel and 

will see with Pablo in the next chapter, this was common among the teachers. Roberto 

was concerned that his lack of proficiency might alter the way in which he presented the 

academic content.  

I feel like I’m a little stronger in English, personally, so when I do use Spanish in 
science… I second think myself more than in English. I’m more focused if I’m 
saying it right rather than if they are understanding it. (…) Because I don’t want 
to say it wrong because then I’m teaching it wrong, which happens from time to 
time, unfortunately. But it’s not like an overbearing thing that’s in back of my 
head, but it comes up. Whereas in English, it doesn’t come up. I’m never like 
“Am I saying this right?”… Well you know what? Actually yes, sometimes I do 
cause sometimes like a word comes up and I’m thinking of how I learned in high 
school or I learned something later on in life and I’m like, “Wait a minute. I can’t 
use these words because these are seven, eight-year olds.” So I pause, and I’m 
like “How else can I say this?” or “What example can I use?” or “How can I show 
this instead?” (Roberto, 05/2014) 

 
As Roberto mentions, his concern over his Spanish proficiency sometimes focused him 

on his presentation of the content rather than on students’ understanding. It is important 

that teachers have the academic and linguistic knowledge to teach their assigned content. 

This appears to be a personal concern for bilingual teachers who express insecurity in 

their Spanish proficiency (Ek et al., 2013). It is important to consider that many U.S.-

born bilingual teachers did not receive English/Spanish instruction as part of their 

schooling experience. While they may have taken Spanish in high school or at the college 

level, it is unlikely that they were exposed to the technical language of content areas. 

Roberto demonstrates a pragmatic awareness of language as he distinguishes between his 

teaching of content in English and Spanish, and awareness of his audience. For English, 

making the content accessible to students is important. For Spanish, making sure he is 

using the right terminology is a concern.  

I point out that the translanguaging processes seen during math was often less 

visible during Spanish science instruction, but not absent. English could be heard as part 

of student conversation or response, and when Roberto brought in a video in English and 
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translated content for his students. Preparation for the play also saw more English emerge 

for Roberto and his students. Still, there was a general adherence to the language/subject 

boundaries set up by the DLBE program. Roberto reported that trying to adhere to 

Spanish during science was important for creating a sanctioned space for Spanish, 

especially since he felt he had to make up for the fact that science received less attention 

than math. 

Science lessons often included technical vocabulary related to Earth science. In 

this next section, I will look at one whole group science lesson on mountains as examples 

of landforms. I use this lesson to illustrate Roberto’s task in supporting Spanish academic 

language development. I was often struck by the level of complexity of the science 

terminology. I sometimes found myself having to look up the meaning of words 

introduced in the class. Roberto offered different types of support, but it was not always 

clear that students were able to fully comprehend the technical language presented. I also 

attempt to show the emergence of translanguaging practices that while more subtle than 

in math, still occurred and complicated the Spanish boundaries of science. 

My observations and the data suggests that students in Roberto’s class were 

typically able to participate in the Spanish science lessons. That is, they used Spanish to 

respond to Roberto’s questions, and they appeared to understand the questions 

themselves, but were still negotiating the content. Their understanding of the academic 

content was sometimes unclear, especially the technical, situated language of Earth 

science in Spanish. Roberto used a host of methods for science, including brief lecture, 

videos, and a science journal. 

La corteza continua a mover por medio de las placas tectónicas y se forma un 
continente grande que tiene mucho terreno.  
[The core moves along the tectonic plates and forms a large continent with lots of 
land.] (Class Science Journal Entry, 05/2014) 
 

The above journal entry was written by Roberto and copied by the class onto their 

science journals.  I offer the excerpt to give a sampling of the science vocabulary Roberto 

and his students encountered. There are several vocabulary terms like corteza (core), 
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placas tectónicas (tectonic plates), continente (continent), and terreno (land). Classroom 

interactions suggested that while students used the terms they did not always appear to 

have a complete grasp of their meaning beyond the examples provided to them. 

This was most apparent with the term accidente geográfico or landform as part of 

an Earth science unit. In early February, the term accidente geográfico first emerged in 

my notes. My field notes suggested that students were conflating the term accidente with 

accident as they referenced car accidents in their responses. Roberto used several 

methods to support the concept of accidente geográfico (landform). Students kept a 

booklet where they drew examples of landforms they had been learning and labeled 

characteristics like cima (peak) and valle (valley). He used a Spanish PowerPoint to 

reiterate his examples, and had a bulletin board titled Landforms with black and white 

pictures of landforms. In March, I saw the students contend with the term once again as 

part of a larger lesson on mountains. As a review, Roberto asked his students to partner 

up and use their science journals to explain what was an accidente geográfico (landform). 

As students discussed, Roberto walked around and spoke with students. Later, he brought 

the class together to share their responses. 

T: ¿Por qué una montaña es un accidente geográfico?  
  [Why is a mountain a landform?] 
 

S: Un volcán. 
  [A volcano.] 
 

T: Un volcán también puede ser un accidente geográfico. Un volcán es una 
montaña. Pero, ¿por qué las montañas son accidentes geográficos? 
[A volcano can also be a landform. A volcano is a mountain. But why are 
mountains landforms?] 

 
S: Es alto? 
 [It’s tall.] 
 
T:  Okay, un edificio también es alto. Pero eso no quiere decir que es un 

accidente geográfico. SG? 
 [Okay, a building is also tall. But that does not make it a landform. SG?] 
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SG: Cuando se cae hay un accidente. Cuando se cae un pedazo de la 
(inaudible). 

 [When it falls there is an accident. When a piece of (inaudible) falls.] 
 
T: Un accidente no quiere decir como algo que no sucede de adrede. Es un 

accidente porque pasa naturalmente. Un accidente geográfico es una 
formación de la Tierra, cómo se forma la Tierra.  
[An accident (landform) does not mean something that does not happen on 
purpose. It is an accident (landform) because it happens naturally. A 
landform is a formation on Earth, how the Earth develops.] 

 
S: Son como cosas que pasan naturalmente? 
 [They are like things that happen naturally?] 
 
T: Son cosas que pasan naturalmente. Poreso se dice un accidente porque un 

accidente pasa naturalmente. (noise) Okay, ¿quién quiere ofrecer su 
explicación? SJ? 

 [They happen naturally. That’s why we say an accident because accidents 
happen naturally. Okay, who wants to offer their explanation? SJ?] 

 
(Time Lapse) [Whole Class] 
 

T: Es algo que sucede, que pasa naturalmente. ¿Qué típo de caracteristicas 
son? Sin darme un ejemplo. ¿Cómo me pueden explicar que es un 
accidente geográfico? SG? Bueno que son ejemplos. ¿Qué son ejemplos de 
accidentes geográficos? 
[It is something that happens, happens naturally. What type of 
characteristics are there? Without giving examples. How can you explain 
what a landform is? G?] 

 
Ss: Un volcán. 

  [A volcano.] 
 

T: SK? 
 

SK: Como cuando los trabajadores estan en una montaña trabajando y como 
escarvan y la (inaudible) de la Tierra se viene para abajo? 
[Like when workers are in a mountain working and they dig and the 
(inaudible) of the Earth falls.] 
 

(Time Lapse) 
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T:  Okay, se me hace que Uds. están pensando en un derrumbe de Tierra. Ese 
es un cambio a la superficie de la Tierra. Pero, ¿qué son accidentes 
geográficos? Ahora, fijense los cambios que resultan del manto, de la 
superficie de la Tierra—los volcánes, los terremotos, y los derrumbes que 
estamos estudiando forman accidentes geográficos. Un accidente 
geográfico es un sustantivo.  
[Okay, I think you guys are thinking of a rock slide. That is a change to the 
Earth’s surface. But what is a landform? Now, look at the changes that 
come from the mantle, the Earth’s surface—volcanoes, earthquakes, and 
the rock slides we’ve been studying make landforms. A landform is a 
noun.] 
     (Sample A, Science, 03/2014) 
 

In this excerpt we see that students are struggling to define landforms almost a month 

after they were first introduced. The learning goal for this lesson was connected to the 

state curriculum’s learning objective, which required that students “identify and compare 

different landforms, including mountains, hills, valleys and plains” (TEC §7.102).  

This segment occurred entirely in Spanish. Roberto controls most of the 

conversation with his I-R-E pattern that precedes and follows student responses (Cazden, 

2001). Some students are able to give examples and some offer characteristics of the 

examples they have identified. Some students are able to offer the definition as a 

“naturally occurring” landform. However, it is not clear that the students understand the 

definition clearly. Two students still think of the term “accidente geográfico” as an 

“accident” when something bad happens. They connected rockslides, part of a recent 

lesson on changes to the Earth’s surface, to something that inadvertently happens and can 

cause damage. It is finally towards the end of this sample that Roberto highlights that the 

term is a noun, making a more direct reference to language to help students make sense 

of the definition. He again reinforces the concept of accidente geográfico by making 

connections to parts of speech when it appears students are confusing “cambios a la 

superficie de la Tierra” (changes to the Earth’s surface) and “accidentes geográficos” 

(landforms). 
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SG: Como cuando cambia…cambia…haz de cuenta que es cuando cambia la 
superficie de un volcán. 

 [Like when it changes…it changes…let’s say it’s like when the surface of a 
volcano changes.] 

 
T: Okay, pero eso es algo que está pasando. Esa es una acción. Es como 

correr o jugar o cantar. Esa es una acción. Es un verbo. Pero un accidente 
geográfico es un sustantivo.  Es una cosa [emphasis]. Es algo físico. Es 
algo que puedes tocar. Algo que puedes ver.  

 [Okay, but that is something that is happening. It is an action. It is like 
running or playing or singing. It’s an action. It’s a verb. But a landform is 
a noun. It is a thing [emphasis]. It is something physical. It is something 
you can touch. Something you can see.] 

(Sample B, Science, 03/2014) 
 

Here Roberto emphasizes the difference between a noun and a verb. He wants students to 

understand that landforms, as a physical objects, can be seen and touched. After this 

excerpt, students were once again invited to give examples. At least one student offered a 

“building” as an example. 

Gee (2007) contends that learning and language are situated. Roberto’s students 

had enough experience and knowledge of Spanish to know that “accidente” refers to an 

accident, like a car accident or whenever something inadvertently happens, especially 

something dangerous or harmful. As learners they drew from their prior experiences and 

knowledge to make sense of that word (Vygotsky, 1974; Gee, 2007). However, this 

information may not transfer across contexts, especially when referring to academic 

content areas that have their own lexical, semiotic and discourse structures. Therefore, 

the science lesson cannot only be about the content, but also about language. This 

requires scaffolded instruction, metacognition and metalinguistic awareness, and 

exposure to texts and learning situations that will offer meaningful opportunities to 

engage with academic content (Walqui, 2006; Wong Fillmore & Snow, 2000). While 

these are typically emphasized for the second language classroom in the literature, these 

also need to occur in the home language.  

Roberto did offer illustration, video and other materials to help identify examples 

of accidentes geográficos. As the sample interaction showed, he made a direct reference 
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to language in this lesson by emphasizing that landforms are nouns. So even while 

Roberto did not necessarily identify as a language teacher, the interaction suggests he 

noticed when he needed to be more direct with his teaching of language. The overall data 

did not show that metalinguistic awareness was a typical strategy during whole class 

science instruction; however, there is an indication that Roberto was trying to offer as 

much support as possible to his students. In fact, it is not clear what other support might 

have been provided to ensure all students had access to the academic content. Students 

mostly explained “landforms” by giving examples, which aligns with the state’s science 

expectations and the way in which the term had been taught, but their grasp still appeared 

incomplete. 

Roberto explained that he sometimes struggled with the Spanish academic 

content.  

So whenever we do science, I feel like there’s a little bit less tension… less 
confusion. I don’t know it depends because sometimes I… the academic content 
kind of sometimes trips me up a little bit. It’s just like, “How do you say gardenia 
in Spanish?” and it’s like, “I don’t know, I don’t even know how to spell gardenia 
in English.” So I tell them to hold on and give me a second to figure out how to 
spell it, so those can be roadblocks and stuff. So to answer your question, the role 
English plays is that I’m trying to teach them English and in Spanish, I’m just 
simply communicating with them. (Roberto, 05/2014) 

 
Continuing with an earlier quote, Roberto again highlights that Spanish is a medium of 

communication, but not necessarily the content. He also explains that he himself feels 

that he struggles with Spanish vocabulary. It is important to consider the larger context. 

Science had been addressed intermittently in the weeks leading up to the test, and 

Roberto was still negotiating the structures and curriculum of a new district. Roberto 

shared that while he followed the district’s science curriculum guide he also had to do 

some of his own research. So there were several factors contributing to the language 

complexities of the classroom. 

After the STAAR exam, Roberto was able to give more attention to science. In 

April, he shared feeling excited about his idea to take a more creative approach to science 

by having his students write a play about the Earth’s formation, including landform 
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development, the role of water in the formation process, and the rise of animal species. 

 

Figure 5: Roberto’s Classroom: Planning Notes for Earth Science Play. 

The students were asked to summarize and synthesize their notes to write a narrative in 

Spanish. Here I saw the coming together of science and language in more concrete ways.  

The students had to traverse various genres as they converted their notes to narratives and 

finally a play. As I walked around reading the students’ narratives I noticed that some of 

them struggled with writing conventions like spelling and grammar in Spanish. Yet, SB 

wrote “¡Boom!” to describe the Big Bang, and when I complimented the detail he 

responded, “Yeah, that’s onomatopoeia.” (Field Notes, 05/2014). There seemed to be a 

range of language and literacy skills. 

Roberto saw the project as a way to engage in Spanish writing through the content 

areas. He shared that writing had been more incorporated in his science lessons in the fall 

semester, but had diminished. It was during these exercises that he noted his students’ 

struggles with writing, particularly grammar. 

The first semester, once a week, once every two weeks, I would have them write a 
reflection, a page reflection, of what they learned in the past week or so. So I was 
able to see them writing in Spanish so they’ve had some exposure to it. And they 
write over there [partner’s classroom] too, not a whole lot cause she’s been 
reading a little bit more now. So yeah that’s how I’m going to do that, hopefully. 
But a lot of them have the same issue, that they’re kind of scattered. The run on 
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sentences like crazy; they don’t use punctuation. They just go “and, and, and…” 
And it’s like, “No. Put a period.” (…) The content [is the goal]. The end goal is 
the play. The production is like the multi-sensorial… They’re going to physically 
create costumes and sets and we’re going to turn this into a little theatre in here. 
Hopefully it’s cool. (Roberto, 05/2014) 

 
Roberto did proofread some of his students’ writing, but the emphasis remained on the 

content itself. He wanted his students to be able to take what had been learned in class, 

including the notes they’d copied from him, and make the production their own. As a 

content teacher, Roberto overtly privileged content over form. This may have been 

different if Roberto had had a language arts classroom, had more time to teach science, or 

had been teaching a different grade level. While Roberto addressed the content of science 

through various resources and methods; his students sometimes needed more language 

support that might better scaffold some of the specific terminology.  

