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ABSTRACT 

 A hallmark of Arizona schools is the choice of parents in program and 

school for their child under the Open Enrollment laws.  Among the choices for 

parents at some schools is Dual Language education, a form of enrichment 

wherein students learn the content of the Arizona State Standards through the 

medium of their primary language and a second language.  The schools of this 

study use English and Spanish as the two languages.  After 13 years of existence, 

changes in enrollment patterns have been noticed.  Some parents whose older 

children attended Dual Language classes have chosen to dis-enroll their families 

from the program, so that their younger children are in English Only classes.   

 At the same time that these trends in enrollment began, so too did strict 

enactment, enforcement, and monitoring of Arizona’s Structured English 

Immersion program, the Department of Education’s response to the voter 

approved Proposition 203—English for the Children—in November 2000.   

This study asks the following research question of de-selecting parents 

involved with Dual Language programs in Phoenix, Arizona:  What are the 

rationale that influence parents to de-select Dual Language instruction in Arizona 

public schools in 2010 after having selected Dual Language for their older 

child(ren)?  The study uses a Latino Critical Race Theory (LatCrit) Conceptual 

Framework to analyze interviews of 10 parents and 2 administrators from Dual 

Language programs in Phoenix, Arizona. 

There are three general findings of the study:  1)  Parents sought 

asymmetrical measures of program design if their children were struggling in one 
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language more than another, and chose to de-select when these asymmetrical 

measures were not enacted, 2)  the de-selection process was generally not the 

result of family decision making, but rather reactionary to a situation, and 3) 

legislative mandates resulted in de-selection of the program.  The LatCrit 

perspective showed most strongly in the third of these, wherein the de-selection 

was not necessarily a result of parent de-selection of the program, but rather the 

state’s de-selection of willing participants in a language learning option. 

The hopes of the study are to hear the voices of parents who have to 

negotiate language policies and make programmatic choice decisions for their 

children.  I also hope to provide information that Dual Language schools can use 

to understand the motivations and perspectives of the parents that will enable 

them to strengthen their programs and advocate for equality in opportunity for 

enrichment language programs for all children at their schools. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Overview 

Arizona’s public schools serve 138,449 students designated as English 

Language Learners (ELL), which accounts for 14% of all of the state’s K-12 

school population (Arizona Auditor General, 2008).  Many more students in 

Arizona are designated second language learners when their parents sign waivers 

permitting them to participate in bilingual programs, such as Dual Language 

programs.  State and federal policies may give parents, and in particular the 

parents of ELL students, mixed messages about the importance and value of 

bilingualism.  For example, Title VII of the Improving American Schools Act (the 

1994 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act) called for a 

move toward additive, enrichment models of bilingual education, specifically 

promoting dual language programs with demonstrated success in the promotion of 

proficiency in 2 languages (Ovando, Collier, and Combs, 2003).   

Yet few years later—California in 1998 with Proposition 227, and Arizona 

in 2000 with Proposition 203—states passed legislation barring the use of native 

language instruction without special waivers, calling for English Only educational 

practices.  This was punctuated with the renaming of the Office of Bilingual 

Education in the US Department of Education as the Office of English Language 

Acquisition (NCLB, 2002).  The era of restrictive language policy in parts of the 

southwest United States had been ushered in, joined with measures of 
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accountability, assurance, and monitoring of the instruction of English Language 

Learners. 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study is to examine the motivation of parents who 

have chosen both for and against Dual Language programs for their children.  

Federal and state policies may be difficult for parents to navigate.  Therefore 

schools must consistently frame the conversation to positively share the goals of 

their programs with their communities.  My hopes for this study are three-fold:  1)  

to hear the voice to a community of parents who have to negotiate language 

policies on behalf of their children, 2)  to help Dual Language schools better 

understand the motivations and perspectives of some of their potential 

constituents, and 3)  to provide Dual Language schools with the ideas of parents 

who have responded and reacted to their programs in this politically-charged, 

openly-hostile time in language policy.    Hopefully dual language schools will act 

with this information to provide greater services meeting the needs of parents as 

well as assess the quality of their programs so that there is a match between the 

goals of the program with the implementation models.  

Research Question 

 In this study I worked with select group of parents purposefully sampled 

to explore answers to the following research question: 

What are the rationale that influence parents to de-select Dual 

Language instruction in Arizona public schools in 2010 after 

having selected Dual Language for their older child(ren)? 



3 
 

Definition of Terms 

For the purposes of this study the following definitions and clarifications 

are necessary.   

PHLOTE—Any parent who enrolls their child in an Arizona public school 

has to fill out a PHLOTE survey (Appendix 2) as mandated by the State of 

Arizona Department of Education—Office of English Language Acquisition 

Services (OELAS).  PHLOTE stands for Primary Home Language Other Than 

English.  Until fall 2009, there were 3 questions on the PHLOTE survey.  They 

are as follows: 

1. What is the primary language used in the home regardless of the 

language spoken by the student? 

2. What is the language most often spoken by the student? 

3. What is the language that the student first acquired? 

The new PHLOTE survey as of July 1, 2009 asks one question—What is the 

primary language of the student?  (Answer with the language used most often by 

the student)  Due to an agreement between the Arizona Department of Education 

and the US Department of Education Office of Civil Rights, the 3 question 

PHLOTE survey has been reinstated for the 2011-2012 school year.   

AZELLA— If any answers on the PHLOTE survey indicate anything other 

than English, the student is considered a PHLOTE student, and the child is tested 

on the Arizona English Language Learner Assessment (AZELLA) to determine 

their level of English proficiency.   
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English Language Learner (ELL)—A student who is determined to be 

non-Proficient in English on the AZELLA test. 

Structured English Immersion (SEI)—Model of instruction for English 

Language Learners in Arizona requiring a minimum of four (4) hours of 

instruction in English language development divided into the following areas:  

grammar (60 minutes), vocabulary (60 minutes), reading (60 minutes), and oral 

conversations and writing (60 minutes). 

Language Minority Parent—This study considers any parent of a 

PHLOTE student to be a language minority parent.  Any parent of a non-

PHLOTE student is considered in this study to be a language majority parent. 

Language Minority Student—Students who have any language other than 

English as their home or primary language 

Dual Language Program—A method for providing content knowledge 

and language experience through the medium of instruction in two languages 

(Lindholm-Leary, 2001). 

De-selection—A term specific to this study, de-selection refers to the 

choice of a parent of a child who was in a Dual Language program to not select 

the program for the younger sibling.  Specifically, the parent entered into a school 

with a specialized Dual Language program and made a conscious choice to 

choose to enter their child, and subsequently their family involvement, into the 

Dual Language program.  With the next child or another younger child, they are 

choosing not to be in this program, or rather, de-selecting the Dual Language 

program. 
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Limitations 

 This study includes certain limitations that derive from biases I bring to 

the study.  I began my career in education 18 years ago as a Dual Language 

instructor, providing the English content to my class in mathematics and social 

studies, and Spanish content to my class and a partner class in language arts and 

science.  I then worked as a teacher for 3 years in a transitional bilingual 

education model.  For 5 years I taught three miles off the Navajo Reservation to a 

population that was predominantly English Language Learners.  And for two 

years I taught overseas in a classroom with students from 7 different countries and 

home languages.  That is 11 of 12 years of teaching in bilingual, Dual Language, 

or English as a Second Language environments.  I am currently entering my 6th 

year as a school administrator of schools with Dual Language programs.  I have 

worked at two schools in the study in my educational career.   

 My move from California to Arizona has also shaped my views on 

language policy, as I left California after voters approved an English Only 

proposition, only to watch voters in my new state support the same type of 

initiative, written by the same the same author.  As a school administrator of a 

school with a significant percentage of English Language Learners, I am affected 

greatly by the language policies of the voters, state legislature, and the Structured 

English Immersion Task Force, as I am asked to enforce policy and program 

designs for English Language Learners that do not support the theories of second 

language acquisition I have practiced throughout an 18 year career in education, 
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particularly in multiple experiences in Dual Language schools as a teacher and 

administrator. 

Delimitations 

 There are also certain delimitations of this study in design.  The number of 

participants and participating schools is small.  There are 10 parents and 2 

administrators representing 3 schools in metropolitan Phoenix with Dual 

Language programs.  Similar research-studied Dual Language programs are 

prominent in places such as California, New Mexico, Colorado, Nevada, Texas, 

Massachusetts, and New York, however not many of these places have such 

stringent language policies and practices as Arizona.  In fact, Colorado and 

Massachusetts successfully fended off restrictive, English Only policies funded 

and supported by the same writers of the propositions of Arizona and California.  

Therefore, the nature of some implications of the research may not be applicable 

or generalize to other Dual Language settings.  Nonetheless, the findings may hint 

at what may be occurring with other dual language programs nationwide. 

Significance of the Study 

Arizona school law provides all parents living within the state of Arizona 

with the opportunity to enroll their child in any school district in the state (ARS 

15-816.01).  This open enrollment law brings a market economy perspective into 

the discussion of parental selection or de-selection of a school or program within 

a school.  Parental choice of schools or programs affects school enrollment, the 

driving mechanism behind school funding in the state.  Hirschman (1970) 

addresses the issues of market choice when a consumer experiences potential 
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dissatisfaction.  He addresses three options the consumer can exercise:  to exit 

negotiations with a service provider, to express their voice in an attempt to 

remediate, or demonstrate continued loyalty toward the service provider.   

Hirschman describes the “exit” side of this as an economic principle, 

whereas the “voice” is seen as political.  The expression of discontent is with a 

hope or expectation to bring about change, thus bringing into play the third 

dimension—loyalty.  Without a hope for change, the market-driven option of 

“exit” is the simplest and least confrontational option for a parent to choose.  

Hirschman continues to describe how decentralization efforts in education open 

that sector to guiding parents more toward utilizing the “voice” option than in 

regular economic markets.  Specifically, a decentralized education system gives 

voice to the community at a localized level.  Change can occur with voice, effort, 

and action of the community.  The very fact that parents are exercising an “exit” 

strategy speaks to the need for de-selection to be studied. 

Conceptual Framework 

 Conducting interviews using Charmaz’s (2006) steps to grounded theory, I 

anticipated the data in this study to evolve through questioning from an 

exploration of topics.  These topics encompassed the potential for de-selection 

from Dual Language programming due to academic, social, political, or legal 

rationale.  The theoretical basis of the questions stems from the conceptual 

frameworks to be discussed here.  Namely I examined the process of de-selection 

from the lens of asymmetry (an academic framework for understanding de-
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selection) and Latino/a Critical Race Theory (a legal perspective for 

understanding power and privilege). 

Asymmetry 

 Amrein and Peña (2000) explored the issue of asymmetry in Dual 

Language programs by measuring expressly stated program goals with outcomes.  

Dual Language programs, for many, are programs of choice.  Rather than an 

entire neighborhood school offering only Dual Language instructional programs, 

they arise as magnet programs or “schools within a school” or strand instructional 

options for parents.  In such, there are professed goals for students promoted to 

draw enrollment.  Asymmetry occurs when students’ school experiences are not 

consistent with the stated goals of the language program. 

 The assymetrical measures stated by Amrein and Peña (2000) are in 

relation to the students, materials, and instructional practices of Dual Language 

instruction.  More specifically, the stated vision of the program did not always 

allocate the same resources to English and Spanish equally.  Instructions, 

conversations, or the expectations for language-specific conversations were 

dominated by English, even in programs claiming a 50:50 ratio of English to 

Spanish.  Part of Dual Language philosophy stems from maintaining a balance of 

native English to Spanish speakers.  The ideal is an equal 50% split, with the ratio 

going no higher than 70:30 toward either language group.  However in social 

situations outside and inside the classroom, mixing was not as common as 

idealized or set in place with balanced ratios. 
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Latino/a Critical Race Theory 

 CRT is a form of legal scholarship focused on understanding how the law 

functions to maintain and preserve white privilege (Ladson-Billings, 1998).  

Ladson-Billings (2005) argued that CRT can be used to give a voice to people of 

color in education to explain how legal precedent can sustain the unequal 

situations in schools.  Trucios-Haynes (2001) defines Latino/a CRT (LatCrit) as a 

means of exploring the legal ramifications of race policy beyond a Black-White 

limitation to include a broader analysis of race that is also aimed at understanding 

how race intersects with language, immigration, color, national origin, and 

gender.  Bender and Aoki (2003) define the goal of LatCrit to move beyond the 

world of legal discourse to one that takes on a social justice agenda, affecting 

policy and practice.  The language and immigration aspects of LatCrit provide a 

more specific context to CRT as applied to Dual Language studies (Juárez, 2008; 

Michael-Luna, 2008; Monzó and Rueda, 2009).  Monzó and Rueda (2009) assert 

that although racially based discrimination practices are not permissible legally or 

acceptable socially, language-based discrimination is.  He offers as evidence 

English Only policies and mandates for performance levels for ELLs to be 

disaggregated at the same levels as all students without sufficient funding.   

LatCrit plays a significant role in examining language policy of the past 15 

years in the southwest United States due to the way Latinos social, ethnic, and 

racial identity has been tied to language (Revilla and Asato, 2002).  Johnson and 

Martinez (2000) argue that bilingual studies have been prohibited in states, in 

their case looking specifically at California, based on violation of the Equal 
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Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.  Rather than make a direct 

connection of bilingual education to race, however, the authors of California’s 

Proposition 227 and Arizona’s 203 attacked the issue of language.  Studies of 

language policy in education, particularly those looking at bilingual studies 

replaced by English immersion programs, are naturally linked to LatCrit.  One 

historical precedent in the United States to counter such legal practice has been 

the filing of desegregation suits.  Bowman (2010) illustrates the difficulty with 

this measure since the restrictive language policy environment began in California 

in 1998.  Bowman also illustrates how the issues of desegregation and school 

finance litigation can be linked, slowing the remedy process down even more so 

than if the case were just being raised on the grounds of segregation.   

Given that LatCrit emerged as an extension of Critical Race Theory, a 

form of legal scholarship, it is critical that the legal components of  language 

policy in Arizona are studied.  LatCrit theorists would begin the argument that the 

segregative nature of the Structured English Immersion classrooms in Arizona 

unfairly distribute knowledge to native English speakers, in that through the 4-

hour model, student content is limited to the English Language Proficiency 

Standards.  Beyond that limit however, Castañeda v. Pickard established a 3-

prong test to assure that English Language Learners are adequately being given 

the content.  Among these requirements for schools are that the program design be 

research-based, that adequate resources are given to allow for program success, 

and that the program be evaluated for student success.  Failure to accomplish one 

of these prongs would put the schools in question in violation of Castañeda, and 
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create an enacted imbalance of power and access, central to a LatCrit analysis.  

Through quantitative analysis of the outcomes since the enforcement of 

Proposition 203 in Arizona, Mahoney, MacSwan, Haladyna, and García (2010) 

and García, Lawton, and Diniz de Figueiredo (2010) find Arizona’s 4-hour 

Structured English Immersion model to be in violation of the third prong of 

Castañeda.  The requirement, still to be acted upon, would be a reanalysis of the 

model toward one that would yield more positive results for English Language 

Learners. 

Beyond the impact on students is the role that the de-selection of Dual 

Language classrooms has on families.  LatCrit, as theorized by Davila and Aviles 

de Bradley (2010), allows for language experiences and lived experiences as 

Latinos in the United States to provide perspective on issues of oppression.  The 

utilization of interviews as a qualitative means of study allows for these stories 

and “counter narratives” to fill the void of voices in the research that is used to 

promote restrictive language policy (Solórzano and Yosso, 2002). 

The framework of LatCrit forces the researcher to examine issues of 

schooling from the conceptualization of deficit-based approaches to the impacts 

of legislative mandates on issues of race, language, and immigration status.  The 

entire idea of the achievement gap with Latino students, Irizarry (2011) contends, 

begins with a deficit perspective on Latino children, communities, and families 

that makes assumptions about the corrective measures without examining the 

racialized schooling contexts in which their achievement has not equaled those of 

other federally recognized subgroups.  Within Dual Language, Latino students 
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bring families with rich language backgrounds, that upon exclusion or de-

selection alter the program greatly, making LatCrit an appropriate lens for 

examining this phenomenon. 

Dual Language settings theoretically allow students to be successful 

within an additive linguistic framework.  Students do not have to give up 

language or culture; in fact the opposite is an explicit goal of the program—

students bring a wealth of linguistic and culturally significant experiences that add 

to the understandings for themselves and their peers.  Carrillo (2009) uses a 

LatCrit approach to examine the costs of success for many language minority 

students.  In order to reach the goals within the constraints of restrictive language 

policy-embedded classrooms, students are pushed to levels of English fluency that 

fit the middle-class, white standard as a new identity.  He argues that this  

“identity performance” is a requirement for many Latino students’ success.  

Within a LatCrit perspective, it is the legal precedent that sets the culture of 

language policy and enactment in the schools that forces Latino students to 

choose an identity, knowing that one of the choices can lead to a schooling 

definition of success.   

Juárez (2008) looks at Dual Language classrooms and programs as having 

ideals of racial and social equality, using language as a pillar for inclusion, for 

pushing minority language status higher, and giving as a result the culture of the 

language minority student greater acceptance.  The argument is made however 

that although there is a leaning toward “equality,” the equality is defined in terms 

of status of the majority culture and language.  The CRT perspective on the Dual 
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Language programs looks at how even the most socially accepting culture 

racializes the experiences of language minority students in terms of whiteness. 

 

In the remainder of Chapter 1, I will provide a historical overview of 

bilingual education in Arizona over the past 20 years.  Specifically, I will address 

the legal precedent for bilingual programs, the change in legislation over the 

years, the role of Dual Language instruction within the sphere of bilingual 

programs, and the impact of No Child Left Behind (NCLB, 2002) and the Arizona 

English Language Learner (ELL) Task Force on Dual Language programs.   

 

A Historical Background of Bilingual Education and Dual Language 

Programs in Arizona 

The 5th Circuit Court ruling in the 1981 Castañeda v. Pickard case called 

for students to be guaranteed equal opportunity to education.  The courts have 

argued that English Language Learners (ELLs) are entitled to an educational 

setting with a methodologically sound program that is evaluated for its 

effectiveness not only in obtaining fluency in English, but in academic programs 

as well (Thomas and Collier, 1997).  Among the choices available to students are 

English-only programs, pull-out English as a Second Language (ESL), content-

based ESL, transitional bilingual education, one-way dual language programs, and 

two-way dual language programs (Thomas and Collier, 1997; Ochoa and Rhodes, 

2005).  The English-only and ESL models offer instruction in English while the 

bilingual programs offer instruction in the student’s native language (L1) and 
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target language (L2).  The difficulty currently with Dual Language programs is 

holding the discussion about a current bilingual program with understandings (or 

misunderstandings) of approaches with “bilingual education” programs of the past 

(Cummins, 2005). 

Ovando (2003) in a historical look at bilingual education in the United 

States, examined the future of bilingual studies, which in many states consists of 

dual language education, and outlines some positive guiding principles.  

According to Ovando, bilingual education needs to be expanded beyond the 

framework of language minority students, instead as a means for promoting 

bilingualism for all, thus a move toward dual language programs.  In order to do 

so, it must be more than the school community that seeks to provide this type of 

atmosphere separate from the overwhelming feelings of the greater community 

that supports the schools.  Ovando traced bilingual education showing its course 

throughout the decades, and its unfortunate foray into what he terms a “dismissive 

period.”  Part of the negativity stems from “the politics of resentment toward 

massive immigration from developing countries in the 1980s and 1990s, 

especially from Asia and Latin America” (Ovando, 2003, p. 14).   

