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ABSTRACT 

This mixed-method study investigated how and to what extent direct instruction 

in Spanish-English translation and interpretation affects the acquisition of academic 

language proficiency in both English and Spanish by Heritage Language Learners of 

Spanish’s (HLLS). The subjects of the quantitative part of the study were 24 participants 

who were from six high schools with a large number of minority students. These high 

schools were located in Tucson and Nogales, Arizona. The participants in the qualitative 

part of the study were six case study students, chosen from the whole group. The 

participants were enrolled in the 2006 annual 3-week Professional Language 

Development Program (PLDP), held in July at the University of Arizona. The PLDP’s 

additive teaching translation and interpretation model engaged the participants in learning 

by not only the novelty of practicing real-life, challenging exercises in class, using their 

unique cultural and linguistic skills, but also by the dynamic collaborative learning 

environment. The improvement in the participants’ academic language proficiency was 

assessed through a battery of 9 tests. The participants’ perceptions of their experience in 

the PLDP were explored through individual interviews of six case study participants, 

their high school teachers and the two PLDP instructors. 

The use of translation and interpretation to improve the HLLS’s academic English 

(and Spanish) stands in stark contrast to the subtractive teaching English-as-a-Second-

Language model that promotes English proficiency at the expense of the heritage 

language. The study, therefore, expands research on minority HLL’s cultural capital that 

is not utilized in American education, where limiting the use of bilingual education for 
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English language learners is the norm. The success of the program was demonstrated by 

the students’ newfound appreciation for their heritage language and culture, academic 

learning, motivation for higher education, and statistically significant gains in Cognitive 

Academic Language Proficiency (CALP; Cummins, 2000).  
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 

This dissertation examines the effects of intensive instruction in Spanish -English 

translation and interpretation on Heritage Language Learners of Spanish (HLLS) enrolled 

in the 2006 annual 3-week Professional Language Development Program (PLDP), 

developed by the National Center for Interpretation, Testing, Research and Policy at the 

University of Arizona in Tucson. My study broadens the research on teaching bilingual 

students using their heritage language and culture as learning capital. The use of Spanish 

and English as dual languages of instruction to expand academic English (and Spanish) 

stands in stark contrast with English-As-a-Second-Language courses that promote 

English proficiency at the expense of the heritage language. In addition to measuring 

language and cognitive growth, my study also examined the extent to which the use of 

translation and interpretation affects students’ engagement, motivation, and pursuit of 

higher education. 

Major questions that grounded this study include:  

1. Does the additive model of a translation and interpretation curriculum 

improve students’ academic language proficiency in English and Spanish?  

2. Do the supplemental vocabulary workshops improve the benefits of the 

translation and interpretation curriculum? 

3. How does the program utilize HLLS’s cultural and linguistic giftedness 

(as defined by Valdés, 2003) and sociolinguistic reality? 

4. How do the students perceive their experiences in the PLDP program?  
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5. Does the translation and interpretation curriculum taught in Spanish and 

English affect students’ perception of themselves as participants in higher 

education and future professionals, including a translation and 

interpretation career? 

6. What effect does the Spanish-English translation and interpretation 

curriculum have on the students’ perception of their self-esteem, ethnicity 

and heritage language and culture? 

             My study seeks to answer the first three questions by analyzing quantitative data 

obtained from a battery of nine tests taken by the twenty four participants at the 

beginning and after the end of the program. The participants were not informed that they 

would take the same test twice. The nine-pre and post-tests were: an English to Spanish 

Translation Test; a Spanish to English Translation Test; an English Composition Test; a 

Spanish Composition Test;  an Academic Language Proficiency Test; an Overall 

Vocabulary Test; an Academic Vocabulary Test; a 1000 Word Test; and a Consecutive 

Interpretation Test.  

            Three other questions (four, five, and six) were answered through the examination 

of the qualitative data gathered through a Language History questionnaire and interviews 

from the six case study participants selected from among the 24 PLPD participants as 

well as from the interviews with the case study participants’ high school teachers and my 

co-instuctor. The interviews were performed 6 months after the completion of the PLDP 

2006.  I also recorded my own observations about the case study participants’ 

performance during the PLDP program.  
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The subjects of the study were 24 students from six high-minority high schools 

located in Tucson and Nogales, Arizona. All students came from Spanish-speaking 

families of Mexican origin and culture living in Tucson or Nogales, Arizona. The 

students were Spanish/English bilinguals, but represented a variety of proficiencies in 

each language (a typical phenomenon among this population) because of their unique 

sociocultural and immigration histories.  Some of the students are first generation in this 

country and are in their process of learning English. At the same time, in the U.S they are 

speakers of a minority language. Therefore, they are English Language Learners (ELLs) 

and minority language students. Some of the students are generation 1.5 (Rumbaut, 1994; 

Rumbaut & Ima, 1988) because they immigrated to this country before the age of 12. 

They have been schooled in Mexico and the U.S. and may not have acquired all the 

features of their first language, Spanish, completely (Schecter & Bayley, 2002). 

However, because of their schooling in the U.S., English might have become their 

dominant language at least for academic purposes. These children then are Heritage 

Language Learners of Spanish (HLLS). Some of the students are second, third, and even 

fourth generation in this country. These students learned Spanish at home and may use 

Spanish for limited functions in their lives, for example to communicate with family, 

relatives and other members of their community whose first language is Spanish. These 

children may have had very little contact and experience speaking Spanish outside their 

communities, and therefore may have a restricted command of the formal registers of 

their heritage language, including academic Spanish (Valdés & Geoffrion-Vinci, 1998).  

Valdés and Geoffrion-Vinci refer to this population as “Chicanos.”   
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The subjects of this study shared two characteristics: 1) they were bilingual in 

English and Spanish; and 2) at the time of the study, they were high school students from  

the 6 high-minority high schools in Tucson, Arizona and Nogales, Arizona.  The subjects 

of my study are heritage learners of Spanish and throughout my study the terms of 

heritage language learners of Spanish (HLLS), English language learners (ELLs), 

bilingual students, minority language students, Latinos, Hispanics, and Chicanos are used 

in this study to refer to the same population. Although I am aware of the differences 

found among these different definitions in the literature, I have defined the heritage 

language learners of Spanish as  bilingual students who possess varying  degrees of 

proficiency in Spanish or English and are in some capacity learning one (English) or both 

of their two languages (English and Spanish) through formal instruction at school. 

1.1 Statement of the Problem: 

Underdeveloped Potential of Heritage Language Learners of Spanish 

Throughout history, bilingualism, or even multilingualism, has been an important, 

well known phenomenon, due to people’s migration from one society to another in search 

of better economic and educational prospects and the promise of a better life in general. 

The U.S. has always had immigrants from a wide variety of countries and their number is 

increasing (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010), because of globalization processes that have 

intensified migration throughout the world.  

However, nationalistic and often xenophobic tendencies of a predominantly 

English-speaking majority, have unjustly discouraged, openly opposed, and eradicated 
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natural bilingualism through educational and other social policies and practices. At the 

demand of language minorities historically excluded from full participation in American 

society, The Bilingual Education Act of 1968 permitted bilingual education to develop 

bilinguals’ native and English language proficiencies, thus improving educational access, 

achievement, and better employment prospects for Latinos and other language minority 

populations. Although the emphasis of the Bilingual Education Act was transitional 

rather than maintenance (of the native language), utilizing the native and English 

languages in the classroom had a significant positive impact on both the acquisition of 

English and the perception that Latino students have of their heritage culture and 

language. This positive estimation of themselves transformed Latinos’ relationship with 

education and enabled them to achieve academically better than in present times when a 

push for instruction only in English has gained widespread support (Gándara & Hopkins, 

2010).  

However, political support for bilingual education was short lived, because of the 

strong pushback of the English-only movement and eventual legislative policies enacted 

by state and local governments and other agencies, for example Proposition 203, 

(Proposition 203, English Language Education for Children in Public Schools, Arizona,  

2000).  This proposition placed a constraint on when bilingual education for ELLs could 

be used, making it acceptable only after ELLs demonstrated proficiency in the English 

language. Consequently, many programs that teach ELLs favor a subtractive model of 

teaching bilinguals that emphasizes the acquisition of English at the expense of the 

students’ first language, considering the latter a problem rather than a resource (Ruiz, 



  
 
                                                                                                                                          24 

1984). As a result of this language orientation, ELLs are given compensatory education 

and, all too often, are mainstreamed into English-only classes even when they are not 

ready to learn through the medium of their second language (Collier & Thomas, 1999; 

Ovando & McLaren, 1999; Thomas & Collier, 2002). Valdés (2003) has argued that 

ELLs who frequently act as language brokers for their families possess a set of above 

average skills such as accuracy and expediency in information processing, high levels of 

abstract thinking, word fluency, and rapid accurate and selective retrieval of information 

among others. Based on this Valdés has made a strong argument that these language 

minority children should be considered gifted. However, these gifted students often have 

low Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency (CALP) in English, do not perform well 

in school (Cummins, 2009), experience high drop-out rates and low academic 

achievement as well as negative psychological effects such as low self-esteem and 

alienation from their communities and culture (Baker, 2001; Cummins, 2009). As a 

result, these children do not often participate in higher education (Fry, 2010; Gándara, 

1995; Lindholm-Leary & Borsato, 2001; O’Connor, 2009; Thomas & Collier, 2002) and 

are almost inevitably destined to low socioeconomic status. This is especially evident for 

girls who are more vulnerable than boys to negative effects of English-only practices, 

because of gender inequality in high school classes, in addition to their low societal and 

economic status (Kaplan, Turner, & Badger, 2007; Reis & Callahan, 1996; Valenzuela, 

1999; Zambrana & Zoppi, 2002). Indeed, researchers (Cummins, 2000; Lindholm-Leary 

& Borsato, 2006; Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000) have found that minority students in general 
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are discriminated against by their teachers and classmates. In addition, girls are often not 

perceived by teachers as future professionals, on an equal footing with boys. 

  Thus Arizona, with its Proposition 203, is a central figure in the current 

academic discourse surrounding the detrimental impact of English-only educational 

policies and practices on academic achievement and future prospects of Latino children. 

Arizona ELL educational practices are a poignant example of the benefits lost from the 

failure to recognize the role of the native language and culture for Latino and other 

language minority students as a platform for learning English and fulfilling their 

academic potential, including higher education matriculation and completion (Johnson, 

2005). My study, therefore, fits into the important current academic discourse by 

providing a specific examination of the impact of a curriculum that utilizes bilingual 

education in the form of translation and interpretation in teaching HLLS. Although my 

study addresses educational methods for Latino students, it also has implications for 

bilingual education in general since the same T&I method could be developed in other 

languages other than Spanish-English.  

1.2 Research Site:  

Tucson as a Spanish-English Diglossic Community 

This study focuses on students from six high-minority high schools, located in 

Tucson and Nogales, Arizona, who attended the PLDP at the University of Arizona in 

July 2006. Tucson is located approximately 60 miles from the U.S./Mexican border, and 

Nogales, Arizona is situated on the U.S./Mexican border. Both cities have a high 

Spanish-speaking population, with the majority of the Spanish speakers being of Mexican 
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descent or national origin. Both Tucson and Nogales were Mexican territory annexed to 

Arizona by the United States in 1848 and 1853, respectively. Therefore, the Mexican 

population constituted a vital permanent component of the state, and Spanish was 

commonly spoken from the time the political border was established and Spanish 

speakers saw the movement for Arizona statehood solidified. During the entire process of 

transitioning from territorial status to statehood and its early history, the Spanish-

speaking population, as well as Native American groups has been marginalized by the 

dominant White European English-speaking population through institutional policies and 

practices. Therefore, historically, bilingualism in general, and Spanish and Native 

American languages and speakers of those languages, in particular, have been targets of 

chauvinist English-only movements and policies (Crawford, 2008). My study, therefore, 

addresses scholarly findings that have shown that, in the U.S., non-native English 

speakers face discrimination and pressure to abandon their language and culture and 

assimilate to the majority culture (Portes & Rumbaut, 1996; Santa Ana, 2002; Valdés, 

1996). Indeed, bilingualism has not been considered an asset, and non-native English 

speakers who learn English have not often been considered Americans since they speak 

English with a foreign accent (Crawford, 2008; Lippi-Green, 2003). Hence, bilingualism 

and educational policies in Arizona are extremely interesting from sociolinguistic, 

sociocultural, and educational perspectives. My Mexican heritage and educational 

experiences in both countries have given me insight into this complex sociolinguistic, 

sociocultural, sociopolitical, and educational situation.  
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I chose to work with students from diglossic communities whose members use 

two languages for separate though complementary language functions (H- high prestige 

and L-low prestige). In this study a diglossic community is defined as one that uses two 

genetically unrelated languages for different but complementary language functions. 

Usually the High –prestige language is used in more formal interactions with members of 

the majority language. The Low-prestige language is used for informal interactions with 

family and community members (Fishman, 1967).  As research has shown, generally 

members of diglossic Spanish/English communities use English for formal interactions 

usually with monolingual speakers of English, and Spanish in informal settings such as at 

home or in their immigrant community and therefore develop varying proficiencies in 

each language (Fasold, 1984; Fishman, 1967; Hamers & Blanc, 2000; Wei, 2000).  

Nationally, Spanish-speaking limited- and non-English-speaking Latino adults 

face language and cultural barriers to communication with major social and cultural 

institutions such as the courts, medical services, and education. Unlike their parents, 

Latino bilingual children and grandchildren become native speakers of English, but 

maintain varying degrees of proficiency in their heritage language. Most importantly, in 

diglossic communities, bilingual children often act as community interpreters, known as 

language brokers, mediating communication between members of their communities and 

members of the majority language society in diverse institutional settings. Consequently, 

language brokers develop a high proficiency in transferring messages from one language 

to another in many formal situations.  
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In order to assure equity and access to services for Spanish-speaking limited- and 

non-English-speaking Latino adults, the National Center for Interpretation at the 

University of Arizona trains professional interpreters in the area of medical and legal 

interpreting at the Agnese Haury Institute for Court Interpretation. These professional 

interpreters serve a critical need nationally, but the number of trained interpreters is 

insufficient for the demand for their services. Significantly, the linguistic potential of 

heritage language learners, in general, and language brokers, in particular, is rarely 

considered as a way of meeting national, state, and local demand for language services. 

Nor is translation and interpretation considered a dynamic way of developing and 

utilizing these bilinguals’ native linguistic and cultural assets in order to meet this 

demand and to help them fulfill their academic and personal goals. 

1.3 The Subjects of the Study: High School Students 

Focusing on bilingual minority students from high-minority high schools in 

diglossic communities, my study explored research on minority language students’ 

linguistic and cultural resources that have not been utilized in American academic 

institutions (Academic Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages, 2010). The U.S. 

government generally categorizes bilingual immigrant children as Limited English 

Proficient (U.S. Deparment of Education, 2010), as at the beginning of the twentieth 

century, and therefore accentuates bilingual children’s perceived deficiencies rather than 

their proficiencies. This negative and pejorative label also reinforces bilinguals’ 

marginalized social and ethnic status in regard to the English-speaking majority, rather 
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than building upon the bilinguals’ potentials and skills that allow them to bridge two or 

more languages and cultures (Crawford, 2008; Cummins, 2005). 

Indeed, students from high-minority high schools in Tucson and Nogales, with a 

large population of Latino students, are underperforming educationally (Amphitheater 

Public Schools Data Book, 2007), and may experience low self-esteem, along with 

underdeveloped language proficiency and cognitive skills in ways similar to language 

minority students in other areas of the U.S. (Cummins, 2001). In Arizona, these harmful 

consequences on Latino students’ academic and personal lives are in large part due to the 

English-only practices embodied, for example, in Arizona Prop 203 (2000). Mainstream 

educational institutions have often failed to recognized ELL’s linguistic and cognitive 

giftedness.  My data analysis demonstrates that these children’s giftedness may be 

developed by providing them with appropriate educational and social support.  

In this study, and based on my research, all six high-minority high schools share 

demographic, ethnic, and academic performance profiles. To situate my participants in 

the socioeconomic reality of Tucson and Nogales, I examined one high school, which I 

identify as Alma High School, as a representative model of all six schools, and compared 

this high school with two other high schools in the same school district (Balma and 

Calma High Schools, names I have created to protect identities), with predominantly 

White non-Latino student populations, higher educational attainment, and higher student 

socioeconomic status.  
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1.4 Language Brokers as Gifted Students 

The present study began with the premise that Spanish/English bilingual children 

who function as language brokers for members of their immigrant diglossic communities 

are gifted children (Valdés, 2003) rather than just children with two underdeveloped 

codes (Valdés & Geoffrion-Vinci, 1998). The study builds upon research on children as 

language brokers who accomplish a complex communicative activity that entails the use 

of many sources of linguistic and cultural knowledge in order to help their families and 

community members adapt to their new environment (Dorner, Orellana, & Jimenez, 

2008). Indeed, when language brokers are compared with other children of the same 

background and age, they excel in language processing speed, memory, speed of lexical 

retrieval, sensitivity to language nuances, ideational fluency, abstract thinking, 

expressional and associative fluency, concentration, and ability to deliver messages 

rapidly (Malakoff & Hakuta, 1991; Orellana, 2003; Valdés, Brookes & Chávez, 2003; 

Vázquez, Pease-Alvarez & Shannon, 1994). Most importantly, these children accomplish 

this communicative feat without any previous training. This children’s ability to bridge 

the communication between speakers of English and Spanish is not considered a skills 

that needs training.  In U.S. schools, Spanish is seen as a language that is taking away 

time from instruction in English. Suppporters of English-only policies believe that time 

spent learning English is proportional to proficiency achieved by ELL. Spanish is seen as 

a problem that needs to be overcome by spending more time learning English, frequently 

at the expense of their first language. Subtractive models of minority language education 
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that adhere to this empirically unsupported belief, have damaging results for students’ 

language proficiency and academic success.  

1.5 Subtractive versus Additive Teaching Method 

As an alternative to the subtractive model of teaching ELL, I explored an additive 

model to teaching ELLs by utilizing translation and interpretation, offered by the PLPD 

at the University of Arizona (González & Levy, 2003). This additive model is based on 

research that addresses translation and interpretation as a means of advancing students’ 

language proficiency and critical thinking thus assisting students in fulfilling their 

academic potential (Colombi & Roca, 2003; Cummins, 2009; González, 2006; Lindholm-

Leary & Borsato, 2006; Valdés, 1997, 2001). Developed by Dr. Roseann Dueñas 

González, the PLDP utilizes translation and interpretation as a foundational teaching 

technique and considers minority language and culture as a cornerstone toward achieving 

proficiency in English. My aim was to explore to what extent the PLDP’s additive model 

of translation and interpretation benefits bilinguals’ academic performance, self-esteem, 

perception of their heritage language and culture, and inclination to enroll in higher 

education (Cummins, 2007; González, 2006). I paid particular attention to the 

participants’ language proficiency development as indexed by their knowledge of 

academic language (Cummins, 2000; Nation, 1990, 2001).  

By utilizing students’ two languages and cultural traditions, the PLDP invests in 

the participants’ cultural capital. Bourdieu (1992) use the term “cultural capital’ to 

reference the knowledge and modes of thought that characterize different classes and 

groups in relation to specific sets of social forms. He argues that some forms of cultural 
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capital have a higher exchange value than others in relationship to a set of social norms. 

If learners invest in a second language, they do so with the implicit understanding that 

they will acquire a wider range of symbolic and material resources, which will in turn 

increase the value of their cultural capital. Learners expect to have a good return on this 

investment that will give them access to hitherto unattainable resources. 

1.6 The Selection Process of the Participants 

For the 3-week PLDP intensive translation and interpretation program, I chose 24 

Spanish-English bilingual students from among 120 applicants. Only 24 students were 

chosen since the PLDP’s curriculum, materials and instructional team were designed for 

an average of 24 students. My selection process was based on English and Spanish 

composition tests, the applicants’ self-description as language brokers and evaluations by 

their high school teachers on the participants’ academic learning styles and behaviors 

conducive to academic learning by their high school teachers. 

English and Spanish composition tests were administered to the 120 applicants to 

establish basic criteria for the development of the intensive 3-week PLDP translation and 

interpretation curriculum with instruction in both languages. The two compositions were 

rated on a holistic scale ranging from a 1 (a poor composition) to a 5 (an excellent 

composition). The students had to score a 3, or above, to be admitted to the program. The 

applicants’ high school language teachers’ recommendations helped me narrow down my 

selection by providing information about the students’ attitude and behavior in high 

school classes.  
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1.7 PLDP Participants’ Assessment 

In the PLDP, the assessment of the participants’ performance was based on a 

battery of nine tests, which they took at the beginning and at the end of the program as 

pre-and post-tests, respectively. However, the students were unaware that they would 

take the same tests upon completion of the program. The nine tests included: (a) an 

English to Spanish Translation Test; (b) a Spanish to English Translation Test; (c) an 

English Composition Test; (d) a Spanish Composition Test; (e) an Academic Language 

Proficiency Test; (f) an Overall Vocabulary Test; (g) an Academic Vocabulary Test 

(sample page Appendix B); (h) a 10,000 Word Level Vocabulary Test; and (i) a 

Consecutive Interpretation Test.  

1.8 The PLDP Curriculum 

After the pre-tests, the PLDP participants began their participation in this T&I 

program. Building on previous language brokering experiences, students engaged in 

learning the principles of translation, which is the rendering of a written text from 

language A to language B. Because a good translation also requires a comprehensive 

understanding of the text, I provided reading exercises of diverse academic topics and 

representing a variety of language registers in English and in Spanish (Colina, 2003; 

Hervey, et al., 1995; González, 2006). Compositions were designed to improve the 

participants’ ability to plan, revise, and improve the written text, while fostering their 

thinking and problem solving skills (Omaggio, 2000). The Academic Language 

Proficiency Test was used to evaluate the language proficiency required for success in 

school. Academic vocabulary exercises were intended to improve the students’ lexical 
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knowledge of the vocabulary needed to succeed in higher education. To improve students 

interpreting skills, a series of consecutive laboratories were offered throughout the 3 

weeks of the program. The consecutive interpretation exercises were designed to improve 

students’ memory skills and note taking abilities. 

 Since an important goal of the additive model of teaching translation and 

interpretation is to expose students to the higher registers of a language through real-life 

tasks, the participants attended a series of professional lectures on anatomy, forensic 

pathology, and weaponry, which are part of the annual professional lecture series offered 

by the Agnese Haury Institute for Court Interpreting, at the University of Arizona. I 

prepared the students for each lecture by providing and exploring vocabulary on the topic 

through a variety of exercises.  For example, in preparation for the forensic pathology 

lecture the students read about each of the human body’s tract and systems, their anatomy 

and physiology.  In groups of no more than three students, the participants prepared a 

presentation on one of the tracts or systems assigned to them.  Each group gave an oral 

presentation to their classmates, using the new vocabulary and conceptual knowledge 

they had acquired from reading, writing, and listening about the topic.  

In class, the students often worked in groups of two or three so they could share 

their knowledge with other participants. I used my Spanish/Bilingual education in 

Mexico and the U.S., and knowledge of the participants’ language proficiencies, 

academic skills, and sociocultural backgrounds to create these groups and to develop 

exercises that would suit their linguistic and cultural backgrounds.  

 



  
 
                                                                                                                                          35 

1.9 The Mixed-Method Design, Data Gathering, and Analysis 

Given the quantitative and qualitative data in the study, a mixed method design 

was necessary in order to address the research questions. The quantitative data of the 

program were measured by the battery of nine tests analyzed for statistical significance. 

To understand the measurable effects on the case study participants’ academic language 

skills, I examined each of their scores on the pre-and post-tests.  For the qualitative part 

of the study, I gathered the data through interviews with the students, their high school 

language teachers, and my co-instructor at the PLDP (Matthew Teller, Ph.D.) as well as 

through a Language History Questionnaire (see Appendix A). I interviewed the six case 

study students in order to explore their views of the program, and how their participation 

in the program affected their personal and professional lives, 6 months after its 

completion. I interviewed the case study participants’ high school teacher to determine 

what changes, if any, they had noticed in the participants’ language proficiency, self-

esteem, academic performance, and professional expectations. I recorded my co-

instructor and my own impressions as one of the instructors in the PLDP, on the case 

study participants’ performance during the program.  The lanquage guestionaire included 

questions about students’ language brokering experiences, immigrations history, and 

family language practices among others. 

The interviews were transcribed and analyzed to understand in the participants 

own words how the PLDP had impacted, if at all, the participants’ lives. I was 

particularly interested in the participants’ understanding of how the PLDP changed their 

personal and academic future expectations, if in fact this change had taken place. 
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1.10 Assumptions of the Study 

The following assumptions were made in conducting this study: 

1. Students had a sufficient level of proficiency in English and Spanish in order to 

take advantage of the translation and interpretation PLDP program. 

2. Students answered the language history questionnaire developed for this study 

honestly, giving accurate demographic and other personal information. 

3. Translations, compositions, bilingual multiple-choice, and consecutive 

interpretation tests are valid and reliable measures of the students’ language 

proficiencies before the program (pre-test) and after the program (post-test). 

4. Students collaborated and performed to the best to their ability on the battery of 

the pre- and post-tests and, therefore, the test results reflected their knowledge 

before and after the program. 

5. The six case study students, their high school teachers, and the PLDP instructors 

responded honestly to the interview questions.  

1.11 Assumptions Concerning Academic Language 

The overarching research question for this study was: To what extent do minority 

language students improve their academic language proficiency through the practice of 

translation and interpretation techniques?  To answer this question,   five major 

assumptions about the nature of academic language were taken into an account:  

1. Academic language is grounded in academic culture;  

2. Academic language takes place in the social context of the classroom setting; 

3. Linguistic skills are necessary to acquire academic language proficiency;  
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4. Academic language proficiency depends on content knowledge in general, and on 

metalinguistic knowledge in particular; and  

5. Translation and interpretation improves students’ metalinguistic awareness.  

1.12 Research Questions for the Quantitative Part of the Study 

The following are the research questions that addressed different components of 

the participants’ language proficiency:  

1. Do the students improve their translation performance from English into 

Spanish and vice-versa? 

2. Do the students improve their writing skills in English and Spanish? 

3. Do the students improve their academic language proficiency in English and 

Spanish? 

4. Do the students improve their academic vocabulary in English and Spanish?  

5. Do the students improve their consecutive interpretation skills?  

1.13 Academic Vocabulary to Supplement the PLDP Curriculum and the Expansion 

of the Bilingual Range 

Because advancement of academic language proficiency was the major goal of 

the PLDP program, I focused on vocabulary building. Scholars have established that 

academic learning requires knowledge of low-frequency words that belong to the higher 

registers of a language (Corson, 1997; Nation, 2001). I, therefore, supplemented the 

PLDP curriculum with vocabulary building exercises which I tested using three 

assessment tools: the Overall Vocabulary Test, the Academic Vocabulary Test, and the 

10,000 Word Level Test.  
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  In developing the vocabulary tests for this study, I adapted Schmitt, Schmitt, and 

Clapham’s Vocabulary Levels Test B (2001) based on Nation’s (1983, 1990) Vocabulary 

Levels Test  which is an instrument that assesses vocabulary knowledge of high 

frequency words, low frequency words, and academic words. To expand the participants’ 

academic vocabulary knowledge, I added 90 academic words in 45 items to Schmitt, 

Schmitt and Clapham’s Vocabulary Levels test (Appendix B). Two thirds of English 

academic vocabulary is of Greco-Latin origins (Corson 1995; Nation, 2000). In utilizing 

Spanish-English cognates, I tested the scholarly finding that Spanish-English bilingual 

students can recognize English words based on their Spanish cognates. These students 

possess this semantic knowledge by virtue of being speakers of Spanish, which is a 

Romance language derived from Latin. Because learning vocabulary has the potential of 

expanding bilingual range, I had two questions: Do the participants improve their 

bilingual range through the translation and interpretation training? Do the supplemental 

formal vocabulary workshop exercises make a significant difference in improving the 

students’ academic language proficiency? The sociocultural theory of learning, based on 

the work of Vygotsky (1978, 1987; see also Daniels, 2001; Lee & Smagorinsky, 2000; 

Wink & Putney, 2002), aided in the analysis of the qualitative data. The concepts of Zone 

of Proximal Development, Scaffolding, and language as the main tool for thought were 

useful in understanding the dynamic in this language classroom. 
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1.14 Changes in the Participants’ Perceptions of  

their Bilingualism, Heritage Language, and Culture 

The final goal of this study was to asses whether direct instruction in translation 

and interpretation to Heritage Language Learners not only improves the students’  

academic language proficiency in both languages but also has a positive psychological 

effect on their self-esteem, perception of their heritage language and culture, feelings of 

empowerment, and thus increases their engagement in education and their inclination 

toward higher education (Carlson, Uppal, & Prosser, 2000; Crocker & Major, 1989; 

Porter & Washington, 1993; Romero & Roberts, 2003a; 2003b; Vega & Rumbaut, 1991). 

Therefore, from among the 24 participants, I selected 6 participants as case studies, 

representing a variety of language proficiency levels in English and Spanish. My goal 

was to ascertain the impact of direct instruction in translation and interpretation on the 

case study participants’ personal and academic lives 6 months after the completion of the 

program.  

1.15 Research Questions Guiding the Qualitative Part of the Study   

1. How do the case study students view their participation in this intensive language 

program?  

2. From the participants’ points of view, what do they gain, if anything, from their 

participation in this program that may have consequences for their academic and 

personal futures? 

3. How do the students perceive their bilingualism and biculturalism before and after 

the program?   
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To answer these questions, I carried out phenomenological interviews with the six 

case study participants based on Seidman’s (1998) idea that, to understand the outcomes 

of any event, the participants must recreate their experiences and explain these 

experiences from their unique points of view. I was especially interested in how the 

program affected bilingual girls’ perceptions of their societal position since research has 

shown (Reis & Callahan, 1996) that girls are especially vulnerable to the negative impact 

of poverty and assimilation on their academic performances and personal achievements. 

       1.16 Structure of the Dissertation 

This dissertation is arranged as follows: Chapter I introduces the object of the 

study, the methodology, and the research questions. Chapter II reviews research on 

bilingual education addressing various factors that affect proficiency in Spanish and 

English, immigration/national origin history, socioeconomic background, language use, 

and education. An important part of this chapter is scholarly research that indicates that 

minority language students who act as community interpreters possess the talents and 

skills of gifted children.  

Since the major goal of the PLDP translation and interpretation program is to 

improve the academic language proficiency in English and Spanish, I also review 

literature on the expansion of the bilingual range through translation and interpretation. 

This chapter also provides a review of the concept of language proficiency, with an 

emphasis on the language needed for academic success or Cognitive Academic Language 

Proficiency (CALP) as defined by Cummins (2000). Because of the importance of 
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academic learning, the chapter addresses vocabulary learning in general and the learning 

of formal registers of language in particular.   

Chapter III, Methodology, discusses the process of selecting the participants for 

the 3-week PLDP program and the mixed-method approach to gather and analyze data. 

The chapter consists of two parts: Part I discusses the selection process of the whole 

group (24 participants) and of the six case studies. Utilizing research discussed in Chapter 

II, data gathered from the language history questionnaire and interviews, I discuss the 

case studies participants’ sociocultural, educational, and language brokering histories.  

Individual case study portraits were developed in order to understand their language 

proficiencies in both English and Spanish and their sociocultural backgrounds at the 

beginning of the program. In Part II, I discuss the PLDP program, its goals, and the 

methodology of the additive method of teaching translation and interpretation. I discuss 

the pre-and post-tests, and the advantages of using a mixed-method approach for the 

gathering and analysis of data.   

Chapter IV presents the quantitative data statistical analysis of the pre-and post-

test results of the 9 tests used in this study to measure language proficiency. Such detailed 

data allowed me to present a thorough examination of the impact of the PLDP on the 

participants’ proficiencies in both languages.  

Chapter V presents the analysis of the qualitative data acquired from the 

interviews of the case study participants and their high school teachers 6 months after the 

completion of the program, in order to present the participants’ perception of the program 

and both teachers’ and students’ perceptions concerning how direct instruction in 



  
 
                                                                                                                                          42 

translation and interpretation affected the students’ academic and personal lives. 

Additional data were gathered from an interview with my co-instructor and from my own 

recorded reflections. My evaluation addresses the outcomes of the program and provides 

suggestions for further research on improving bilingual education through interpretation 

and translation.    

 Chapter VI is a conclusion summarizing and discussing the findings, and stating 

some pedagogical implications for programs aimed at helping bilingual students acquire 

their heritage language. A brief report of students’ current activities as of this writing is 

also included.    
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CHAPTER II: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 

This chapter reviews research on Heritage Language Learners (HLL) with a 

particular focus on Latino Spanish speakers. Because the PLDP program utilizes 

translation and interpretation skills development in the area of criminal justice, health, 

business, and education to develop their language proficiency, in this review, I examine 

literature concerning the main components and the cognitive difficulty of translation and 

interpretation, as well as the sociolinguistic phenomenon of bilingual children acting as 

natural interpreters. I pay particular attention to language acquisition, formal language 

registers, and the inter-relationship between Spanish and English in order to demonstrate 

the depth of literature concerning the importance of utilizing translation and 

interpretation for teaching English to Heritage Language Learners of Spanish. Then, I 

review the scholarship on the expansion of the bilingual range through translation and 

interpretation exercises in order to address the importance of formal language registers 

use in teaching languages in the literature. Next, I address the scholarship on children as 

language brokers and review the literature on language competencies involved in 

translation, focusing especially on communicative competence, and the competencies 

involved in vocabulary knowledge and learning. Finally, I will address the scholarship on 

teaching vocabulary. 

2.1 Heritage Language Learners of Spanish 

 Heritage Language Learners constitute a large number of individuals in American 

society and are an important topic of American scholarly research. From a sociologuistic 
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perspective a heritage language falls in one of three cathegories (a) colonial languages; 

(b) indigenous American Indian or Alaskan Native languages; and (c) immigrant 

languages brought to the U.S. by influx of immigrants (Fishman, 2001). From a linguistic 

perspective a heritage language is a home language, and its members may or may not 

understand the heritage language, and may be to some degree bilingual, having English 

as their dominant language (Valdés, 2001). From an ecological perspective, any of the 

above are heritage languages. A more encompassing definition of heritage language 

learners is “individuals who have familial or ancentral ties to a particular language that is 

not English and who exert their agency in determining whether or not they are HLLs of 

that HL and HC (culture)” (Hornberger & Wang, 2008, p. 7). Under this definition, those 

who self-identify as heritage language learners of a particular language, without any 

reference to language proficiency, are considered heritage language learners.   

Latino Heritage Language Learners constitute the largest group among HLL, 

known as Heritage Language Learners of Spanish (HLLS; Colombi & Roca, 2003). Like 

other HLL, HLLS may also study their ancestral language formally (learning with an 

instructor), which has the benefit of helping students develop the four skills of the 

language (reading, writing, listening, and speaking), and the sociolinguistic awareness 

that enables students to understand their unique cultural and linguistic situation in the 

United States (Balestra, Martínez, & Moyna, 2008; Martínez, 2006; Martínez & Petrucci, 

2004;). 

Students whobegin formal acquisition of the heritage language do so at different 

grade levels (Valdés, 2001) and demonstrate varying degrees of language proficiency. 
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Some learners already have receptive skills, other students have developed both receptive 

and productive skills, and a number of students solely demonstrate basic literacy skills. 

Moreover, some HLLS arrived in this country in their infancy and either were, or were 

not, schooled in their home countries. Children who arrived in the U.S. before the age of 

12 are known as generation 1.5 (Rumbaut, 1994; Rumbaut & Ima, 1988). This 

designation emphasizes their unique linguistic proficiency in their heritage language. 

Although generation 1.5 children were born in a Spanish-speaking country, they did not 

have time to develop their first/heritage language to high levels of proficiency. In this 

sense they behave linguistically closer to second generation children than those who are 

first generation. Other HLLS were born in the U.S. and belong to the second, third and 

fourth generation (Portes & Rumbaut, 1996). HLLS unique immigration and family 

histories affect their motivation to learn their heritage language, and attitudes towards its 

speakers and culture. Indeed, Valdés (1997) examined how the diverse backgrounds of 

students enrolled in HLLS courses were related to their language proficiency.  For 

pedagogical reasons Valdés refers to HLLS as “bilinguals” with varying degrees of 

proficiency in the HL and English. Her findings are presented in Table 1. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  
 
                                                                                                                                          46 

 
 
 
Table 1. Selected Characteristics of Students Enrolled in Heritage Language Learner of 
Spanish Language Courses

 
Types of students    Characteristics of students 

 
Newly arrived: Type A Well schooled in Spanish-speaking country. Speakers of 

prestige variety of Spanish 
 
Newly arrived: Type B Poorly schooled in Spanish-speaking country. Speakers of 

stigmatized variety of Spanish 
 
U.S- born Access to bilingual instruction in U.S. Basic Academic 
Bilingual: Type A  skills in Spanish. Good academic skills in English. Fluent 

functional speakers of contact variety of rural Spanish.  
 

U. S. born.    No academic skills in Spanish. Good academic skills in  
Bilingual: Type B  English. Fluent but limited speakers of contact varieties of  

rural Spanish. 
 

U.S.-born   No academic skills in Spanish. Good academic skills in  
Bilingual: Type C  English.  Fluent but limited speakers of prestige varieties of  

Spanish. Some contact phenomena present. 
  
U.S.-born   No academic skills in Spanish.  Poor academic skills in  
Bilingual: Type D  English. Fluent but limited speakers of contact varieties of 

rural Spanish. 
 
U.S.-born   No academic skills in Spanish. Poor academic skills in  
Bilingual: Type E   English. Very limited speakers of contact varieties of rural  

Spanish. 
 
U.S.-born   No academic skills in Spanish. Poor academic skills in 
Bilingual: Type F  English. Receptive bilingual in contact varieties of rural  

Spanish.  

  Note. Adapted from “The Teaching of Spanish to Bilingual Spanish-Speaking Students: Outstanding 
Issues and Unanswered Questions,” by Valdés (1997), In C. Colombi & F. Alarcón (Eds.) La Enseñanza 
del Español a Hispanohablantes: Praxis y Teoría (p.14). New York: Houghton Mifflin. 
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In Table 1, Valdés (1997) makes a distinction between two major groups of 

Spanish/English bilinguals: students newly arrived in the U.S. and students born in the 

U.S. She subdivides the newly arrived group into types A and B. Type A consists of 

students who were schooled in Spanish in their country of origin and have developed age 

appropriate Spanish language skills. These students are the speakers of one of the prestige 

varieties of Spanish, and therefore have the knowledge and the ability to use “higher,” or 

more formal registers of this language (Martínez, 2003); a point which will be discussed 

later in this study. Type B includes students who were not schooled in their home country 

prior to their arrival in the U.S. and, therefore, speak a stigmatized variety of Spanish.  

Valdés’ (1997) study reveals that students of Spanish heritage born in the U.S. 

have different proficiency levels in not only Spanish, but also in English. She divides this 

group into six subgroups: U.S. born A, B, C, D, E, and F. Type A bilinguals received 

bilingual education, have basic academic skills in Spanish, have good academic skills in 

English, and are fluent speakers of the contact variety of rural Spanish. Students in U.S. 

born groups B, C, D, and E have no academic skills in Spanish, have either good (B, C) 

or poor (D, E) academic skills in English, and speak a limited level of prestige Spanish 

(C), or are limited speakers of contact variety of rural Spanish (B, D, E). U.S. born type F 

bilinguals have no bilingual education, have no academic skills in Spanish, have poor 

academic skills in English, and possess only receptive skills in the contact variety of rural 

Spanish. Clearly, socioeconomic status, status of birth (foreign or U.S. born), generation 

number in the U.S., and education determine not only proficiency level in the heritage 

language, but also in English. Most importantly, Valdés’ study confirms what Cummins 
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(2007; 2009) pointed out earlier, that bilingual education directly relates to the 

development of students’ academic skills in Spanish and eventually transfers to English, 

their second language.  

The students classified above can be biliterate (having the ability to read and write 

in two languages with varying proficiency) or bilingual (using two languages with equal 

or nearly equal fluency) and, therefore, have different educational needs. If they are to 

become highly biliterate as well as bilingual, newly arrived Spanish-speaking children 

need to maintain their Spanish, while continuing to develop age-appropriate language 

skills in both English and Spanish. Newly arrived adolescents and adults belong to 

different groups, determined by their level of Spanish literacy, but they have the same 

educational needs in regard to language acquisition. As with the children, newly arrived 

adults must maintain their Spanish, while developing age appropriate skills in English. 

Similarly, low literate or non-literate Spanish bilinguals must develop a prestige variety 

of Spanish, while acquiring proficiency in English. American-born bilinguals, on the 

other hand, need to maintain, retrieve, or acquire Spanish language competency to which 

they need to transfer their English literacy skills (Valdés, 1997).  
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In her research, Valdés elaborates on the study of registers introduced by Thomas 

Bertram Reid in 1956, in order to examine language acquisition according to the user’s 

social background, sex, age, and living environment (Halliday, 1978). Scholars agree that 

many situational factors, such as degree of formality, domain, or professional setting, are 

related to the speaker’s choice of a given register. Register variation closely relates to 

style-shifting which, in sociolinguistics, refers to the individual’s awareness of the need 

Table 2.  Functional Differentiation of English and Spanish in Bilingual Communities for 
Varied Text Types 
Language(s) 

Used 
Language 
Registers 

Text Types 

English ↑ 
High 

 
↑ 
 
↑ 
 
↑ 

Mid 

Formal addresses to parliamentary bodies (scripted) 
Addresses to learned societies (scripted and 
unscripted) 
Legal documents 
Scholarly articles 
Formal academic lectures (scripted and unscripted) 
Committee and commission reports 
Advanced college textbooks 
Editorials 
Campaign speeches 

Mainly 
English 
some  
Spanish 

 
↑ 
 

TV news 
Business letters 
Newspaper reports  
Novels and short stories 

Both 
English 
and 
Spanish 

 
↑ 

Low 

TV dramas 
Broad audience magazine articles 
Interviews 
Personal letters 
Private conversations 

 
Note Adapted from “Chicano Spanish: The Problem with ‘Underdeveloped’ Code in 
Bilingual Repertoires” by Valdés & Geoffrion-Vinci (1998). Modern Language Journal, 
82 (4), pp. 473-501. 
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for adjusting speech to different situations (Labov, 1972). Valdés and Geoffrion-Vinci 

(1998) studied the oral performances of English-dominant Mexican bilingual HL 

university students,-whom they termed Chicanos- and compared them to Spanish 

monolingual Mexican nationals of comparable age. Valdés and Geoffrion-Vinci 

developed two non-interactive tasks that required different levels of register or language 

variety (i.e., high vs. low varieties), and illustrated the continuum of registers in Table 2. 

Lower-status social groups, for example, have limited access to the formal 

language registers and, therefore, develop a narrower range of language styles. 

Consequently, these groups normally use features of the informal registers of a language, 

and have difficulties with the hyperliterate discourse, especially if they have very little 

schooling. In order to acquire the formal language registers used by the group or groups 

to which they aspire to belong, non-elite groups must make an effort to learn these 

registers. However, some studies on the use of Spanish in Tucson, Arizona, point to the 

use of formal Spanish through public spaces, the media, and religious institutions for 

example. This use is perhaps not without societal restrictions, giving HLLS some 

opportunities to use and practice the formal registers of their heritage language 

(Jaramillo, 1995; Sánchez-Muñoz, 2007) 

On the other hand, typically high-status groups are exposed to a myriad of 

contexts in the societal dominant language (e.g., academic, religious, administrative), and 

therefore have more opportunities to learn the norms of the formal language registers in 

both oral and written modes. In time, the linguistic features of the formal registers of a 

language become the common linguistic features for these high-status groups, who are 
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also able to use the lower registers of the language. Moreover, Kroch (1978) points out 

that high-status groups may engage in a deliberate use of the features found in formal 

registers of the language in order to differentiate themselves from lower-status groups in 

their society.   

The situation of HLLS is more complex, because bilingualism and diglossia 

characterize their language use. Scholars have established that a bilingual is not two 

monolinguals in one (Grosjean, 1989; Romaine, 1995; Cook, 1997; Mohanty & 

Perregaux, 1997; Woolard, 1999). Valdés (1997) illustrates the varying degrees of 

Spanish proficiency of HLLS who acquire Spanish language competence in a bilingual 

context in Figure 1.  

 
 
 

 
 
 

SPANISH 
 

PROFICIENCY 
 
Proficiency in Language B 
 

   
 
Spanish Proficiency 

 
PROFICIENCY IN 

 
LANGUAGE B 

 
Figure 1. Language proficiency of native speakers of Spanish who acquire Spanish as 
their first language in a bilingual context. 
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Adapted from “The teaching of Spanish to bilingual Spanish-speaking students: 
Outstanding issues and unanswered questions” by G. Valdés. (1997) In C. Colombi and 
F. Alarcón (Eds.) La Enseñanza del Español a Hispanohablantes: Praxis y Teoría (p. 
26).  New York: Houghton Mifflin. 

 
 
In the chart, large capital letters signify language of greater proficiency, and upper 

case and lower case letters signify language of lesser proficiency. HLLS usually begin 

education with a greater control of Spanish (marked by large capital words, SPANISH 

PROFICIENCY), because it is the language they use at home, with family and friends, 

and it is considered the language of solidarity (Fishman, 1967; Gumperz, 1971). As 

HLLS progress in their academic formation, they show greater development in formal 

English than formal Spanish, because they use English in all situations that require 

“modes of speaking narrowly prescribed,” or in situations in which “the principal actors, 

duly sanctioned by the speech community, invoke positional identities for the purposes of 

conducting limited social transactions” (Gumperz, 1964, p. 140). As a language of 

prestige, English is formally learned at academic institutions, and is the language of 

social status. Other informal registers of English are also learned since English is the 

language used with classmates, friends, etc.  

It can be argued that the HLL of bilingual communities do not undergo language 

attrition, a linguistic phenomenon where immigrants start losing features of their first 

language as they starts using their second language in more situations where the first 

language would have normally been used. Instead, some HLL of Spanish never fully 

developed their first language and did not acquire all the linguistic features that a person 

who speaks it fluently possesses. The reason behind this incomplete acquisition may be 
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history of immigration (for example someone who immigrated very young to the U.S) 

schooling history (for example someone who was never schooled in the heritage 

language) or even family linguistic practices such as amount of heritage language use the 

home, and contact with people who speak the same heritage language. support to develop 

the individual’s first language, among others,  

Researchers (Carrasco & Riegelhaupt, 2003; Carreira, 2003; Valdés, 1997) agree 

that the HLLS’s use their two languages for different functions in their everyday lives, 

with little overlap, and this contributes to the development of varying proficiencies in 

these two languages. The totality of a bilingual person’s proficiency and linguistic ability 

can only be determined by examining his/her two codes together, known as the bilingual 

range (Valdés, 1997), which I discuss in Section 2.2. 

Moreover, when a community uses two languages that serve different goals, it is 

said to be a community in a diglossic situation. Diglossia refers to the use of two 

languages in a speech community, in which one language is assigned more prestige (H-

variety) than the other (L-variety; Ferguson, 1959). The choice of one language over 

another is determined by the interlocutor, topic, domain, role, and function. This original 

formulation by Ferguson (1959) has since been modified considerably such that the two 

languages could be completely unrelated and in separate though complementary language 

functions, as in the case of English and Spanish in Tucson and Nogales, Arizona 

(Fishman, 1967). English-Spanish bilingual residents live in a geographical entity 

(Tucson, and Nogales, Arizona) where two distinct groups co-exist. One is the majority 

group that speaks only English (the H-language). The other group constitutes a minority, 
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has less socioeconomic power in the society and speaks Spanish (the L-language) in 

everyday interactions and English in formal settings (Fasold, 1984; Fishman, 1967). As a 

result of this diglossic reality, bilinguals neither develop their two languages on the same 

level nor for the same exchanges (Valdés, 2001). In this study I have combined Fasold’s 

(1984) and Fishman’s (1967) conceptualization of diglossia as the use of two unrelated 

languages in a geographical entity in complementary but separate functions, with English 

as the H-language and Spanish as the L-language. 

Clearly, bilingualism and diglossia reflect and affect a bilingual community’s 

social status and the prestige of their languages. Some scholars have shown that, 

especially in the Southwest, the majority of Mexicans arriving in the U.S. have not been 

schooled for many years and come from low socioeconomic groups in Mexico (Durand 

& Massey, 1992); thus, they bring a stigmatized variety of Spanish with them to the U.S. 

Other scholars (De Bot & Weltens, 1991; Maher, 1991; Olshtain & Barzilay, 1991; 

Seliger & Vago, 1991) have found that the heritage languages in bilingual communities 

undergo structural loss. This language loss reflects the restriction of the broad variety of 

contexts and situations in which the language would have been used. Since Spanish is 

almost only used at home, it loses features necessary for formal interactions (De Bot & 

Weltens, 1991). Moreover, given the prominence of English in their lives, HLLS transfer 

features of the English language to their spoken Spanish. Consequently, restricted to 

informal interactions in the sphere of family and friends, heritage languages lose features 

over time (Huffines, 1991).  
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Language shift experienced by an immigrant community that speaks a minority 

language follows Fishman’s (1989) model of language shift. According to Fishman’s 

model, the first generation immigrant in the U.S. is monolingual in the heritage language 

and acquires some functional English. The second generation is bilingual, and 

communicates in English at school and at work and in Spanish at home. The third 

generation is predominantely English-speaking and uses the heritage language in simple 

social interactions. Finally, the fourth generation does not learn the heritage language at 

all. However, Spanish-speaking communities are resilient to the pressure to give up their 

heritage language. In Tucson, Arizona, macrolinguistic factors contribute to a low-

medium ethnolinguistic vitality of Spanish and, to possible initial stages of a reversal in 

Spanish language shift. These macrolinguistic factors include the short distance between 

Tucson and Mexico where Spanish is the common language among its citizens and the 

constant entry of visitors, immigrants, and workers whose dominant language is Spanish 

(Jaramillo, 1995). Nevertheless, De Bot and Weltens (1991, p. 42) state that children born 

in the U.S. of Spanish-speaking Mexican families learn a “mutilated” form of Spanish 

since their parents’ first language underwent some attrition and structural loss. The 

linguistic situation of individuals in minority language communities can be best 

understood in terms of incomplete acquisition of their heritage language, and not in terms 

of language attrition (Schecter & Bayley, 2002). 

However, Alba, Logan, Lutz, and Stutls (2002), in their study of Mexican 

bilingual population in the U.S., show a somewhat slower process of language shift than 

other minority language communities. Indeed, Alba et al. (2002) found that, along the 
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U.S. Mexico border, for the most part the third generation of Mexicans is bilingual 

because the proximity with Mexico allows frequent contacts between the Mexicans of 

both countries, facilitating a continual renewal of Spanish linguistic and cultural ties. 

Alba et al. (2002) further points that scholars exaggerate the claim that the most recent 

immigrants do not learn English at the same rate as earlier groups. First, the children and 

grandchildren of Mexican Americans learn English and, it seems that by the third 

generation, English monolingualism becomes the norm for most of them. Second, the 

high immigration levels of the 1990s and 2000s did not decelerate this trend in language 

shift. On the contrary, in 1990, 64% of third generation children spoke only English and 

by 2000, the figure rose to 72%. 