Students do not usually come into school with the capability to deal with the 

specialized academic language of school.  Academic language, or the specialized and 

situated language related to academic disciplines (Gee, 2007; Scarcella, 2003), needs to 

be directly addressed and taught in the classroom. However, the language/content divide 

can present a challenge in the upper elementary grade classroom, where the focus can 

often be on how teachers develop students for success in understanding content (Gee, 

2007; Valdés, 2001). 

In the next section, I look further at how Spanish played a dominant role in 

science. It was the preferred language for Roberto as he strived to maintain some 

semblance of the DLBE model and give a space to Spanish that had been overwhelmed 

by the focus on math. The privileging of Spanish was sometimes linguistically contested, 

especially by Roberto’s students. I look to the end of the same science lesson where more 

visible translanguaging practices emerged as Roberto shifted from a teacher-centered 

lesson to a more “hands on” activity. 
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Science & Translanguaging 

Spanish was the dominant language of science instruction. Sometimes it could be 

more than 15 minutes before English was heard, and it typically came from a student. 

Roberto expressed an investment in trying to maintain and validate Spanish. However, he 

also believed that sometimes you had to “pick your battles.” Meaning-making and 

communicating took precedence. However, because Roberto and his students were 

bilingual it was not always possible to maintain the boundaries of Spanish instruction. In 

the  next excerpt, I look to the end of the science lesson as Roberto’s students use clay to 

model how tectonic plates contribute to the formation of mountains.  

Participants 

 The participants in this lesson are Roberto and his morning DLBE students. My 

observations indicated that the students were likely to move between English and Spanish 

for both math and science. Roberto identified his students in his new school as more 

“bilingual” than his former students on the border because it was more necessary for 

them to learn English (Roberto, 06/2014). They were more likely to encounter it outside 

the home. When students switched to English, Roberto most often either continued with 

his talk in the designated language of the content area or sometimes took up their 

language switch. Therefore, translanguaging practices were inevitable, but not necessarily 

consistent throughout the lesson. Some parts of a lesson could see more translanguaging 

practices than others, some lessons saw more visible practices than others.  

Instrumentalities 

In this particular part of the lesson, Roberto and his students are working with 

lumps of clay to simulate how tectonic plates push against each other to create landforms, 

specifically mountains. Here, the class is mostly shifting between language domains 

related to listening and speaking. As the students used the clay, the emergence of 

translanguaging practices (García & Wei, 2014) became more visible and prevalent. 
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When this part of the lesson began, students were taking up their clay and 

examining it. Some noticed their clay had been mixed with another batch. 

T: Okay, con la plastilina queremos demostrar…Clase!  
  [Okay, with the clay, we want to show….class!] 

 
CL: ¡Si! 

  [Yes!] 
 

T: Queremos demostrar las diferentes formas de montañas. Okay. Quiero que 
separen dos placas tectónicas. Okay… (12 s pause to finish handing out 
materials) Okay, ahora háganlas planas porfavor, como una tortilla. Dos 
placas tectónicas. Quiero que porfavor… 

 [We want to show the different types of mountains. Okay. I want you to 
separate two tectonic plates. Okay…(12s) Okay, now make them flat 
please, like a tortilla. Two tectonic plates. I want you to please…] 

 
S1: ‘perate mija…(in group conversation) 

  [Wait girl…] 
 
S2: It’s mixed! (Prounounced ‘mixed-ed’) 

 
S3: This one’s mixed-ed too. (Prounounced ‘mixed-ed’) 

 
T: Está mezclado. Si, porfa…en español. Ahora…las dos placas 

tectónicas…quiero que porfavor fingen que estas son placas [que] se van a 
mover. Ojos aca porfavor. SG? SJ? Okay, quiero que porfavor simulen la 
experiencia de la corteza. Déjame lo hago aca. Okay, quiero que 
porfavor…mueven la plastilina como si fueran placas tectónicas que estan 
formando una montaña. Okay?  

 [It’s mixed. Yes, plea…in Spanish. Now…the two tectonic plates…I want 
you to pretend that these are plates that are going to move. Eyes over 
here, please. SG? SJ? Okay, I want you to please simulate the core’s 
experience. Let me do it over here. Okay, I want you to please…move the 
clay as if they are tectonic plates that are forming a mountain. Okay?] 

       (Sample C, Science, 03/2014) 
 

In this excerpt I highlight the translanguaging interaction that is taking place 

within the lesson. Roberto remains in Spanish with the exception of the word “okay” as 

mostly a filler word. The three students highlighted in this interaction have all used some 
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form of “non standard” language practice. S1 uses a more colloquial expression where she 

shortens esperate for ‘perate and mi hija for mija.  

Roberto had described in an interview how he noticed that his students used the 

Spanish language differently from what he had grown up with. For example, while many 

of the students he had worked with on the border were raised in Juárez with Juarensen 

influence, his current students’ language practices drew from a variety of places.  

Like, over here they say a lot of “a que no”, “a que si”, a lot and I’ve never heard 
that before I got here. At all. Little phrases. I can’t think of another phrase, but 
yeah there’s little phrases here and there that…  Oh! Levantar. “Me va a levantar 
mi mamá después de la escuela.” It’s like, “What is that? She’s going to pick you 
up?” Like to me, that’s, no. It’s “Me va a recojer.” So yeah, little phrases like 
that… Nothing else that comes to mind… Yeah, little things, like a lot of them… 
It’s a lot of slang, too. A lot of the informal, is it colloquialisms? (Roberto, 
06/2014).  

 
Roberto appeared to be cognizant of the regional language differences from which his 

students drew from. Another noticeable practice is the use of what might be considered 

“non-standard” English. Two students announced that their clay is mixed, which they 

pronounce “mixed-ed”. This actually triggers a  repair by Roberto, but focused on using 

Spanish rather than the pronunciation of the word.  

 I include this example to show that while Roberto had expressed the importance 

of content rather than enforcing language choice, his classroom was also a complex 

space. I note that this type of correction was not common in this classroom. My data did 

not capture other instances where this occurred. He, however, noted in an interview that 

he would sometimes correct students when they used Spanish incorrectly, most notably 

wrong word conjugation or tense. 

Yeah, they say things that are incorrect sometimes. That’s usually when I catch it. 
In Spanish, it’s usually when they say something and I catch it and in English it’s 
more like I say something and I can see a puzzled look on their face, and I’m like 
“Okay, do you understand that?” So I take it out… in math, in English. And in 
science, in Spanish, they contribute and I catch it and I’m like “No, no, no. Don’t 
say it like this, it’s not this, it’s this.” And that happened today, I want to say… SJ, 
she said something wrong… “está rompido”… “el papel está rompido” [the 
paper is torn] and I’m like “está roto” and then SX said something else earlier 
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today too. I mean it happens everyday. It happens every time we do something in 
Spanish. (Roberto, 05/2014) 
 

Here Roberto is speaking to how he addresses language and content for English and 

Spanish instruction. He distinguishes that for English instruction he notices when 

students look confused and attempts to make sure they are understanding. In Spanish, the 

language focus for Roberto appears related to “correct” language use. This may stem 

from how Roberto defined bilingualism earlier, as related to how fluently one speaks and 

the vocabulary they use. It was not apparent that language repair was a consistent part of 

Roberto’s language practices and policies. He articulated not being too concerned over 

students’ language choice. Yet in this instance, the repair may have been triggered by the 

students’ pronunciation, which highlighted their switch to English. The literature on 

language ideology suggests that adherence to ideas of “correct” language use as driven by 

language purism ideologies may be more about expressing ideology than it’s actual use, 

making “corrective” practices more sporadic (Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994).  

 I noted ten more instances of English in students’ talk after this particular instance 

and none of them were repaired by Roberto.  

 Example 

 S: We’re done! 
 

S2: Like this? Like this? 
 

T: ¿Está picudo? Así es. Uh huh.  
 [Is it sharp? That’s it. Uh huh.] 

 
S2: Ah yeah! 

 
T: Okay, esa es una montaña plegada (emphasis). 

  [Okay, this is a fold mountain.] 
 
S: It looks like an “M”.  

 
S2: It looks like soft. 

 
S1: Is this good? 
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T: Mmhmm. 
 

(Few seconds of group talk) 
 

T: Okay, ya todos hicieron su montaña plegada?  
 [Okay, did everyone make their fold mountain?] 

 
S: Like this? 

 
T: Uh huh. Ahora quiero que quiten un cachito… 
 [Uh huh. Now I want you to take off a piece…] 
 
     (Sample D, Science, 03/2014) 

 
The translanguaging process continued without much fanfare as Roberto and his students 

continued working with the clay. Six of the conversational turns belong to Roberto’s 

students using English. Roberto’s five turns remain in Spanish and I add that his last turn 

in the segment also uses a colloquial term, cachito (piece). Therefore, the repair seen in 

the earlier part of the segment appears to have been an anomaly. 
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Table 8: Instrumentalities in Roberto’s Science Lesson. 

For the excerpts of Sample C and D, I noted that English took slight precedence. Roberto 

made several lexical switches with the word  “okay”; however, I counted these as 

“standard Spanish” as they appeared to have a more “filler” function. Four instances were 

considered “non standard,” like the students’ use of “non standard” language practices 

(including pronunciations) and the use of “cachito” as a colloquial term. I removed the 

turn of  “mmhm” since there was no clear language designation. This segment of the 

science lesson saw much more interruption of the Spanish use goals set by Roberto. 

Goals 

The introduction of more English might have occurred due to the activity. My 

notes suggest that students in general were likely to switch between English and Spanish 

Language Variety # of Conversational 

Turns 

Example 

 
 
Standard English 

 
 
6 

 
It looks like an “M”. 

 
 
 
 
Standard Spanish 

 
 
 
 
7 

 

 
Okay, ya todos hicieron su 
montaña plegada? 
 
Okay, did everyone make their 
fold mountain?] 

 
Non-standard Language 
(Code-switching instances) 

 
 
4 

 
‘perate mija! 
[Wait, girl!] 
 
It’s mixed!  
(Prounounced ‘mixed-ed’) 
 

 
TOTAL 

 
17 
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when assigned to non-teacher directed tasks like small group work or when they prepared 

for their play. While Roberto was guiding how the students were using the clay, the 

activity allowed for students to discuss informally.  Despite Roberto’s emphasis on 

maintaining science as a Spanish space in adherence to the DLBE model and to offer a 

sanctuary to Spanish, it was not always possible. This added to the complexity of 

Roberto’s classroom as translanguaging practices traversed both science and math, 

sometimes as a resource used by Roberto and sometimes as part of the conversation 

process among bilingual speakers.  

CHAPTER DISCUSSION 

Roberto’s definition of bilingualism indexed ideas of “adequacy” that suggests 

there is an idea of feeling more linguistically apt in certain contexts over others. Also, 

Roberto referenced the BICS/CALPS binary that appears to be “institutionalized” in 

bilingual teacher professional development (Valadez, MacSwan, & Martínez, 2000).  The 

teaching of academic content was an important part of Roberto’s responsibilities as an 

upper elementary teacher contending with standardized assessment. Additionally, he was 

open to the linguistic flexibility of his classroom having grown up in a bilingual and 

multicultural dynamic that perhaps made him more open to the idea that language and 

identity are connected (Anzaldúa, 2007; Mignolo, 2000). Therefore, his classroom 

language policies allowed for his students to maximize their linguistic repertoires 

(Gumperz, 1972), which was essential for a handful of them attempting to navigate 

English-only instruction.  

The use of Spanish and the translanguaging processes were a part of Roberto’s 

classroom community as a way to communicate and enhance meaning-making. Roberto’s 

emphasis on content over form created a space for students to negotiate meaning with 

linguistically complex content in English. This also dissolved the language separation 

structures of the DLBE program, which Roberto was attempting to follow, but was not 

supremely invested to the point where he felt it necessary to avoid more dynamic 

language practices (García & Menken, 2010). However, the emphasis on content also 
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presented a conundrum. Roberto addressed language elements of word problems related 

to identifying the question and operation. During English math instruction, Spanish 

dominant students, in particular, relied on their teacher’s deconstructing the word 

problem alongside them, and offering Spanish reinforcement. It was not clear that all 

students would be able to independently overcome the linguistic complexity of the 

academic content. The two most Spanish dominant students were able to test in Spanish, 

but without also consistently exploring Spanish academic content and language in 

Spanish, it is unclear that was the best alternative. In science, the students received the 

content with support of various resources and methods.  More direct language support to 

contend with the situated meanings of the Spanish science terminology may have further 

supported their understanding of the examples and definitions they were given (Gee, 

2007). The play offered a  chance to explore Earth science related concepts creatively, 

especially as the students recast their notes into another genre. A more direct addressing 

of the technical language may have better supported student language development. 

Roberto shared that he knew the play had been a memorable experience and helped 

students make sense of the semester’s science content, but was unsure as to the extent of 

their understanding.  

It is important to recognize that practices were also influenced by external factors 

regarding the state assessment and the structure of Roberto’s teaching assignment. While 

experienced with three years of teaching, Roberto was grappling with the expectations of 

a new school and district. His designation as a content teacher of math and science 

naturally focused his teaching on helping students to negotiate content. This may reveal 

larger issues about how schools in general structure language instruction; upper 

elementary and secondary contexts are likely to grapple with more complex, content-

specific language with less attention to language (Gee, 2007; Valdés, 2001). Another set 

of circumstances might have produced a different set of language practices.  

Roberto’s classroom interactions drew on a spectrum of language practices. While 

Roberto had attempted to adhere to the diglossic language separation approach of the 

DLBE program, it was necessary to engage in more dynamic translanguaging practices as 
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a way to support learning, especially in math. Like with his colleagues, Raquel and Pablo, 

meaning making appeared to be a driving force for the translanguaging process. In the 

next chapter, I will examine how Pablo, a first grade teacher with different curriculum 

structures and goals than his 3rd grade colleagues viewed bilingualism and aimed to 

develop it in his classroom.  
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Chapter 7:  Bilingualism, Pride and Academic Language 

“There are codes or rules for participating in power; that is, there is a “culture of 
power.” 