 The goals of all these programs are content instructional gains and English 

fluency.  No Child Left Behind (NCLB) calls for high-stakes testing to see that all 

students are making adequate gains in content knowledge.  While looking at all 

students within a school, NCLB also calls for schools to disaggregate the data and 

assure that the same content gains are also made for significant cohorts of 

students.  Data is disaggregated by ethnicity as well as special categories (special 
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education, gifted, low-socioeconomic status, and language minority students).  

Thomas and Collier (2002) assert that while ELLs may make the minimum 

academic scores necessary to denote Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) that their 

native English speaking peers may, an achievement gap exists.  They thus argue 

that the most effective programs be made available to language minority students 

to close this achievement gap.  At the highest level of effectiveness of the English 

learning options available, is Dual Language instruction. 

Propositions in California and Arizona resulted in the eradication of 

compensatory bilingual education programs, calling for ELLs to be placed in 

English-only settings for a minimum of 1 year of instruction that would lead to 

fluency in English (Rolstad, Mahoney, and Glass, 2005).  The success or lack 

thereof of the educational programs implemented for ELLs in each state have 

been reported in studies promoted by state departments of education as well as 

numerous educational researchers.  With the advent of mandatory Structured 

English Immersion (SEI) for Arizona’s English Language Learners (ELLs), fewer 

choices exist for the type of program of study toward English competency.  

Students who do not make full proficiency on Arizona’s English Language 

Learner Assessment (AZELLA) are placed in SEI classrooms or parents must 

sign a letter of refusal for ELL services to enter mainstream classrooms.  ELLs 

have not been able to enter dual language instruction without a signed letter of 

refusal of English language services until the 2010-2011 school year, where this 

practice is no longer allowed by the Arizona Department of Education.   

Summary 
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 This study is organized into 5 inter-related chapters, connected through the 

lens of the Conceptual Framework, introduced in Chapter One.  Chapter One 

served the purpose of introducing the rationale for conducting the study.  I 

presented the research question, limitations and delimitations, definitions of 

essential terms used commonly within the study, and Conceptual Framework that 

weaves throughout each chapter and unifies the research question, data, and 

recommendations and policy implications. 

Chapter Two will provide a review of the pertinent literature of Dual 

Language instruction, the positive effects of Dual Language instruction of 

language minority students, and parent choice of Dual Language programs.  It is 

divided into 4 defined sections.  In the first, critical components of Dual 

Language programs are outlined, describing the different types of Dual Language 

programs, composition of students, and theoretical basis of language acquisition 

theory utilized in program design.  The second section discusses how Dual 

Language instruction has been analyzed to be an effective model of instruction for 

English Language Learners, on its own merits and juxtaposed with other models 

of language acquisition for English Language Learners.  The third section offers 

criticisms of Dual Language programs, to present a balanced understanding of 

how Dual Language has been viewed by parents, teachers, administrators, and 

researchers over the years.  And finally, the fourth section delineates the role of 

parent involvement and choice in the selection of Dual Language as a program of 

instruction. 
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Chapter Three will provide a detailed description of the methods used to 

collect and analyze data in this qualitative study utilizing grounded theory 

approaches.  Chapter Three will explain the method used for selecting members to 

participate in the study.  It will also describe the methods used for collection, 

transcription, and analysis of the data. 

Chapter Four will present an analysis of the data collected for this study.  I 

will begin by introducing the parent and administrative participants for the story 

and aspects of their personal life history or work history.  The data presents the 

stories and voices of the participants.  It is organized into three themes, with each 

theme carrying delineated implications.  The three themes of the data are Desired 

and Created Asymmetry, Choice as a Family Decision, and Legislative Mandates.  

The analysis of the data and implications for the schools, families, and students 

are illuminated by the words of the participants, interwoven into the text of the 

analysis.   

Chapter Five will conclude the study with a summary of the work of the 

study and future work to be done.  That future work is organized into 5 sections:  

recommendations for future research, recommendations for school administrators, 

recommendations for parents, recommendations for program design, and 

recommendations for policy-makers in the field of language policy in Education.  

The recommendations stem from the conceptual framework of the study, namely 

asking all those involved in Dual Language education to consider the realms of 

asymmetry and the effects of legislation on program choice, design, and 

implementation.  With a thorough understanding of the goals of Dual Language 
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education, hopefully parents in the future can be better informed.  That makes it 

incumbent on schools to inform better.  Schools can create better program 

designs.  That calls on administrators and teachers to study the past and create for 

the future.  Finally, children can be better served.  That makes it incumbent on 

policy-makers to be child-centered and cognizant of the residual effects of their 

words and actions, when researching and creating future policy.  The purpose of 

this study is to inform the stakeholders in Dual Language programs from the 

words and voices of the parents who have selected and de-selected Dual 

Language in the past, and who still yearn for positive language and academic 

environments for their children. 
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Chapter 2 

Review of the Literature 

Introduction 

I have divided the research on Dual Language programs into four main 

categories:  a)  general descriptions of Dual Language schools, b)  analyses of the 

benefits of Dual Language education for language minority students, c)  criticism 

of Dual Language programs, and d)  attitudes leading parents to choose Dual 

Language programs for their children. 

Descriptions of Dual Language Schools 

 Dual Language instruction is described in the landmark text by Lindholm-

Leary (2001) as a method for providing content knowledge through the medium 

of instruction in two languages.  Although different models exist, there are 

particular instructional designs that Dual Language programs share.  In common 

among these models is the need to satisfy language learning, content knowledge 

gains, and cultural acceptance or preservation (Christian, 1996).  The consensus 

of researchers who study Dual Language programming and language acquisition 

theory is that children should optimally be enrolled in a Dual Language program 

for a minimum of 4-7 years (Christian, 1996; Collier, 1989; Cummins, 1981, 

Lindholm-Leary, 2001).  A key feature of Dual Language programs is a focus on 

both bilingualism and biliteracy (Baker, 1996).  The two languages are both given 

equal status as “target languages” for participating students.   

The language majority students in American Dual Language programs are 

English dominant speakers, whose target language is the second language in the 
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program, most commonly Spanish.  The language minority students in American 

Dual Language programs are ELL students, with English as their target language.  

These students are integrated throughout the day and receive instruction in both 

languages.  Another feature of successful dual language implementation requires 

that English and Spanish instruction occur separately in distinct time blocks.  

Quintanar-Sarellana’s (2004) case study examined a school with a 90% 

instructional time in Spanish to 10% English in the early years.  To assure that the 

language be separated, the teachers switched classrooms so that a Spanish 

language model was present during Spanish time and an English language model 

was present during English.  While instruction happens in a target language 

(Spanish for the native English speakers, English for the ELLs), there should be 

no translation occurring, nor should content need to be repeated for the sake of 

clarification (Thomas and Collier, 1997).  The goal is to have a balanced 

population, with no more than two-thirds of the classroom population of either 

language minority or language majority students (Lindholm-Leary, 2001; 

Shannon and Milian, 2002). 

 The models for Dual Language programs are based on promotion of 

additive bilingualism.  In this belief, those who work toward acquisition of a 

second language while preserving the first are adding a feature that will improve 

cognitive functioning as well as promote heritage preservation (Combs et. al., 

2005; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Mora, Wink, and Wink, 2001; Ovando, Collier, and 

Combs, 2003).  For language minority students, all of their early thought 

processes and learning are based in the primary language (L1).   With both 
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knowledge and cognitive processing having occurred in L1, programs that 

promote L1 maintenance allow for accessing the linguistic backbone to 

background knowledge that had been built in early development (Ovando, Collier, 

and Combs, 2003).  Many two-way Dual Language programs state as a goal the 

preservation of L1.  This is attractive to many parents of language minority 

students as an additive way of continuing the link between their children’s 

generation and their parents’, allowing for a meaningful relationship through 

communication (Combs et. al., 2005).  Besides the additive nature of bilingualism 

for the language minority student, all Dual Language students experience a 

positive experience with linguistic exploration in the Dual Language program.  

Fitts (2006) explored the usage of both languages by different students to find that 

Dual Language programs offer the freedom for students to explore language and 

their place as each language holds equal status within the society of the school.   

Effective Models of Instruction for Language Minority Students 

 One of the principal goals of Dual Language studies and programs is that 

of the academic gains achieved through two-way immersion.  Dual Language 

study through the literature is presented not only as an academically enriching 

environment for all students (Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Thomas and Collier, 1997), 

but in particular for language minority students (Alanís and Rodríguez, 2008; 

Lindholm-Leary, 2001, Lindholm-Leary and Block, 2010; Thomas & Collier, 

1997).   

Alanís and Rodríguez (2008) examined the data of 5th grade students 

within a particular Dual Language school compared to the district and state.  
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Scores of English language learners was pulled separate from the site aggregate.  

Data showed the site with the highest of the 4 categories, followed very closely by 

the ELL students for the 1st two years of analysis, and ELL scores highest in the 

3rd year of analysis.  The school performance superseded the district and state by 

more than 15% achievement on the state tests.  Academic success of Dual 

Language was attributed to successful implementation of second language 

learning strategies used throughout the learning on top of high-rigor academic 

standards.  The language strategies assured not only knowledge, but demanded 

multiple performance measures. 

Lindholm-Leary (2001) looked at academic achievement of Dual 

Language programs beyond the traditional language arts sphere represented in the 

majority of Dual Language studies, choosing to examine mathematics, science, 

and social studies.  Language minority students in 50:50 or high ethnic-density 

90:10 Dual Language programs scored at or above that of their peers at the state 

level whereas minority language students in transitional bilingual education 

programs and English only classes scored below average of their peers in 

mathematics in the primary language of Spanish.  Native Spanish speakers scored 

significantly higher in all models of Dual Language programs than their English 

only counterparts in mathematics in English.  The differing variable between the 

instruction in these models was the presence of both native and target language 

learning in the Dual Language classes as compared to English only.   

Lindholm-Leary and Block (2010) conducted their studies cognizant of 

the literature that points to significant language minority student (identified as 
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ELLs in their study) achievement through Dual Language education.  They sought 

to see if the same applied to ELLs in Dual Language programs of high density of 

low-SES, Hispanic schools (schools with Dual language with 99% Hispanic 

students in poverty).  The data not only showed that ELLs in Dual Language 

outperformed ELLs in mainstream English classes, but that they made the greatest 

gains in comparison to mainstream ELLs, mainstream English proficient students, 

Dual Language ELLs, and Dual Language English proficient students.  What this 

showed was that study in Dual Language for ELLs allowed for the greatest 

opportunity for ELLs to close the achievement gap with their English proficient 

peers. 

Thomas & Collier (1997) conducted long term study which collected 

achievement data culminating in a quantitative and qualitative study which 

addressed the most effective programs for both content and language instructional 

gains for language minority students.  Meta-analysis of ELL programs by Rolstad, 

Mahoney, and Glass (2005) also show that bilingual approaches were superior in 

ELL education to the proposed SEI classes proposed in both states.   

Thomas and Collier’s (2002) continued meta-analyses of long-term 

achievement for language minority students provided critical educational 

language policy implications as a result of their findings.  These policy statements 

included the following: 

 The only programs for language minority students wherein minimum 

achievement was the 50th percentile in English were Dual Language and 

bilingual immersion programs. 
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 Longevity is critical to Dual Language success.  Dual Language students 

outperform their monolingually instructed peers in all academic areas after 

4-7 years of instruction. 

 Students entering school without any English proficiency will struggle to 

make academic proficiency in the target language.  All long-term studies 

of ELLs show a minimum of 4 years of primary language instruction 

necessary for grade level performance. 

Criticisms of Dual Language Programs 

For all its successes, dual language instruction is not without its 

challenges.  Merely looking at the issue of controversy of Dual Language as a 

bilingual education program, the arguments could vacillate between the belief that 

primary language instruction promotes conceptual learning while English 

language develops (Cummins, 1981; Krashen, 1982) or the belief that primary 

language instruction has no proven added value (Porter, 1991).  However for the 

sake of this evaluation of the literature, particular focus is being made to the 

complexities specific to the development or implementation of Dual Language 

instruction.   

Valdés (1997) makes three important arguments speaking directly to the 

teachers and administrators of Dual Language programs who are acting as policy-

makers in the arena of language policy for language minority students and low 

socio-economic Latino families.  Since Spanish is a primary language for the 

language minority students or a heritage language for the Latino students for 

whom English may be a primary language, the quality of the Spanish these 
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students receive is of utmost importance.  Because the Spanish language may be 

altered to the modification of English dominant students, Valdés warns the 

teachers to take care that the language minority students, for whom Spanish is a 

primary language, receive high quality and linguistically challenging primary 

language instruction.   

Dual Language programs are also, many times, aimed at bringing in 

children from outside of the physical community as language, through the overt 

goals of the program, serves as a medium for cultural and ethnic understanding 

and awareness.  Valdés (1997) warns that there are social interactions that hold 

meaning, whether positive or negative, in the larger context of society.  Dual 

Language programs, with positive intentions, bring together groups of students 

with ambitions, but not necessarily strategies to teach students how to form 

meaningful interactions that their society in general may not promote.  Thus 

although students, teachers, and administrators have positive intention for the 

program, they may be inviting social interactions into their schools, that they are 

not aware of or skilled in being able to facilitate.  Palmer (2010) and Freeman 

(2000) highlight issues that occur when Dual Language programs in the inception 

stages only consider language factors, ignoring race, only to face difficulties when 

power struggles between groups arise as inequalities become apparent.   

Language and power are central to the third point of Valdés (1997).  The 

vocabulary and language used in discussion of Dual Language programs need to 

be consistent to all ethnic and language groups.  However careful consideration 

was not always noted in discussions with parents about the goals of the program.  
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Was economic advantage always spoken about with Latino parents as with white 

parents?  Were the successes of native Spanish speakers attaining English fluency 

as recognized as the white child speaking Spanish?  The unspoken messages not 

only could promote inequality of languages (Palmer, 2010), but could also 

undermine the intended goals of promoting cultural understanding among groups 

(Christian, 1996).   

Arguments of power and privilege in relation to criticisms of Dual 

Language instruction are not exclusive to Valdés.  Pimentel et. al. (2008) look at 

the critical issue of who stands to gain the most from Dual Language programs, or 

in the framework of power and privilege, which groups make the biggest 

academic and linguistic gains.  It also examines issues of power not only among 

the participants, but also between the languages.  Drawing off the research of 

Valdés (1997), Pimentel et. al. pose the idea that the very nature of enrollment 

strategies of Dual Language program, in creating linguistic balance (goal of 

balance of native English and Spanish language speakers) also create racial 

dynamics that are not accounted for in the research and prepared for in the school 

construction.  Open enrollment laws in Arizona that allow students from the entire 

metropolitan region to enroll in any school, not limited to the geographic borders 

of the school or district enrollment area, allow for imbalances in these Dual 

Language programs.  Many times the Spanish speakers are coming to the school 

from within the areas of the school, as is the case with the schools of this study, 

whereas many English speakers are coming not only from the immediate school 

region, but also outlying regions.  The Spanish speakers in the program as seen in 
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the research are often lower socioeconomic students, whereas the English 

speaking students vary to a higher degree with many coming from quite affluent 

backgrounds.  The racial, social, and economic disparities in the program affect 

student interactions, language usage, perceptions of the purpose of language, as 

well as unaccounted for parental dynamics.  

Amrein and Peña (2000) point out some of the challenges of Dual 

Language programs within a contextual framework of asymmetry.  They view 

inequalities in dual language programs, thus giving English greater value and 

status (clearly not an intentional goal of dual language programs) in instructional, 

resource, and student asymmetry.  Instructional asymmetry was evident in 

interviews with an English dual language teacher who claimed that students were 

learning English faster than when he was an ESL teacher.  The statement implied 

that English acquisition was the goal of the program, not equal growth of both 

English and Spanish.  López and Franquíz (2010) note teachers speaking in 

classrooms about the language (singular) students speak, when they were enrolled 

in a Dual Language program, when the reference should have been plural in an 

environment promoting bilingualism.  Bearse and de Jong (2008) also note that 

instructional asymmetry can be seen at the secondary level as students see fewer 

opportunities to hear and use Spanish as English content instruction dominates 

these programs. 

Greater asymmetry was seen in regards to resources in the school.  English 

classrooms had far greater print resources than Spanish classrooms.  The shelving 

in the school resource rooms had five times as many resources in English than in 
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Spanish.  Spanish classrooms had many posters with English/Spanish translations, 

whereas the English classrooms had only English posters evident, making 

visibility of English print greater.  And the further up in grade level students 

progresses, the less likely material cognitively and linguistically appropriate was 

seen.   

Looking at the hopeful implications of dual language instruction on 

society, multicultural understanding is commonly cited as a goal of dual language 

programs.  Yet when students in dual language classrooms had opportunities to 

freely associate in peer groupings, racial imbalance occurred (Amrein and Peña, 

2000).   Research shows a necessity for balance of language majority and 

minority students (Amrein and Peña, 2000; Quintanar-Sarellana, 2004).  This was 

seen in free class time, on the playground, and in formal groupings for 

instructional purposes.  In situations where the English language model students 

were predominantly African-American, different issues of what is considered 

English fluency affected this as well (Palmer, 2010; Scanlan and Palmer, 2009).   

Finally some students were called on to be “language brokers” for students 

who had difficulty understanding.  These students were fully bilingual in both 

English and Spanish, and would occasionally translate into Spanish for the 

language minority students and translate into English for the language majority 

students.  However as Fitts (2006) asserts, not all bilinguals are seen as equally 

bilingual, and at times those who are bilingual are asked to choose which 

language is the strongest, in fact denying a students’ true sense of bilingualism.  

In their free time, the language brokers were witnessed either associating together 
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as a separate group with significant conversation being made in English, or 

associating with the monolingual English students.  In both instances the language 

brokers would tend to use English for significant conversations.  Fitts also noted 

the instances in classrooms where the Spanish language classroom was so 

controlled, that the language usage was strictly monitored, and as a result, Spanish 

was rarely used for natural language.  This again highlights the issues of language 

and power central to the criticisms of Dual Language programs (Fitts, 2006; 

Valdés, 1997). 

Parental Attitudes Toward Dual Language Instruction—A Program of 

Choice 

 Thus far Dual Language instruction has been defined by the additive 

nature of the program.  Across the states where it has been implemented, 

particularly in Arizona, it is a program of choice.  Parents have made decisions 

about enrollment for their children with an idea of projecting a positive future for 

their children.  Collectively, through examination of the research around choice, 

parents view Dual Language as an enrichment model of bilingual education and 

seek to enroll their children in the program (Combs et. al., 2005; Craig, 1996; 

Dorner, 2010; Giacchino-Baker and Piller, 2006; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Parkes, 

2008; Shannon and Milian, 2002).   