While Alba et al. (2002) explain language shift by examining generational 

language use and maintenance, Silva-Corvalán (1994) examines language shift through 

her research on tense-mood-aspect simplification among Mexican-Americans in Los 

Angeles. Silva-Corvalán (1994) found that U.S.-born speakers of Spanish, and those who 

had migrated to the U.S. before the age of 6, had neutralized the preterit-imperfect 

distinction in favor of the imperfect by using frequently occurring verbs such as: “estaba” 

(“was”); “era” (“was”); “tenía” (‘had”);    and “sabía” (“knew.”) 

 Similarly, Schecter and Bayley (2002) investigated language attrition among 

Latino children, by examining their acquisition and contrastive use of the preterit and 

imperfect tenses. These children represented different generations of Spanish-speaking 

population groups in the U.S. Not unexpectedly, the Spanish acquired by these children 

showed varying degrees of development, as well as different degrees of language 
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attrition. When HLLS describe in Spanish an event in the past using the preterit and the 

imperfect correctly, they demonstrate a sophisticated knowledge of grammatical and 

lexical aspects of the language. The grammatical aspect refers to “those distinctions that 

are explicitly marked by linguistic devices, such as the English progressive, marked by 

the suffix –ing, or the distinction between the imperfective and the perfective in the 

Romance languages” (Schecter & Bayley, 2002, p. 115). The lexical aspect, on the other 

hand, refers to inherent properties of the verb or even the entire predicative, for example 

the difference between punctual verbs such as “reach” and stative verbs such as “live.” 

Analyzing sample narratives produced by Latino children, Schecter and Bayley (2002) 

found that narratives that contained the full range of tense/aspect verb were produced by 

children who used Spanish in almost all family interactions regardless of their generation. 

Valdés (2001) provides a figure to illustrate possible language development that might 

characterize a particular HLLS student.  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. Language development that characterizes a particular HLLS.    
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From “Heritage language students: profiles and possibilities,” by G. Valdés (2001).  In J. 
Peyton, D. Ranard, and S. McGinnis (Eds.) Heritage Languages in America (p.47) 
Arlington, VA: Center for Applied Linguistics. 
 
 

In Figure 2.2, Valdés depicts the bilingual’s two languages (English and Heritage 

Language) side by side. The letters denoting English are bigger than the letters signifying 

the heritage language because schooling in English favors the development of this 

language. In contrast, the letters signifying the Heritage Language are smaller, implying 

its underdevelopment. The Heritage Language also contains features of the variety of the 

heritage language in a particular language community. In addition, it reveals the linguistic 

features of the practical version of English that these bilinguals speak. Functionally, 

however, these HLL may be able to carry out conversations in their heritage language 

without any difficulties. When compared to students of heritage languages as a foreign 

language, these bilinguals may seem quite advanced in some features, such as phonology, 

and quite behind in others, such as metalinguistic knowledge. Underdeveloped 

metalinguistic knowledge in Spanish does not mean that these HLLS are defective 

speakers. In fact, Valdés and Geoffrion-Vinci (1998) assert that, contrary to popular 

belief, HLLS are complex individuals who require more than one language to cover all 

their communicative needs in a bilingual society.  

2.2 Expansion of the Bilingual Range Through Translation and Interpretation 

The language abilities of HLLS are very difficult to assess and are best 

understood as part of the bilingual range which Bachman (1990) identifies as 

grammatical, textual, illocutionary, and sociolinguistic competencies (discussed in 
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section 2.3). Elaborating on Bachman’s competencies, Valdés (1997, p. 30) understands 

the bilingual range as “the continuum of linguistic abilities and communicative strategies 

that these individuals may access in one or the other of their two languages at a specific 

moment, for a particular purpose, in a particular setting, with particular interlocutors.”   

 
 However, Valdés (1997) points out that little is known about the bilingual range, 

and there are no recommendations on how to improve it. In addition, current research 

states that the communicative abilities of HLLS shift in unpredictable ways. Therefore, 

Valdés urges educators to focus on the existing competencies, and their known 

subcomponents in order to expand the communicative abilities of HLLS. 

 

 

 

 

Table 3. Instructional Goals and Frequently Used Pedagogies for HLLS Courses 
 
Instructional goals 
 

 
Pedagogy 

 Frequently used                           Less frequently used 
Transfer of literacy skills 
 

Instruction in reading and 
writing 
 
Teaching of traditional 
grammar 
 

 

Acquisition of prestige  
variety   
 

Teaching of prestige variety 
 
Teaching of traditional 
grammar 
 
Teaching of helpful strategies 
for monitoring use of contact 

Introduction to sociolinguistic 
principles of  
language variation and 
language use 
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features 
 
Teaching of strategies 
designed to monitor use of 
stigmatized features 

 
Expansion of bilingual range 

 
Teaching of vocabulary 
 
Teaching of different types of 
texts 
 

 
Structuring of class activities 
to provide student 
participation in activities 
designed to expand  
linguistic, sociolinguistic, and 
pragmatic competence 
 

Language maintenance Instruction in reading and 
writing 
 
Teaching of vocabulary 
 

Consciousness raising around 
issues of identity and language 
 
Reading texts focusing on 
issues of race, class, and 
gender 
 
Carrying out ethnographic  
projects in the Spanish-
language community   

 
Note. Adapted from “The teaching of Spanish to bilingual Spanish-speaking students: 
Outstanding issues and unanswered questions,” by Valdés.  (1997). In C. Colombi and F. 
Alarcón (Eds.) La Enseñanza del Español a Hispanohablantes: Praxis y Teoría (p.16) 
New York: Houghton Mifflin. 

 

 Under the definition of bilingual range provided above, an HLLS has, at 

any given moment of an interaction, a range in his/her language A, a range in his/her 

language B, and a range in his/her two languages used together. Valdés (1997) suggests 

the expansion of the bilingual range as one goal, from among four, for the teaching of 

HLLS included in Table 3.   

According to Table 3, teachers can help students expand their bilingual range (the 

third goal) through the teaching of vocabulary, and reading variety of texts.  González 

(2006) claims that the competencies that make up the bilingual range are important in the 
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students’ language proficiency, and therefore can be expanded through, translation and 

interpretation exercises. In general, translation and interpretation (reviewed in more detail 

in section 2.4) involves the reformulation of a message presented in one language into 

another. In this activity, translators and interpreters encounter problem of comprehension, 

interpretation, and expression, and develop strategies to cope with them (Bell, 1998). 

Therefore, translation and interpretation is a decision-making process consisting of a 

series of consecutive moves, as in a game, in which the translator/interpreter needs to 

choose from a number of closely related alternatives (Alexieva, 1998; Levy, 1967). 

Although there is little agreement in the field as to how the decision-making process 

takes place, Wilss (1996) points out that the problem-solving perspective underscores the 

complexity of this information-processing activity.  

According to González, Vásquez, and Mikkelson (1991, pp. 33-34), translation  

“in its general and most frequently used sense, refers to the mental and physical processes 

involved in transferring meaning from one language to another –whether in spoken or 

written form.” Technically speaking, González et al. (1991, p. 34) point out, the term 

translation is only understood as the transference of a written text from one language into 

another. Interpretation, on the other hand, “almost universally refers to the transfer of 

meaning from one language into another for the purpose of oral communication between 

two persons who do not share the same language” (González et al., 1991, p. 34). 

According to González et al., translation and interpretation are complex, multilayered and 

multitasked acts in which the interpreter transfers a source language message (SL) to the 

target language (TL), by analyzing the SL’s external form and discovering the underlying 
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meaning. Once the meaning has been understood, the interpreter constructs the message 

in the appropriate target language system to create the most accurate meaning. Moreover, 

the translation and interpretation process can be complicated by face-to-face performance 

quality. 

Although almost all HLL act as natural interpreters (Harris, 1978) at some point 

in their lives, they rarely have the opportunity to study translation and interpretation 

techniques, or to become consciously aware of the translation process. Through the study 

of translation and interpretation techniques, therefore, HLL can advance their 

metalinguistic awarness of their two languages. The study of translation and 

interpretation in a school setting enables the HLL to think about the features of their two 

languages, including their strengths and challenges in attempting to convey a message 

from language A into language B or vice versa. By comparing and contrasting existing 

competencies in English and Spanish, the HLLS can focus on specific aspects of each 

language that need improvement. Working with high school HLLS trained in translation 

and interpretation, González (2006) has asserted that students’ improvement in language 

proficiency in the process of translation from one language to another assists them in 

understanding subtexts and intentions. González (2006) has summarized the importance 

of translation and interpretation in expanding language proficiency in two languages. 

Figure 3 shows the benefits of translation and interpretation training in expanding the 

students’ language proficiency. 

Significantly, the reading and writing skills practiced and improved in the project 

led by González (2006) are the same as the skills Valdés (1997) recommended for 
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maintaining and improving HLLS’ language proficiency in Spanish and English. 

González (2006), therefore, has asserted that in order to improve their language 

proficiencies, students must pay attention to details in grammar, indicating tense, aspect, 

and person, among others. She advocates teaching and reviewing different conjugations 

in both Spanish and English, pointing out parallels and differences between them. She 

also suggests the teaching of different dialectal and register forms in written and spoken 

discourses in order to help students understand texts. González’s approaches not only 

assist students in translating meaning from language A into language B, and vice versa, 

but also significantly expand their metalinguistic awareness and language proficiency in 

both languages. 

 

 

 

 

 
1. Translation exercises help students “dig” for the holistic underlying meaning of a text. 
 
2.  Improvement of language proficiency (“Dynamic equivalence” model [Nida, 1964;  

1975]) helps students understand subtext and intention.    
 
3. The dynamic nature of interpretation encourages risk taking, which is fundamental to  

intellectual and personal growth and improves language proficiency.  
 
4. T & I helps students become attentive, critical listeners and readers.   
 
5. T & I helps students appreciate the variety of differences in textual styles according to  

topic. 
 
6. T & I helps students perceive and acquire grammatical, semantic, syntactic, and  

rhetorical differences between English and Spanish.   
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7. T & I provides myriad opportunities to teach text structure, text cohesion, and  

coherence. 
 
8. T & I helps students appreciate the proficiency they do have in the casual and  

colloquial registers. 
 
9. T & I exposes students to formal, technical registers in a dynamic “real world” way. 
 
10. T & I helps students become quickly aware of their gaps in linguistic repertoire, and  

give them tools to build their language; building glossaries; finding equivalents  
rather than definitions; using parents and community linguistic “informants.” 

 
Figure 3. The benefits of T & I exercises in expanding language proficiency 
 
Note. T & I = translation and interpretation. Adapted from González, R. D. (2006).University of 
Arizona Final Report for the Arizona Initiative to Improve Latino Access and Academic Success 
of the U.S. Department of Education, Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education. 
Tucson: AZ: University of Arizona, National Center for Interpretation Testing, Research and 
Policy.  
 
   

 González et al. (1991) have specified that the most commonly known types of 

interpreters are conference, court, medical, and community interpreters. The first three 

groups adhere to professional standards that emphasize three main areas: (a) accuracy of 

the message in its content and form, (b) ethical behavior, and (c) maintenance of 

professional stance. Community interpreters, on the other hand, are individuals who 

volunteer their knowledge of the two languages and cultures, or interpret, using the same 

knowledge, as part of a job involving interactions between minority and majority 

language speakers (González et al., 1991). These interpreters, Harris (1978) has denoted 

as naïve interpreters or natural interpreters (Harris & Sherwood, 1978), while Dillinger 

(1994) has termed them novice interpreters. Scholars agree that community interpreters 

usually lack interpretation or/and translation training, and often do not translate the 
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message accurately; rather, they focus on facilitating mutual understanding by 

establishing good relations between the interlocutors. Indeed, Kaufert and Putsch (1997) 

and Wadensjö (1995, 1997) have indicated that voluntary interpreters do much more than 

facilitate the communication between individuals who lack a common language, because 

they advocate for members of the minority language community, and engage in 

explanation of the message. During these interactions, novice interprepters foster good 

relations between the two language groups rather than simply communicate a message 

accurately. Language brokers, children who serve as novice interpreters for their 

immigrant families, posses a set of characteristics that may be the basis for developing 

their two languages as a professional tool. Professional translators and interpreters share 

some characteristics that will be explored in the following section. 

2.2.1 Characteristics of translators and interpreters 
 

Because of the complexity of translation and interpretation, there is an ongoing 

debate in translation studies on how to define a good translator, or who can become one, 

or what characteristics or training a good translator requires. Lorscher (1991), for 

example, has argued that any person speaking two languages can be a translator. Bell 

(1995), however, has argued that speaking two languages, even at high levels of 

proficiency, does not make a person a translator or interpreter. Indeed, Moser-Mercer 

(1994) has asserted important personal traits required for conference interpreting: (a) 

stress tolerance, (b) resilience/stamina, and (c) learning curve (ability to learn quickly 

from new experiences).   
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Scholars agree that training helps individuals fully realize their potential and 

develop translation and interpretation skills more rapidly (González, et al. 1991; Hervey, 

Higgins & Haywood, 1995, Moser-Mercer, 1994). In general, a good translation program 

aimed at developing bilinguals’ abilities covers topics of first and second language, 

including grammar and vocabulary, textual and illocutionary knowledge, and the study of 

sociolinguistics. Language proficiencies enable translators to understand different 

dialects and registers, and foster an awareness of identity, class, gender, and power. 

Indeed, in her study of translation and interpretation program entrance exams Moser-

Mercer (1994) shows that many programs require: (a) knowledge of first and second 

languages, (b) general knowledge, (c) comprehension (analysis and synthesis), (d) speedy 

comprehension and production, (e) memory capacity, (f) simultaneity of listening and 

speaking, and (g) good voice and diction.    

2.2.2 Children as language brokers 

Among translators and interpreters, HLL constitute an important group, because 

they often act as community interpreters, mediating communication between their parents 

and other community members who do not speak the prestige language of their new 

country, by virtue of their speaking both the minority and the societal languages. Scholars 

identify the major situations in which language brokers participate: at home, talking to 

people at the door, responding to telephone calls, translating IRS material, filling out 

insurance forms, or reading invitations; at school, assisting parents in teacher conferences 

or helping teachers communicate with other students; at health care institutions, helping 

parents communicate with a doctor/dentist, or helping other patients who are sharing a 
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relative’s hospital room; at work, interpreting or translating to help parents at interviews 

for jobs, or to fill out employment applications; and in legal settings, interpreting between 

parents and lawyers. In all these situations, bilingual children perform highly demanding 

tasks that are far beyond their chronological age (Valdés, 2003). Significantly, most of 

them do not see anything special about their translation activities, and they have never 

heard of translation and interpretation as a professional practice that requires academic 

training (Dorner, Orellana, & Jimenez, 2008).  

Evidently, language brokering is different from translating and/or interpreting for 

three reasons: (a) it is an informal endeavor; (b) it mediates communication rather than 

just transmitting it; and (c) it is characterized by an unequal power relationship between 

the child language broker and the beneficiaries of this exchange, who are usually the 

broker’s parents and majority adult authorities (Halgunseth, 2003; Tse, 1995, 1996a, 

1996b).  

In their study of language brokering, Malakoff and Hakuta (1991) have described 

four stages: (a) comprehension of the vocabulary of the original source-language text; (b) 

comprehension of the meaning of the original text; (c) reformulation of the message in 

the target language; and (d) judgment of the adequacy of the target language text. Tse 

(1995, p. 180) has rightly concluded that, unlike formal translators and interpreters, 

language brokers “influence the content and nature of the message they convey, and 

ultimately affect the perceptions and decisions for the agents for whom they act.” 

Sometimes, language brokers act as decision makers for one or both parties, often 

without the knowledge of the parties involved. Valdés (2003) found that bilingual 
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minority children attend not only to the transmission of the original message, but also 

take into account the asymmetries or power present in the communication context. Based 

on her knowledge of the differences in the life experiences of minority bilingual children 

and the experiences of privileged bilingual children, Valdés (2003) has asserted that 

language brokers are able to determine the degree of information that should be included 

in the message. She has argued that although both groups of children might be able to 

transmit the linguistic content of a message, minority bilingual children have the ability 

to read the messages surrounding the communication and, therefore, are able to determine 

what information should be communicated according to their own or their family’s 

interests. Valdés (2003) has argued that these young bilinguals exhibit abilities that are, 

in many ways, much more sophisticated than those measured by verbal analogies, cloze 

procedures, and other items on standardized tests of intelligence.  

As with formal translation and interpretation, language brokering is not a simple 

exercise of conveying the meaning of one language to another like looking up words in a 

dictionary exercise. Language brokers undertake a complex activity that utilizes multiple 

sources of linguistic and cultural knowledge with the purpose of creating and negotiating 

meaning or solving a problem (Vásquez, Pease-Alvarez, & Shannon, 1994). In order to 

communicate a message effectively, these bilinguals must be able to control every 

component of communicative competence (discussed in Section 2.3), which Hymes 

(1974) has defined as a complex understanding of social and linguistic norms. Language 

brokers must infer the underlying communicative aims of messages rather than simply 
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understanding the referential meanings of words if they are to extract meaning from oral 

and written texts (Gumperz, 1983).  

However, not all bilingual children from minority language communities serve 

their communities as language brokers. In a study of personality traits or cognitive 

characteristics of Spanish-only speaking parents, Valdés (2003) found that parents first 

ask their oldest child for translation assistance because of the oldest child’s greater 

exposure to English in comparison with the younger siblings. Second, parents prefer 

children who are proficient in both languages to those whose language proficiency they 

consider inferior. Third, parents choose the child who derives personal satisfaction from 

translating activities. Those children are extroverted, confident, good natured, and are 

friendly and social. Fourth, Valdés reports equally strong parental preference for children 

who have the ability to pay close attention to their own errors and difficulties so they can 

improve in those areas with instruction and practice. Fifth, sometimes parents favor 

children who are “clever and quick to learn” (p. 78).  

Valdés has stated that if these young bilinguals have not become more effective at 

a variety of intellectual and academic tasks, it is only because their potential has not yet 

been identified by the academic community. She has asserted that in comparison with 

bilingual children who are not language brokers, young interpreters display remarkably 

high levels of accomplishment. When compared with others of their age and 

environment, language brokers excel in their use of performance abilities such as 

memory, speed in processing messages, rapid lexical retrieval, sensitivity to nuances of 

language, ideational fluency, abstract thinking, expressional and associative fluency, 
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concentration, ability to divide attention, and ability to render messages rapidly. Young 

learners of two languages demonstrate high performance capacity in areas characteristic 

of superior general intellectual ability, including memory, abstract word knowledge, and 

abstract reasoning. Valdés maintains that bilingual children exhibit sophisticated 

metacognitive and metalinguistic abilities in performing complex information-processing 

tasks. These children, therefore, demonstrate exceptional talents, and perform at 

remarkably high levels of accomplishment. However, as stated earlier, these children not 

always convey the message with accuracy but bridge communication between speakers 

who do not have a language in common. This may be due in part to their functional yet 

limited language proficiency in one or both of their languages. If these children were to 

become more competent speakers of both languages, they would have to expand their 

bilingual range. 

In her study of language brokers, Valdés (2003) examined their bilingual abilities 

that could potentially expand their bilingual range, such as:  

1. Ability to transmit original information,  

1a. transmission of essential communicative actions,  

1b. strategies used in transmitting original information;  

2. Ability to convey tone and stance;  

3. Ability to keep up with communication demands;  

4. Ability to compensate for linguistic limitations,  

 4a. ability to respond to lexical challenges, and  
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4b. ability to transmit original utterances even when using flawed 

language.  

Tse (1995) has further stated that the brokers themselves are affected 

linguistically and culturally in different ways and to different degrees by these brokering 

experiences. In this reciprocal process, scholars have identified two significantly different 

outcomes: (a) Some bilingual children derive positive effects from language brokering 

(Dorner, Orellana, & Li-Grining, 2007; Halgunseth, 2003; McQuillan & Tse, 1995) and 

(b) other children experience language brokering as a negative and stressful task 

(Martinez Jr., McClure, & Eddy, 2009).  

Strengthened interpersonal skills and improved academic performance are major 

positive outcomes of language brokering. Tse (1995) found that the children who acted as 

language brokers for their families and communities demonstrate quite advanced levels 

of English for their age and immigration history. Some children report improvement on 

their self-esteem because they see the importance of their tasks and usefulness for the 

family. Children also develop a trusting relationship with their parents. At the same time, 

children perceive their bilingualism as an important element influencing their 

acculturation. Language brokering certainly broadens children’s knowledge about the 

world, the U.S., and their native culture.  

Halgunseth (2003) studied how language brokering contributes positively to the 

cognitive development of bilingual children. He found that language brokers acquire 

academic vocabulary through their practice as interpreters interacting with mainstream 

institutions, broadening their lexicon, and improving their school performance. Dorner, 
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Orellana, and Li-Grining (2007) also found a correlation between language brokering and 

academic outcomes in the form of better scores on fifth and sixth grade standardized 

reading tests. McQuillan and Tse (1995) found that language brokering facilitates 

language brokers’ acquisition of the first and second languages. Buriel, Perez, DeMent, 

Chávez, and Morán (1998) discovered that language brokers develop feelings of 

academic self-efficacy, which is the strongest predictor of academic performance, 

followed by biculturalism. Many children reported that language brokering becomes 

easier over time, as a result of their increased language and cultural proficiency 

(Halgunseth, 2003; Weisskirch, 2005). 

Family and societal pressures are among the negative outcomes of language 

brokering. In a recent study, Dorner, Orellana, and Jimenez (2008) found that children 

who acted as language brokers perceived translating and interpreting for their families as 

one of their family obligations rather than an opportunity for personal and intellectual 

growth. Sometimes children experienced tensions while brokering. Other children 

recounted brokering situations when they felt that the people they were helping were 

racist and made fun of them because of their Spanish accent. Children also reported that 

some adults viewed them as helpful and knowledgeable, but others looked at them with 

suspicion, making them feel uncomfortable.  

Significantly, whether children experience language brokering positively or 

negatively, they act as decision makers for their families and relatives, and therefore 

become socializing agents by conveying important cultural information related to 

different institutions of their community (Shannon, 1990; Valdés, 2003; Valdés et al., 
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2000; Vásquez, Pease-Alvarez, & Shannon, 1994). Consequently, language brokers may 

also make a significant, however indirect, economic contribution to the family’s income 

by enabling transactions between their families and their community of residence (Hall & 

Sham, 2007). Moreover, Martinez, McClure, and Eddy (2009) found that language 

brokering is a marker of the level of family acculturation. For example, families whose 

children often acted as language brokers were monolingual speakers of Spanish, known 

as Higher Language Brokering contexts (HLB), and exhibited more difficulties in 

adjusting to new cultural conditions, as manifested in studies of family environments, 

parenting practices, and measures of adolescent well-being. Consequently, HLB families 

are more vulnerable to psychosocial stress caused by perceived discriminatory treatment 

which has been found to have negative emotional and behavioral outcomes.  

Unfortunately, language brokering does not translate into better grades in 

children’s academic performance, as evidenced by average G.P.A.s of 2.28 in their 

English courses, but by no means does this low G.P.A. reflect language brokers’ 

academic potential. First, Valdés (2003) has argued that traditional, decontextualized, and 

inauthentic methods of assessment may not provide accurate information about language 

abilities of minority students. Second, language minority students may not perform at 

their highest levels at school because of social factors such as lower socio-economic 

status and/or lack of power (Corson, 1993; De Vos & Suarez-Orozco, 1990; Freire, 1988; 

Ogbu, 1992). Third, in the U.S., the term bilingual suggests an uneducated person and 

bilingualism has a negative connotation (Trei, 2002). Indeed, in his interdisciplinary 

approach to language, Corson (1993) has argued that schools fail to take into account the 
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diversity of children’s discursive relations. Consequently, society as a whole and 

mainstream educators in particular perceive language brokers as deficient in comparison 

with monolingual, middle-class children regarding “gifted behaviors.” This perception 

fails to acknowledge that these minority language students lack the same opportunities 

for academic talent development that the middle-class heritage English-speaking children 

have (Corson, 1995), and as Valdés (2003) has emphasized, ignores the advanced 

linguistic and metalinguistic abilities of these language brokers. To help HLLS develop 

their bilingual abilities, Valdés (2003) has advised finding a way to accelerate language 

instruction in English which would help the children to acquire academic English, and to 

maintain and improve their Spanish abilities.  

It is, therefore, of great importance to consider the acquisition of the prestige 

variety of Spanish or “norma culta” (Valdés, 1997, p. 24), which refers to the acquisition 

of the Spanish by students schooled in secondary educational institutions in Spanish-

speaking countries. This acquisition requires learning academic vocabulary, which is at 

the core of academic language (Cummins, 2000; Nation, 2001).  

Moreover, as Valdés and Geoffrion-Vinci (1998) have pointed out that, in order to 

evaluate the bilingual range of an HLL, a compound of first- and second-language 

proficiency must be assessed since bilingual range is more than the two languages put 

together. The first step is to understand what it means to “know” a language. For a native 

speaker of any language, without linguistic, physical, or psychological impediments, 

knowing a language is to understand it and being able to speak it fluently in most 

contexts.  
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The salutary effects of practicing translation and interpretation are unequivocal in 

terms of language development: (a) translation and interpretation deepens the 

understanding of one’s languages by demanding that one compare and contrast them in 

order to perform the very act of translation. (b) the intertextual work that this task 

requires affords a space to become familiar with linguistic and sociolinguistic features of 

language. (c) and the need that young translators have to reflect on their language skills 

makes translation an excellent metalinguistic exercise (Malakoff & Hakuta, 1991). 

In addition to speaking and understanding a language, educated native speakers 

are able to read and write their first language effectively. In the same manner, second and 

foreign language researchers term the knowledge which enables someone to use a 

language effectively as “communicative competence” (Canale & Swain, 1980; Hymes, 

1974). The following section focuses on communicative competence, its nature and 

element. 

 

 

2.3 Communicative Competence 

In bilingual education, Krashen (1999) has urged the development of 

communicative competence in each of the two languages in order to foster bilingual 

students’ intellectual and personal growth.  However, scholars often conflate 

communicative competence with language proficiency. The former is the competence of 

the language users, irrespective of whether the language is their native or second 

language. The latter is the ability of an individual to speak in a second language. 
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Proficient speakers demonstrate accuracy and fluency, and use a variety of discourse 

strategies. 

  Attributed to Dell Hymes (1974), communicative competence refers to a language 

user’s knowledge of grammar rules, as well as the ability to use these rules in appropriate 

social settings. In his anthropological approach to ethnography, Hymes has focused on 

language and culture as both constitutive, and constructive and situates language 

exchanges not in a vacuum, but in a well-defined context in which language and its 

meaning is negotiated between speakers. As Canale and Swain (1980) have pointed out, 

communicative competence is a dynamic concept that depends on the negotiation of 

meaning between interlocutors, who share, to some degree, the same symbolic system, 

and guides the effective use of both written and spoken language, as well as that of other 

symbolic systems shared by speakers of a language. This competence is also context 

specific, because it takes place in a plethora of situations, and its success depends on the 

understanding of a particular situation and on previous experiences of a similar kind.  

 Canale and Swain (1980) have defined communicative competence in terms of 

four components: grammatical, discourse, sociolinguistic, and strategic competence. 

Grammatical competence refers to the knowledge of the structure and form of language. 

Discourse competence requires knowledge of the rules of cohesion and coherence across 

sentences and utterances. Sociolinguistic competence refers to knowledge of the rules of 

interaction: turn taking, appropriate formulae for apologizing, appropriate requests. 

Strategic competence refers to knowledge of the best use of the language that is not yet 

fully developed. 
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Bachman (1990), on the other hand, has divided communicative competence into 

organizational competence, which includes grammatical and textual competence; and 

pragmatic competence, which includes sociolinguistic and illocutionary competence. 

Textual competence refers to the ability to use grammatical rules and to form correct 

utterances. Pragmatic competence is the ability to understand another speaker's intended 

meaning. Sociolinguistic competence is the ability to use language with the appropriate 

social meaning. These competencies develop at different rates and may reach a plateau as 

in phonological acquisition or may keep increasing as in the acquisition of vocabulary 

(Cummins, 2000). Communicative competence in two languages is basic feature of 

translation competence which will be explored in the following section. 

2.4 Translation Competence 

Communicative competence is crucial in order to perform translation that is 

socially and culturally appropriate. As Olshanskaya (2003) has pointed out, translators 

require refined linguistic skills in both the source language (SL) and the target language 

(TL). For example, skills such as knowledge of pragmatics and discourse in both 

languages are fundamental to a translator in order to avoid the problem of word-by-word 

translations. Understanding the pragmatic and discursive content of the source text (ST) 

is very important for replicating the appropriate pragmatic force and adequate discourse 

structure in the target text (TT; Colina, 2006). Kiraly (1990, p. 215) has presented a 

definition of communicative translation competence as “[The] …ability to interact 

appropriately and adequately as an active participant in communicative translation acts.” 

Colina (2006) elaborated on this definition by asserting that communicative translation 
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competence is the ability to interact with a ST and its context. She examined the 

requirements for the translation assignment and the participants in the process 

(commissioner of the translation, originator, target audience, etc.) in order to produce a 

target text adequate to the needs of the assignment, and to the target context. Colina has 

presented translation as a special type of communicative competence comprised of the L1 

and L2 communicative competencies, plus interlingual and intercultural competencies. 

Interlanguage is a learner’s linguistic system developed by the learner of a second 

language (L2) who has not become fully proficient yet, but is approximating the target 

language while preserving some features of his/her first language (L1). The concept of 

interlanguage, therefore, gives agency to the learner as the creator of his or her own 

learning experience. As for intercultural competency, it entails the understanding that a 

student has knowledge of the target culture built through personal experience in that 

culture.  

Colina (2003) has asserted that translation is a part of communicative 

competence. Although translators are not the authors of the message, they engage in a 

series of steps in order to communicate a message from the source to a third party, 

relying on all the components of communicative competence. For Kiraly (1990), 

translating is not a simple process of replacing linguistic units in the SL with appropriate 

linguistic units in the TL. Rather, translating is a communicative activity, and the 

translator is an active participant of this communicative process, because he/she 

possesses not only linguistic knowledge, but also the cultural and contextual knowledge 

to facilitate the translation process.  
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Olshanskaya (2003, p. 173) has argued that a communicative translation 

methodology provides the student with a synthetic strategy for analyzing the meaning of 

the source text by decoding both its linguistic and non-linguistic clues. Translational 

competence, therefore, cannot depend solely on linguistic knowledge, but requires 

communicative and cultural competence. The translation competence allows a translator 

to situate the message of text by recognizing the contextual and historical clues of the 

source text.  Gentzler (1998), therefore, has advised teachers to assign and discuss 

readings on cultural factors affecting translations, since many ideas may not and cannot 

be translated from one culturally bound text to another.   

Utilizing the distinction between acquisition and learning, Kiraly (1990) analyzed 

the dominant paradigm in translation training. Following Krashen’s (1981) distinction 

between language acquisition and language learning, Kiraly (1990) showed that a learner 

studies elements and relationships of the language within linguistic subsystems; the 

acquirer uses those elements and relationships in real contexts and situations to carry out 

real communicative functions.  

 Clearly, reading comprehension is a cornerstone in the translation process. 

Relying on the reading comprehension research and translation studies of Anderson and 

Pearson (1984), Colina (2002) has pointed out that earlier approaches to reading 

comprehension saw this task as merely a decoding operation. Research on reading during 

the 1970s and 1980s (see Goodman, 1965, 1967, 1972, 1989; and Goodman & Goodman, 

1979 for a review on this topic) asserts that the reader is an active agent in the reading 

process and that comprehension entails the reader’s schemata, world knowledge, and past 
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experience. Figure 4 presents a cognitive model of thought process involved in writing a 

translation. 

 
a) Task environment, consisting of  

a. the rhetorical problem and 
b. the text produced so far. 
(The rhetorical problem includes notions such as situation, audience, purpose 
of writing. Good writers are known to take all these factors into consideration, 
just as professional translators are also reported to consider global and 
pragmatic factors in translating. 
The text produced so far constrains the writer with regard to what he or she is 
to write next.); 

b) The writer’s long-term memory. 
(This is knowledge stored by the writer; it consists of the writer’s schema for 
writing, content and background knowledge as well as knowledge of the 
audience and situation); and   

c) Writing processes 
(These include planning [generating ideas, organizing ideas and setting goals], 
translating [transcribing, i.e., transferring ideas to the page], reviewing, and 
monitoring.) 

 
Figure 4. Cognitive model of thought processes involved in writing a translation 
Note. Adapted from ”Second Language Acquisition, language teaching and translation 
studies,” by S. Colina, 2002, Translator, 8 (1), 1-24. 
 

To make sense of the text, the reader must interact with the decoded words 

(bottom-up process), and bring in his or her own existing schemata (top-down process). 

Once the translator understands the meaning of the source text through reading, he/she 

needs to write the translation in the target language. To explain a translator’s writing 

process into the target language, Colina (2002) uses Flower and Hayes’ (1981) model of 

the creative processes involved in writing described in Figure 4. 

Colina (2002) has clearly shown that the writing and translation processes overlap 

in many ways. As she has pointed out, to make a translation, translators incorporate 

elements from the translation brief (purpose of the translation, audience, time, location, 
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etc.), from their knowledge of the context that gave birth to the original text, as well as 

from their knowledge of the source and target language and culture. The translators’ 

long-term memory, consisting of the schemata (content, linguistic, and cultural), guides 

translators through the source text and through the process of creating an adequate target 

text. The schemata also contain information about the translation conventions, which 

guide translators to achieve a balance between the audience and the purpose of the 

translation. Colina (2002) concluded that translators plans within the writing process, 

deciding how the translation will flow, and what ideas need to be said, omitted, or 

transformed at the different levels of the text from the word to the general text level. 

Evidently, practicing translation and interpretation, HLLS facilitate the whole 

range of language competency in both languages. HLLS analyze the language in the 

source text (be it oral or written), and use their knowledge of the context and of the intent 

of the language exchange to make the most accurate rendition. Kroll (1993) has pointed 

out that HLLS search, on the spot, in their lexical storage to find best lexical items among 

many choices for this communication exchange. The conceptual storage is an underlying 

mental place that is shared by the bilingual’s two languages, and contains skills that can 

be transferred from one language to another, or can be used at the same time with two 

realizations (Cummins, 2000). Cummins found that, by analyzing, contrasting, and 

constructing meanings in both languages, bilinguals add to their two languages’ lexicons, 

and create a space in which their conceptual knowledge will grow. This creation and 

growth enables HLLS to expand their bilingual range (Valdés, 1997). 
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Unfortunately, the U.S. Department of Education (2010) classifies HLL as 

English Language Learners or students with Limited English Proficiency (LEP). 

According to this definition, a LEP student is one who comes from a non-English 

linguistic background, and to remedy this they propose that “Where inability to speak and 

understand the English language excludes national origin-minority group children from 

effective participation in the educational program offered by a school district, the district 

must take affirmative steps to rectify the language deficiency in order to open its 

instructional program to these students.” (2010). The phrase “must take affirmative steps 

to rectify the language deficiency in order to open its instructional program to these 

students” underscores the importance of English academic language proficiency. Making 

English the only vehicle to access content knowledge and thus academic success, the 

U.S.D.E strips bilingual children of the giftedness they have, and does not take into 

account this giftedness in programs designed to teach English as a second language. 

Cummins (1979, 1981, 1996) brings to the foreground the significant distinction between 

conversational language and the language used for academic purposes.  In this section I 

have discussed communicative and translation competence and how they are overlap in 

many skills. Translation and interpretation exercises facilitate the improvement of 

bilingual students’ communicative competence, especially those skills necessary for 

academic success such as the ones described in the Cognitive Academic Language 

Proficiency (CALP, Cummins, 2000). CALP is discussed in the following section.   

2.5 BICS and CALP 
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What is at stake here is that teachers assume that immigrant children who speak 

English fluently have overcome all difficulties in this language. Consequently, these 

children are allowed to study in English-only classes, regardless of whether or not they 

have while having significant gaps in the academic language. The gaps in English 

language proficiency affect students’ academic performance (Cummins, 2009; Gándara 

& Hopkins, 2010). Indeed, Skutnabb-Kangas and Toukomaa (1976) found that, in 

Sweden, Finnish immigrant children appeared fluent both in Finnish and Swedish to 

educators, but performed below grade level in both languages in verbal academic 

communication.  

In the U.S., Cummins (1979) has explained this misconception, by examining the 

relationship between BICS and CALP. BICS refers to the basic oral skills required for an 

informal conversation in the second language while CALP refers to language skills 

needed for academic success. Scholars use the terms BICS and CALP interchangeably 

with conversational and academic language skills, respectively.  Cummins (1979) has 

drawn this distinction between the two in order to explain the difference in time 

immigrant children need to be able to handle a casual conversation in their second 

language, and the period of time they require to successfully negotiate academic material 

in the second language at the appropriate grade level. Research done in the U.S. since 

1980 has shown that immigrant children can fairly quickly acquire conversational 

English used for informal interactions. However, despite the rapid acquisition of oral 

skills, their writing and reading skills do not develop as quickly as would be expected. 

Indeed, only peer-appropriate conversational English develops in a period of about 2 
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years. It takes students an average of 5 to 7 years to achieve native speakers’ proficiency 

in the academic aspects of the language (Collier, 1987; Collier & Thomas, 1989; 

Cummins, 1981, 1986; Hakuta et al., 2000). Evidently, ELLs are mainstreamed too early, 

making it more likely for them to fall behind in academic content.  

Scholars have developed different theoretical constructs to understand the 

distinction between the informal conversational versus academic, formal language use. 

Donaldson (1978) distinguished between embedded and disembedded modes of thought 

and language to emphasize the importance of context for any kind of cognitive or 

linguistic performance. Bachman and Palmer (1996) have used two overlapping general 

types of target language, the real life domains and the language instructional domains. 

Mohan (1986) distinguished between practical and theoretical discourse, addressing the 

optimal sequencing of language instruction. He indicated that practical discourse is 

characteristic of everyday interactions while theoretical discourse is characteristic of 

language in school interactions and academic contexts. Based on this distinction, 

discourse can be arranged along the dimension of “distance” that exists between the 

speaker and the topic, and the speaker and his interlocutor. Mohan’s dimension of 

“distance” is, therefore, similar to the context-embedded/context reduced continuum in 

Cummins’ BICS/CALP model shown on Figure 5.  
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Figure 5.  Range of contextual support and degree of cognitive involvement in language 
tasks and activities. 
 

 
Adapted from ‘Language, power and pedagogy: Bilingual children in the crossfire,’ by J.  
Cummins. (2000). Clevedon: Cambrian Printers, p. 68. 
 

Cummins (2000) has further explained the distinction between BICS and CALP 

in terms of two intersecting continua, which underscore different degrees of cognitive 

and contextual demands and support involved in language tasks or activities (context-

embedded/context-reduced, cognitively undemanding/cognitively demanding). 

Cummins’s distinction presents the extent to which the communicated meaning is 

supported by contextual or interpersonal cues (e.g., gestures, body language, and 

intonation) in face-to-face interactions (context embedded), or the extent to which 

communication is dependent on linguistic cues that are largely independent of the 

immediate communicative context (context reduced). If meaning is drawn from a context 

that places low cognitive demands on the participants and offers strong support for the 

meaning (A), then the communicative interaction is easily and successfully 
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accomplished. Conversely, if there is a high cognitive demand and low support for 

context cues (D), which is characteristic of tasks in academic situations, the meaning will 

be more difficult to grasp. Different scholars give different names to these two variables 

(Bruner, 1975; Donaldson, 1978; Olson, 1977), but they agree on rich contextual support 

and high cognitive demand involved in the communicative tasks.  

Many linguists (e.g., Edelsky et al., 1983), however, have suggested that the 

conversational/academic distinction does not reflect, in any way, the power interactions 

of classroom dynamics. Cummins and Swain (1983) pointed out that classroom dynamics 

emerge within a sociopolitical framework, in which the underachievement of minority 

language groups is a result of the coercive power relations operating in the society in 

general, and educational practices in particular. Cummins (2000) has argued that 

students’ identities are affirmed and academic achievement promoted when teachers 

respect the language and cultural knowledge that students bring to the classroom, and 

when the instruction focuses on helping students generate knowledge based on their first 

language and culture. I will discuss the conflict between power and language that 

impinges on language minority students’ academic development and psychological well 

being in the section on subtractive and additive models of education for ELLs (see 

section 2.6.1). 

Other scholars have supported Cummins’ distinction between the language used 

for everyday interactions and the language used for academic purposes. For example, 

Biber (1986) found a significant difference between the vocabulary used in spoken 

English and the vocabulary used in written English, examining more than one million 
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words of English speech. The vocabulary used in the spoken English he analyzed was 

mainly high frequency, short words of Anglo-saxon origin such as girl, get, go, whereas 

in written English he found words of mainly Greco-latin origin that were low-frequency, 

longer words such as summarize, hypothesize, method, and preparatory. Corson (1995) 

found lexical differences between common verbal interactions in English, and academic 

or literacy-related uses of English.  

Evidently, knowledge of grammar and different registers of language is a critical 

intersection between conversational and cognitive academic language competence. While 

it is important for students to learn conversational English, it is essential that they learn 

academic English in order to succeed at school. Academic English involves a good 

command of the four modes of communication in a spoken language (speaking, listening, 

reading, and writing). However, in academic language the emphasis is on reading and 

writing, although spoken expository speech is highly valued. Communicative language 

proficiency in academic contexts is, therefore, a special kind of skill, and will be explored 

in the following section.   

2.6 Communicative Language Proficiency in Academic Contexts 

 Recently, researchers and educators have advocated a curriculum that goes 

beyond the functional English syllabus which emphasizes ELLs’ speaking abilities 

(Brown, 2004). These researchers and educators call for a curriculum that helps students 

perform successfully in content areas. A common question among scholars and educators 

in the U.S. is how much English is required before bilingual children can successfully 

learn through the medium of English instruction (Collier & Thomas, 1999; Ovando & 



  
 
                                                                                                                                          88 

McLaren, 1999). The basic issue here is that students must learn English, which is the 

language of instruction, while they are expected to learn it also as an academic language. 

This is not just an issue of language learning, but of instructional strategies. Cummins 

(2000) has argued that the more support learners receive through comprehensible input, 

the more ELLs learn English through instruction in English. Comprehensible input does 

not mean that the language teachers have to water down the curriculum, but that they use 

simplified language in order to convey the same meaning to an English language learner. 

Contrary to Oller’s claim (1979) that all individual differences in language 

proficiency share one underlying factor, which he termed global proficiency, Cummins 

has argued that language proficiency requires BICS and CALP, as described earlier, and 

has urged educators to be aware of the differences between these two constructs in order 

to avoid the premature entry of LEP students into English-only classrooms. When 

teachers nurture LEP students’ first language and use it to teach content matter, students 

learn English and simultaneously advance in their cognitive abilities. For HLLS, after 

they develop academic skills in Spanish and acquire content matter, these students 

transfer their knowledge and cognitive abilities to their second language. Scholars use the 

term Common Underlying Proficiency (CUP) to refer to the cognitive academic 

proficiency that underlies academic performance in both languages (Cummins, 1981). 

However, the transfer of literacy and academic language knowledge is not automatic. 

Learners require formal instruction in the target language to realize the benefits of cross-

linguistic transfer.  
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To support his claim that not all language aspects could be incorporated into one 

global proficiency, Cummins (2000) explained that just like native speakers of any 

language, ELLs develop different abilities at different stages. At about the age of 5 or 6, 

the native speakers of any language almost fully develops the phonology of their 

language, its core grammar, and sociolinguistic rules. However, they require 12 years of 

education to extend a basic linguistic repertoire to include more formal registers of the 

language. Bilingual children also need to master these registers in order to advance 

successfully through the different grade levels.  

  Bruner (1975) argued that language, as an instrument of thought, has to be based 

on “species minimum” linguistic competence. This competence refers to basic syntactic 

structures (Chomsky, 1965) and semantic categories (Fillmore, 1968). Canale (1983) 

elaborated on Bruner’s concept of competence and distinguished between basic language 

proficiency (comprised of language related to universals necessary for communicative 

and autonomous language uses), communicative language proficiency (comprised of 

grammatical, sociolinguistic, discourse, and strategic competencies with a focus on the 

social meaning of utterances), and autonomous language proficiency (comprised of less 

social, more intrapersonal uses of language such as problem-solving, monitoring one’s 

thoughts, verbal play, etc.). The latter focuses on grammar which includes vocabulary 

and rules of sentence formation and literal meaning. The range of communicative and 

autonomous functions of language performed by an individual depends on the degree of 

socialization within a particular discourse community. Therefore, socialization within 
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particular academic contexts promotes the acquisition of language registers that are 

valued within those contexts.  

Moreover, in his sociocultural model of learning, Vygotsky (1962) made a 

distinction between spontaneous and scientific concepts. Spontaneous concepts are 

derived directly from people’s experiences in everyday life. It is an inductive process, 

because it depends on recognizing, comparing multiple events, reflecting on activities, 

and the using analogical reasoning. Consequently, spontaneous concepts are 

characterized by relatively undeveloped relations of generality which result in children 

having less ability to understand logical relations.  

Scientific concepts, on the other hand, take place in a school environment, where 

students are exposed to abstract thinking about their environment. Scientific concepts are 

characterized by generality, organization, conscious awareness, and voluntary control 

(Kozulin, 1998). These concepts do not necessarily relate to scientific issues, but are 

organized in a systematic, structured way, similar to scientific thinking, which is formal, 

decontextualized, and logical.   

Vygotsky (1978) claimed that children internalize concepts through their 

interactions within their social group. The development of word meaning begins with 

everyday, spontaneous understandings and evolves through social mediation to scientific 

concepts. So word meaning develops and deepens simultaneously with intellectual 

development. As word meaning and concepts develop, they become increasingly 

embedded in a system or network of logical and semantic interconnections.  
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According to Vygotsky (1978), scientific concepts evolve from spontaneous 

preexisting concepts in children’ minds, while interacting in the zone of proximal 

development (ZPD) (cited in Kozulin, 1998). Vygotsky (1978, p. 86) defined the ZPD as 

“the distance between the actual developmental level as determined by independent 

problem solving and the level of potential development as determined through problem 

solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers.” The role of 

the teacher is to provide the experiences within the ZPD to encourage and support the 

student’s individual learning.  

 In Vygotsky’s sociocultural model of learning, scaffolding provides the necessary 

support for learning. Scaffolding is the support a teacher or instructor provides to help 

children transition from joint to independent problem solving (Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 

1976). In accordance with this model, language learners first learn ways of 

communicating through interaction with their close circles of family and friends, thereby 

developing the informal registers of the language. Then they learn through interaction 

with their peers and instructors in class using more formal registers of the language. 

Finally, the learners demonstrate their independent communication skill, by exercising 

formal compositions in class and presentations of academic topics, using the “mid and 

high registers” of their native language (Valdés & Geoffrion-Vinci, 1998). 

2.6.1 Subtractive and additive models of ELLs’ education  

At the heart of my investigation is the study of successful educational programs 

for minority language learners classified as English Language Learners (ELLs). These 

students could also be classified as heritage language learners if their intent were to 
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acquire their ancestral language. However, for the models of minority language 

instruction, I want to emphasize their roles as students who, in order to succeed in U.S. 

educational system, need to learn English.  Scholars examine two major approaches 

utilized in the education of minority language students: (a) English immersion and (b) 

bilingual education. These two approaches have produced contrasting outcomes. English 

immersion programs for minority language students promote a subtractive model of 

bilingual education, because they teach English at the expense of the children’s first 

language. Rather than promoting proficiency in two languages, structured immersion 

emphasizes linguistic and cultural assimilation, because it treats children’s native-

language abilities as a problem needing to be overcome (Ruiz, 1984). Initial neglect of 

the native language often retards proficiency in either language, and delays the cognitive 

development of students to the extent that they may not attain full proficiency in English. 

Indeed, the most negative outcome of the subtractive model of education for language 

minority students is their low academic achievement, low language proficiency, and low 

cognitive abilities (Baker, 2001). 

  The negative outcome of the subtractive model of education is reinforced by, if 

not a result of, the uneven social relations in the U.S. which filter into, and therefore, are 

reinforced by schools. Declared as a minority, Hispanics are already placed outside of the 

societal community of the self-proclaimed White majority. Urban sociologist, Louis 

Wirth (1945), stated that a minority group is singled out from the majority in the society 

and is therefore an object of collective discrimination. While the history of the U.S. is 

linked with European settlers, it ignores the sociocultural and political importance of 
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social groups of non-European backgrounds, and their continuing impact on American 

culture. Consequently, Latino American culture is compartmentalized (as well as African 

American and Native American) in American society, reinforcing the distance between 

these groups and the ruling Americans of European heritage.  

Because of this institutionalized societal inequality, minority language students 

experience prejudice and discrimination, assimilation problems, and the subordinate 

status of their language. Constantly reminded of their “lower” status within the society, 

Latinos and other minorities frequently exhibit shame of their native cultures, and 

hostility toward American culture. Ironically, both attitudes further reinforce the 

superiority of the European descent American majority over other cultural traditions, and 

produce a disproportionate number of minority children who question their ethnic 

identities. These children develop low self-esteem and anxiety, as well as have poor 

integration with peers and low academic achievement, which are factors disastrous for 

their personality growth. Not being able to cope with societal inequality, these children 

fall behind in or drop out of school, and often fail in their personal and academic lives 

(Baker, 2001; Cummins, 2009).  

 In contrast to the subtractive model, the additive model of teaching English and 

Spanish to Spanish-speaking (and other HLL) students promotes both languages and 

cultures, thereby generating academic, linguistic, and psychological gains among 

minority language children. In additive bilingualism, the native cultural tradition is added 

to and reinforced by the second language (English), making both languages of equal 

cultural and societal importance. In the additive model, students develop deep academic 
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proficiency and cognitive understanding of their first language, and are able to compete 

successfully with native speakers of the second language. Scholars found that the more 

content knowledge and skills students develop in their native language, the faster and 

more effectively they can transfer this knowledge and these skills into their second 

language (Cummins, 2007, 2009; Krashen, 1999). Therefore, while acquiring their 

second language, minority language students maintain and develop their first language 

skills and advance cognitive/academic development. Cummins has noted that the 

development of heritage language literacy skills can provide a foundation for long-term 

growth in English. This does not mean that the transfer of literacy and academic language 

knowledge will happen automatically. Formal instruction in the target language is 

necessary to realize the benefits of cross-linguistic transfer, because at deeper levels of 

conceptual and academic functioning there is considerable overlap or interdependence 

across languages as explained by the Common Underlying Proficiency (CUP). Fitzgerald 

(1995, p. 181) found in his research on ELLs’ reading skills in the U.S. that “ESL readers 

used knowledge of their native language as they read in English. This supports a 

prominent current view that native-language development can enhance ESL reading.” 