-Lisa Delpit, Other People’s Children  
 

Pablo, a first grade “one way” DLBE teacher with ten years of professional experience, 

was the second teacher recruited to this project. I met Pablo through a former student; he 

had a diverse professional background having worked in both bilingual and special 

education contexts. Pablo was Raquel’s colleague at Colorado Elementary, but as a first 

grade teacher did not directly contend with the high stakes pressure of the state 

assessment. However, Pablo did comment that his administration pushed for English 

science instruction and a high emphasis on academic language, like vocabulary. 

Otherwise, he had the support to implement the DLBE model.   

Pablo believed in supporting his students’ academic language development, while 

at the same time building their self esteem as bilinguals. His experiences had taught him 

to embrace his bilingualism, and he ascribed to the idea that bilingualism was a skill in 

constant development and highly connected to one’s cultural identity. He pushed his 

students to take on a bilingual identity in the classroom and beyond. Pablo was also 

committed to developing his students’ academic language in both English and Spanish, 

which he believed was important to their achievement and bilingual development. He 

reported a commitment to faithfully implementing the DLBE model, which offered a 

diglossic structure to his classroom that separated languages by content area. However, 

Pablo also appeared comfortable allowing his students to make the language choices 

necessary to participate in the class. Therefore, his classroom allowed for a range of 

diglossic and translanguaging practices and the co-existence of school-sanctioned 

ideologies of language purism alongside more flexible understandings of language. 
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DEFINING BILINGUALISM 
Ellos siempre se apuran or they worry too much about what other people think 

and I guess its part of growing up.  But I do harp on that as far as the kids and the kids 
that I work with, ‘Take pride in that!’ (Pablo, 03/2014) 

Growing Up Bilingual 

Pablo’s story echoes the transnational experiences of many border families, 

including times spent on both the U.S. and Mexican side and mixed families comprised 

of U.S. and Mexican born members.  Pablo’s transnational experiences shaped his 

identity (Sánchez, 2007). For Pablo, the best part of growing up in a border city was the 

frequent visits to Ciudad Juárez where he spent time with aunts, uncles and cousins.  

Pablo’s face lit up when he talked about playing in his uncle’s brickyard with cousins and 

watching his father and uncles toil with their cars.  Yet, the most important part of the 

experience for Pablo was getting insight to the real world, especially the reality and 

hardship of poverty.  While Pablo’s own family in El Paso had little money and lived in a 

housing project, he realized that he was fortunate in ways some of his family members 

living on the Mexican side were not. The frequent visits to Cd. Juárez, made it impossible 

to shelter Pablo from suffering and adversity. From the experience he developed a sense 

of altruism, and personal responsibility for helping out family and neighbors fallen on 

hard times.   

 Life at home was in Spanish.  Both parents, having emigrated from Mexico as 

adults were Spanish dominant. Pablo had been raised in Mexico until the age of five 

along with his older siblings.  Entering American public school at the age of five, Pablo 

describes his experience as a “sink-or-swim” situation, but feels the advantage of being 

exposed to English at a young age in comparison to late arrival immigrants, like his wife, 

who arrived in the U.S. as a teenager.  

Some of the conversations we had about how different it is when you’re starting 
young versus when you’re a little older.  It’s maybe a little bit easier the younger 
you are versus being older.  She felt like, “I had to learn English on the shotgun.” 
With me, with us, I felt like it was pretty early on and at the same time there [was] 
so much of everything [language variety] that you heard a lot of Spanish and a lot 
of different [languages].  (…) That was my experience as far as learning.  A little 
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bit easier being relatively young plus at the same time challenging cause you’re 
right there, like they say, a nadar (got to swim)!  (Pablo, 03/2014) 

 

Based on his experiences and that of others close to him, Pablo subscribed to the popular 

belief that second language learning comes easier to younger children than adults (Cook, 

2001). This idea was reinforced by his own experiences learning English at a young age. 

There was, however, a sense of “survival” in his second language acquisition process, 

that left a lingering sense of self-questioning of his English abilities paired with an initial 

shame in using Spanish that transformed into pride.  

 Today, Pablo does view himself as bilingual, but not without highlighting his 

abilities within a social versus academic language binary.  “For the most part, I do 

consider myself [bilingual] as far as being able to communicate.  (…) I feel I can carry a 

conversation both in English and Spanish.  Obviously a social conversation, you know, 

when you start talking other specialty areas they are languages in [them]selves” (Pablo, 

Interview, 03/2014).  Like Raquel, Pablo makes a clear distinction between his ability to 

engage in conversational English or Spanish versus the academic or technical language 

vocabulary needed for content area instruction like math or science.  Ultimately, Pablo 

best self-describes his bilingual abilities as me defiendo, or I hold my own.   

Pablo, like Raquel and Roberto, questioned his bilingual competency and 

described it as sufficient to teach in the elementary school context, but lacking when 

speaking with Spanish dominant adults. 

I see more of a passion to continue to develop that bilingual[ism], because yes I’m 
bilingual at the level where I’m communicating with six and seven year olds, but 
I’m also very anxious when I’m communicating with primos [cousins] from 
Chihuahua, and that they’re just as old, and now it’s not the same conversations 
we have and they’re using some of that higher Spanish, you know. I think I give it 
a lot more value and maybe I’ve always given it value, but I really thrive on really 
continu[ing] to develop [my bilingualism] even more. (Pablo, Interview, 05/2014) 
 

For Pablo, the rigor of language necessary to converse with Spanish-dominant adults 

raised in Spanish-dominant contexts presented a greater challenge than the Spanish 

language skills necessary to lead a 1st grade bilingual classroom. In other words, different 
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contexts called for different degrees of bilingualism. He pointed to the “higher Spanish” 

his Mexican-born and raised cousins used as particularly challenging and anxiety-

producing. This insight is particularly interesting because engaging in conversation with 

family is typically related to social language, often viewed as “less demanding” than the 

cognitive demands of the technical language related to the content areas (Cummins, 

2000).  Yet, audience seems to take precedence over the content. 

 The idea that the use of language will be judged by others was a common idea 

expressed by Pablo, Raquel and Roberto. This suggests that bilinguals have a pragmatic 

understanding of their own language use. In other words, they have an awareness of 

context, audience and the social norms and ideologies that regulate language use. Zentella 

(1997) showed that the Puerto-Rican children of El Bloque used their bilingual 

repertoires pragmatically; their use of English, Spanish, and hybrid language was 

contingent on their audience. Urciuoli (1985) examined bilingualism in a Puerto Rican 

community as influenced by pragmatic unity, or culturally-mediated interaction, in which 

language choice and use indexes identity markers related to gender, social class, 

race/ethnicity, etc. and group membership.  

 Pablo’s self-evaluation of his own Spanish in relationship to his cousins’ suggests 

that he was aware of how his language positioned him within his extended family as a 

native-born Mexicano raised in the United States. Bilinguals’ language choice and use is 

pragmatic, but their language is situated within larger ideologies of  “correct” or 

“standardized” language. The linguistic terrorism that U.S. born bilinguals experience 

can instill a sense of self doubt (Anzaldúa, 2007). Language is akin to identity and being 

shamed for how “not well” you speak can impact self-esteem and cultural belonging 

(Anzaldúa, 2007; Delpit, 2002). For Latinos/as of the borderlands, in particular, this can 

present a cultural dissonance that pushes the individual to reject his/her heritage 

language, especially when the dominance of English in the school an community 

becomes palpable.  

 In the above quote, Pablo expressed, “I think I give it a lot more value and maybe 

I’ve always given it value, but I really thrive on really continu[ing] to develop [my 
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bilingualism] even more.” Indeed, Pablo’s relationship with Spanish has been complex. 

In his initial interview, Pablo shared feeling embarrassed for using Spanish in 

adolescence and preferring English, the language of school and friends. Despite going to 

school in a border community, Pablo did not have access to bilingual instruction; he 

describes his schooling as a “sink-or-swim” context.  Consequently, there was a 

diminished value given to Spanish and bilingualism.  

You go through these stages, especially [in] middle school where you know the 
Spanish and you still communicate [in] Spanish with your parents, […] but it 
really was only in the house that you spoke it, and much later you find out as you 
mature and grow, the benefits of the two languages (Pablo, 03/2014). 
 

Today, he recognizes the importance of his Spanish skills for professional and personal 

life.  

 In speaking about the value of bilingualism, Pablo ascribed to a resource-oriented 

frame (Ruiz, 1984). He particularly pointed to the individual benefits, like career 

opportunity, that might be enhanced by bilingual skills. 

I just see the great assets. I mean, I have two daughters that are second year, they 
want to do social work and that’s one of the things they’re telling me. It’s a must. 
And when they were growing up, had I… once they knew I knew English… but 
had I continued. But it’s one of the things. It’s like any skill. If you find a great 
interest in it, if you’re talented, you’re going to pursue it. […] before I really 
didn’t get much out of reading text in Spanish, as I do now. (Pablo, 03/2014) 
 

Pablo’s daughters were proof for him that bilingualism had value in certain professions, 

like social work. In fact, he showed some regret for not being more persistent with their 

bilingual development something he really pushes for them now.  

However, Pablo also viewed bilingualism as important to an individual’s self-

esteem and motivation. “Yeah [bilingualism has] kind of […] diffused some of the 

insecurities you had before” (Pablo, Interview, 05/2014). In fact, bilingualism was a work 

in progress, a skill in constant need of nurturing. 

I know when I talk Spanish I might butcher a word, I might… But there’s so 
many resources, so much that I’m not going to make that mistake again. Or I 
could go and find out, “Ok, what is the right pronunciation?” or maybe, “That’s 
not a cognate.” Understanding that not all the words translate and sometimes, like 
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they say, it’s lost in translation. But, yeah, I do value [bilingualism]. (Pablo, 
Interview, 05/2014) 
 

Pablo’s views on bilingualism here express a confidence that he self-described as lacking 

in adolescence. So while he speaks about “butchering a word” in Spanish, he seems to 

take it as a learning opportunity.  Additionally, each learning opportunity is a chance to 

examine language closely for pronunciation and the relationship between the first and 

second language.  

 Developing confidence was an important idea in Pablo’s teaching.  He believed in 

encouraging his students to experience language and engage in the classroom. He often 

spoke about the importance of allowing students to choose their language to express their 

ideas and praising them when they took risks. Pablo believed that bilingualism was an 

important life skill for his students and an integral part of cultural identity and self-

esteem. In the next section, I will describe Pablo’s views on developing bilingualism in 

the classroom, especially academic language, self-esteem, and cultural awareness. 

Language Ideologies: Language and Identity 

In the above section, Pablo expressed that different contexts called for varying 

degrees of bilingualism. These were sometimes contingent on audience, the ultimate 

judges of one’s language proficiency. Despite feeling anxiety about conversing with 

Spanish-dominant adult speakers, Pablo considered himself bilingual “enough” to teach 

in a bilingual first grade classroom. It was not the case, however, that Pablo under 

estimated the linguistic demands of the classroom. He discerned between the social and 

academic language competencies of the classroom, and differentiated ideas of learning 

versus acquiring language. Pablo’s views regarding the importance of academic language 

and its development shaped his classroom language policies. 

Academic Language 

There is a consensus among scholars that the content knowledge of the school has 

complex linguistic demands (Cummins, 2000; Gee, 2007; Wong Fillmore & Snow, 
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2000), and can take anywhere between 5-7 years to develop (Hakuta, 2011). Cummins’s 

(2000) distinction between Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills (BICS) and 

Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALPS) has been one of the most highly 

referenced frameworks among professional bilingual educators (Valadez, MacSwan & 

Martínez, 2000). All three participants indexed the theory. However, the BICS/CALPS 

frameworks has also been critiqued as privileging academic language and reinforcing 

deficiency-oriented ideologies such as semilingualism (MacSwan, 2000). Cummins 

(2000) has contested the critique as an inaccurate interpretation of his framework.   

However, as Johnson (2009) contends, teachers’ interpretation of language and 

literacy acquisition theories can be connected to their own personal beliefs about 

language and informed by macro-level language ideologies. Pablo considered the 

simultaneous development of academic language and content as an important part of his 

professional classroom responsibility. 

…I have to really find ways to engage him […] in the word problems, where he 
has to do a lot of reading, and well he’s struggling in reading. You know, that’s 
very difficult for somebody, you know. A computation, […] he’ll get by, but you 
know with the reading […] It’s certainly a lot bit more challenging to differentiate 
the lesson, but […] I do see… it has also it has also benefited my… well the 
Spanish speaking students because they’re more […] I see them a lot stronger in 
their academic language. (Pablo, Interview, 05/2014) 

 

The DLBE model required that math be taught in English. The model’s developers 

explained that because math was numbers-based it was easier to scaffold instruction in 

English (L. Gómez Personal Communication, BBE Meeting with faculty and students, 

05/2014). However, the research overwhelmingly rejects that notion and highlights the 

numeracy and literacy skills required for success in math (Gutiérrez, 2002; Meltzer & 

Hamann, 2005; Perkins & Flores, 2002; Ramírez & Celedón-Pattichis, 2012). 

Vocabulary and Oral Language 

As Pablo described the needs of one particular student, he noted that mathematics 

has important language and literacy demands that can be difficult for emerging bilinguals 
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to navigate, especially in today’s high-stakes assessment contexts (Bunch, 2013). A 

struggling student must be able to get through the language of the word problem before 

he/she can tackle the computation, which requires its own set of numeracy skills (Perkins 

& Flores, 2002; Ramírez & Celedón-Pattichis, 2012).  

…this type of word problem is probably the higher challenging type that we’ve 
gotten cause we’ve done a lot of the simple two sentence and […] now we start 
throwing in more sentences that really don’t have to do with the problem, but yet 
it is also good because you get to throw in there some vocabulary, you know. You 
get to throw in there some vocabulary, […] but at the same time they get caught 
up on well… parts that are not important. (Pablo, Interview, 05/2014). 

 
The language complexity of word problems presents a particular challenge to Pablo’s 

students, a situation that required direct teaching and differentiation from Pablo. In math 

lessons, Pablo and his students studied word problems by sometimes writing their own or 

identifying missing information. In this quote, he explains that vocabulary can present a 

particular challenge; building a robust vocabulary helped students have multiple ways to 

say the same thing. An added benefit was that in supporting struggling students, Pablo 

believed he was also supporting the rest of his Spanish-dominant students and those who 

had had been exposed to the English math terminology by participating in the DLBE 

program since pre-kindergarten. 

 Throughout his teaching, Pablo could be heard praising the use of palabras 

jugosas, juicy words, which went beyond generic word usage. It was important for Pablo 

that his students have a robust vocabulary to express themselves and engage with the type 

of academic language they would encounter at school.  