 The research concerning parents in Dual Language programs focus on 3 

areas:  rationale toward choosing the program, rationale for creating or advocating 

for the program, and overall parental participation.  Lindholm-Leary’s (2001) 

studies on Dual Language included multiple measures of parental attitudes toward 
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bilingualism and choice of the program.  Lindholm-Leary disaggregated her 

survey data by racial/ethnic identity of the parents.  Overwhelmingly, European 

American parents chose academic achievement and future potential as the 

principal reason for enrollment in the program.  Craig (1996) found that exposure 

to diverse populations and second language acquisition as primary motivators for 

European American parents as well.  In a forced choice survey, Giacchino-Baker 

and Piller (2006) found that English speaking parents would choose academic 

success over bilingualism as a motivating factor in choosing Dual Language for 

their children.  Latino parents, on the other hand, chose cultural identity or 

language/heritage maintenance as their primary motivators (Craig, 1996; 

Giacchino-Baker and Piller, 2006; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Shannon & Milian, 

2002).  For the Latino parents whose children were classified as language 

minority students, few ELL programs existed like Dual Language that had 

primary language maintenance as a primary program goal (Thomas and Collier, 

1997).  Thus both English-speaking and Spanish-speaking parents have indicated 

positive rationale toward the goals of Dual Language program.  Parkes’ (2008) 

study indicated that the two highest choices for rationale in selecting Dual 

Language were oral, written, and listening bilingualism and opportunity for global 

success.  However the research shows this consistency in choices with strikingly 

different reasons across the research, a hypothesis confirmed by the earliest of 

these studies (Craig, 1996) that has held throughout the 15 years since that study.   

 After making an initial choice to enroll children in a Dual Language 

program, many parents remain vigilant in that choice by supporting the program 
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in times when language policy indicate disfavor toward promoting bilingualism 

for all.  In the years since the passage of Proposition 227 in California and 203 in 

Arizona, maintaining Dual Language programs has been difficult.  In fact Linton 

and Franklin (2010) report of the efforts of extremely supportive parents as being 

critical factors in the maintenance of programs in California just after the 

initiative passed.  Similarly, Combs et. al. (2005) found similar efforts by parents 

in Arizona necessary for the maintenance of Dual Language.  Once English Only 

policies in Arizona through the Structured English Immersion (SEI) law were in 

place, surveys indicated that parents were in favor of Dual Language over SEI.  

Primarily, students who exited the SEI classrooms were performing lower 

academically in both languages.  Parents and staff indicated that they felt SEI was 

offering an inferior educational program to students than Dual Language, thus 

promoting more parents to work actively to seek refusal of ELL services and 

enroll and support Dual Language programs (Combs et. al., 2005).  In this same 

time period as bilingual programs were ending due to restrictive language laws, 

parents, teachers, and administrators were working actively to reestablishing and 

converting previously transitional bilingual programs to Dual Language (Dorner, 

2010).  Peña (1998) studies parents and school personnel in a transition of a K-8 

school from transitional bilingual to Dual Language, noting that parental 

dissatisfaction in the process led, unfortunately, to decline of participation in the 

program.  However in the face of similar legislation pending in Colorado, 

surveyed parents demonstrated their commitment to Dual Language, bilingualism, 
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and the additive bilingual educational options they had previously worked to 

create (Shannon and Milian, 2002). 

 In the literature in support of parental attitudes about Dual Language 

programs, Alanís and Rodriguez (2008) cite parental participation as a primary 

feature of the success in the maintenance of Dual Language programs.  Dorner 

(2010) listed parental participation as high with immigrant parents once they saw 

that the goals of the program were being accomplished.  Primary among these 

goals was cultural and heritage language preservation.  As immigrant parents saw 

their children helping them with communication juxtaposed with seeing others in 

the community thrive with high bilingual communication skills, they believed the 

program was helping their children achieve what the program promised.  The 

resulting participation and support from the family was in belief in their actions 

assisting their children achieve goals in a global society and communicate with 

the older generations.  Lindholm-Leary (2001) reported high levels of parental 

participation among both English and non-English speaking parents.  Her 

quantitative analysis of disaggregated data by socioeconomic status, education 

level, ethnicity, and other factors provided greater detail.  Although all groups of 

parents stated strong agreement with the importance of parental involvement, 

Spanish-speaking Hispanic parents agreed with the forced-choice statement to the 

greatest level.  Another demographic group that showed considerable agreement 

was highly educated parents (some college education or more).  Participation in 

school activities and assisting in the classroom were the two greatest measures of 

parental involvement through her survey.   
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 Among the researchers who have conducted serious work revolving 

around parental motivation, attitudes, participation in, and support for Dual 

Language programs, one consistent recommendation is for further studies on 

motivations of parents.  The common thread is that the motivations are always 

with the group who think positively of the program.  Even if they find parents 

with negative statements or complaints about how the program could be better, 

they were still active participants in Dual Language.  The articles confirm positive 

experiences by maintaining a focus on the current participants in the program.  A 

gap in the research is with those who are dissatisfied with Dual Language 

instruction to the extent of removing their children from the program, or who had 

older children in the program but choose another mainstream program for the 

younger children.  There is a clear lack of research on the parents who are 

dissatisfied.  These parents who are dissatisfied are equally motivated; their 

motivation is to dis-enroll or not enroll the next round of children in their families 

in these Dual Language programs.  The purposes of this study are to hear the 

voices of these parents, learn the sources of dissatisfaction, and provide these 

ideas with schools who hope to continue their Dual Language programs and 

would value the perspectives of these parents to plan their outreach or 

amelioration of dissatisfaction that may exist in the programs they promote. 

Summary 

 In Chapter Two, I have presented four critical areas of the research 

conducted on Dual Language programs that have the greatest impact on this 

study:  a general description of Dual Language programs, the positive impact of 
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Dual Language studies on language minority students, criticisms of Dual 

Language programs, and rationale of parents in choosing Dual Language 

programs.  Of particular importance is the relationship between the final area of 

the research, choice, and the phenomenon of de-selection as defined and analyzed 

in this study.   
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Chapter 3 

Method 

Introduction 

The intention of this study was to purposefully select participants 

(Creswell, 2009) that would best assist me in collecting data as to how to 

understand the phenomenon of de-selection of Dual Language programs from one 

older child to a younger child.  Using a grounded theory approach (Charmaz, 

2006), I constructed an understanding of the thought processes and motivations of 

these parents as to why they made the decisions about their child’s education.  

Dual Language enrollment is an example of parental choice, just as much as Dual 

Language de-selection.  The literature is ripe with stories and studies to illustrate 

the motivations as to why parents exercise their right of choice in selecting the 

program.  It is contains stories that tell of how students are able to be successful in 

language restrictive environments.   

Solórzano and Yosso (2002) offer Critical Race Methodology as a way to 

offer the first person narrative stories of People of Color to “counter” the 

subtractive, deficit-grounded perspectives that serve as the research basis behind 

the restrictive language policies in particular states.  This study hopes to give 

voice to the parents who are choosing to exercise the right to de-select from the 

same program either with a single child or the passage from one older child to a 

younger.  Similarly, Chapman (2007) argues that the methodological approach of 

presenting a full life picture of subjects of a study through interviews partnered 

with a Critical Race Theory framework allows an understanding of the topic being 
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discussed in the context of the subject as a racialized individual having to 

navigate a difficult racial, political, and linguistic playing field. 

Role of the Researcher 

 As a researcher, I have chosen to study this aspect of Dual Language 

programs as a former teacher and current administrator in Dual Language.  I have 

personally experienced this phenomenon of seeing families de-select as well as 

spoken with other administrators who have witnessed the same.  In an effort to 

bring a sense of understanding to how we can work with our community of 

families and teachers on sustaining long-lasting positive relationships true to the 

established goals and vision of our Dual Language programs, I hope this study 

can inform schools on the thought processes of parents in selecting or de-selecting 

Dual Language programs.  After having begun my career as a Dual Language 

teacher 18 years ago and having taught in different settings for language minority 

students (Dual Language, transitional bilingual education, mainstream English 

with ESL instruction, community college grammar and writing for English 

language learners), I hold a particular interest in gaining understanding to any 

ways of thinking that can bring further understanding to schools and parents on 

how to promote positive, additive methods of language instruction and inform 

policy makers of these methods. 

 Of the 3 schools selected for the study, I have worked at 2 of the schools 

as an administrator, although not had a personal relationship with the parents of 

the school I worked at 5 years ago for a short period of time.  Because the parents 

who have de-selected these Dual Language programs within a greater school 
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community did not choose an exit strategy outside of the original school setting, I 

assumed a positive experience with the school as a whole and did not experience a 

power or adversarial relationship which would affect parental input. 

Interviews as the Choice Qualitative Method 

 The schools chosen for this study are all schools with Dual Language as a 

choice program.  The programs exist as a school-within-a-school—they are 

housed in traditional elementary schools with mainstream English and Structured 

English Immersion classrooms as mandated by Arizona State Statue.  Within the 

walls of these traditional schools are opportunities for further language learning in 

the Dual Language program.  Parents are not automatically placed in the Dual 

Language program.  They are informed of the program and choose to enroll 

specifically in Dual Language classes, having to fill out separate matriculation 

forms, sign waivers of verification of English language fluency of their children, 

and meet with administrators of the program to learn of their expectations and 

responsibilities in the program.  Many studies of Dual Language programs and 

parent choice have been conducted over the years, many times relying on 

quantitative methods to understand parents selection rationale.  Among the studies 

earlier identified in the review of the literature were many quantitative studies 

using surveys to understand and numerically quantify parent choice for Dual 

Language programs.  Many of the surveys included forced choice questions, 

quantifying how many parents selected particular responses, giving some space 

for attestation in open questions parents could choose to answer. 
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 The literature is rich with explanations of why parents choose Dual 

Language programs.  The idea of de-selection is a unique study with 2 events that 

deserve understanding—choice for the program upon enrollment of the older 

children and choice against with the younger.  Each of these is a phenomenon that 

helps to tell a complete story.  The interview was selected as a qualitative method 

to understand and make meaning from these experiences.  Seidman (2006) speaks 

of the stories individuals have as emanating from their stream of consciousness 

with a beginning, middle, and end.  Inherent in the story is a reflection through 

which the story is embedded within a context.  From the onset, the purposefully 

selected parents of this study do not necessarily classify themselves as “de-

selectors,” but rather as parents who are exercising a choice for their child’s 

education.   

The act of matriculation is the only observable part of this process evident 

from the school point of view.  One of the rationales for this study was to give the 

administrator or program director of Dual Language programs an understanding 

of why parents of children who were in dual language choose not to enroll their 

younger children in the program.  The act of the interview allows us to put a 

context behind the action or behavior.  Whereas other qualitative means of 

gathering data such as observation allow meaning of situations to be made by the 

researcher by recording observable behaviors, the behaviors of interest here are 

not those of action but rather processing.  The only way to understand how an 

individual is processing a decision they will make is to ask them questions about 

the event.  Seidman’s interviewing technique allows for the understandings to 
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emerge from background information about participants, their descriptions or 

reconstructions of events, and their reflections on the process. 

Recruitment 

 Similar to Solórzano and Delgado Bernal’s (2001) qualitative study using 

a Critical Race Theory and LatCrit conceptual framework to examine resistance 

narratives, I used individual and focus group interviews to provide the counter-

narratives to the subtractive, deficit-slanted research in this of Dual Language 

studies, limited by restrictive language policy in the state of Arizona.  The nature 

of the study is on a group of parents that have had children participate in Dual 

Language programs in the past, have younger children still in the school, and have 

chosen to have these younger children not participate in the Dual Language 

program.  This requires a particular recruitment strategy of keeping in mind the 

type of program and special considerations about the parents involved.  The first 

major consideration is the schools that will be involved in the study.  There are 

varying modes of delivery of instruction in two languages in Phoenix.  The first of 

these are Dual Language programs as described in the introduction of this study.  

The second are Foreign Language Immersion (FLI) programs.  The common 

feature is the inclusion of two languages for instruction, however the composition 

of these programs (socio-economic status of the families, limited numbers of 

language minority students) differs considerably from the Dual Language schools.  

Also FLI schools choose particular subjects and designate the language they are 

taught in, whereas Dual Language schools teach all subject areas in both 

languages.  The decision to separate these schools is purposeful when looking at 
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exit or loyalty issues in parent decision-making.  I have chosen 3 Dual Language 

programs in the greater Phoenix, Arizona urban area for inclusion in this study. 

 The second major consideration is that not all Dual Language parents are 

being targeted as potential interview subjects for this study.  The phenomenon 

identified as ‘de-selection’ for the purposes of this study is a small subsection of 

the overall school population.  The identifying criterion is finite:  current parent in 

the school with children in mainstream classroom, former children were in Dual 

Language program, all children have attended the school.  I worked with the 

administrators of the schools to identify parents who meet the criteria.  I then 

invited them to an introductory meeting to explain the purpose of the study and 

seek informed consent to participate in the study.  Once establishing this 

relationship, I gathered contact information on the families and scheduled the 

interviews. 

 An administrator or program director from each Dual Language program 

was also interviewed in a focus group for their perspective in the enrollment 

patterns, recruitment strategies for families, and parental involvement activities.  

The administrator or program director selected from each site was someone with 

historical knowledge of the program for a duration of 3 years or longer.  Both of 

the administrators selected in the story were chosen based on their history as both 

teachers and administrators in the Dual Language program and upon 

recommendation from the district Superintendents.   
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District/School Participation 

 There are few Dual Language programs in the greater Phoenix 

metropolitan area.  The programs chosen have all been in operation for more than 

10 years.  They are as follows (all school and district names are pseudonyms): 

Washington/Lincoln Schools in the Desert Sands Elementary School District 

(DSESD) are sister schools that share a large campus with Kindergarten-3rd grade 

students at Washington and 4th-6th grade students at Lincoln.  Students enter the 

Dual Language program in Kindergarten at Washington and continue through 

Dual Language through the 6th grade at Lincoln.  The two schools each have 

separate administration.  DSESD is in the North Central part of the city of 

Phoenix. 

Grant School is in the Canyon Vista Elementary School District 

(CVESD).  This school is a Kindergarten-8th grade school, with student 

enrollment in the Dual Language program from Kindergarten-6th grade.  CVESD 

is in the southeastern part of the city of Phoenix. 

Population, Sites of Interviews, and Duration of Study 

The target population of the parent group was no smaller than 6 parents, 

and no larger than 11.  I targeted 4-6 parents from each site, with no fewer than 4 

at each site.  The schools selected represent geographic variation in the city, 

variations in racial composition of schools, and pull from the extents of the 

Phoenix metropolitan area, due to Arizona’s Open Enrollment law.  CVESD 
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draws students from the metropolitan Phoenix area, particularly from the east.  

DSESD draws from the western metropolitan area. 

The site of the interviews with the parents was selected by the parents in 

the study based on their comfort level.  I was comfortable to conduct all 

interviews in the participants’ homes, however if they were more comfortable 

within a school setting, that was arranged with the school and district of the 

participants.  The forum for administrators or program directors was agreed upon 

by the participants, in the home district of the investigator of the study.  All 

interviews were conducted in the language of comfort for the parents.  All 

questions for the interview were prepared in English and Spanish in advance.  As 

a fluent speaker of Spanish, I conducted all the interviews alone. 

The interviews all occurred within the months of January through March 

2011.  The administrator/program director panels occurred in two sessions to 

begin and end the study.  Each of the parent interviews was approximately 1 hour 

in length.  I utilized Seidman’s (2006) three interview process to first establish a 

relationship with the parent/s, gather details about their experiences in the Dual 

Language program and those which may have led to their de-selection of the same 

program, and finally to reflect on the process they utilized in making their 

informed decisions and the rationales for these decisions.  The first and second 

interviews were conducted on the same day, with a clear indication of a transition 

from background to experiential questioning, however the third interview in 

which the participant is asked to be more reflective on the process was saved for a 

separate time.  The intention was to conduct all three interviews within a period of 
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1-2 weeks.  Upon conclusion of the preliminary identification of themes, I met 

with the parents or administrators at a later time for a member check on analysis 

and interpretation of ideas.   

Interview Process 

Seidman (2006) gives a meaning to each of the three interviews that needs 

to be respected, thus the call for separate days for the interviews.  Seidman refers 

to the first interview in the process as a Focused Life History.  In the first 

interview, I will be asking participants to focus on aspects of their life that led to 

the event (participation in Dual Language program).  Among the concerns in the 

first interview are the participants’ experiences with second languages growing up 

in life, their language learning experiences in school, their choice in school, and 

choosing dual language programs for their older children.  Although the focus of 

this study is on de-selection of Dual Language programs, the first interview only 

took them up to the point of choosing a schooling program for their children.  It 

gave the context to the educative experiences for their children.   

The second interview is referred to by Seidman as the Details of the 

Experience.  This second interview focused on the event of de-selection.  The 

stage for this discussion was set with questions from expectations of the program, 

their children’s experiences and their experiences as parents with the program, 

and the decision to place their younger children in a different program than the 

older children.   

The third interview centered around what Seidman calls their Reflection 

on the Experience of those decisions.  How did they come to make the decision to 
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deselect, with whom did they consult in making this decison, and how do they 

feel about the decision now or if they had to make an enrollment decision for 

future children? 

Rossman and Rallis (2003) call the types of interviews I conducted 

standardized open-ended interviews.  They are open ended because the nature of 

the questions is based on inquiry into the rationale of the parents in the study.  

Also, I am open to follow-up questions that lend themselves to a particular 

phenomenon that I would like to gain more information about.  The basic 

questions for each parent are the same, however the inquiry nature of the 

interview is that their answers may construct the need for more follow-up, 

probing, or clarification.  The standardization of questions allows for 

generalizations about the information given by the parents.  I conducted the 

interviews over multiple sites in varying physical and demographic areas of the 

city.  If there are commonalities, perhaps the nature of the experiences of parents 

in dual language instruction in the city or region are common or being affected by 

the same external forces.  The lack of commonality may address internal concerns 

about the educational experience at one particular site.  What I sought to 

understand was if there were common experiences linked to the common 

phenomenon of de-selection of dual language.  Multiple sites as data points add to 

triangulation of results.  Asking the standard base of questions provided for a 

beginning common understanding of being able to interpret the data in a 

meaningful way.   
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Grounded theory construction (Charmaz, 2006) calls for simultaneous 

analysis of the data while continuing to interview other subjects.  This could lead 

to either snowball sampling or a modification of the questions of the interview.  

Given that standardized questioning as a base for understanding the data is a 

priority for the study, modification of the questions may prompted a secondary 

interview with some participants. 

Each of the interviews conducted was recorded using a digital recorder.  

The files were electronically submitted to a transcription company called 

Transcription Star.  Upon receipt of text documents of the transcriptions, I 

reviewed the text and was able to fill in any instances wherein the company 

labeled and included in parentheses what was identified as inaudible text.  The 

audio recordings of interviews with parents included both English and Spanish 

recordings, both of which were transcribed by Transcription Star.  Although 

capable of both English and Spanish transcription, it was necessary for me to 

review significantly more labeled inaudible portions of the Spanish transcriptions 

than English. 

 

Focus Group 

 Program planning and implementation as well as analysis of the benefits 

and effectiveness of the program are simultaneous events that are occurring 

constantly in any educational program.  The entire time parents are in the context 

of interpreting their children’s experiences within a program, those responsible 

for the program are continuing in the modes of implementation and planning.  It is 
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important for me as a school administrator writing for a hopeful benefit of 

schools, to include those responsible for programmatic implementation in the 

study.  The focus group consisted of school personnel responsible for the overall 

Dual Language program at each site to gain their perspective on school 

enrollment patterns, parent choice, and family recruitment and retention, and 

parental involvement efforts over the course of time to parallel with the parents’ 

experiences.   