Most importantly, the psychological benefits of the additive model of bilingual 

education are positive for children’s intellectual and personal growth, because they 

develop high self-esteem, ethnic pride, and feelings of empowerment (Baker, 2001; 

Hakuta, Butler, & Witt, 2000; Manyak, 2004). Maintaining their cultural traditions, 

students are able to cope with racist agendas, assimilate easily to American society, and 



  
 
                                                                                                                                          95 

are successful in school (García, 2008). In addition, the children’s knowledge of two 

cultural traditions enriches American culture (Baker, 2001). 

Since not all bilingual programs have the same outcome, scholars advocate the 

inclusion of four factors that are necessary for successful additive bilingual education 

(Thomas & Collier, 2002). First, society should create a socioculturally supportive 

environment for language minority students. Second, schools should foster academic 

development in the students’ first language. Third, students should acquire sufficient 

academic development. Fourth, schools should promote students’ cognitive development. 

Thomas and Collier (1999) have argued that these four elements are interrelated and 

interdependent. If one is neglected, academic language learning will not be successful in 

either language. At the center of such successful bilingual programs is the acquisition of 

first and second language proficiency. A big part of language proficiency, in Spanish and 

English, is the acquisition of academic vocabulary that will foster bilingual students’ 

academic and cognitive development. The following section explains why and to what 

extent academic vocabulary is crucial for ELLs. 

2.6.2 Academic vocabulary  

Formal education is largely a process of teaching academic discourse (words and 

their appropriate collocation), and judging how well students have learned the 

compendium (Corson, 1995). Success in school in large part depends on the student’s 

ability to demonstrate an understanding of the formal vocabulary used in accordance with 

spoken and written discourse and text. Vocabulary learning, therefore, is a basic 

requirement for programs teaching bilingual children.  
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Children who are in earlier language proficiency stages show acquisition levels in 

phonology and vocabulary that correlate with one another. As learners gain proficiency, 

their phonology “fossilizes,” because they have acquired native-like pronunciation, while 

their vocabulary development continues to improve by increasing the number of lexical 

items. While acquiring higher levels of language proficiency, students learn more low-

frequency words from Greco-Latin roots, which is the primary lexicon of written texts. 

Cummins (2000) hypothesized that learners of basic levels of the Canadian Language 

Benchmark rely more on the high-frequency words, which come from Anglo-Saxon 

roots, since these words are encountered more often in everyday oral interactions.  

The dimensions of language acquisition include the predominately Greco-Latin 

vocabulary of literacy, the specialized vocabulary of certain content areas, and adherence 

to more sophisticated syntactic norms in oral and written forms. Most native speakers of 

English encounter Greco-Latin words towards the end of their elementary education, and 

expand their number in language arts, social studies, and science in middle school. 

Students encounter these words by reading rather than watching TV. Corson’s (1995) 

study found that English children’s books contain 50% more low frequency words than 

primetime television programs. Nation (2001) has pointed out that about two-thirds of 

English low-frequency vocabulary words have Greek or Latin origins.  

Corson’s study (1997) showed that English academic texts in the U.S. contain a 

large number of Greco-Latin words, while everyday conversations rely heavily on a 

lexicon of Anglo-Saxon origin. Corson (1997) pointed out that most of the Anglo-Saxon 

words like time, people, years, work, something, world, children, and life, for example, 
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are in the top category of the 6 points frequency (from the Brown Corpus in Kucera & 

Francis, 1967) whereas the frequency of the Greco-Latin nouns (e.g., chapter, 

component, context, criterion, data, design, focus, hypothesis) is only 3.25.  

Corson (1995) further stated that, in general, high frequency Anglo-Saxon words 

are short and cannot be broken down into more meaningful parts. Low frequency Greco-

Latin words consist of many word parts that, if studied individually, give students a hint 

to the meaning of the word. For example, many prefixes such as im-, in-, pro-, intra-, 

inter-, pre-, etc., exist in both Spanish and English, and therefore help native Spanish 

speakers to recognize the meaning of words in English. By focusing on cognate 

connections, HLLS recognize English academic vocabulary that they already know in 

their heritage language. 

Evidently, speakers of Romance languages, including Spanish, derived directly 

from Latin, can approach English academic vocabulary with an advantage if this lexical 

knowledge is utilized by instructors (Nagy et al., 1993). Nagy et al. (1993) point out the 

pedagogical benefits of making students aware that these Greco-Latin based vocabulary 

words already make up part of their high frequency, linguistic repertoire. This 

metalinguistic exercise enables HLLS to understand academic texts in English by 

focusing on Spanish. By focusing on cognate connections, HLLS may recognize 

academic vocabulary in English they already know.  

Moreover, Corson (1995) has argued that the more diverse the meanings of words 

students demonstrate, and the more appropriate those meanings are to the specialist 

meaning systems, the more rewarding the educational institution is to those students. 
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Formal education rewards people with the ability to provide meanings and to 

communicate these meanings appropriately. It is the ability to understand the multiple 

meanings of a large number of words that empowers students to understand and produce 

effective text. As Valdés and Geoffrion-Vinci (1998) indicate, Chicanos, who are 

generally English dominant because of their schooling in English, may not often have 

access to the more formal registers of Spanish, and cannot readily acquire the language 

features that characterize it (however, see Jaramillo, 1995 and Sánchez –Muñoz, 2007 for 

a discussion on how some Chicanos may have access to formal registers of Spanish in 

Tucson, Arizona) . On the other side of the coin, those ELLs who have recently arrived in 

the U.S. may not have much experience with the formal registers of English, but may 

bring with them a familiarity with the formal registers of Spanish if they were school in 

their country of origin. For both groups of speakers, their lack of familiarity with formal 

registers in either of their two languages makes their contact with formal registers of their 

2 languages even more critical. 

 If ELLs of basic levels rely on the high-frequency words of Anglo-Saxon roots, 

as claimed by Cummins (2000), vocabulary measures can be a direct way of evaluating 

the language proficiency of learners. Further, enhancing second and first language 

learners’ vocabulary knowledge, associated with academic content, would therefore have 

a positive effect on learners’ academic language proficiency and, ultimately, their 

academic achievement. This vocabulary knowledge would give HLLS an advantage in 

academia, where they struggle to succeed (Corson, 1995). This vocabulary knowledge is 
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part of what Canale and Swain (1980) term grammatical competence, which in turn 

makes up the communicative competence of a language speaker.  

Scholars agree that the goal of ELLs is to become proficient users of English 

through the acquisition of vocabulary, in general, and academic vocabulary, in particular. 

On the other hand, Chicanos need to learn vocabulary used in formal registers of Spanish 

to become proficient users of their heritage language (Valdés & Geoffrion, 1998). 

González (2006) has addressed the importance of the acquisition of the vocabulary used 

in formal registers in both languages. For advanced language courses, González (2006) 

has recommended teaching English vocabulary that will enable bilingual language 

learners to meet the demands of college level tasks. González supports the implicit 

acquisition of vocabulary through reading exercises. To train proficient language users in 

the academic context of university lectures and written assignments in the U.S., teachers 

should socialize students into the registers needed for success in these contexts. This 

proficiency is crucial to future employment, status, and life opportunities. 

In my study, I relied on scholarship that has examined how bilingual HLLS’ 

knowledge of Spanish vocabulary and their ability to identify Spanish-English cognates 

relates to English reading comprehension (Nagy et al., 1993). Bravo, Hiebert, and 

Pearson (2007) elaborated on the Spanish/English relationship found in vocabulary 

words, by analyzing vocabulary from the three disciplines central to national science 

standards: life, earth, and physical sciences. The vocabulary analyzed also included 

words that extend across topics. In their study, three out of every four words were 

Spanish-English cognates, and one out of every three cognates was a common word in 
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Spanish. This finding suggests that including an explicit teaching of cognate Spanish-

English words in lessons aimed at ELLs is of great importance; it merits the instructional 

time invested within the curriculum since there is so much lexical and conceptual 

knowledge that these bilinguals already possess.  

Indeed, ELLs who acquire knowledge of specialized vocabulary in English and 

whose first language is Spanish can succeed in college because their first language 

provides them with an advantage they had not realized that they have (González, 2006). 

Because minority language students have very little opportunity to acquire academic 

vocabulary, as already pointed out, they also have limited ability to access information 

from textbooks containing a large number of academic words. Minority language 

students need to learn strategies aimed at understanding the language overlap there is 

between English and Spanish through cognate words. Minority language students need to 

be exposed to academic language in order to confidently utilize it.   

2.6.3 Sociocultural, ethnic, and linguistic inequalities and language  

Corson (1997) examines how students’ socioeconomic, cultural or linguistic 

backgrounds affect their knowledge of academic vocabulary. Academic cultural systems 

are always unequally available to different groups of people, and the academic meaning 

systems of education are more readily available to groups of people whose experiences 

before and outside of school give them direct access into the academic “culture of 

literacy” (Corson, 1997, p. 672). 

Indeed, Western institutions have given rise to what are called Western categories 

of thought, such as medicine, geography, linguistics and psychology. These categories 
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have become more differentiated and specialized than in many other cultures. The 

academic meaning systems that develop along with the culture of literacy are an 

extension of this complex differentiation. Cultural meaning systems are the product of 

institutional forces and experiences not shared by all cultures, and may appear from the 

inside as the only logical way to organize the world. However, these cultural meaning 

systems are hardly logical in every setting because they only represent the interests of 

sections of the population. In similar ways, academic meaning systems and the categories 

of knowledge are conventions open to change, challenge, renewal, reform, or decay. 

Moving freely within those meaning systems is much easier for people exposed to 

institutions that produced them. Those who have direct access to the rules of use for the 

signs and symbols that carry meaning within these systems are the ones admitted to these 

systems (Stanovich & Cunningham, 1992). 

Meanings are marked by conventional, although arbitrary, symbols within these 

systems. Successful members of any culture can use many systems of signs, most 

prominently the words of a language (Harre & Gillet, 1994). However, meaning systems 

go well beyond the sum of all the meanings of all the words contained since their 

applicaton can be seen in  material conditions, human relations, and institutions. 

The “special” culture of literacy has shaped academic meaning systems over 

thousands of years (Stanovich & Cunningham, 1992). English history, in particular, is 

related to the development of a rather exclusive culture of literacy in Britain, which later 

spread to British colonial territories. This culture of literacy was institutionalized through 

formal education, which placed a high value on the use of Latin for everyday purposes 
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and on the study of Greek. In the 1600s, this practice became the basis for an expansion 

of English vocabulary with words borrowed or derived from these two languages 

(Corson, 1995).This process also led to the creation of new meaning systems dominated 

by Greco-Latin words. At the same time, words of Anglo-Saxon origin were relegated to 

a marginal or archaic status within ancient academic meaning systems. This status 

resulted in the exclusion of those members of society who had no formal education. As 

Corson (1995, p. 67) has pointed out, “Illiterate users of English were held at a distance 

by a vocabulary in a language that was their own, but seemed not to be…. Even those 

with a small measure of literacy found that literacy words were not just hard; they were 

foreign.” 

During the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the situation did not change much. 

Those with no formal education, the majority of the population in Britain, continued to 

use an Anglo-Saxon vocabulary that had become less relevant to the expression of the 

academic meaning systems of the literate culture. In the English-speaking world in other 

geographical locations, the situation was basically the same. For example, in the United 

States, a former colony of Great Britain and one of the most populated English-speaking 

countries, Harvard University did not replace the teaching of English composition for 

Greek and Latin until 1810 (Maylath, 1994). 

As a result, academic Greco-Latin words in English are mainly literary in their 

use. Most native speakers of English begin their acquisition of this vocabulary in the late 

years of their elementary education or during their secondary schooling through exposure 

to written texts. This exposure through reading texts in formal educational settings, and 
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not through discourse in everyday oral practice restricts people’s access to the academic 

vocabulary.  

Access to academic meaning systems is gained through participation in literacy 

activities (at least orally) and the culture of literacy. In the English-speaking world, 

English speakers have the advantage in this realm of language mainly because of their 

family background. Very early in their development, these children receive a natural oral 

immersion in the culture of literacy in English by virtue of belonging to a sociocultural 

group with contacts and discursive practices that enhance this relationship with the 

academic culture. Other HLL acquire vocabulary and meaning systems that are very 

different from that favored in the literate culture of scholasticism (Corson, 1997). 

Learning academic vocabulary is not simply a matter of acquiring a new linguistic 

behavior, learning skill, or style. Rather, the process requires the learner to go through 

layers of cognitive, linguistic, and social adjustments and to communicate across cultural 

boundaries. However, an increasing amount of research indicates that many discourse 

styles are not easily translatable to the written mode (Barton, 1994; Collins & Blot, 2003; 

Gee, 1996; Hornberger, 1994; Pavlenko, 2004). This creates one more hurdle for children 

who belong to communities operating within the framework of these discourse styles 

because these children face academic literacy and its literate culture, with unequal 

cultural tools.  

Several studies from different disciplines, and linguistic and sociocultural groups, 

reveal an important connection between the mode and manner of sociocultural 

positioning and literacy acquisition (Hamilton, Barton, & Ivan, 1993; Heath, 1983; Luke, 
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1994). The discursive practices for learning literacy vary across institutional and social 

networks in critical ways. The purposes, effects, and types of literacy for any single 

group may be strikingly different from those recognized and acknowledged in academic 

circles. Thus, the potential for academic success through literacy in the literate school 

culture depends on sociocultural factors that interact with cognitive factors in complex 

ways.  

The printed word, the knowledge categories, and the ways of “taking meaning” 

(Heath, 1983) from the printed word have little place in many children’s worlds. As a 

result, many children lack motivation to be involved in the culture of literacy at school. 

However, through their life experiences, children master other relevant skills including 

signs of other meaning systems used in their homes and communities. By the time these 

“funds of knowledge” are tapped (González, Moll & Amanti, & 2005; Moll & Díaz, 

1987; Moll & Greenberg, 1990), many children miss the foundation of the school’s 

literacy culture that they need in order to present their skills in ways that are acceptable 

by the school culture (Corson, 1997). 

 

2.6.4 The importance of academic vocabulary  

Lexical knowledge is of central importance to all learners, in general, and to ESL 

students, in particular (Grabe, 1988; Read, 2004). Scholars defined lexical competence as 

the number of words in an individual’s lexicon (Albrechtsen, Haastrup, & Henriksen 

2008). The dimensions of breadth (vocabulary size) and depth (quality of lexical 

knowledge) are central properties of the mental lexicon, both in L1 and L2. A large 
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number of lexical entries, which range from high to low frequency items, is the hallmark 

of good lexical knowledge. Lexical competence can also be defined as a complex 

construct comprising knowledge across three dimensions: (a) partial to precise 

knowledge of word meaning, (b) depth of knowledge, and (c) reception to production use 

ability (Henriksen, 1999).  

The three dimensions are interrelated and improvement in one dimension has an 

impact on the development of the other two. In other words, the increased knowledge of 

one word increases the network knowledge of a specific lexical item. Increased network 

knowledge, in turn, heightens the probability of lexical perception and production. 

Qian (1999) emphasized that lexical knowledge enables many, if not all, aspects 

of linguistic performance. Read (2000) suggested rethinking the role of lexical 

knowledge in the assessment of language competence within the communicative 

paradigm. Since communicative language testing dominates the field, Shohamy (1997) 

pointed out that all tests of lexical knowledge must elicit or reflect language use in 

authentic communicative situations. Cummins (2000) indicated that we should consider a 

broader range of assessment procedures and contexts for measuring academic language 

proficiency. After all, Cummins continued, indices of general or cognitive/academic 

language proficiency seem to stem from the same underlying dimensions regardless of 

whether they are discrete-point, integrative, or communicative. Laufer and Nation (1999) 

stressed specific relationships between lexical richness in a relatively authentic writing 

assignment and lexical richness assessed by the Vocabulary Levels Test which is a non-

authentic, non-communicative test.  
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 Schmitt, Schmitt, and Clapham (2001) designed the Vocabulary Levels Test 

based on Nation’s original Vocabulary Levels Test (1983, 1990) to measure the specific 

academic vocabulary that students would encounter during their first year in college and 

included a large number of words with Greek or Latin origins. The test consists of five 

levels:  2,000 word level; 3,000 word level; 5,000 word level; academic vocabulary; and 

10,000 word level. Coxhead (1998) used texts from the sciences, arts, commerce, 

economics, and law to write the academic word lists used in the Vocabulary Levels Test 

(Nation, 2000). After examining the word corpora of a variety of academic texts scholars 

have found the following:  

• Students require the 2,000 word level to understand 79.7% of the text 

according to the Brown Corpus (Kučera & Francis, 1967), 81.3% 

according to Carroll, Davies, and Richman (1971), and 82.5% 

according to Sutarsyah, Nation, and Kennedy (1994).  

• The 3,000 word level is required to understand 84% of academic texts 

according to the Brown Corpus, and 85.2% according to Carroll, 

Davis, and Richman (1971).  

• A reader understands 88.6% of the text if the reader knows words at 

the 5,000 word level according to the Brown Corpus and 89.4% 

according to Carroll, Davis, and Richman (1971).  

• Coxhead (1998) found that academic vocabulary covers about 10% of 

the texts in the corpus he analyzed. He labels as “others” the words 
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that fall in the 10,000 word family or more, and that would cover 

about 13.9% of college level textbooks.  

2.7 Knowing a Word 

 While scholars emphasize the role of words in academic learning, and therefore in 

teaching bilingual students, they stress the importance of learning vocabulary as a gradual 

process, before it is stored in long-term memory, rather than as a simple task. Scholars 

have shown that there is no simple dichotomy of knowing or not-knowing a word 

(Greidanus & Nienhuis, 2001). Read (2004) reviewed three different constructs: (a) 

precision of meaning (understanding of the semantic content of a word), (b) 

comprehensive word knowledge (aspects of word knowledge that go beyond the mere 

propositional content referred to in the first construct), and (c) network knowledge (the 

relationship among different entries in the mental lexicon).  

Meara (1996) argued that vocabulary size is important for beginners, but as the 

learner’s lexicon increases, the nature of the connections made to ensure effective access 

to the expanding mental store of the lexical items becomes more important. Henriksen 

(1999) defined depth as network knowledge, related to the acquisitional process of 

network building.  

Nation (2005) summarized all of the different variables of knowing a word in a 

three-part graph. The three parts are word form (spelling, sound, and word parts), word 

meaning (making a connection between its form and its meaning, knowing a concept for 

the word, and what it can refer to, and knowing what other words of related meaning it 

can be associated with) and word use (the grammar of the word, including part of speech 
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and the sentence patterns it fits into, collocates of the word and what register it belongs 

to). Each of these three parts is further divided into different components that respond to 

questions related to the receptive or productive nature of each part as shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. What is Involved in Knowing a Word? 
 
 
Element 

  
Components of 
Element 

  
Nature of Component 
 

Form  Spoken   R      What does the word sound like? 
    P       How is the word pronoumced? 
  Written  R      What does the word look like? 
    P       How is the word written and spelled? 
  Word parts  R      What parts are recognized in this word? 
    P      What word parts are needed to express the meaning? 
Meaning  Form and meaning  R       What meaning does this word form signal? 
    P       What word form can be used to express this meaning? 
  Concept and referents  R       What is included in the concept? 
    P       What items can the concept refer to? 
  Association  R       What other words does this word make us think of? 
    P       What other words could we use instead of this one? 
Use  Grammatical functions  R       In what pattern does the word occur? 
    P       In what pattern must we use this word? 
  Collocations  R       What words or types of words occur with this one? 
    P       What words or types of words must we use with this one? 
  Constraints on use 

 (register, frequency, 
etc.) 

 R       When, where, and how often would we expect to meet    
                this word? 

    P       When, where, and how often can we use this word? 
Note. In column 3, R is receptive knowledge and P is productive knowledge. Adapted from Learning 
Vocabulary in another Language. I. S. P. Nation (2001). Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, p. 27. 
 

Nation divides knowledge into receptive and productive knowledge as shown in 

Table 4. Receptive knowledge, also known as passive knowledge, when appropriately 

activated helps students in their listening and reading activities. Productive knowledge is 

employed in conveying the meaning of an idea by speaking or writing (Ellis, N. C. & 

Beaton, 1993). The learning burden of a word, i.e., the degree of difficulty it represents 

for a learner, depends on either the degree of difference between the word in the learner’s 

L1 and L2; or whether the word is irregular and unpredictable based on knowledge of 
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words of similar or related meaning. Knowing a word involves different layers of 

understanding the word and its connections with other words in a sentence.  

2.7.1 How vocabulary is learned  

Research shows there is no one way or approach that all ELLs find as the most 

useful in acquiring vocabulary (Schmitt, 2000). Teachers should consider many variables 

such as the type of student, the words that are to be learned, the school system, and 

curriculum, etc. Researchers have provided evidence that there are two main approaches 

to learning vocabulary: explicit and incidental vocabulary learning. Explicit vocabulary 

learning takes place when the aim of the activity is to acquire new lexical items. Explicit 

learning is therefore what Ellis, R. (1990) has called form-focused instruction and what 

Nation (2001) has termed language-focused learning. Explicit learning involves the direct 

teaching of vocabulary, and the direct study and learning of vocabulary. Research dating 

back to the late-1800s indicates that the gradual, cumulative process of learning a word 

can be accelerated and strengthened by the direct study of certain features of the word 

(Nation, 2001). 

Incidental vocabulary learning, on the other hand, focuses on knowledge that 

evolves from learning from comprehensible meaning-focused input (Nation, 2001). In 

this process, students learn vocabulary while listening or reading, when the main focus is 

on understanding the conveyed information. In the incidental vocabulary learning 

process, therefore, the stress is on the use of language for communicative purposes, rather 

than on learning the language itself.  
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Research shows that learners acquire vocabulary from oral input almost from the 

beginning, but require a minimum knowledge from explicit study to be able to learn 

vocabulary words from written text (Nation, 2001). There are two main reasons behind 

this basic knowledge requirement. First, written texts expose readers to less frequently 

used words. Second, the meaning of new vocabulary is more difficult to guess unless a 

high percentage of words in the text is known (Hu & Nation, 2000). A vocabulary size 

“threshold,” therefore, must be reached before incidental vocabulary learning from 

written texts should be attempted. This threshold is somewhere between 3,000 and 5,000 

word families for an adult native speaker (Nation & Waring, 1997).  

In both explicit and incidental vocabulary learning, students experience both costs 

and benefits. Explicit vocabulary learning is time consuming and is laborious or even 

boring for students. Incidental vocabulary learning, on the other hand, is slower and more 

gradual, lacking the focused attention of explicit learning (Schmitt, 2000). Researchers 

agree that both approaches are complementary, and have different purposes. The most 

frequent words and technical vocabulary should be taught and learned explicitly, while 

low frequency words can be learned incidentally (Nation, 1995). Although form can also 

be taught explicitly, Nation (2001) has stated that the most effective way to learn the 

form of a word is by implicit instruction reinforced by repetition. Table 5 shows Nation’s 

summary of different kinds of vocabulary knowledge and the most effective ways of 

learning.   

 
Table 5. Kinds of Vocabulary Knowledge and the Most Effective Ways of Learning 
 
Kinds of 
Knowledge 

 Kinds of Learning Activities 
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Form  Implicit learning 

involving noticing 
 

Repeated meetings as in repeated reading 

Meaning  Strong explicit 
learning 

Depth of processing through the use of 
images, elaboration, deliberate inferencing 
 

Use Grammar 
collocation 
 

Implicit learning Repetition 

 Constraints on 
use 
 

Explicit learning Explicit guidance and feedback 

Note: Adapted from Learning Vocabulary in Another Language. I. S. P. Nation. (2001). Cambridge, 
Cambridge University Press, p. 35. 
 

 
In Table 5, the term implicit learning is used as a synonym of incidental learning.  

In implicit learning, the grammar and collocation aspects of word use involve pattern 

recognition and production (Ellis, N. C. & Sinclair, 1996). Teachers can provide these 

learning opportunities through extensive reading. However, Laufer (2006) has argued that 

it is almost impossible to attain a good number of encounters with a new word through 

extensive reading because of the time constraints in a typical language classroom. 

Therefore, Laufer (2006) has recommended explicit teaching of word forms and 

meanings irrespective of the word type (i.e., high or low frequency words). Learning the 

constraints on the use of a vocabulary word is more effective through discussion than 

through implicit methods.  

Qian (1996) and Laufer (2006) concluded that vocabulary acquisition is more 

effective through decontextualized vocabulary learning, as opposed to learning through a 

communicative activity. Laufer (2005a, p. 321) proposed an alternative approach to 

vocabulary learning in instructed language learning context, “In view of the special 

conditions which obtain in instructed language learning context, the main source of L2 
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vocabulary knowledge is likely to be word focused classroom instruction.” Word-focused 

classroom instruction can be either incidental or preplanned, and implicit or explicit 

(Laufer, 2005a). Whatever approach is utilized, implicit or explicit, Robinson (1989) has 

reminded us that it is important to cover all aspects of communicative competence in the 

teaching of vocabulary. 

2.7.2 Factors affecting vocabulary acquisition 

According to Ellis, R. (1999), there are three other factors that affect vocabulary 

learning: (a) the linguistic properties of the word, (b) the quality of interaction, and (c) 

the learner’s characteristics. 

2.7.2.1 Linguistic properties of the word.  1. Among linguistic properties is 

pronounceability, similarity to L1, and part of speech. For instance, words with more 

complex pronunciation patterns (compared to the L1’s phonetic system) take longer to 

learn since the effort required to produce a word with a challenging sound pattern makes 

it more difficult to both store and retrieve that word from memory. As previously 

discussed, the more similar the L2 is to the learner’s L1 in terms of phonology, the easier 

the word is to pronounce.  

2. Scholars found that students learning nouns easier, compared to verbs and 

adverbs. One possible explanation is the different levels of processing difficulty. 

Beginning learners seem to pay more attention to nouns, because nouns convey more 

information about the message that the learner is trying to understand than verbs or 

adverbs (Ellis, R., 1999). Another explanation is that nouns are easier to visualize than 

other parts of speech (Ellis, N. C., 1997; Ellis, N. C. & Beaton, 1993).  
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3. There is mounting evidence that indicates that the difference between the 

learner’s L1 and the target language also affects L2 vocabulary acquisition. The closer 

the differential distance, the more vocabulary words the two languages will share in the 

form of cognates. Nagy, García, Durgunoğlu, and Hancin-Bhatt (1993) reported that LEP 

students whose L1 was Spanish had an easier time “learning new words” by transferring 

their Spanish lexical knowledge to English reading tasks. However, in addition to the 

similarities, learners also need to be aware of the differences between L1 and L2 cognates 

(e.g., differences in shades of meaning, use, grammatical patterns, connotation, 

collocation, and association). Learners also need to be able to recognize false cognates or 

partial cognates.  

4. The length of the word is another important linguistic property affecting a 

word’s learnability. Learners find monosyllabic words easier to learn than polysyllabic 

words, which may be related to the time and effort learners need to process and 

remember longer words (Meara, 1984). Also, shorter words occur more frequently in 

spoken English than longer words, therefore learners are exposed to short words more 

often than to longer words (Laufer, 1997).  

5. Other factors affecting the degree of difficulty to learn a word would be the 

correlation between form and meaning (Meara, 1982), image (Ellis, N. C. & Beaton, 

1993) and polysemy (Laufer 2003). Polysemy refers to the multiple meanings of a word 

in a context that are closely related to the denotative and connotative meanings of a word.  

2.7.2.2 Quality of interactions.  In the case of oral input, scholars found interaction to be 

the major factor in learners’ acquisition of the meaning of a word. A powerful form of 
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interaction in L2 learning is negotiation of meaning (Gass & Varonis, 1994; Pica & 

Doughty, 1985). Negotiation of meaning is a process that begins when a learner 

encounters an unknown word or meaning in an oral or written text and asks for 

clarification (e.g., a brief definition, a synonym, an antonym, a translation, etc.). The goal 

of this negotiation is to enrich the input in such a way that it facilitates acquisition. It is 

relevant to explicitly teach language learners to negotiate the meaning of words since this 

task has been found to help students learn vocabulary (Robinson, 1989; Nation, 2001).  

2.7.2.3 Learner characteristics. There are factors inherent to the learners that account 

for how easy or difficult it is to learn L2 words. The first factor is the size of existing L2 

vocabulary. The larger the learner’s existing L2 vocabulary, the easier it is for the learner 

to guess the meaning of a word in context. However, Horst, Cobb, and Meara (1998) 

found that sometimes learners with an extensive vocabulary can understand oral and 

written texts so well that they rely less on the context to infer meaning.  

The second learner characteristic that affects vocabulary learning is the learner’s 

background knowledge. Scholars found that the broader the learner’s general knowledge 

of the world, the more words he or she will learn with greater depth and breadth. With 

extensive knowledge about the world, it is easier to guess the meaning of a word from the 

context (Drum & Konopak, 1987). Nagy, Anderson, and Herman (1987) also 

hypothesized that learners have word schemas, i.e., word knowledge that can help a 

learner in acquiring new vocabulary. Included in this knowledge is morphological 

knowledge of prefixes, roots, suffixes, and other meaningful elements that make up 

words (Nagy & Scott, 1990). Knowledge of the typical patterns of word meanings limit 
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the range of hypotheses that learners have to test when they encounter a new word (Nagy 

& Gentner, 1990). However, it is necessary to acknowledge that although a learner may 

have the background knowledge to acquire a word, it does necessarily mean that the word 

will be learned (Ellis, R. , 1999). The word needs to be recognized and exercised in 

different contexts if it is to be learned. Noticing is the first step a student needs to take to 

acquire a word. 

2.7.2.4 Noticing a word.  Noticing means paying attention to a language item (word) and 

seeing it as useful (Ellis, R., 1991). Noticing takes place when a word is explained to a 

learner, when the learner looks it up in a dictionary, deliberately studies the word, or 

guesses its meaning from context (McLaughlin, 1990; Nation, 2001). Motivation and 

interest are important factors when noticing a word to be learned. In fact, the engagement 

and aroused attention of the learner are preconditions for other factors to affect learning 

(Elley, 1989). 

Noticing also requires decontextualization through which a learner perceives the 

word to be learned as a unit independent from the sentence or text it is embedded in; as 

part of the language rather than as part of a message. Decontextualization can occur when 

the learner realizes that he/she encountered a word for the first time, or used it with a 

different meaning than in earlier encounters. The learner also decontextualizes a word by 

looking it up in a dictionary (Knight, 1994), by negotiating its meaning with a peer (Ellis, 

R. & He, 1999) or with an instructor (Ellis, R., Tanaka, & Yamazaki, 1994; Newton, 

1995), or even by watching a peer negotiating the meaning of a word (Ellis & Heimbach, 

1997; Newton, 1995). The word is also decontextualized when the instructor highlights it 
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by writing it on the board or by providing its definition (Brett, Rothlein, & Hurley, 1996; 

Ellis, R., 1995), a synonym, an antonym, or a translation (Bruton, 2007). 

After a word has been noticed, the instructor may use a range of activities to 

successfully advance vocabulary learning. Among these activities are: reading and 

sentence completion, paraphrasing, translating, the second-hand cloze exercise, using a 

dictionary, reading like a writer, using the dicto-comp and related activities, engaging in 

guided semantic mapping, using written input to affect vocabulary use in writing, using 

speaking activities to affect vocabulary use in writing, and issuing logs (Nation, 2001). 

All these activities require that learners use cognitive and language resources that will 

help them analyze words at the semantic, morphological, phonological, and syntactical 

levels, ensuring their acquisition. 

                                                    2.8 Relevance of this Study 

This study advances the field of bilingual education by evaluating a use of the 

additive model of translation and interpretation for teaching heritage language learners 

(Baker, 2001). In addition, the study tests previous theoretical and empirical findings that 

providing language minority students an educational environment in which their language 

and culture are valued and capitalized yields cognitive and language improvements even 

in a 3-week period of time (Cummins, 2000; González, 2006). I show that by utilizing 

their cultural and linguistic skills students develop cognitive and metalinguistic abilities 

and that enable them to deal with the coercive relations of power in their society at large; 

the students understand and value their complex identities which they use to generate 

their own knowledge.  
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I tested scholarly findings that argue that students capitalize on their linguistic, 

and cognitive knowledge by tapping into the Common Underlying Proficiency 

(Cummins, 2000) and by transferring knowledge from their first to their second language 

through T & I (González, 2006). Spanish-English bilingual students posses the semantic 

knowledge of words that are Spanish-English cognates. These words are part of the 

academic vocabulary they will need to succeed in higher education in an English medium 

classroom. By teaching these students how to identify and transfer such knowledge from 

their first language, they can become more proficient speakers of English. Students’ 

enhanced metalinguistic and metacognitive awareness (Bialystok, 2008; Cazden, 1974) 

help students highlight similarities and differences in the linguistic realization of 

academic language in their two languages. To my knowledge no study had approached 

the acquisition of academic vocabulary by high school, English-Spanish bilingual 

students by focusing on English-Spanish cognates in the context of an intensive T&I 

program.  
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY 
 

This chapter discusses the methods utilized in my research of the Heritage 

Language Learners of Spanish enrolled in the 2006 annual 3-week Professional Language 

Development Program (PLDP) developed by the National Center for Interpretation 

Testing, Research and Policy at the University of Arizona. The chapter consists of two 

parts: Part 1 introduces the selection process of the participants. In Part I, I first introduce 

the researcher’s role and responsibility in the program, the city of Tucson and the high 

minority population high schools from which I selected the participants for the program. 

Second, I discuss the selection process of the 24 participants, focusing on their individual 

sociocultural histories, in order to assess their individual language proficiency in English 

and Spanish that, in turn, allowed me to track their individual performances in the 

program. Third, I discuss the six case studies carried out to investigate how these students 

viewed their participation in the program and how this participation affected their 

academic and personal growth 6 months after the completion of the program. 

  In Part II, I discuss in detail the methods of teaching in the PLDP program.  First, 

I introduce the PLDP program and its curriculum. Second, I explain the mixed method 

used to collect and analyze the data for the whole group (24 students) and the case studies 

(6 participants). Third, I discuss the format of tests and the pedagogical methods used to 

assist students in improving their language proficiency as measured by their performance 

on these tests. Fourth, I introduce the additional exercises that served to expand the 

participants’ knowledge of the higher registers of Spanish and English. Fifth, I present 

measurements utilized in each test.       
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Part I  

3.1 The Researcher’s Role 

 As the primary data collector and interpreter, I must identify personal values, 

assumptions, and biases I had at the outset of the study. As a Spanish/English bilingual 

and Mexican-American doctoral student, I had a very thorough understanding of the 

participants’ weaknesses and strengths, because they too are of Mexican heritage, but I 

am aware that I also brought my own biases, including a gender bias to the study.  

I was born in Mexico and, at the age of 14, I moved with my family to California 

where I lived for 2 years.  In the U.S., excited about learning English, I soon experienced 

the asymmetrical power relations that dictated the dynamics between speakers of English 

and speakers of Spanish (Mills, 1994; Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 1995). In 

Mexico, I spoke the language of the majority (Spanish), and belonged to a middle class 

family.  I took my social status for granted. In the U.S., I faced the contested reality of 

minority versus majority groups and languages, and I became a foreigner, a minority 

student who had to learn the English language and culture in order to function within a 

new social framework. I learned quickly that the support for English-only classrooms 

excluded bilingual minorities and minorities in general, from higher education (González 

& Melis, 2000, 2001). A painful and violent experience while in bilingual education 

forced me to attend a school that offered no bilingual education. I was lost for a year in 

an English-only learning environment but in the end I learned English well enough to get 

by. My experience in bilingual education in the early 1980s in California had left me with 

many questions. Why did the ELLs I had met stay in bilingual education for so long 
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when I was transitioned early and had survived? Was bilingual education giving them an 

excuse to not learn English quickly? Did bilingual education really work to teach ELLs 

English for academic purposes?  

Before I could learn both languages well enough to succeed in school, my family 

moved back to Mexico in 1982. In Mexico City, in 1985, I took Spanish/English 

translation and interpretation courses at the Superior Institute of Translation and 

Interpretation (ISIT, Instituto Superior de Intérpretes y Traductores). Between 1987 and 

1995, I attended the University of the Americas (Universidad de las Americas), Puebla, 

which is officially a Spanish-English bilingual institution, graduating in 1995 with a B.A. 

in Pedagogy. While in Mexico, therefore, I improved my English and I taught English, 

before returning to the U.S. in 1996 to attend graduate school in the Department of 

Educational Psychology, in school psychology and special education at The Pennsylvania 

State University, from which I graduated with a Master’s of Science in 1998. The same 

year, I began my Ph.D. program in Second Language Acquisition and Teaching at the 

University of Arizona in Tucson. I held the position of graduate teaching assistant in 

teaching Spanish in the Department of Spanish and Portuguese. As a graduate teaching 

assistant, I also taught the introductory course in interpretation and translation; Dr. 

González piloted this course for the Undergraduate Major in Interpretation and 

Translation (UMIT).  

In Tucson, living in a diglossic Spanish/English-speaking community and 

working with Spanish-speaking students, I was exposed every day to both Spanish and 

English languages and cultures. Like many other bilingual minority students, I had 
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learned, in my experience with bilingual education in California years before, that my 

language and culture, although part of the everyday life of millions of people in the 

United States, is not prestigious. This realization can be a very painful experience 

(Crawford, 2008; González & Melis, 2000, 2001; Lippi-Green, 2003; Mills, 1994; Olsen, 

1997; Sánchez, 1994; Santa Ana, 2002; Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 1995). For 

minority language students, this discovery can have a devastating impact on their 

personal and academic lives during adolescence when they question their identities. I was 

in the unique position to understand the participants, their linguistic realities, and their 

academic dreams not only because I could relate to their life experiences, but also 

because of my academic training. My study of applied linguistics, sociolinguistics, 

bilingualism, and language pedagogy allowed me to utilize scientific methods in helping 

bilinguals in their academic and personal growth. However, my understanding and 

support for bilingual education was not automatic. At the beginning of my doctoral 

studies I was convinced that bilingual education only delayed ELLs English acquisition. 

It was through a very enlightening conversation with Dr. Ruiz that I came in contact with 

scholarly studies in bilingual education. I realized that I was a prime example of the 

success of bilingual education, since I was a fluent speaker of Spanish who had received 

grade level education in Mexico and therefore I was also literate in my first language. 

When I encountered English, I was able to utilize my preexisting knowledge as the 

foundation for all future learning (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 2000) including 

learning the English language. I realized that many ELLs are not fortunate enough to 

develop grade-level academic skills before facing the challenge of learning English. What 
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is even worse their academic and cognitive development is put on hold until they have 

acquired English and can learn through the medium of English in a mainstream 

classroom.  

  Before embarking on this study, I had to be aware that the participants had their 

own unique life experiences and were educated within a different socioeconomic context 

from my own. As a Mexican-born American woman, who succeeded in both personal 

and academic life, I have to recognize that my accomplishments are quite unusual among 

Mexican women living in the U.S. Even when compared to White women in the U.S., my 

achievements also are unusual. Understanding my own biases, I made an effort to ensure 

the objectivity of interpreting the data I collected by applying qualitative data analysis, as 

discussed in section 3.6.1.2. To enhance internal validity in my qualitative data analysis, I 

employed three of the following strategies recommended by Creswell and Plano Clark 

(2007). 

  1. Triangulation of data. Data in the form of taped interviews were collected from 

different informants including the PLDP case study participants.  

  2. Participant confirmation. The case study participants were contacted 

throughout the process of analysis for confirmation and verification. These confirmations, 

especially when my interpretation of the participants’ realities and meanings were 

concerned, provide support for the validity of data interpretation.  

3. Clarification of researcher bias. As part of this study, the researcher’s bias was 

articulated under the heading “The Researcher’s Role.” Merriam (1998) concurs with 

these points and offers one more strategy to enhance internal validity: 
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  4. Participant observations at the research site. I gathered observation data over 

the 3 weeks of the PLDP. 

The primary strategy used in this study to enhance external validity is the 

provision of detailed descriptions so that anyone interested in transferability has a solid 

framework for comparison (Merriam, 2009). Three techniques to enhance reliability were 

employed in this study. First, I provided a detailed account of the focus of the study, of 

my role as a researcher, the participants’ position and basis for selection, and the context 

from which the data were gathered. Second, triangulation or multiple methods of data 

collection and data analysis were used to strengthen reliability as well as internal validity 

(Merriam, 1988). Finally, data collection and analysis strategies were reported in detail in 

order to provide a clear and accurate picture of the methods used in this study.  

 During my teaching in the PLDP program, Dr. Matthew Teller was my co-

teacher. Dr. Teller holds a M.A. degree in Spanish Linguistics from the Department of 

Spanish and Portuguese (1993) and a Ph.D. in Second Language Acquisition and 

Teaching (1998) from the University of Arizona. Between 1998 and 2000, Teller was an 

Assistant Professor of Applied Linguistics in the Department of Spanish and Portuguese 

at St. Joseph’s University in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. Between 2000 and 2007, he 

taught Spanish as a foreign language at Green Fields Country Day School in Tucson, 

Arizona, where he now holds the position of Headmaster. In 2003, he attended the 

Agnese Haury Institute for Court Interpreters and, in 2004, the Medical Interpreting 

Program offered by the National Center for Interpretation, Testing, Research and Policy 

at the University of Arizona. Dr. Teller has also taught courses in the Translation and 
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Interpretation Studies Program at Pima County Community College. During the PLDP 

program, Dr. Teller brought to our classroom experience, knowledge, and great collegial 

support. 

3.2 Description of the Participants 

A primary goal of this section is to explain the complexity of the participants’ 

sociocultural frameworks that must be addressed in teaching bilingual students. I situate 

the participants spatially and temporally by introducing the cities they lived in (Tucson 

and Nogales), the cities’ ethnic configuration, and the participants’ socioeconomic 

statuses before the commencement of the program. I discuss the students’ educational 

and immigration histories in order to understand and establish the students’ language 

proficiencies in Spanish and English. I briefly compare the participants’ socioeconomic 

and educational backgrounds with the socioeconomic and educational backgrounds of 

students from two other high schools in the same district, which are predominantly 

middle class White non-Hispanic student bodies to underscore the specific educational 

needs of these participants.   

3.2.1 The geography and demography of Tucson and Nogales. Tucson and Nogales 

are located in the state of Arizona. Nogales, Arizona, lies about 60 miles south of Tucson, 

across the border from its twin city Nogales, Sonora, Mexico. First an Indian-held area, 

Arizona’s contact with European settlers began in 1539, and later became part of the 

Mexican state, after Mexico gained its independence from Spain in 1821. During the 

Mexican-American war (1846-1848), Arizona was annexed by the U.S., and became a 

part of its territory in 1853 through the Gadsden Purchase (known as Venta de La 
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Mesilla, or "Sale of La Mesilla"). As a result of this annexation, Mexicans and Native 

Americans living in the area became Americans "overnight." During the subsequent 

years, the proximity of Mexico and the U.S. has allowed close contact between Mexican 

families in both countries, maintaining the Mexican traditions in Arizona. In addition, 

since 1853, people of different cultures have settled throughout the state and in both 

cities.   

Situated respectively near and at the border with Mexico, Tucson and Nogales, 

AZ, have a large Hispanic population. According to the 2000 Census (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2010) demographic profile, Hispanics constituted 35.7% of the entire Tucson 

(486,699). Among non-Hispanics (64.3%), White population alone constituted 54.2%, 

and other minority groups (Native-American, African-American, and Asian) constituted 

10.1%. Among those who speak a language other than English at home (147,263 or 

32.6% of the city’s population), 78.67% (115,850) spoke Spanish. The total population of 

Nogales, Arizona was 20,878, as reported in the 2000 U.S. Census (U.S. Census Bureau, 

2010). Given its history and continued contact with Nogales, Mexico, almost 94% of the 

population was Hispanic, 5.5% white, and 0.9% non-white, non-Hispanics.  

Nogales, Arizona has received an influx of goods and services from Nogales, 

Sonora, and more than 60% of Nogales, Arizona’s sales taxes have typically come from 

Mexican shoppers who cross the border every day. In Tucson, Arizona, the local Malls 

depend on Mexican consumers “del otro lado” (from the other side). Both cities also have 

been the sites of big “maquiladoras” (manufacturing factories). American manufacturing 
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companies take advantage of both the cheap Mexican labor in Mexico, and the 

transportation and distribution networks in Arizona. Because of these close economic and 

social contacts, of the total Nogales, Arizona population, 45.4% were foreign-born. In 

93.1% of the households in Nogales, Arizona, a language other than English was spoken. 

There is no statistical information disclosing what particular language is spoken in the 

93.1% of households in which a language other than English is spoken, but given the 

history and geographical location of Nogales, Arizona, it is safe to assume that the 

majority of these households Spanish must use Spanish as the language of 

communication.  

   In 1999, the median household income for Tucson and Nogales, $27,463 and 

$22,306 respectively, was far below the average median household income in the U.S., 

$41,994. In Tucson, out 15,525 families living below the poverty level, 58.2% were 

Hispanic families. In predominantly Hispanic Nogales (93.6%), Arizona, 97.8% out of 

1.538 families living below the poverty level were Hispanic families (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2010).  

 3.2.2 Bilingual students from high-minority population high schools. For my study, I 

recruited the participants who lived in both Tucson, and Nogales, Arizona and attended 

six high-minority-population Tucson high schools that had a history of collaborating with 

the University of Arizona National Center for Interpretation Testing, Research and 

Policy. The six high schools shared the following similar characteristics: a high number 

of socioeconomically disadvantaged students; a high number of English language 
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learners; a high number of minority students; and a low schoolwide level of academic 

performance.  

In the following section (3.1.3), I present a detailed description of Alma High 

School’s demographics and achievements, as a representative of the six high schools. I 

compare the academic performance of Alma High School students to that of two other 

high schools from the same district in Tucson, Balma and Calma, whose students are 

predominantly White American middle class English monolinguals. The names of the 

high schools have been changed to protect the privacy of the students participating in the 

program. 

3.2.3 Ethnic configuration of Alma High School students.  Similar to Tucson, Alma 

High School has a significant number of minority students in general, and Hispanic 

students in particular, with Mexican-Americans constituting the largest group among the 

Hispanics. Significantly, the ethnic profile of Alma High School differed from the 

general ethnic profile of the school district during the 2005-2006 school year as depicted 

in Table 3.1. 

 
Table 6. The Racial/Ethnic Distribution of Students in Alma High School and Its School 
District 
 
High School and 
School District Asian Black Hispanic 

Native 
American White 

Alma High School 3.40% 7.10% 53.30% 3.50% 32.70% 
School District 3.20% 3.50% 27.00% 1.50% 64.90% 

 
Table 6 shows a striking ethnic disparity between Alma High School and its 

school district.  In the school district, the non-White racial/ethnic groups (Asian, Black, 

Hispanic, and Native American) comprised 35.2% of the entire student population. In 
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Alma High School, the total number of Asian, Black, Hispanic, and Native American 

students was almost doubled (67.30%). In either case, Hispanic students represented the 

largest ethnic minority group. In the district, Hispanics represented 27.0 % of the entire 

student body. The number of Hispanic students at Alma High School is almost two times 

as high as in the district (53.3%). Conversely, White non-Hispanic students comprised 

64.90% of the student body in the school district, but were a minority at Alma High 

School (37.70%).  

At the time of my research, the number of Hispanic students in the school district 

echoed the number of Hispanics in the U.S in general, and in Tucson in particular, in the 

sense that the number was increasing every year. According to the 2000 Census, the 

number of Hispanic population groups, in particular, and among them the Mexican 

Americans, are the largest and the fastest growing groups in the U.S. The projected 

Hispanic population in the United States will be 30% of the total population in 2050. In 

addition, there is a continuous influx of non-English-speaking immigrants into the U.S. 

(for example, from Europe and Asia). The bilingual teaching method is, therefore, and 

will remain to be a necessity in the United States. Alma High School, therefore, 

represents a microcosm of Tucson’s future demography (and the U.S.’s), making my 

study a valuable, cutting-edge educational resource. 

I focused on Mexican Americans students because they are the largest language 

minority in Tucson, the state of Arizona, and the U.S. as a whole, but are 

underrepresented in higher education. Additionally, as discussed in section 3.1, I am of 

Mexican heritage, have lived in Mexico and the U.S., have had a formal education in 
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both countries, and therefore have a solid understanding of the cultural, linguistic, and 

social complexities of both cultures and the use of both Spanish and English. 

3.2.4 Low socioeconomic status of students at Alma High School.  The students from 

Alma High School come from low-income families (Amphitheater Public Schools Data 

Book,  2006/2007). In the academic year 2005, which is the time period of this study, 

1,412 of Alma High School’s 1,523 students qualified for Title I (20 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) 

assistance. Title I funding is used to improve the academic achievement of economically 

disadvantaged students. Because of their low economic status, 52 % of the students 

received free- or reduced-price lunches. In contrast, at Balma and Calma High Schools, 

only 9% and 11% of the student population received free- or reduced-price lunches, 

respectively.  

3.2.5 ELLs at Alma High School.  Among the racial and ethnic minority students at 

Alma High School, 11.3% were English Language Learners (ELL) students enrolled in 

the English as a second language (ESL) program. Among ELL students, 46.4 % claimed 

Mexico as their country of birth, and 42.2 % reported that they were born in the U.S. to 

Mexican families (Alma Public Schools Data Book, 2006-2007). The remaining 11.4 % 

of the ELL students are from a variety of Latin American countries, Africa, Asia, and the 

Middle East. Significantly, almost half of the ELL students were born in the U.S. and, 

along with ELL students born outside the U.S., were not enrolled in the mainstream 

classes. Consequently, the ELL students lacked exposure to the vocabulary of the higher 

registers of English, which is consistent with scholarly findings on students who are not 

provided with advanced ESL classes, or who are not prepared for mainstream classes, but 



  
 
                                                                                                                                          130

are mainstreamed after a short period of time in ESL, sometimes as early as one year of 

ESL classes (Ovando & McLaren, 1999). Transferring ELLs to mainstream-classes after 

1 year is a result of Arizona Proposition 203, passed in 2000, that requires students to be 

enrolled in main stream English classes, after only 1 year in the ESL program. This study, 

therefore, takes place 6 years after the implementation of Arizona Proposition 203 in 

Arizona. As is common in the U.S., because of Proposition 203 legal requirements in 

Arizona, ESL programs in state emphasize linguistic and cultural assimilation treating 

students’ heritage languages as a problem to overcome, and prematurely forces their 

enrollment in mainstream classes before they acquire sufficient English proficiency. 

Failing to include the heritage language as a medium of instruction before the students 

develop proficiency in English is a form of the subtractive teaching of bilinguals (Baker, 

2001; Cummins, 2005, 2009). This practice of subtractive teaching diminishes the 

importance of heritage language and culture, reinforces the students’ lower 

socioeconomic status, and has an overall negative effect on academic experience and 

performance as discussed in the following sections (Skutnabb-Kangas, 1999).  