Don’t use generic [words]. Don’t say birds. I could say, “I saw three blue jays, 
three canaries.” Don’t just say you saw flowers. Say you saw five roses or six 
chrysanthemums, you know. (Pablo, Interview, 05/2014) 
 
I mean, the academic [language], they need to know the academic vocabulary. In 
a sense, it’s where we see the downfall… not the downfall, but it’s what we see in 
the results of the STARR [State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness] 
test. In faculty meetings and in team leader meetings it’s like… You know, in the 
STARR test they may not see “he bought”, “he wants to buy”. No, “he 
purchased”, and well you start using purchased. We use a lot transition words… 



 140 

“proceed”, that’s one word. And they know, they’re like “Oh I know, I learned 
it”. Juicy words, we call them. But yeah, developing the academic language is a 
must. Even if you feel like it’s going to take you away from the lesson, but in the 
long run… It’s like they say in the old cliché, “Take one step back to take two 
steps forward down the line. (Pablo, Interview, 05/2014) 
 

Pablo was well aware of the demands of the high stakes assessment down the road for his 

students, and these would require that they be exposed to a wide-ranging vocabulary. He 

supported vocabulary development in his classroom by highlighting synonyms, using 

gesture, and vocabulary walls for his students to reference.  

 Additionally, Pablo used scaffolding techniques, including sentence stems to help 

his students provide clear, complete sentences when they responded to questions.  For 

Pablo, modeling language use and pushing his students to engage in oral language 

development was important to meeting their academic needs. 

We’re in the business of knowing the needs of our kids.  And our kids need a lot 
of modeling, I mean, a lot of exposure to expressing (…) what they want to say, 
its just the structure and they need a lot of exposure to vocabulary (Pablo, 
03/2014). 
 

He believed in emphasizing language structure and complex vocabulary for both English 

and Spanish pushed academic language learning.  Furthermore, Pablo considered it his 

professional responsibility to be a language model for his students and provide the 

appropriate structures and learning opportunities. Pablo’s focus on language form was to 

help his students achieve academic success when navigating the linguistic complexities 

of academic language.  

 The second language teaching literature advocates for the teaching of language 

alongside academic content and offering scaffolded instruction, metacognition and 

metalinguistic awareness, and exposure to texts and learning situations that will offer 

meaningful opportunities to engage with academic content (Walqui, 2006; Wong 

Fillmore & Snow, 2000). While this might mean taking time away from the original 

lesson, Pablo believed it was valuable to explore the terminology his students 

encountered in stories for their benefit later on. He was attempting to give them access to 
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the language registers they would need to engage with academic content, but also 

important social structures necessary for life (Delpit, 2002). The benefits were not merely 

relegated to how they would perform academically, but give them a chance to develop 

high self-esteem as learners and bilinguals. 

Developing Bilingual Identities: Confidence and Self-Esteem 

Pablo believed that bilingualism was a source of personal pride and motivation for 

his own self-esteem; he had those goals for his students.  This meant praising students 

when they took a risk using more complex vocabulary or allowing them to express 

themselves in the language they felt most comfortable in.  

A lot of our kids are…they’re really smart, it’s just that that self-esteem is really 
what keeps them from…like I don’t know if you saw, you know, you observed 
[Student], he’s just, you know, he’s a very bright kid he just… you know, he just 
needs a lot of that encouragement. (Pablo, 05/2014) 

 
Pablo viewed his students positively and was cognizant of their individual needs. He 

believed in their potential and wanted them to believe in themselves. 

 For Pablo, supporting his students’ self-esteem sometimes meant enacting his 

own language polices for language use. While the DLBE model implemented at his 

school separated languages by content area, Pablo was open to his students’ language 

choices. This was most likely to happen during mathematics, which according to the 

model was to be taught in English. Conversation played a major role in Pablo’s 

classroom; his students were expected to talk, share and discuss their ideas.  Pablo often 

placed a lot more emphasis on the content of their messages rather than the language it 

was in. 

This is a little girl that wasn’t [sharing], you know, wasn’t doing this let alone 
speaking like… just like, just a little like Student C did, that [was a step] for when 
he started. Well she started with a little bit more but that’s a big step for [her], you 
know. […] I have the big goal in mind. […] By this time of the year, I 
have…those little individuals and for her to go up there and actually share, so I 
was like “You know what? It’s not going to harm. (Pablo, 05/2014) 
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This was especially true for struggling students who he knew needed an extra push to 

participate in the class and share their ideas. In the above excerpt, Pablo is speaking about 

one student who had shared her understanding of a word problem. The lesson was in 

English and she responded in Spanish. In reflecting on the exchange, Pablo looked at the 

individual needs of this particular student. Sharing her ideas in the classroom was an 

accomplishment for this student, and Pablo did not see the point in derailing her 

confidence by restricting her language choice. He was more interested in her courage to 

speak up in front of the whole class. 

The DLBE model encourages but does not require that students adhere strictly to 

the designated language. Teachers are encouraged to allow students to use the language 

they are most comfortable with.  Pablo was not an advocate of directly translating 

between languages, but favored his students making small attempts to use English.   

When you hear, “Oh I know you can do it. I know you can. ¿Por qué no lo dices? 
Yo sé que tu sabes esto.” [Why don’t you say it? I know you know this.][…] We 
can say the same thing in a different way, like “I really like that you try” you 
know, turn it around.  “I really like that you…” and so that’s the way that I really 
approach that as far as, you know [pushing them to use English]. I’m not going to 
translate. I’m not going to translate. […] The little things, even if it’s just [a] one 
minute thing that they did like praise them for that and I’ve seen it. I see where 
it’s like… you see the development. (Pablo, 05/2014) 
 

The DLBE model developers and their trainings discouraged teachers from translating 

between the languages. The rationale was that it discouraged students from making an 

effort to use the target language. While the minority language is typically the target 

language in a national context for a DLBE program, the target language in Pablo’s “one 

way” classroom was English. Pablo believed in encouraging his students to use English 

whenever possible and praising them when they made an attempt, however small. 

Additionally, Pablo believed that when a student needed to use Spanish to express 

him/herself then they were making use of their bilingual skills and it was a valid form of 

expression in his classroom. 

Like in the math, when I see the kids actually, cause they know…that part of 
[being] bilingual is not to translate. […] I let them know that you don’t have to 
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answer in English. […] I think that’s where I have been more successful cause I 
find myself, [having] to say that less and less. Where they know that they have 
got that save. A lot of times I don’t know if you’ve heard me say, “Well that’s 
fine how you [are] say[ing] [it] because we are…?” And they finish up, “We’re 
bilingual. (Pablo, 05/2015) 

 
Again, Pablo has emphasized the idea of not translating as part of what it means to be 

bilingual. While his classroom language policy omits this language strategy, it does allow 

for students to use the language of their choosing. More importantly, using Spanish does 

not position students as Spanish-dominant or English-dominant, but rather as making use 

of their linguistic resources to express themselves.  

 Pablo’s ideas about bilingualism in his classroom and its development was a 

blend of content and form. Pablo was open to his students’ linguistic flexibility. He 

validated their language choices and ascribed to the idea that because students were 

bilingual they had language options. Therefore, Pablo focused on the (bi)languaging 

process that emphasizes language as a process or “way of being” rather than an object 

(Mignolo, 2000; Palmer & Martínez, 2013). However, he also recognized the importance 

of building his students’ linguistic repertoire to include navigating academic language. 

Therefore, he pushed the use of complex vocabulary by praising its use in the classroom. 

His focus on form was not necessarily about adhering to notions of “standard” language 

or language purism, but about increasing his students’ repertoires. 

THE CONTEXT: SCHOOL AND DUAL LANGUAGE 

Pablo taught at Colorado Elementary, the same school as Raquel. He expressed 

concern that the changing neighborhood brought new challenges in maintaining a sense 

of community in the school. He believed it was important his students have opportunities 

to learn about the Mexican/Mexican-American community and the school. He referenced 

one school-wide initiative to discuss the school’s namesake, a notable Latino/a leaders 

and his contribution.  

One of the things that we did last year, to speak in specifics, is that we tried 
to…we see the name [Spanish surname], our school’s name is [Name of School’s 
Namesake], and some of the kids are like, ‘Wow!  That’s who [he] is?’ And you 
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teach them about…that’s one of the things that we try as a group here, continually 
even those little things.  It’s not just a name. The background, that in itself helps 
keep that alive to an extent. (Pablo, 10/2014)  
 

Having students know about their community leaders and their contributions was a way 

to maintain the cultural aspect of an ethnic identity alive.  Language also played an 

important role in that paradigm.  He wanted his students to feel proud to speak Spanish 

and to continue developing that skill because it was important to who they were. 

Pablo’s Classroom 

 Pablo’s classroom had three important spaces, the rug area at the front of the 

classroom, the “kidney” table at the back of the classroom where Pablo held his small 

guided math and reading groups, and the students’ tables where group work occurred. By 

mentioning these three classroom elements, I highlight that whole group and small group 

instruction were an important part of the classroom, including student collaboration.  

 In the morning, Pablo worked with a group of approximately 15 students, a mix of 

immigrant children and the U.S. born children of immigrants from mostly Spanish 

dominant homes, but there were about two students who also used English to 

communicate and/or frequently engaged in “non standard” language practices, in the 

morning for Spanish language arts. The language arts block included time for whole class 

instruction related to phonics, vocabulary, read alouds, and guided reading.  Instruction 

and instructional materials were in Spanish. Texts included poetry, tongue twisters, and 

traditional books. Pablo emphasized oral language development and vocabulary during 

the language arts time. He often pushed his students to use sentence stems like “Yo 

pienso que…” (I think that...) when they wanted to share their thoughts. Like Raquel, 

Pablo sometimes adhered to the notion of “correct” language use by pushing for complete 

sentences (Dorian, 1994). Pablo also advocated for helping students to develop a robust 

vocabulary. He praised the use of palabras jugosas (juicy words) when students used 

vocabulary they had learned in the class or went beyond basic words. Sometimes they 

discussed synonyms like zacate and  pasto (grass) or cerdos and cochinitos (pigs). 
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 In the afternoon, Pablo worked with approximately 17 students, most of which 

were from the morning class, but included two English dominant students who were to 

receive English language arts in another classroom. In the afternoon, they returned to 

Pablo’s class for math in English, and science and social studies in Spanish. Pablo 

reported that the first grade had too many students identified as English dominant for one 

teacher, but not enough to make two classes. Therefore, English dominant students were 

spread throughout the grade level and one teacher offered English language arts. Math 

lessons included whole group lessons, partner and small group work , guided math 

groups, and a weekly calendar routine,. Pablo offered his students scaffolding resources 

like pictures, acronyms and opportunities for talk. The class also worked with the UPS 

(Understand, Plan, and Solve) problem solving strategy. Like in language arts, Pablo 

provided sentence stems for his students to share their ideas, like “I think that…” or “My 

partner said…”. He also pushed for the use of juicy words during math instruction 

because he believed that language played an important role in students’ understanding of 

math word problems. My observations were limited to language arts and mathematics so 

I was not able to observe science or social studies. However, Pablo reported that science 

was taught in Spanish at the beginning of the week, but mostly done in English. This was 

in contradiction to the DLBE model, which required that science be in Spanish.  

  Pablo’s classroom ran like clockwork with all students knowing what they had to 

do, and almost always being on task. Activities ranged from whole group, to small group, 

to teacher-student activities.  Students engaged in bilingual conversation that included a 

constant back and forth of English and Spanish as they engaged in cooperative work or 

whole group activities.  Talk was an important element of this classroom.  My field notes 

and artifacts show that the environmental print was in English and Spanish, and included 

a poster of cognates for students to reference. This also included the DLBE required 

vocabulary word walls in English and Spanish. Stepping into Pablo’s classroom was 

often a refreshing change from time spent in the other two third grade classrooms where 

the specter of the STAAR exam loomed over the curriculum and teachers’ instruction. 

While the languages were separated by subject areas, the diglossic environment existed 
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alongside more dynamic forms of bilingualism as Pablo and his students attempted to 

make meaning. 

Language Separation in the DLBE Program 

While all three participants were officially assigned to “one way” DLBE 

classrooms, only Pablo had the opportunity to fully implement it. The model required that 

languages be kept separate with language arts, science and social studies taught in 

Spanish and math in English. The separation of languages has been advocated as a way to 

address the high cognitive demands of content-area instruction, support transfer to the 

target language, and provide a language context for students who might not have access 

to the target language outside the school (Cummins, 2000; Cummins & Skutnabb-

Kangas, 1988). Additionally, language distribution is expected to ensure the equal footing 

of both the majority and minority languages (Lindholm-Leary, 2001), a necessary 

component given the overall dominance of English in many U.S. contexts. These issues 

are important to consider for two way immersion programs where language majority and 

minority groups are learning alongside each other.  

Research has found that language majority students are sometimes reluctant to use 

the minority language (DePalma, 2010; Palmer, 2009; Potowski, 2004), overpower 

conversations with English (Palmer, 2009), and endanger opportunities for language 

minority students to develop their own bilingualism as they accommodate their English-

dominant peers (Lee et al., 2008). These findings imply that the protection of spaces and 

times in the classroom exclusively for the practice of the minority language might be 

necessary in two-way dual language contexts. However, in “one way” DLBE classrooms, 

where heritage speakers of a minority language are aiming to maintain their mother 

tongue while developing English, a strict language separation policy is counterproductive 

(García, 2009; Palmer & Martínez, 2013). It restricts students’ linguistic repertoires 

rather than builds upon them. 

The argument here is not that there is not a place for the direct teaching of 

academic language germane to specific content areas, or that “standard” ways of 
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speaking should not be part of students’ schooling experience. Certainly, there is a strong 

case to be made for giving students access to the languages of power (Delpit, 2002). 

However, an unintended consequence of the language separation approach is the 

reinforcement of traditional diglossic perspectives of bilingualism, the use of two 

languages restricted to different purposes and circumstances (Fishman, 1967).  A 

diglossic perspective of bilingualism coupled with pervasive, school-sanctioned 

ideologies of language “standardization” and purism diminishes and restricts heritage 

bilingual communities’ wide-ranging linguistic repertoires.  

Implementing Language Separation 

Pablo’s classroom adhered to the language separation tenets of the DLBE model 

by distributing the language of instruction by content area and observing the visual 

manifestation of the policy (ex. environmental print guidelines, labeling of classroom 

items, color coding by language). As a teacher, Pablo believed in professional integrity 

and fidelity to the models he was required to implement. 

There’s always your personal opinions and there’s always what best 
practices are and you got to trust in the best practices whether they might 
change down the line.  You got to have some kind of, I guess a sense of 
loyalty to the profession, you know, and trust it. (Pablo, 03/2014) 
 
…you hope that with the more research and more knowledge of how 
English language learners [learn], there’s continued changes for the 
better… (Pablo, 05/2014) 
 

Pablo did not accept the mandated DLBE model as perfect, but believed that as a 

professional he had a responsibility for putting his own experiences aside in favor of the 

“research”.  His individual convictions as a professional influenced his fidelity to the 

model (García & Menken, 2010).  