 The questions of the focus group began with each person giving a 

historical perspective of their DL program and how they individually were 

responsible for the continued growth of that program.  Further questioning asked 

the participants to explore patterns of enrollment throughout the years and their 

school’s response to enrollment.  They were asked to consider the legal 

considerations (open enrollment, SEI program, propositions) and how that 

affected recruitment or retention strategies for their programs.  Finally, they were 

asked to consider how they have responded to parents throughout the years, from 

program inception to the present. 

 

Protection of Confidentiality 

 All individual participants, schools, or districts, were protected from being 

identified by using pseudonyms to protect their anonymity.  The schools and 

districts already listed have been given a pseudonym, as were the individuals 

representing the schools and each parent.  
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Possible Benefits to the Participants 

 There are two distinct participant groups in this study:  the parents of the 

students who were in the Dual Language program and the administrative 

representatives of the schools and districts.  The district personnel will most likely 

see a direct benefit to both their participation in the study and the benefits of the 

study being conducted.  Because they are all experienced administrators in these 

programs, they have a long-term commitment to Dual Language instruction and 

will see the knowledge gained from the parents as beneficial to gaining access to 

parent mentality in exercising their choice that can either support or detract from 

the program.   

 The parents of the students who have attended these schools are being 

given an opportunity to express concerns or feelings that they have had about the 

Dual Language program that they may not have felt comfortable expressing 

earlier.  This study began framing the concept of choice around Hirschman’s 

(1970) ideas of utilizing exit, voice, or loyalty.  They have had the opportunity to 

utilize exit.  Their active pursuit was one that brought their child out of the 

program.  For one reason or another they did not utilize the option of exercising 

their voice.  Now they are being given a second chance to express this voice in the 

form of participation in this study.  At this point in the study, we are not assured 

that the choice to exit was a negative statement against the Dual Language 

programs at the schools.  What we do know is that their younger children were 

not put into the program.  At one point the families held hope in the future of their 
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children in making the active choice toward Dual Language programming.  This 

was an opportunity for them to participate in a forum that will allow Dual 

Language schools to improve their programs to meet the needs of the children, 

families, and communities.  It may also prove to be a means to the family of 

gaining further understanding of their process in making selection in the past and 

to re-examine their earlier choice. 

Analysis 

 As Charmaz (2006) explains, the coding system is the means through 

which collected data produces themes that allow for understanding.  The first step 

is to transcribe the interviews and begin either line-by-line or incident-by-incident 

coding.  Quite literally it is naming each line or incident in an interview—naming 

the data rather than interpreting through preconceived categories.  This initial 

coding is what keeps the grounded theoretical approach connected to the actual 

data and deriving analysis from what the participant says rather than from a set of 

ideas and categorizing the data.  Charmaz encourages analysis of the data as 

received.  Through this coding, repeated themes may emerge or ways of 

understanding and classifying what the participant has to say can affect future 

interviews.   

 For this study, instead of coding each line in the interview, I was able to 

code either by paragraph or speaker.  The written text of transcription contains 

back-and-forth dialogue between speakers, allowing for me to code a speaker’s 

response in paragraph form.  At times where there were large portions of text not 
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separated by paragraph or by another question asked by the interviewer, line-by-

line or section was done. 

 The second phase of focused coding allows the described events of the 

initial codes to be analyzed for frequency or importance in understanding the 

research question.  It is in this phase that a conceptual understanding of the 

participant’s experience takes shape.  Although the study was being conducted 

within a stated conceptual framework, this is merely the framework under which 

the researcher approached the field of knowledge.  The participant may have a 

different understanding of the phenomenon, thus the grounded theorist must be 

willing to accept this understanding as the direction from which true participatory 

analysis arises.  This focused coding is what narrowed many initial themes 

identified into the three themes of the findings of the study.     

 Once themes have been established from the combined first and second 

interviews with a participant through initial and focused coding, certain validity 

strategies can be employed when returning for the reflective interview.  One 

check for validity as mentioned by Creswell (2009) is a member check to assure 

that the thematic findings of the research reflect the perspectives of the 

participants.  This can also be a means of opening the reflective process with the 

participant and allowing for a positive sense of closure to the interviewing process 

to occur (Charmaz, 2006; Seidman, 2006).  Triangulation of the data from the 

different data sources (parent-to-parent and parent-to-administrator) can also 

serve to validate the emergent themes to reflect a thorough and accurate analysis 

of the data. 
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 Once the themes were identified, I re-read the interviews, highlighting 

potential usable quotes for Chapter Four with a different color for each theme.  I 

then created charts and was able to physically cut-and-arrange the quotes on the 

chart paper.  Once an outline for each section of Chapter Four was created, I was 

able to re-arrange the quotes to shape the construction of the theme as it would be 

presented in the writing. 

Summary 

 The qualitative interviewing process provides an opportunity for research 

to be gathered and analyzed simultaneously.  In this study, I was able to identify a 

purposefully selected group of individuals to give their input and insights on a 

recent phenomenon with Dual Language program enrollment in metropolitan 

Phoenix.  With the assistance of the honest contributions of these parents and 

administrators, three strong themes emerged that provided a better understanding 

of why parents have engaged in the process of de-selection of Dual Language 

programming.  In the Chapter Four, I will present the themes through the voices 

of the participants, followed by implications of the findings.   
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Chapter 4 

Findings and Results 

Introduction:  Hearing the Voices 

 Voice cannot be given to a community.  To presume so is to first assume 

that the community had no voice.  Parents in schools have always had a voice—

the manner in which they used it has varied.  Parents communicate with one 

another, sharing their beliefs about whom they think are the better teachers, 

inviting their friends from social groups to join the school, speaking about the 

different program options, and sharing their children’s growths, aspirations, 

struggles, and desires with their teachers or administrators.  But this research 

stems from a newly recognized phenomenon of parents whose older children were 

participants in Dual Language programs choosing not to enroll their younger 

siblings in the program.  That voice may have been spoken among families and 

friends, but is has not yet been heard in the research.  The research on language 

policy, particularly with Dual Language programs, is growing, and parent 

attitudes and choices have been recorded.  With changing administrations 

politically at the state and federal levels, the climate for research on language 

policy may never have been richer, and these parents are responding to these 

changes.   

The goal of this study is to influence schools, policy-makers, and 

educational constituents in their design of programs and policy that affect 

language learners, regardless of the primary language, but in particular English 
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Language Learners.  Chapter 4 of this study aims to bring the voices of the 

participants in this program to the surface, to affect change. 

As documented in the research (Giacchino-Baker & Piller, 2006;  

Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Ochoa & Rhodes, 2005;  Parkes, 2008;  Shannon & 

Milian, 2002), parents who choose Dual Language programs do not all fit the 

same profile.  Similarly, this study that examines parents who have selected Dual 

Language and are now de-selecting the program for various reasons, also contains 

a myriad of profiles.  Understanding the parents and their experiences early in life 

with language learning opportunities provides a lens for the reader, researcher, 

and most importantly for the parent in deconstructing their decision-making 

process.  The Seidman (2006) interview format provides this lens in the following 

ways:  1)  The preliminary interview is used as an opportunity to establish rapport 

with the subject interviewed, 2)  The preliminary interview creates the atmosphere 

in which the secondary (probing) interview will occur, and 3)  The preliminary 

interview opens the subject up to the idea that their decision-making could be 

influenced by prior life experiences that they may not have considered when 

discussing their parental choices.   

 The parents in this study represent 3 schools, varying ages, socio-

economic background, languages spoken, family size, and personal experiences 

with language.  The unifying factor, however, is their choice to have enrolled their 

older children in a DL program and similarly not-enrolled their younger children 

in DL.  The very fact that this pertinent decision to this study comes from great 

variety leads to the necessity for understanding who the individuals were in 
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making these choices.  Before we can understand why these parents have made 

one of the most important decisions they will make as parents of school-age 

children (school and program matriculation), we must honor the history they 

brought forward with them into this decision-making process.   
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Interviews:  Profiles of Parents in Dual Language Schools 

 For this study 10 families from the 3 schools were chosen to participate in 

the 3 interview series.  The Washington and Lincoln schools are part of the same 

neighborhood community, with Washington serving students through 3rd grade, 

and Lincoln serving the students through 6th grade.  Grant School, still within the 

greater Phoenix metropolitan area, but a distinctly different community nearly 10 

miles away, serves students in Kindergarten through 8th grade, with the Dual 

Language program extending only as far as the 6th grade.   I sought nearly equal 

representation of families to be selected from each of the school communities—6 

from Washington/Lincoln, 4 from Grant.  When the contact was made with the 

families formally inviting them and scheduling the interview, I notified them that 

both parents were welcome to participate in the interviews.  In all 10 households, 

the mother of the house answered the phone.  3 of the mothers indicated that they 

would attend with their husbands.  In the end, only 1 couple participated in the 

interviews.  Dolores, Yésica, Cintia, María Elena, Veronica, and Rosario 

represent the Washington/Lincoln community.  Dulce, San Juana, Blanca, and 

Hector and Marta represent Grant.   

Dolores is a parent of children at both Washington and Lincoln Schools 

Dual Language program.  With five children ages 19, 15, 12, 9, and 4, she was 

originally exposed to the Dual Language Program with her 3rd child upon 

enrolling in Washington School.  A child herself of a 1-parent home, Dolores was 

exposed to multiple languages in her household with her English-only-speaking 

mother and English and Spanish-speaking grandmother.  Her father came from a 
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trilingual home (English, Spanish, and Romanian), but did not live in the home 

with her.  She established a relationship with him as an adult and he has shared 

the importance of knowing many languages with her, urging and encouraging 

Dolores to enroll her children in language-learning programs in school.  Dolores’ 

great-grandmother on her mother’s side spoke nothing but Spanish to her mother, 

but living in the United States, her mother became an English speaker, eventually 

understanding Spanish but not being able to communicate.  According to Dolores, 

“…she understood but she never spoke, so she didn’t speak it to me growing up 

either.  So I got cheated.”   

Dolores’ mother’s academic goals for her were to become a performing 

artist.  She sent Dolores to a school with a strong fine arts program, where she 

succeeded in both academics and the arts.  A recurring idea for her mother was 

language, with her telling Dolores that she wanted her to learn Spanish so she 

could be able to communicate with others in her extended family in a way she 

was never able to.  The two people that could have facilitated that language 

learning were her bilingual grandmother and father.  With her father living 

outside the house, despite his desire for his children to know Spanish, he was 

unable to provide that modeling.  Her grandmother worked as much as her 

mother, so in the time that they had together, she “…just didn’t have the patience 

to do Spanish.  It would be after work and everyone would need to get stuff done, 

so we spoke English.  It was easier.”  Eventually Dolores’ mother learned Spanish 

as an adult (age 25), but Dolores was already out of the house.  Her mother’s 

second husband is a Spanish-only speaker, facilitating that language-learning 
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experience.  In trying to understand the decisions her family members made 

regarding speaking English or Spanish in the home, she made a corollary to her 

husband’s experience. 

My husband, his mom and dad were Spanish speakers and he 

didn’t learn ‘til today.  He speaks Spanish because at where he 

worked he learned, but that’s just in the last 7 years.  He 

understands it and everything and I still haven’t gotten on because 

I don’t have to really speak Spanish, but I wish I did because so 

many of the girls at work speak Spanish.  My dad really gets on us 

because my husband can speak some and he says we should be 

talking any bit we know to the kids.  He’s right because it’s useful 

as they get older. 

Dolores answers spoke significantly to her personal experiences with language 

and effects she hoped and still hopes she can have on her children’s for their 

future.   

 Yésica was born and raised in central Phoenix where she lived with her 

mother, grandmother, uncle, two sisters, and one brother.  Yésica is the oldest of 

her siblings, being 3 and 5 years older than her sisters and 18 years older than her 

brother (by a different father).  The family moved many times in her academic 

career, naming 5 different elementary (K-8) schools.  Although she and all of her 

siblings were all born in the United States, Yésica’s uncle was the only English 

speaker in the household in her younger years.  Speaking only Spanish before 

entering kindergarten, Yésica struggled in her early school years, feeling intense 
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pressure to perform in English, at times being singled out and put in embarrassing 

situations.  Speaking about her 2nd grade teacher, Yésica shared the following: 

But in grade 2, the teacher, she was like, I don’t know…she was 

mean to me or what, but she is just, you know, put me in the spot 

every time like, ‘Go to the center of the class!’, and, you know, 

‘Read this!’, and stuff like that.  And I couldn’t because I didn’t 

know English and didn’t have anyone that could help me.  So I had 

to learn, like, forcefully.  They made me re-do English because I 

had no English. 

Yésica tried to speak English at that point with her uncle but had difficulty finding 

the time to do so because he worked 2 jobs.  Eventually she picked it up in that 

second year of 2nd grade as her sister entered kindergarten.  With a second in the 

family learning English at school, Yésica and her younger sister began speaking 

English at home, sneaking in English TV stations when mom or grandmother left 

the room, and teaching the third sister before her school days.  Eventually from 

the exposure, her mother and grandmother began to learn English as well.  

Surprisingly, Yésica was initially disappointed at her mother’s understanding of 

English as she shared, “…we were trying to do our, you know, little quiet English 

thing, but we couldn’t now because my mom understood what we were talking 

about and couldn’t have our little talk between us, you know, the sisters.” 

 Although there were no bilingual education classes at her schools, many of 

her teachers were Spanish speakers who were able to converse with her mother in 
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her primary language at conferences.  She began to develop a sense of confusion 

of what her home language meant.   

Like the 2nd grade teacher…she spoke Spanish, but I don’t know 

why, you know, she was like, ‘We are in United States.  You need 

to speak English.’  I don’t know if she was like, racist or 

something, but she just kept telling me ‘English, English, English’ 

and with her [her mother] she just spoke Spanish. 

She has wanted to provide the native language opportunity for her children, but 

not surprisingly, has wavered as she witnessed their language learning 

experiences.  Of her 4 children, her first and third have been in Dual Language 

programs, while the second and youngest have not. 

 Cintia lived with her mother and siblings in Nogales, Sonora, Mexico.  

Her father lived with her for parts of the year and traveled to Casa Grande, 

Arizona for work throughout the year.  He had legal residency in the United 

States and was able to learn some English for work purposes.  In her household, 

however, was pure Spanish.  She and her siblings studied in all Spanish-speaking 

classes in Mexico.  Because Nogales is a border town (sharing a name with its US 

border city Nogales, Arizona), crossing between the United States and Mexico 20 

years ago in her childhood was a common activity for visiting of relatives in the 

States as well as for shopping.  She was exposed to English but neither she nor 

her mother felt the necessity to learn or similarly learn any English at the time 

since all business could be conducted in Spanish.   
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 Although she had a father who traveled into the United States for work, 

Cintia never imagined a life as an adult outside of Mexico.  In her elementary 

school days, all of her interactions in school and home were in Spanish.  It was 

not until her days in middle and high school where she took an hour of English 

classes a day.  These classes were not motivating for her and she put little effort 

into them.  She did ask her father for assistance with the homework, but did not 

participate orally in class.   

 Cintia has 7 children, the three oldest of whom participated in the Dual 

Language program, the next three of whom did not, and the youngest is not of 

school age.  Cintia lives outside of either of the districts in the study with Dual 

Language programs.  She sought a school that provided language learning 

opportunities for her children as a proud Spanish speaker living in an English-

speaking country. 

Pues mis esperanzas eran que ellos tuvieran un mejor 

desarollamiento en su idioma…pues que hablaron, como yo vengo 

de raíces hispanas, que ellos supieran bien el idioma español 

como también el idioma inglés para que no tuvieran ningún 

problema en la escuela, ni en su vida.  (Well, my hopes were that 

they had a better development in their language…well that they 

spoke, since I am of Hispanic roots, that they knew Spanish and 

English well so that they had no problems in school or life.) 

Maria Elena lived on a ranch outside of Victoria de Durango, in the 

Mexican state of Durango, with her mother, stepfather, 5 sisters, and 6 brothers.  
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The closest school housed approximately 50 children in grades 1 through 6.  If 

one were to attend school above 6th grade, it would be necessary to move into the 

city.  Maria Elena’s parents never attended school and did not feel that it was 

important for their lifestyle as ranchers to go to school.  It was her grandfather 

that fought for the children to be freed of household responsibilities during the 

daytime in those early years to be able to attend school.  As the 3rd oldest of the 

siblings she recounts how in the early years of her and one brother and one sister 

who were older were attending school that her mother, despite never having 

attended school, would insist on them doing their homework well and assist them. 

Mi mamá no podía leer ni una frase completa pero me acuerdo 

cuando yo estaba en primer año, mi mamá nos enseñaba hacer las 

letras más derechitas y a juntar las letras que no estuvieran tan 

separadas como ella miraba a los libros y nos podía enseñar cómo 

hacerlas para que se vean así como estos libros.  (My mom 

couldn’t read a complete sentence, but I remember en first grade, 

my mom taught us how to make the letters straighter and connect 

the letters so they weren’t far apart.  She looked at books and could 

teach us to make the letters like they looked in those books.) 

Even though initially her mother did not support the idea of the children attending 

school, Maria Elena smiles as she recounts this event of her mother helping and 

supporting her efforts in school.  As the older children advanced in school, 

eventually terming out upon completing the local equivalent of graduation in the 

6th grade, that job of assisting the younger ones with their learning fell to Maria 
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Elena and her older sister (the oldest brother struggled in school and did not 

provide this type of help in the home to the siblings).  Eventually the family did 

move to the city so that the younger children were able to go to secondary school, 

although not in time for Maria Elena.  The younger ones were able to learn some 

English in their higher level classes, but she never learned it. 

 When she heard of the Dual Language program, she was excited as it 

would be her way of giving her kids “un pedacito de México (a little bit of 

Mexico).”  She has 6 children, the two oldest (13, 10) who have studied in Dual 

Language.  Her 8 and 7 year old children are not in the program, and she hopes 

for her 3 and 2 year olds to be in the program when they are of school age. 

 Veronica has born and raised in Sonora, Mexico with her 3 sisters, mother, 

father, and grandmother.  She spoke only Spanish in her home and schooling 

experiences, still speaking only Spanish, but wanting her children to speak fluent 

English.  Like Cintia, Veronica traveled with her family across the border to the 

United States many times in her youth for visitation and shopping excursions, but, 

again like Cintia, did not have a need for English in these visits to the United 

States.  She reports that even now, although more difficult living here full-time as 

opposed to shorter visits, she is able to conduct the majority of her business at 

school, in stores, and with agencies (doctors, Motor Vehicle Division, post office, 

etc.) in Spanish.  With 2 children now, she enrolled the older of her daughters in 

the Dual Language program for a very short period.  That daughter was moved 

into an English-only classroom within the first month of the school year, and she 

did not attempt to enroll her second child into the program. 
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 Rosario is the only parent in the study who makes claim to being 

completely bilingual.  She chose to interview in Spanish because, as she 

explained,  

El español es mi primer idioma.  Es el idioma de mi familia, que 

hablo con mi esposo, con mis padres, y con mis niños.  Porque ésta 

es una entrevista en que me preguntas de emociones, es mejor 

expresarlas en español.  (Spanish is my first language.  It’s the 

language of my family, that I speak with my husband, with my 

parents, with my children.  Because this is an interview where you 

are asking me about my emotions, it’s better to express them in 

Spanish.) 