3.2.6 Academic performance of students at Alma High School.  The low economic 

status of students and the subtractive model of teaching are most likely the two major 

factors that contributed to the generally low academic performance of Alma High School 

students. The academic performance of a high school student population is measured 

through Advanced Placement (AP) exams. Only 5.67% (80) out of 1,412 Alma High 

School students took one Advanced Placement test. In the other two high schools in the 

same district, there were 12.47% (245) and 13.95% (260) of students out of 1,964 and 
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1,864 students respectively in Balma and Calma High Schools, who took at least one AP 

test. Only 42 % of the Alma students who took an AP test received a passing score of a 

3+ (AP test scores range from a 1 to a 5) in comparison with 75% of Balma and 82% of 

Calma High Schools students.   

 The results of the Arizona Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS) for the 10th 

grade in 2006 present a very grim picture for both ELL and Hispanic students in general 

at Alma High School. Only 20% of the ELL students met the AIMS standard for math, 

while about 40% of the Hispanic and 75% of the White non-Hispanic students met the 

AIMS Standard for the same test. For the entire school district, the results for the AIMS 

in math are also very low. Only 25% of ELL students met the standard; just above 50% 

of Hispanic students met the standard, compared to almost 90% of the White non-

Hispanic students who met the standard. 

  For Alma High School, the percentage of ELL (less than 20%) and Hispanic 

students (50%), who passed the AIMS English reading test, is also lower than the 

percentage of White non-Hispanic students (80%) who met the standard. For the entire 

district, the results for the students who met the standard in English composition are: ELL 

students, below 30%; Hispanic students, 60%; and White non-Hispanic students, 90%.  

When compared with Balma and Calma High Schools, Alma High School 

students from all backgrounds had the lowest grade-average in the 10th grade AIMS math 

and English reading sections in 2006. In the AIMS math, the Alma High School students 

scored just above 50%, while at Balma they scored just above 80% and at Calma they 



  
 
                                                                                                                                          132

scored above 85%. In the AIMS English reading, Alma students scored just above 60%, 

while Balma students scored just above 85%, and Calma students scored above 90%.  

Arizona rates school performance based on AIMS test results on a five-part scale:  

1. Excelling,  

2. Highly performing,  

3. Performing plus,  

4. Performing, AND 

5. Underperforming.  

Alma High School was rated as Performing plus, while both Balma and Calma 

High Schools were rated as Excelling. The final  rating for each of these three high 

schools shows a significantly lower academic achievement at Alma High School, in 

comparison with Balma and Calma High Schools.  

However, Cummins (2000) and Skutnabb-Kangas (2000) have pointed out that 

standardized tests, such as the AIMS tests, do not take into account the different 

sociocultural and economic backgrounds of immigrant bilingual students, in comparison 

with monolingual American students of higher socioeconomic status. More specifically, 

these standardized tests do not address the specific linguistic and cultural needs and 

assets of developing bilingual students, and use these tests to compare bilinguals’ 

performance to that of English native speakers who have been linguistically and 

culturally prepared for such tests. These tests fail to acknowledge that withdrawal of the 

heritage language of bilinguals, prior to acquiring academic proficiency in English, has a 
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negative effect on their academic performances (De Vos & Suarez-Orozco, 1990; Freire, 

1988; Ogbu, 1992).  

The lack of accommodation for culturally and linguistically different students has 

resulted in the highest dropout rate in the district. Indeed, the 7.8% drop-out rate at Alma 

High School is the highest, in comparison with 2.3% of students at Balma, and 2.1% of 

students at Calma High School, and with 4.2% of students in the entire school district 

dropping out. Depending on how it was measured, the 7.8% drop-out rate in Alma High 

School may be an underestimation (L. C. Moll, personal communication, July 19, 2010) 

Additionally, Alma High School students showed the lowest graduation number, 71.8%,  

in comparison with 88.0%  at Balma, and 89.0%  at Calma High Schools, as well as an 

average of 81.3% in the school district. 

3.2.7 Hispanic adolescents and social inequalities.  The dropout rate at Alma High 

School is consistent with scholarly findings that ethnic minority students have a high 

dropout rate (Stevenson, Chen, & Uttal, 1990). This dropout rate is also consistent with 

empirical research findings that Hispanics have the highest number of dropouts among all 

racial and ethnic groups in the U.S. (Zambrana & Zoppi, 2002). Additionally, minority 

girls in general, and Hispanic girls in particular, have the highest risk for quitting school 

before graduation (Kaplan, Turner, & Badger, 2007). Research shows that girls often 

encounter gender stereotypes in high school science classes (Reis & Callahan, 1996). It 

has been shown that female students speak up to 12 times less in class than males, and are 

5 times less likely to receive attention from teachers (Reis & Callahan, 1996). 

Researchers have reported that questions directed to high school women are “phrased as 
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simple, closed, and concrete questions, whereas boys are asked more abstract, high-level, 

open-ended questions” (Pipher, 1994). In general, teachers of both genders perceive boys 

as more academically adept than girls. Reis (2003) found that gifted females have a 

limited knowledge about their opportunities regarding careers, and still perceive males as 

professionals and household heads.  

Furthermore, in addition to their low economic status and ethnic membership, 

Hispanic girls also face gender discrimination. Indeed, according to researchers 

(Zambrana & Zoppi, 2002), an astonishing 41 % of Hispanic girls fail to graduate from 

high school because of the following reasons  

1. doubting their ability to reach their goals  

2. socioeconomic instability  

3. lack of adequate community support 

4. subtle or blatant discrimination by their teachers and classmates 

5.  lack of access to career and educational programs. 

Without at least a high school degree, minority students in general, and Mexican 

girls in particular, are most likely to fail in their personal and academic lives, and 

therefore need additional sociocultural and academic support.  

3.3 The Second Step in the Selection Process 

Among 120 applicants for the PLDP program, representing six high schools, I 

selected 24 students of Mexican heritage. This number afforded me a close collaboration 

with participants, and an opportunity to monitor their progress. The selection of students 

was based on two composition scores, one in English and one in Spanish, the students’ 
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self-description as language brokers and evaluations by their second or foreign language 

high school teachers, and scores on the Language History Questionnaire.  

3.3.1 The entrance exams.  During the application process, the applicants wrote two 

compositions that were scored by a holistic scale, ranging from 1 (poor) to 5 (excellent), 

developed by González (2006). The students must score a 3 or above in order to be 

accepted to the program. These composition scores are presented in Table 7:  

Table 7. The Spanish and English Composition Scores on the Entrance Exams to the 
PLDP 
Student Spanish 

Composition 
English 
Compositions 

Student Spanish 
Composition 

English 
Composition 

1 4 3 13 4 3 
2 3 3 14 3 4 
3 3 5 15 3 4 
4 4 5 16 4 5 
5 3 3 17 3 3 
6 3 3 18 3 3 
7 3 3 19 3 3 
8 3 3 20 3 3 
9 3 3 21 4 3 
10 4 3 22 3 4 
11 5 4 23 4 5 
12 3 4 24 3 4 

 
 

Table 7 shows that all of the selected students scored a 3 or above on the PLDP 

composition entrance exams. Most of the students (70.83%  or 17 students) scored a 3 on 

the Spanish composition; 25% (6) students scored a 4, and 4.166 % (1) student scored a 

5. Interestingly, these heritage language learners of Spanish scored higher in their English 

composition tests: 58.33% (14) scored a 3; 25% (6) scored a 4 and 16.66% (4) scored a 5. 

It seems that as a group are on their way to becoming English dominant students. Which 

means than rather than using their first language to bolster their second language, they are 
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using their second language to bolster their first language.The mean for the Spanish 

composition was 3.12 while the mean for the English composition was 3.58. I required 

the participants to score a 3, or above, in order to establish an adequate proficiency level 

in both languages, a necessity for the students to be able to benefit from the intense 3-

week translation and interpretation training program.  

3.3.2 Students’ self-description as language brokers. Along with the entrance exams 

the applicants answered some yes/no questions in regard to their role as language brokers. 

The first question was “Do you translate for someone in your family or in your 

community who doesn’t speak English or Spanish? The second question was “Do you 

translate more than once a week?” the third question was “Are you good at translating for 

people who don’t speak Spanish and English?” The students who answered affirmatively 

all three questions were considered for the PLDP. 

3.3.3 Teachers’ evaluations as a criterion in selection.  As part of the selection criteria 

for the PLDP students, teachers from the participating high schools provided Armando 

Valles, Assistant Director at the National Center for Interpretation, and me with 

evaluations of the students who had taken the entrance exams. These evaluations 

addressed the students’ language skills in English and Spanish, as well as attitude, 

behavior, and quality of work in their high school classrooms. 

3.4 The Language History Questionnaire. 

Once the 24 participants were selected and during the pre-testing session the 

students answered the Language History Questionnaire (Appendix A). I developed the 
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Language History Questionnaire for students to obtain information on the participants’ 

demographics, language use, schooling, language brokering practices, and reasons for 

their interest in learning translation and interpretation in the PLPD program. The 

Language History Questionnaire was modeled after the questionnaire developed by Dr. 

Roseann Dueñas González for the Agnese Haury Summer Institute for Court 

Interpretation (1982) which queries students about language use, formal education, 

formal and informal language development, socioeconomic situation, and interpretation 

and translation practice and experience. 

I have modified Dr. Roseann Dueñas González’ questionnaire by eliminating 

questions that detail students’ professional development, since these high school students 

were too young to have a professional development history. I included questions related 

to language use at home, language brokering practices, and sociocultural history with the 

goal of accommodating the needs of the 3-week program for the high school students and 

to obtain the specific data for my study. The Language History Questionnaire consists of 

48 questions. Sixteen of these questions are about students’ demographic information; 14 

are related to language use in their daily lives; 4 are related to immigration history; 7 are 

about schooling history; 6 are related to the participants’ language brokering practices; 

and 1 queries their interest in studying translation and interpretation. Thirty one (31) of 

these questions were closed response, and 14 were open-ended. The open-ended 

questions gave students the opportunity to provide a variety of possible responses without 

suggesting an expected response. Although I had relatively little knowledge beforehand 

of how the students would respond, I heavily relied on my experience with teaching 
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Spanish, translation and interpretation, and literature on bilingual education 

questionnaires (Acoach & Webb, 2004; Dorner & Pulido, 2003; Genesee & Upshur, 

1996; Morales & Hanson, 2005; Orellana, 2003; Valdés, 2003). in order to assist me in 

the construction.  Two (2) of the 14 open-ended questions were:  “Do you enjoy 

translating and interpreting? Why or why not?” and “Please, tell us briefly about the 

reasons why you are interested in learning translation and interpretation.” Nine questions 

asked for a specific number (e.g., “How many siblings do you have?"). Nineteen 

questions asked the student to choose between two possible choices: yes or no (e.g., “Do 

you work?”); Spanish or English (e.g., “What is the primary language spoken at home?’), 

or Mexico or the U.S. (e.g., “Where were you born?”). Eight questions asked the student 

to choose one or more answers from a list of possible responses (e.g., “Was your formal 

education primarily in Spanish or English and in what country did you obtain your 

education? Please check all appropriate boxes.”).  

The Language History Questionnaire used in the PLPD 2006 is a field tested 

version of the initial language history questionnaire that I developed and piloted with the 

students participating in the PLDP 2005 program. Dr.Roseann Dueñas González had 

reviewed my Language History Questionnaire and made suggestions for its improvement 

before it was administered to the PLDP participants in 2005 and 2006. The PLDP 2006 

participants responded to the Language History Questionnaire as part of the battery of 

tests given to them before the initiation of the program. 
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3.3.5 Voluntary participation agreement with the participants. I organized an 

orientation meeting with the participants and their parents. During this meeting, I 

informed both the students and the parents that the study was to test how the translation 

and interpretation program, using Spanish as a resource, helps in the development of 

English and Spanish language proficiency, which in turn improves students’ academic 

performance and self-esteem. The program offered a weekly lunch/gas stipend ($75) for 

each participant. I made it clear that the students who decided not to participate in this 

study would not face any consequences, would receive the same instruction, and would 

keep their weekly lunch/gas stipend. I also explained that from those who agreed to 

participate, I would consider 6 students as case study participants for in-depth research 

about how their participation in the program affected their academic and personal growth 

6 months after the completion of the program. I informed the students that I would 

interview their high school language teachers in order to obtain data about their language 

classes and overall academic performance. In addition, I assured the students that I would 

not gather any other information about them during my interviews with their language 

teachers. I took questions from students and parents, distributed consent forms and 

collected the signed forms from those students who chose to participate in the program. 

All participants 18 years or older personally signed the form giving their consent. The 

age of the participants ranged from 16 and 18. I obtained the assent from the participants 

who were 16 and 17 years old at the time, and in addition I obtained signed consent from 

their parents/legal guardians.   
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I chose a higher number of girls because many educational programs for 

adolescents must address societal gender biases, as discussed in section 3.1.7, and 

because a larger number of girls applied to the program. My focus on a larger number of 

females provides valuable data regarding how the program affected female students’ 

perception of their societal position after the completion of the program. 

All 24 students volunteered to participate in the study; that is they received no 

payment for their participation. They received weekly $75 for lunches and gas, so as to 

not impose a burden on their already low economic situation by additional traveling 

costs.   

I worked with each of the 24 PLDP students in order to develop a rapport with 

each, and to informally assess each one’s language competence in Spanish and in English 

in order to group students appropriately during class discussions. I used the Language 

History Questionnaire (see section 3.3.1 and Appendix A) to obtain information about the 

students’ family compositions, linguistic and social backgrounds, immigration histories, 

and language acquisition histories.  

3.6 Ethical considerations. 

In any study with participants, the researcher must respect the participants’ rights, 

needs, values, and desires because, throughout the program, participants reveal sensitive 

personal information. I employed the following safeguards to protect the participants’ 

rights (Creswell, 1994, 2003, 2007; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007; Merriam, 1988, 1998, 

2009)  
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1. I communicated the research objectives orally and in writing to the participants, 

and their parents and teachers. These objectives described the use of data  

2. I obtained written permissions before the beginning of the study  

3. I informed the participants about all data collection devices and activities  

4. I made verbatim transcriptions, written interpretations, and reports available to 

the participants  

5. I considered the participants’ rights, interests, wishes and opinions regarding 

the reporting of data during the time of research  

6. I respected the participants’ confidentiality changing their names, the names of 

their teachers, and of the high schools they attended. 

3.7 Socioeconomic and demographic information of the whole group. 

 The majority of the 24 participants came from working class families. Only one 

student had a parent who had a graduate degree and was working in academia as a 

professor in Mexico. This student was living a middle-class life in the U.S. at the time of 

this study. The parents of the other 23 participants worked as construction workers, 

painters, masons, bus or truck drivers, landscapers, house cleaners, and housewives. 

Twenty-three students, therefore, came from lower working class socioeconomic 

backgrounds, and could not financially afford special language training, and relied on 

public high school educational system that often ignores the giftedness of bilingual 

children (Valdés, 2003).  

3.7.1 Students’ family size.  In studies of bilingual children, scholars found that 

language use at home is different between parents and children than intra-sibling 
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communication (Fishman, 1989). Therefore, my study further explored at-home-use 

languages by examining the participants’ interactions not only with their parents and the 

members of their communities but also with their siblings. According the Language 

Questionnaire (Appendix A), among the 24 participants, 23 had siblings. The number of 

siblings ranged from two to five. I was interested in determining whether the number of 

siblings was related to the students’ bilingualism.  

3.7.2 Immigration history of the participants. The 24 students were members of 

bilingual (Spanish/English) communities, but had differing sociocultural histories. Some 

of the participants were undocumented immigrants, having crossed the border between 

Nogales, Mexico, and Nogales, Arizona, with their families, but their immigration 

statuses were not documented in this study, considering the existing societal tension 

regarding undocumented workers. However, the students’ sociocultural histories allowed 

me to track the language shift that takes place in these bilingual families (Fishman, 1989). 

Table 8 summarizes the 24 participants’ immigration profiles.  

Table 8 shows that among the 24 participants, 8 were born in Mexico, and 16 

were born in the U.S. The children born in Mexico reported that they had lived in the 

U.S. for a period of 3 to 16 years, with an average of 7.5 years of residency in this 

country. Among the U.S.-born students, 4 belong to generation 1.5 because as infants 

they were taken to Mexico for an average of 10.5 years before returning to the U.S. by 

the age of 12 (Rumbaut, 1994; Rumbaut & Ima, 1988). In Mexico they developed their 

language skills in Spanish and received some schooling.  Three of the 4 U.S.-born, 

generation-1.5 students lived in Nogales, Arizona at the time of the study, and frequently 
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crossed the border into Nogales, Sonora, to see family and friends. This constant coming 

and going kept their ties with Mexico very much alive. Along wih these ties come the use 

of Spanish. The 4 U.S. born, generation-1.5 students are fluent speakers of Spanish and 

completed at least 5th grade in a Mexican elementary school. 

 
Table 8. The 24 Participants’ Birth Place, Age, Years of Residency in the U.S. and 
Generation. 
 
Participant Born in the U.S. Age  Years in the 

U.S. 
Generation 

# 
     
1 Yes 17 5 1.5 
2 Yes 16 16 3 
3 Yes 16 16 2 
4 Yes 17 10 1.5 
5 Yes 18 18 4 
6 Yes 17 5 1.5 
7 No 16 3 1 
8 No 17 6 1.5 
9 No 16 4 1.5 
10 No 16 9 1.5 
11 Yes 17 17 4 
12 Yes 17 17 3 
13 Yes 17 17 4 
14 No 16 16 1.5 
15 No 18 9 1.5 
16 Yes 17 17 2 
17 No 18 6 1.5 
18 No 17 7 1.5 
19 Yes 17 6 1.5 
20 Yes 17 17 2 
21 Yes 15 15 4 
22 Yes 16 16 4 
23 Yes 17 17 3 
24 Yes 17 17 2 

 
Note. 1  = first immigrant generation in the U.S., born in Mexico, 1.5 = arrived in the U.S. by the age of 12 
years old,  2 = first generation born in the U.S., 3 = second generation born in the U.S., 4 = third generation 
born in the U.S. 
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Table 8 shows that there is only one first generation student among the 24 

participants. He arrived in the U.S. at the age of 13 and is therefore not considered 

generation 1.5. There are 4 students who are second-generation and have never lived 

anywhere but this country. There are 3 students who are third-generation and 5 who are 

fourth-generation born in the U.S.  

As for the information the participants provided about their parents’ place of 

birth, 16 of the 24 students had both parents born in Mexico. The parents of all of the 11 

generation-1.5 students and the first-generation student had parents were born in Mexico. 

Third and fourth-generation students have one parent born in the U.S. and one in Mexico.  

No participant had both parents born in the U.S.  

3.7.3 Language use in the 24 participants’ homes. As in many bilingual communities, 

the participants of the program used two languages for different purposes. Table 9 shows 

the relationship of the students’ sociocultural histories to their language use. As Table 9 

shows, Spanish was the dominant language in the participants’ households, since all of 

them spoke Spanish to their parents. This however, is not surprising with the first-

generation students and with generation-1.5 students, because, in these families, the 

children and their parents were raised in Mexico and their first language is Spanish. 

Many of these parents have a limited knowledge of the English language and 

communicated in Spanish with their children. The use of English at home is more 

common among siblings than among children and parents in any generation. Among the 

generation-1.5 students, all of them spoke Spanish with their parents and only 2 indicated 

that sometimes they also spoke English with them. Interestingly enough, the 2 students 
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who reported speaking sometimes English as well with their parents and who were 

generation-1.5, were born in Mexico and had immigrated to the U.S at the age of 10 and 

9 respectively.   

 

Table 9. Language Used by the 24 PLDP Students with Different Interlocutors. 

Student Parents Siblings Relatives 
Close 

Friends Teachers Boss 
Co-

workers 
1 S NA S S E NA NA 
2 S S S E/S E E/S E/S 
3 S E/S S E/S E/S NA NA 
4 S E/S S E/S E E E 
5 E/S E S E E E E/S 
6 S S S S E/S NA NA 
7 S S S S E E/S E/S 
8 S E/S S S E NA NA 
9 S E/S S S E NA NA 
10 E/S E S E E NA NA 
11 E/S E S E E E E 
12 E/S E E E E NA NA 
13 S E/S S E/S E E E/S 
14 S E/S S S E NA NA 
15 E/S E/S S E/S E NA NA 
16 S E/S S S E NA NA 
17 S E/S S S E NA NA 
18 S S S S E NA NA 
19 S S S S E NA NA 
20 S S S S E NA NA 
21 E/S E E/S E/S E NA NA 
22 S E/S S E/S E NA NA 
23 E/S E/S S E/S E NA NA 
24 S S S E/S E E E 

 
Note. S=Spanish, E=English, NA= Not applicable. 

 
Of the 11 generation-1.5 students, 6 reported speaking both English and Spanish 

with their siblings, 3 spoke only Spanish and 1 spoke only English to her sibling. There is 

1 student who is generation 1.5 who has no siblings. The only first-generation participant 
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in the study speaks only Spanish to his siblings and to his parents. In fact, he reported 

only speaking English with his teachers at school, and not even to all his teachers. This 

student belongs to the case study group. To proctect his anonymity I changed his real 

name to the fictional name Rogelio.  I interviewed his high school teacher who told me 

that they only use Spanish in their student-teacher oral interactions because this student 

feels more comfortable in Spanish and this teacher is bilingual.  

Of the 4 second-generation students, 2 reported speaking Spanish to their siblings 

and 2 reported speaking both, English and Spanish with them. One of the second-

generation students is a case study participant. Her fictitional for the study is Mari. 

During our interview she told me that she used to only speak Spanish with her only sister 

because her parents insisted on using Spanish for all communications at home. However, 

since her sister had married a monolingual English speaker 2 years before, it had been 

difficult to maintain that language policy at home without excluding her sister’s husband 

from family interactions. Since then, she speaks both languages with her sister, whether 

her husband is present or not.  

Of the 3 third-generation students, one(1) reported speaking English with her 

siblings,one (1) spoke Spanish with her bother and one (1) spoke both languages with her 

siblings. The third-generation student who only spoke Spanish to her brother was a case 

study participant. Her fictitional name for the study is Gracia. During her interview she 

told me that it was a rule at home to only speak Spanish. Her parents had made the 

deliberate decision to use Spanish at home for two reasons: one was that this student’s 

mother spoke very little English and the second was to help their children learn Spanish. 
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For this case study participant, this home language policy has indeed helped her become 

fluent in Spanish. Of the 5 fourth-generation students 3 spoke only English with their 

siblings and 2 reported speaking both English and Spanish with them. This data is 

consistent. Overall, the Mexican-origin students born in the United States that belong to 

the first, 1.5, second, third and fourth generation and who participated in the PLDP 

demonstrated Spanish maintenance. They generally use Spanish in their interactions with 

their parents and start shifting to English to speak with their siblings. However, it is 

notable that even the fourth generation students were bilingual, using mostly Spanish 

with their relatives and close friends. As we look into the language use with interlocutors 

from school or work like their teachers, their bosses and co-workers, we use a trend of 

more English use. Nevertherless, Spanish is still present in these not familial relationships 

which points to Spanish maintainance in their communities.   

3.8 Language brokers. 

As is often the case in immigrant and diglossic communities, all 24 students served as 

language brokers as shown in Table 10. All 24 students in the PLDP reported language 

brokering at school to mediate the communication between parents and teachers, 

administrative staff, and between newly arrived monolingual Spanish-speaking students, 

and the teachers. Students also reported explaining instructions given by the teachers to 

the new Spanish-speaking students. Eight of the participants reported interpreting and 

utilizing their bilingual abilities at work, with their co-workers, and clients. Seventeen 

students brokered between English monolingual health care providers and Spanish 

monolingual family members and friends. Twenty-one students reported brokering at 
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churches, clubs, or parties, and 15 reported language brokering at supermarkets, 

restaurants, and stores. Fourteen brokered for their parents and their grandparents while 

only four helped siblings to communicate in English. Nineteen students reported 

brokering to help their friends communicate. 

Table 10. Language Brokering by Places, People, and Documents 
 

Places 
# of 

Students People 
# of 

Students Documents 
# of 

Students 
School 24 Mother 16 Bills 19 
Work   8 Father 14 School 16 
Health site 17 Siblings   4 Health 17 
Social  21 Grandparents 14 Legal    8 
Other 15 Other relatives 16 Other   8 
  Friends 19   
  Other 15   

 
Note. Social means church, club, or any other social organization their parents or the whole family belong  
to 

None of the participants reported a written translation, but many students 

performed sight translations, meaning that they had read a document in English and then 

performed an oral interpretation of the document. Sixteen students translated school 

report cards, newsletters, and teachers’ notes to parents. Seventeen students translated 

health-related documents, such as doctors’ or dentists’ notes, prescriptions, and 

questionnaires. Eight explained legal documents such as birth certificates and marriage 

licenses. Interestingly, these children did not realize the significance of their brokering. 

They performed a task that is significantly advanced for their age group, because it 

requires ability to transfer a message from one language to the other, while understanding 

cultural specificity of each side (Tse, 1995).  
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As do many other language brokers, the participants began brokering at a very 

early age as shown in Table 11. According to Table 11, the participants began brokering 

between the age of 7 and 14, with an average age of 11.4 years of age. As in other cases 

of language brokers, the participants reported two experiences in brokering, consistent 

with scholarly findings (Dorner, Orellana & Li-Grining, 2007; Halgunseth, 2003; 

Martínez Jr., McClure & Eddy, 2009; McQuillan & Tse, 1995), presented in Table 12.   

 

Table 11. Age at which Students Began Language Brokering 
Age  Number of students 
  7  2 
  8  0 
  9  5 
10  1 
11  1 
12  7 
13  2 
14  6 

 

As detailed in Table 12, out of the 24 students, 75% (18) reported that they 

enjoyed language brokering while six did not enjoy this activity. Those who enjoyed 

brokering reported that this performance made them feel good about themselves; and 

because they could practice their two languages and expand their knowledge. Two 

students reported that they only enjoyed brokering if they were convinced that they were 

able to understand and project the message correctly. The students who did not enjoy this 

activity (25%) reported that brokering made them nervous and insecure if they did not 

understand the message well. Since language brokers have unique metacognitive and 

metalinguistic abilities of transferring knowledge from one language to the other (Valdés, 
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2003; González, 2004), I treated the participants as gifted children, rather than simply 

Heritage Language Learners of Spanish; the former treats bilingualism as an asset; the 

latter strips the students of their bilingual giftedness (Cummins, 1980, 1981, 1996).   

 

Table 12. The Participants ‘View of Language Brokering 
Students who enjoy 
brokering (n=8) 

Number of 
responses 

Students who don’t 
enjoy brokering 
(n=6) 

Number of 
responses 

Reasons 
 

 Reasons 
 

 

To help people 
 

9 Too much work 2 

To feel good about 
myself 

2 I get nervous 5 

It is fun and helpful 
 

3 Insecure about 
knowledge 

3 

To practice 
 

1 It is hard 1 

To learn new things 
 

3   

Only if I can understand 2   
 

 
  

3.9 Heritage Language Learners as gifted children 

Indeed, the students were classified as Heritage Language Learners of Spanish 

which is the largest group of Heritage Language Learners in the U.S. (Colombi & Roca, 

2003), and had different language proficiencies in the two languages.  Four of the PLDP 

participants were English native speakers when they began their education in the U.S.  

Twenty took ESL courses or were enrolled in bilingual classes. As non-native English 

speakers, these participants had different levels of English proficiency, but were 

considered advanced English Language Learners by their high school teachers and were 
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enrolled in mainstream English classes because they spoke fluent English. The premise of 

this study is that because of their brokering experience and scoring between a 3 and a 5 in 

the two language compositions, these students were gifted children who had the ability to 

bridge two languages and cultures.  Even those students, who reported not enjoying this 

activity, were able to recognize their inability to transfer the source message accurately, 

which is representative of their metacognitive awareness and monitoring ability. 

3.10 The Third Selection Level: The Six Case Studies 

From among the 24 participants, I chose six students for the case studies: Rogelio, Ana, 

Mauricio, Mari, Gracia and Roberto. Five (Ana, Mauricio, Mari, Gracia and Roberto) 

were born in the U.S. and one (Rogelio) was born in Mexico. Each student’s specific 

socioeconomic and family composition, along with sociocultural history and brokering 

experience, helped me to explain their improvement in both languages throughout the 

program. I also collected information about the six students through the Language 

History Questionnaire (Appendix A) and individual phenomenological interviews after 

the completion of the program (see Appendix D for the interviews’ protocol). The 

phenomenological interviews (Seidman, 1998) explored a particular phenomenon 

through the eyes of the participants.  In addition, I interviewed each of the six case study 

participants’ high school teachers and PLDP instructor about the students’ performances. 

Each student’s interview lasted 90 minutes and was recorded on tape. I conducted a 

second meeting with each of the six participants to confirm the information I had 

gathered from the first interviews to clarify the questions I had after the transcription 

analysis of the first interview. 



  
 
                                                                                                                                          152

3.10.1 Six case studies.  The following is a brief sociocultural introduction of each of the 

six students in the case studies. 

Rogelio. Rogelio, first generation in the U.S., lived with his mother, father, an older 

sister, and a younger brother in a house they owned in Tucson, Arizona. His mother 

cleaned houses and worked as a hairdresser out of her house, while his father worked in 

construction. His mother also worked as a food service worker and attended an English 

course at Pima Community College, after she had finished an English course at the 

University of Arizona. Rogelio and his siblings took ESL classes at school, but were 

transitioned to English-only classes based on their spoken language English proficiency. 

At home, the family spoke Spanish. 

Ana.  Ana, generation 1.5 in the U.S., was from a single parent family and lived in 

Nogales, Sonora, Mexico and Nogales, Arizona. Her mother was a professor at the 

“Tecnológico de Nogales,” Nogales, Sonora, Mexico where Ana received her elementary 

education in Spanish where she attended a private school. Ana attended middle school 

and high school in the U.S. Ana spoke Spanish at home because her mother had low 

English proficiency. Unlike the other five participants, Ana had a middle class social 

status, but in Mexico. 

Mauricio.  Mauricio, generation 1.5 in the U.S. lived with his mother, stepfather, a half-

brother, and a half-sister. His mother worked as a cleaning lady and did not have a steady 

income while his stepfather was a mechanic (in Mexico), but lacked a steady job and 

income in the U.S, working at various service jobs (mechanic, landscaper, or house 

cleaner). The family did not own a car and lived in a rented house. Both the mother and 
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the stepfather did not speak English. Both Mauricio’s mother and stepfather were born in 

Mexico, but Mauricio was born in the U.S. because his mother crossed the border to give 

birth to him in this country so he could have American citizenship. A few weeks after 

Mauricio was born, his mother returned with him to Mexico where they lived for 6 years 

before the whole family immigrated to Arizona, in 1996. This is why Mauricio is one the 

students generation-1.5. The family spoke Spanish at home because neither parent spoke 

English well. The children spoke English with one another when there were no adults 

around. Mauricio did not speak English in front of his mother after a trip to Germany, 

with the German club from school, when he realized how uncomfortable it was to be 

present among speakers of an unknown foreign language.  

Mari.  Mari, second-generation in the U.S., lived with her mother and father in the house 

they owned in Tucson, Arizona. Mari had an older sister, already married and living 

away from home. Mari’s mother was a housewife, but worked part-time selling cosmetics 

and various household products out of her house. Mari’s father owned his own painting 

company and the family was financially secure. Born in Mexico, Mari’s parents were 

first generation immigrants to the U.S., and speak fluent Spanish and some English if 

necessary. Mari predominantly used informal registers of Spanish but had some exposure 

to the higher registers of Spanish through faith education at her church. She was exposed 

to higher registers of English mainly at school.  

Gracia. Gracia, third-generation in the U.S., lived with her mother, father, and younger 

brother in Nogales, Arizona. Her father worked as a bus driver for Pima Community 

College, and her mother was a housewife, working part-time at a clothing store in 
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Nogales, Arizona. Her father spoke English fluently because he was schooled in the U.S., 

but his first and dominant language was Spanish. Her mother spoke very little English, so 

language spoken at home was Spanish.  

Roberto. Roberto, fourth-generation in the U.S., lived with his mother, father, and older 

sister. His mother worked in a factory, and his father owned a small company that 

specialized in tile installation. The family spoke English and Spanish fluently, but they 

communicated mostly in English at home. Roberto learned Spanish through his frequent 

visits to family members in Mexico.  

3.10.2 Education of the six case study students. An analysis of the data provided by the 

six case study participants on language use and the type, length, and place of schooling 

will enrich our understanding of the context and reality that minority language students 

face in the U.S. This analysis shows different variables that contribute to language 

maintenance among this population. Table 13 illustrates the six case study participants’ 

generation, place of birth and place of education.   

Table 13 shows grade level and years they attended school in each country as well 

as the type of education they received once they enrolled in American schools. Rogelio 

attended elementary and middle school in Mexico and was, therefore, schooled only in 

Spanish. Later, Rogelio’s family immigrated with his family to the U.S. He continued his 

schooling in the U.S, attending high school where he took ESL courses from 9th to 10th 

grade.  
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Table 13. Case Study Participants’ Generation, Place of Birth, and Place of Education 
 

Place of 
birth Generation 

 Education in 
Mexico 

 
Education in  

U.S. 

Mexico Rogelio (1)  K -8  

9th -11th grade; 2 years 
in ESL, mainstreamed 
in 11th grade, 
History taught 
bilingually, 2 years 

U.S. 
Ana (1.5) K-7  

8th -11th grade.  2 years 
in ESL, mainstreamed 
in 10th grade, 
Spanish literature and 
AP Spanish 

U.S 
Mauricio(1.5)

  Pre-K & K 

1st -5th grade in B.E. 
6th- 11th grade  
mainstream classes in 
gifted program 
 

U.S. Mari (2) NA 

K-5th grade in B.E. 
6- 11th grade 
mainstream classes,  
 

U.S. Gracia (3) NA 

K-5 B.E. 
6th- 11th  mainstream 
classes, 
 IB Spanish, AP 
Spanish, and Spanish 
literature 

U.S. Roberto (4) NA 

K-5th grade B.E. 
6-  mainstream classes, 
1 year Spanish for 
beginners and AP 
Spanish 

 

Ana and Mauricio were born in the U.S. because their mothers wanted to give 

them the rights and privileges of American citizenship. Once the children were born, their 

mothers took them back to Mexico where family support and employment made their 
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early childhood easier. In the case of Ana, her mother held a position as professor at 

“Tecnológico de Nogales” in Nogales, Sonora, Mexico at the time of the study, and her 

family enjoys a comfortable, middle-class life. Ana’ family and friends’ network is both 

in Nogales, Sonora, and Nogales, Arizona. She was schooled in Mexico until seventh 

grade and then moved to the U.S. where she attended 1 year of middle school and high 

school. From 8th to 9th grade she was enrolled in ESL courses. 

Mauricio lived in Mexico until the age of 7 and was enrolled in pre-K and 

kindergarden in Mexico. He did not speak English upon his return to the U.S.  In the 

U.S., he was enrolled in bilingual education from 1st to 5th grade where he was able to 

maintain and develop his literacy in Spanish while learning English. Mauricio had not 

taken any Spanish classes as a foreign, second or heritage language in high school. His 

German and English teachers referred him to the PLDP entrance exam because they were 

familiar with his extraordinary language skills in English, German, and French. Mauricio 

was the only participant who belonged to the Gifted and Talented Education (GATES) 

program. 

Mari, Gracia and Roberto were enrolled in bilingual education from kindergarten 

to fifth grade. After elementary school, these three students were mainstreamed into all 

English classes. Gracia described this transition as a little confusing but after a year she 

was able to follow all instruction and work in English. Mari and Roberto do not 

remember having any trouble during the transition from bilingual education to all-English 

instruction. Once in high school five students (Rogelio, Ana, Mari, Gracia, and Roberto) 

took subjects that contributed directly to the development of their Spanish skills. Mari, 
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Gracia, and Roberto are examples of families living in border societies because, although 

they were born and schooled only in the U.S., they frequently traveled to Mexico to visit 

relatives during the weekends and holidays, to see the doctor and dentist, and to buy 

medicine and other goods. These frequent visits to Mexico helped them to develop their 

Spanish language skills. The data point to the idea that the students schooled in the U.S. 

developed their Spanish literacy skills, at least initially, because of the institutional 

support in the form of bilingual education in elementary school. Each of the six students 

developed his/her Spanish and English language literacy in different ways because of 

different sociocultural histories which is consistent with research (Skutnabb-Kangas, 

2000; Skutnabb-Kangas & Toukomaa, 1976; Valdés, 1997, 2001) that bilingual 

children’s education and language proficiency are affected by variables such as time in 

the receiving-country, place of birth, generation number in their new country, and 

schooling in sending-country among others.  

3.10.3 Diglossic community. As a subgroup of the whole group, the six case study 

participants lived in a diglossic community in the U.S. (Fasold, 1984, see section 2.1 to 

read about a discussion on diglossia). The 6 case study participants like the 24 students in 

the whole group, lived in a geographical entity (Tucson, and Nogales, Arizona) where 2 

distinct groups co-exist. One is the majority group and speaks only English or the H-

language. The other group has less power in the society and speaks Spanish, the L-

language. The members of the group with less power live in immigrant enclaves in both 

cities and, depending on their generation and need to communicate with monolingual 

English-speakers, are more or less proficient in Spanish and English.  
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All the case study participants, except for Rogelio and Ana, had been enrolled in 

bilingual education in elementary school, spoke Spanish with their relatives, and with 

Spanish-speaking community members, and communicated in English in formal 

situations such as at school and work. Table 14 summarizes the two different uses of 

Spanish and English by the case study participants: 

 

Table 14. The Participants Diglossic Language Use  
  Interlocutors 

Student 
 

Parents Siblings Relatives Close Friends Teachers Boss 
Co- 

workers 
Rogelio  S S S S E/S NA NA 
Ana  S NA S S E NA NA 
Mauricio  S E/S S E/S E E E 
Mari  S E/S S E/S E/S NA NA 
Gracia  S S S E/S E E/S E/S 
Roberto  S/E E S E E E E/S 
 
Note. S=Spanish, E=English, NA= Not applicable. 
 

Table 14 shows that generally speaking the 6 case study participants used Spanish 

in informal situations with family and close friends than in formal situations such as at 

school and work with teachers, bosses and co-workers. However, as the table shows, 

even in formal situations like school and work there is some Spanish present but always 

along with English. Table 14 shows the 6 case study particpants’ use Spanish with their 

interactions with their parents. Roberto communicates with his parents mostly in English 

but also uses some Spanish, although, very seldom. This is not surprising since he is 

fourth-generation in the U.S. and is probably more comfortable speaking English. 

Roberto is also the only case study participant who uses only English to speak with his 
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sibling. The other 4 participants who have siblings use only Spanish, or English and 

Spanish. In the case of Rogelio, he is a first-generation student and the only language that 

everyone at home speaks comfortabley is Spanish. Gracia only speaks Spanish to her 

brother because that is the rule her parents imposed to include her mother –who speaks 

very little English- and to help both children learn Spanish fluently. In the case of Mari, 

she spoke only Spanish to her sister until very recently when her sister married a 

monolingual speaker of English. Mauricio prefers to speak English with his siblings but 

when his mother is present they all switch to Spanish so she won’t feel excluded.  

All 6 case study participants speak only Spanish to their relatives, a fact that may 

have helped them maintain their fluency in Spanish. This may have been especially 

important to Gracia and Roberto who are third and fourth-generation students and would 

be more likely to have shifted to using only English in all situations (Portes & Rumbaut, 

1996). 

All 6 case study participants speak Spanish with their close friends, except for 

Roberto who only speaks English with them which supports the idea that as a fourth-

generation student, he feels more comfortable in English. Rogelio and Ana whose first 

language is Spanish and who were schooled in Mexico at least until sixth grade, speak 

Spanish with their close friends. There is not doubt that this is the language which they 

use with more ease and makes them feel comfortable. Mauricio, Mari and Gracia use 

both languages to speak with their close friends which attest to the idea that they feel 

equally comfortable in both languages for social functions. 
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These children served as language brokers in their communities and probably 

improved their higher language registers through brokering (Dorner, Orellana & Jimenez, 

2008; Orellana, 2003; Santiago, 2003). Rogelio is an active member in the christian 

church where he likes to help those who only speak English or Spanish just like he was 

helped when he arrived to the U.S. Mari is also an active member of the Catholic parish 

near her home. The other 4 case study participants told me that they did not attend any 

church regularly, nor did they study any religious books in Spanish which indicates that 

they are not exposed to formal registers of Spanish or English in this venue but they 

language broker in other places.   

3.10.4 The six participants as language brokers.  I learned of the language brokering 

experiences of the case study participants from the Language History Questionnaire 

(Appendix A) and my individual interviews with each student. My focus on language 

brokers was to test their special abilities (Valdés, 2003; Valdés, Chávez & Angelelli, 

2003) and examine how these abilities transferred to their performance in the program. 

Table 15 shows the language brokering experiences of the case study participants.  

Rogelio.  As Table 15 shows, Rogelio began language brokering at the age of 16. He 

brokered for his mother, father, and other friends at church and at school. He performed 

sight translation of school communications and health-related documents like doctor’s 

notes and prescriptions. He reported that he used his bilingual skills the most at church 

helping the non-English-speaking youth to communicate with the English-speaking 

members of this church. Rogelio reported that he enjoyed language brokering because he 

wanted to help others and remembered people brokering for him when he first arrived in 
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the United States. Rogelio attends church services and activities in both languages but he 

prefers to go when the Spanish-speaking teenagers meet for activities on Tuesday nights. 

He told me in our interview that he read the Bible in English and in Spanish and 

sometimes explains the passages to Spanish-speaking teenage groups. Church is a place 

where Rogelio is able to practice higher registers of Spanish and English. 

 

Table 15. Language Brokering (LB) for the Case Study Participants 

Student 

Age 
beg
an 
LB 

People they help 
by LB Documents Situations 

Rogelio 16 family members,  friends, 
and community members 
at church 
 

bills, school 
communications 

church, supermarkets, 
stores 

Ana 14 family members bills, school 
communications, 

health related 
 

doctor or dentist offices, 
school functions 

Mauricio 7 family members 
and friends 

bills, school 
communications 
 health related 

doctor & dentist offices,  
school functions, co. reps. 
over the phone, notary 
offices 
 

Mari 
 
 

13 family members and 
members of the 
community at church 

school 
communications,  

product 
consumer 

information 
 

church, supermarkets, 
stores, 

Gracia 
 
 
 

10 family members, 
community 
members, and 
school officials 
 

bills, school 
communications,  

health related 
 
 

doctor & dentist offices,  
parent-teacher 
conferences 

Roberto 
 
 
 

12 community  
members 

dental 
documents 

stores, restaurants, dentist 
office 
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Ana. Table 15 shows that Ana began language brokering when she was 14 years old. She 

language brokered for her mother, grandmother, and other relatives. She performed sight 

translation of bills, school report cards, newsletters, and health-related documents such as 

doctors’ or dentists’ notes and prescriptions. Ana reported that she enjoyed language 

brokering because she liked to help people. 

Mauricio.  As shown on Table 15, Mauricio began language brokering at the age of 

seven. He language brokered for his parents and family friends. Mauricio also brokered at 

school, at his mother’s work, at health-related sites like hospitals and clinics; at social 

events like church events, at some parties, and at stores. For his family, he performed 

sight translation of documents such as bills, and telephone communications between 

company representatives and his mother or step-father, school reports of his brother and 

sister, and health-related documents such as doctor’s recommendations, and legal 

documents. Mauricio especially remembered helping his mother with all the documents 

that needed to be filled out and signed for his trip to Germany. He language brokered 

between his mother and his teacher and the notary who was getting his paper work ready 

for the trip. Mauricio reported that he liked to language broker when he understood what 

was being said.  

Mari. Mari had been language brokering since she was 13 years old, mostly for her 

mother, but also for non-English-speaking people at church, supermarkets, and stores. 

Mari reported sight translations of school report cards and notes, although she was 

embarrassed because of her poor grades at school. Mari also performed sight translation 
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of papers related to the products her mother was selling. Mari reported that she did not 

like language brokering, because it required too much work and sometimes she felt 

pressured by her mother, or the people, while she was brokering. She also became 

embarrassed when she did not interpret correctly, creating a misunderstanding. More than 

any other place, Mari has the opportunity to language broker at church. Her mother has 

been teaching catechism in Spanish for many years and enlists Mari’s help in teaching 

Spanish-speaking children about their faith. Mari herself has attended faith formation 

classess in her church for many years and some of the courses she has taken have been 

taught in Spanish. Mari indicated that she usually serves as a language broker for 

members of her church. In some instances, Spanish dominant children do not find space 

in the faith education Spanish classes so she helps these children go through the readings 

and the classes by translating or interpreting.  

Gracia. Table 15 shows that Gracia began brokering for her mother at the age of nine.  

Gracia reported that she did not broker often, but performed sight translations of bills, 

school reports, teachers’ notes, newsletters, health-related documents such as health 

history questionnaires and doctor’s recommendations. Gracia also helped teachers at 

school during parent-teacher conferences. She reported that she enjoyed language 

brokering because she knew she could help with her knowledge of languages, but 

sometimes got nervous fearing that she would not translate the message correctly.   

Roberto. Roberto had language brokered since the age of 12, but not for his family since 

they were all bilingual. He had helped children at school and different people at stores 

and restaurants. Roberto language brokered the most when he was 15 and 16 years old, 
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for two consecutive summers in Mexico. He interpreted for his aunt who was a dentist 

and had an office in Mexico, to communicate with American customers.  He reported that 

he would make the communication possible even when he did not know some dental 

terms because he would use posters and other objects to get the idea across between the 

dentist and her patients. Roberto received payment for performing this task, and reported 

that he really enjoyed this activity because it was fun, helpful, and it made him feel 

important in addition to the money he had made. 

3.10.5 The six participants’ Spanish and English language proficiency.  In addition to 

their different socioeconomic, sociocultural, and bilingual histories, I chose the students 

based on their results on the pre-tests, in-class performance in Spanish and English oral 

and written exercises, their positive attitude, and a general good behavior in class. The 

pre-tests allowed me to choose a student as a case study for each particular level of 

language proficiency in Spanish and English. The level I paid attention to in order to 

make my selection of case study participants is indicated in Table 16 by italics. In that 

sense, Rogelio is English low profiency and Mari is low proficiency is Spanish. Gracia is 

medium proficiency in Spanish and Roberto is medium proficiency in English. Ana is 

high proficiency in Spanish and Mauricio is high proficiency in English. The 

participants’ language proficiency in the other of their 2 languages is indicated but was 

not taken into account for my selection. Classifying the students initially according to 

proficiency levels allowed me to assess what effect the three-week program had on the 

students’ exit proficiency in each language. Table 16 shows the level of English and 

Spanish proficiency for the case study participants at the beginning of the program. 
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The varying proficiencies level in each of the participants’ two languages is 

related to their sociocultural and educational histories. Rogelio was schooled in Mexico 

until eighth grade at which point he immigrated to the U.S. with his family. In 9th and 10th 

grade he received ESL courses in high school and was transitioned to mainstream classes 

in 11th grade. Because an ELL requires a minimum of 7 years before he/she can learn in 

English (Collier, 1987; Ovando & McLaren, 1999), Rogelio was transitioned to 

mainstream classes with underdeveloped English skills.   

 

Table 16. Spanish and English Proficiency for the Case Study at the Beginning of the 
Program 

  Language proficiency 
level 

 
Student’s name  Spanish English 

Rogelio  Medium Low 
Ana  High Medium 
Mauricio  Med/high High 
Mari  Low Low 
Gracia  Medium High 
Roberto  Medium Medium 

 

Ana, the first generation in the U.S., had a higher proficiency level in Spanish 

because she received her elementary education in Mexico in Spanish, spoke Spanish at 

home, and took advanced high school courses in Spanish (in the U.S.).  

Mauricio was born in the U.S., but returned to Mexico shortly thereafter, and was 

schooled in Mexico for two years. When Mauricio returned to the U.S., he attended 

elementary school at the first grade level and was enrolled in bilingual education until 

fifth grade. Mauricio was then mainstreamed and received his education in English in all 
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subjects. Although Mauricio’s home language was Spanish, he had not taken any Spanish 

courses in high school. His education history helped him develop high levels of fluency 

and literacy in English, but prevented him from developing high literacy skills in 

Spanish. However, Mauricio is a fluent speaker of Spanish. I chose Mauricio because he 

demonstrated a high proficiency level in English in all areas, but a medium proficiency 

level in academic Spanish.   

Mari had a low proficiency level in both languages most likely because of her 

lack of knowledge of the higher registers in both languages. She was schooled in the U.S. 

in bilingual classes until 5th grade. Mari was transitioned to all English classes in middle 

school. In high school she took history courses in a bilingual class but did not do well 

during the first semester and dropped that class. Mari was not doing well at school in any 

subject and was thinking about enrolling in a charter school that would provide her with 

more personal attention. Mari told me that she had been referred to the school 

psychologist to be tested for any learning disability. She insisted that she was interested 

in studying but that she didn’ have the ability to do so.  After interviewing her I believe 

that her low pre-test results and poor performance in class are related to her poor 

academic abilities rather than her linguistic abilities because she is a fluent speaker of 

both languages. 

Gracia was born and grew up in the U.S. and was also schooled in this country. 

However, she was enrolled in bilingual education until fifth grade and then mainstreamed 

from sixth grade on where she used English as the medium of instruction in all the 

subjects. She also took three advanced courses in Spanish and spoke Spanish at home. 
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Her mean scores on pre-tests were above average in both languages, but were not the 

highest in the class. Her oral fluency was just slightly better in English than in Spanish. 

Gracia’s linguistic profile corresponds to a medium proficiency in Spanish, but a high 

proficiency in English. It is because of her schooling history and family practices that 

Gracia is a fluent speaker of both languages since she is a third-generation student. 

Roberto was born and schooled in the U.S., but would visit his family in Mexico 

every weekend. He was enrolled in bilingual education until fifth grade and then he was 

mainstreamed into regular classes where he studied all subjects in English. Roberto took 

two Spanish courses in high school. One of those courses was AP Spanish. Roberto is an 

example of a medium proficiency in both English and in Spanish. This is an amazing 

accomplishment because Roberto is a fourth-generation student. 

3.10.6 Formal agreement with the case studies.  The 24 students knew from the 

beginning that follow-up, individual interviews would take place 6 months after the end 

of the PLPD, and that some students would be invited to participate. I invited six 

students, three female and three male, to participate in my case study interviews to 

explore how the six case study students understood their participation in the PLDP. All 

six students volunteered to participate in the interview and received no additional 

payment.  

Part II Description of the PLPD and Methods 

 Part II describes the program and the methods I utilized in this study. The goal of 

Part II is to demonstrate the potential of the additive model, using interpretation and 

translation to improve students’ English/Spanish academic proficiency. First, I discuss 
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the additive qualities of the program. Second, I describe the mixed method utilized in this 

study. Third, I examine the pre-and post-tests, their formats, their specific goals, and the 

program exercises that served to achieve these goals.   