I highlight that Pablo assumes the model is research-based. Pablo put his faith in 

the research community to identify “best practices” and what was “best” for language 

minority students. While there is a temptation to view Pablo as a passive consumer of 
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“research”, it is important to understand that Pablo views his profession as informed by 

the scientific community, and the scientific community as changing.  

That’s one of the things that you got to be, being really open that who knows what 
is the right way! Because to me, I mean that’s why research continues.  To me 
that’s where I come from…maybe 10 or 20 years from now we’ll look…there 
will be more research, and there will be new best practices or there will be 
modifications.  So I guess that’s where I come from, as far as not that I totally 
disagree. (Pablo, 03/2014) 
 

Pablo believes that professional integrity is maintained with adherence to currently 

accepted ideas rather than having teachers individually following their personal beliefs. 

 In general terms, Pablo did adhere to the district’s dual language model and its 

requirements. This was most noticeable in terms of language distribution across content 

areas and environmental print. The classroom displayed DLBE model checklist items like 

English/Spanish word walls and items labeled around the classroom in both languages.  

Additionally, there were bilingual teacher-made posters around the room displaying the 

languages side-by-side and color coded with Spanish in red and English in blue.  

 

Figure 6: Pablo’s Classroom: Teacher-made Bilingual Poster. 
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Pablo was expected to teach in a diglossic space that separated languages, even when he 

and his students possessed the linguistic abilities to be more linguistically flexible. He 

followed the DLBE model as a professional responsibility, which he believed required 

cooperation to maintain the policy’s integrity. Also, he supposed the model’s theoretical 

underpinnings to be solid and accurate, while open to the idea that “best practices” might 

shift over time as the research community engages with new ideas. However, Pablo also 

had personal ideas about language and its development. He considered it important to 

emphasize language form and content. He valued his students’ language practices as part 

of who they were, while also attempting to give them resources to be successful in the 

classroom. For Pablo, it was not a choice between form and content. Both were important 

and co-existed in his practice.  

In the next section, I will explore Pablo’s classroom as a linguistic space. Overall, 

Pablo was not overwhelmed by the sanctions of language separation; he and his students 

made the language choices necessary to enact meaning. Pablo used his classroom space 

to validate both “standard” and “non standard” language varieties, all part of his and his 

students’ linguistic repertoires. 

LANGUAGE PRACTICES IN THE CLASSROOM 

Despite the distribution of language across content areas required by the DLBE 

model, Pablo’s classroom was a bilingual space where teacher and students could call 

upon their bilingual repertories to use two or more languages simultaneously and across 

language domains to construct meaning as part of an integrated language system that 

challenges traditional understandings of world languages (Baker, 2011; Canagarajah, 

2011; García & Wei, 2014). These moments momentarily interrupted the language 

separation policy of the DLBE program. In this next section, I will zoom in on two whole 

class language events in the classroom—a language arts lesson and a math lesson. These 

lessons were chosen as “best examples” of how the dominance of the assigned language 

was present, but also interrupted, if momentarily, as the participants strived to make 

meaning. While each space had a designated language set by the DLBE model, I will 
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draw on Hymes (1972) SPEAKING heuristic, paying particular attention to the 

participants, goals and instrumentalities of the event, to describe the general language 

practices of the classroom. 

Language Arts 

I chose this language event to illustrate the ranging linguistic practices of the 

classroom, including attention to vocabulary development, oral language development, 

and discussion. As mentioned before, Spanish was the dominant language used by Pablo 

and most of his students. Occasionally, English or “non standard” practices could be 

heard. Discussion was also an important aspect of the language arts block; students were 

called to share their ideas with a partner and/or the rest of the class. Students sometimes 

contributed personal anecdotes and experiences. In this lesson, Pablo asked his students 

to co-construct a story by using the week’s vocabulary words and doing a picture walk in 

preparation for the read aloud. It was during these instances of co-construction that 

translanguaging elements emerged for the Spanish dominant space, especially from 

students. 

 In this particular event, Pablo and his students have just finished addressing the 

week’s vocabulary words: determinación, entusiasmado, and ingeniosidad 

(determination, enthusiasm, and ingenuity). Earlier that week they had read a book on 

Benjamin Franklin and used what they had learned to construct a story with the 

vocabulary terms. That part of the larger language arts event took place mostly in Spanish 

with the occasional lexical switch from Pablo with words like so and okay, and intra-

sentential code-switching instances from two students. The lesson then moved onto a 

read aloud of a picturebook, ¡Olivia!, a fiction text where the title character was a pig. 

Before beginning the actual read aloud, Pablo and his students did a picture walk of the 

book where they offered their predictions on what the story would be about while also 

co-constructing a story, their own version based on the illustrations.  
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Participants 

The participants in this read aloud event were Pablo and his students. Pablo 

described his own bilingualism as a work in progress. He felt comfortable enough with 

his Spanish proficiency to teach in a first grade classroom, and referred to his English 

proficiency as still trying “not to sink”. In my interactions with Pablo, during interviews 

and conversation, Pablo was most likely to use English, but frequently made lexical 

switches to Spanish.  He did this more so than my other two participants, Raquel and 

Roberto. Pablo grew up in Spanish-dominant home, but with exposure to English from 

older siblings in addition to the English instruction he received in school. Therefore, 

while Pablo had grown up in a Spanish speaking home, he had not learned academic 

content in Spanish, but had learned the terminology in his continued pursuit of bilingual 

development. Regarding learning English, Pablo distinguished between his experiences 

and his students’. 

P: Yes, yes, yes. I was exposed to [English] through… the social language, 
but at the same time I think I had those opportunities of having older 
siblings, really having those opportunities to communicate. To 
communicate, not just during the school time but also away from school. 

 
R: So you were able to use both languages in and out of school? 
 
P: Yes. Yes, yes. And I think, like with some of our kids, they go home and 

it’s really back to just only Spanish because that’s the way they 
communicate with their parents. 

 
       (Pablo, 05/2014) 

 
Pablo observed that he had experienced English and Spanish in his home, while many of 

his students were only exposed to English in the classroom.  

 Most of Pablo’s students were Spanish-dominant students born to Latino 

immigrant parents and had participated in the district’s dual language program since pre-

kindergarten receiving language arts instruction in Spanish and mathematics instruction 

in English. In my classroom observations of whole group and small group interactions, I 

noticed that the students ranged in their language choices.  Most were likely to use 
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Spanish. English and Spanish were often heard during mathematics, and there were a 

handful of students that often engaged in hybrid language practices, like code switching, 

and used non-standard language elements like using ’ta for estar.  

Students often had to engage in partner and small group activities where they 

drew on their various linguistic resources to make meaning.  

Figure 7: Bilingual Partner Pledge: Pablo’s Classroom. 

Bilingual partners were a component of the DLBE model. Students understood small 

group and partner activities as “helping one another,” an idea reflected in Pablo’s 

policies. However, students’ sense of helping was anchored in the idea that their partner 

was not as strong in the language, this especially occurred during English lessons. In 

other words, the English “expert” talked about the Spanish partner as struggling with 

English.  

Goals 

The goal of this particular event was to co-construct the story based on the 

illustrations with a particular emphasis on form. Pablo paused at an illustration and called 



 153 

on a student to share what they believed was happening in the scene. Using the students’ 

responses, Pablo (T) addressed vocabulary, oral language development, and book talk. 

T: ¿Se acuerdan que esta vez empezamos la nueva unidad? ¿Aquí qué ves, 
J?  ¿Qué está haciendo Olivia aquí, SJu? 
[Do you remember that we began a new unit? What do you see here, J? 
What is Olivia doing here, SJu? 

 
SJ: ¿Jugando con su hermanito?  

  [Playing with her little brother?] 
 
T: ¿Se está mirando en el espejo? ¿Qué mas?  
 [Seeing herself in the mirror? What else?] 

 
SJ: Esta… 
 [She is…] 

 
T: Yo veo que… 

  [I see that…] 
 

SJ: Yo veo que se ve en el espejo. 
 [I see that she sees herself in the mirror.] 

 
T: Yo veo que Olivia (emphasis) se mira en el espejo. Y mira, ¿qué hay 

aquí. ¿Qué piensas que está haciendo allí, M? 
[I see that Olivia sees herself in the mirror. And look, what is here? What 
do you think she is doing here, M?] 

 
SM: (inaudible) 

 
T: Yo pienso… 
 [I think that…] 

 
SM: Yo pienso que Olivia… 
 [I think that Olivia…] 

 
T: Que Olivia. Me gusto como uso el nombre del personaje. Yo pienso que 

Olivia… 
[That Olivia. I liked how he used the character’s name. I think that 
Olivia…] 

 
SM: Se fue corriendo. 
 [Took off running.] 
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T: Se fue corriendo. Okay, so aquí vamos a ver…¿Qué vemos? ¿Quién será 

esta gente?  
[She took off running. Okay, so here we see…what do we see? Who could 
these people be?] 

 
CL: ¡Olivia! 

 
S: (Teacher flips page) Oh my gosh! 

 
S1: Tiene un vestido, tiene una falda… 

  [She has a dress, she has a skirt…] 
 

T: ¿Qué sabemos de Olivia nada mas de mirando los dibujos? ¿Qué sabemos 
de Olivia? M? 
[What do we know about Olivia just by looking at the illustrations? What 
do we know about Olivia? SM?] 

(Language Arts, Sample A, 04/2014) 
  

In the above excerpt, Pablo has initiated the picture walk by asking questions about what 

is happening in the illustration. He calls on a student who responds differently from what 

Pablo was expecting; she focuses on Olivia standing next to a smaller pig and concluding 

that Olivia is playing with her younger brother.  Meanwhile, Pablo focuses on the mirror 

in the image and offers up “looking into the mirror” as the more appropriate response. He 

then requests for the student to tell him more about the illustration. She begins to say “she 

is” and Pablo prompts her to complete her response with “I see that…”. The student then 

finally offers the response that Pablo wanted to hear: “I see that Olivia is looking at 

herself in the mirror.” A similar sequence of events follows when Pablo calls on Student 

M. Like Student J, Pablo prompts Student M to use the phrase, “I think that…” to state 

his response. However, here, Pablo praises and highlights the use of the character’s name 

as part of book talk, and allows the student to complete his idea.  

 This part of the picturewalk was teacher guided. Following the I-R-E pattern, 

Pablo most often precedes and follows his students’ utterances (Cazden, 2004) and holds 

almost half of the conversation floor. His evaluation here was often focused on form, 
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paying particular attention to complete sentence usage, but he also used his evaluative 

follow ups to point out the use of complex vocabulary by the students. 

T: Esta (holds up illustration). Más, más… (Flips page) A, ¿qué pasa aquí? 
[This one (holds up illustration). More, more, (Flips page) A, what is 
happening here?] 

 
SA: Oliva, um, derrama todo, um, tira la pintura en la pared. 

  [Olivia, um, spills everything, um, she throws paint on the wall.] 
 

T: ¿Escucharon esa palabra jugosa que uso? ¡Derramó! ¡Derramó! Se 
acuerdan…esta en nuestro… 

 [Did you all hear that juicy word she used? Spilled! Spilled! Do you 
remember…it’s in our…] 

S: Derramar. 
 [Spill.] 
 
T: Derramar. ¿Qué significa? (uses gestures) Tiro. Y? (holds up 

illustration) 
 [Spill. What does it mean? (uses gestures)  Throw. What else? (holds up 

illustration.]  
 
S: El pintor. 
 [The painter.] 
 
S1: Está ensuciada. 
 [Is soiled.] 
     (Language Arts, Sample B, 04/2014) 

 
Student A utters a complete sentence that includes the main character as the subject and 

uses the word derramar (spill), then adding the synonym tirar to describe the paint on the 

wall. She has offered the expression in the exact way that Pablo wants to hear it based on 

the corrections he’s done before. Pablo’s follow up to this response is not about form, but 

about content. He praises the use of the word derramar because it’s a palabra jugosa 

(juicy word) and a vocabulary term addressed in class before.  

 Pablo’s approach to his students’ responses are aligned with his ideas regarding 

academic language and his concern for his students’ language (including vocabulary) 

development. However, while Pablo was concerned with form regarding complete 
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sentence and robust vocabulary, he was not too concerned with language choice. The 

dominant language of the lesson was Spanish, but both he and his students often drew on 

hybrid language practices to express their ideas. 

Instrumentalities 

As Pablo and his students engaged in the picturewalk they traversed various 

language domains of listening, speaking and reading. They were not engaging with the 

verbal text of the book, but rather its visual text, or illustrations. The dominant language 

of the read aloud was Spanish. However, there were instances when the participants’ 

utterances, including Pablo’s, drew on hybrid language practices to contribute to the 

conversation. 

Table 9: Instrumentalities in Pablo’s Language Arts Lesson. 

About 12 percent of talk in this activity deviated from the Spanish instruction policy 

required by the DLBE model. The percentage is small, but makes sense given that 1) the 

activity is anchored around a Spanish text, and 2) most students are Spanish-dominant 

and feel more comfortable engaging in Spanish. Other lessons showed that Spanish was 

dominant during language arts with occasional “non standard” responses by students and 

Language Variety # of Conversational 
Turns 

Example 

 
“Standard” English 

 
1 

“Oh my gosh!” 

 
 
“Standard” Spanish 

 
30 

“Yo veo que se ve en el 
espejo.” 

 
 
“Non-standard” Language 

 
 
3 

“o a la pool” 
 
A la playa because… 
 
 

 
TOTAL 

 
34 

 



 157 

Pablo. The participation of students likely to engage in hybrid language practices, and 

Pablo, introduced language variation into the space. 
 

T: Aquí vemos, SK…SK..¿qué observas tu aquí?  (Pause) Yo observo… 
 [Here we see, K…K, what do you see here? (Pause) I observe that…] 

 
SK: Yo observo que Olivia esta nadando en una… 

  [I observe that Olivia is swimming in a…] 
 
T: ¿A dónde piensas que va?  
 [Where do you think she is going?] 

 
SK: A jugar con ella. 
 [To play with her.] 

 
T: Ayúdale. (to another student) 
 [Help her.] 
 
S: Va ir a la playa.  
 [She is going to go to the beach.] 

 
T: Va ir a la playa. 

  [She is going to go to the beach.] 
 
SG: o a la pool… 
 [or the pool…] 

 
T: A la playa because… 

  [To the beach because…] 
 
S: A la playa 
 [To the beach] 

 
T: Y aquí la vemos ya. (holds up illustration) 
 [And here we see her already.] 
 