 Rosario has two children, both boys, the first of whom was in the Dual 

Language program, with the second in English Only.  She is also the only Spanish 

speaker who made a decision against enrolling in Dual Language solely because 

of the expressed difficulties of her older child.  Rosario was born and raised in the 

United States, but continues in her adult life as she did in her childhood travelling 

to Mexico many times each year to visit family.  For her the Dual Language 

program was instrumental in maintaining the primary language to the level that 

would allow her children to communicate beyond their childhood years and to 

maintain a complete level of fluency. 

 Dulce was born in Los Angeles, California, but moved to Sonoyta, 

Sonora, Mexico with her mother, father, brother, and two sisters.  Her mother 

came from a family of 14 in a time when money was asked for nearly everything 
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in the school, so her mother was one of the siblings that at the time the family did 

not have the money to send to school.  Some of her aunts and uncles received an 

education, while others did not.  Because of this, Dulce’s mother and father put a 

large emphasis on education and the success of their children in school.  She puts 

the same effort into her family.  She has had 3 boys and one girl of her own, but 

her husband came into their marriage with 3 boys from a previous marriage.  All 

of her children have attended Grant School in the past or currently, where there 

has been a Dual Language program.   

 Dulce attended school through the 9th grade in Mexico, never studying 

Spanish nor learning any English in all her travels into the United States.  She is 

very proud of her children’s development in school and ability to converse, read, 

and write in English and Spanish and in the beginning says it is all due to the Dual 

Language program.  It is later in the interview that we learned a few things about 

the enrollment status of each of her children and the factors that contribute to their 

language abilities. 

 San Juana is the 9th of 10 children (8 boys and 2 girls) who lived with her 

mother and father in one of the municipalities of Durango, Mexico.  Her father 

had a dream that she may become a teacher, so he allowed her to go live with an 

acquaintance of her mother in the city to attend school after 6th grade.  Although 

the 9th in birth order, San Juana is the first to attend school beyond the 6th grade.  

She struggled with her English classes in the big city, owing much of it to the fact 

that those in the cities may be more exposed to English, perhaps even in school by 

her estimation, but she and any others that moved in from the ranching 
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communities were exposed to nothing but Spanish.  She felt as if she fell behind 

her peers in understanding English.   

 San Juana moved to the United States just over 11 years ago, just prior to 

the birth of her first daughter.  She has 3 children—two girls ages 11 and 10, and 

one boy age 5.  She moved to the United States with high ambitions for her 

children, and with the belief that they needed to learn English to succeed in this 

country.  She also wanted the children to be connected to the home country of her 

relatives, where the children would have to visit many times, so she sought a 

program where both English and Spanish could be learned.   

 Blanca lived with her mother, father, and one brother in San Luis, Sonora, 

Mexico where she attended school from kindergarten through 6th grade, continued 

in secondary school, and finished three years of technical school.  Although she is 

the highest educated of all the parent participants in this study, she was not 

supported in her schooling by her mother and father.  They questioned her 

attending school, because when she was there, she was not producing for the 

household.  It was her aunts and grandmother who gave her the support to go to 

school.  Her liberation from the pressures of working on the ranch and leaving 

school behind came as her parents received papers to travel across the border for 

work purposes.  They would leave at 4:00 in the morning and not return until 6:30 

in the evening.  That left her in charge of her younger brother, to care for.  In 

those early days, she would rise, prepare food for herself and brother, take him to 

her grandmother’s house, and leave for school, only to pick him up after school, 
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prepare dinner, and care for him until her parents arrived.  Her grandmother 

decided to step in and create a more permanent and supportive situation for her. 

Entonces mi abuela dijo, ‘Yo voy a hacerme cargo de ellos 

mientras ustedes están trabajando.’  Entonces fue eso que ellos, 

desde tercero o cuarto grado, que mi abuela empezó a tener 

participación allí con nosotros en la escuela y decidieron mis 

papás dejarme en la casa de mi abuela.  (So my grandmother said, 

“I’m going to take charge of them while you are working.  So it 

was that they, since third or fourth grade, that my grandmother 

began to participate with us in school, and my parents decided to 

leave me at my grandmother’s house.) 

From that point forward, Blanca was able to dedicate herself fully to her studies 

with the full support of her primary caregiver, allowing her to advance as far as 

she did academically.   

 Blanca has 3 children whom she hopes to help advance academically, and 

she sees language as the key to their success.  As a result she has made different 

decisions for each of them in relation to their school enrollment. 

 Hector and Marta are the only couple that participated in these interviews, 

with Hector being the only male participant.  Hector is from Chihuahua, where he 

lived with his mother, father, grandmother, and 3 siblings.  He attended school 

through the 6th grade, not having positive memories or experiences.  He wishes 

for a better experience for his own children than what he had.  Marta is soft-

spoken and deferential to her husband until the baby begins crying and he takes 
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the baby out of my office.  Then Marta begins to open up with her story.  She is 

one of 7 children who lived with her mother and grandmother while her father 

was off working in Texas in the United States.  Her schooling experience was one 

of pure Spanish, while English was a language only heard when they traveled 

across the border.  As the middle child, she feels that she had a better experience 

with school than her older sisters and brother, because they were able to assist her 

with her work.  Neither of her parents attended school all the way through 

completion of the 6th grade, so they did not assist the older siblings with their 

homework, however by the time Marta began school, they had advanced enough 

to provide her with that assistance necessary to feel successful in school.   

 Due to her proximity to the border and the opportunities her father had 

north of the border, Marta thinks very highly of being bilingual and is very happy 

to have a situation where her children can learn both English and Spanish.  Of the 

3, two have been in the Dual Language program, while the youngest has not been 

able to.  She hopes in the future he may be able to change into the Dual Language 

classes.  
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Focus Group—Profiles of Administrative Personnel in Dual Language 

Programs 

The research in this study looks at de-selection from the vantage point of 

two essential decision-making groups in the school environment—parents and 

administrators.  One member at either the school or district level with significant 

administrative experience with the Dual Language program contributed to this 

research in the form of a focus group.  Each administrator was able to trace the 

beginning of their work with the Dual Language program, in both cases as 

teachers, and the progress toward oversight and administrative duties with the 

program.  Selection of the administrators for the focus group came through my 

conversations or requests to the Superintendents of prospective districts for 

participation in the study for permission to interview administrative personnel 

over Dual Language with historical knowledge of the program.  Specifically, I 

requested anyone in administration at the school or district level with a minimum 

(if possible) of 10 years history working within the Dual Language programs 

within the district.  The combined experience of the two administrators in this 

study is 22 years, 10 years in one district, 12 in the other. 

 Grace is the current Language Acquisition Specialist in the Desert Sands 

Elementary School District (DSESD).  DSESD consists of 6 schools, in which 

currently 2 schools house Dual Language programs.  Her experience spans 10 

years since the beginning of her employment with the district and program.  Grace 

came to DSESD as a teacher in the upper grades of McKinley Elementary 

School’s Dual Language program, which no longer exists in the school.  Her 
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current assignment as Language Acquisition Specialist is in the district office of 

DSESD, working with programs for English Language Learners (ELLs).  She has 

been given district-level coordinating responsibilities with the Dual Language 

program due to her years of experience within the program as a teacher and the 

involvement of ELLs in Dual Language, especially considering the historical 

perspective of ELLs within the program.   

 The teaching experience has served a critical role of her work as a liaison 

between the teachers and the district Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and 

Instruction.  Grace has been able to provide professional development, regular 

support to Dual Language Lead Teachers at each of the schools, modeling in 

classrooms of effective language acquisition strategies, and with the district’s 

most current comprehensive reform effort, evaluation of Dual Language Spanish 

teachers.  She currently describes her role as “trying to figure out how to improve 

the program, and to ensure that the program is successful in its implementation, in 

its evaluation, and in its enrollment.” 

 Monica has more than 20 years experience with the Canyon Vista 

Elementary School District as a teacher and administrator.  She has been involved 

with the Dual Language program for 12 years, also beginning as a teacher within 

the program.  She describes her involvement within Dual Language as having 

taken the form of many roles.  Monica traced the inception of Dual Language in 

CVESD back to a federal grant written by the district in 1997 for innovative 

methods of serving ELL students.  The grant written for the program began with a 

group of teachers, of which she was a member, taking an entire year researching 
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what would be the best model for serving ELLs.  The answer in the research at the 

time, which this study shows has only grown stronger, was Dual Language.  The 

program began with 1 English model teacher and 1 Spanish model teacher.  In 

successive years, she would be asked to serve as a Spanish teacher in the program, 

which she did for many years.   

As she began to serve in an administrative capacity for the district, she 

was asked to oversee compliance with the federal guidelines of the grant.  As the 

political climate within Arizona with language policy became more restrictive, 

her role began to include compliance of instruction for ELLs with Arizona state 

law.  Eventually she became an Assistant Principal at Grant Elementary School.  

She currently serves as a Teacher on Special Assignment, conducting the same 

administrative responsibilities as the now non-existent Assistant Principal role at 

the school.   
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School and District Profiles 

The Desert Sands Elementary School District, a small elementary 

(kindergarten through 8th grade) school district in Central Phoenix, serves just 

over 3,000 students.  With 5 schools, DSESD consists of one K-3rd grade school 

(Washington Elementary), one 4th-6th grade school (Lincoln Elementary), two K-

6th grade schools, and a middle school serving 7th and 8th grade students.  The 

district began a Dual Language Program in the district at one of the K-6 schools, 

eventually spreading to the Washington/Lincoln schools.  In recent years, the 

middle school has offered Dual Language options for particular courses at 7th and 

8th grades.  No longer existing in the K-6 school, Dual Language is an option for 

DSESD students in kindergarten through 8th grades.   

Washington Elementary School serves approximately 650 students in 

grades pre-K through 3rd grade.  Each grade level from kindergarten through 3rd 

grade consists of 6 classes, with 2 serving students in the Dual Language 

program.  One of the Dual Language classrooms is an English language and print 

environment, while the other is an environment for Spanish.  The remaining 

grades serve students in English-only environments, some particularly serving 

English Language Learners in Arizona’s Structured English Immersion (SEI) 

Model.  Data from the most recent School Report Card (Arizona Department of 

Education, 2008) show 36%, or 243 of the listed 674 students, as English 

Language Learners.  According to the same report, roughly 60% of the student 

population is Hispanic, 15% Caucasian, 12% African American, 10% Native 

American, and 3% Asian.  The predominant home languages of the school 
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community are English and Spanish, with approximately 40% of all students’ 

households being Spanish-speaking.   

Neighboring Lincoln Elementary School houses approximately 450 

students in grades 4-6.  Lincoln also consists of 5 or 6 classes at each grade level, 

with 2 designated for Dual Language (with separate English and Spanish learning 

environments), and the remaining classrooms housing either Mainstream or SEI 

English-only classrooms.  Having nearly identical ethnic composition as its sister 

school Washington, 83 of the Arizona Department of Education (ADE) Report 

Card listed 456 students, or 18% of the student population, are English Language 

Learners.  The most significant difference between the two schools 

demographically from the ADE School Report Card, is the percentage of 

economically disadvantaged students, coming from the same community.  ADE 

reports Washington’s low socio-economic students ratio at approximately 75%, 

whereas Lincoln’s is listed at approximately 60%.   

The Canyon Vista Elementary School District (CVESD) services 8318 

students in 14 elementary schools.  As an elementary school district in Arizona, 

they serve preschool and kindergarten through 8th grades, with 11 schools being 

configured preK-8th, and 3 schools pre-K-8th, with transition plans to 8th grade in 

each school community.  According to the district website 

(http://www.CVESD.k12.az.us/district/signature_schools), each school has 

developed a “signature” or thematic approach, giving parental choice within the 

district community and nearby city boundaries (to assure school confidentiality, 

the cited website has initials of the pseudonym assigned).  The district also has 
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developed a partnership with a nearby university to create a college lab-school, in 

a charter operating under an Intergovernmental Agreement with the district, 

serving students from kindergarten through 9th grade.  Sitting central in the artistic 

and industrial heart of Phoenix, CVESD covers areas of great poverty and also 

houses many of the city’s historic neighborhoods.  This diverse economic 

surrounding does not reflect the district’s listed poverty levels, with more than 

95% of students district-wide classified as economically disadvantaged (Arizona 

Department of Education, 2008).   

According to ADE’s most recently posted School Report Card, Grant 

Elementary School holds 772 students in kindergarten through 8th grades, with 

18.5%, or 144 English Language Learners.  Grant’s Dual Language program runs 

in kindergarten through 6th grade with one or two classes at each grade level.  

Students in the remaining 2 or 3 classes at each grade level are served in the 

district’s Quality Language Development (QLD) classrooms, which is the 

district’s model for servicing the English Language Learners in the same 

classroom as other fluent English proficient students, but addressing both the 

Arizona State Standards and English Language Proficiency (ELP) Standards.  The 

Dual Language classrooms are taught by one bilingual teacher, who teaches 50% 

of the instructional day in English and 50% of the day in Spanish.  This model has 

changed over the years with the school population, demand for the program, 

researched-based shift in philosophy on Dual Language program design, and 

administration change.   
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Organization 

 Chapter 4 is divided into three principal themes that emerged from 

analysis of the transcribed interviews with the parents and administrators of the 

Dual Language schools of the study.  From the onset, the ideas of Asymmetry and 

Latino Critical Race Theory (LatCrit) were perspectives from the literature that 

may have presented themselves in the interviews.  However using Charmaz’s 

(2006) framework of Grounded Theory, the transcribed interviews were analyzed 

in the process of collection, allowing for alteration of questions in the interviews 

based on emergent themes.  In the end three themes became evident—Desired and 

Created Asymmetry, Choice as a Family Decision, and Legislative Action, 

paralleling two of the original aspects of the Conceptual Framework (Asymmetry 

and LatCrit).  Each section of Chapter 4 is introduced with a theme followed by 

implications.   

 The first theme—Desired and Created Asymmetry—explores Amrein and 

Peña’s (2000) analysis of Dual Language study and criticism, in that 

programmatic goals and expectations do not always yield matching results.  

Amrein and Peña look at Asymmetry being a result of school factors, however the 

interviews with parents revealed that many of the parents sought out asymmetrical 

implementation as they watched their students struggle academically or 

linguistically.  At the same time, teacher perceptions of these struggles created 

conversations that led to parental change, whether the teachers intended for these 

changes to occur or not.  The power dynamic of English vs. Spanish, an 
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unfortunate dualism, emerged from this, as warned in the literature that may occur 

by Pimentel et. al. (2008). 

 The second theme is that of Choice as a Family Decision.  There is much 

to be read in the literature about parent choice.  Even in the literature review of 

this study, the concept of parental choice within Dual Language programs is 

examined.  One area that the parents in this study revealed, and that will serve as a 

recommended area in Chapter 5 of future study, is that the children in the program 

that are struggling know so, and may have foretold those struggles initially, but 

were not involved in the decision-making process.  Parents movingly used their 

children’s words to personify these struggles, and some of the feelings that the 

children had about involvement in the Dual Language program.  The parents 

reveal that their decision to dis-enroll them and carry that decision forward with 

the younger children, is to honor the struggles in the program that their children 

feel they cannot overcome, and subsequently that the parents fear their younger 

children may experience. 

 The final theme is one of significance to social justice, because it is at the 

heart of the concept of de-selection—the impact of Legislative Action on the 

enrollment of children in Dual Language programs.  There are parents in this 

study who never wanted their children out of Dual Language.  Their older 

children had the option of enrolling, they sought out to enroll their younger 

children in the program but were denied that opportunity, and they still have 

ambition of enrolling their youngest children in the program in the future.  This 

theme holds such significance because it is the one influence outside of the home-
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school connection that is influencing the enrollment decision of a family.  The 

impact on the school is tremendous, as the original goals of the program, while 

still on paper, do not—cannot—legally exist.  Asymmetry is then created from the 

outside in, a factor Amrein and Peña never had the opportunity to examine.  The 

impact on the child is tremendous, making the examination of this issue an urgent 

social justice endeavor.  The study then takes on what Rossman and Rallis (2003) 

would refer to as an emancipatory use.  The goal of this study on policy-makers 

and administrators would be to use the voices of these parents to urge for change 

in language policy that would have great societal impact.  Denial of English 

Language Learners to Dual Language programs in Arizona denies students 

opportunities to learn, creates greater rifts in achievement (not just in status, but 

also in growth measures), and can affect the relationships within a family, as 

evidenced by the voices of the participants. 
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Asymmetry Desired:  The Parents Need More 

“Todo era bien en español, pero faltaba el tiempo que necesitaba 

en inglés.”  (Everything was fine in Spanish, but he didn’t spend 

the time he needed in English.)  -Marta 

 As students enter into the Dual Language program, they enter an unsigned 

contract with the school.  Schools in Arizona publish compacts wherein the 

responsibilities of all parties involved in the educational process are delineated.  

These compacts contain “I will” statements—“I will complete all assignments on 

time (student);” “I will present all information presented in the Arizona State 

Standards (teacher);” “I will provide a quiet work environment for my child to 

complete homework assignments (parents)”—and are signed by students, 

teachers, and parents.  Within this framework, the teacher is agreeing to provide 

instruction based on what the school states the goals of the programs are.  

Common to the schools in the study are the Dual Language guiding principles of 

achieving bilingualism and biliteracy within an accepting, multicultural 

environment.  The program models of each of the schools in the study are a 50-50 

configuration of English to Spanish instruction in the principal academic areas of 

language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies.  With the exceptions of 

the special area classes of music, art, and physical education, students are 

expected to hear instruction 50% of the time in English and 50% of the time in 

Spanish.  Parents, students, and teachers enter the school year with this 

understanding firmly in place.  Amrein and Peña (2000) refer to this balance 

being misaligned as asymmetrical to the established goals.  However, the 



77 
 

framework of asymmetry as presented by Amrein and Peña (2000) assumes that it 

is the school that is creating the asymmetrical situation. 

 Student success is the ultimate parameter, but for schools in Arizona, 

where the accountability measures have pejorative societal implications, 

Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS) becomes a prime determinant 

of success.  Arizona schools are currently subject to labels from the federal 

government under No Child Left Behind’s Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) status 

and AZ LEARNS, a state identifier of schools as underperforming, performing, 

performing plus, highly performing, or excelling.  Adding to the social stigma of 

labels is the State of Arizona House of Representatives Bill 2732 entitled “Move 

on When Reading,” that mandates promotion to 4th grade only when students 

demonstrate proficiency in reading on AIMS beginning in 2013 (Arizona HB 

2732).   Dual language schools define success in terms of 2 languages, but 

ultimately are judged by their performance in English on the AIMS test.  

Knowing that these measures are in place, parents and school representatives are 

highly sensitive to the levels of success experienced by students, and work to 

assure the highest levels of time on academic task. 

 The pressures are particularly felt at 2 of the 3 schools in the study.  Based 

on the Spring 2011 AIMS test, Washington and Grant both did not make AYP 

according to the federal accountability standards, while Lincoln did make AYP 

(Arizona Department of Education, AYP Determination, 2011).  Washington is in 

1st year Warning status, whereas Grant is in Corrective Action (Arizona 

Department of Education, School Improvement Status, 2011).  Washington and 
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Grant both hold AZ LEARNS labels of Performing, while Lincoln holds a label of 

Performing Plus (Arizona Department of Education, Achievement Profiles for all 

Schools, 2010), according to the most current data.  The achievement data for 

Lincoln has remained steady for a few years, maintaining the federal achievement 

of AYP and a Performing Plus state label.  Washington has alternated years over 

the past four, with statements of Yes and No for the federal mandate, with 2010 

being a successful year for the school, particularly for English Language 

Learners, all the while maintaining the Performing state label.  Grant has not 

achieved the federal level for many years, placing them in the status of Corrective 

Action, while maintaining the Performing state label the entire time.  According 

to Monica and Grace, the school and district administrators interviewed in the 

study, all 3 schools used to administer the Aprenda Test, a norm-referenced yearly 

examination in Spanish.  Also according to both administrators, the schools have 

not focused on these Spanish assessment measures in the more recent years as 

they are no longer required for their expired grants, and the school and district 

accountability foci have been on the AIMS test that determine their federal and 

state accountability profiles. 