3.11 Description of the Program 

The Professional Language Development Program (PLDP) is an annual 3-week 

long, intensive summer course developed by the National Center for Interpretation at the 

University of Arizona in 1999 by Dr. Roseann Dueñas González (2006). González 

designed the program to advance Spanish-speaking bilinguals’ access to postsecondary 

education and to enable them to succeed in academia. González developed the program 

on the premise that bilingual students possess powerful and underutilized linguistic and 

cultural skills that, when put to use, increase the motivation and the abilities necessary to 

pursue higher education. The basic hypothesis behind the PLDP is that training in 

interpretation and translation improves students’ academic language proficiency in both 

languages and encourages critical thinking thereby enabling good academic performance.  

3.11.1 The additive model of PLDP.  The PLDP program implements an additive model 

of language development, because it uses Spanish as a resource in the education of 

Spanish/English bilinguals and fosters bilingual and bicultural academic development in 

both languages (Baker, 2001; Cummins, 2000; González, 2006; Thomas & Collier, 

1999). The instructional language is Spanish and English, respectively, depending on the 

subject or source language of a document or a source message. The curriculum taps into 

the knowledge of students by providing them with real-life situations that force them to 

access the higher registers of both languages. Bilingual immigrants usually lack these 
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opportunities for language development (Colombi & Roca, 2003; Valdés, 1997). The 

program, therefore, is designed to help Spanish/English bilingual children appreciate the 

potential they have as students, the benefits of their native language, and the 

opportunities they have by virtue of being bilingual and bicultural (González, 2006). 

3.11.2 The curriculum of the PLDP.  The curriculum of the program offers a myriad of 

opportunities for the bilingual participants to engage in learning professional content in 

the fields of court and medical translation and interpretation, and to improve their 

linguistic skills as well as to broaden their cultural knowledge. The curriculum and 

materials development were supported by a FIPSE grant (Funds for the Improvement of 

Post Secondary Education through the U.S. Department of Education), and designed by 

González and other interpreting experts at the National Center for Translation, Testing, 

Research and Policy in 2006. The instructional material included writing and translation 

labs, language lessons, consecutive and simultaneous interpretation labs, as well as in the 

professional development lectures designed for the Agnese Haury Summer Institute, with 

special preparatory workshops and lectures at the PLDP. The following sections will 

describe in detail the PLDP instructional material. 

3.11.2.1 Translation and interpretation practice. Students engaged in translation 

practice throughout the PLDP program in 12 sessions called translation and language 

labs. During these sessions, the students learned to read texts for comprehension and 

were forced to use their cultural and contextual knowledge to grasp the pragmatic and 

discursive content of the source text (ST). Once they understood the ST, students were 

trained to search in their lexical knowledge (Kroll, 1993) or in resources such as 
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dictionaries, thesauruses, and glossaries for the best words to write the target text (TT). 

Students exercised writing the translations following the target language writing 

conventions (Colina, 2006). The steps in a translation process include the following.  

1. Read the translation completely for understanding  

2. Read the translation brief: this is the set of instructions like, purpose of the 

translation, translation source and target (time, place, audience) (Colina, 2003) 

3. Read the translation again looking for minimum translation units and parsing 

the source text. This step was also used to identify problem areas such as difficult to 

understand phrases or words 

 4. Get resources to help you with the problem areas: these resources were 

dictionaries, the internet, thesauruses, glossaries and classmates 

5. Write the actual translation or target text 

6. Edit the translation  

7. Present the translation to the class.  

Students learned that the steps involved in a translation were not linear and that it 

was not uncommon to re-read the translation and to get more resources than initially 

anticipated. The students translated texts from different content areas (history, science, 

medicine, law) and for different purposes (advertisement, information, persuasion). They 

translated texts in pairs and the two instructors were available to answer questions. After 

the completion of the translation, each group wrote the translation on the blackboard to 

share its knowledge with other classmates. This exchange of knowledge gave students the 
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opportunity to review the translation process covered in class, to increase their 

grammatical understanding, and to build their higher register of both languages.  

3.11.2.2 Writing labs. Students reviewed the basic principles of composition in Spanish 

and English in 10 writing labs. The topics of written exercises included a definition of 

simple or compound sentences, and more advanced topics such as cohesion and 

coherence of the whole composition. From the area of mechanics and usage, the lab 

covered the differences between Spanish and English punctuation, the use of the passive 

voice, the preterit, imperfect verb forms, and the use of gerunds. In the area of Spanish 

grammar, the topics covered were accentuation rules, the use of “v” and “b,” verbs that 

required orthographic changes when conjugated, preterit vs. imperfect verbs, the change 

in meaning between verbs in the preterit and the imperfect tenses, compound tenses in the 

indicate mode, perfect tenses, and homophones with different meanings. Topics that 

covered similarities and differences between Spanish and English included false 

cognates, the polysemy of prepositional phrases, and idiomatic expressions.  

One session of the writing lab was devoted to the writing of a résumé. The goal of 

this lab was to teach the students how to prepare and submit an application to a college or 

university undergraduate program. This exercise was included to get students to think 

about their accomplishments and the application process for college admission. The 

seminar also was to encourage the students to think about their time in the future and to 

consider activities that would be beneficial to them in preparation for college and adult 

life.  
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3.11.2.3 Language use and writing labs. Language was especially emphasized in four 

language and grammar lessons in which the participants studied grammatical features of 

Spanish and English that researchers have found are difficult for language users who 

have limited access to the formal registers of a language. The lessons on prescriptive 

grammar (Villa, 1997) were designed to cover the use of cognates, false cognates, preterit 

versus imperfect verb forms, prepositional phrases, and the rules for the use of Spanish 

“acentos.” However, these topics were not studied out of context. Rather, students were 

given an authentic text, a book chapter, a brochure, a song, or other written material that 

contained the structures to be learned, in which they identified the different grammar 

points emphasized in a given lesson. Each lesson consisted of a quick review of each 

topic, followed by a series of written exercises. All written exercises were performed in 

pairs or in groups of three in order to facilitate the exchange of ideas and to enhance 

learning (Lave & Wenger, 1991). These exercises included examining a tourist brochure 

on the leaning tower of Pisa; writing a letter to your classmates describing yourself; 

“Travelers’ tales,” or funny translations found around the world; the “Cueva de los 

peces” restaurant brochure along with a poor translation of it; and the “Gracias a la vida” 

poem and song. 

In group exercises, the students helped each other by sharing explanations and 

solving difficult problems together. This was done so that, the knowledge of each 

member of the group could become the shared knowledge of the whole group (Lave & 

Wenger, 1991; Wink & Putney, 2002). At the end of each written exercise, the group 

discussed all their answers and the instructors wrote the correct answers on the 



  
 
                                                                                                                                          173

blackboard. The objective of the follow-up discussions was to continue sharing 

knowledge and clarifying information. I facilitated each discussion by providing 

additional exercises, responding to questions from students, confirming the students’ 

knowledge, and extending knowledge, and scaffolding when necessary (see Appendix E 

for a sample lesson). 

3.11.2.4 Exposure to the higher registers of language, and colloquial and slang 

terminology. As an additive method of teaching, the program utilized exercises that 

exposed the students to the higher or more formal language registers in real-life 

situations. I assumed, based on the literature, that heritage language learnears have 

limited access to formal registers in Spanish. However, there are 2 socioliguistic studies 

carried out in the greater Tucson that indicate that to certain extent, the Spanish-speaking 

population in this city does indeed have access to more formal registers of the language 

through the media, schools and religious institutions (Jaramillo, 1995) and that this 

exposure is reflected in linguistic variation across registers in the oral production of 

Spanish speakers who are either heritage or second language speakers (Sánchez-Muñoz, 

2007). 

 In order to help students develop the formal registers of Spanish and English, 

during the 3-week program, students attended a series of lectures aimed at improving 

their understanding of relevant content for professional medical and court interpreters. 

These lectures were part of the curriculum in the Agnes Haury Summer Institute for 

Court Interpreting held at the University of Arizona every July. The participants took part 
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in the same lectures as professionals in the area. The professional lectures covered topics 

of physiology/anatomy, forensic pathology, and weaponry.  

3.11.2.5 Professional lectures at the Agnese Haury Institute-anatomy, medical 

interpreting, and court interpreting.   Before every professional lecture, the PLDP 

participants received a forecast in terms of content, vocabulary, and scope of the talk. 

During the preparation, students used both languages to read, write, listen, and speak 

about each content area (González, 2006). For example, in preparation for the 

physiology/anatomy lecture, students read about the parts of the human body. The 

students worked in pairs, writing about each others’ body components, and giving a 

presentation to their classmates. In this exercise, the participants practiced linguistic and 

cognitive skills, by acquiring basic anatomy and physiology vocabulary and content 

knowledge. This vocabulary knowledge helped them follow the talk, and the answers to 

the questions posed to the speaker after the lecture. At the end of the lecture, I provided a 

question and answer review of the content of the lecture, in order to reinforce the 

students’ knowledge on the topic. This provided the students more opportunities to use 

the specialized oral and written language of each field. 

3.11.2.6 Visit to the Juvenile Court. The PLDP coursework also included a visit to a 

juvenile court in session to experience a real setting of court interpreters. During the visit, 

the students observed a professional interpreter in a court case. After the court session, 

the participants talked to the judge, and visited the facilities where juvenile detainees 

were held. Learning about court interpreting sparked a discussion in class about dropouts 

in school and law breaking, both activities more common among the immigrant bilingual 
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minorities living in the U.S. than the majority English-speaking group (Suárez-Orozco & 

Suárez-Orozco, 1995). The students also talked about court interpreting as a career which 

they could pursue as students enrolled in the Undergraduate Major in Interpretation and 

Translation (UMIT), at the University of Arizona. 

3.11.2.7 Court interpreter’s interview session. A visit of a professional, federally 

certified court interpreter, to the PLDP program reinforced the students’ knowledge about 

court interpreting as a profession. In anticipation of the visit, each student prepared 10 

questions about the profession and the required qualifications for becoming an interpreter 

(AppendixM). The students worked in groups of three and selected 5 out of 30 questions, 

which each group posed to the guest speaker. The court interpreter’s visit and the 

questions and answers session lasted 50 minutes. 

3.11.2.8 Movie subtitling. During the PLDP, two hours were devoted to the basic 

principles of movie subtitling. A short review of the basics of translation for movie 

subtitles was followed by an exercise in subtitling. During the subtitling workshop, very 

basic and general considerations were presented to the students in a 20-minute mini 

lecture in English (Appendix N). The points covered during this lecture were: 

1. Subtitling as a form of gist translation (A less-than-perfect translation 

performed by machine or automatic translation). 

2. Working in a written medium. Under very tight constraints of time and space, 

the translator wants to produce a target text that, within reason, hints at some 

of the characteristics of the oral style of the source text.  
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3. Keeping the oral style of the source text. The translator must understand 

features of social register, dialect, and sociolect (a social dialect).  

The mini lecture included information on: the length and duration of subtitles on 

the screen; communication channels as part of the film (verbal auditory in the form of 

lyrics and background noises); non-verbal auditory channels (music and sound effects); 

verbal visual channels (written signs); and nonverbal visual channels (picture 

composition and flow) (Hervey, Higgins & Haywood, 1995).   

 The mini lecture was followed by a subtitling exercise based on the movie 

“Shrek.” I gave the students the printed dialogue of a scene and they translated the scene 

from English into Spanish. As part of the translation/subtitling brief, I told the students 

that the subtitles would appear in the movie “Shrek” distributed in Mexico, for a Mexican 

audience that included children. This task required the students to interpret the jokes from 

the source text into the target text. This was only possible if the students made use of 

their cultural knowledge, Mexican sense of humor, and linguistic knowledge of both 

American English and Mexican Spanish. 

3.11.2.9 University of Arizona recruitment lecture. Finally, a University of Arizona 

Admissions Office guest speaker visited the PLDP class, and gave a presentation on the 

potential the PLDP students had for attending college. PLDP participants learned how to 

apply for scholarships, and how to prepare for their application process. Participants 

received a packet with application information.   
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3.12 The PLDP 2006 

I began this study with the assumption that bilingualism and biculturalism are 

resources (González & Levy, 2003; Ruiz, 1984; Valdés, 2003) that can help bilingual 

students succeed in school and life. Unfortunately, because bilingualism in the U.S. is not 

considered an asset (Lippi-Green, 2003; Skutnabb-Kangas, 2000), at the beginning of the 

program, the participants did not understand that their languages and cultures are 

resources they can utilize as cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1992) to succeed academically 

and socioeconomically. The students in this program were exposed for the first time to 

the fundamental role of their heritage language and culture as catalysts in academic and 

personal growth. I was very passionate about this program because it challenges 

Spanish/English bilingual students to explore the potential of their two languages and 

cultures.  

3.13 The PLDP Curriculum Supplemented:  

The Academic Vocabulary Workshops and the Three Vocabulary Tests 

My contribution to the PLDP was to supplement its curriculum with the explicit 

teaching of academic vocabulary. The reason behind this inclusion was minority 

language learners need to be acquainted with this vocabulary in order to be successful in 

higher education (Corson, 1997; Cummins, 2009; Nation, 2005) 

 The reason behind explicitly teaching academic vocabulary was two-fold: For 

less frequent vocabulary like the one found in written discourse like college textbooks 

(The Brown Corpus, Kucera & Francis, 1967) direct, explicit instruction is recommended 

(Corson, 1997; Laufer, 2003; Nation, 2001). Implicit vocabulary learning, like through 
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reading academic texts, is time consuming and the PLDP is only a three week program 

(Laufer, 2003, 2005a). 

3.13.1 Vocabulary workshops. The three academic vocabulary workshops were 

especially designed to familiarize the participants with the vocabulary of the academic 

registers of both languages. I selected the words for the vocabulary workshops from 

Sublist #1, and Sublist # 2 (Nation, 2001), which contain the most frequent lexical items 

in the Headwords of The Academic Word List (Coxhead, 1998) (Appendix F). 

Vocabulary exercises with a particular stress on cognates allowed me to test scholarly 

findings that indicate that speakers of Spanish recognize words in English using their 

knowledge of Spanish, by virtue of the semantic and morphological overlap of words in 

both languages (Bravo, Hiebert, & Pearson, 2007; Martínez-Roldán, Fránquiz, 2009; 

Nagy, García, Durgunoğlu, & Hancin-Bhatt, 1993). This understanding of cognate 

academic words gives bilingual students an advantage in the academic sphere through 

their heritage language (Martínez-Roldán & Fránquiz, 2009). 

The vocabulary workshops consisted of exercises aimed at vocabulary building. For 

these workshops, I appropriated Nation’s (1990, 1991, & 2001) ideas for vocabulary 

learning. 

1. Working with target words in the translation sentences (Appendix G). Students 

translated sentences and short texts in their first language. The target vocabulary 

words were provided. 
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2. Reading and sentence completion exercises (Appendix H). Students read a text 

and then completed the other text using the words from the first text, but with a 

different inflected or derived form. 

3. Paraphrasing exercises (Appendix I). In this technique, learners read sentences 

that they had to re-express using a target word which was provided for them in a 

word bank.  

4. Working with second-hand cloze exercises (Appendix I). Pre-reading and 

translation were linked in this technique (Laufer & Osimo, 1991). In this exercise, 

students placed previously taught English words into gaps in a new text in 

English, which summarized the content of a previously studied text. The students 

also were provided a list of Spanish words to fill the gaps, so they could translate 

these words into the appropriate English words. 

5. Writing with the “dicto-comp” (Nation, 1991; Appendix K). The “dicto-comp” is 

a simple technique for guided compositions. This technique facilitates 

intermediate activities between completely controlled writing exercises and 

completely free compositions. Students listened to a text three times and then 

wrote it from memory. They were encouraged to use target words that had been 

written on the blackboard. After they completed their assignment, working in 

pairs, students reconstructed a final draft which they presented to their classmates 

by writing it on the board. 

6. Guided semantic mapping (Appendix L). Students and the instructors developed a 

semantic map of a topic, for example “Constructing skyscrapers.” At the 
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beginning of the exercise, I introduced several target words and put them on the 

map, closely discussing these words with the students. In pairs or groups of three, 

the students used most of the words from the semantic map to write a text.  

The vocabulary workshops described above helped the participants learn the 

material in the three vocabulary tests and with an emphasis of the acquisition of academic 

words. During the vocabulary workshops, I translated the target words from English to 

Spanish in order to point out the semantic and morphological similarities of these words 

in both languages. I always stressed that these words were cognates in Spanish and 

English, and that most of them derived from Greco-Latin roots that are common to both 

languages. I also pointed out that the higher frequency academic words in Spanish are 

derived from Latin.  

In order to test the hypothesis that explicit teaching of academic vocabulary 

improves students’ acquisition of this type of vocabulary 3 vocabulary tests were 

developed. These three tests are described in the following section. 

3.13.2 The Overall Vocabulary Test, the Academic Vocabulary Test, and the 10,000-

Word-Level Test.Vocabulary knowledge was tested on the pre- and post-test 

appropriating the Vocabulary Levels Test developed by Nation (1983, 1990), later 

improved by Schmitt, Schmitt, and Clapham (2001; see the Academic Vocabulary test on 

Appendix B). The Vocabulary Levels test consists of five sections, each referring to a 

particular vocabulary level: 2,000; 3,000; 5,000; academic; and 10,000 word level. For 

the Academic Vocabulary Test, I increased the number of items from 30 to 75, and from 

60 to 150 words, because evaluating academic vocabulary knowledge was a major goal 
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of my research. For the 90 additional words, I provided high frequency academic words 

from Coxhead’s (1998) The Academic Word List. Most of these 90 additional words are 

cognates in English and Spanish.  Coxhead developed The Academic Word List by 

analyzing different academic reading texts and classifying their words into high 

frequency academic words, technical words, and low frequency academic words 

(Appendix F). In the vocabulary tests five words were presented to the students and three 

definitions. Only three of the words corresponded to the three definitions provided, and 

there were two words that were distractors. Therefore, only three of the words could be 

used to answer correctly the definitions provided. The following is an example which 

contains 3 items, out of the total of 75 in this test. There are 5 words or choices, out of a 

total of 150 from the Academic Vocabulary Test. 

a. parallel 
b. ethnic 
c. intermediate  ________ secondary; inferior 
d. qualitative  ________ not regulated by fixed rule or law 
e. subordinate  ________ of lines or planes never intersecting 
f. arbitrary 
 

 In the example above, the correct answers are (e.)subordinate = secondary; 

inferior. (f.) arbitrary = not regulated by fixed rule or law; and (a.) parallel = of lines or 

planes never intersecting. Letters (b.) ethnic, and (c.) intermediate were the two 

distractors.   

 In all other sections, 2,000; 3,000; 5,000; and 10,000 level, I kept the original 30 

items and 60 words. I was specifically interested in evaluating the acquisition of 

academic vocabulary and low frequency words from the 10,000 word level section; 
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therefore, for the statistical analysis of the vocabulary words, I compared the pre- and 

post-mean results for the Overall Vocabulary Test, the Academic Vocabulary Test, and 

the 10,000 Word Level Test.  

3.14 Research Questions 

 The present study set out to answer the following questions: Does the language 

proficiency of the PLDP participants change, as indexed by a battery of nine tests they 

took before and after the PLDP? Each of the nine tests then answers one of the research 

questions below: 

1. Do the students improve their translation proficiency from English to Spanish? 

2. Do the students improve their translation proficiency from Spanish to English? 

3. Do the students improve their writing skills in English composition? 

4. Do the students improve their writing skills in Spanish composition? 

5. Do the students improve their academic language proficiency in English and 

Spanish? 

6. Do the students improve their overall academic vocabulary knowledge? 

7. Do the students improve their academic vocabulary knowledge? 

8. Do the students improve their 10,000 word level vocabulary knowledge? 

9. Do the students improve their consecutive interpretation skills? 

For the qualitative part of the study, my aim was to explore the students’ 

perceptions of their participation in the PLDP.  I was interested in examining what the 

PLDP participants had learned in this intensive translation and interpreting program that 

has been designed to benefit them academically, professionally and personally. 
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3.15 Mixed Methods Research Design 

 Given the nature of the research questions in the present study, I utilized a mixed-

methods research design. Mixed-method research focuses on collecting, analyzing, and 

mixing both quantitative and qualitative data in a single study. Central to this method is 

the belief that the combination of quantitative and qualitative approaches provides better 

answers than either approach alone (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007). Scholars critique 

quantitative research methods for not including the context in which researched 

participants act; thus, providing only a limited explanation of the examined human 

behavior without the participants’ voices to be heard (Merriam, 1998). Qualitative 

research, on the other hand, scholars perceive as weak in providing answers to a problem 

because of personal interpretations and the difficulty in generalizing findings (Creswell, 

2003).  

3.15.1 Quantitative analysis.  I analyzed the quantitative data collected from the 

Language History Questionnaire using the statistical software SPSS 15.0, and during the 

pre- and post-test: the English to Spanish Translation Test, the Spanish to English 

Translation Test, the English Composition Test; the Spanish Composition Test, the 

Academic Language Proficiency Test, an Overall Vocabulary Test, the Academic 

Vocabulary Test, and the 10,000 Word Level Test. Since I was interested in whether 

there was a difference in means between the pre- and post-test, this is a two-tailed test. I 

used a repeated-measure, two-tail t-test for the first part of the analysis, and Cohen’s d 

and the effect-size measure to give relative strength of relationship between two variables 

in a statistical population.  
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3.15.2 Qualitative analysis.  Creswell (2007) has indicated that qualitative data analysis 

primarily entails classifying things, persons, and events, and the features that characterize 

them. Data analysis is a process of indexing or coding data using as many categories or 

topics as possible. The purpose of a qualitative researcher is to identify and describe 

patterns and themes from the participants’ perspectives, and to understand and explain 

these patterns and themes. In this study, taped interviews were transcribed first. The data 

were organized by themes or topics, and reviewed repeatedly and continually (Merriam, 

2009). 

In her definition of a case study, Merriam (1988, p. 21) has written, “A qualitative 

case study is an intensive, holistic, description and analysis of a single instance, 

phenomenon, or social unit.” The most defining characteristic of a case study is that it is a 

bounded entity, that can be studied separated from its context; but, it needs to be 

understood in action in its context (Merriam, 2009). A case study is an “instance drawn 

from a class” (Adelman, Jenkins, & Kemmins, 1983) and “a complex, specific 

functioning thing” (Stake, 1995, p. 2). This bounded entity is chosen for study because it 

represents an instance of concern, an issue or hypothesis. 

The case study does not possess a specific method for data collection or analysis. 

All methods for data collection can be utilized, but the end product should be a 

description of the bounded entity and its context. Thus case study method is defined by 

an interest in discovery, insight, and interpretation of a certain phenomenon, rather than 

hypothesis testing. The purpose of examining the case study is to arrive at an 

understanding of the properties of the class to which the case study participants belong. 
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In regard to my case study, I was interested in exploring how the students perceived their 

participation in the PLDP, and what, if anything, they appropriated from their experience 

that might have made an impact on their academic and personal lives. 

Qualitative case studies are particularistic, because they focus on a specific 

situation, event, program, or phenomenon; they are descriptive because their product is a 

“rich, thick description of the phenomenon under study” (Merriam, 1998, p. 29); and they 

are heuristic because they shed light on the reader’s understanding of the phenomenon 

under study. Given all these characteristics of case studies, I was able to construct six 

portraits (Lightfoot, 1983) of the students participating in the PLDP, by describing these 

students’ socioeconomic and cultural framework and their participation in this intensive 

language program. These portraits helped me to provide an insight into the processes of 

PLDP from the participants’ perspective. In other words, this study describes these 

participants in context, provides an analysis of the processes and outcomes involved in 

action, and offers a discovery of the participants’ experiences (Merriam, 2009; Patton, 

2002). 

I transcribed and analyzed the qualitative data collected from the 

phenomenological interviews with the students, their high school language teachers, and 

the PLDP instructors to find themes or topics that would address the participants’ view of 

their experiences in the PLDP. I focused on themes and topics that would address 

experiences common to the six case study participants.  

The qualitative research paradigm has its roots in cultural anthropology and 

American sociology (Creswell, 1994). It has been utilized by educational researchers 
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since the 1980s (Borg & Gall, 1989). The intent of qualitative research is to understand a 

particular social situation, event, role, group, or interaction (Merriam, 2009). It is largely 

an investigative process, in which the researcher gradually makes sense of the social 

phenomenon, by contrasting, comparing, replicating, cataloguing, and classifying the 

object of study (Creswell, 2007). Merriam (1998) has indicated that this investigation 

entails immersion in the everyday life of the setting chosen for the study; the researcher 

enters the participants’ world and, through ongoing interaction, seeks the participants’ 

perspectives and meanings.    

3.15.3 Case study interviews. With each of the case study students, I conducted 

phenomenologically based interviews, developed by Seidman (1998). Seidman’s (1998) 

interview model is theoretically grounded in phenomenology. The philosophy behind this 

method is the belief that the meaning people attach to an experience influences that 

experience’s outcome. In this type of interviewing, the interviewer uses primarily open-

ended questions in order to build upon and explore the participants’ responses to the 

questions. The ultimate goal of the interviews was to allow the participants to reconstruct 

their experiences in the PLDP from their own perspectives. In these interviews, no 

preconceived notions, expectations, or frameworks guided me as the researcher, because I 

collected data in accordance with the theoretical tenets of phenomenology (Field & 

Morse, 1985) which dictate an understanding of an event from the eyes of the 

participants. However, I had prepared a list of questions in order to help the students 

focus on their experiences if they diverted from the topic (Appendix D). I interviewed in 
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a similar manner the students’ high school language teachers, and PLDP instructors in 

order to learn about the students’ performance in different settings.  

With each case study participant, I conducted a semi-structured, three-part, 

phenomenologically based interview (Seidman, 1998) in order to corroborate and acquire 

more information about them (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Marshall & Rossman, 2006). 

The first part of the interview established the context of the participant’s experience. This 

was also the time when background information about the participant was collected. The 

participant was asked to reconstruct his/her early experiences with family, schools, 

friends, neighborhood, and co-workers as far back as possible. The overarching question 

was “How did you become a student in the program?”  The “how” was to encourage the 

participants to reconstruct a range of constitutive past events that brought them to the 

program. These reconstructed experiences created the context for the PLDP course in the 

students’ lives.  

The second part of the interview allowed the participant to reconstruct his/her 

experience in the PLDP program. The participant responded to the question “What 

exactly did you do at the PLDP?” The question was designed to encourage the 

interviewed student to report what he/she actually experienced rather than asking him/her 

to share an opinion about the program. Other questions addressed the student’s 

relationship with classmates and the instructors in the PLDP. 

The third part of the interview focused on each participant’s reflection on the 

meaning of his/her experience in the PLDP. More specifically, in this part of the 

interview the student was compelled to address the intellectual and emotional 
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connections between his/her experience in the PLDP program and his/her future life. One 

of the open-ended questions was “Given the experiences before taking part of the PLDP, 

how do you make sense of it? What does it mean to you now?” Another question was 

“Given what you have reconstructed at the beginning of the interview, where do you see 

yourself going from here?”  

Answering these questions, the participants were forced to look back at the events 

that brought them to the PLDP. It is the reconstruction of these past experiences, and 

their detailed analysis, that established the foundation for the students’ reflections upon 

the future. The effectiveness of the third part of the interview depended on the first two 

parts’ successful recreation of the students’ experiences. If meaning is created by putting 

experience into language (Vygotsky, 1987), by reconstructing the past and the present in 

my interviews, the participants were able to create a personal meaning of their 

experiences.  

Although each of the 3 interviews that Seidman recommends, in general, should 

last 90 minutes, in this study, each student’s interview lasted around 60 minutes and was 

reduced to one interview only. The decision to shorten the time of the interviews and the 

3 interviews to only one meeting with the case study participants was determined by the 

age of the participants and the length of the program. According to Seidman (1998), 

younger participants usually do better in shorter interviews. Seidman (1998) also 

recommends spacing out the interviews between three days and a week. During a 3-week 

program, therefore, one interview with participants was sufficient.  
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3.16 The Pre- and Post-Tests 

  I assessed the students’ performances in the program by examining the nine tests 

that students took before the beginning and after the end of the program, without aid of 

dictionaries or any other resources. The nine tests were: the Spanish to English 

Translation Test; the English to Spanish Translation Test; the English Composition Test, 

the Spanish Composition Test, the Academic Language Proficiency Test, the Overall 

Vocabulary Test, the Academic Vocabulary Test, the 10,000 Word Level Test, and the 

Consecutive Interpretation Test. Six of the tests—the two translations, the two 

compositions, the Academic Language Proficiency Test, and the Consecutive 

Interpretation Test—were developed by González (2006) for the PLDP. I appropriated 

these tests for the purpose of my research. I describe each of these 6 tests in the following 

section.  

In addition, I adapted the Vocabulary Levels Test (Nation, 1983; Schmitt, Schmitt 

& Clapham, 2001) which I described in detail in section 3.4.2 to test vocabulary 

acquisition because vocabulary learning was of specific interest in this study.  

3.16.1 The pre-and post-Translation Tests.  There were 2 translation tests before the 

commencement and after the culmination of the program: the Spanish to English 

Translation Test and the English to Spanish Translation Test. On the pre- and post-

English to Spanish Translation Test, the students translated a text of 90 words titled 

“How Americans Take Vacations to Improve Their Health.”  On the pre- and post-

Spanish to English Translation Test, the students translated a text of 90 words which was 

a legal document on a payment notice. The goal of the translations was to assess the 
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students’ communicative translation competence (Kiraly, 1990). The translations were 

evaluated based on a holistic scale ranging from 1 (a poor translation) to 5 (an excellent 

translation). I described this rubric and the scoring process in detail in section 3.17 of this 

chapter.  

3.16.2 The pre-and post-Composition Tests.  The 2 composition tests’ topics were 

chosen to refer to real-life situations which required knowledge of the higher registers in 

both languages. On the pre-and post-Spanish Composition Test, the participants wrote an 

expository letter using all writing conventions for a letter in Spanish. On the pre-and 

post-English Composition Test, students compared and contrasted two approaches to 

playing sports. I assigned these two compositions with a focus on the use of higher 

language registers to test the participants’ communicative competences in Spanish and 

English (Bachman, 1990).  

3.16.3 The pre-and post-Academic Language Proficiency Test.The goal of the 

Academic Language Proficiency Test was to measure the impact of T&I, Spanish-

English curriculum on CALP (Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency) in both 

languages. The test consisted of 75 items divided into 2 sections. The first section 

assessed language use, translation, vocabulary, and grammar in English and Spanish. The 

second section assessed academic reading comprehension in English and Spanish. For 

example, the part that covered grammar and translation presented a sentence in English 

and its translation in Spanish with a missing part. The translation was followed by 4 

choices and only one of them would complete the translated sentence correctly. The 

following example illustrates the grammar and translation items. 
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Were you at the hospital all night? 

¿____________ Ud. en el hospital toda la noche? 

(a) Estaba 

(b) Estuvo 

(c) Había estado 

(d) Hubiera estado 

In the preceeding example the answer that correctly completes the translation into 

Spanish is (b) which corresponds to the verb “estar” in the preterit of the indicative.  The 

items used to assess vocabulary knowledge presented a sentence that contained an 

underlined academic word in English or in Spanish. There were four choices available 

but only one matched the meaning of the academic word in the sentence. The following is 

an example of a vocabulary item. 

The teachers’s callous comments on the students’ performance was known 

to everyone. 

(a) sarcastic 

(b) insensitive 

(c) witty 

(d) hapless 

In the previous example, (b) best corresponds to the meaning of the word callous 

in the sentence. The items assessing vocabulary and orthographic/grammatical 

knowledge presented one sentence, in English or Spanish, each with 2 blanks. There were 

four pairs of words presented to the test taker but only one of those paris would correctly 
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fill in the blanks. The following is an example of vocabulary and 

orthographic/grammatical item. 

The high school _________________ told the students that their behavior 

had adversely _____________ the school environment. 

(a) principle, affected 

(b) principal, effected 

(c) principle, effected 

(d) principal, affected 

 

In the previous example, the answer is (d) because the first blank corresponds to 

the meaning of “principal” which is “school director” and the second blank corresponds 

to the meaning of “to impact.”  The second section consisted of two passages in English 

and two passages in Spanish to test reading comprehension in each of the two languages. 

The first passage in English consisted of four paragraphs of 450 words in total. The 

reading was about international free trade, and was followed by four multiple choice 

questions. The second passage in English consisted of six paragraphs of 650 words. It 

was about uncovering the secrets of spider silk, and was followed by four multiple choice 

questions.  

The first passage in Spanish was about los multiples usos del periódico (the 

multiple uses of newspapers), comprised five paragraphs of 300 words in total, and was 

followed by four multiple choice questions. The second and final passage in Spanish was 

about la construcción y planeación de ciudades (constructing and planning cities), 
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consisted of three paragraphs of about 300 words, and was also followed by three 

multiple choice questions.  

3.16.4 The pre and post-Consecutive Interpretation Test. The test was taken by each 

of the 24 participants individually and it is part of a set of 3 oral tests that included 1 

simultaneous interpretation test and 1 sight translation test. From this set of 3 oral tests 

only the consecutive interpretation test was used for my study. The consecutive 

interpretation test consisted of a pre-recorded dialogue between a monolingual, English-

speaking lawyer and a monolingual, Spanish-speaking witness. In the dialogue the lawyer 

is asking a series of questions about a legal case in open court. After each question and 

each answer the test taker is given a brief period of time for his oral interpretation of the 

questions and answers. The range of language used in legal proceedings varies from very 

formal registers or legal language to very colloquial or informal registers that are part of 

the argots of the barrio (González, Vásquez & Mikkelson, 1991). During the 

“interpreter” rendition of the questions and answers the test administrator/proctor is 

recording the errors the “interpreter” makes. In this particular consecutive interpretation 

test there are 25 specific words or phrases that the test administrator is listening for. An 

example of a specific item that is either couted as right or wrong is the word “record” 

which in legal proceedings is interpreted in Spanish as “el acta” “las actas” or “actas.” 

The dialogue goes as follows: 

Lawyers: Could you state your name for the record, please? 
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Intepreter: (silence in the recording to allow for the rendition of the question 

which should contain one of the three options listed above and could go like this) 

“¿Podría decir su nombre para que conste en el acta, por favor? 

Witness: Me llamo María Roldán. 

Intepreter: My name is María Roldán. 

3.17 Scoring Methods for Each of the Nine Tests 

In general, the battery of 9 administered as pre- and pot- tests for this study can be 

grouped into three different scoring methods based on the scale used to score the tests. 

The first group constains the 2 translation tests and the 2 composition tests. The second 

group encompasses the Academic Proficiency Language Test, and the 3 vocabulary tests. 

The last exam in this battery of 9 is the Consecutive Interpretation Test. This test was 

scored on a scale from 0 to 25 errors. Each one of the three scoring procedures are 

explained in the following sections. 

 3.17.1 Scoring methods for translations and compositions. The pre-and post-test were 

scored in order to trace the students’ performance in the program. In the first four tests 

(the two translations and two compositions), I used a holistic scoring method. In holistic 

scoring, trained raters evaluate a writing sample for its overall quality based on a scale. 

Holistic scales have an acceptable reliability (Weigle, 2002) and assume that all relevant 

aspects of writing develop at the same rate and can be captured in a single score. White 

(1995) has argued that scoring holistically is a more natural process than scoring 

analytically. One disadvantage of holistic scoring is that different raters may focus on 
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different aspects of the written product, giving it more weight, and thus affecting the 

score’s reliability and validity (Genesee & Upshur, 1996).  

I utilized two methods (Nakamura, 2004; O’Donnell, 2004) in order to assess the 

reliability of the scores of the two compositions and the two translations: First, I trained 

three raters in reliability, using an independent grading procedure.  In order to grade the 

translation and composition tests, all raters used scores ranging from 1 to 5.  The grading 

rubric for the translations is presented in Table 17. 

Table 17. Holistic Scoring Scale for the Translation Tests 
5  Excellent rendition of the source text 
 No evidence of misunderstood syntax or vocabulary 
 Generally free from errors in mechanics, usage, and sentence structure 
  
4   Accurate rendition of the source text sense; one or two minor errors present 

 
Some problem understanding difficult syntax and/or vocabulary in the source 
text 

 Some minor errors in mechanics, usage, and sentence structure 
  
3  Mostly accurate rendition of the source text sense. Some parts may show 
    signs of serious misunderstandings 
 Significant problems with syntax and/or vocabulary  
 Many errors with mechanics, usage, and sentence structure 
  
2  Some evidence of comprehension of the source text, though with significant  
    and frequent errors in translation 
 Significant problems with syntax and/or vocabulary throughout, 
    particularly in difficult segments 

 
Many serious errors with mechanics, usage, and sentence structure that 
makes comprehension difficult 

     
1  Little evidence of comprehension. Translation consists of loose paraphrases 
    based on general knowledge of the text  

 
Serious problems with syntax and/or vocabulary that prevents 
comprehension 

 Insufficient to score, or illegible or blank 
 
Note. Adapted from O’Donnell, 2004; Nakamura, 2004. 
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Table 18 presents the Holistic Scoring Scale for the Composition Tests. Based on 

Tables 17 and 18, each essay could be awarded a 1 (poor translation or composition) to a 

5 (excellent translation or composition). To be able to reliably grade an essay in 

translation and composition, the three raters received training using five sample essays in 

translation and composition, respectively, from the previous PLDP programs.  

 
Table 18. Holistic Scoring  Scale for the Composition Tests 
 
5  well organized and coherently developed 
 clearly explains or illustrates key ideas  
 demonstrates syntactic variety 
 clearly displays facility in the use of language 
 is generally free from errors in mechanics, usage, and sentence structure 
  
4  is generally well organized and coherently developed 
 explains or illustrates key ideas 
 demonstrates some syntactic variety 
 displays facility in the use of language 
 may display some errors in mechanics, usage, or sentence structure 
  
3   is adequately organized and developed 
 explains or illustrates some of the key ideas 
 demonstrates adequate facility in the use of language 
 displays some errors in mechanics, usage, or sentence structure 
  
2  inadequate organization or development 
 inadequate explanation or illustration of key ideas 
 limited or inappropriate word choice 
 a pattern of accumulation of errors in mechanics, usage, or sentence structure 
  
1  weak organization or very little development 
 little or no relevant detail 
 serious errors in mechanics, usage, sentence structure, or word choice 

 
Note. Adapted from the University of Arizona National Center for Interpretation, 1999. 
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In either case, a sample essay that contained all the features necessary to get a 5, 

4, 3, 2, or 1 were presented to, and analyzed with the three raters. Each of these five level 

sample essays was labeled “the grading benchmark.” Once the grading benchmark was 

established for each level, all three raters agreed on the characteristics of good essays and 

practiced grading on additional sample essays from the previous years. 

After the training was completed, the raters graded each essay independently.  

The raters compared their scores and, when there was a difference in scores, they 

discussed the characteristics of the essay in order to achieve a consensus on the score. 

The scores from each rater were collected and an inter-rater reliability score was 

calculated for each translation or compostion test. 

Table 19 shows that the inter-rater reliability for all four tests was over .90, which 

indicates excellent scoring consistency among the raters and a high degree of confidence 

in assigning the final scores to the students (Bailey, 1998).The estimate of rater 

consistency (inter-rater reliability) was achieved by calculating Cronbach’s alpha 

coefficient, which examines the variance among the three raters’ independent scores 

(Bachman & Palmer, 1996).  

 
 

Table 19. Results for the Inter-Rater Reliability Training for Writing Tasks 

Writing Task 
 

Inter-Rater Reliability 

1. Pre-T S-E = pre-testing Translation Spanish to English  .904 
2. Pre-T E-S = pre-testing Translation English to Spanish .965 
3. Pre Comp E = pre-testing Composition in English .972 
4. Pre Comp S = pre-testing Composition in Spanish .983 
   
   



  
 
                                                                                                                                          198

 3.17.2 Scoring the Academic Language Proficiency Test. The Academic Language 

Proficiency Test was a multiple-choice, discrete-point test. There were a total of 75 

words and each word was scored either right or wrong, with a total number of correct 

responses converted to a percentage.   

3.17.3 Scoring the vocabulary tests. The vocabulary tests were scored by multiple-

choice, discrete-points. There were a total of 195 items and each item was scored either 

right or wrong, with a total number of correct responses converted to a percentage.  

3.17.4 Scoring the Consecutive Interpretation Test. The consecutive interpretation test 

consisted of 25 items that were scored either right or wrong. This test’s scores shows the 

number of errors that a student made during the exam, therefore a score of zero would be 

an excellent score. 

3.18 Limitations of the Study 

 As with any research project, the present study has several limitations. First, in 

this study I worked with a sample of 24 students. It would be interesting to investigate to 

what degree the quantitative findings hold true for a larger sample. I am inclined to 

believe that with the more statistical power that a larger sample would provide we would 

find a statistically significant difference in the English Composition Test from pre to post 

test. Since the PLDP is offered only once a year and the number of participants cannot 

exceed 25, due to budget and curricular limitations, further research would have to keep 

track of several years keeping as many variables constant as possible for possible 

comparison. Variables such as different instructors or different ways of organizing the 
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class activities might have such an impact on the results that it might be impossible to 

combine the results for a study with a bigger sample.  

 Second, my assertions on the improved self-esteem of the six case study 

participants came from statements they made to this regard during interviews. It would be 

interesting to investigate if a self-esteem test would also reflect the improvement in self-

esteem in the group as a whole that the six case study participants reported about.  

 Third, this study was limited by the time constraints attached to a dissertation. It 

would be interesting to do a follow up formal research into where the 6 case study 

students, or the 24 students if there are more resources available, are situated in terms of 

academic and personal achievement.  

 Fourth, there is a selection bias in my study that benefits English-Spanish 

bilingual students who are language brokers. I selected students who language broker for 

their families and community members because it is my belief that these children are able 

to carry out this demanding communicative task because they have had access to formal 

registers of both languages. This selection bias can be attenuated by the fact that other 

students have had access to formal registers of Spanish through the media, religious 

intitutions, and other public spaces. Therefore, these students are on the same plane as 

those who are language brokers and scored a 3 on the two compositions that are used as 

entrance exams for the PLDP  

 In spite of the limitations mentioned above, I hope that this study contributed to 

the understanding that researchers and educators have on the role that the direct 

instruction in T & I techniques in a supportive and respectful environment plays in 
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improving language minority students’ academic language proficiency and their personal 

and academic goals. This study also gives support to the idea that improving the heritage 

language competence of minority language students also impinges on their English and 

Spanisn language competence. 

3.19 Summary 

Chapter 3 identified and described the relevant components of this mixed-

methods design study, including the programmatic activities, the sampling and 

description of participants, the research questions for both the quantitative and qualitative 

sections of the study, and the data collection instruments. It presented in detail the 

different components of the PLDP curriculum and presented the vocabulary workshops 

that supplemented the PLDP curriculum for my study. It also presented the set of 6 pre- 

and post-test already in place in the PLDP and introduced the 3 vocabulary tests I set up 

as part of the data collection for the quantitative part of my study. The following section 

will present the results of the statistical analysis of the 9 tests I used in the present study.  
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CHAPTER IV: QUANTITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS 
 
 This chapter examines the data I collected while working with the whole group 

(24 students) during the 3-week 2006 PLDP program. First, I present the scores for the 

pre- and post test results for the 9 tests administed in the quantitative part of this study 

clustered in 3 groups according to the scale I used to grade them. Then, I present the 

impact of the program on the students’ language proficiency according to each individual 

test. I present the individual scores for each test and the t-test analysis results. This 

chapter addresses the research questions concerning the students’ language proficiency: 

1. Do the students improve their translation performance from English into 

Spanish and vice-versa? 

2. Do the students improve their writing skills in English and Spanish? 

3. Do the students improve their academic language proficiency in English and 

Spanish? 

4. Do the students improve their academic vocabulary in English and Spanish?  

5. Do the students improve their consecutive interpretation skills?  

 

4.1 The Impact of the Program on the Whole Group’s Proficiency 

 in English and Spanish 

Part I presents the whole group’s results for the battery of nine tests composed of 

the (a) English to Spanish Translation Test, (b) Spanish to English Translation Test, (c) 

English Composition Test, (d) Spanish Composition Test, (e) Academic Language 
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Proficiency Test, (f) Overall Vocabulary Test, (g) Academic Vocabulary Test, (h) 10,000 

Word Level Vocabulary Test, and (i) the Consecutive Interpretation Test.  

First, the combined means are presented in three figures because of different 

scoring measures: Figure 4 depicts the combined means for the tests measured on a 

holistic scale ranging from 1 to 5—the English to Spanish Translation Test, Spanish to 

English Translation Test, English Composition Test, and Spanish Composition Test. 

Figure 5 depicts the combined means for the tests measured on scale ranging from 1% to 

100%—the Academic Language Proficiency Test, the Overall Vocabulary Test, the 

Academic Vocabulary Test, the 10,000 Word Level Test. Figure 6 depicts the results for 

the Consecutive Interpretation Test, scored by the number of errors, ranging from 0 to 25. 

In addition, because I argue that direct instruction in academic vocabulary increases the 

benefits of translation and interpretation in teaching bilingual students, I compare my 

findings with the previous findings in the PLDP program from 2000 through 2005. After 

this general analysis is shown, I will present each one of the test results and its analysis. 
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4.1.1 Translation and Composition Variables 

Table 20 presents the raw data for participants on the translation and composition 

variables.  

Table 20. Scores on the English to Spanish Translation Test, Spanish to 
English Translation Test, Spanish Composition Test, and English Composition 
Test Scored on a Scale from 1 to 5  

 
E to S  

Translation 
S to E 

Translation 
Spanish 

Composition 
English 

Composition 
St. Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 

1 3 5 3 3 4 5 3 4 
2 4 5 4 5 4 5 3 3 
3 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 
4 2 3 2 4 2 3 4 4 
5 3 4 3 4 3 4 3 3 
6 3 3 2 3 3 4 3 3 
7 3 5 3 4 3 4 3 4 
8 3 5 3 4 4 5 4 4 
9 2 5 1 3 2 5 2 3 
10 3 4 4 3 3 4 3 3 
11 2 3 4 4 3 5 5 4 
12 2 3 2 3 2 3 4 4 
13 1 3 1 2 1 2 5 4 
14 2 3 2 4 3 3 3 4 
15 2 4 2 2 3 4 2 3 
16 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 
17 4 5 3 4 3 5 3 5 
18 3 4 2 3 5 5 4 4 
19 3 3 1 3 3 4 3 4 
20 3 3 2 1 3 3 4 2 
21 2 2 3 3 2 3 3 3 
22 1 1 1 1 1 2 5 5 
23 2 3 2 3 1 2 2 3 
24 2 4 2 4 3 3 4 4 

Note: E=English, S=Spanish 
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Figure 6 shows the combined mean results for the pre-and post-test measures.  
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Figure 6. The combined mean for the pre-test and post-test English to Spanish Translation Test, Spanish  
 
to English Translation Test, English Composition Test, and Spanish Composition Test.  

 

Figure 6 shows that the group improved its translation and composition skills in 

both languages by 0.84, from 2.79 before the program to 3.55 after its completion. This 

difference was statistically significant, t(23) = 6.72, p < .001. 

4.1.2 Academic Language Profiency and Vocabulary Variables 

Table 21 presents the raw data for participants on the pretest and posttest 

administrations of the Academic Language Proficiency Test, Overall Vocabulary Test, 

Academic Vocabulary Test, and 10,000 Word Level Test. 
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Figure 7 shows the combined mean results for the pre- and post-Academic 

Language Proficiency Test, Overall Vocabulary Test, Academic Vocabulary Test, and 

10,000 Word Level Test. 

 

Table 21. The Scores on the Pre- and Post-Academic Language Proficiency Test, 
Overall Vocabulary Test, Academic Vocabulary Test, and 10,000 Word Level Test 
Scored on a scale from 0% to 100% 

 

Academic 
Language 

Proficiency 
Overall 

Vocabulary 
Academic 

Vocabulary 
10,000 Word 
Level Test 

St. Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest 
  1 69.33 64.00 80.51 83.07 89.3 88.0 50.00 60.00 
  2 65.33 70.66 91.28 92.82 88.0 90.7 83.33 80.00 
  3 61.33 58.66 57.43 70.76 41.3 78.7 26.66 66.66 
  4 69.33 73.33 90.76 94.87 88.0 90.7 73.33 90.00 
  5 57.33 60.00 86.66 86.15 82.7 82.7 73.33 76.66 
  6   48.00 66.66 60.00 68.71 42.7 54.7 20.00 23.33 
  7   64.00 69.33 89.74 90.76 84.0 86.7 83.33 90.00 
  8   60.00 68.00 77.94 81.53 80.0 80.0 33.33 36.66 
  9   38.00 54.66 68.71 68.20 68.0 68.0 40.00 40.00 
10   29.00 60.00 75.38 74.35 68.0 60.0 46.66 56.66 
11 65.33 73.33 94.87 94.35 89.3 86.7 96.66 96.66 
12 49.33 49.33 65.64 73.33 60.0 61.3 30.00 50.00 
13   48.00 44.00 76.41 83.07 64.0 76.0 53.33 63.33 
14 54.66 60.00 83.58 82.05 64.0 70.7 90.00 70.00 
15 62.66 65.33 74.87 75.38 70.7 73.3 40.00 63.33 
16 56.00 57.33 65.64 73.33 54.7 64.0 40.00 40.00 
17 60.00 64.00 85.64 88.2 81.3 88.0 53.33 66.66 
18 54.66 69.33 78.46 82.05 70.7 93.3 60.00 46.66 
19 30.00 60.00 82.05 86.15 74.7 77.3 66.66 80.00 
20 42.66 45.33 48.71 49.23 26.7 34.7 16.66 16.66 
21 56.00 56.00 77.94 78.97 69.3 69.3 50.00 50.00 
22 48.00 56.00 88.20 92.82 82.7 92.0 73.33 76.66 
23 56.00 58.66 74.87 78.97 62.7 68.0 50.00 60.00 
24 30.00 72.00 88.71 92.30 82.7 85.3 80.00 90.00 
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Figure 7 The combined mean for the pre- and post-Academic Language Proficiency Test, Overall 

Vocabulary Test, Academic Vocabulary Test, and 10,000 Word Level Test.  

 

Figure 7 shows that the group’s combined mean for the Academic Language 

Proficiency Test and the three vocabulary tests increased by 5.98%, from 64.10% on the 

pre-test to 70.08% on post-test. This change was statistically significant, t(23) = 5.65, p < 

.001.   The group improved on each of the four tests as follows: The Academic Language 

Proficiency Test improved 8.38% from 53.12% at pre test to 61.50% at post test. For the 

Overall Vocabulary Test, the mean increased by 3.22%, from 77.67% on the pre-test to 

80.89% on the post-test. For the Academic Vocabulary Test, the group improved by 

5.61% from 70.22% on the pre-test to 75.83% on the post-test. For the 10,000 Word 

Level Test, the mean increased by 6.67% from 55.41% on the pre-test to 62.08% on the 
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post-test. I will show each one of the statistical analysis for each of the four tests after this 

initial look at the combined results. 

4.1.3 Consecutive Interpretation Test 

Table 22 presents the raw data for students’ scores on the two administrations of 

the Consecutive Interpretation test. 