      (Language Arts, Sample C, 04/2014) 

 
In Sample C above, Pablo seemed to be following the lead of his student who had just 

made a lexical switch. The seven turns preceding Student G’s “o a la pool” were in 
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Spanish. Pablo does not directly acknowledge the utterance because he follows Student 

G’s words by reiterating what another student had said (“a la playa” or “to the beach”). 

Yet, Pablo does seem to take up Student G’s linguistic choice by offering “a la playa 

because…”. Pablo’s utterance sustained the momentary interruption of Spanish, but still 

called for a more complete response. This was ironic from a language purism perspective 

because Pablo was enacting a common school ideology that calls for “correct” language 

use through grammar and complete sentences, but was at the same time rejecting the idea 

that language in school could not include “non-standard” varieties. In this particular 

instance, it seems that standard English, standard Spanish, and hybrid varieties were all 

valuable in the larger meaning-making process. 

 In the next section, I will examine language practices in an English math lesson. 

The clear distinction between both lessons is the language of instruction. I will continue 

using Hymes (1974) SPEAKING heuristic to examine how language was used to support 

learning and the larger meaning-making process. 

Mathematics 

During mathematics, Pablo and his students often worked with word problems 

around different math topics before going to their tables to do small group work. Like in 

language arts, Pablo asked his students to discuss ideas with their partners and share out 

with the entire class. In this particular lesson, the topic was around financial literacy. The 

students had to respond, in their own words, “what is money?” Then, they discussed 

ideas around spending and saving money as part of a class word problem they had 

created together to resolve how much money the needed to save for the class pizza party. 

 The participants in the class were Pablo and 18 students, the same as the ones 

during language arts with the addition of three English-dominant students who received 

English instruction for language arts. The other 15 students had participated in the 

school’s DLBE program since Pre-K and had been receiving math instruction on English 

for the past three years. 
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Goals 

For this section, I have focused on a math lesson where Pablo and his students are 

focused on talking about money, including what it is for. As part of their financial 

literacy unit, the students had learned that money is needed to purchase goods, and goods 

fall within 1 of 2 categories—needs and wants. The main goal of this part of the lesson 

was focused on getting students to recall what had been learned earlier in the week about 

money. Pablo (T) reiterated math vocabulary while attempting to understand what 

students had learned about money up to this point.  

SG1: We get the money, then we spend the money and we can spend it on wants 
or needs. 

 
T: Thank you. Now, you were going the right way and you were doing a 

great job. And you add something to that SG2? 
 

SG2: Umm… 
 

T: I think….or my partner said… 
 

SG2: My partner said, money, you need money to buy things. (Inaudible) I think 
that you can buy needs. 

 
T: Oh, you need money to buy needs.  

 
Class: And also Mr. M…. 

 
T: Wait, wait. I want to really touch on SG1’s, okay. We’ve been talking 

about needs and wants too, and I like the way he used it. We need money 
to buy our needs, but its okay to use our money to buy our wants. 

 
SM: Wants! 

 
T: Our wants.  

 
S1: Money is a want. 
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T: Money can be a want. I want money, right? Well, we need money so that’s 
a good connection right there. 

 
S1: I need money right now. 

       (Math, Sample A, 05/2014) 
 

The activity is teacher-directed and Pablo holds approximately half of the 

conversation floor. Yet, rather than focus on the quantity, it would be more productive to 

examine the purpose of his conversational turns. Pablo’s role in this segment is a mix of 

positive evaluation and support for his students. He either offers encouragement, “you 

were going the right way and you were doing a great job,” or reiterates what the student 

has said, “Oh, you need money to buy needs,” to validate the response. He also followed 

up when a student needed help. When Student G2 seemed unsure of how to begin 

responding, Pablo offered a sentence stem, “I think….or My partner said,” which then 

allowed him to begin.  This reflects Pablo’s ideas about wanting to support his students’ 

confidence and provide them the tools necessary to express their ideas. 

 The second important goal was reiterating vocabulary terminology by getting 

students to use math terms in their responses. In this excerpt, the students are continuing 

to share the ideas shared in their pair-share activity. 

SJ: [Student] told me the money is (11s)… 
 

T: You said something very interesting! The money has…it’s called, we 
know the name… 

 
S: It has a different cents! 

 
SG1:  Value!  

 
T: It has value. It has value. Didn’t you mention that? When you said, I know 

that a quarter, a coin, a quarter is 25 cents. So that’s very important to 
know, right?  

 
S: Yeah. Really important… 

 
T: The value of the coins.  
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S: Value! 
       (Math, Sample B, 05/2014) 
 
As he walked around listening to the partners’ conversations, Pablo heard one of his 

students speak about the value of money, where coins and bills have certain worth. When 

the student is unsure of what response Pablo is wanting, he reiterates, “We know the 

name,” indexing a term that has been used in class.  Finally, Student G1 offers the word 

value. Pablo then follows up the response and reiterates that value was the word he was 

looking for, which is related to the cent value. I also highlight that as Pablo was looking 

for his students to use the word value, he no longer focused on the form (ex. complete 

sentence) but rather the word itself.  

Instrumentalities 

Pablo and his students traversed the domains of listening and speaking as they 

discussed money. As Sample A and B have shown, English was the dominant language 

of the lesson. However, the monopoly of English actually seemed to open up the 

conversation floor momentarily for students to begin using their bilingual resources to 

construct meaning during these interactions. I will be focusing on the following excerpt 

to illustrate the ways in which English, Spanish and “non standard” varieties could 

emerge in math as part of a larger translanguaging process. In the next excerpt, Pablo 

experiences a deviation from the lesson because one of his students brings up taxes. 

 SG1: Wait! What are taxes?  
 

T: Oh, taxes. Taxes, you know when we go buy something sometimes you 
say… 

 
SG1: One dollar. 

 
T: One dollar (writes on board)  

 
SG1: 1.99 

 
T: 1.99 (writes on board), right. 
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S: So…that means that 1 dollar and 99 cents.  
 

S2: Or 25 cents.  
 
S3:  Pero no es un dólar. 
 [But it’s not a dollar.] 

 
T: We use this word J (writes on board) “taxes” 

 
SG1: Lo que yo pienso es cuando… 
 [What I think is that…] 

 
T: Wait, wait. This is very important. I love this conversation, but we need to 

be good listeners. What do you think, J? 
 

SJ: That taxes means that maybe they higher the price.  
 

T: ¡Excelente! So you’ve seen where it says 1.99 plus tax (writes on board) 
  [Excellent!] 
 

SJ: I think you give more. You need to give more. 
 

T: That means you need to pay more, right? And that money, they’ll use it 
like for…there’s something called school taxes, right? There’s school 
taxes. When we pay, when adults pay, some of that money that they pay 
they take part of that money to save, to pay for things [like] new schools… 

 
S: Need? 

 
T: For things that are needed, right? Who agrees that we need schools? I 

better see 18 hands, right? So yes, that’s tax. That’s what a tax is.  
 

SJ: Taxes is important. 
 
T: Taxes are important. They’re needed.  

 
S2: We need school teacher because if they…si algun día nos preguntan 

algo no vamos a saber porque no fuímos a la escuela. (inaudible) No 
saben inglés y no van a saber porque no van a la escuela.  
[…if one day they ask us something we will not know because we did not 
go to school (inaudible) They don’t know English and they won’t know 
because they didn’t go to school.] 
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T: Everyone, listen. Listen. Let’s come back. Right now you guys are 
going…I’m going to send you on a mission. I’m going to send you on a 
very important mission. 

 
S2: Una misión.  
 [A mission.] 

 
T: A mission (nods). A mission, I’m going to send you on a job and its going 

to involve that you need to work (gestures w/ hands) 
 

Class: Together! 
(Math, Sample C, 05/2014) 

The issue of taxes was introduced by students, it was not part of Pablo’s original lesson. 

Not only was the question organic to the students’ interests, but the students contributed a 

lot of their own knowledge to the conversation. As they contributed their experiences of 

purchasing dollar items and paying more than a dollar, they participated in making sense 

of the concept of taxes. Additionally, some students began to use Spanish thereby 

momentarily interrupting the dominance of English during math. 

Table 10: Instrumentalities in Pablo’s Math “Taxes” Lesson. 

“Standard” Spanish was used twice in this excerpt by students attempting to share their 

experience or reiterating what the teacher had just said. While Pablo immediately 

followed these utterances, it was only clear in the second instance (“una misión) that the 

Language Variety # of Conversational 
Turns 

Example 

 
“Standard” English 

18 
 

“Wait, what are taxes?” 

 
 
“Standard” Spanish 

 
3 

“Lo que yo pienso es 
cuando…” 

 
“Non-standard” Language 
 

 
3 

“¡Excelente! So you’ve seen 
where it says $1.99 plus 
tax.”  

 
TOTAL 

 
24 
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student’s words had been heard by Pablo. In this second instance, Pablo re-iterates in 

English what the student has said without paying much attention to the language used. 

There were also two instances of inter-sentential code-switching, one of which 

was uttered by Pablo. Pablo used the word “¡Excelente!” to evaluate the student’s 

response that taxes meant paying more than the original price. It served to motivate the 

student by praising his response and continuing to validate the student’s experience. 

Afterwards, a student offers an inter-sentential code-switch begun in English and 

switched to Spanish. While the statement goes on ignored by Pablo, she speaks to the 

idea that taxes pay for school and in school we learn English. Ironically, the statement is 

made, for the most part, in Spanish.  

Also, I want to highlight that there were also instances of what might be 

considered “non standard” English and Spanish. Student J offers that “Taxes is 

important.” The “correct” verb here would be is since word taxes is in the plural form. 

Pablo’s follow up re-states the student’s response with the “correct” verb, are. It is not 

clear that Pablo intended the follow up to be repair. As seen through the transcript 

segment, Pablo often followed his students’ responses by reiterating what they had said. 

There was no emphasis on the word are. Earlier in the segment, a student responded, 

“Pero no es un dólar.” (But it’s not a dollar.) The word dólar could be considered an 

anglicism, a borrowing of an English word. I have categorized it as Spanish since it is 

used in certain Latin American countries. The distinction between “standard/non 

standard” is not always clearly defined. 

In this segment, the spontaneity of the topic appeared to play a role in allowing 

for more dynamic use of language. Pablo had not planned on addressing taxes. However, 

his students clearly had an interest in learning more and sharing their own existing 

knowledge. Also, because the designated language was supposed to be in English, the 

students either had to use English to respond or use their linguistic repertoires to 

bricolage their way through the conversation (Erickson, 2004). Pablo’s general classroom 

language policy allowed for students to engage in the language(s) of their choice, but in 

the particular segment, Pablo had also removed the added layer of form, or using 
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sentence stems to create complete sentences. Many of the students participating in this 

excerpt gave single answers that allowed for the conversation to continue.  This 

introduced a more informative conversation about taxes and their purpose, and the 

benefits it brought to the students and their school. 

CHAPTER DISCUSSION 

The DLBE program decreed a diglossic view of bilingualism that emphasized 

language separation. However, it was ultimately up to the teachers as local policymakers 

to uphold the language of instruction for designated content areas. Teachers’ language 

policies are influenced by a host of social and individual factors, which makes policy 

implementation a layered and often messy process (García & Menken, 2010; Hornberger 

& Johnson, 2010). Pablo’s beliefs in professional integrity, trust in the research 

community as evolving but informative, and faith in the theoretical foundations of the 

DLBE model propelled his fidelity to the model. He aimed to follow the subject area 

designations, and its other requirements like environmental print, and bilingual pairs. 

However, Pablo was also guided by his own language ideologies which allowed 

for more flexible language practices. While he did sometimes index the importance of 

“correct” language through his push for complete sentences, he also adhered to the notion 

that language was part of identity and a way of being (Anzaldúa, 2007; Mignolo, 2000). 

Therefore, both school-sanctioned views of language purism and more flexible ideologies 

co-existed in the same space. A more inclusive perspective of language allowed him to 

build on his beliefs that bilingualism was about cultural pride and a source for students’ 

self confidence. He wanted his students to feel empowered to learn and not alienated. 

This likely stems from the fact that Pablo’s own language learning experiences were in 

submersion contexts. Therefore, Pablo allowed linguistic variations to thrive in the 

classroom within the larger language separation policy.  

Pablo’s articulated and embodied ideologies suggest that he did not see the 

language separation policy and his classroom’s linguistic diversity as contradicting, but 

rather co-existing. This actually mirrors the larger sociocultural context of bilingual 
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communities; “standard” and “non standard” practices co-exist even in the face of 

pervasive language ideologies of diglossia and purism. While Pablo did emphasize 

language form by emphasizing vocabulary and sentence stems, these paralleled attention 

to content. Therefore, the emphasis on form appeared to be more about a scaffolding 

process that enabled students to share their ideas and learn the discourse of the school. 

Pablo acknowledged that students needed the linguistic capital to be successful with 

academic content, including but not limited to the state exam (Bourdieu, 2003; Delpit, 

2002).  Considering (post)colonial and borderland theories of language (Mignolo, 2000; 

Anzaldúa, 2007), Pablo ascribed to both (bi)languaging views of language as a process of 

“being” but also considered bilingualism as a skill that needed to be developed to access 

important opportunities. 
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DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS & CONCLUSION 

Chapter 8:  Discussion 

“If you want to really hurt me, talk badly about my language.”  
–Gloria Anzaldúa, Borderlands/La Frontera 

 
The widespread growth of dual language education programs across the United 

States has popularized bilingualism as a mainstream commodity. On any given day, one 

comes across media articles from national sources speaking to the advantages of being 

bilingual. Blogs catering to families raising bilingual children have increased. Everyone, 

it seems, wants their children to be bilingual. This is a significant shift from traditional 

views of bilingualism as remedial, problematic, and less than when compared to the 

dominance of English.  

Yet, the popularity of dual language programs and bilingualism are nested within 

high-stakes assessment systems, pervasive language ideologies of language purism, 

standardization, and English as germane to an American identity. These political and 

ideological contexts are at odds with dual language programs’ intended goals of 

bilingualism, high academic achievement and cross-cultural communication for all 

students (Howard et al., 2000). These conflicting goals and realities raise important 

questions about what it means to be bilingual, who is allowed to be bilingual, and 

bilingualism for what purpose? These three questions are at the heart of this study’s data 

and the exploration of the teachers’ articulated and embodied ideologies around 

bilingualism. 