 Parents are pleased, however, with the focus on the achievement of their 

children.  Across all the parents interviewed, they express being satisfied with the 

level of information provided by the teachers that assist them in making decisions 

for their children’s education.  All three schools provide benchmark information 

on their children’s progress toward the standards, using benchmark tests that 

communicate progress in the same language as the AIMS test (Falls Far Below 
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the Standard, Approaches the Standard, Meets the Standard, Exceeds the 

Standard—FAME).  They also use standards-based report cards with the FAME 

designations to report trimester progress.  As the reports come to parents, they are 

judging their children’s levels of success and determining what course of action 

would help them be more successful.  For some of the dual language parents, they 

have equated time in English with student success. 

 From the opening quote from Marta, it became apparent through the 

interviews that some parents were looking at their children’s lack of success as a 

result of not having enough time in English.  Yesica also shared a similar 

sentiment when she shared the following: 

She was having so much trouble and I just wish she could stay in 

the English class for a little longer so she could learn it all.  Then 

she’d go to the Spanish and it was so hard for her.  And then in the 

Spanish week she would get the Spanish homework, and, like, how 

would that help her when she was falling behind in her reading?  I 

mean she wasn’t doing good enough in English and didn’t like the 

Spanish, so I wanted her to just get the English homework all the 

time so she could just get better in that. 

Yesica, an English speaker, also expressed discontent with the Spanish homework 

because she was not able to provide the assistance necessary for the completion of 

the homework, since her daughter was struggling with Spanish, in particular.  She 

wanted more opportunity for her daughter in English, ultimately leading her to 
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pull her from the Dual Language program and enroll her in a Mainstream English 

class so she could have “the English all the time.” 

 The focus appeared to be on English reading more than anything else in 

the academic realm, with parents calling for asymmetry in instructional practice, 

primarily in wanting more than the program-mandated 50% in English.  Hector  

acknowledges his willingness to compromise the mandates and goals of the 

program when he says, “Sus calificaciones en matemáticas no estaban bajando 

tanto como las de lectura.  Si podemos hacer el cambio sólo para la lectura, lo 

hago.”  (His math grades weren’t falling as much as his reading grades.  If we can 

make the change just for reading, I’ll do it.)   

 Although still a strong proponent of Dual Language opportunities, María 

Elena spoke of the desire to see more English than Spanish.   

…pues en inglés como usan mucho vocabulario y en 

español…pues en la casa se habla de muchas cosas pero no tienes 

lenguage como lo que hace en la escuela, entonces en la casa 

hablamos much pero no, no muchas relacionado con lo que son 

tareas.  Ellos pueden hablarte bien el español pero no comprenden 

muchas palabras.  Pues, están hablando y resolviendo problemas 

de matemáticas fácil, sin ningún problema, pero necesitan más en 

inglés de lectura.  (…well in English they are using a lot of 

vocabulary and in Spanish…well at home they speak a lot but not 

using as much school language, so at home we speak a lot, but not 

related to their homework.  They speak Spanish well, but don’t 



81 
 

understand a lot of words.  Well, they speak and solve math 

problems easily, without problem, but they need more reading in 

English.) 

 The general theme of asymmetry as outlined by Amrein and Peña (2000), 

consists of instructional, resource, and student assignment asymmetry.  This level 

of wanting more English than Spanish from the parents extends into both the 

instructional and resource categories.  It is a desire for instructional asymmetry 

based on the feeling that more English than Spanish would assist their children in 

their learning.  It also represents a desire for resource asymmetry as the parents 

are hopeful for more material to be sent home in English than in Spanish.  The 

schools were strong to their theoretical models by not allowing for this asymmetry 

to exist, at the very least in the ways that the parents are asking for, in their 

program.  When the parents were not presented with the balance of English to 

Spanish that they felt would assist their children in succeeding academically to the 

standards, they de-selected the Dual Language program for either the first child in 

Dual and maintaining this for the family, or allowing the oldest to continue in the 

program, yet changing the enrollment decision for the younger children in the 

family.  Surprisingly, however, all the parents who expressed this desire for more 

English for their children and made the change from Dual Language also 

expressed that they wish for Spanish and English for their younger children, but 

are afraid they will not succeed academically. 
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Asymmetry Constructed:  The Silent Influence 

As expressed earlier, however, the pressures toward student expectation 

on assessments of the standards did not rest solely with the parents.  Teachers at 

the school also demonstrated that the children should be progressing at a higher 

level.  Although the compacts and mission statements described earlier clarified 

the roles and responsibilities of the various stakeholders in the educational setting 

of the school, the conversations of the stakeholders do not necessarily reflect 

them.  Some of the teachers, from the words of the parents interviewed in this 

study, encouraged parents to seek something else based on the academic 

performance of the children.  Both schools boast of higher performance on 

benchmark assessments and state and federal accountability measures in the Dual 

Language classrooms than in the Mainstream or Structured English Immersion 

classrooms at the school.  In such, the expected academic performance of the 

students in the Dual Language program is held at a high level.  Whether 

consciously held beliefs or not, parents indicate that the teachers in the Dual 

Language classrooms express the lack of academic progress within the scope of 

their children’s participation in a program that gives 50% of its instructional 

academic time in English, the language of assessment. 

 Some of the input received from teachers was interpreted as a 

recommendation for one language over the Dual Language program, whereas 

other quotes from parents reflect a direct recommendation.  Along the lines of 

interpretive recommendation was the following offering: 
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…pues tenían dificultades al principio.  Yo estaba pensando en 

quizás ponerlas en programa con sólo un idioma.  Las maestros 

me llamaron para decirme tan difícil que era para ellas, y pensé y 

pensé en quitarlas.  (…well they had difficulty from the beginning.  

I thought about perhaps putting them in a program with only one 

language.  The teachers were calling me to tell me how difficult it 

was for them, and I thought and thought about taking them out.)  -

María Elena 

At other times the recommendations to the parents was more direct. 

…lo que pasa es que hay mucha comunicación con los maestros.  

Me dijeron de que tanto que batallaba la primera con aprender el 

ingles y con la lectura en inglés, que quizás sería mejore poner el 

otro en clases de puro ingles…sí, porque a la primera le faltaba 

bastante tiempo para estudiar el inglés.  (…what happens is that 

there is a lot of communication with the teachers.  They told me 

that with as much as the first one struggled with English and with 

reading in English, that maybe it would be better to put the other 

one in English only classes…yes, because the first one didn’t have 

enough time studying English.)  -Dulce 

 The teachers had significant impact on the parents of these students who 

were struggling with one language or another.  The greater impact seemed to be 

on the parents of English Language Learners, because they were already facing 

significant pressure for their children to learn English.  For the native English 
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speakers, it was the academic focus that was in question.  For the native Spanish 

speaker, it was academics plus the future of their child succeeding in a country 

where they needed command of the English language.   

The parents who speak Spanish at home are put in a position of 

compromised sentiments.  They are the ones who maintain the Spanish language 

at home, not only for the academic success of their children in the Spanish 

component of the Dual Language program, but because it is part of their family 

and communication with relatives (not to mention the critical communication 

between parent and child).  They see the students struggle in school and out of 

their desires to see them do well in school seek what is to them a more balanced 

linguistic experience.  Their thoughts tell them that if they could only have a little 

more English in school, we will give them plenty of the Spanish at home.  When 

they are unable to receive this from the school program, they seek to balance the 

situation by reversing the decision for Dual Language instruction.  The Spanish-

speaking parent, it appears, does not have a choice, if they want their child to have 

more English language experience.   

This contrasts heavily with the English-speaking parent who has chosen 

the Dual Language program solely as an enrichment program for their child.  

Spanish opportunities seemed like a good idea at one point, and as Dolores tells 

us she does “regret taking [my] son out,” but also is quick to note that “once he 

got more English, he did real good.”  When presented with the choice as a 

juxtaposition—acquisition of a second language or academic success in school—

this parent chooses the academic success, even though the primary goal she had 
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for her children was to learn a second language.  Abandoning the program with 

one child comes much more quickly, because they know that in the end, the 

second language was an additional advantage they were giving that their child did 

not have to have.  The Spanish-speaking parent tended to struggle with the 

program and the option of moving out of the program for longer, mainly out of 

knowing the cultural benefit to the family that their child was receiving from the 

Dual Language program. 
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Implications of the Asymmetrical Experience 

 The concept of asymmetry as presented by Amrein and Peña (2000) 

presents itself at these schools in a few ways.  First, there is the desired 

asymmetry of implementation of the instruction, which lies at the heart of any 

model, mainly because the percentages of language separation in Dual Language 

programs is a key indentifier of the philosophical basis of the school or program.  

When there are recommendations that come from parents, whether implied as felt 

by María Elena, or the direct recommendation Dulce experienced, parents take 

action that can lead to student placement asymmetry.  Unfortunately that student 

placement asymmetry leads to some beliefs of the teachers that Pimentel et. al. 

(2008) offered as a criticism of Dual Language programs.  Pimentel et. al. (2008), 

Valdez (1997), and Amrein and Peña (2000) all place power of English over 

Spanish as a central theme to the decision-making of these parents.  Clearly, Dual 

Language is a program that offers as a goal the equality of languages, so it is a 

trend to caution against when prevalent in programs, particularly when parents are 

making decisions to move their families out of participation in the Dual Language 

program. 

 Most of the parents interviewed would most likely not admit to English 

having a power over Spanish through their decisions initially to place their 

children in Dual Language classes, and particularly in light of the fact that many 

of them discuss wanting their very youngest ones still in preschool programs now 

to participate in Dual Language when they come of age, as a result of our 

conversations.  However their actions, and the actions of some of the 
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recommending teachers speaks volumes about where they recognize the role of 

English in the school system and society as a whole.   

 Conceptual Agreement / Actualized Discontent  The parents who have 

accepted for their children to enter into the Dual Language program have agreed 

conceptually with a few tenets of the program.  First they have agreed to have 

their children participate in English for 50% of the time and Spanish for 50% of 

the time.  Secondly, they have agreed that their children are going to spend equal 

time working toward literacy in both English and Spanish.  And finally, yet not 

clearly articulated, the parents are agreeing that their children will spend multiple 

years in the program.  Monica and Grace, our two administrators in the study, 

both clearly spoke about the research of second language acquisition and the time 

needed.  The research of the literature review concurs with the time expectation of 

the administrators of 4-7 years for the native English speakers to fully acquire 

Spanish and equally so for the native Spanish speakers to fully acquire English 

(Christian, 1996; Collier, 1989; Cummins, 1981, Lindholm-Leary, 2001).   

 Although parents have agreed to these tenets through enrolling their 

children in the Dual Language programs, as they saw their children struggle, they 

sought to make changes.  Simply stated, these parents were sold conceptually on 

Dual Language, but feared there would not be enough time for their children in 

English to master the skills necessary for them to succeed.  Bearse and de Jong 

(2008) spoke of the instructional asymmetry in older grades, particularly the 

secondary setting, as greater content was presented in English.  This is precisely 

the type of instructional setting these parents are requesting in part.  The 
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interesting note is that they are seeking it at the lower grades.  They are most 

interested in their child’s progress in English reading, not surprising at all given 

the context of the instructional accountability measures and the time given in 

conferencing and reporting progress academically to this content area.  As 

students struggle with the area of literacy in the early years, parents are hoping 

they can spend more time in English language arts until their children demonstrate 

a working knowledge of English reading and writing—what they perceive as the 

hallmarks of success in school. 

 Their perceptions come to them from the greatest influence on parents in 

the educational setting—the teachers.  Parents entrust the schools with their 

children, often times for more hours than they spend with them.  Therefore when 

the school communicates directly the progress, or lack thereof, of their child, 

laden with sentiments about what they feel could or would assist the child in their 

academic progress, parents take such statements as recommendations for action 

on their part.  These statements by the teachers at times have implications on the 

philosophy of the program they are involved with.  

 Implied Elitism  When teachers make statements about inclusion or 

exclusion of particular students within or from the Dual Language program, they 

are often communicating ideas that are contradictory to the vision of Dual 

Language, and ripe with misconceptions about language acquisition that lead 

researchers to warn that the lofty goals of Dual Language are often left 

unaccomplished.   



89 
 

 Schools place students in Dual Language programs according to widely 

held beliefs in the literature about the ideal mix of language abilities.  Amrein and 

Pena (2000) described the ideal as consisting of no more than 70% of students 

from one primarly language group, with an ideal ratio of 33% native Spanish 

speakers, 33% native English speakers, and 33% fully bilingual students.  The 

recommended mix of students is purely linguistically-based.  Academic 

achievement as a criterion for inclusion or exclusion from Dual Language 

admittance is not part of the literature.  Yet the statements made to parents about 

their children’s struggles, and the implicit recommendations something can be 

done about their struggles from outside of placement in the program, is 

problematic.  There are strong enrollment rationale from white, English-speaking 

parents for a Dual Language program that is academically enriching and provide 

the opportunity for attainment of an outside goal (employment opportunity, 

often).  Similarly, all the schools in the study cited higher academic achievement 

in their Dual Language program than in the other programs in the school.  The 

very notion that students who were not succeeding academically, particularly in 

English literacy, may be encouraged to consider placement in English Only 

classrooms speaks to the elitism discussed in Pimentel et. al. (2008).   

Howard, Sugerman, and Christian (2003) address student enrollment, 

noting that in Dual Language programs, enrollment decisions were made revolved 

around language background, however the native Spanish-speaking students 

tended to be from lower socio-economic status, whereas their white, English-

speaking counterparts tended to hail from more affluent neighborhoods, often 
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from outside the enrollment areas.  When recommendations about placement 

outside of the initial placement occur based on academic achievement, and 

changes occur, the balance of the classrooms can be altered, speaking volumes 

about the power of English on the program and achievement.  In an environment 

where academic excellence is expected, the very nature of setting the expectation 

that students enrolled in the program must accomplish at a defined academic level 

speaks tremendously to who will continue in the program through its entirety.  

With the expected high achievement and unintended elitism of the program, the 

number of students who begin and end the program is called into question.  

Considering that many of the parents interviewed, in fact, moved children out of 

the program before the federal testing requirement of 3rd grade, the achievement 

statistics as a comparison to other programs within the school are called into 

question. 

When students enroll in a Dual Language program, particularly language 

minority students, they are embarking in a program with an additive philosophical 

basis.  If the program begins to show signs of student enrollment asymmetry 

based on a perceived elitism of the program, who gains from this on an individual 

level?  Students being encouraged or discouraged to enroll may have an effect on 

the achievement scores of the program, but at a great toll on the program.  The 

implied elitism and power of English over Spanish has already been discussed.  

Further implications are the inner-school dynamics.  If this is a program within a 

school (as is the case with the schools in this study), what feelings are created 

among teachers in various programs, or among families participating or not 
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participating in the program, or worst yet, within families with one or more 

students participating and others not?   
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Choice as a Family Decision:  The Children Struggle to Participate 

I couldn’t do it to him….It was hard for him to learn both at once. -

Dolores 

Pareció que estaba sufriendo en aprender las dos, pero intenté 

motivarlo.  Siempre le dije, ‘Tu lo puedes hacer mijo.’  Pero no 

quería.  (It seemed like he was suffering learning both [languages], 

but I tried to motivate him.  I always told him, ‘You can do it, 

mijo.’  But he didn’t want to.)  -Rosario 

 In determining the motivations behind the parents in enrolling their 

children in particular programs, I began the 3 interview process with an interview 

of Focused Life History that allowed me to establish a rapport with the parents, 

while also gleaning important information about their history as a language 

learner that may have affected the decisions they made for their children (see 

Appendix 1).  Clearly the parents are the biggest factor in school choice, however 

this is even greater in the Dual Language programs in this study.  One of the 

primary reasons parental choice is as central to the study is that Dual Language 

cannot be a school placement—parents must choose Dual Language.  Second, the 

parents demonstrate this choice by signing a waiver that permits their child to 

receive bilingual instruction, a requirement in the state of Arizona.  This waiver 

(Appendix 2) gives the school information as to the child’s qualification for the 

program.  A third requirement of the state is that the parent must sign the waiver 

on school grounds—it cannot be sent home and returned to school at a later time.  

These are all assurances by the state that parents choosing to enroll in bilingual 
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programs are aware of the qualifications necessary for their child’s participation, 

and that they go through the efforts necessary to choose this program. 

 Parents are not on the fringes of the schooling experience for their 

children, particularly when it is a program of choice.  They are full participants, 

with personal previous experiences and aspirations for their own children that fuel 

the decision-making before and during their time in school.  The parents of this 

study bring a wealth of experience from their lives as language learners, crossing 

borders, both literal and figurative, with lives intersecting an English- and 

Spanish-speaking world.  Among the parents in this study is a monolingual 

English mother, whose bilingual father did not live in the house growing up, and 

now as an adult is critical of her depriving her children of a bilingual education.  

There are two monolingual Spanish mothers whose families lived on the Mexican 

side of the US-Mexico border who traveled across the border constantly, living an 

English-Spanish divide, while only needing Spanish in either country to survive.  

There is also a Spanish monolingual mother who sees her son who has only been 

in English Only schooling losing communication with her son, and who feels 

isolated on the family return trips to Mexico.  Needless to say, the impact of their 

personal experiences has shaped their decisions that relate to language learning 

for their children.  This theme of Choice as a Family Decision examines those 

experiences as well as those of the children who may or may not have been part of 

the decision-making process of their language experience, sometimes continuing 

the family drama of negotiating what impact language will make on their life and 

learning experiences.   
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 Dolores’ life experiences are shaped by language.  She lived with her 

monolingual English-speaking mother, her trilingual father absent from the home.  

Dolores’ mother remarried once Dolores had left the house, this time a Spanish 

monolingual gentleman, with whom they had another daughter, the same age as 

Dolores’ oldest son.  Dolores’ mother had learned Spanish once Dolores turned 

17 through exposure, and later classes, through work.  When the time came for 

enrolling the children in school, Washington was the school of choice, 

particularly for the Dual Language program.  The experiences of the two step-

siblings in their language learning could not have been more divergent.  Jimena, 

the younger sister of Dolores thrived, in particular because she lived in a bilingual 

home.  Her step-brother Gabriel, Dolores’ son, experienced great difficulty. 

He wasn’t doing too good and he would cry, ‘Mom, it’s too 

hard….”  I couldn’t do it to him….So I decided to take him out 

because I thought maybe it would be easier for him to study one 

and not the other….In grade 1 he asked me to take him out because 

it was too hard for him.  He said, ‘Mom, I don’t want to do it no 

more.  I can’t do it….’  I thought that maybe he could stick it out 

and he said, ‘No mama.  Please!  I don’t want to do this no more.  