Table 22. The Scores on the Pre- 
and Post-Consecutive 
Interpretation Test Scored by the 
Number of Errors from 1 to 25 

Student Pretest Posttest 
  1 22 12 
  2 17   7 
  3 12   4 
  4 13   9 
  5 13   5 
  6 12   8 
  7 15   9 
  8   9   8 
  9 18 15 
10 18 10 
11   6   6 
12 18 14 
13 19   6 
14 15   6 
15 16 13 
16 12 11 
17 10 18 
18 15   7 
19 17 10 
20 16 14 
21   7   6 
22 25 10 
23 13   9 
24   8   2 

 

The group’s mean also improved on the Consecutive Interpretation Test as shown 

in Figure 8. 
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Note: CIT = Consecutive Interpretation Test. 

Figure 8. The means for the pre- and post-Consecutive Interpretation Test. 

 

 Figure 8 shows that the whole group also made 5.29 (21.16%) fewer errors on the 

post-test (9.12 error mean), than on the pre-Consecutive Interpretation Test (14.41 error 

mean).  This difference is significant, t(23) = 5.39, p < .001. 

4.2 Summary 

Overall, the translation and interpretation program advanced the whole group’s 

proficiency levels in both languages across all 9 tests, which is consistent with the 

program’s premises and findings (González, 2006). However, not all the participants 

improved their Spanish and English language proficiencies to the same degree. In the 
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following section, I will discuss the individual test scores in order to understand the 

specifics of the results presented in Figures 6, 7, and 8.  

4.3 The Impact of the Program on the Individual Tests 

4.3.1 The English to Spanish Translation Test 

Table 23 presents the scores of the participants on the English to Spanish 

Translation Test administrations. 

Table 23. Individual Scores on the Pre- and Post-
English to Spanish Translation Test 

Student Pretest Posttest 
  1 3 5 
  2 4 5 
  3 3 4 
  4 2 3 
  5 3 4 
  6 3 3 
  7 3 5 
  8 3 5 
  9 2 5 
10 3 4 
11 2 3 
12 2 3 
13 1 3 
14 2 3 
15 2 4 
16 3 3 
17 4 5 
18 3 4 
19 3 3 
20 3 3 
21 2 2 
22 1 1 
23 2 3 
24 2 4 
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 In Table 23, on the pre-English to Spanish Translation Test, 2 students received a 

1; 9 students received a 2; 11 students received a 3; and 2 students received a 4. On the 

post-English to Spanish Translation Test, 1 student received a 1, and 1 received a 2; 10 

students scored a 3; 6 students scored a 4, and 6 students scored a 5. Interestingly, 6 

students received the same score on both tests; 11 students improved their score by 1; 6 

students improved their score by 2; and 1 student improved his/her score by 3. The scores 

show that two-thirds of the participants improved their translation skills from English to 

Spanish. 

Figure 9 shows the means for the pre- and post-English to Spanish Translation 

Test results. 
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Figure 9 The means for the pre- and post-English to Spanish Translation Test. 
 
Note: E-STT = English to Spanish Translation Test 
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Figure 9 shows that the whole group improved by 1.085 from 2.54 on the pre-test 

to 3.625 on the post-English to Spanish Translation Test. The null hypothesis 

H0 : µpre ≥ µpost was tested against the alternative hypothesis H1 : µpre < µpost.  Table 24 

shows the analysis output for the English to Spanish Translation: 

Table 24. The t-Test Results for the English to Spanish Translation Test 
Test X  s t p 
Pretest 2.54     .78 6.40 < .001** 
Posttest        3.63   1.00   
** p < .01 

 

The results indicate that the pretest scores were significantly lower than the posttest 

scores and that this difference would very probably be found in another sample from the 

same population. This result points to two improvements: On the one hand students 

improved their reading comprehension skills in English because to undertand the 

message in the target text the translator needs to analyze the units of meaning in the text. 

The students/translators demonstrated that they are able to understand the text embedded 

in a specific linguistic and cultural context. Understanding the underlying meaning of the 

text is a basic requirement before writing the translation in the target language. The 

second improvement is in the form of better writing skills in Spanish. The 

students/translators showed improvement of their understanding of the writing process in 

general and of the writing conventions in Spanish, in particular.  

 
4.3.2 The Spanish to English Translation Test 

Table 25 presents the scores of the participants on the Spanish to English 

Translation Test administrations. 
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Table 25. Individual Scores on the Pre- and Post-Spanish to English 
Translation Test 

Student Pretest Posttest Student Pretest Posttest 
  1 3 3 13 1 2 
  2 4 5 14 2 4 
  3 3 4 15 2 2 
  4 2 4 16 3 3 
  5 3 4 17 3 4 
  6 2 3 18 2 3 
  7 3 4 19 1 3 
  8 3 4 20 2 1 
  9 1 3 21 3 3 
10 4 3 22 1 1 
11 4 4 23 2 3 
12 2 3 24 2 4 

 

Table 25 shows that on the pre-Spanish to English Translation Test, 4 students 

scored a 1; 9 students scored a 2; 8 students scored a 3; 3 students scored a 4; and no 

student scored a 5. On the post-test, 2 students scored a 1; 2 students scored a 2; 10 

students scored a 3; 8 students scored a 4; and 1 student scored a 5. Interestingly, 2 

students (# 10 and 20) received lower scores on the post-test (a 3 and a 1, respectively) 

than on the pre-test (a 4 and a 2, respectively); 11 students improved their score by 1; 5 

students improved their score by 2; and 6 students received the same grade. The overall 

results for the Spanish to English Translation Test show an improvement in both 

languages, specifically in reading comprehension in Spanish and writing skills in English. 

To render a good translation, a translator must understand the source text (González  & 

Levy, 2003), which in this case was Spanish, and have a good knowledge of writing 

conventions in the target language (in this case, English). 
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The pre- and post-means for the Spanish to English Translation Test are shown in 

Figure 10.  
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Figure 10. The means for the pre- and post-Spanish to English Translation Test. 
Note:  S-ETT = Spanish to English Translation Test. 
 

Figure 10 shows a 0.721 mean improvement for the English to Spanish 

Translation Test, where the mean went from 2.417 at pre-test to 3.208 at post-test. The 

null hypothesis H0 : µpre ≥ µpost was tested against the alternative hypothesis 

H1 : µpre < µpost.  Table 26 shows the analysis output for the Spanish to English 

Translation Test. 

Table 26. The t-Test Results for the Spanish to English Translation Test 
Test X  s t p 
Pretest 2.41     .93 4.39 < .001** 
Posttest        3.21     .98   
** p < .01 
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The results indicate that the pretest scores were significantly lower than the 

posttest scores and that this difference would very probably be found in another sample 

from the same population.  

 Students showed an improvement in their Spanish reading comprehension (the 

source language of this test) and of the writing conventions in English (the target text). 

They demonstrated that they have improved as well their translation competence by being 

able to better convey a message that is socially and culturally appropriate from Spanish 

into English. Students have understood that translating is not simply a process of 

replacing linguistic units in the source language with appropriate linguistic units in the 

target language. Rather, students have internalized that translating is a communicative 

activity, and as translators, they are active participants in this communicative process, 

because they possess linguistic, cultural and contextual knowledge to facilitate the 

translation process.  
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4.3.3 The English Composition Test 

Table 27 presents the scores of the participants on the English Composition Test 

administrations. 

Table 27. Individual Scores on the Pre- and 
Post-English Composition Test 

Student Pretest Posttest 
  1 3 4 
  2 3 3 
  3 3 3 
  4 4 4 
  5 3 3 
  6 3 3 
  7 3 4 
  8 4 4 
  9 2 3 
10 3 3 
11 5 4 
12 4 4 
13 5 4 
14 3 4 
15 2 3 
16 4 4 
17 3 5 
18 4 4 
19 3 4 
20 4 2 
21 3 3 
22 5 5 
23 2 3 
24 4 4 

 

Table 27 shows that on the pre-test, 3 students received a 2; 11 students received a 

3; 7 students received a 4; and 3 students received a 5. On the post-test, 1 received a 2; 9 

students received a 3; 12 students received a 4; and 2 received a 5. The table also shows 
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that 13 students did not improve their scores, while seven students improved their scores 

by 1. One student improved his/her score by 2 (# 17), while another one scored 2 levels 

(# 20) lower on the post-test. The results in Table 29 show the benefits of translation and 

interpretation for the improvement of English proficiency, but indicate that the students 

require further training in translation and interpretation in order to improve their 

composition skills in English.   

Figure 11 shows the means for the pre- and post-English Composition Test. 
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Figure 11. The means for the pre- and post-English Composition Test. 

Note: ECT = English Composition Test. 

Figure 11 shows that the group increased its mean by 0.209 from 3.415 on the 

pre-test to 3.625 on the post-English Composition Test. The null hypothesis 
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H0 : µpre ≥ µpost was tested against the alternative hypothesis H1 : µpre < µpost.  Table 28 

shows the analysis output for the English Composition Test. 

Table 28. The t-Test Results for the English Composition Test 
Test X  s t p 
Pretest 3.42     .88 1.23 .116 
Posttest      3.63     .71   
 

 

The null hypothesis could not be rejected.  This indicates that there is insufficient 

evidence based on the values obtained from the sample that the PLDP program resulted 

in an increase in the participants’ skills in English composition.  There is no reason to 

reject the notion that the increase in the sample mean noted in the data are simply due to 

sampling error, i. e., due to chance variation.  

Although the differences in the English Composition Test scores did not reach 

statistical significance, the mean scores for the whole group did improve from pre- to 

post-test. This is a counterintuitive result given the fact that most of the instructional time 

in the PLDP classroom was spent in Spanish. This improvement supports the idea of 

teaching for transfer between bilingual students’ Common Underlying Proficiency, which 

draws on the general principle of conceptual interdependence across languages 

(Cummins, 2007). 

 

4.3.4 The Spanish Composition Test 
 

Table 29 presents the scores of the participants on the English Composition Test 

administrations. 
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Table 29. Individual Scores on the Pre- and Post-Spanish Composition Test 

 
Student Pretest Posttest Student Pretest Posttest 

  1 4 5 13 1 2 
  2 4 5 14 3 3 
  3 3 3 15 3 4 
  4 2 3 16 3 4 
  5 3 4 17 3 5 
  6 3 4 18 5 5 
  7 3 4 19 3 4 
  8 4 5 20 3 3 
  9 2 5 21 2 3 
10 3 4 22 1 2 
11 3 5 23 1 2 
12 2 3 24 3 3 

 
 
 

Table 29 shows that on the pre-Spanish Composition Test, 3 students scored a 1, 4 

students scored a 2; 13 students scored a 3; 3 students scored a 4, and 1 scored a 5. On the 

post-test, 3 students scored a 2; 7 students scored a 3; 7 students scored a 4, and 7 

students scored a 5. Five students received the same score on both the pre- and post-test; 

16 students improved by 1; 2 students improved by 2, and 1 student improved by 3.  

 Figure 12 shows the mean scores for the pre-and post-Spanish Composition Test. 
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Note: SCT = Spanish Composition Test. 

Figure 12. The means for the pre- and post-Spanish Composition Test. 

 

Figure 12 shows a 0.96 improvement for the whole group on the post-Spanish 

Composition Test where students scored 2.79 at pre-test and 3.75 at post-test. The null 

hypothesis H0 : µpre ≥ µpost was tested against the alternative hypothesis H1 : µpre < µpost.  

The result of the t-test of this hypothesis is presented in Table 30. 

  

Table 30. The t-Test Results for the Spanish Composition Test 
Test X  s t p 
Pretest 2.79      .98 6.80 <.001** 
Posttest    3.75    1.03   
** p <.01 
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The null hypothesis was rejected leading to the inference that it is very probable 

that the mean pretest score is lower than the mean posttest score in the populations from 

which the sample was obtained.  This suggests that the PLDP program increased the 

Spanish Composition Test scores of the participants. 

4.3.5 The Academic Language Proficiency Test 
 

Table 31 presents the scores of the participants on the Academic Language 

Proficiency Test administrations. 

Table 31. Individual Scores on the Pre- and Post-Academic Language 
Proficiency Test 

Student Pretest Posttest Student Pretest Posttest 
  1 69.33 64.00 13 48.00 44.00 
  2 65.33 70.66 14 54.66 60.00 
  3 61.33 58.66 15 62.66 65.33 
  4 69.33 73.33 16 56.00 57.33 
  5 57.33 60.00 17 60.00 64.00 
  6 48.00 69.33 18 54.66 69.33 
  7 64.00 66.66 19 30.00 60.00 
  8 60.00 68.00 20 42.66 45.33 
  9 38.00 54.66 21 56.00 56.00 
10 29.00 60.00 22 48.00 56.00 
11 65.33 73.33 23 56.00 58.66 
12 49.33 49.33 24 30.00 72.00 

The PLDP 2006 was different from the PLDP from previous years (2000 to 2005) 

because a major emphasis was given to teaching academic vocabulary. Since academic 

vocabulary is a major component of Academic Language Proficiency (Corson, 1995; 

Cummins, 2000; Nation, 2000) an increase in the mean improvement for the Academic 

Language Proficiency Test was expected. Indeed, the 5.98% improvement on the 

Academic Language Proficiency Test is important, because it is much higher than the 

mean group’s improvement on the same test during the previous years (5.5% in 2000; 
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5.2% in 2001; 2.9% in 2002; 4.6% in 2003; 6.8% in 2004; and 0.0% in 2005) (González, 

2006). Therefore, the results suggest that direct instruction in academic vocabulary 

through translation and interpretation increased the participants’ academic language 

proficiency. However, not all 24 students improved their scores, as shown in Table 33 

Figure 13 shows the mean scores for the Academic Language Proficiency Test: 
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Note: ALPT = Academic Language Proficiency Test. 

Figure 13 The means for the pre- and the post-Academic Language Proficiency Test. 

 

Figure 13 shows that the sample group improved by 8.38%, from 53.12% on the 

pre-test to 61.50% on the post-Academic Language Proficiency Test. The null hypothesis 

H0 : µpre ≥ µpost was tested against the alternative hypothesis H1 : µpre < µpost.  Table 32 

presents the t-test output for the Academic Language Proficiency Test. 
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Table 32. The t-Test Results for the Academic Language Proficiency Test 
Test X  s t p 
Pretest 53.12      12.02 3.49 <.001** 
Posttest        61.50        8.23   
** p <.01 

 

The null hypothesis was rejected.  Therefore, it could be concluded that the 

posttest mean probably exceeded the pretest mean score in the population from which the 

sample was drawn and that the program had a positive effect on the participants’ 

academic language proficiency as measured by this test.  

Students improved their academic language proficiency in both languages. The 

time spent on studying prescriptive grammar lessons, writing and reading, and learning 

vocabulary helped students demonstrate a better command of their two languages. This 

improved command will enable students to undertake academic tasks with more 

confidence and better achievement results. The students are better readers and writers of 

their two languages and were able to show this newly acquired knowledge through higher 

scores from pre- to post- test in the Academic Language Proficiency Test. 

4.3.6 Vocabulary Tests 

Figure 14 shows the mean scores for the Overall Vocabulary Test, the Academic 

Vocabulary Test, and the 10,000 Word Level Test. All three tests show the whole 

sample’s improvement in vocabulary learning. On the Overall Vocabulary Test, the 

whole group improved by 3.22%, from 77.67% on the pre-test to 80.89% on the post-test. 

On the Academic Vocabulary Test, the group improved by 5.61% from 70.22% on the 

pre-test to 75.83% on the post-test. The post-10,000 Word Level Test shows the greatest 
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improvement among the three vocabulary tests with an increase of 7.67% from 55.41% 

on the pre-test to 62.08% on the post-test.  

Pre and Post Mean Scores for the Overall Vocabulary Test,
Academic Vocabulary Test, 

and 10,000 Word Level Vocabulary Test

0.00%

20.00%

40.00%

60.00%

80.00%
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Vocabulary

77.67% -
80.89%

Academic
Vocabulary

70.22% -
75.83%

10,000 Word 
Level 55.41%-

62.08%

Pre Test
Post Test

 
Note: OVT = Overall Vocabulary Test, AVT = Academic Vocabulary Test, 10kWLT = 10,000 Word Level  
 
Test. 
Figure 14. The means for the pre-and post-Overall Vocabulary Test, Academic Vocabulary Test, and  
10,000 Word Level Test. 
    
4.3.7 Testing hypotheses concerning vocabulary.  Hypothesis tests concerning 

differences between the pretreatment and post-treatment administrations of each of these 

three vocabulary measures all take the form of testing the null hypothesis H0 : µpre ≥ µpost 

against the alternative H1 : µpre < µpost.  To control the family-wise level of α (the 

probability of making a Type 1 error) in these multiple comparisons, the Holm-Sidak 

procedure has been used to determine critical values of p when testing hypotheses about 

each of the three vocabulary tests.    
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In the following three sections, I discuss each of the three vocabulary tests—the 

Overall Vocabulary Test, the Academic Vocabulary Test, and the 10,000 Word Level 

Test—for the sample and the population from which it was drawn. 

 

4.3.8 The Overall Vocabulary Test.  Table 33 presents the scores of the participants on 

the Overall Vocabulary Test administrations. 

Table 33. Individual Scores on the Pre- and 
Post-Overall Vocabulary Test 

Student Pretest Posttest 
  1 80.51 83.07 
  2 91.28 92.82 
  3 57.43 70.76 
  4 90.76 94.87 
  5 86.66 86.15 
  6 60.00 68.71 
  7 89.74 90.76 
  8 77.94 81.53 
  9 68.71 68.20 
10 75.38 74.35 
11 94.87 94.35 
12 65.64 73.33 
13 76.41 83.07 
14 83.58 82.05 
15 74.87 75.38 
16 65.64 73.33 
17 85.64 88.20 
18 78.46 82.05 
19 82.05 86.15 
20 48.71 49.23 
21 77.94 78.97 
22 88.20 92.82 
23 74.87 78.97 
24 88.71 92.30 
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Table 33 shows an average improvement of 4.50% for 18 out of the 24 students 

on the post-Overall Vocabulary Test; the greatest gain was 13.33% while the smallest 

gain was 0.52%. Six students showed a negligible 0.59% decrease on the post-test.   

 

Figure 15 presents the mean scores for the pre- and post-Overall Vocabulary Test. 
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Figure 15 The means for the pre- and post-Overall Vocabulary Test. 

Note: OVT = Overall Vocabulary Test.  

 

Figure 15 shows 3.22% improvement on the post-Overall Vocabulary Test 

(80.89%), from 77.67% on the pre-test. The null hypothesis H0 : µpre ≥ µpost was tested 

against the alternative hypothesisH1 : µpre < µpost.  Table 34 presents the t-test output for 

the Academic Language Proficiency Test. 
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The null hypothesis was rejected.  Therefore, it could be concluded that the 

posttest mean probably exceeded the pretest mean score in the population from which the 

sample was drawn and that the PLDP had a positive effect on the participants’ scores on 

the Overall Vocabulary Test. 

The students were able to demonstrate improved knowledge of vocabulary words 

ranging from very basic to more advanced. This improved knowledge may play a role in 

their confidence while speaking, listening, reading and writing in the English language.  

4.3.9 The Academic Vocabulary Test.  Table 35 presents the scores of the participants 

on the Academic Vocabulary Test administrations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Table 34. The t-Test Results for the Overall Vocabulary Test 
 

X  s t 
H-S 

critical p p 
Pretest 77.67      11.78 4.381 .017 <.001** 
Posttest     80.89      10.67    
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Table 35. Individual Scores on the 
Pre- and Post-Academic Vocabulary 
Test 
Student Pretest Posttest 

 1 89.33 88.00 
 2 88.00 90.66 
 3 41.33 78.66 
 4 88.00 90.66 
  5 82.66 82.66 
  6 42.66 54.66 
  7 84.00 86.66 
  8 80.00 80.00 
  9 68.00 68.00 
10 68.00 60.00 
11 89.33 86.66 
12 60.00 61.33 
13 64.00 76.00 
14 64.00 70.66 
15 70.66 73.33 
16 54.66 64.00 
17 81.33 88.00 
18 70.66 93.33 
19 74.66 77.33 
20 26.66 34.66 
21 69.33 69.33 
22 82.66 92.00 
23 62.66 68.00 
24 82.66 85.33 

 

Table 35 shows that 17 out of the 24 students improved their score on the post-

Academic Vocabulary Test with an average mean gain of 8.51%. Four students received 
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the same score, and three students scored lower on the post-test. The results for the 

Academic Vocabulary Test indicate that the majority of the students improved their 

knowledge of the higher registers of the English language used in academic contexts.  

Figure 16 shows the mean scores for the pre-and post-Academic Vocabulary Test. 
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Figure 16. The means for the pre-and post-Academic Vocabulary Test. 
 
Note: AVT = Academic Vocabulary Test. 
 

Figure 16 shows 5.61% increase in the mean score for the Academic Vocabulary 

Test from 70.22% on the pre-test to 75.83% on the post-test. The null hypothesis 

H0 : µpre ≥ µpost was tested against the alternative hypothesisH1 : µpre < µpost.  

 

 

Table 36 presents the t-test output for the Academic Vocabulary Test. 
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The null hypothesis was rejected. The mean pretest score is lower than the mean 

posttest score in the population from which this sample was obtained.   As a result, it may 

be inferred that the PLDP was effective in raising the scores of students in academic 

vocabulary. Therefore, I can answer the research question concerning the acquisition of 

academic vocabulary affirmatively. With this improved knowledge of academic 

vocabulary words the participants in the PLDP will have a better chance at succeeding in 

higher education. Their new sense of confidence may make it more likely for them to 

consider matriculation in college.  

4.3.10 The 10,000 Word Level Test.  Table 37 presents the scores of the participants on 

the 10,000 Word Level test of vocabulary administrations. 

Table 37. Individual Scores on the Pre- and Post-10,000 Word Level Test 
Student Pretest % Posttest % Student Pretest % Posttest % 

  1 50.00 60.00 13 53.33 63.33 
  2 83.33 80.00 14 90.00 70.00 
  3 26.66 66.66 15 40.00 63.33 
  4 73.33 90.00 16 40.00 40.00 
  5 73.33 76.66 17 53.33 66.66 
  6 20.00 23.33 18 60.00 46.66 
  7 83.33 90.00 19 66.66 80.00 
  8 33.33 36.66 20 16.66 16.66 
  9 40.00 40.00 21 50.00 50.00 
10 46.66 56.66 22 73.33 76.66 
11 96.66 96.66 23 50.00 60.00 
12 30.00 50.00 24 80.00 90.00 

 Table 36. The t-Test Results for the Academic Vocabulary Test 

Test X  s t 
H-S 

critical p p 
Pretest 70.22 16.75 3.01 .025   .003* 
Posttest     75.83 14.21    
*p <.025 
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Table 37 shows that 16 students improved their scores on the post-10,000 Word 

Level Test, with an average 12.29% mean gain. Five students received the same score 

while 3 students received lower scores on the post-test.  

Figure 17 depicts the mean scores for the pre- and post-10,000 Word Level Test. 
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Figure 17. The mean for the pre- and post-10,000 Word Level Test. 
 
Note: 10kWLT = 10,000 Word Level Test. 
   

Figure 17 shows 6.67% improvement in the mean score from the pre-test 

(55.41%) to the post-10,000 Word Level Test (62.08%).  The null hypothesis 

H0 : µpre ≥ µpost was tested against the alternative hypothesis H1 : µpre < µpost.  Table 38 

presents the t-test output for the 10,000 Word Level Test.  
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Table 38. The t-Test Results for the10,000 Word Level Test  

Test X  s t 
H-S 

critical p p 
Pretest   55.41 22.62 2.73 .05   .006* 
Posttest     62.08 21.33    
*p <.05 

The null hypothesis was rejected. The mean pretest score is lower than the mean 

posttest score in the population from which this sample was obtained.   As a result, it may 

be inferred that the PLDP was effective in raising the scores of students in the 10,000 

Word Level test of vocabulary. 

4.3.11 The Consecutive Interpretation Test 

The analysis of scores from the Consecutive Interpretation Test has been 

presented in Part I of this chapter. This test was scored by the number of errors the 

students made when rendering the message from English to Spanish or Spanish to 

English. It was concluded that the pretreatment population mean scores on this test was 

lower than the post-treatment population mean scores and that it could be inferred that the 

PLDP was effective in raising the participants’ skills that were measured by this 

instrument. 

4.4 Summary 

This chapter presented the results and analysis of the quantitative data collected in 

this study in the form of a battery of 9 tests: 2 translations, 2 compositions, the Academic 

Language Proficiency Test, 3 vocabulary tests and the Consecutive Interpretation Test. 

The quantitative analysis was presented for each test along with the scores for each of the 

24 participants at pre and post-testing. In general, analyses of the tests results suggest that 
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the PLDP made a significant change in the students’ academic language proficiency 

which is consistent with the premise of this additive model of education for language 

minority students. 

 Chapter V will present the analysis of the qualitative data collected in the form or 

individual phenomenological interviews with each one of the 6 case study participants. 

Their high school teachers were also interviewed to gauge what change, if any, they had 

noticed in the PLPD participants’ academic and personal goals, school achievement and 

language proficiency. 
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CHAPTER V: QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS  
 

This chapter discusses how translation and interpretation, with a focus on the 

acquisition of academic language proficiency in both languages, affected each of the case 

study students’ academic performance and personal growth 6 months after the 

completion of the program. An important part of this examination was to assess the 

female students’ perception about the program’s effect on their educational and personal 

lives. I first present a summary of the quantitatiave tests to see how students advanced 

their language competence in both languages. Then I present the case study students’ 

perceptions of their experiences in the program and the impact of the program on their 

academic performances and personal lives 6 months after its completion.  

5.1 A Summary of the Performance of the Case Study Participants 

The six case study participants are Rogelio, Ana, Mauricio, Mari, Gracia, and 

Roberto whose linguistic and social context, along with language brokering activity and 

language proficiency where described in Chapter III. Now we turn to a summary of their 

performance in the battery of 9 pre- and post-tests they took before and after the PLPD. 

Table 39 shows the results for each of the six case study participants in the two 

translation pre and pos-tests and the two composition tests. I grouped them together 

because these tests were scored on a scale from 1(poor) to 5 (excellent). Table 41 shows 

the scores for the six case study participants on the pre- and post- Academic Language 

Proficiency Test, and the overall vocabulary test, while Table 42 shows the Academic 

Vocabulary test and the 10,000 Word Level Test. I grouped these four tests together 

because they were scored from 0% to 100%.  
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Table 39. The Scores for the Six Case Study Participants on the Pre- and Post-English to Spanish 
Translation Test, Spanish to English Translation Test, English Composition Test, and Spanish 
Composition Test and the Mean Score for Each Test 

Student E-S TT S-E TT ECT SCT 
 pre post Pre post pre post pre post 

Ana 3 5 3 3 3 4 4 5 
Gracia 4 5 4 5 3 3 4 5 
Mari 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 3 
Mauricio 2 3 2 4 4 4 2 3 
Roberto 3 4 3 4 3 3 3 4 
Rogelio 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 4 
 X=3.83 X=4 X=2.83 X=3.83 X=3.16 X=3.33 X=3.16 X=4 
Note. E-S TT= English to Spanish Translation Test, S-ETT= Spanish to English Translation Test, 
ECT- English Composition Test, SCT= Spanish Composition Test 
 
 Table 39 shows that five of the 6 case study participants improved their English to 

Spanish translation scores, and only Rogelio scored the same from pre- to post-test. On 

the Spanish to English translation 5 students improved their scores and only Ana scored 3 

at pre and post-testing. In the English Composition test only Ana scored higher from pre- 

to post-test, while the other 5 case study participants retained their same scores from pre- 

to post-test. In the Spanish Composition test all students but Mari improved their score. 

Mari scored the same from pre-to post-test. In general, the case study participants’ scores 

improved from pre to post-test. This improvement suggests that the PLDP helps students 

with their reading comprehension skills and their writing skills in both languages since 

these are the skills needed for these 4 tasks. The post-test scores of examinations in which 

students were asked to write in Spanish – the English to Spanish and Composition –  

show the same mean result of 4, which is higher than any of the 2 post-test results in 

which students had to write in English –the Spanish to English translation and the English 

Composition—. This suggests that at the end of the PLDP students had better writing 

skills in Spanish than in English. 
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Table 40. The Scores on the Pre- and Post-Academic Language Proficiency Test.  Overall 
Vocabulary Test and the Mean Score for Each Test 

St Pre-ALPT% Post-ALPT% Pre-OVT% Post-OVT% 
Ana 69.33 64 80.51 83.07 

Gracia 65.33 70.66 91.28 92.82 
Mari 61.33 58.66 57.43 70.76 

Mauricio 69.33 73.33 90.76 94.87 
Roberto 57.33 60 86.66 86.15 
Rogelio 48 66.66 60 68.71 

 X=61.78 X=65.55 X=77.77 X=82.73 
 
Note: ALPT = Academic Language Proficiency Test, OVT = Overall Vocabulary Test,  
 

Table 41. The Scores on Academic Vocabulary Test, and 10,000 Word Level Test and the Mean 
Score for Each Test  

St Pre- AVT% Post- AVT% Pre- 10kWLT% 
Post- 

10kWLT% 
Ana 89.3 88 50 60 

Gracia 88 90.7 83.33 80 
Mari 41.3 78.7 26.66 66.66 

Mauricio 88 90.7 73.33 90 
Roberto 82.7 82.7 73.33 76.66 
Rogelio 42.7 54.7 20 23.33 

 X=72 X=80.92 X=54.44 X=66.11 
Note: AVT = Academic Vocabulary Test, 10kWLT = 10,000 Word Level Test.  
 

 In general, the case study group improved from pre- to post- test in the Academic 

Language Proficiency Test and the Overall Vocabulary test as shown in Table 40. They 

also improved in the Academic Vocabulary Test and the 10,000 Word Level Test as 

shown in Table 41. By examining the individual scores, it can be concluded that 4 of the 

6 case study students improved their score from pre- to post-test on the Academic 

Language Proficiency Test. Two of them however, scored lower from pre- to post-test. 

On the Overall vocabulary test, 5 of students improved their scores from pre- to post-test. 

Only Roberto did not show improvement, losing .51% from pre- to post-testing. For the 
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Academic Vocabulary Test, the central component of the vocabulary tests, 4 students 

improved their scores from pre- to post- test, while Ana lost 1.3% and Roberto scored the 

same. The improvement in Mari’s Academic Vocabulary Test score is remarkable. She 

gained 37.4% from pre- to post-test. These results suggest that the PLDP may help those 

students that need the most help because Mari had the lowest scores on the vocabulary 

pre-test of the six case study participants. 

 The quantitative results indicate an improvement in the case study participants 

reading and writing skills, academic language proficiency, and vocabulary knowledge in 

English and Spanish. The following section provides an account of the participants’ view 

of the PLPD as expressed during the individual interviews with the case study group, 

their high school teachers, my PLPD co-instructor and my own recorded impressions of 

these students’ participation in the program. 

 
5.2 Qualitative Analysis of the Interviews of the Six Case Study Participants,  

Their High School Teachers and the PLPD Instructors 

In this section, I provide the participants’ views on what, if anything, they found in 

the program that impacted their academic and personal lives. When I interviewed the 

students I gave them a choice between speaking Spanish or English. All of them said they 

didn’t care but in the end the interviews with all of them were in Spanish. Mauricio and 

Mari would code-switch intra-sentencially but most of their utterances were in Spanish. I 

believe we spoke Spanish during the interviews because the language of instruction in the 

PLDP was Spanish and so, the students were used to interacting with me in this language. 

Where the quotes were in Spanish I provided an English translation immediately after. 
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Since the goal of the program was to improve the participants’ academic proficiencies 

in both Spanish and English, in order to prepare them for success in higher education, my 

question was to what extent this goal was accomplished. I present various issues that 

emerged from the participants’ perceptions of the effect of the program on their academic 

and personal lives, as well as the perceptions of their high school teachers on their 

students’ performances in school. In general, the students reported awareness of the 

transformative effects of the additive model of translation and interpretation on their 

academic and personal lives.  

There is no doubt that the students had a positive reaction to the use of translation 

and interpretation as the focus of their classroom work. Just as important, the students 

were inspired by their own abilities to translate and interpret, which in turn motivated 

them to learn more. The motivation was not only confined to the 3-week course, but 

extended throughout the following year, as indicated by the six case study participants.  

The participants were engaged by not only the novelty of practicing real-life, 

challenging translation and interpretation exercises in class, using their unique cultural 

and linguistic skills, but also by the dynamic collective learning environment. Students 

were excited about group learning and the metacognitive awareness that they gained from 

being assessed and assessing others. The cultural pride that evolved from the importance 

of being bilingual and recognizing the richness of their heritage language and culture 

extended far beyond the 3 weeks. For many students, this discovery was life changing 

and was the cornerstone for academic and personal success, as one of the students put it: 

“El PLDP me cambió mi forma de ver las cosas, más que nada. Porque nunca me 
había dado cuenta que tan importante es el ser bilingüe. Nunca lo había apreciado tanto 
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como cuando salí de esta clase. Antes la verdad no me importaba mucho. Pues soy 
bilingüe y pues ni al caso. Pero, ya te das cuenta el valor que tiene la gente bilingüe. 
Hace mucha falta la gente que hable bien los dos idiomas. Aprecio mucho mi cultura 
ahora porque nunca me había puesto a pensar ni analizar mi cultura. Y después de este 
programa me di cuenta de que soy mexicana y también americana y tengo un poco de las 
dos culturas. Aprendí a entenderlas más y a respetarlas más por separado y luego como 
las dos se forman para ser una y que somos mexico-americanos.”  
 

[The PLDP changed the way I look at things, overall. Because I had never 
realized how important it is to be bilingual. I had never appreciated it so much as after 
taking this class. Before, I really didn’t care much about it. Well, I am bilingual but, so 
what? But then you realize how much value bilingual people have. There is a need for 
people who can speak both languages well. I appreciate my culture now because I had 
never stopped to think and analyze it. And after this program I realized that I am 
Mexican, and also American and that I have a bit of both cultures. I learned to understand 
them more and to respect them more separately and then how both of them come together 
to be one and that we are Mexican-American.] Gracia 
 

Gracia’s comments are significant, because she discovered that she is a product of 

two languages and cultures that both deserve respect, and that bilingualism is an asset in 

our society. In the following subsections, I discuss specific characteristics of the PLDP 

that helped students discover and appreciate the value of their bilingualism, biculturalism 

and biliteracy in their personal and academic lives.  

5.2.1 The students found the program transformative.  The students found the 

program transformative in that they discovered that their bilingualism and biculturalism 

are assets in their lives, which could lead to a degree and career in interpretation, 

translation, or other profession that utilizes their bilingual knowledge. They were able, 

therefore, to see the positive quality of being able to speak two languages, and by doing 

so, overcome the negative societal view of bilingualism. They were excited to learn that 

there are professional translators and interpreters who make a living by using their 

languages and cultures as tools and resources for professional advancement. The 
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participants commented on translation and interpretation and how the program engaged 

them to pursue the study as a major in higher education. 

“Me gustaría seguir con este estudio un poco más. Había pensado cuando 
entrara a la universidad estudiar esto como un ‘minor’. Antes del PLDP, no sabía que 
podía ser también una carrera. Pensé que era algo que se hacía normalmente porque la 
gente era bilingüe y ya.”   
 

[I would like to study this a bit more. I was thinking that when I start studying at 
the university, I should study this as my minor. Before the PLDP, I didn’t know this 
could also be a profession. I used to think that this is something one would normally do 
just because people are bilingual.] Ana 
 
  This discovery helped students consider pursuing higher education in order to 

achieve a professional goal and utilize their linguistic and cultural assets: 

 
“Tal vez esto es lo mío (traducción e interpretación) porque en el curso sentía que 

sí sé algo. Es importante saber diferentes idiomas y como los puedes usar. Es muy 
importante saber como se usan en las cortes, como se usan con los doctores. Tienes que 
saber como es que se dice y que hay mucho que no es tan fácil. Que hay que estudiar y 
podemos ganar dinero con eso.”   
 

[Maybe this is my thing (translation and interpretation) because during the 
program, I felt that I do know something. It is important to know how to speak different 
languages and how you can use them. It is very important how they are used in the 
courts, at the doctor’s office. You have to know how to say it, and there is a lot that is not 
easy. We have to study and we can earn a living from it.] Mari 
 
 

After the PLPD students realized what an endowment their languages and cultures 

are, they also realized the level of language proficiency that the bilingual experts they 

met had. They realized that in order to cash in the rewards of having two languages and 

cultures they needed to improve their academic skills in both languages, and they needed 

to study and have control over the formal registers of their two codes. They recognized 

that by becoming highly biliterate they have the potential to achieve great goals through 
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their languages but that education is the key that will turn the switch. Students realized 

the advantage that it is to have two languages at their disposal. They understood that they 

possess the intelligence and motivation to persevere in education, and that guidance is the 

only thing they needed. After this realization, they thought of higher education as a more 

realistic goal rather than just an unfounded expectation. All participants commented on 

how the PLDP inspired them to pursue the study of translation and interpretation as a 

formal major/minor in higher education : 

“Nos enseñaron de la traducción y la interpretación. Es muy importante saber 
dos idiomas y como los puedes usar…Porque el que sabe dos idiomas bien tenemos más 
ventajas que uno que sabe nada más un idioma.” 
  

[They taught us about translation and interpretation. It is very important to speak 
two languages and how you can use them…because those who speak two languages well 
have more advantages than those who only speak one.] Mari 

 

  Research shows that Heritage language learners of Spanish generally become 

limited bilinguals whose language and cultural talents are never fostered within our 

educational system (Valdés, 2001), and thus, are educationally disengaged and lack the 

cognitive readiness for academic and career opportunities.  In contrast, Genesee et al. 

(2006) report that developed bilingual proficiency correlates strongly with Latino 

academic achievement and educational expectations.  Nevarez (2001) confirms that poor 

secondary school preparation accounts for the underrepresentation of Latinos among 

college students.  Green and Forster (2003) note that “the main reason [emphasis added] 

[Latinos] are underrepresented in college admissions is that these students are not 

acquiring college-ready skills in the K-12 system.”   
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 In the PLDP, maybe for the first time, students saw their languages as a resource 

(Ruiz, 1984) for potential economic gain. They also recognized that their improvement in 

future earnings as a direct effect of their bilingualism will not come about automatically. 

As a result of their experience in the PLDP, the students came to appreciate the 

importance of improving their linguistic skills through education.  This language as a 

resource orientation is especially relevant for these students who belong to an ethnic and 

language group plagued with high drop-out and poverty rates. Indeed, if language 

minority students are to become part of the skilled labor force through education in the 

United States, they must focus on the tools they already possess as a starting point. This 

is especially important for our national economy when we realize that Hispanics are 

already the largest ethnic minority in the U.S. (15.5% in 2010, U.S. Census Bureau, 

2006). The Hispanic population is increasing in number because of higher birth rates than 

among the majority population and a continuous immigration. The projection that 

Hispanics will be 17.8% of the total U.S. population by 2020 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2006) 

makes the education of Hispanic children even more crucial. Language minority students 

lag behind other ethnic and racial groups in indices such as educational attainment and 

income. In the U.S., Hispanics or Latinos had the lowest educational attainment when 

compared to African-Americans, non-Hispanic European-Americans, and Asian-

Americans.  

According to the U.S. Census, 57% of Hispanics are high school graduates, and 

only 11.4% of Hispanics had a 4-year college degree (U.S. Census Bureau, 2006).  The 

low educational achievement of Hispanics is predictive of low income and low 
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socioeconomic status as well. The unemployment and earnings for the general population 

25 and older are correlated by educational attainment, showing a trend of higher earnings 

with higher educational attainment and lower unemployment rate (U.S Bureau of Labor 

Statistics, 2006). Those with some high school earned an average of $419 a week and had 

an unemployment rate of 6.8%. High school graduates earned an average of $595 a week 

and had a lower unemployment rate of 4.3%. Workers with a bachelor’s degree earned 

almost $1,000 a week and had an unemployment rate of 2.3%. 

  There are gaps between gender incomes for all ethnic and racial groups in the 

U.S. (U.S. Census, 2010). In general, while income increased significantly for both 

genders with higher educational attainment, men had a higher income than women for 

persons 25 years of age and older. A man with less than ninth grade earned an average of 

$15,461 while a woman earned $9,296. The amounts increased to $18,990 for male high 

school drop-outs and $10,786 for female high school drop-outs. With a high school 

diploma, men earned $28,763 and women $15,962. The earnings for men with a 

bachelor’s degree were on average $50,916 while for women it was $31,309. The 

differences on income among races were also stark. Overall, White Americans had the 

highest income at every level of educational attainment. European Americans with a 

bachelor’s degree earned an average of $53,185 while Hispanics earned $40,949 or 

29.9% less than European Americans with the same educational attainment level (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2010). 

 Given these stark demographic data, completing a 4-year college degree is 

critical in the improvement of Hispanic students’ social and economic futures. After the 
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PLDP, the participants were aware of the need for an education, and of the tools they 

possess by virtue of belonging to a bilingual and bicultural group, and most importantly, 

they felt motivated to enroll in higher education to earn a university degree. 

5.2.2 The students expressed pride in being chosen for the program as  

bilingual gifted students. One of the major transformative effects of the PLDP was the 

students’ newfound perception of themselves as “gifted.” Students reported that in their 

personal and academic experiences, they were constantly reminded of the lower status of 

their language and culture by members of the majority culture. Students were aware that, 

at school, their language and culture were tolerated, rather than appreciated as cultural 

capital to create knowledge. They were also aware that their bilingual skills were not 

appreciated by school culture and viewed as a handicap that got in the way of education. 

The students reported that they got the message that in order to succeed, all they needed 

was to learn English. Before the program, therefore, the students perceived themselves as 

members of a subculture, and were convinced that in order to belong to the dominant 

culture, they must speak English without an accent and (Lippi-Green, 2003) and relegate 

their native language and culture to the realm of the private, like a shameful part of them: 

“Lo malo es que en la escuela no nos enseñan así como en este programa. No 
importa si somos bilingües o no. El saber otro idioma es importante pero en la escuela a 
nadie le importa. Lo que tenemos que hacer es aprender inglés y a veces se nos olvida 
nuestro idioma. Nuestro idioma también es importante pero eso no lo dicen. A nadie le 
importa. Aquí pudimos aprender más de los dos idiomas.”  

 
[What’s bad is that at school we are not taught like this, like in this program. It 

doesn’t matter if we are bilingual or not. Knowing another language is important but at 
school nobody cares. What we need to do is learn English and sometimes we forget out 
language. Our language is also important but we are not told that. Nobody cares. Here we 
were able to learn more about both languages.] Rogelio 
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However, when chosen for the PLDP program, the students admitted that, for the 

first time, they felt important and valued. In their comments, they revealed their 

appreciation that the PLDP valued bilinguals and their language and culture as assets to 

be cultivated and improved through study and work. For the first time in their lives, they 

reported, they were proud that they had been selected to participate in an academic 

program on the basis of their knowledge of two languages and two cultures. Rather than 

seeing their Spanish competence as an “underdeveloped code,” (Valdés & Geoffrion-

Vinci, 1998) they saw it as a resource that needed enhancement. The most important 

aspect of this realization is that they can produce a change in their skills through 

education. The students’ engagement in the translation exercises helped them to realize 

that learning a language for a profession is a demanding endeavor that requires formal 

study and effort. They developed a sense of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997), and they 

believed that they have the ability to reach a higher goal, confident that they could 

improve their language proficiency in Spanish by completing more language courses: 

  “Fue una experiencia muy bonita. Algo nuevo que siempre-lo voy a recordar y 
me ayudó mucho saber que soy buena para algo… Me dio mucho gusto de haber 
recibido algo tan especial.  Lo aprecié mucho y me dio mucho gusto que me escogieron 
(para el PLDP). No cualquiera va a estar ahí (estudiando) cuando pueden estar en el 
verano viajando. Sé que no todos los que quisieron venir fueron aceptados.” 
 

 [It was a very nice experience. It was something new that I will always 
remember, and that helped me a lot to know that I am good for something… I felt very 
happy to know that I had received something so special. I appreciated it a lot, and I was 
very happy to have been chosen to participate (in the PLDP). Not just anyone is going to 
be studying when they can be traveling during the summer. I know that not all the 
students who wanted to be admitted were accepted into the program.] Mari 
 

“Pues aquí entramos porque sabemos dos idiomas pero también los escribimos. 
También nos dijeron que hay cosas que sabemos del idioma que tienen que ver con la 
cultura que entendemos porque somos parte de las dos culturas. Me dio gusto saber que 
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sé más de lo que pensaba. Lo vi en las clases de traducción.  Antes como que nadie nos 
decía que era importante hablar dos idiomas. Me doy cuenta que no todos son como 
nosotros.” 

 
[We were admitted to the PLDP because we speak two languages and we also 

write them. We were also told that there are things about the language that had to do with 
the culture that we understand because we are part of both cultures. I liked knowing that I 
know more than I thought. I saw it in the translation classes. Before (the PLDP) like, 
nobody told us that speaking two languages was important. I realize now that not 
everyone is like us.] Roberto 

 
“You and I talked so much during these 3 weeks, about their gifts of not only 

bilingualism but biculturalism. And that’s what makes them so unique. Their knowledge 
of these tow cultures is unusual, and that I’d like to think that for many of them it’s the 
first time they look at it that way. And so, I’d like to think that at the end of the 3 weeks 
they come away from that feeling like the biculturalism that is part of them is 
empowering as opposed to something they have been dragging along for a while. Or 
perhaps they never really thought about it. It’s just part of their reality, and this is the 
first time they started thinking ‘Hey! Wait a minute, something that is part of who I am is 
something I can really do something with.”  PLPD co-instructor, Matthew Teller 

 
 Students crafted for themselves new identities as capable learners who understand 

the value of their biliteracy. They realized that “not just anyone” will invest the time and 

effort to improve his/her linguistic skills. They were motivated and dedicated to their 

translation and interpretation tasks because of the PLDP consistent message that their 

languages and cultures are important and worth cultivating. They realized they could 

carry out translation and interpretation tasks because they could rely on the knowledge of 

language and culture they already possess. They also realized how unique these talents 

are which further contributed to their identity as potentially gifted individuals.  

5.2.3 The PLDP helped students discover a new appreciation of their bilingualism 

and ethnicity.  Before the program, similar to many Latino children, the students took 

their bilingualism and language brokering for granted (Orellana, 2003).  
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They were recognized by the PLDP as outstanding and were exposed to a rigorous 

academic environment involving challenging translations and interpretations. Learning 

about the complexity of translation and interpretation activities, the students reported, 

they learned to appreciate their uniqueness as language brokers. They understood that 

they are not simply Mexican or Mexican American, as society perceives them, but 

talented individuals who have control of two languages and cultures:  

“Soy mexico-americano. Tal vez ahora me siento un poquito más orgulloso de 
entrar al PLDP. Siempre he estado orgulloso de quien soy y de donde vengo pero ahora 
me ha enseñado que no cualquiera es bilingüe. No cualquiera domina dos lenguas como 
nosotros y me siento mejor de mí mismo. La forma en que veo mi futuro ahora (después 
del PLDP), como yo inconscientemente hacía interpretación y no sabía que lo estaba 
haciendo. Nada más lo hacía porque podía.  Ahora sé que es importante.”  
 
  [I am Mexican-American. Maybe now I feel a bit prouder after having been a part 
of the PLDP. I have always been proud of who I am and where I come from, but now I 
know that not just anyone is bilingual. Not anyone has control over two languages like 
we do, and I feel better about myself. The way I see my future now (after the PLDP), like 
I used to interpret without being aware of it, and I didn’t know what I was doing. I would 
just do it because I knew how. Now I know it’s important.] Roberto 

 
 “¿Como le diré? No me avergonzaba ser mexicano. Eso es algo que me gusta pero en 
veces hay personas que te ven mal si hablas español, si te miras mexicano, y peor si 
tienes acento. Me siento orgulloso de ser mexicano y ahora me gusta más porque sé que 
hay muchas cosas que puedo hacer porque venimos de allá. No importa lo que digan, 
nosotros somos gente buena y muy luchona. Mi ‘amá dice que los mexicanos estamos 
aquí para trabajar honestamente. Y luego pues no soy mexicano nomás, yo naci aquí y 
soy de aquí. Nuestro idioma es bonito y me gusta ser como soy.” 
 
 [How I should I put it? I wasn’t ashamed of being Mexican. That is something 
that I liked but sometimes there are people that give you looks if you speak Spanish, if 
you look Mexican, and it’s worse if you have an accent. I feel proud of being Mexican, 
and now I like it more because there are things I can do because we come from that 
country. I don’t care what they say, we are good people who struggle to earn a living. My 
mom says that Mexican people are here to work honestly. And then, I am not just 
Mexican, I was born here and I am from here. Our language is beautiful and I like being 
who I am.] Mauricio 
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Students have lived in a social context where the standard accepted norm is, 

English monolingualism. Bilingual students are not perceived as talented students with an 

exceptional skill. This vision of the abstracted, idealized norm for speech is imposed on 

students and maintained by dominant institutions that promote the notion of an 

homogeneous standard language which is primarily white, upper middle class, and 

Midwestern (Lippi-Green, 2003). 

5.2.4 The PLDP translation and interpretation curriculum fostered the students’ 

emotional and intellectual engagement. The students recognized the engaging quality 

of the translation and interpretation curriculum of teaching, because it utilized their 

heritage language and culture. Additionally, they confirmed the effectiveness of teaching 

translation and interpretation, building up on the identity, language, and knowledge they 

already possessed. Moreover, students appreciated instruction received in Spanish and 

English, which enabled them to explore and strengthen both language proficiencies and 

cultures. Most importantly, they recognized the instructors’ empathetic understanding of 

the students’ cultural and social backgrounds, and appreciated the curriculum building on 

their cultural capital: 

“Me emocionaba darme cuenta todo lo que puedo hacer. Me siento con más ganas de 
estudiar ahora que sé que quiero y puedo estudiar algo en lo que soy buena. En la clase 
ni cuenta me daba del tiempo que pasaba cuando teníamos que traducir o interpretar. En 
cambio recuerdo lo aburrido que en ocasiones es estar en clase cuando no entiendes 
nada. Y luego que tienes que escribir pero ¿de qué? Ni entiendo. Le pregunto al maestro 
si voy bien y dice ‘it’s ok’ sin siquiera verlo. Me da como coraje y tristesa y no se puede 
hacer nada.” 

 
[I got excited when I realized everything I can do. I feel like studying more now that I 

know that I want and I can study something that I am good at. In class I wouldn’t even 
notice the time passing by when we had to translate or interpret. I remember how boring 
it sometimes is to be in clases when you don’t understand anything. And then you have to 
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write but about what? I don’t even understand. I ask the teacher if I’m on the right track 
and he says  “it’s ok” without even looking at it. I feel angry and sad and nothing can be 
done about it.] Mari 

 
The positive psychological connections these students made between learning and 

feeling  “excited”  “proud of their skills,” and “motivated to work” helped them stay 

focused during the PLDP. Students reported that their experiences promoted a heightened 

interest in learning and impacted their academic achievement. Students also appreciated 

the contributions from the professional experts. They were impressed with the experts’ 

linguistic skills and abilities to switch between Spanish and English, always maintaining 

the higher registers of professional discourse. These presentations were interesting and 

engaging for the students. The students confirmed scholarly findings that students’ 

engagement is another relevant variable linked to postsecondary success, and one of the 

strongest predictors of long-term academic performance (Johnson, Crosnoe & Elder, 

2001; Shernoff, Csikszentmihalyi, Schneider, & Shernoff, 2003; Shernoff, & Schmidt, 

2008). 