Being bilingual, from Raquel’s, Roberto’s and Pablo’s perspectives, is not only 

about language proficiency, but connected to larger ideas around language and identity, 

and nested within larger schooling structures. Consequently, these had implications for 

how bilingualism was supported in each classroom and which students had access to 

continued bilingual development. All three teachers’ language ideologies around 

bilingualism were anchored in their interpretations of language acquisition theories, their 

beliefs around pedagogy, and what they believed to be in their students’ best interest.  
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In the next sections, I will re-visit my three original research questions and 

discuss each within the context of the findings. Then, I will explore the implications of 

the findings and new directions for future research.  

IDEOLOGIES AROUND BILINGUALISM 

How do bilingual teachers who grew up in bilingual speech communities articulate their 

ideologies around bilingualism? 

Are you bilingual? 

Each teacher had their personal understanding of bilingualism as connected to 

their experiences growing up on the Texas border and teaching in bilingual classrooms. 

The data showed that their grasp of bilingualism stemmed from their self-perceived 

bilingual abilities and interpretations of language theories. These two ideas were 

influenced by external factors related to how others perceived linguistic proficiency and 

school discourses about how to teach language minority populations. 

 All three teachers were heritage language speakers of Spanish with K-12 

schooling experiences in English. All three teachers talked about their bilingual 

capabilities as contingent on context. They felt capable of taking on the linguistic 

demands of the their elementary teaching assignments, but questioned their capacity to 

engage in more linguistically demanding situations. For Raquel and Pablo, this was the 

case for English and Spanish. Both felt a sense of struggle with productive 

communication skills, like speaking and writing. Roberto was most self-conscious of his 

Spanish proficiency, especially when having to teach in the content-specific terminology 

of subject areas like science.  

 While all three participants shared doubt in their linguistic abilities to engage in 

more complex language communication, each came to this conclusion from different 

perspectives that appeared influenced by differences in age, social class, and education 

experiences. For example, Raquel and Roberto experienced English submersion contexts 

of the 1960s and 1970s. Their schooling had been primarily in English while raised in 
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Spanish dominant households. Raquel was raised in Laredo as an only child born to 

Mexican immigrant parents in a lower middle class home; she had been socialized with 

notions of “good” and “bad” Spanish. Additionally, Raquel struggled academically 

during her undergraduate studies. Despite now having a Masters in Education, Raquel 

was still self-conscious of her writing and speaking abilities in English. 

Meanwhile, Pablo grew up in a large, Spanish-dominant, mixed-status family 

living in the low income, mostly Mexicano communities of El Paso.  Unlike Raquel, 

Pablo had access to English outside of school because of his older siblings and friends 

living in the nearby military base.  As an adolescent, he preferred to speak in English as a 

way to fit in with his peers, and relegated Spanish for communicating with his parents. 

He also shared feelings of “inadequacy” when speaking with more Spanish dominant 

family. It was in adulthood that Pablo came to value bilingualism as an important 

personal and professional skill. While Pablo’s ten year teaching career has been in 

bilingual classrooms working with emerging bilingual populations, he still viewed his 

language skills in English and Spanish as needing improvement. 

Finally, Roberto had grown up in a multicultural, middle class family living in the 

mostly white, English speaking neighborhoods of El Paso. Spanish was available in his 

household because of his Mexican immigrant mother and grandmother, but he received a 

mostly English education. Like Pablo, Roberto temporarily shunned Spanish. He lacked 

confidence speaking it and did not feel as competent as he did in English. Like Raquel 

and Pablo, he also felt less “adequate” when speaking with friends raised in Spanish 

speaking contexts. However, Roberto came of age at the cusp of the 20th and 21st 

centuries, a milieu saturated in the realities of globalized economic and political 

structures. Roberto came to value his multicultural and multilingual background 

prompting him to re-connect with his linguistic heritage and complete a Spanish minor. 

Even while Roberto formally studied Spanish, that is received Spanish instruction of 

some sort, and stuck to Spanish for most of his science lessons, he highlighted his 

linguistic short-comings in “academic” Spanish. 

 The teachers articulated their understandings of bilingualism around feelings of 
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adequacy. They appeared to adhere to the notion that there were degrees of bilingualism 

that varied by context. These contexts were defined by audience, content and linguistic 

complexity. The teachers felt confident teaching in the elementary classroom where the 

audience was children, and the academic content and linguistic complexity were deemed 

basic. Yet, they expressed reservations about their ability to participate in more 

academically and linguistically rigorous contexts like teaching subject matter at the 

secondary level, especially in Spanish, or engaging with Spanish-dominant adults. 

 As the teachers explained their understandings of bilingualism and their own 

experiences growing up bilingual, they often referenced popular second language 

acquisition theories. This shows that the three teachers had a theoretical foundation 

informing their practice, but their understandings of these theories were typically nested 

within larger ideologies.   

Second Language Acquisition Theories 

The teachers’ understanding of the linguistic demands of the classroom was 

rooted in their ideas about language development. These ideologies were particularly 

centered around second language acquisition theories like the Monitor Model (Krashen, 

1981), the BICS/CALPS binary (Cummins, 2004), and language transfer (Cummins, 

2004). All three teachers referenced at least one of these theories throughout their 

participation in the study. Wong-Fillmore and Snow (2003) argued that teacher education 

must require coursework in second language learning, language and linguistics to address 

the needs of a growing, linguistically diverse student population. That the participating 

teachers indexed these theories suggests their exposure to these concepts throughout their 

teacher preparation and continued professional development. These theoretical concepts 

are “institutionalized” within bilingual teacher education (Valadez, MacSwan, & 

Martínez, 2000); they appear to be the primary theories most familiar to bilingual 

educators and through which they frame their understanding of second language 

acquisition.  

 MacSwan (2000) warned that some language acquisition theories tend to 
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reproduce negative language ideologies rather than give teachers a more nuanced 

understanding of language. Teachers’ theoretical understandings are not solely founded 

upon their exposure to concepts of language acquisition and development, but are 

influenced by language ideologies (Johnson, 2009). Therefore, the participating teachers’ 

understanding of bilingualism was influenced by their interpretation of second language 

acquisition theories.  

Academic Language 

All three teachers recognized the importance of addressing and supporting 

academic language in their classrooms and often indexed Cummins’ (2000) BICS (Basic 

Interpersonal Communication Skills) and CALPS (Cognitive Academic Linguistic 

Proficiency Skills) framework. Schools are focused on developing academic language, or 

the specialized and situated language related to academic disciplines (Gee, 2007; 

Scarcella, 2003). The BICS/CALPS binary aligned with the teachers’ views that different 

contexts had varying cognitive and linguistic demands. Bilingual teachers’ understanding 

of academic language through the BICS/CALPS lens influenced their ideas about 

language learning and bilingualism.  

 The three participating teachers had somewhat different perspectives on their role 

in supporting academic language. These differences were largely framed by their 

teaching assignments, including subject areas taught and language(s) of instruction. 

Raquel and Pablo were charged with teaching the four main subject areas of language 

arts, math, science and social studies. For Raquel, teaching academic language meant a 

direct focus on English vocabulary across subject areas, and sometimes drawing on 

Spanish to accomplish this goal. Pablo also believed it was important to directly teach 

academic language for English and Spanish subject areas, which he typically supported 

through scaffolded instruction using sentence stems and vocabulary building across 

content areas.  Roberto was responsible for math and science. He was more likely to 

identify as a content teacher, but recognized the important role that academic language 

played in his students’ understanding of discipline-specific English terminology.  
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 Prior work on academic English suggests that the BICS/CALPS binary offers a 

limited perspective of academic language because it is framed as a “fixed choice” and as 

sequential to social language development (Scarcella, 2003).  That is, one either has 

academic language or does not, and it typically follows after acquiring social language 

proficiency.  Additionally, ideas about academic language exist within larger ideological 

and political contexts like standardized assessment, language purism, and English 

dominance. These larger contexts, consequently, create a hierarchy that positions 

academic language as superior to social language and confounds academic language with 

standard language ideologies (Valdés, 2004). 

The teachers’ articulated and embodied ideologies came together in the classroom 

space. Their language ideologies and linguistic practices influenced their approach to 

pedagogy, including their language policies. The next section will explore the last 

remaining questions simultaneously since it is difficult to talk about the relationship 

between their articulated and embodied ideologies without also speaking to their practice 

and policy-making.  

IDEOLOGY, POLICY & PRACTICE 

What is the relationship between teachers’ articulated and embodied ideologies and how 

does this relationship manifest in their classroom practice? 

 

What linguistic practices do they use and what language policies do they create in the 

classroom? 

The teachers’ linguistic practices and language policies were created within the 

parallels and tensions of their articulated and embodied ideologies. Their ideologies and 

practices can best be categorized into the three most prevalent ideologies expressed by 

the teachers: diglossia, language purism and language flexibility. While I have created 

these three categories to organize the data, these were not set boundaries or choices.  

More than one could exist in each classroom from moment to moment. 
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Language Ideologies 

The language policy literature refers to policy implementation as a multi-layered 

process where at each level agents are influenced by a host of factors that include 

language ideologies (Hornberger & Johnson, 2010; Johnson, 2009; García & Menken, 

2010; Spolsky, 2004). The participating teachers’ articulated ideologies about 

bilingualism ran parallel with ideologies infiltrating macro level layers of the policy 

onion, like school and social discourses about language. This meant that the teachers’ 

practice was influenced by more than one language ideology, which informed the official 

and unofficial local language polices and practices of the classroom space. 

 

	    

Figure 8: Co-existing Language Ideologies in the Bilingual Classroom. 

Diglossia 

Diglossic perspectives of bilingualism stem from the traditionally held notion that 

languages are used separately and for different purposes (Fishman, 1969). In all three 

classroom, diglossic perspectives existed to varying degrees. While their adherence 

varied, all three classrooms were nested within the diglossic approach of the DLBE 

model.  

Roberto and Pablo separated languages by content area as prescribed by the 

DLBE model. Both had buy-in into the model or at the very least the goal of producing 

bilingual outcomes; therefore, they both attempted to adhere to the language separation 

structures. Roberto taught math in English and science in Spanish. Each language had its 

Diglossia

Language Purism Linguistic 
Flexibility
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own designated space, but the added pressure to prepare students for the STAAR exam, 

and Roberto’s lack of familiarity with DLBE programs made it difficult to follow the 

model. He ended up with a largely English space for a part of the semester. However, like 

Raquel, he believed in using Spanish as a resource that removed the language barrier of 

English to allow his most struggling students to comprehend their math word problems.  

Pablo had more flexibility to implement the DLBE model than his counterparts, 

which he attempted to do so with fidelity. Like Roberto, he used the language 

designations of each subject area to separate languages, which he, as the teacher, 

attempted to follow. However, this was difficult to keep up within the time space of each 

content area as Pablo and his students had the resources to use both; likewise, Pablo did 

not articulate a preference for  language policies that restricted language flexibility for his 

students. 

Raquel’s local language policies sometimes repaired student speech when their 

responses were outside an English standard. She believed it was important to prepare 

students for their all English context by pushing English instruction, but also believed in 

the value of Spanish as a powerful resource. Therefore, she made a space for both 

English and Spanish in the classroom. Even when she expressed the belief that these 

needed to be kept separate, this was not consistent.  

In all three cases, diglossic spaces were eroded by the language practices of 

students and teachers. As bilingual speech communities, these classrooms had the 

linguistic resources to use wide-ranging variety as part of the larger meaning-making 

process. They accessed these resources when they needed to bricolage through difficult 

content (Erickson, 2004). The language separation component could be overwhelming 

and counterproductive (García, 2009; Palmer & Martínez, 2013). It was simply more 

practical to attempt to access and support meaning-making with more linguistic 

flexibility, which each classroom did to varying degrees. 

Purism and Flexibility 

Adding complexity to diglossic spaces were the accompanying language 
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ideologies of language purism and flexibility. Language purism is an ideology embedded 

in “shared beliefs” about language as connected to larger notions of hegemony, identity 

and power (Bourdieu, 2003; Fairclough, 2001; van Dijk, 1998; Woolard & Schieffelin, 

1994).  Language purism in schools has traditionally focused on the correct grammar 

usage, absence of colloquialism and “non standard” language varieties (Dorian, 1994). 

These type of ideologies could often be experienced in Raquel and Pablo’s classrooms as 

they were most likely to pay attention to a school-sanctioned emphasis on language form. 

For Raquel, grammar and “standard” language practices were part of a larger goal to 

prepare her students for the linguistic complexity of academic tasks, as well as their 

learning of English. Her emphasis on phonics and vocabulary were also part of giving her 

students access to complex, academic language structures. She attempted to regulate her 

speech to ensure the elimination of “non standard” practices, which she believed hurt her 

students’ academic language development.  

Pablo also paid attention to form as part of a larger scaffolding process where he 

directly taught students to express their ideas, and in an attempt to build their vocabulary 

and add to their linguistic repertoires. He viewed his students’ linguistic practices as part 

of who they were. It was important to him that his students feel confident expressing 

themselves in the classroom. From his perspective, the insistence on form was part of an 

additive process that built their vocabulary and knowledge of discourse structures they 

would encounter later.  

Both Raquel and Pablo appeared to recognize the “codes of power” valued by 

schools and wanted to prepare their students for those contexts (Delpit, 2002). They were 

both responsible for language arts and other content areas as part of their teaching 

assignments. Essentially, Raquel and Pablo’s emphasis on form was about preparing their 

students to experience academic success. They recognized that to access valuable 

learning opportunities, their students had be familiar and proficient in both the academic 

and “standard” language registers valued by social institutions, like schools (Bourdieu, 

2003; Delpit, 2006). Likewise, both had negative schooling experiences that left them 

with feelings of inadequacy. Emphasizing form was a way to ensure their students had 
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the linguistic resources necessary.  

Language ideologies are not static; therefore, their embodiment can shift 

throughout contexts (Errington, 2010; Woolard, 1998).  All three teachers allowed for 

linguistic flexibility as part of a larger meaning-making process and an important 

scaffolding resource in their teaching. I look at linguistic flexibility as a possible 

“emerging” ideology, shared and embodied in the teachers’ practice (Fairclough, 2001; 

van Dijk, 1998; Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994). Roberto’s assignment as a content teacher 

of math appeared to influence his attempt to remove the linguistic complexity of English 

content by allowing language flexibility while also addressing the language elements of 

math word problems. 

All three teachers highlighted the idea that linguistic flexibility was necessary to 

achieve larger meaning-making goals for students. Roberto and Pablo appeared to 

espouse beliefs that language was connected to identity; therefore, chastising language 

was alienating a part of who someone was (Mignolo, 2000; Anzaldúa, 2007). Even while 

engaging in sporadic repair and directly indexing the language purism ideology 

sanctioned in schools, Raquel allowed for linguistic flexibility and recognized its 

importance for supporting student learning.  