It’s too hard for me.’  -Dolores 

 Dolores had a few rationalizations in this example.  The first was that she 

would ask him to stick it out.  She admits that she was driven to keep him in 

based on the success that his step-sister was having.  But other experiences 

influenced her decision to keep Gabriel in for as long as she could.  When asked 
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about her oldest son, Dolores recounted his feelings about Spanish, particularly 

when others spoke Spanish to or around him: 

He chooses not to speak it.  ‘I don’t need to speak Spanish,’ he 

says.  He is stubborn.  ‘I don’t need to speak Spanish if they are 

speaking to me.  They need to speak in English. 

Her own schooling experience is in stark contrast to her oldest son’s, as she took a 

sympathetic approach to language learners. 

…I remember one of the girls was not speaking no English.  I 

befriended her and was trying to help her.  It was really hard.  I 

remember the girls crying because they didn’t…they didn’t know 

what they were doing, you know, they couldn’t speak no English at 

all.  I can’t imagine if I went into a whole Spanish speaking class 

for the whole day.  But I guess I would have caught on. 

In one account Dolores remembers students from her school days struggling 

learning a new language and cannot comprehend the difficulty of the situation, 

but at the same time rationalizes the experience as something they could catch 

onto with time and determination. 

 While having personal experience with language learners, an oldest son 

who does not appreciate the language of his heritage, and a younger son who 

cannot handle the struggle of learning the language, Dolores vacillates back and 

forth between statements encouraging perseverance in language learning and 

sticking to the language that comes easier, as she had to do.  But while she 

struggles with the language question, her father, who had the opportunity to give 
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her the gift of bilingualism and the speaking aspect of her culture, but was not 

present to do so, still influences her language decisions in the present, now that he 

is part of her adult life. 

My father is still on me today, why I should know Spanish….He 

still talks to me today that I need to learn and he still says it today 

that my kids should.  I should be speaking Spanish to them so they 

can learn and not have to do it in school.  They wouldn’t have such 

a hard time now. 

In this, Dolores’ father exonerates himself from the responsibility of teaching his 

children, while instilling guilt in Dolores into believing that she is doing her 

children a disservice with Spanish.   

 Dolores’ language learning trials with Gabriel do not end her struggle with 

the subject.  Her youngest, Daniel, is in preschool, and she is faced with the same 

decision again.  “We don’t know what to do,” Dolores laments.  “I don’t want to 

have him have any difficulties like Gabriel did.”  So for her children, still, 

Dolores remains unsure.  But when speaking in general, Dolores’ sentiments and 

hopes for bilingualism, as she truly hopes for herself, are clear: 

Spanish is a good thing to know.  I mean, everywhere you go they 

speak Spanish.  It’s also good for them to learn about their culture.  

To parents coming in, I’d tell them to choose Dual Language.  I’d 

say it will be hard in the beginning, but eventually, they will catch 

on.  It might take a while, but it will be easier.  Because like I said, 

my sister and my son started at the same time, and I remember 
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having a difficulty in the beginning, too, but she stayed and my son 

didn’t, and she’s unbelievable! 

 Yésica has similar experiences in witnessing her children in Dual 

Language classes struggling.  She wants a bilingual life for her children, seeing 

the opportunities it can present, but is not patient with struggles in Spanish, in 

particular given the weight she puts on English. 

I really want them to learn both languages.  I mean, my first 

language was Spanish, but English is the key for you to help you 

move on….When I heard about the Dual Language, I’m like, 

‘Wow!’ you know.  They need that to write and speak both 

languages.  So I tried to deal with my first daughter, but she got 

confused.  

The idea of perseverance is not part of the equation for Yésica.  She wants to see 

her children succeed, as well as not experience hardship.  She too, has not been 

consistent with the application of her beliefs in providing this bilingual learning 

experience for her children. 

My oldest, she got confused, but now she wants to go back into 

Dual Language.  But I’m not going to…my son, he was never there 

because I was afraid that he was going to be the same thing as my 

daughter….and then my third one, he kept asking me, ‘I want to, I 

want to…’ and I’m like, ‘Are you sure?’ and he was like, ‘Yes.’  So 

I did it because he wanted to….and then my youngest one, I don’t 

know about her.  She understands Spanish, but she can’t speak it.  
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She can’t speak Spanish so I don’t [trails off and does not 

complete thought]….  

 Yésica has received input from 2 of her 4 children stating that they want to 

be in the Dual Language program.  1 of these 2 gets to experience the program, 

while the other, who initially struggled and was taken out, does not.  The other 2 

were not presented the option or brought into a conversation with their parents or 

siblings approaching the subject.  It took the second generating the conversation 

with Yésica to bring him into the program.  Yésica still remains confused and 

unsure about her decisions, but not to the extent to take action to change the 

direction of her decisions. 

With me, it’s like, I regret not giving the chance for my other kids.  

I was impatient.  I didn’t just…you know….I just felt bad that my 

other ones didn’t have that chance that he did, you know, to learn, 

to learn that well.  I don’t know.  I made a mistake and I feel bad.  

I really do feel bad because they are missing out….My son used to 

tell her, ‘Yeah, come on.  It will be fun….’  But now she wants to, 

you know, go to Dual Language, and I’m like, ‘Well, it’s not too 

late to switch her to that class.  I mean she was brilliant in grade 

2, so she could still make it.’  I’m just afraid they are going to get 

confused and get behind in their learning.  That is my concern. 

 Rosario entered into the Dual Language compact with the expressed intent 

of having her children achieve a level of bilingualism she has.  She communicated 

the desire for her children to be able to fully experience their culture by being able 
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to fully speak, read, and write the Spanish language.  She knew they would 

progress with English because, “las escuelas son de inglés, y sé que con tiempo 

van a progresar en inglés” (schools are for English, and I know that with time 

they will progress in English).  Rosario’s experience with her older child, 

however, was that he did not maintain as high of a level of performance in 

English, and, like Dolores, did not have the patience to see if it would develop 

over time. 

Hablamos las dos en la casa.  Miran la tele y las caricaturas en 

inglés y español.  Tenemos amigos que vienen a visitarnos que 

hablan las dos.  Pensé que podía mantener un nivel de lograr en 

los áreas académicos, pero no.  Tuve que cambiarlo.  (We speak 

both [languages] at home.  They watch TV and watch cartoons in 

English and Spanish.  We have friends that come visit us that 

speak both.  I thought he could maintain a level of achieving in his 

academics, but no.  I had to change him.)  -Rosario 

 Rosario made the change for her older son in 2nd grade, and never enrolled 

her younger son in the program.  This decision is particularly strong among 

English-speaking parents who interviewed for the study and among those 

identified who had older students in Dual Language classes and not their younger 

ones.  Rosario is the only Spanish speaker who identified this as a reason for not 

enrolling in the program with younger children.   

 The opposite sentiment is more common among the Spanish-speaking 

parents as expressed by Cintia in the following: 
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…mis esperanzas eran que ellos tuvieran un mejor 

desarrollamiento que en su idioma, pues que hablaran, como yo 

vengo de raíces hispanas, que ellos supieran bien el idioma del 

español como también el inglés para que no tuvieran ningún 

problema en lectura o escritura, fue mi interés.  Para que no se les 

dificulte en leer alguna carta o algún libro…pues me gustó ese 

programa y por eso decidí que mis hijos participaran.  (…my 

hopes were that they had a strong development in their language, 

that they spoke, since I am of Hispanic roots, that they knew well 

Spanish and also English so that they had no problem with reading 

or writing, was my interest.  So that they had no difficulty reading 

a letter or book…well I liked this program and that’s why I 

decided that my children participate.) 

 When looking at the matter of families taking a role together in discussing 

language development and enrollment in programs, it became further evident that 

some families not only did not have these discussions, but were even unclear in 

which program their children were enrolled in. 

 Conversation with San Juana about the enrollment status of her 3 girls led 

her to state that all 3 were in Dual Language.  When I reminded her of the topic of 

my study and why I had asked her to participate, she simply responded, “Aaah, se 

me confundí.”  (Aaah, I got confused.)  I asked her to name her children’s 

teachers.  Once she did, I realized that one of the teacher’s named was one of the 

teachers of the Structured English Immersion program (designated classroom 
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utilizing the 4 hour English immersion model as mandated by the Arizona 

Department of Education).  At that point I stopped the interview to check on the 

classroom assignments.  After speaking briefly with the program administrator 

and Focus Group participant Monica, I was able to verify, in fact, that the teacher 

of the second child was indeed an English Only teacher.   

When I returned to speak with San Juana, she had the following to say:   

Lo que pasa es que hubo un error cuando la apuntaron.  A 

Estefanía me la matricularon en el de inglés, en el de sólo un 

idioma pues ya todo se quedó así.  (What happened is that there 

was an error when they assigned her.  They enrolled Estefanía in 

the English one, in the one with only one language, and so it stayed 

that way.)   

The story behind the enrollment issue is one that will be discussed during the third 

theme of this chapter.  This, however, is exemplary of a family that is unaware of 

the rationale behind placement in programs at the school and the fact that they are 

not discussing what is happening at school.   

 This theme looks not only at the struggles of students in their language 

classes, but their voice in the decision.  It examines that motivating factors 

leading parents to make decisions about their child’s learning and the root of these 

factors.  It begs the question--At what age should a child be an active and equal 

partner in deciding on their learning environment?  The next section delineates the 

implications behind this question. 
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Implications of the Family Decision-Making Process:  The Importance of 

Gathering Information 

 With accountability measures holding such importance in a high-stakes 

environment in education over the past 10 years, schools have become expert at 

using data to inform decisions responding to student performance.  The stakes are 

not just high for schools, but also for the participants in the schooling process, 

namely the students.  For the youngest students, in particular those who were in 

kindergarten for the 2010-2011 school year, the 2010 Arizona House of 

Representatives Bill 2732 could lead to retention if they are not proficient in 

reading on AIMS in 3rd grade.  For older students, including all of the children 

whose parents participated in this study, high school graduation is dependent as 

well on success on these accountability measures.  In order for parents and 

families to make the decisions necessary to support their students to assure their 

academic success, they need accurate, timely, and supportive information.   

 Once that information is gathered, participants can come together to make 

the necessary decisions, particularly keeping in mind the needs of the learner.  

One of the best judges of the success of the child is indeed the child himself.  I 

have shared the voices of parents, who in turn shared the voices of their children.  

It is evident from these voices that children as young as 5 and 6—kindergartners 

and 1st graders—are communicating their feelings about how they are 

experiencing learning.  We—parents, teachers, administrators—need to have open 

ears to recognize that our aspirations for students may not always match the 

learning styles, abilities, or interests of these children.  Ultimately, adults are 
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charged with making these important decisions for children.  Including them in 

the conversation and working toward an ideal of families communicating and 

sharing information is the hope that often can lead to putting children in situations 

wherein they can feel and experience the greatest levels of success. 

 This section of implications on the theme will cover two areas:  the 

importance of the school in providing accurate, research-based information on 

students’ difficulties in relation to language acquisition theory, and the role of 

children in making program placement decisions. 

 Providing Student Performance Balanced with Research-based 

Theory  The field of research used to validate Dual Language studies originates 

from the field of second language acquisition.  The parents in this study have 

indicated that their conversations with teachers have guided them in making 

decisions that at times have led to removing their children from the Dual 

Language classroom.  Pimentel et. al. (2008) address the dangers of allowing 

student performance to drive placement in the Dual Language classroom as it 

perpetuates the belief that only the brightest students belong in the Dual Language 

classrooms, fostering an air of elitism in the program.  When teachers make 

recommendations, whether directly advising parents to remove their child from 

the program, or indirectly speak to the parent about the difficulties their child may 

be having ‘keeping up’ with the others, they need to keep second language 

acquisition theory—mainly the transference of knowledge from one language to 

the other and the time necessary for acquisition of the cognitive linguistic skills—

in mind. 
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 Long held as a principal theory of second language acquisition, and used 

in the models for language learning classrooms over the past 30 years is the idea 

of the common underlying principle (CUP) (Cummins, 1981).  Simply stated, the 

learning that is occurring in the Spanish classroom of a dual language setting is 

not just having an effect on what the student has learned about Spanish.  

Cummins would say that the literacy learning in the Spanish classroom is having 

a direct influence on the learning of literacy in English and in Spanish (2007).  

The cognitive academic work occurring at the time is literacy, not just Spanish.  

Therefore although the words, pronunciation, and perhaps vocabulary are distinct, 

the concept of literacy is not.  Literacy is transferred from the Spanish context 

into an English context.  Thomas and Collier (2002) found that the literacy skills 

in the primary language of the Spanish-speaking students was in fact predictive of 

their success in English academic performance. 

 This has a direct impact on the information provided by parents in this 

study.  Note the commonality in message, whether directly stated or implied, of 

the following quotes: 

The teacher, I went to her.  She said, ‘It’s going to be a little hard 

in the beginning because he doesn’t know nothing.’  But she kept 

calling again and saying what trouble he was having.  He stayed 

for a little bit longer but after the reports kept coming, I didn’t 

want to do it anymore.  It was hard for me and hard for him.  -

Dolores 
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…porque vieron que ella estaba batallando más para el español, 

nos dijeron mejor ponerla en puro inglés.  (…because they saw 

that she was struggling more with Spanish, they said to put her in 

English only.)  -San Juana 

Es que me dicen que ella es muy seria, ella es muy tranquila y éste, 

pero está avanzando un poco, y ya empezamos a ver las notas y 

todo eso y no estaba haciendo en el nivel que debe ser…. (They 

told me she is very serious and calm and all this, but she’s slowly 

progressing, and we started seeing the notes and all this, and she’s 

not doing it at the level where she should be….)  -Blanca 

These quotes all hold significance, because in many cases the quotes were 

followed by accounts of moving students from Dual Language to English Only, or 

deciding to put the younger siblings in English Only instead of Dual Language.  

The teachers may not have directly told the mothers to make these moves, but the 

information the teachers gave about academic progress was linked to program 

placement by the parent. 

 In following with theoretical approaches (Cummins 1981, 2007; Krashen, 

1982; Ovando, Collier, & Combs, 2003), the relationship between academic 

progress and language acquisition should have transferred over language.  More 

succinctly, the teachers’ knowledge about second language acquisition theory 

should have prompted them to counsel parents on the student ability to still learn 

academic content in one language (Spanish) and have that translate into academic 

success in the other (English), or vice versa with the language transference.  The 
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inability of the teachers to communicate, or worse yet, the prompting perhaps of 

teachers to recommend programmatic change based on academic struggles was 

not consistent with the theoretical approaches on which their programs were 

developed.  The maintenance of Dual Language in presentation to the parents, as 

one wherein students must be academically high performing to access the gains of 

the program are consistent with the warnings of elitism (Pimentel et. al., 2008) 

discussed earlier. 

 The Role of Children in Program Choice  Parents are given the charge 

of raising their children, providing for the current needs and seeing to their future 

needs.  Chief among this charge is making decisions about their schooling.  The 

decision for Dual Language, and further when they are entered into the program, 

is one that is fully a choice, unlike just enrolling in the neighborhood school.  It is 

also one that asks for a cognitive demand on the child.  While the parent plays the 

primary role in making this decision, the child can be involved in the process.  I 

have learned through the course of the interviews in this study that the children 

have certainly provided significant at the time of exit from the program, if any of 

the parents addressed taking the older children out of Dual Language, yet not 

spoke of involving the oldest in the conversation upon entry.  There are examples 

stated by the parents when prompted about conversations about program 

enrollment when one child was in Dual Language and the younger was not, that 

the younger child was too young to understand.  Yet instances also arose, wherein 

conversations in the home prompted rethinking Dual Language enrollment such 

as the following: 
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…right now she wants to go to that class really bad.  She actually 

tells my son to teach her Spanish, like, ‘How do you say this in 

Spanish?’….she really wants to be with my son’s teacher next 

year.  -Yésica 

Es que me ha comentado que quiere hacer dos idiomas, pero 

porque de las quejas y problemas que tuvo su hermano…no sé.  

(It’s that he’s told me that he wants to do Dual Language, but 

because of the complaints and problems his brother had…I don’t 

know.)  -Rosario 

Although not as direct, the desire is implied in the following: 

…me dice, ‘Mami, que dice allí?’  No sabe todavía leer el español.  

Entonces sí le está afectando, y es cuando me estoy dando cuenta 

de que he estado hacienda mal no ponerlos igual que mis otros 

hijos desde el principio.  (..she asks me, ‘Mommy, what does it say 

there?’  She still cannot read Spanish.  So, yes it’s affecting her, 

and that’s when I realize that I’ve been doing wrong not putting 

them equal like my other kids from the beginning.)  -Cintia 

 Upon entry to school we ask children to put their name to many things that 

conceptually may be above them:  signing classroom agreement to follow rules 

and expectations, signing the school compact along with their teachers and 

parents, signing an Acceptable Use agreement for school technology.  When we 

ask students to engage in such, we give them child-friendly language to match 

their experiences with the expectation for follow-through with the principles they 
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are agreeing to.  The same can be applied to enrollment in programs of choice 

such as a Dual Language program.  Certainly the child may not understand the 

difficulties they may face as they encounter accountability to second language 

literacy skills within a couple years.  But they can enter the situation cognizant at 

their level that they are entering a commitment, and be asked to and reminded of 

this commitment on an annual basis, or frequently at home.   

Although not a requirement of such programs, it is a recommendation that 

could pay positive dividends when difficulties arise, reaching back in the child’s 

memory to a time when they recognized that they were entering into a situation 

that they agreed to work their hardest toward.  A couple of the parents have been 

quoted as speaking to the idea of perseverance of their children.  Perseverance is 

not the behavior of the parent, but rather the child.  They can only persevere in 

that in which they fully engaged.   
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Legislative Mandates y Puertas Cerradas (Closed Doors):  De-Selection as a 

Passive Process 

No pueden quitarnos esa oportunidad de que los niños sean 

bilingües.  Yo pienso que no nada más para el bien de nosotros 

sino para el bien de la ciudad, del estado, del país…  (They can’t 

take this opportunity that the children are bilingual.  I think not just 

for our good, but for the good of the city, of the state, of the 

country…)  -Cintia 

 The sentiments and voices of this final section of the study are those of the 

native Spanish speakers—children and parents.  These are the students classified 

by the state of Arizona as English Language Learners, who are denied the 

opportunity to participate in Dual Language programs.  The older siblings of 

some of these younger ones denied entry came to Dual Language either just 

before or just after the Proposition 203 in Arizona, declaring English Only the law 

of the land and the practice in the schools.  How that law would be enacted and 

enforced was a gradual conversation that has become more restrictive as the years 

have passed.  The older siblings themselves were English Language Learners, but 

they are also the students who the program was designed for.  Federal grants 

looking to fund innovative and research-based approaches to providing the best 

instructional practices for the academic gain of English Language Learners 

brought the 3 schools in this study to Dual Language, after years of transitional 

bilingual education programs.  But now restrictive state legislation was changing 

the nature and method of delivery of instruction for this population of students. 
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 In Chapter Five I will make recommendations based on the claim that 

these restrictive laws serve the purpose of maintaining white power and privilege, 

and in return attempts for ownership of the Spanish language as a commodity in 

the market of economic opportunity.  But the basis behind that claim, that serves 

as a Conceptual Framework to the study as a whole and most pertinent to this part 

of Chapter Four is the lens of Critical Race Theory (CRT).  CRT originated as a 

form of legal scholarship focused on how the law can function to protect white 

power and privilege (Ladson-Billings, 1998).  Ladson-Billings (2005) continued 

the study on CRT to explain how legal precedents, as I will argue is the case in 

Arizona with Proposition 203, to sustain an unequal situation in schools, in this 

case the preservation of the achievement gap between English Language Learners 

and white students.   