“Me gustaba cuando oíamos a ¿cómo se dice?, las presentaciones aquí en el 
auditorio. Y nos presentaban las armas y cosas que nunca había visto.” 

 
 [I really liked it when we would hear the, how do you say? The lectures here at the 

auditorium. And they would show us weapons and things I had never seen.] Roberto 
 

The poor social and institutional climate found in many secondary and 

postsecondary environments (which undervalue Latinos' heritage language and culture) 

alienates Latinos and extinguishes their interest in learning and pursuit of higher 

education (Aparicio, 1998; Genesee, et al., 2006; Nevarez, 2001; Valdés 2003).   
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5.2.5 The students recognized that the curriculum focused on substantive ideas that 

were organized cyclically. The students appreciated that the curriculum was organized 

around the cyclical reintroduction of concepts at progressively higher levels of 

complexity and interrelatedness. They reported that learning through this cyclical 

organization of subject matter allowed them to naturally grow in the understanding of 

subjects and ideas, and to gradually correct misunderstandings: 

“Recuerdo que vimos los acentos del español de diferentes maneras. Primero nos 
explicaron las reglas otra vez, porque ya las habíamos visto antes en la escuela, y 
empezamos con ejercicios fáciles y luego se ponía difícil. Después, aunque la clase era 
de, digamos anatomía, también teníamos que recordar los acentos y sus reglas para 
poder escribir bien. También cuando escribimos sobre cualquier otra cosa, otra vez los 
acentos salían. Así fue como los aprendí porque los vimos una y otra vez en diferentes 
temas y no se me hizo aburrido.” 
 

[I remember that we covered accent marks in Spanish in different ways. First, the 
rules to use accent marks were explained to us again, because we had already seen them 
at school, and we started with easy exercises and it got difficult little by little. Later, 
although the class was, say on anatomy, we also had to remember the accent marks and 
their rules to be able to write well. Also, whenever we wrote about anything, once again 
the accent marks would surface. That is how I learned them, because we went over them 
time and time again in different topics, so it wasn’t boring to me.] Ana 
 

 The PLDP curriculum consists of topics that are introduced and practiced through 

hands-on translation and interpretation practice labs. The same instructional goals are 

presented and revisited in different tasks and contexts throughout the course in order to 

make it available to all the students who represent various levels of proficiency. Students 

had the opportunity to talk about their doubts and questions with peers and instructors 

and this provided the space to share and reinforce their knowledge:   

“Otra cosa que me di cuenta es que se toma tiempo y práctica aprender algo. Se 
necesita verlo de diferentes formas. Por ejemplo, cuando hablamos de los verbos que 
terminan en ‘ing’ y el infinitivo ¿se acuerda? Bueno, pues al principio se me hacía muy 
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confuso pero después poco a poco y con diferentes ejercicios lo iba aprendiendo. 
También me ayudó que trabajamos con otros estudiantes que lo explicaban y ayudaban 
con los ejercicios. Sabía que no se dice ‘Haciendo ejercicio es bueno.’ sino ‘El hacer 
ejercicio es bueno.’ porque estaba en el pizarrón pero no me sonaba. ¡hasta me lo 
aprendí de memoria [riéndose]. Después de los ejercicios se me quedó. Luego cuando ya 
escribimos las redacciones me salía más natural usar el infinitivo que al principio. Aún 
ahora cuando hablo lo recuerdo y lo uso.” 
 

[Something else that I realized is that it takes time and practice to learn 
something. You need to see in many times in different ways. For example when we 
talked about the verbs that end in “ing” and the infinitives, remember? Well, at the 
beginning it was really confusing but later, little by little and with different exercises I 
started learning it. It also helped that we working with other students that would explain it 
and helped with the exercises. I knew that we don’t say “Haciendo ejercicio es bueno.“ 
but  “El hacer ejercicio es bueno.” Because it was on the board but it still didn’t sound 
right. I even memorized it! [laughing]. After the exercises, I got it. Later when we wrote 
the compositions using infinitives was more natural than at the beginning. Even now, I 
remember it and use it.] Rogelio 
 

“Aprendí las partes y las funciones del cuerpo humano porque primero lo leímos 
en clase y preparamos una presentación nosotros. Después fuimos a ver la presentación 
con los expertos en el auditorio, y luego fuimos a la clase y con usted y con Matt 
volvimos a hablar de lo mismo y a aclarar algunas dudas que surgieron. Al escribir de 
este tema al final ya sabíamos bastante. No aprendí todo, uno de los expertos dijo que 
tomaba muchos años, pero entiendo más del cuerpo humano y sé donde encontrar 
informacion en el internet.” 
 

[I learned the parts and functions of the human body because first we read it in 
class and then we prepared a presentation. Then we went to hear the presentation by the 
experts at the auditorium, and then we went back to class and with you and Matt we 
talked about the same thing, and we cleared some doubts that came up. While writing 
about this topic at the end we already knew a lot. I didn’t learn everything, one of the 
experts said that it takes years, but I understand more about the human body, and I know 
where to find information on the Internet.] Mari 

 

Students monitored their own learning and were able to progress in cyclical 

learning in which learning tasks were presented and re-introduced in a variety of 

exercises and modalities to be reinforced and learned. They realized that learning is an 

ability and that knowing how to learn is an important skill. Most importantly, students 
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realized that even if they didn’t learn everything, they learned about various resources at 

their disposal to retrieve the information when needed.  

5.2.6 The students observed that the exercises were relevant, varied, meaningful, 

engaging, and challenging.  The students appreciated the engaging curriculum designed 

not only to offer them opportunities to learn, but also to challenge them to think more 

critically, and advanced their conceptual and language proficiency. They understood that 

the variety of translation assignments, writing exercises, interpretation activities, 

professional lectures, film subtitling, etc., were based on real-life situations and written 

and presented just above their language level. However, the students were excited by this 

challenge, because they saw the relevance of these exercises to their lives. This relevance, 

they reported, forced them to use all their linguistic resources, and to carry out a variety 

of cognitively demanding tasks; with real-life application:  

 “El vocabulario que estudiamos en el PLDP me ha ayudado en la escuela, en mi 
clase de gobierno porque estamos viendo todo lo de las cortes de justicia y todo eso. Lo 
de intepretación me ha servido, por ejemplo, pasó esto que se me hizo chistoso. El día de 
la graduación a mi hermanito le empezó a doler el ojo y fuimos al consultorio médico 
para que lo checaran y ahí estuve interpretando médicamente. Me sentí más a gusto y se 
me hizo más fácil hablar con el doctor porque ya tenía el vocabulario para hablar de las 
partes del ojo, como vimos en clase. Ya sabía que hacer o como decirlo. Hasta el doctor 
me preguntó si estaba en ‘pre-med’ o en enfermería. Fue padre. Se me hizo muy chistoso 
que toda la semana anterior estuvimos practicando para eso.” 
 

[The vocabulary that we studied at the PLDP has helped me at school, in my 
Government class because we are studying everything related to the courts and all that. 
Interpretation has helped me, for example, this is what happened that I thought was very 
funny. The day of the graduation my little brother started to complain about pain in his 
eye and we went to the doctor’s office to get him checked and I was doing medical 
interpretation. I felt more comfortable and it was easier to talk to the doctor because I 
already had the vocabulary to talk about the parts of the eye, like we studied in class. I 
already knew what to do and how to say it. The doctor asked me if I was in pre med or in 
nursing that was nice. It was really funny that the whole previous week we were 
practicing for this.] Mauricio 
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Students found practical value in the knowledge they acquired at the PLDP and 

were able to use it right away in their everyday lives. This knowledge gave them more 

confidence in what they were doing and made them feel good about themselves. If 

knowledge produces good psychological outcomes such as confidence and self-efficacy, 

the likelihood of students engaging in learning activities increases. The PLDP 

participants associated doing challenging academic tasks with self satisfaction, thus 

increasing the probability of their participation in higher education. 

“La cosa es que la clase se ponía difícil pero me gustó porque todos 
trabajábamos y alguien siempre tenía la respuesta. También porque era de cosas que 
sabíamos como esa carta que tuvimos que escribir describiéndonos usando vocabulario 
más, como dice usted, académico. Ese ejercicio me hizo pensar en lo podía hacer y que 
quería estudiar.” 
 

[The thing is that the class would get difficult but I liked it because we all worked 
and someone always had the answer. Also because it was about things we knew, like that 
letter we had to write describing ourselves using vocabulary that was, like you say, more 
academic. That exercise made me think of what I could do and what I wanted to study 
[professionally]. Roberto 
 
 The writing exercises that students worked on at the PLDP had real meaning in 

their lives. The topics covered were relevant to their lives and lives of their families, as 

well as to their future aspirations in higher education. For example, the letter they wrote 

in class was a cover letter to apply for college admissions. It was an exercise in 

contemplating what they had accomplished and what else they needed to do in order to 

become successful applicants at a university. The purpose of the written exercises was 

acquiring writing skills, but also in using writing skills for authentic purposes (Omaggio, 
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2000). The cover letter was an exercise in vocabulary and grammar, as well as an 

exercise in introspection and planning for the future.  

5.2.7 The students appreciated that they were learning ideas and practicing tasks in 

a socially and linguistically contextualized framework. The students enjoyed the 

translation and interpretation exercises because they were not linear, dry, and dense, with 

few illustrations, as might be the case in their high school textbooks, but embedded in a 

meaningful context, through diverse examples, that made the language comprehensible to 

them. They appreciated learning about court interpreting by visiting the juvenile court, 

seeing a professional court interpreter in action, and having a court representative explain 

how the juvenile court system works and what contributions the students could make if 

they graduate from college. This was especially true of them because they are bilingual, 

an advantage in any field as was explained to them.  

 “La visita al juzgado de menores me impresionó, sobre todo cuando entró el 
muchacho ese con la cadenas en los pies y manos. ¡Qué horror! Yo conozco gente que ha 
tenido que presentarse allá por algo que hicieron. Tenemos suerte de no estar en esa 
situación. Al contrario, como nos dijo la juez, podemos hacer cosas buenas, trabajar en 
el juzgado como intérpretes o abogados. También fue interesante el recorrido y cuando 
nos dijeron que muchos de los que entran aquí se habían salido de la escuela; me doy 
cuenta lo importante que es seguir estudiando y ser útil. También me gustó cuando 
hablamos con la intérprete que estaba trabajando, fue interesante. Ahora ya tengo una 
idea clara de qué hacen los intérpretes. Aprendí también muchas expresiones de la corte. 
Fue una buena experiencia.” 
 

 [The visit to the Juvenile Court was really impressive, especially when that guy 
with the chains on his feet and hands walked in, It was horrible! I know people who have 
had to show up here for something they did. We are lucky not to be in that situation. 
Quite the opposite, as the judge told us, we can do good things, like work on the court as 
interpreters or lawyers. It was interesting the tour that they gave us and when they told us 
that many of the people that come here had dropped out of school, I realized how 
important it is to stay in school and to be useful. I also liked it when we talked to the 
interpreter who was working, it was interesting. Now I have a clear idea about what 
interpreters do. I also learned a lot of expressions used at court. It was a good visit.] Mari 
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Students came to the realization that they are lucky to be in school and out of 

trouble with the law. This was understated by the Juvenile Court supervisor who gave 

them a talk and a tour of the facilities. Students heard that most of the youth that goes 

through the doors of the detention facility are those that have dropped out of school. This 

put schooling and education under a different perspective. This realization is important to 

keep students in school. The fact that there is a disproportionate minority representation 

in the juvenile justice system (Krisberg, 2005) was stated by the court supervisor. 

Another fun and exciting learing experience was learning about and practicing 

subtitling with a real movie. This learning took place while they worked on writing skills 

by applying writing conventions they had learned in class. They also understood that the 

meaning of an utterance is tied to its context and intent:  

 
“Lo de las películas fue divertido porque cuando le pusimos los subtítulos 

teníamos que hacer que fuera lo mismo para que mantuviera el sentido pero con menos 
palabras. Tenía que ser chistoso pero en ocasiones algo es chistoso por las palabras o el 
tono en que se dice y es difícil hacerlo en otro idioma.  En mi grupo no llegábamos a un 
acuerdo de como escribir el subtítulo porque cada quien tenía su propia idea, y tuvimos 
que buscar en el diccionario y hablar sobre lo que significaba y porque era chistoso, y al 
fin lo escribimos.  Es como un juego pero que también aprendimos cosas.” 
 

[The thing about the movies was fun we had to write the subtitles we had to make 
it be the same so that it would keep its same meaning but with fewer words. It had to be 
funny but sometimes something is funny because of the words they use or they tone they 
use and it is difficult to do the same in another language. In my group we couldn’t reach 
an agreement on to how to write the subtitle because each one of us had his or her own 
idea, and we had to look up things in the dictionary and talk about what it meant and why 
it was funny, and at the end we wrote it. It’s like a game but we also learned something.] 
Gracia 
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 Working together on a writing assignment that was entertaining and related to 

their lives was another way to engage students in writing tasks at the PLDP. Students 

realized that the work of translators working on movies subtitles can be complex given 

the many constraints of language, idiomatic expressions, length, and meaning of the 

utterances. The students recognized that another layer of difficulty is added when the 

translator needs to retain the cultural references and humor from the ST and replicate 

them in the TT in a way that will be comprehensible and palatable to the target audience. 

Students realized the importance of polysemy and pragmatics, and the difference between 

connotation and denotation in a text.  

5.2.8 The students recognized the need for higher education to continue developing 

their language skills. The students realized that professional translators and interpreters 

had to invest long hours of study in order to be able to use these linguistic and cultural 

tools as a way to make a living. This realization opened a window of opportunity they 

had not seen before, and encouraged the students to pursue a college education. This 

might have been the first time that the students recognized that they can advance 

academically and professionally because of, not in spite of their first language and 

culture. 

“I think they also learned that they have the discipline to take 3 weeks out of their 
summer and go to a classroom every day for 8 hours and work and get through a 
program. It wouldn’t surprise me if many of them up until that point hadn’t done 
anything that takes that kind of discipline. So, I’d like to think that in the end they can 
think ‘I can do something like this in college’.” PLDP co-instructor, Matthew Teller 

 
“El PLDP me interesó porque lo vi como una oportunidad de reforzar mi español 

y mi inglés, para mejorar. Y sí, después del PLDP se más pero aún hay mucho que 
aprender y voy a seguir estudiando. Lo que sigue es la universidad. Y ahora sé que con 
mis dos idiomas puedo hacer algo para el futuro, puedo hacer una carrera. Eso sí, tengo 
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que seguir estudiando para perfeccionarme porque no cualquiera puede hacer el trabajo 
de un traductor.” 

 
[I was interested in the PLDP because I saw it as a way to reinforce my Spanish 

and English, to improve. And I did, after the PLDP I know more but there is still a lot to 
learn and I am going to keep studying. What’s next is college. And now I know that with 
my two languages I can do something for the future, I can make a career out of it. I have 
to continue studying to make it perfect, that’s a fact.] Roberto 
 

“La intérprete que entrevistamos nos dijo que ella había sacado su carrera en 
español y su maestría en literatura española. Aunque era como nosotros que era bilingüe 
y vivía aquí, se tuvo que preparar. Nos dijo que tenemos el principio del camino andado 
pero que nos tenemos que preparar porque no importa el area a que nos dediquemos 
siempre tenemos que saber más. Yo sí quiero ir a la universidad aunque me cueste. Mis 
papás ya me dijeron que me van a ayudar en lo que puedan.” 

 
[The interpreter that we interviewed in class told us that she had gotten her major 

in Spanish and her Master’s in Spanish literature. Even if she was like us, bilingual and 
living here, she had to study. She told us that we have already walked the beginning of 
this road but that we need to prepare ourselves because it doesn’t matter what area we 
end up working in we always need to know more. I do want to go to the university even if 
it costs a lot. My parents told me that they will help me in any way they can.] Rogelio   

 

Students met an interpreter who, like them, was bilingual in Spanish and English 

and had been able to improve her linguistic skills and make a living as an interpreter 

because she pursued a degree in higher education. Students saw themselves as potential 

university students because they possess important knowledge that can be translated into 

a major or a minor.  

5.2.9 The students reported that the PLDP inspired them to commit to higher 

education or renew their educational aspirations. The students’ perceptions on who 

could or could not attend college changed after the PLDP. Some of the PLDP participants 

always thought about attending college, but didn’t know how to apply for different 

sources of financial aid. Some were certain about attending college, but didn’t know how 
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to circumvent the fact that their parents didn’t keep documents in a file, and therefore 

lacked documents to apply for admissions or financial aid. The students thought that 

without these documents they would never be considered for a scholarship, in spite of 

being American citizens. Others, having performed poorly in high school, had no hope 

for higher education. In any case, before joining the PLDP students had doubts about 

pursuing a major at the university, but their participation transformed their views and 

expectations. After the program, the students demonstrated a serious commitment to 

higher education. 

  “I have started looking into applying. I have thought about the U of A. I’ve also 
gotten a bunch of letters from other colleges. My grades are good so I may get a 
scholarship. But you know what’s hard? It’s doing a FAFSA form because my parents 
don’t do taxes because of the papers and they are not funding so I don’t know. Remember 
that guy that came in and spoke to us? He gave us a number to call and he talked about 
how to fill out the paper work. I was thinking about calling.” Mauricio 
 
 

Students appreciated the knowledge they obtained about the application process 

and saw it as a more realistic goal. The myth of college as a place for only the chosen 

ones was shattered by their physical presence on campus, by their understanding of the 

application and admissions process, and by their realization that they too can participate 

in the creation of knowledge. As language minority students, most of the PLDP 

participants come from homes where information, understanding and familiarity with 

academic institutions in the U.S. are limited or non-existent (O’Connor, 2009).  

  
  “Fue una experiencia diferente porque nunca había estado en la universidad, y 
uno como que es más independiente porque uno va a las clases y se va a comer solo. Es 
muy diferente de la high school. El ambiente de la high school, como dicen, lo tienen a 
una encerrado y aquí sí te podías ir. Pero no nos íbamos. Las clases se me hicieron muy 
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cortas. Eso es lo único que no me gustó del PLDP. Hubiera preferido más tiempo, más 
semanas porque me interesaría aprender más de esto.” 
 

 [It was a very different experience, because I had never been to the university, 
and one seems to be more independent because one goes to class and to eat lunch on 
one’s own. It’s very different in high school. The environment at high school, you could 
say we are locked up, but here we could just leave. But we didn’t leave. The program was 
too short. That is the only thing I did not like about the PLDP. I would have preferred 
more time, more weeks because I would be interested in learning more about this 
subject.] Gracia 
 

The students agreed that their having taken classes at the university campus 

fostered their excitement about knowledge. They recognized that the program provided a 

rich institutional climate, which increased their intellectual and emotional connection to 

their learning and to the academic institution. They stressed their interest in independence 

and academic achievement. 

In interviews, teachers also commented on the effect of the PLDP on students’ 

decisions to pursue their education. These high school teachers saw the excitement and 

interests and determination to enroll in college. The PLDP was a turning point for some 

of the students who had never contemplated attending college. 

“Inclusive dos de las que vinieron [al PLDP] se han interesado en ganar [sic] 
una carrera en interpretación y traducción. Son Ana y Gracia…Estaba Gracia 
comentando que como le había gustado tanto este curso que había tomado en el verano 
que probablemente se inclinara a estudiar de lleno la carrera de interpretación tal vez 
médica.”   
 

[Two of the students that came here (for the PLDP) have become interested in 
earning a degree in interpretation and translation. They are Ana and Gracia…Gracia was 
saying that since she liked this program that she studied during the summer so much, she 
would probably lean towards studying this as her major, a major in medical interpretation 
and translation.] Ana and Gracia’s high school language teacher 
 

“Ahorita anda muy metido en conseguir becas. Creo que ustedes [en el PLDP] le 
dieron una hoja con becas y quiere conseguirlas porque dice que quiere ir a la 
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universidad. A raíz de que fue al programa le nació la idea. Ahora, después de que vino 
me dijo ‘me voy a la universidad’ Yo lo veo muy entusiasmado en ir a la universidad.”  
 

[Now (Rogelio) is into getting scholarships. I think that you [in the PLDP] gave 
him a list of scholarships and he wants to get them because he wants to attend the 
university. The seed was planted after attending the program [PLDP]. Now, after he came 
back he told me “I’m going to the university.” I see him very enthusiastic about going to 
the university.] Rogelio’s high school  language teacher 

 
5.2.10 The students revealed an ability to deal with social prejudices by appreciating 

their own origins, language, and culture. The students were passionate about their 

ethnic identities and languages, while developing their ability to study and work in this 

country. Having a strong sense of identity and its complexity, these young students were 

able to reject the ethnic inequality they face every day. The students showed 

understanding of their bilingualism as cultural capital that can aid them in coping with 

societal pressures such as societal and linguistic racism (linguicism; Skutnabb-Kangas, 

2001). Indeed by maintaining their cultural traditions, students are able to cope with 

racist agendas and the message they get urging them to assimilate (Cummins, 2000): 

“Se nota cuando ves a tu alrededor gente de otro color y a veces te ven a ti más 
obscura, por ser del color que eres y se siente raro.  Pero después de ir a esta clase 
[PLDP] esto no importa. Hay que sentirse orgulloso de ser mexicano porque no tiene 
nada de malo, aunque otra gente diga lo que diga.”  
  

 [You can tell when you look around and you see people of color and sometimes 
they see you even darker. Just for being the color you are and you feel weird but after 
going to this program [PLDP] that doesn’t matter. One must feel proud of being Mexican 
because there is nothing wrong with it; people can say whatever they want.] Gracia 
 

Cummins (2000) outlined how the coercive and collaborative relations of power 

are manifested in macro-interactions between subordinated communities and dominant 

groups’ institutions (such as schools). These power relations filter down to, and define 

the roles that educators and educational structures play in the micro-interactions between 
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educators and students. These micro-interactions form the interpersonal space within 

which knowledge is generated and identities are negotiated with two possible outcomes: 

(a) reinforcing coercive relations of power or (b) promoting collaborative relations of 

power (Cummins, 2000, p. 43). To promote an educational model that fosters 

collaborative relations of power the micro-interactions between educators and students 

must reflect a transformative intercultural orientation. This transformative intercultural 

orientation includes and appreciates the minority students’ language and culture making 

it an additive model of language minority students’ education. The transformative 

intercultural orientation is also collaborative in that it benefits from community 

participation. It is transformative because it results into academically and personally 

empowered students. In this sense, the PLDP as an educational program with a 

transformative and intercultural orientation empowers students to become academically 

successful and to reflect a positive identity of themselves. 

5.2.11 The students appreciated the explicit teaching of academic strategies.The 

students recognized and valued the teaching of metacognitive strategies to foster 

autonomous learning. By scaffolding instruction, learners gradually go from learning 

with a lot of support from instructors to learning independently. The students reported 

that the teachers gradually handed over responsibility to them, so the students could 

acquire knowledge working on their own.  For example, they reported that they learned 

the words not in isolation, in a list of vocabulary to be memorized, but in a dynamic 

social environment where they talked about each word, its form and function, with peers 

(Laufer & Hulstijn, 2001; Nagy, 1997; Nation, 1991, 2001, 2005). They reported 
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benefiting from engaging in reading and writing these words, and listening to the 

professional lectures utilizing these words in two languages (Nagy, et al., 1987). The 

students recognized what Delpit (1995) has argued, that “the discourse of power--the 

language used in this country to establish and maintain social control--should also be 

taught explicitly, because it is not automatically acquired.” They noticed that language is 

culture specific and that studying this specificity and different language styles helps them 

develop language proficiency and autonomy.  

 
“Pues en el PLDP aprendí muchas cosas pero lo que más se me quedó es que me 

di cuenta como puedo aprender sola. Es bueno que los maestros expliquen y poder 
trabajar con los compañeros, pero me gustó saber como ver todo el ejercicio y entender 
que es lo que se pide y aprender como ir paso a paso. Las traducciones eran difíciles 
pero poco a poco me di idea de como hacerlas en pasos. Había palabras difíciles pero si 
entiendo la idea de lo que dice puedo buscar y encontrar las palabras. No lo puedo 
explicar bien, pero puedo aprender sola, sólo leyéndolo y escuchando. No me había 
pasado antes. Tal vez sea porque era muy interesante o porque estaba en inglés y en 
español, el caso es que lo podía hacer sin que me lo estuvieran explicando mil veces. 
Creo que esto es lo mío.” 
 

[In the PLDP, I learned a lot of things but what I got the most was that I realized 
how I can learn on my own. It’s good when the teachers explain things and being able to 
work with our classmates, but I liked knowing how to see the whole exercise and 
understand what it is asking me to do and learn how to go step by step. The translations 
were difficult but little by little I realized how to do them in steps. There were difficult 
words but if I understand the idea of what it says I can look for and find those words. I 
can’t explain it well, but I can learn on my own, just by reading it and listening to it. It 
had never happened before. It might have been because it was very interesting or because 
it was in English and in Spanish, the fact is that I learned without having someone 
explaining it to me a thousand times. I believe this is what I am good at.] Mari  
 
5.2.12 The students appreciated the collaborative environment of the PLDP. The 

PLDP’s primary focus was to develop a community of learners, to collaborate 

intellectually, and to think critically. The students recognized that, by working in groups, 

they constructed their own understandings of topics discussed and, as a result, became 
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engaged in the learning process. They appreciated the teachers’ ability to create an 

atmosphere of support, respect, and appreciation for all of the students and to provide 

them with equitable opportunities to participate in open and elaborate discussions. This 

supportive environment forced them to take risks, and to accept others’ contributions and 

constructive criticism. The students were able to admit their lack of knowledge, expose 

themselves to challenge, and overcome their own difficulties. They reported that they felt 

comfortable taking risks knowing that their contributions were appreciated and respected 

by their classmates, teachers, and visiting speakers.  This feeling of belonging also 

reinforced the students’ cultural identity and empowered them (Cummins, 2001).  

“Me gustó porque todos trabajábamos juntos, y que nadie decía que aquél no 
sabe, o aquél sabe todo. No sé, creo que todos éramos iguales. Me gustó. Se sentía una 
confianza, a todos sentía igual. Nadie se burlaba. Todavía estoy en contacto con algunos 
de ellos.”   
 

[I liked it because we would all work together, and nobody would say “that one 
doesn’t know” or “that one knows everything.” I don’t know, I think we were all the 
same. I liked it. You could feel the confidence. It felt like everyone was the same. 
Nobody would make fun of anyone. I’m still in touch with some of them.] Rogelio 

 

Students trusted and valued each other’s ideas and contributions. They saw each 

other as members of a learning community with proposals to the task at hand worth 

listening to. They perceived each other as equal partners in a community of learners 

whose input contributed to the advancement of everyone’s learning. These positive 

feelings for one another went beyond the duration of the PLDP and became long lasting 

contacts and friendships.  

 



  
 
                                                                                                                                          263

“What I liked about working in pairs is that they would correct me or they would 
find a better word to substitute the English for Spanish. And I liked that because ‘Well, 
that’s smart. Why didn’t I think of that?’  They gave me options, and I felt I could also 
correct them and share with them what I know. And before, I didn’t really like 
participating in groups because I felt like I’m doing all the work. But it really worked for 
the PLDP!” Mauricio 
 

“Lo más interesante de la clase, cuando nos daban la oportunidad de traducir 
entre nosotros, y que nos trabábamos. No sé, se me hacía muy divertido. A veces nos 
corregíamos solos, a veces otro alumno nos podía ayudar.” 
 

[The most interesting thing in class, when we were given the opportunity to 
translate among ourselves, and we would get stuck. I don’t know, I thought it was fun. 
Sometimes we would correct ourselves; sometimes another student would help us.] 
Roberto 
 

The climate of appreciation and respect for everyone’s input in the PLDP 

translated into an environment of trust where students felt open to constructive criticism 

which is an important part of intellectual growth. By providing immediate feedback on 

their performance students helped one another learn the material and would encourage 

each other to take risks (Ewell, 1997). The amount and quality of the feedback to students 

received from one another and from the instructors influenced their learning in a positive 

way (Seely Brown & Duguid, 1993). 

5.2.13 The students were excited about the collaborative approach to assessment, 

including self-monitoring and assessing others. Assessment was an integral part of 

teaching and learning. Whether working in groups or doing interpretation alone, the 

students assess themselves and each other. The students’ remarks on assessment activities 

support the importance of self-monitoring in language learning (Chamot & O’Malley, 

1994). This self-monitoring engages students in self-directed learning and in the 

construction of knowledge through disciplined inquiry, and through the analysis of 
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problems they encounter. Students were excited about their involvement in assessing 

their own progress:  

“Lo que más me gustó es la [what I liked the most was] simultaneous 
interpretation. It was really hard. I couldn’ t do it, and when I had to record it and listen 
to myself, it was awful. All wrong! But I liked it! And I just got better and better.” 
Mauricio 
 

 The ability to think about one’s performance and evaluating it is an essential 

process in learning. The practice of self- assessment is a way for students to acquire the 

habit of reflecting on their work and finding ways to progressively improve over time. 

Development in thinking is development in the capacity for ongoing reflective self-

assessment (MacGregor, 1994). 

5.2.14 The students appreciated having two instructors.  The students immensely 

appreciated having the attention and help of two knowledgeable instructors providing 

guidance and feedback to them in a context that promoted discovery. Students 

commented on the high quality instruction they received during the PLDP. They noticed 

that Dr. Teller and I were not asking them to memorize rules and facts but we were 

engaging them in their own learning by fostering a trusting environment where students 

helped each other and were we, the instructors, asked questions to elicit the knowledge 

we knew these students possessed. This supports a finding that teachers’ positive social 

and instructional interactions with ELL’s have a positive effect on academic achievement 

(California State Department of Education, 1982; Doherty et al., 2003). Positive 

reciprocal interactions mean asking more high-level cognitive and open-ended questions 

to solve a problem and giving students fewer directives. This interaction pattern promotes 
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a context where higher order thinking skills can be developed (Lindholm-Leary, 2001). 

Students also commented on the individual reciprocal interactions each one of them had 

with the instructors where they participated in genuine dialogue while working on 

translation related exercises.  

“Cuando trabajábamos en las traducciones siempre nos podían ayudar porque 
eran dos maestros y tenían más tiempo para nosotros. En la escuela es difícil que nos 
pongan tanta atención. Cuando nos trabábamos Matt o usted preguntaban si alguien en 
el grupo sabía, si habíamos buscado en el diccionario y otras cosas como a qué nos 
recordaba eso, o como a qué nos sonaba o que si así hablaríamos en la casa o en la 
escuela o en el trabajo con algún cliente. Batallábamos para llegar a la respuesta 
porque no nos decían que escribir, pero yo digo que estuvo bien porque pensábamos 
todos juntos y llegábamos a la solución. Si no nosotros alguien en el salón. Y ya cuando 
veíamos como se debería de escribir decíamos ‘¡ah! ¿Eso era? La verdad aprendí mucho 
trabajando con mis compañeros y con Matt y usted.” 
 

[Whenever we worked on the translations we could always get help because there 
were two teachers and you had more time for us. At school it is difficult for the teachers 
to pay so much attention to us. Whenever we would get stuck Matt or you would ask if 
anyone in our group knew the answer, or if we had looked it up in a dictionary and some 
other things like what this or that reminded us of, or what it sounded like, if we would 
talk like that at home or at school or at work with a client. We struggled to get to the 
answer because you wouldn’t tell us what to write but I think that it was the right thing to 
do because we would all think about it together and we would get to the answer. If we 
didn’t get to the answer someone else in the class would. And once we saw how it should 
have been written we would go “Oh! Is that it?” The truth is that I learned a lot working 
with my classmates and with Matt and you.] Gracia. 
 

The students’ comments confirmed the importance of highly trained persons in 

facilitating learning within the interactive processes among learners in a social context of 

learning (Vygotsky, 1978; Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976). The students perceived that 

both instructors possessed knowledge about their sociocultural backgrounds and were 

able to utilize appropriate metaphors or analogies that brought complex ideas closer to 

the students’ world experiences. Minicucci (1996) has underscored the importance of 

instructors who are proficient in theirs students’ first language, who understand their 
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culture, and who also have training in second language acquisition techniques, which was 

the case for both Dr. Teller and me.  

“Me gustó tener dos profesores ya que sé que como usted es nativo [sic] hablante 
del español, sé que si yo no sabía algo en español usted me podía ayudar y si no sabía 
algo en inglés Matt me ayudaba ya que él era el experto en inglés. Lo sabían no sólo 
porque son de México y Estados Unidos, sino porque han estudiando mucho y eso se 
nota. Me daba confianza porque sabía que lo que nos enseñaban era lo verdadero.”  
 

[I liked having two teachers, since I know that one of you is a Spanish native 
speaker, I know that if I didn’t know something in Spanish you would be able to help me, 
and if I didn’t know something in English, Matt would help me since he was the English 
expert. You knew not only because you were born in Mexico and the United States but 
because you have studied a lot and it shows. It gave me confidence because I knew that 
whatever you were teaching was the real thing.] Rogelio 
 

According to Berman et al. (1995) and Doherty et al. (2003) reciprocal interaction 

fosters the development of higher-order cognitive skills better than rote memorization 

and recall of facts. The process of searching for the answers instead of getting the 

answers from the instructors was important in engaging students in creating knowledge 

together. 

“Usted y Matt nos ponían a pensar mucho. Cuando les hacíamos alguna 
pregunta siempre nos preguntaban si ya lo habíamos buscado en el diccionario, si ya le 
habíamos preguntado a otros estudiantes, si recordábamos haberlo oído en otra parte, 
como a qué nos sonaba y cosas así. Alguien siempre se acordaba de algo y así 
llegábamos a la respuesta, aunque al principio pensábamos que no sabíamos.” 
 

[You and Matt would get is thinking a lot. Whenever we asked you a question you 
would ask us if we had looked it up in the dictionary, if we had asked some other student 
is class, if we remembered hearing it somewhere else, what it sounded like, and things 
like that. Someone always remembered something and that is how we would get to the 
answer even if at the beginning we thought we didn’t know the answer.] Roberto 
 
 
5.2.15 The students reported improvements in their G.P.A.s after the PLDP. The 

students reported improvements in their G.P.A.s by their utilizing learning methods to 
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which they were exposed in the PLDP. The students appreciated the learning methods 

they were exposed to in the PLDP program, and utilized these methods in their high 

school learning with great success. The students reported consciously using translation 

and interpretation techniques in learning a variety of subjects in high school, and were 

excited about their improved G.P.A.s. They remarked that they understood how to read a 

text for its deeper meaning and how to monitor their own understanding of the text’s 

message by asking themselves if they could say it in their other language. They also 

reported paying attention to listening and taking notes during a lecture, in order to later 

write a synopsis of what was said. Students were excited about being able to rely on their 

knowledge of Spanish, in learning an English word in mainstream classes, by breaking 

this word into parts that by themselves convey meaning, such as Latin-based prefix (pre = 

before, post = after, anti = against, etc.). Students’ appropriation of translation and 

interpretation techniques had the most immediate impact on their academic growth:  

“Siento que he mejorado en la escuela, en mis grados [sic]. Puede ser que por 
este programa del PLDP. Siento que mi inglés se mejoró mucho más. Mi español también 
se reinforzó [sic] y siento que lo estoy haciendo mucho mejor y se está reflejando en mis 
grados [sic]. Mi G.P.A. es de 4.2 porque tengo clases que son AP. Ese es mi G.P.A. Antes 
era 3.5 o 3.7.”  
 

[I feel that I have improved at school, in my grades. It may be due to the PLDP. I 
feel that my English improved a lot. My Spanish also got reinforced, and I feel like I am 
doing much better and it reflects on my grades. My G.P.A. is 4.2 because I am taking AP 
courses. That is my G.P.A. Before it was 3.5 or 3.7.] Mauricio 
 

“Pues he mejorado en mi escritura, en hablarlo también y leerlo. He mejorado 
pues, en todo de inglés. He mejorado en mis calificaciones. No tiene nada que ver con 
que crezcas. Si creces pero no, no has practicado nada. Tiene que ver con el PLDP. En 
el onceavo grado [sic] tenía mi G.P.A. de 2.5 o 2.4, y ahora tengo 3.2 del doceavo grado. 
Porque no sé cuanto tengo del acumulado.”  
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[I have improved my writing, my speaking, and my reading skills. I have 
improved in every aspect in English. I have improved in my grades. It has nothing to do 
with growing. You may grow, but you haven’t practiced anything. It has to do with the 
PLDP. In eleventh grade my G.P.A. was 2.5 or 2.4, and now I have a 3.2 in twelfth grade. 
Because I don’t know what my accumulated G.P.A. is.]  Rogelio 
 

Students reported feeling better prepared at school to read and write in English. 

They understand that many words they already know in Spanish can be used in English 

with orthographic variations. Their understanding that in English Latin based words 

sound more academic helps them feel more confident when writing and reading in 

English because they understand now that they possess a larger lexical repertoire. This 

understanding can help students be successful at school because academic institutions 

appreciate and reward the knowledge and use of a great number of words (Corson, 1995). 

Another student reported that her improvement in school was tied to her appropriation 

and use of mnemonic and note taking techniques to aid her listening comprehension, her 

focus in class and her ability to recall what has been said in a lecture. 

  “Yo creo que el PLDP me ayudó mucho con mi memoria, cuando hacíamos los 
ejercicios para interpretación consecutiva y eso. Cuando hacíamos ejercicios de 
interpretación consecutiva antes me perdía. Pero ahora sé que método usar, porque 
ustedes nos enseñaron diferentes métodos: esperar hasta que termine la persona o hacer 
notas. Eso me ha ayudado en la escuela. Yo creo que me ayudó eso.” 
 

 [I think that the PLDP helped me a lot with my memory, when we did the 
consecutive interpretation exercises and all. I used to get lost when we did the 
consecutive interpretation exercises. But now I know what method to use, because you 
taught us different methods: waiting until the person is done (talking) or taking notes. 
This [methodology] has helped me in school. I think it has helped.] Mari 
 

One teacher also took notice in the improvement that his student showed in her 

grades. This teacher credits the students’ improvement with what she learned in the 
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PLDP and the instructional techniques used there to engage students in a hands-on 

learning environment. For example, students read, wrote, listened and talked about 

anatomy in both of their languages, and thus, this topic was better learned. Berman et al. 

(1995) and Dixon (1995) reported that using both languages appears to facilitate student-

student interaction and, in some cases, learning.  

 “Por ejemplo, ahorita en ‘salud’ ella salió muy bien. Sacó A. Ella estudió todo lo 
que es el cuerpo humano. Como allá en el programa. Luego tomó el examen y pasó. Y yo 
digo que fue porque en el programa lo vio y lo entendió y lo aprendió. Se aprendió todas 
las palabras que van con el cuerpo y su función.  Y lo que bien se aprende nunca se 
olvida y más si se lo dieron en dos idiomas. Como que le entró por dos canales.”  
  

[For example now in “Health” she did well and she got an A. She studied all the 
parts of the human body. Just like at the program. She then took the exam and she passed. 
And I think, it was because during the program she saw it, understood it and learned it. 
And what you learn well you never forget, and even more if she was taught in two 
languages.] Mari’s high school teacher  

 

Student and teacher comments support the finding that the PLDP promotes an 

improvement in students’ academic language proficiency and that this improvement is 

reflected in students’ confidence in themselves as effective learners as well as in their 

performance in class.  

5.2.16 The students improved their metalinguistic awareness.  Metalinguistic 

awareness was one of the many positive outcomes of the PLDP. Students for the first 

time reflected on their linguistic skills and saw their two languages as objects of study 

that could be analyzed and improved through practice. The constant exercise of studying 

form and function of language to understand its underlying meaning provided the 

necessary elements for these bilingual students to see their languages as complex systems 

that have similarities and differences. The juxtaposition of the two languages through T 
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& I allowed students to see the many similarities between lexical items in two languages 

(Bravo et al., 2007; Corson, 1993, 1997; González, 2006). It is because of these 

similarities or concurrence of words that reading and writing can be facilitated for 

bilingual students through metalinguistic awareness. Students show understanding of the 

transfer of literacy-related skills from their first language to their second language, which 

improved their reading and writing skills in both English and Spanish. It is interesting 

that the students were able to think of language as a process and as an object of study and 

this realization helped them understand the interaction between spoken language and 

written text. They recognized that to evaluate and regulate comprehension of a text, they 

need to know that the words in a text have more than one possible meaning, and that 

context and alternative explanations need to be considered.  

“Es un programa para aprender a traducir del inglés al español y vice versa. 
Pero no es así, fácil. Hay mucho que no sé, inclusive del español que es mi idioma. Pero 
ahí vi que sí puedo seguir mejorando mi español y que eso me va a ayudar a mejorar mi 
inglés. Es un programa interesante y muy útil. Creo que mejoré al escribir en inglés y 
español por las traducciones y todo lo que aprendimos, pero aún tengo mucho que 
aprender de los dos idiomas.” 
 

 [It’s a very useful program to learn how to translate from English into Spanish 
and vice versa. But it’s not like, easy. There is a lot that I don’t know, even in Spanish 
which is my language. But there I saw that I can keep improving my Spanish and that it 
will help me improve my English. It’s a very interesting and useful program. I think I 
improved in my writing in both languages, because of the translations and everything we 
learned about both languages, but I still have a lot to learn about both languages.] Rogelio 
 

“I think the biggest thing is that many of them for the first time were looking at 
language objectively. It was becoming an object of study. They were taking it out of sort 
of the fabric of everyday life where we unconsciencously use it, and looking at it as the 
object of study. That experience is something that they may continue to use and draw on 
for a very long time.” PLPD co-instructor, Matthew Teller 
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 Their metalinguistic awareness also highlighted the fact that there is still much to 

learn in both languages to be competent speakers, writers and readers of English and 

Spanish. They understood that even Spanish, their first language, has not been mastered 

at the academic level needed for college. They also understood that there is a relationship 

between English and Spanish: 

 “No me había dado cuenta cuanto se parece el inglés al español en medicina. En 
clase vimos que el inglés que se usa más profesionalmente es como el español. Casi todas 
las palabras que aprendimos del cuerpo humano se veían casi igual en inglés y en 
español. Eso va a hacer mis estudios más fáciles porque ya sé como fijarme en las 
palabras difíciles. Como que ahora sé que entiendo más en los dos idiomas.” 
 

[I had not realized how much English resembles Spanish in medicine. In class we 
saw that the English used more professionally is like Spanish. Almost all the words that 
we learned on the human body looked almost the same in English and in Spanish. This 
will make my studies easier because now I know how to carefully look at difficult words. 
It’s like I understand more in both languages.] Gracia 

 

By realizing that formal registers of the English language contain many lexical 

items whose roots are shared with Spanish, students understood that they know more than 

they thought before they participated in the PLDP. This confidence and sense of self-

efficacy are necessary to be successful for these students who may not have found 

validation at school due to their non-mainstream language or foreign accent (Lippi-

Green, 2003).  

 
“Me gustó que podía reinforzar [sic] lo que ya sabía y mejorar mis capacidades 

en los dos lenguajes. Siento que después de esto mejoré mi vocabulario para entenderlo 
en español y en inglés. Mejoré mi forma de escribirlo en español y en inglés y mejoré 
como la forma de pronunciar porque aquí aprendí a pronunciar algunas palabras que no 
sabía en inglés pero que entendía en español.”  
 

[I liked that I could reinforce what I knew and improve my skill in both 
languages. I feel that after this I improved my vocabulary to understand it in Spanish and 
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in English. I improved my writing in Spanish and in English and I improved my 
pronunciation, because in this program, I learned how to pronounce some words in 
English.] Rogelio 

 

Students have reached a level of language development where what they learn in 

one language helps or reinforces what they know in the other language. Linguistic and 

cognitive enhancement is possible once students have reached a threshold in their L1 and 

L2 proficiency (Cummins, 2009; Toukomaa & Skutnabb-Kangas, 1977). 

 
“I realized English was important because it is the language that the whole world 

uses to communicate for business and trade, and things like that. I had no idea.”Mauricio 
 

  “Aprendimos mucho vocabulario nuevo que después me encontré por todas 
partes. Fue chistoso pero ya que había aprendido ese vocabulario resulta que estaba por 
todas partes pero yo no lo veía antes. Me gustó que apredimos todo en ejercicios donde 
teníamos que buscar las traducciones o diferentes palabras para expresar el mismo 
significado. También cuando leíamos eran cosas interesantes y podíamos preguntales a 
nuestros compañeros o a los maestros. Así entendíamos todos y me sentía que sí 
avanzaba en los dos idiomas.” 
 

[We learned a lot of new vocabulary that later on I encountered everywhere. It 
was funny but once I had learned that vocabulary it turned out to be everywhere but I 
didn’t see it before. I liked that we learned everything through exercises where we had to 
look for the translations of different words to express the same meaning. Also, when we 
read it was about interesting things and we could ask our classmates or the instructors. 
That way we all understood, and I felt like I was making progress in both languages.] 
Rogelio 
 
 

Students’ metalinguistic awareness helped them noticed words and ideas they had 

not realized before. Becoming metalinguistically aware means becoming more aware of 

what surrounds you especially in the written word. Metalinguistic awareness is closely 

linked to metacognitive awareness in that language mediates cognition and if students are 

conscious of their surroundings they are more prepared to learn.  
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The students’ views are remarkable in that they confirmed the aim of the program 

to provide an engaging environment in which students would build on the tools they 

already possessed, such as bilingualism and biculturalism. The students also supported 

the importance of an engaging curriculum that addresses different issues relevant to the 

students, as well as the cyclical reintroduction of concepts at progressively higher levels 

of complexity and interrelatedness. Involved critically in their own work, the students 

showed a high level of maturity and high cognitive level as bilinguals. 

5.3 Summary 

 This chapter presented a summary of the analysis of the 6 case study participants’ 

performance in each of the 9 tests.  It also presented the students’ perception of the 

program and the impact it had on their personal and academic lives and their professional 

future plans 6 months after the completion of the PLDP. Chapter VI presents the 

conclusions of this study 
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CHAPTER VI: CONCLUSION 

This chapter discusses my findings from the study of the heritage language 

learners of Spanish (HLLS) enrolled in the PLDP 2006, which is an intensive translation 

and interpretation program held at the University of Arizona. My major question was to 

what extent the additive model of teaching translation and interpretation improves 

bilingual high school students’ academic language proficiency and affects their academic 

performance and personal lives. The study focused on 24 Spanish/English-speaking 

students who regularly language brokered for their families and members of their 

community. These 24 students came from the six high-minority high schools located in 

Tucson and Nogales, Arizona. In addition to the PLDP’s aim of strengthening its 

participants’ language proficiencies in English and Spanish, I was interested in the impact 

that their participation in this program had on the participants’ personal and academic 

lives 6 months after the completion of the program. From the 24 participants, therefore, I 

selected six students as case study participants based on their scores on the battery of nine 

pre-tests and their performance in the PLPD classroom. I selected students who 

represented a variety of proficiency levels in each language.  

I focused on students from six high-minority high schools because these high 

schools have a large number of Latino students who are underperforming academically. 

This low academic achievement of minority language students is, in great part, the result 

of the introduction of Proposition 203 in 2000 (Proposition 203, English Language 

Education for Children in Public Schools,  Arizona, 2000), according to which students 

are mainstreamed into regular classes where the medium of instruction is English before 
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they have developed cognitive academic language proficiency in English. This premature 

transition into all-English classes takes places usually after only 1 year of ESL classes. 

Thus, these children are taught content matter in English, a language they have not yet 

mastered, and, as research shows, start falling behind in cognitive as well as linguistic 

development in both their first and second languages. Because of this subtractive model 

of teaching, these students experience high drop-out rates and low academic 

achievement, as well as negative psychological effects such as low self-esteem and 

alienation from their communities and culture. 

While most schools treat the heritage language as a problem to overcome, on the 

onset this study had two premises, first that the students’ heritage language and culture 

are cultural capital.  Second, these bilingual students present skills similar to those of 

gifted individuals when engaging in the highly demanding activity of language brokering 

for their families and communities (Valdés, 2003). As scholars of bilingual education 

argue, bilingual students need an engaging environment that utilizes their cultural capital 

and abilities to bridge two languages and cultures. Therefore, building upon research 

concerning the education of bilingual students and translation and interpretation, my 

study explored the linguistic potential of heritage language learners. This potential is 

rarely considered as a way of meeting the increasing national, state, and local demand for 

language services. More specifically, I explored translation and interpretation as a 

dynamic way of developing and utilizing these students’ native linguistic and cultural 

assets to meet this demand, and to fulfill their academic and personal goals. While 

scholars may argue that there are no programs to advance and nurture the giftedness of 
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bilingual students to help them fully explore their linguistic and intellectual potentials 

(Valdés, 2003), Dr. Roseann Dueñas González (2006) has designed the PLDP in order to 

advance Spanish-speaking bilinguals’ access to postsecondary education and to enable 

them to succeed in their academic and personal lives. In my study of the program, I 

confirmed that PLDP indeed provides an engaging environment, which helps students to 

grow intellectually and academically by building upon their cultural capital.  

My selection process of the participants in this study was based on English and 

Spanish Composition entrance tests, evaluations of the participants’ attitude and aptitude 

in academic learning by their high school teachers, and their frequent language brokering 

activities. On the composition entrance tests, the students had to score 3 or above, on a 

scale from 1 to 5, to be admitted to this intensive program. Those applicants who 

described themselves as language brokers through 3 written questions after the 

application tests, were considered for the program. In addition, the applicants’ high 

school language teachers’ recommendations helped me narrow down my selection by 

providing information on the students’ attitudes and behaviors in their high school 

classes. 

The evaluation of the participants’ performances in the PLDP was based on a 

battery of nine tests, each of which they took both at the beginning and at the end of the 

program. However, the students were unaware that they would take the same tests upon 

completion of the program. Six of the nine tests were already in place as part of the PLPD 

curriculum and are: (a) a Spanish to English Translation Test, (b) an English to Spanish 
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Translation Test; (c) an English Composition Test; (d) a Spanish Composition Test; (e) 

an Academic Language Proficiency Test; and (i) a Consecutive Interpretation Test.  

My contribution to the PLDP curriculum is the explicit teaching of academic 

vocabulary through the introduction of vocabulary workshops that made use of the 

students’ conceptual knowledge of vocabulary with Greco-Latin roots. I also included in 

the PLDP pre- and post-testing sessions three vocabulary tests to assess the improvement 

of the participants’ vocabulary knowledge. The three vocabulary tests that I included in 

the pre- and post-testing of the PLPD are: (a) an Overall Vocabulary Test; (b) an 

Academic Vocabulary Test; and (c) a 10,000 Level Word Test.  I appropriated Schmitt, 

Schmitt, and Clapham’s Vocabulary Levels Test for my study (Schmitt, Schmitt, & 

Clapham, 2001). I expanded the number of items in the Academic Vocabulary Test to 

investigate the notion that explicit instruction in Spanish-English cognate words has a 

positive impact in the students’ academic language proficiency. 