Therefore, neither language purism nor linguistic flexibility as ideologies had full 

hold of each classroom. Both subtly co-existed and could simultaneously emerge within 

the same lesson. Therefore, the answer may not be an either/or in terms of content vs. 

form. Both are necessary in helping students navigate academic discourses and structures. 

In general, there is a consensus in the field of bilingual education that academic 

language is related to the language of the school and needs to be deliberately developed 

in the school for language minority students to have linguistic support as they negotiate 

academic content in their second language (Scarcella, 2003; Valdés, 2001, 2004; Wong 

Fillmore & Snow, 2000). This requires scaffolded instruction, metacognition and 

metalinguistic awareness, and exposure to texts and learning situations that will offer 

meaningful opportunities to engage with academic content (Walqui, 2006; Wong 

Fillmore & Snow, 2000). Therefore, paying attention to form can help students better 
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access academic content. The teachers’ approaches ranged on a form and content 

spectrum (Hornberger, 2002). I describe content as connected to meaning-making goals, 

and form as more direct attention to language, including instrumentality, grammar, and 

language/literacy skills, and discourse structures. Dynamic language practices were 

generally associated with larger meaning-making goals. 

Raquel’s read aloud demonstrated attention to form through her attention to 

vocabulary and literacy skills, and when she engaged in discourse repair. Errington 

(1988) points out that this type of “correction” can be more about expressing ideology 

than its actual practices (as cited in Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994). Raquel also 

emphasized content, as seen at the end of the read aloud and in the math lesson. She 

expressed that to support her students in math, it was necessary to focus on meaning 

rather than what language they were using.  In the same way, Pablo often pushed students 

to use complete sentences as part of a larger scaffolding process, but also allowed 

students to use their linguistic resources to participate in classroom conversation. Roberto 

demonstrated awareness of the linguistic complexity of math word problems, and 

highlighted key items in their structure. He also allowed for linguistic flexibility in 

conversation.  

Traditionally, the emphasis on content over form (and vice versa) has presented a 

challenge for language minority students placed in contexts that can offer one over the 

other (Valdés, 2001). All three teachers traversed the content/form spectrum; however, 

certain instances could see an over reliance on one over other. Over reliance on form 

could stifle talk or increase the dominance of one language. An over emphasis on content 

could sometimes make it unclear whether all students would be able to navigate content 

independently. Therefore, both content and form are an important part of the learning 

process for emergent bilinguals and need to be addressed in all content areas. This may 

require that schools in general re-think how language and content are addressed across 

early elementary and upper elementary grade levels. 
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Chapter 9:  Implications 

“…subtractive schooling encompasses subtractively assimilationist policies and 
practices that are designed to divest Mexican students of their culture and their 

language.” –Angela Valenzuela, Subtractive Schooling 
 

The findings of this study have implications for the areas of (1) teacher education, 

(2) language and assessment policy, and (3) theoretical understandings of languaging 

practices and new directions for research. By addressing the needs for change in these 

three areas, it may be possible to challenge the ideologies that negatively position the 

“non standard” practices of bilingual communities. 

TEACHER EDUCATION 
This research study has important implications for bilingual/ESL teacher 

education and continued teacher professional development. I agree with prior research 

that suggests that all teachers need exposure to language acquisition theories as part of 

their professional certification (Wong-Fillmore and Snow, 2003). However, as MacSwan 

(2000) and Johnson (2009) have argued, teachers’ interpretation of language theory is 

nested within larger language ideologies that can offer a limited understanding of 

language. Therefore, I believe it is important that courses related to language and literacy 

acquisition, also have space for teachers (or future teachers) to examine social and 

individual language discourses. This includes understanding the cultural and linguistic 

resources of language minority communities (Moll, Amanti, Neff & Gónzalez, 1992), 

and creating opportunities to examine and interrogate student-teachers’ ideologies. 

This type of coursework cannot be limited to pre-service teacher education, but 

must be part of continuous language development. Preferably, this type of continued 

teacher education would be designed and led by teachers from individual schools to 

understand the linguistic resources of those specific communities. This is needed for all 

teachers, and district level personnel as school-sanctioned ideologies can be perpetuated 

systematically.  

Also, I propose that teacher education programs need to offer language 
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coursework for bilingual teachers to be acquainted with content-specific terminology. 

Unfortunately, many bilingual teachers, serving largely Latino/a communities, did not 

receive long term Spanish instruction beyond the early elementary grades. Even those 

who minored or majored in Spanish do not have access to content-specific terminology as 

most university programs are focused on literature. Having familiarity with technical 

Spanish language registers might begin to ease some of the tension, but these courses 

have to go further. It is important to validate the linguistic diversity within the Spanish-

speaking community in general, and address U.S. Spanish varieties as part of a 

languaging process connected to identity and histories of colonization, power and 

domination (Anzaldúa, 2007; Mignolo, 2000; Ortiz, 1978). In other words, such courses 

must directly address that feelings of linguistic “inadequacy” are more about ideologies 

regulating and normalizing language rather than any deficiency in the language itself. 

LANGUAGE AND ASSESSMENT POLICY 

The push for enrichment-based language education has increased the status of 

bilingualism. The research shows that these types of programs have potential to increase 

student achievement, bilingualism and cross-cultural communication (Howard et al., 

2003). However, it is still not clear that these goals and programs will reach language 

minority populations beyond the fact that they are needed for “two-way” immersion 

contexts.   

The students in two of the three DLBE classrooms often seemed removed from 

the opportunity to develop their bilingualism in favor of preparing them for a 

monolingual test. The testing literature suggests that standardized assessment policies are 

more likely to negatively impact poor, language minority populations by restricting their 

education through test preparation, narrowing the curriculum (Au, 2007; McNeil & 

Valenzuela, 2001) and limiting language instruction to that of the test (Palmer & 

Wicktor-Lynch, 2008). Other research has shown that DLBE programs in general do not 

appear to survive the testing structures of accountability beyond the 2nd grade (Palmer, 

Henderson, Wall, Zúñiga & Berthelsen, 2015). So long as restrictive, monolingual testing 
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structures exist it is unclear that language minority populations will truly be able to 

access the benefits of enrichment-based programs.  

Therefore, it is important that advocates of enrichment-bilingual education 

programs also push for changes in accountability policy. The two cannot co-exist in their 

current forms. The high stakes of standardized assessment will almost always 

overshadow the goals of the DLBE programs because the benefits of DLBE, including 

the likelihood of high academic achievement for all students, are not immediately visible. 

Schools cannot wait the 5-7 years for academic language acquisition (Hakuta, 2011) 

when they need to get students to pass monolingual  standardized assessments by the 

third grade. So if DLBE advocates truly believe in the promise of enrichment-based 

education for all, then we will have to trouble the larger contexts in which they are 

situated, especially because these negatively impact language minority populations the 

most. 

THEORY AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

Bridging together the emerging literature on translanguaging in the field of 

bilingual education with (post)colonial and borderland languaging perspectives offered 

new insight to the relationship between language and identity. As I scrutinized the ways 

in which dynamic bilingual practices emerged in the classroom contexts using Hymes’ 

(1974) SPEAKING heuristic, it was helpful to include how the participants of these 

events, the teachers and their students, contributed to the linguistic fluidity of the 

conversational floor. It was not only the use of “standard” and “non standard” language 

varieties alone that was important, but also who was speaking and how their backgrounds 

influenced those practices. For example, the students were sometimes more likely to 

engage in more dynamic bilingual practices their teachers. When students had 

opportunities to actively contribute to classroom talk then translanguaging practices were 

perceivable. Yet, other times it was the teachers who guided translanguaging practices, 

often directed by the larger goals of the lesson. 
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The relationship between language and identity has been highlighted in the 

translanguaging literature (García & Wei, 2014). However, a stronger connection must be 

made to how unique cultural and linguistic identities emerged from the violent processes 

of colonization and continue to be regulated by the hierarchies, including grammar and 

language policy, created by colonial structures (Anzaldúa, 2007; Mignolo, 2000; Ortiz, 

1978). By acknowledging these processes, the conversation on bilingualism shifts away 

from defining bilingualism as a skill to be acquired for individual benefit and profit.  

Nearly 30 years ago, Ruiz (1984) described influential ideology orientations that 

continuously shape the linguistic political landscape.  Historically, bilingualism and 

bilingual education have stemmed from “language as problem” orientations; deficit 

perspectives of language minority communities and ideologically-based 

misunderstandings of bilingualism supported English acquisition and severed heritage 

language maintenance. Today, processes of globalization and neoliberal influences 

commodify bilingualism as a resource or marketable skill for individuals adapting to 

sociocultural and economic landscapes (Cervantes-Soon, 2014; Flores, 2013). The 

emergence of dual language programs across the United States reflects those trends as 

white, middle class and English dominant families push to enroll their children into 

schools offering dual language bilingual education. However, because these programs are 

also nested within language ideologies, hierarchies of power and institutional structures 

that marginalize poor, minority communities it is not clear how they will ultimately 

benefit from the paradigmatic shift towards “language as a resource.”  

Bilingualism does appear to present important advantages for the employment and 

educational attainment of bilingual communities (Callahan & Gándara, 2014). These 

economic opportunities make an important case for the continued bilingual development 

of marginalized language minority groups. However, as Ricento (2005) warns, the 

“language as resource” orientation may exclude some linguistically populations, 

especially when their heritage languages are not perceived to have the same economic 

gains as other world languages. The diminished economic value of some languages along 

with pervasive ideologies, like English first or language purism, may effectively remove 
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language minority students from accessing bilingualism. “Language as resource” and 

“language as problem” orientations co-exist in the larger political environment, and their 

parallel existence often inadvertently creates a tiered system of compensatory or 

enrichment bilingual programs (Cervantes-Soon, 2014; Fránquiz & López, 2009). 

Accessing compensatory or enrichment language programs can be contingent on factors 

related to race/ethnicity, social class, and country of origin. This leaves heritage bilingual 

communities with low socioeconomic means relegated to subtractive schooling 

experiences stripping them of the linguistic resources they already hold (Valenzuela, 

1999). Therefore, “language as a right” (Ruiz, 1984) must also be part of the language-

enrichment discourse. Consequently, without understanding bilingualism through identity 

and as situated within historical processes of colonization, domination and power, the 

“language as resource” orientation perpetuates marginalization.  

This study left lingering questions about language, identity and power. While all 

three teachers considered themselves bilingual, they also essentially doubted their 

proficiencies in both languages. This sometimes seemed perpetuated by the way others 

viewed their bilingualism (ex. family members) and their own academic struggles in 

school. Yet, there were also elements of more nuanced references to larger issues of 

race/ethnicity, social class, age and gender. For example, I found it interesting that 

Raquel and Roberto, both educated in submersion contexts, felt inadequate about their 

proficiency in English and Spanish. They did not identify with the same social class; 

Pablo was raised in a housing project while Raquel grew up as an only child in a middle 

class family. However, Raquel expressed that college classmates from more well-

resourced communities than Laredo seemed to have an easier time academically. This 

suggests social class might play some role in this perception of “adequacy”. Meanwhile, 

Roberto, who grew up in middle class family in El Paso and was raised in an affluent 

neighborhood that mostly identified as American, was more concerned about his Spanish.  

I believe it is important to further examine these intersections because it 

influences who is deemed bilingual or as having the possibility of being bilingual. This 

issue also needs to be explored in contexts beyond the southwest, like the New Latino/a 
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Diaspora or in the diverse, multicultural and multilingual contexts of metropolitan areas. 

Various cultural and linguistic groups, each with their own sociocultural and political 

histories, come together in these communities and their schools. These would be exciting 

contexts to continue examining language practices and ideologies from (post)colonial and 

borderland perspectives that recognize communities’ cultural, historical and political 

histories (Anzaldúa, 2007; Mignolo, 2000; Ortiz, 1978). I would be interested in 

exploring how the language and literacy practices of diverse communities are positioned 

in these schooling contexts, paying particular attention to bilingual education programs 

stemming from compensatory and enrichment orientations. 
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Chapter 10:  Conclusion 

“I am my language. Until I can take pride in my language, I cannot take pride 
in myself. –Gloria Anzaldúa, Borderlands/La Frontera 

FINAL WORDS 

The journey of working alongside Raquel, Roberto and Pablo has been insightful 

and rewarding. Ultimately, the greatest lesson that the three participants taught me was 

that the border is a complex space of history, politics, immigration and colonization. 

When I first started with this project, I thought I knew what it meant to be from the 

border and while I recognized some of these characteristics in all three participants, they 

added to my perspective. They showed me that language is not an object, but a process of 

meaning-making, experience, and identity. Our ways of “being” cannot be confined to 

categories to “standard” and “non standard.” 

I would like to clarify that my overall goal is not to disregard the importance of 

“standardized” language for accessing important opportunities. I agree with Delpit (2002) 

that there are “codes of power” important to navigating social structures and hierarchies. 

“Standardized” varieties of English, Spanish and other world languages have important 

social and linguistic capital (Bourdieu, 2003) that marginalized language minority 

communities must possess. Certainly, parents and the general community would expect 

schools and teachers to provide their children with all the possible resources to be 

successful. These goals, however, cannot be met by diminishing bilingual communities’ 

language practices and identity. I do not believe there is an either/or dichotomy, but that 

“standard” and “non standard” language practices must co-exist in the classroom as they 

do in society. There needs to be a balance where both “standard” and “non standard” 

language practices are addressed alongside learning of academic content.  

However, the connection between language and identity is something that I do not 

believe the enrichment-based goals of DLBE programs has yet learned to capture. When 

bilingualism is viewed only as a skill for individual benefit it becomes easier to remove it 

from the more personal experiences of life, community and identity. For so many of us, 
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our bilingualism has been painful, ignored, and diminished. Yet, our bilingualism is 

innate to our identities, experiences and community memberships. The suggestion that 

one can simply become bilingual without also going through the process of pain and 

experience diminishes the complexities of language. The lived experiences of 

marginalized communities cannot be captured by a skill; experiences can only be 

understood in daily interactions and ways of being. 

It is unfair to expect so much from a language program, but bilingualism must be 

viewed through the lens of identity and the historical processes from which bilingual 

practices emerged. These lenses must be particularly understood by teachers, 

administrators, and policymakers. If language is understood as part of who one is then 

becomes more difficult to simply eliminate bilingual goals in favor of monolingual 

outcomes. More complex understandings of bilingualism might allow for schools to re-

think their approaches to language minority education. I am not opposed to enrichment-

oriented programs, but I do believe that these need to examine the larger ideologies in 

which they exist. A more critical orientation might help those striving to be bilingual 

really understand what it means to experience the languaging process of multiple 

languages, cultures and histories. 
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