For the academic vocabulary workshops and the Academic Vocabulary Test I 

focused on Spanish-English cognate words that have a Greco-Latin origin. These words 

have a high-frequency use in Spanish, in virtue of being a Romance language derived 

directly from Latin, but are low-frequency word in English. In particular, I concentrated 

on cognate words that belong to the Academic Word List (Coxhead, 1998) because 

knowledge of these words makes college textbooks and lectures easier to comprehend. 

Therefore, this knowledge would also increase Spanish-English bilinguals’ probability of 

success in higher education.  
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This study supports previous PLDP findings that translation and interpretation 

improves the language proficiency of bilingual students. More specifically, this study 

provides additional empirical evidence to support  González’s (2006) claim that T & I 

exercises help students to be attentive to the subtext and intention of the target text, to be 

critical readers, and to appreciate the variety of differences in textual styles according to 

different topics. Translation also benefits students by helping them perceive and acquire 

grammatical, semantic, syntactic, and rhetorical differences between their two languages, 

and provides students with the opportunities to learn text structure, text cohesion and its 

coherence. Translation helps students realize their proficiency in casual and colloquial 

registers by virtue of their membership in a bilingual community. The major benefit of 

translation exercises is that they compel students to use the formal, technical registers of 

two languages in a dynamic way that resembles authentic texts in real life. Also, while 

translating, students become aware of the different features of both languages that require 

improvement and this motivates them to work to improve their linguistic skills.  

This study also supports the idea that explicit instruction in academic vocabulary 

helps students acquire vocabulary words in as short a period of time as three weeks. The 

improvement in academic vocabulary knowledge also increases bilingual students’ 

academic language proficiency, which will in turn increase the probability of academic 

success. A summary of the findings of this study is presented in the following section. 
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6.1 Summary of Findings 

The test results for the battery of 9 tests that the 24 students took as pre and post-

tests show significant improvement of the whole group in each area:  

1. There was statistically significant improvement on the English to Spanish 

Translation Test (t-statistic = -6.39, p-value of 1.58 > 0.01). The students 

improved their English to Spanish translation skills. 

2. There was a statistically significant improvement on the Spanish to English 

Translation Test (t-statistic of -4.39, p-value of 0.0002< 0.01). The students 

improved their Spanish to English translation skills. 

3. There was no statistically significant improvement on the English Composition 

Test (t-statistic of -1.23, p-value of 0.233). However, there was an increase in the 

mean results from pre- to post-tests (pre-test x=3.41, post-test x=3.63) 

4. There was a statistically significant improvement on the Spanish Composition 

Test (t-statistic of -6.80, p-value of 0.000000616 < 0.01). The students, therefore, 

improved their Spanish composition skill. 

5. There was a statistically significant improvement on the Academic Language 

Proficiency Test (t-statistic of -3.49, p-value of 0.00196 < 0.01). Participants 

improved their academic language proficiency skills. 

6. There was a statistically significant improvement on the Overall Vocabulary Test 

(t-statistic of -4.381, p-value of 0.000001) < 0.01. The participants improved their 

overall vocabulary knowledge.  
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7. There was statistically significant improvement on the Academic Vocabulary Test 

(t-statistic of -3.01, p-value of 0.006 < 0.01). The participants improved their 

knowledge of academic vocabulary. 

8. There was a statistically significant improvement on the 10,000 Word Level 

Vocabulary Test (t-statistic of -2.73, p-value of 0.012 > 0.01). Participants 

improved their knowledge of low-frequency words.  

9. There was a statistically significant improvement on the Consecutive 

Interpretation Test (t-statistic of 5.39, p-value of 0.0000001 > 0.01). Participants 

improved their consecutive interpretation skills.  

6.2 Discussion of Findings 

Findings 1 and 2. Students Improved their English to Spanish and Spanish to 

English Translation Skills 

A statistically significant improvement in both target language translations is 

remarkable and supports the empirical finding that bilinguals have a Common 

Underlying Proficiency (CUP), which allows the transfer of knowledge from language A 

to language B through instruction (Cummins, 2000). Indeed, the participants improved 

their first language proficiency (Spanish) and thus, they also improved their English 

(second language proficiency). Clearly, students engaged in metacognitive and 

metalinguistic processes that enabled them to realize what they knew in either language 

and to use this knowledge in order to successfully engage in academic work. 
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Finding 3: The Students Improved their Scores on English Composition Test 

Although the group’s mean score for the English Composition Test does not 

reveal a statistically significance difference, the individual scores show that most of the 

students improved their English composition skills. Most importantly, the improvement 

of writing skills took place in a program in which the majority of the instructional time 

was spent in Spanish. Therefore, this finding counters the time-on task argument of the 

opponents of bilingual education which states minority language students will learn more 

English if more time is spent in teaching these children in English.  

Finding 4: Students Showed Greater Improvement on Spanish Composition Test in 

Comparison to English Composition Test  

  The greater improvement in Spanish than English composition scores seems 

logical since the program’s primary language of instruction was Spanish. Students had 

access to formal registers of the Spanish language through challenging reading and 

writing exercices and through professional lectures. They also learned Spanish through 

lessons aimed at teaching Spanish grammar and writing conventions. Students also 

communicated in Spanish to perform academic tasks, which gave them a chance to use 

Spanish in different ways than they normally would at school. Most importantly, the 

participants improved their composition skills in both languages. This knowledge was 

manifested in the expansion of their language competence in both Spanish and English 

(Canale & Swain, 1980; Hymes, 1974).  
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Finding 5: Students Improved their Academic Language Proficiency 

The improvement of 11.61% (pre-test mean = 53.12% post-test mean = 61.5%) on 

the Academic Language Proficiency Test (ALPT) is greater than the average Academic 

Language Proficiency improvement of 8.03% during the previous PLDP programs 

supporting my argument that supplemental direct instruction in academic vocabulary 

increases students’ academic language proficiency as indexed by the ALPT. The test 

assesses academic English and Spanish through vocabulary knowledge, reading 

comprehension, knowledge and use of grammatical complex structures such as those that 

contain embedded clauses, which is typical of academic language. Teaching Spanish and 

English to students through translation and interpretation supports scholarly findings that 

bilingual education enhances the development of students’ academic Spanish skills, 

which transfer to English academic skills (Cummins, 2000; González, 2006; Valdés, 

1997). Students’ study of texts and discourse that belong to different registers provides a 

critical intersection between conversational language competence and cognitive academic 

language proficiency.  

Finding 6: Students Improved their Knowledge of Overall Vocabulary 

On the Overall Vocabulary Test, the whole group showed a statistically 

significant improvement by 3.22%. The participants’ active engagement and 

collaboration in translation and interpretation exercises in legal, medical, and business 

material and attendance of professional lectures, reading in class, and movie subtitling 

assisted them in acquiring more hig-frequency, everyday-use vocabulary in both 

languages.  
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Finding 7: Students Improved their Knowledge of Academic Vocabulary  

On the Academic Vocabulary post-Test, the group improved by 5.61%. I 

supplemented the PLPD curriculum of previous years with direct instruction of academic 

vocabulary, elaborating on Valdés and Geoffrion-Vinci’s research (1998) that lower-

status social groups, and especially heritage language learners, usually have limited 

access to formal language registers. Therefore, they have to learn these registers in a 

formal setting such as school.  A big element of formal registers is knowledge of 

specialized vocabulary. This vocabulary constitutes an important component of 

Academic Language Proficiency and helps language minority students succeed in higher 

education. In order to test my additions to the PLDP curriculum, I used a direct test of 

academic vocabulary, which I modified to include a greater sample of academic 

vocabulary items.  

The students’ improvement in academic vocabulary knowledge can be strongly 

attributed to their participation in professional lectures and the Academic Vocabulary 

Workshops. In my vocabulary teaching, I explored Nation’s (2001) claim that words are 

best learned when they are noticed and used in lessons specifically designed for their 

acquisition. English academic vocabulary consists of words with Greco-Latin roots, 

which are generally cognates in English and Spanish. Spanish-English bilingual students 

had an advantage in learning these words in English, because Spanish derives from Latin. 

The students were able to see the similarities between lexical items in Spanish and 

academic English words through instruction (Nagy et al., 1993). As Nagy et al. (1993) 

indicated, the students benefit when they become aware that these Greco-Latin based 
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words already constitute part of their high frequency, linguistic repertoire. Through 

metalinguistic exercises focused on academic vocabulary, students learned that they were 

able to understand academic texts in English by relying on their knowledge of Spanish. If 

vocabulary measures can be an indirect way of evaluating the language proficiency of 

language learners (Cummins, 2000), the participants demonstrated an improvement of 

proficiency in both languages. This knowledge can help them to succeed in academia 

where Spanish/English bilingual students usually struggle to succeed (Corson, 1995). 

This improved language competence (Canale & Swain, 1980) makes them more 

proficient speakers of both languages and helps improve their bilingual range, which is 

the sum of a bilingual’s two codes of proficiencies and abilities (Valdés, 1997). The 

improvement of academic vocabulary directly relates to the improvement of their 

academic language proficiency in both languages.  

Finding 8: Students Improved their Knowledge of Low-Frequency Words 

The post-10,000 Word Level Test showed a statistically significant improvement of 

7.67%. The low-frequency, specialized vocabulary that is found in the 10,000 word level 

is encountered in academic or technical texts, and used primarily in academic or technical 

discourse. Students learned these words through the translation and interpretation reading 

and writing exercises, which focused on legal and medical interpreting. They also 

encountered these words through the professional lectures as part of the Agnese Haury 

Institute for Court Interpreting and the Medical Interpreting Institute at the University of 

Arizona.  
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Finding 9: Students Improved their Consecutive Interpreting Abilities at 

Statistically Significant Level 

Making fewer errors on the post-Consecutive Interpretation Test, the participants 

improved their ability to listen for meaning, analyze the message, and choose the correct 

grammatical and lexical items in their long-term memory in order to more accurately 

render an oral source language message to an oral target language message. Their 

improved ability to interpret is due to their improved ability to translate and their 

enhanced knowledge of vocabulary, and exposure to a variety of formal registers. While 

interpreting, they had to parse the text into units of meaning and choose the right words 

to express the meaning in the target language. In addition, as students reported, they 

improved their memory and their ability to listen for meaning and to take notes, which 

are crucial elements in consecutive interpretation. This improvement in mnemonic 

techniques and note-taking strategies provides these bilingual children an advantage in 

academic contexts where understanding and remembering facts is a major component of 

learning and testing. One of the benefits of consecutive interpretation is that participants 

in the PLPD were compelled to take risks, which is critical for their intellectual and 

personal growth (González, 2006).   

The test results showed that in general the participants improved their academic 

language proficiency in both languages, making them more likely to succeed in higher 

education. The PLDP provided a platform necessary to nurture bilingual skills, as 

stressed by González (2006) and Valdés (2003) by: (a) Instruction designed to help 

students understand how to transfer skills already learned in one area to a new area of 
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study, and (b) The development and increase of their existing language abilities in 

English and Spanish, which is their bilingual range. Most importantly, the program 

provided an engaging environment which is one of the most important features of 

additive models of instruction for minority language students.  

Indeed, this translation and interpretation curricular program bridges the gap for 

bilingual students by offering an engaging curriculum that values bilingual proficiency 

and promotes cognitive growth. Valdés (2003) noted:   

The development of a curriculum designed to nurture the special linguistic 

abilities of young interpreters offers to such youngsters an opportunity to see 

themselves as uniquely talented individuals who are recognized by the 

school as outstanding [and] . . . may very well make a difference between 

continued engagement and school abandonment [emphasis added]. (p.197) 

 Indeed, the PLDP created a level of engagement that inspired students to 

continue their education and, applied broadly in secondary education could 

significantly decrease drop-out rates among Latinos.  

English language learners often have difficulties making sense of 

decontextualized language, especially in academic texts or class lectures, the PLDP 

exercises were embedded in a meaningful context through the use of authentic 

interpreting and translating tasks that were made comprehensible to the students. The 

instructors provided a meaningful context by creating analogies based on students’ 

experiences, and explicit references to students’ sociocultural backgrounds. Moreover, 

both PLDP instructors were bilingual, but each had a different first language (I am a 
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native Spanish speaker while Dr. Teller is an English native speaker), and therefore were 

able to provide analogies and metaphors that brought complex ideas closer to the 

students’ personal experiences. The instructors were aware that metaphors and/or 

analogies that may work well with native English speakers may not be understood by 

heritage language learners of Spanish and were able to tailor their instruction to this 

particular population. 

In addition to the authentic translation and interpretation tasks and tests, students 

were able to improve their comprehension of new concepts and ideas. New ideas and 

concepts were scoffolded and introduced gradually, being later reintroduced at 

progressively higher levels of complexity and interrelatedness. This process led to a 

natural growth in the understanding of ideas and to ongoing correction of 

misunderstandings. This progressive recycling, of concepts and new vocabulary took 

place in writing and translation labs, consecutive and simultaneous interpretation labs, 

language and vocabulary lessons, as well as in the professional development lectures 

designed for the Agnese Haury Summer Institute and supplemented by special 

preparatory workshops and lectures at the PLDP. The students translated a variety of 

texts from different content areas (history, science, medicine, law), and for different 

purposes (advertisement, information, persuasion). For example, on the pre- and post-

Spanish Composition Test, the participants wrote an expository letter using all writing 

conventions for a letter in Spanish. On the pre- and post-English Composition Test, 

students compared and contrasted two approaches to playing sports. 
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Because of the translation goal, the students were forced to use their cultural and 

contextual knowledge to grasp the pragmatic and discursive content of the source text. 

Students were given an authentic text--a book chapter, a brochure, a song account, or 

other written material--that contained the structures to be learned, in which they 

identified the different grammar points emphasized in a given lesson. Each lesson 

consisted of a quick review of each topic followed by a series of written exercises. All 

writing exercises were performed in pairs or in groups of three in order to facilitate the 

exchange of ideas and to enhance learning (Lave & Wenger, 1991). At the end of each 

written exercise, the groups discussed all their answers and the instructors wrote the 

correct answers on the blackboard. The objective of the follow-up discussions was to 

continue sharing knowledge, while clarifying information. My co-instructor and I 

facilitated each discussion by providing additional exercises, responding to questions 

from students, confirming the students’ knowledge, extending knowledge and scaffolding 

learning when necessary. 

As has been seen throughout this study, the PLDP is an additive language 

program for language minority students that helps students become more competent 

speakers of their two languages. The emphasis given to academic language proficiency 

makes the PLDP a model program that capitalizes on the linguistic and cultural 

knowledge that these bilingual children possess and utilizes this knowledge to empower 

them toward academic learning.  

The effects of using their native language and English in the classroom had a 

significant effect not only on language proficiencies, but also on the perception of the 



  
 
                                                                                                                                          289

participants of the value of their heritage culture and language. Based on the interviews 

with the participants, I can assert that the students themselves appreciated the benefits of 

the program through the exposure to formal registers of English and Spanish in real-life 

situations; the direct instruction in Spanish and English; and the opportunity to share 

knowledge in groups and classmates. Notably, the participants reported that they learned 

to utilize their heritage language and culture in their academic lives. Most importantly, 

the participants no longer perceived themselves simply as minority students, but as 

bilinguals who have great assets that can be applied to improve in their academic and 

personal lives. The students reported a significant increase in self-esteem, and felt 

empowered to counter the negative views that society may have of their heritage 

language and culture. Most importantly, the students’ improved knowledge of the higher 

registers of their languages and their growth in confidence motivated them to enroll in 

higher education and as a stepping stone to a better future.  

The improvement on the tests shows that the program did address the giftedness 

of the heritage language learners. This study is crucial as it shows the benefits of the 

additive model of translation and interpretation in teaching bilingual students. This is 

especially true now, considering the current debate on the damaging English-only policy 

versus bilingual education in Arizona in particular and the U.S. in general. The use of 

English and Spanish as languages of instruction to expand academic English and Spanish 

skills stands in bleak contrast to English as a Second Language courses that promote 

English proficiency at the expense of the heritage language. In the U.S., bilingualism in 

general, and Spanish and Native American languages and speakers of those languages, in 
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particular, have been targets of English-only movements and policies. Arizona English 

Language Learner (ELL) educational practices are a poignant example of the benefits lost 

from the failure to recognize the prominent role of the native language and culture for 

Spanish-speaking and other language minority students as a platform for learning English 

and fulfilling their entire academic potential, including higher education matriculation 

and completion.  

My study, therefore, broadens the important current academic discourse by 

providing a specific examination of the impact of a curriculum that utilizes bilingual 

education in the form of translation and interpretation teaching for Spanish-English high 

school bilingual students. My study also provides support for the importance of explicit 

teaching of academic vocabulary to students working with highly authentic texts and 

collaborative learning environment. Although my study focused on the implications for 

Spanish-English bilingual students, it also has implications for bilingual education in 

general, especially within the globalization process, as society at large in the U.S. realizes 

that bilingualism is a resource for minority language communities and not a problem to 

be overcome.  

6.3 Pedagogical Implications 

There are a number of pedagogical implications related to the education of 

bilingual Spanish-English students related to the  results of this study. The bilingual 

Spanish-English students that participated in this study have different immigration and 

schooling histories that contribute to their use and language proficiency in each one of 

their two languages.  Scholars have studied the language attrition and shift among 
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Spanish speakers in the U.S. and have provided evidence of their lack of familiarity with 

the full range of registers used by the educated monolingual speaker (Sánchez-Muñoz, 

2007; Schecter & Bayley, 2002; Silva-Corvalán, 1994; Valdés & Geoffion-Vinci, 1998). 

The PLPD provides a space where the formal registers of Spanish, and English, may be 

acquired through the instruction of translation and interpretation techniques. By 

translating and interpreting authentic material from the judicial, medical and business 

milieu, students are compelled to learn linguistic features that belong to formal registers 

of both languages. Even more, through the explicit teaching of academic language 

students improved their academic language proficiency. By learning how to convey 

information from one language to the other, students fill in the gaps of linguistic and 

content knowledge of any given field.  

Be it academic Spanish or academic English, bilingual students can take 

advantage of their pre-exisiting knowledge as the foundation for their future learning 

(Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 2000) By comparing and contrasting their two languages, 

students are able to learn how to express units of meaning, not words, from language to 

another. While working on a translation students need to read carefully and be able to 

convey the same information from the source text in the target language. In order to do 

this, students must be skillful writers, a skill that takes a lot of practice to develop and 

that is appreciated in any field of knowledge.  

Translation requires pre-exising content knowledge on the part of the translator. 

This pre-existing knowledge increases as the translator reads about and writes about the 

translatios topic. By providing translations on topics relevant for students’ education we 
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can be sure that these students will read and understand that particular reading. While 

translating students enrich their content knowledge on any given field and add to their 

language proficiency in both languages used for the translation. 

Before learning the different registers students need to be exposed to them and 

notice them. Research on heritage language education points to the need for a 

pedagogical approach that addresses dialectal and register variation and its social 

evaluation (Martínez, 2003). In class discussion should include sociolinguistic themes 

such as the functions that different registers serve, and the distribution of social registers 

and varieties of language and power. This awareness enables bilingual students to counter 

the stigmatization of their vernacular variety of Spanish in the U.S. that oftentimes leads 

bilingual students to linguistic insecurity and inhibition which directly interferes with 

their heritage language development (Sánchez-Muñoz, 2007). 

Students need a learning environment where they can feel valued and where their 

background is not just tolerated but appreciated and viewed as a resource for academic 

growth. In this environment their identities are affirmed and their potential fulfilled. A 

program in translation and interpretation values students’ language and culture and 

qualifies them as necessary tools to accomplish its goals. In the context of a translation 

and interpretation program students create an identity for themselves as active members 

of a community of practice where knowledge is generated. 

Given all these needs in bilingual students’ education and a means to cover them 

through a curricular program such as the PLDP, it would be in the bilingual students’ best 

interest to include translation and interpretation components in their heritage language 
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courses as early as possible in their academic lives. It is by learning Spanish that these 

children will enrich their knowledge of English and many other skills that are necessary 

to succeed   
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CODA 

After I analized my data, I was eager to know how these case study students were 

doing now four years after the program. Therefore, I contacted 5 of the 6 case study 

participants. I am very proud to report that the 5 students are enrolled in a 2-year or a 4-

year institution of higher education. As of this writing, this is what the students have 

reported:  

Rogelio:  Rogelio is studying part time at the local community college. He has taken all 

the general education courses and he would like to transfer his credits to the University of 

Arizona to earn a 4-year degree in architecture. He works part time to help his parents 

pay for his college tuition and other expenses.  

 

Ana: Ana is studying a major in Spanish Literature in the Department of Spanish and 

Portuguese at the University of Arizona. She has taken some courses in Spanish 

linguistics and in translation and interpretation. She has not decided which one of those 

two tracks will be her minor. She has her mother’s support to pay for her college 

expenses. She has earned a G.P.A. of 4.0. 

 

Mauricio : Mauricio is going to start his junior year in Computational Linguistics at the 

University of Arizona. His knowledge of 4 languages –Spanish, English, French and 

German- motivated him to study Language (Langue) from a more abstract perspective. 

He is an excellent student with a G.P.A. of 4.0. 
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Gracia: Gracia is on her way to earning her associate’s degree in Translation and 

Intepretation Studies at the local community college. She hopes to transfer those credits 

and earn a Bachelor’s degree in the Undergraduate Major in Interpretation and 

Translation (UMIT) in the Department of Spanish and Portuguese at the University of 

Arizona. She told me that her participation in the PLPD helped her find her vocation. 

 

Roberto: Roberto is taking general education courses at the local community college and 

would like to transfer his credits to the University of Arizona to earn a Bachelor’s degree 

in Business Administration. He is also taking courses in translation and interpretation 

because he considers that improving his linguistic skills in both languages will make him 

more marketable. once he graduates.  
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APPENDIX A- LANGUAGE HISTORY QUESTIONNAIRE 
 

PROFESSIONAL LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
 
 

Please listen carefully and answer the following questions.  All information is 
strictly confidential and will be used only for statistical purposes.   
 
 

1. Name:_________________________________________________________ 
 
2. Age:_______________________________    

 
3. Sex: M___F___  

 
4. Marital Status:  Single: _____________   Married:____________________ 

 
5. What is your father's occupation? 

 
 

6. What is your mother's occupation?  
 
 

6. Do you work?  
 
 
7. If you do, is it during school breaks or on regular basis? 

 
 

8. How many hours a week do you work?  
 
 

9. How much do you make a week? 
 
 

10. Do you contribute to the household income? 
 
 

11.  What do you do with the money you make? 
 
 

12. How many are supported with your parents’ income? 
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13. What religious preference do you or your family have?  
 
 

14. What country were you born in? 
 
 

15. When you were growing up did you read or use the following at home (check 
as many as apply): 

 
 
MATERIALS 

 
ENGLISH 

 
SPANISH 

 
DICTIONARIES 

 
 

 
 

 
BOOKS 

 
 

 
 

 
PERIODICALS 

 
 

 
 

 
NEWSPAPERS 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 

16.  Please list any social, religious, educational, professional, union, or fraternal 
organizations with which you and/or your family is affiliated.  Please include 
the length of time you have been affiliated with each one.  

 
 
 
 
17. What is the primary language spoken in your home? 

 
 
 

18.  How many people live in your home? 
 
 
 
 

19. How many siblings do you have? 
 
 
 

20. If you were born outside of the U.S.A., how long have you lived here? 
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21. If you were born in the U.S. A., how long have you lived in a foreign country 

(if applicable)? 
 
 
 

22. Do you frequently visit a country were Spanish is spoken?  
 
 

23. How would you define yourself?   
 

Latino/a 
Mexican 
Mexican American 
Chicano 
American 
Other, please explain  
 
 
25. Please circle the highest educational level your father has obtained? 
 

a. Elementary school (1st through 6th grade, how many did he complete?) 
b. Junior high school (7th & 8th grade, how many did he complete?) 
c. High school (9th to 12th grade, how many did he complete?) 
d. College (from 1 to 4 years, how many did he complete?) major:   
__________________ 
e. Graduate school   (how many semesters did he complete?)   major:  
________________ 
f. Specialized vocation  
_________________________________________________ 
g. 

Other______________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
 

26. Where did he receive his education? (i.e., United States, Mexico.)  
 
 
 

27. Using the above listed classifications what is the highest educational level 
obtained by  

your mother.   
 



  
 
                                                                                                                                          299

 
28. Where did she receive her education? (i.e., United States, Mexico.) 
 
29. Using the above listed classifications what is the highest educational level 

obtained by your grandparents?   
 

Grandfather 
 
Grandmother 

 
 
 

30. Where did they receive their education?  (i.e., United States, Mexico).   
 
 
 
 
 
 

31. Was your formal education primarily in Spanish or English and in what country 
did you  obtain your education?  Please check all appropriate boxes. 

 
 

 
LEVEL 

 
SPANISH 

 
ENGLISH 

 
U.S 

 
MEXICO 

 
OTHER 

 
ELEMENTARY 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
years 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
years 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

HIGH SCHOOL  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
years 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

OTHER  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

years  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

OTHER  
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32. Do you consider yourself bilingual? 
 
 
 
33. What do you consider your dominant language to be? 

 
 
 

34. Please list all languages you speak. 
 
 
 
35. Please list all languages you read. 

 
 
 

36. Please list all the languages you write. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

37. On a daily basis, which language do you use primarily?   
 
 
ACTIVITY 

 
LANGUAGE(S) 

 
WITH TEACHERS 

 
 

 
WITH BOSS  

 
 

 
WITH CO-WORKERS 

 
 

 
AT HOME WITH RELATIVES 

 
 

 
WITH CLOSE FRIENDS 

 
 

 
WITH PARENTS 

 
 

 
WITH SIBLINGS 

 
 

 
WITH CHILDREN (IF ANY) 

 
 

 
SPOUSE/BOYFRIEND/GIRLFRIEND 
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38. Which language are you most comfortable using? 
 
 
39. Which language do you speak better? 

 
 

40. Which language are you most comfortable listening to? 
 
 

41. Which language do you like to speak? 
 
 

42. For the following set of questions please use the following answers: 
a.  English always    b.  Spanish always 
c.  English occasionally    d.  Spanish occasionally 
e.  Both occasionally    f.  Both everyday 
g.  English never    h.  Spanish never 

 
I. Do you read newspapers or periodicals? 

 
II. Do you listen to radio? 

 
III. Do you watch television? 

 
IV. Do you watch films? 

 
V.  Do you read literature? 

 
43. Have you ever translated or interpreted in the following situations? 
 a) at school 
 b) at work 
 c) at a health related site (hospital, clinic, etc.) 
 d) at social events (church, clubs, parties, etc.) 
 e) other (please explain) 
 
 
 
44. Indicate the type of document you have translated: 
 a) bills 
 b) school communications (report cards, newsletters, etc.) 
 c) health related documents (doctor’s or dentist’s notes, prescriptions, etc.) 
 d) legal documents (birth certificates, marriage licenses, etc.) 
 e) other type, please explain. 
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45. Who have you translated and/or interpreted for? 
 a) mother 
 b) father 
 c) siblings 
 d) grandparents 
 e) any other relatives 
 f) friends 
 g) any one else, please explain. 
 
  
  
46. How old were you when you started translating or interpreting? 
 
 
 
47. Do you enjoy translating and/or interpreting? Why? Or why not? 
 
 
 
48. Does anyone else in your family translate and/or interpret? 
 
 
49. Please tell us very briefly about the reasons why you are interested in learning 
translation and interpretation.
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APPENDIX B – ACADEMIC VOCABULARY TEST 
Adapted from Schmitt, N., Schmitt, D., & Clapham, C. (2001). 

In Nation, I. S. P., (2000). Learning Vocabulary in Another Language, (p. 416 – 424). 
Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press.  

 
1. 
 
a. area 
b. contract   ________ written agreement 
c. definition   ________ way of doing something 
d. evidence   ________ reason for believing something is or is not true 
e. method                       
f. role 
 
2. 
 
a. construction 
b. confine   ________ safety 
c. impact   ________ to keep within bounds; restrict 
d. institute   ________ organization which has a special purpose 
e. region                        
f. security 
 
3. 
 
a. debate 
b. exposure   ________ plan 
c. integration   ________ choice 
d. option   ________ joining something into a whole 
e. scheme 
f. stability 
 
4. 
 
a. access 
b. gender   ________ male or female 
c. implementation  ________ study of the mind 
d. license   ________ entrance or way in 
e. orientation 
f. psychology 
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5. 
a. accumulation 
b. edition   ________ collecting things over time 
c. guarantee   ________ promise to repair a broken product 
d. media   ________ feeling a strong reason or need to do something 
e. motivation            
f. phenomenon 
 
6. 
 
a. adult  
b. exploitation   ________ end 
c. infrastructure  ________ machine used to move people or goods 
d. schedule   ________ list of things to do at certain times 
e. termination 
f. vehicle 
 
7. 
 
a. alter 
b. coincide   ________ change 
c. assume   ________ describe clearly and exactly 
d. devote   ________ to obtain or receive from a source 
e. derive  
f. specify 
 
8. 
 
a. convert 
b. design   ________ keep out 
c. exclude   ________ stay alive 
d. facilitate   ________ change from one thing into another 
e. indicate  
f. survive 
 
9. 
a. proceed 
b. channel   ________ make smaller 
c. estimate   ________ guess the number or size of something 
d. identify   ________ recognizing and naming a person or thing 
e. mediate            
f. minimize 
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10. 
 
a. explicit 
b. final   ________ last 
c. negative   ________ stiff 
d. professional  ________ meaning ‘no’ or ‘not’ 
e. rigid 
f. sole 
 
11. 
 
a. analogous 
b. objective   ________ happening after  
c. potential   ________ most important 
d. predominant  ________ not influenced by personal opinions 
e. assume 
f. subsequent 
 
12. 
a. abstract 
b. adjacent   ________ next to 
c. controversial  ________ added to 
d. global   ________ concerning the whole world 
e. neutral   
f. supplementary 
 
13. 

a. legislate 
b. encounter   ________ a plan intended to influence actions of decisions 
c. intrinsic   ________ essential part 
d. policy   ________ to create or pass laws 
e. require 
f. acquire 
 
14. 

a. colleague 
b. depress   ________ experience; be subjected to 
c. complex       ________ a professional associate 
d. relevant   ________ be logically consistent or connected 
e. undergo 
f. coherent 
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15. 

a. compile 
b. incline   ________ collect from various sources 
c. invoke   ________ have a tendency or preference 
d. persist   ________ stop doing an action 
e. accommodate 
f. cease 
 
16.  

a. concurrent 
b. distort   ________ belonging intrinsically; innate 
c. inherent   ________ happening at the same time 
d. preliminary   ________ twist out of shape 
e. unify 
f. abandon 
 
17. 

a. confine 
b. erode   ________ open to various interpretations 
c. range   ________ restrict within bounds 
d. protocol   ________ the formal procedure in official acts 
e. sphere 
f. ambiguous 
 
18.  

a. parallel 
b. ethic   ________ secondary; inferior 
c. intermediate  ________ not regulated by fixed rule or law 
d. qualitative   ________ of lines or planes never intersecting 
e. subordinate 
f. arbitrary 
 
19. 

a. diminish 
b. format   ________ to be the elements or parts of 
c. strategy   ________ hold back; repress 
d. restrain   ________ lessen; make smaller 
e. suspend 
f. constitute 
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20. 

a. complement 
b. select   ________ indicate; signify directly 
c. fluctuate   ________ assumed, though not directly expressed 
d. conform   ________ rise and fall irregularly 
e. denote 
f. implicit 
 
21. 
 
a. concept 
b. assume   ________ to take upon oneself 
c. authority   ________ to go forward after an interruption 
d. proceed   ________ to make satisfactory payment or reparation 
e. commission 
f. compensate 
 
22. 
 
a. volume 
b. technique   ________ systematic procedure for a task 
c. strategy   ________ a government in power 
d. scheme   ________a plan of action to accomplish a goal 
e. regime 
f. priority 
 
23. 
 
a. practitioner 
b. phase   ________ to come before something is time or position 
c. parameter   ________ a distinct stage of development 
d. precede   ________ stipulation or provision in a document 
e. minor 
f. clause 
 
24. 
 
a. coherent 
b. sphere   ________ relating to energy or objects in motion    
c. migrate   ________ marked by orderly and logical consistency 
d. investigate   ________ to suppress or restrain 
e. inhibit 
f. dynamic 
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25. 
a. inherent 
b. conceive   ________ to bestow 
c. ultimate   ________ existing as an essential characteristic; intrinsic 
d. confer   ________ to form an idea or concept in your mind 
e. crucial 
f. sustain
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APPENDIX C – CONSECUTIVE INTERPRETATION SAMPLE PAGE 
From the Professional Language Development Program, González, R. D. (2006). 

 
Depression 

 
Instrucciones: En grupos de tres trabajen en esta intepretación consecutiva. Uno 

de ustedes tendrá el papel del doctor, otro el de la paciente y otro el del intérprete. El 
intérprete no debe leer la parte del diálogo del doctor o la paciente. Cambien los papeles 
para que cada uno tenga la oportunidad de ser el intérprete. 
 
Doctor  Good Afternoon, Ms. Duran. I’m Dr. Branson, you’ve been referred to 

me by your primary care physician, Dr. Gomez. I understand you’ve been  
having difficulty sleeping and problems with concentration. 

 
Patient  Sí, doctor, apenas duermo un par de horas, y de repente despierto, y luego 

no puedo conciliar el sueño. 
 
Doctor  Do you have any problems during the day at your job? 
 
Patient  Pues, sí, no me puedo concentrar. Se me olvida todo. A veces hasta se me  

olvidan los nombres de mis compañeros de trabajo. 
 
Doctor  How long have you had these symptoms? 
 
Patient  ¿Síntomas? ¿Cómo? ¿Qué dice? 
 
Doctor  I mean, how long have you had these problems? 
 
Patient  Pues, no sé que decirle, desde que Armando vive conmigo. 
 
Doctor  And, who is Armando? 
 
Patient  Es mi novio. 
 
Doctor  Tell me a little bit about Armando. 
 
Patient  Pues, nos conocemos desde 1991, pero hace un año que me pidió que  

fuera su novia, y como nos queremos mucho, quiso que viviéramos juntos. 
No me sentía muy segura de que fuera bueno hacerlo. 

 
Doctor  And now that you’ve been living together, how do you feel now? 
 
Patient  Pues, francamente, me siento muy culpable, muy triste y por más que  

quiera, no puedo superarlo. Va contra mis principios mentir.
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APPENDIX D - PLDP 2006 STUDENTS’ INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 
 
First Part of the Interview 
All the questions I will ask you are about the time before you took the PLDP, so think 
about you life especially in the past year when you give me specific examples. 
 

1. Where and where were you born? 
 
2. Why and when did you move to Tucson? 

 
3. Do you like living here? 

 
4. How many siblings do you have? What is your birth order? 

 
5. Who do you live with? 

 
6. How long have you lived in the US? 

 
7. How often do you go back to Mexico? 

 
8. What clubs and organizations have you belong to in the past? 

 
9. What language did you learn first? 

 
10. What language is spoken at home? 

 
11. Were you in Bilingual Education at any point? 

 
12. What courses did you take in Spanish and what in English? 

 
13. How did you do in school last year? What kind of grades did you get? 

 
14. What was your favorite course and why did you like it? 

 
15. How did you learn your second language? 

 
16. Have you ever met someone (about your age) who has been here in this country 

and just seem to be unable to learn English? Why do you think this is the case? 
 

17. Do you speak any other languages? 
 

18. How did you learn about the PLDP? 
 

19. Did you do any translating or interpreting prior to the PLDP? 
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20. If your parents can’t speak English, who does the T& I for them? 
21. Is there something about your life before the PLDP that especially helped you 

learn English or Spanish? 
 
Second Part of the Interview 
This interview is to talk about your time and experience at the PLDP. 
 

1. Tell me about a typical day  while taking the PLDP from the moment you woke 

up until you went to bed at night 

2. What kind of activities did you like the most at the PLDP? Liked the least? 

3. What part of this course did you find boring, interesting, useful ? 

4. What was the most difficult part of this course? The easiest? 

5. What did you think about the tests at the beginning and at the end? 

6. Did you learn something new? 

7. Is there a topic that you wanted to learn more about? 

8. What is your opinion about the other PLDP participants? 

9. Did you make any friends there? 

10. Did you like working in pairs/group for some of the activities? 

11. Do you still keep in touch with any of them? 

12. Would you take this course again? 

13. What would you do differently? 
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Third part of the Interview 

 

1. What do you think you will do after graduating from high school? 

2. Had you thought about going to college before going to the PLDP? 

3. How will you earn your living after you are done with school? (any level of 

school) 

4. Did you learn something in the PLDP that might be useful in the long run? 

5. How do you see yourself in 30 years? 

6. How will you get there? 

7. What obstacles do you anticipate to get there? 

8. How do you see yourself in 20 years? 

9. How will you get there? 

10. What obstacles do you anticipate to get there? 

11. How do you see yourself in 10 years? 

12. How will you get there? 

13. What obstacles do you anticipate to get there? 

14. Is there anything about the PLDP that I haven’t asked you that you would like to 

talk about?
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APPENDIX E – WRITING LAB SAMPLE LESSON 
From the Professional Language Development Program, González, R. D. (2006). 

 
 

 
Prerredacción 

• Tema: Autorretrato 
 
• Propósito y lector: Queremos que cada alumno escriba una breva carta 

presentándose a sus compañeros de clase. La carta también servirá para que los 
demás se interesen en conocerte mejor. 

 
• Generación de ideas: Para comenzar tu autorretrato haz un mapa semántico como 

el que ya hemos hecho en clase. Puedes generar tus ideas en inglés o en español. 
Después buscarás el vocabulario necesario para redactar tu descripción. En esta 
primera etapa, es mejor no detenerte a buscar palabras en el diccionario porque 
eso te puede distraer de las ideas que quieres comunicar. 

 
 
La redacción 

• Primer borrador: Con las ideas generadas anteriormente, Haz un primer borrador. 
Deja un margen amplio a la derecha para los comentarios de tu compañero-lector 
que te ayudará con la edición de tu primer borrador. Concéntrense más en ideas 
bien desarrolladas que en la gramática o la ortografía. 

 
• Segundo borrador: Después de considerar los comentarios de tu compañero-lector 

vuelve a escribir tu redacción y modifícala incluyendo las sugerencias de tu 
compañero. 

 
• Vuelve a compartir tu redacción pero ahora con un compañero-lector diferente. 

¿Qué otras ideas te puede aportar? Incluye tales ideas si te parecen pertinentes. 
 

• Tercer borrador: Ahora, revisa tu redacción para encontrar errores de gramática, 
ortografía, etc. 

 
• Redacción final: Si piensas que tu redacción está completa, entrégasela a 

cualquiera de los dos instructores para una última revisión. ¿Qué comentarios te 
hicieron los instructores?  Escribe tu redacción una vez más incluyendo las ideas 
de los instructores.
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APPENDIX F – SELECTED HEADWORDS OF THE ACADEMIC WORD LIST 
 

Adapted from Coxhead (1998) 
 

 
abandon   controversial   gender   precede 

abstract  construction  global   predominant 

access   context   guarantee  preliminary 

accommodate  contract  identify  priority 

accumulation  convert  impact   proceed 

achieve  crucial   implementation professional 

acquire   create   implicit  protocol 

adjacent  data   imply   psychology 

administrate  debate   incline   qualitative 

adult   definition  indicate  range 

alter   denote   infer   regime 

ambiguous   depress  infrastructure  region 

analogous  derive   inherent  relevant 

analyze   design   inhibit   require 

arbitrary   devote   institute  restrain 

area   diminish  integration  rigid 

assess   discrete  intermediate  role 

assume   distort   intrinsic  schedule 

authority  distribute  investigate  scheme 

benefit   dynamic  invoke   security 

category  economy  legislate  sphere 

cease   edition   license   stability 

channel  encounter  mediate  strategy 

clause    erode   method  subordinate 

coherent  ethnic   migrate  subsequent 

coincide  establish  minimize  supplementary 
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colleague  estimate  minor   survive 

commission   evident   motivation  suspend 

community  exclude  negative  sustain 

compensate   explicit  neutral   technique 

compile  exploitation  objective  termination 

complement   export   option   ultimate 

complex  exposure  orientation  undergo 

concept  facilitate  parallel  unify 

conceive   factor   parameter  vehicle 

concurrent  final   persist   volume 

confer    finance   phase 

confine  fluctuate  phenomenon 

conform   format   policy 

consist   formula  potential 

constitute  function   practitioner
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APPENDIX G- WORKING WITH TARGET WORDS IN TRANSLATION 

SENTENCES 

Instrucciones: Vamos a traducir las siguientes oraciones del español al inglés. Para cada 
oración la palabra adecuada se ha escrito en el banco de palabras que ves a continuación. 
Usa una palabra por oración. Hay más palabras que oraciones así que sobrarán palabras 
cuando hayas terminado el ejercicio. 
Example: 

 During graduation ceremonies the president of the university bestows the title of 
“Bachelor” to the graduating class. 
 
You look in the banco de palabras for a synonym for ‘bestow’, which in this case is ‘ to 
confer’. Then you translate the sentence using the synonym. You may use your dictionary 
or ask the other students in your group for the meaning of the words in order to complete 
it. Make sure that the word form matches the context of the sentence. 
 

Durante las ceremonias de graduación el rector de la universidad confiere el título de 
“licenciatura” a los graduandos.  
Banco de palabras: confine, implicit, convert, alter, analogous, neutral, parallel, scheme, 
access, accumulation, coincide, confer, abstract 
 

1. Behind her words of understanding and her smile there was an unspoken message 
of guilt that only I understood since I know her well. (implicit) 

 
2. Scientists are searching for a process to change waste into usable fuel. (convert) 

 
3. The professor was tired of his ranting so he told him to keep his comments to the 

matters at hand. (confine) 
 

4. The examples given to the students were nonfigurative so that they could 
understand the concept right away. (abstract) 

 
5. Luckily, he got wise to their little plot and was able to avoid it altogether. 

(Scheme) 
 
 

Note: the words in parenthesis were the answers to each sentence and did not appear 
in the students’ hand-outs. 
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APPENDIX H – READING AND SENTENCE COMPLETION EXERCISES  
 

 
Instructions: 

Read Text A and then complete Text B using the underlined definitions of words  
as clues to find the words needed in Text B. The first one is done for you. 

 
Text A 

 
Scientific panel meets to debate the best course of action for the use of renewable 

resources. 
 

The group of people commissioned to protect the environment met yesterday at 

the official instituted place to study science, in order to make a specification for their 

policy for safe ways to exploit natural resources. They needed to define what ‘safe’ 

means so the commission could find a way to continue with its work. The estimation is 

that the result of strict controls on the area could have the potential of saving future 

generations from natural disasters that may subsequently take place. Since the branch of 

the government that legislates will not be assuming any responsibility for laws passed 

without integrating scientific knowledge and citizen participation the commission was 

persuaded to first meet, get their ducks in a row and then go ahead with the 

implementation of a plan that would include the population. There is proof that points to 

believing that when government  puts in secondary importance their work to the wishes 

of the people it makes it easier to put everyone’s efforts to achieve the final goal. It is still 

a debate, however, that the wishes of the people will be put before any environmental 

law.  
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Text B 

Scientific panel meets to debate the best course of action for the use renewable resources. 

 The Commission for Environmental Protection met yesterday at the Science 

Institute to specify their policy towards the safe exploitation of natural resources. It was 

important to first find a definition of what ‘safe’ means so the Commission could proceed 

with its work. It is estimated that the impact of rigid controls on the region could 

potentially save future generations from subsequent natural disasters.  Since the 

legislative branch of the State government won’t assume any responsibility for laws 

passed without the integration of scientific knowledge and citizen participation the 

commission was inclined to first meet, get their ducks in a row and then implement a plan 

that would include the population. There is evidence that indicate that when government 

subordinates their work to the wishes of the people it facilitates everyone’s efforts to 

achieve the final goal. It is debatable however, that the wishes of the people will precede 

any environmental law.  

 

Note: in Text B the words in italics represent the correct answers for this exercise
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APPENDIX I – PARAPHRASING EXERCISES 

Instrucciones: Leé las siguientes oraciones poniéndole atención a las palabras 
subrayadas. Escoge una palabra del banco de palabras que exprese la misma idea que 
las palabras subrayadas en cada oración. Escribe la oración otra vez usando la palabra 
que escogiste. Cuando hayas terminado traduce las oraciones.  
 

Word bank: reluctant, mediate, analogous, facilitate, assume, abstract, devote, 

precede, coincide, specify, debate, expose 

1. The manager did not want to at all to fire the employee since this was his first big 

mistake.  

2. In dolphins, the high pitch sounds they use to communicate is similar in some 

respects to human language. 

3. She took responsibility for all of her brother’s debt when he died.  

4. Piaget hypothesized that children younger than 7 years of age are not 

developmentally ready for not concrete thinking.  

5. Mother Theresa of Calcutta dedicated her whole life to helping the poorest of the 

poor.  

6. Negotiators have achieved  a ceasefire between the revolutionary forces and the 

government. 

7. The rules spell out that pets cannot be kept here. 

8. Although she was a liberal and he was a conservative they both agreed on 

economic issues.  

9. Judaism paved the way for Christianity as the first monotheistic religion of the 

world.
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APPENDIX J- WORKING WITH SECOND-HAND CLOZE EXERCISES 

Adapted from Laufer & Osimo, 1991 

 

Pre-reading and translation were linked in this technique (Laufer & Osimo, 1991). 

This technique involved students placing previously taught English words into gaps in a 

new text in English which summarized the content of a previously studied text. The 

students were provided with a list of Spanish words to fill the gaps, so they had to 

translate these words into the appropriate second language words before they could used 

them for the second text. 

Instrucciones: Vamos a leer el pasaje La migración de las mariposas monarca. 

Leelo tres veces. Después de leerlo trabaja en la hoja a continuación que contiene un 

resumen del pasaje sobre las mariposas. Traduce y usa las palabras del Banco de 

palabras para completer el texto. 

 

Banco de palabras: predominante, colega, inherente, migrar, concebir, intrínsico, 

exposición, sobrevivir, reacio, global, mediar, fenómeno, area 

 

The monarch butterfly migration 

 

It is hard to conceive the idea that a small insect such as the butterfly can survive 

the exposure to hard elements during its migration. It is a global phenomenon that 

animals look for warmed climates during the winter time and the butterfly is no 
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exception. It is an intrinsic survival instinct in all animals although there are many risks 

inherent in the journey. Although many butterflies die during the voyage, it is 

predominantly the old and sick who die first. Nevertheless, no butterfly is reluctant to 

take this trip to survive the winter weather. To mediate the terrible conditions and 

dangers that the butterfly faces in its migration, Dr. Shwartz and colleges at the Office of 

Parks and Recreations have argued for protected areas where the butterfly may rest on its 

way south.  

 

Note: the words underlined are the target words and were not provided to the students in 
the exercise hand-outs.
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APPENDIX K – WRITING WITH THE “DICTO-COMP”  

(Nation, 1991) 

 

The “dicto-comp” is a simple technique for guided compositions. This technique 

facilitates intermediate activities between completely controlled writing exercises and 

completely free compositions. Students listened to a text three times and then wrote it 

from their memory. They were encouraged to use target words that had been written on 

the blackboard. After they completed their assignment, students working in pairs 

reconstructed a final draft before presenting it to the class by writing it on the board. 

 

Text used for the “Dicto-comp” exercise 

Constructing skyscrapers 

Skyscrapers require sound construction methods, where security for the workers 

and efficiency in the schedule are a must. From the very beginning a whole protocol is 

followed in order to minimize potential accidents later on. The area is a dynamic place 

where danger is intrinsic to the construction work. Workers are given an orientation and 

are asked to apply for a license to operate certain heavy machinery, or they have the 

option not to operate such machinery but they know they would make less money. If they 

decided to lie about having the license to operate it would be unethical and the sole 

mention of it would be grounds to finalize their contract under the city authority. The 

construction area is surveyed for stability; the role of the infrastructure is to provide 

channels where materials can be transported. The site parameter is restricted. The whole 
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area undergoes a dramatic change to accommodate for materials, machines and workers 

rest areas. Female and male workers enjoy rest areas that are adjacent to one another.  

There are construction and architectural techniques and strategies for the foundation of 

the skyscrapers that are required by design to sustain the gigantic building.  

 

Note: the underlined words are the target academic words.



 
 
 

324 
 

 
 

APPENDIX L – GUIDED SEMANTIC MAP 

 

Students worked with the instructor to develop a semantic map of a topic, for 

example “Constructing skyscrapers.” At the beginning of the exercise, the instructor 

introduced several target words and put them on the map, discussing these words with the 

students. In pairs or groups of three, the students used most of the words from the 

semantic map to write a text.  

 

Target words: region, impact, exposure, proceed, estimate, rigid, implementation, 

incline, proceed, subordinate, convert, facilitate, accumulation, convert, parallel
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APPENDIX M – PROFESSIONAL INTERPRETER’S VISIT  

Questions for the Interview 

 

1. Where and how did you learn Spanish and English? 

2. How did you know you wanted to be an interpreter? 

3. What skills do interpreters need in order to succeed? 

4. Did you study to be an interpreter? Where? 

5. Did you have to attend college to be an interpreter? 

6. How can interpreters improve their skills? 

7. How many hours a week do you work? 

8. What venues are there for professional interpreters besides court interpreting? 

9. What income can interpreters expect? 

10. What advise can you give us now that we are in high school?
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APPENDIX N - SUBTITLING 

Subtitles are transcriptions of film or TV dialogue presented simultaneously on the 

screen. They usually consist of one or two lines of an average maximum length of 35 

characters.  

Dubbing consists of replacing the original speech by a voice track that attempts to 

follow the timing and lip movements of the original language.  

Features of subtitling as a form of translation  

1.  There are four communication channels to consider:  
 (a) Verbal auditory channel: dialogues, lyrics, background voices  
 (b) Non-verbal auditory channel: music, sound effects  
 (c)Verbal visual channel: tiles and written signs  
 (d) Non verbal visual channel: picture composition and flow  

 All are maintained in dubbing, but in subtitling most of (a) becomes (c)  
  
2. The speech act and the pragmatic dimension are very important. Intentions and 

effects are more important than isolated lexical items.  
 

3. Each subtitle must be phrased and cued as part of larger whole (the entire movie). 
Unimpeded audience reception is a major goal.  

4. Dialogue is usually reduced by one third. (Most broadcasters demand a two-line 
subtitle of 60-70 characters to stay on the screen for 5-6 seconds). Presentation 
rates of more than 12 characters per second are not acceptable. The redundancy 
present in the nonverbal channels (visual, context, etc.) usually compensates for 
reduction in dialogue.  

 

5. As a result of #2 and of time constraints (#3, #4 ) (the purpose and medium of 

translation), the translator/subtitler has more freedom than in other translation 

types.  
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