CRT in its inception was mainly used within a Black-White dichotomy, so 

researchers who sought to generalize CRT principles to other cases of legal 

justification for racial stratification outside of this Black-White realm identified 

various branches of CRT.  Trucios-Haynes (2001) defines Latino Critical Race 

Theory (LatCrit) as a means of exploring the legal ramifications of race policy to 

include a broader analysis of race that includes the intersection of race with 

language, color, immigration, gender, and national origin.  The language and 

immigration aspects of LatCrit provide a more specific context to CRT as applied 

to Dual Language studies (Juárez, 2008; Michael-Luna, 2008; Monzó and Rueda, 

2009).   
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Two important findings came through this theme.  The first is that some of 

the parents are simply confused with the changes in the law, the way the law is 

applied, or the notifications from the school about program choice or what their 

rights or responsibilities may be.  Often they are acting based on 

recommendations or requests from the school, be those agents of information 

teachers, administrators, or office personnel.  In a time when there has been so 

much change and a new requirement or limitation just about every year, they are 

overwhelmed, and just trust the school to make the best placement or judgment, 

and if they question it in their mind, it does not come forward to school personnel.  

The second finding is implicit with LatCrit—legally the parents cannot make the 

choice for Dual Language.  The state has made that decision for them.  So in 

respect to the defined terms of the study, the parent is not de-selecting Dual 

Language; the state is de-selecting their family from participation based on 

language status.  I will share the voices of the parents and administrators on how 

the legal ramifications affect enrollment in the Dual Language classes in relation 

to English Language Learners.   

Conversation with Dulce leads me to the conclusion that there are so many 

changes that for some parents, it is too much to keep up with.  The interview with 

Dulce lead me as the interviewer to stop the conversation to check group 

assignments with the administrators of the program, just so I could know which 

teachers indeed were Dual Language teachers and which were SEI teachers.  

Upon the conclusion, it was apparent that some of Dulce’s children were in SEI 
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and some were in Dual Language, but not the way she described.  One that she 

felt was in Dual Language was, in fact, in SEI, and vice versa.   

Se me olvidó. [risas] Para los nombres tengo muy mala memoria.  

Pero para los que dije, son de clases de dos idiomas, y los demás 

de puro inglés.  (I forgot. [laughs] I have a bad memory for names.  

But for the one’s I said, they have Dual Language classes, and the 

rest are in English Only.)  -Dulce 

San Juana had her own opinions of why there were now so many SEI classes, and 

not as many Dual Language classes. 

Es que hay maestros de dos idiomas, pero cuando van a las 

conferencias y ven que les preocupan como se va con los niños, 

hay que haber otra clase de puro inglés.  Así, pienso, es como mi 

hija está en clases de inglés.  (There are Dual Language teachers, 

but when you go to conferences and you see that there are 

preoccupied with how the students are doing, there needs to be 

more classes of English.  That’s how, I think, my daughter is in 

English classes.) 

Grace, the administrator with the Desert Sands Elementary School District 

(DSESD) described just one change in the law regarding how English Language 

Learners used to qualify for the Dual Language program and the impact in the 

following way:   

So the Federal Government has a clause, and I believe it’s Title 

III, if I’m remembering correctly, that parents can refuse English 
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Language Learner services and essentially what that does is allow 

the parent to pull their child out of that status….essentially the 

parents have a right to choose a language program for their child 

as well….We essentially decided, well if they refuse services, they 

are not an ELL at the time.  They got pulled out of that 

status….Parents were choosing the dual language program for the 

child when they decided to withdraw from ELL status….The State 

Department of Education got wind of our use of that clause and 

then the State Department, although not through any formal 

directive, said that we could not use the letter in that way. 

Monica, the administrative participant from Canyon Vista Elementary School 

District (CVESD) added her school’s use of this form (Appendix 2): 

…we got a directive from the state that we were not able to use it 

to place students in the Dual Language program and that they can 

only go into the Mainstream program…in our case, you know, it’s 

probably 120-150 students that we used it for. 

Considering that the schools had placed significant numbers of students into the 

Dual Language classes using this refusal letter, and suddenly were given 

directives from the State Department of Education to cease usage of the refusal 

letter in this way, it is not surprising that the parents are unable to keep track of 

how their child could before and cannot now qualify for the program. 

 Monica also shared the confusion with parents, surprisingly, based on the 

success of the program at the school for over 10 years. 
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…parents come to Grant specifically so that their child can be in 

the Dual Language program and they think that every classroom is 

a Dual Language class.  So they come and they enroll the child, 

you know, without realizing that they had specifically to say, ‘I 

want my child in the Dual Language program….’  Actually I took 

this from Washington, you know, where there are signs that say, 

‘Ask about our Dual language program,’ so we’re being as clear 

as possible….A student, it was a fourth grade student, the parents 

were having their second conference with the teacher in March, so 

now it’s just like they’ve gone from August to March and they 

didn’t realize their child was not in the Dual Language program. 

The schools are looking to explicitly market their programs to the parents, provide 

them with information about their programs, inform parents of their rights, but 

also their responsibilities, with enrolling their children in the programs, and keep 

track of the legal requirements for placing students in the programs and the 

paperwork that is monitored. 

Monica and Grace, as administrators of Dual Language programs also 

demonstrate how differently they interpreted another stipulation on qualification 

for the program.  Monica describes how s PHLOTE student would qualify for 

Dual Language: 

Students who are Spanish speakers, or any other language…in 

their language survey…take the AZELLA language proficiency 
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assessment.  Then if the student is not proficient, then they don’t 

qualify. 

Grace quickly adds the following: 

We do it differently….if they’re proficient only in the oral subtest 

on the AZELLA they may qualify. 

Monica continues to add a caveat for kindergarten enrollment purposes: 

Because the state only requires a half day kindergarten, for 

kindergarten students, the second part of the day at Grant is 

considered enrichment, and so we choose to pay that through other 

funds, so the students can receive the full kind of 50/50 model. 

The focus group nature of this session allows for a back-and-forth dialogue about 

ways students can qualify as eligible to participate in Dual Language programs, 

consisting of sophistication interpretations of clauses in federal laws or using state 

documents that allow for certain exceptions.  The parents are simply informed by 

the school that their child either does or does not qualify for Dual Language, and 

their child is placed in, or just 1 or 2 years later, using the same criteria, denied 

entry into, the program.  Parents find it increasingly difficult to navigate the ever-

changing laws or stipulations of these laws.  That is the case before considering 

the LatCrit elements of why English Language Learners are precluded from 

enrolling in Dual Language in the first place.   

 The parents of the English Language Learners in this study have spoken as 

to why they made the decision to not enroll, or as I have presented, that the state 

assisted them in making such a decision.   
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Decidimos ponerla, pero le hicieron un examen a la niña de 

kinder…le hizo un examen cuando ella empezó el kinder y ella no 

pasó la prueba.  (We decided to put her in, but they gave her a test 

in kindergarten…she took a test when she started kindergarten and 

she didn’t pass the test.)  -Cintia 

This was surprising for Cintia since she had 3 children who had been in the 

program before, and spoke even less English than the one she was trying to enroll.  

María Elena told us the exact same account. 

Lo que pasa es que yo sí quería ponerlo en dos idiomas pero él no 

pasó el examen.  Mis hijas mayores lo pasaron y tengo la otra niña 

que es más pequeña que él.  Ella pasó el examen y él se quedó en 

este.  No pudo agarrar dos idiomas.  (What happened is that I 

wanted to put him in Dual Language but he didn’t pass the test.  

My older girls passed it and I have the other girl who is younger 

than him.  She passed the test and he remained in this.  He couldn’t 

go in Dual Language.) 

The rationale all of these language minority parents have given is the same as 

María Elena expressed when she said, “Quería que se abrieran las dos puertas.  

Quería que fueran bilingües.”  (I wanted both doors opened.  I wanted them to be 

bilingual.)  But as the title of this section states, the legislative mandate closed 

those doors. 

 One of the frightening doors that is being closed is that of communication 

within the families.  The older students who were allowed to participate in Dual 
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Language are enjoying the fruits of their labor.  They will get together as siblings 

and communicate, code-switching throughout their conversations, in both English 

and Spanish.  The younger generation that is being withheld Spanish in school is 

seeing that their Spanish skills are diminishing.  Children naturally prefer to spend 

their time in the presence of other children.  These younger ones who are in 

English Only classes and are communicating with other children only in English 

are not getting the opportunities to maintain their Spanish as well.  When they do 

come into contact with Spanish in the family, they are significantly behind where 

they would be expected to be.  For a family of Spanish-speaking parents who 

promoted their children reaping the benefits of bilingualism and promoted the use 

of both languages for their children, seeing a child tending toward English only 

can create fear and worry about the future for that child within their family 

structure. 

Nosotros en la casa solamente hablamos español y mi niño, él que 

está en un sólo idioma, a él no entiende todo lo que nosotros 

decimos y esa era mi gran preocupación.  Cuando estamos aquí, 

sólo va a hablar inglés y de repente si nos vamos a México 

cualquiera cosa que pase, ellos no van a poder comunicarse con la 

gente y eso era algo que a mi me preocupaba.  (At home we only 

speak Spanish and my son, the one that is in just one language, he 

doesn’t understand everything we say, and this is my biggest 

concern.  When we are here, he will only speak English and if we 

suddenly go to Mexico, whatever happens, they won’t be able to 
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communicate with the people and that has concerned me.)  -María 

Elena 

Sadly, she elaborated on the home communication later. 

…él habla muy poquito con sus hermanos en español.  Conmigo es 

con quién más habla español y si él me dice algo en inglés yo le 

digo, ‘Yo no te entiendo,’ y vuelve a repetirme hasta que él…si él 

no sabe lo que quiere decir, va y le pregunta a una de sus 

hermanas y luego ya viene y me dice, ‘quiero decir esto en 

español.’  (…he speaks very little Spanish with his siblings.  He 

mainly speaks Spanish with me, and if he tells me something in 

English I tell him, ‘I don’t understand,’ and he repeats it to me 

until he…if he doesn’t know what to say, he goes and asks one of 

his sisters and later comes to me and says , ‘I want to tell you in 

Spanish.’) 

She would like to be more a part of his education but realizes her limits in what 

she can do. 

…se le facilitaría un poco más porque si él no entiende, yo podría 

ayudarlo.  (…it would help him a little better because if he didn’t 

understand, I could help him.) 

María Elena is fearful of what may very well come to be in a few years, as she 

continues to not know any English, and he not spend any time speaking Spanish, 

academically or socially.  She notes that already, when they return on trips to 
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Mexico, he feels lonely because he can’t communicate with the neighborhood 

children and cannot wait to return to Arizona. 

 The accounts of Cintia and María Elena voicing the words and struggles of 

their children in maintaining Spanish equate to the experiences presented by 

Revilla and Asato (2002) when interviewing students themselves.  In particular is 

their account of ‘Christian’ who defined his identity more in terms of English 

mastery and fluency once he had attained that status to distinguish himself from 

his more Spanish-dominant peers.  The social implication of programmatic moves 

toward English Only compounded with a social agenda in the political campaigns 

bringing forth such referenda take a psychological hold on the psyche of the 

young Latinos who see their language and culture under attack and respond by 

leaning toward the bias toward the English dominance, at a young age.  This is a 

great fear of the parents of this study as they see their children taking similar 

stances, while at the same time being precluded from the opportunity to maintain 

that language and culture in an additive and accepting multicultural education 

context.  Revilla and Asato (2002) describe this phenomenon within the children 

as having, “internalized the political meanings” of not only the Propositions and 

legal mandates, but also the societal framework for prejudice and discrimination, 

evident in the news, in their schools, and in their communities.  

 Of the 10 families that participated in this study, 8 have children in the 

program who are identified as English Language Learners, identified through the 

PHLOTE Home Language Survey.  In 1 of the 8 English Language learner 

households, the mother is completely bilingual, yet the predominant language 



120 
 

spoken with the children and in the home is Spanish, preventing the children from 

classifying as English proficient.  The LatCrit perspective is indicative of a strong 

influence of legislative impact on language.  This part of Chapter 4 clearly speaks 

to the English Language learner predicament with opportunity to participate 

equally in programs of enrichment that other students who are English proficient 

can, fitting the LatCrit perspective of an intersection of race and language 

affecting issues of power and privilege between Spanish-dominant Latinos and 

English proficient students, the majority of whom are white.  One question of how 

this addresses questions of race is that the test is given to PHLOTE students.  A 

question of the AZELLA test is the potential for over-identification of ELLs 

based on what could be determined to be age-inappropriate language 

expectations.  In other words, if all students into the school were given the 

AZELLA test, how many non-PHLOTE students would classify as non-English 

proficient?  This will be further addressed in Chapter Five. 

 The legislative impact on the Dual Language program is directly related to 

enrollment, specifically on English Language Learners.  Specifically, English 

Language Learners, through legislative mandates through Propositions and, in 

Arizona, actualized through the policies enacted by the Structured English 

Immersion Task Force, are prevented from enrolling in language enrichment 

opportunities such as Dual Language programs.  There are multiple implications 

of this legislation on what will happen for these families, children, and the schools 

they attend.  The following section details these implications. 
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Implications of Increasingly Restrictive Language Policy on Dual Language 

Programs in Arizona 

   The implications of language policy on Dual Language programs have 

worked to create an imbalance of the program by intended goal in each of the 

schools of the study.  This final section of analysis in Chapter Four will address 

the following areas:  1)  The loss of original program focus, 2)  The stated original 

goal of preservation of primary language can no longer be communicated, 3)  The 

inability of parents to keep up with legislative demands on school programs, and 

4)  The preclusion of most English Language Learners from the most effective 

research-based plan of education for English language development. 

 The historical knowledge of the evolution of the Dual Language programs 

in the study by the administrators in the focus group provided an understanding of 

why each program began, and how they attempt to still address those original 

foci.  Grace from DSESD described the inception in the following way: 

…it was developed initially for our ELL population.  What they did 

was they spent time researching what is the best program for 

English Language Learners because DSESD had a very large ELL 

population.  I think they were close to 50% at that time…This was 

an attempt to be a little more bit targeted in the type of instruction 

that they were going to be receiving…The majority of the bilingual 

students in the classroom were also identified ELLs.  The idea, 

actually, was to have 33% of the kids monolingual Spanish, 33% 

monolingual English, and 33% bilingual…the compliance factor 
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that came into effect…challenged our ability to be able to place 

more ELLs in the classroom. 

Grace from CVESD described it slightly different. 

…it was kind of how to better serve our ELLs and we didn’t have 

all the restrictions and requirements…we started looking at 

internationally the value that is placed in language and multiple 

languages and how we can get more students to be multi or dual, 

have at least two languages and so not just looking at ELLs but 

also how do we include more students…. 

 So one program directly targeted English Language Learners while the 

other looked strongly at the impact of this model of bilingualism in school on 

ELLs while focusing on the international focus of attainment of more than one 

language.  The schools now are not able to speak directly to the issue of using 

bilingual studies as a means of addressing the cognitive or linguistic gains of 

ELLs since the state of Arizona requires the placement of all students not 

identified as Proficient on the AZELLA to be in an SEI classroom.  DSESD 

stipulates, as Grace states with Arizona Department of Education understanding, 

that the placement of oral Proficient (but perhaps overall Intermediate) ELLs 

upon recommendation of academic success and progress toward academic 

objectives is permissible.  Given that the mandates of how to implement language 

policies in Arizona have become more restrictive, it would not be surprising to see 

changes away from that recommendation.  The schools in DSESD have witnessed 

the placement of ELLs in Dual Language dwindle from open enrollment, to those 
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whose parents request refusal of ELL services, to oral Proficient students.  

Smaller numbers in the current climate would not be a surprise.   

 Implied in school goals, and directly communicated from the parents of 

this study and in the research, maintenance of the primary language (for the native 

Spanish speakers) is an important premise of Dual Language studies.  Highlighted 

particularly in the earlier accounts with María Elena and Cintia, the home 

language maintenance is particularly difficult with half of the children in the 

family profiting from a bilingual schooling experience and bringing and using that 

bilingualism at home, and the younger half of the children now in English Only 

classrooms.  The parents can always orally maintain the language, but the older 

children have had the benefits of the full cultural experience of attaining literacy 

skills in Spanish and using those skills at home.  One child in particular is 

struggling not only with his primary language, but in maintaining a sense of 

identity with his Mexican relatives or acquaintances when he travels south to 

Mexico. 

 The preservation of primary language, while a positive ambition for 

parents to partner with Dual Language schools on, is a difficult endeavor for 

Arizona public schools to take on in light of language and immigration policy 

when parents are feeling skeptical about the future of their program’s existence 

given the current climate of fear and mistrust. 

…no los debemos quitar ese programa.  Hay tanta preocupación 

en la posibilidad de que quieren quitar el programa.  Lo que he 

escuchado es que no quieren que se hable español, que el primer 
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idioma de las escuelas es inglés.  Algunos padres están 

preocupados por el programa de lo que hemos escuchado en las 

noticias que no quieren que se use el lenguaje español en las 

escuelas.  (…we can’t let them take away this program.  There is a 

lot of worry about the possibility that they want to take away the 

program.  What I’ve heard is that they don’t want Spanish spoken, 

that English is the first language of the schools.  Some parents are 

worried about the program from what we’ve heard on the news 

that they don’t want Spanish spoken in schools.)  -Cintia 

 Some parents have clearly chosen to take their younger children out of 

Dual Language programming, while for others, the legal mandates preclude their 

children’s inclusion in the program.  Either way, confusion abounds in how 

students qualify for the program, how it is being implemented, and what 

information parents should have so that they can make decisions for their 

children, and subsequently, for their families.  Pimentel et. al. (2008) discusses 

the approach with Dual Language being piloted in the state of Texas, with a pilot 

program being run, researched, and monitored at the state level.  Given the 

climate of Arizona’s heritage and language policy currently, it is clear that 

English Language Learners would be eliminated in all ways without exception 

from Dual Language program were there to be a state-driven implementation.  

The potential for a State Department of Education – University School of 

Education partnership in this study and monitoring is a recommendation that will 

be discussed in Chapter Five. 
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 As presented in the review of the literature on the research on Dual 

Language effectiveness (Alanís and Rodríguez, 2008; Lindholm-Leary, 2001, 

Lindholm-Leary and Block, 2010; Thomas & Collier, 1997), the program is 

clearly quantifiably strong in effectiveness for language minority students.  The 

greatest implication of effect of legal mandate on English Language Learners is 

the denial of access to the program that will help them linguistically and 

academically achieve at the highest levels. 

 Grace addressed both the area of academic and linguistic achievement of 

English Language Learners in the Dual Language program. 

We do see higher academic achievement for our 3rd through 6th 

grade ELL students.  We also see higher rates of reclassification 

for our ELLs in Dual Language than in the SEI classes. 

Grace and Monica were able to share both AIMS comparative data of Dual 

Language achievement to the rest of the school achievement as being higher over 

multiple years.  The state accountability measures for labeling schools changed 

with the 2010-2011 school year, with current labels still embargoed at the writing 

of this dissertation.  However the measure no longer just addresses status on 

proficiency on the AIMS data, but rather now considers growth measures, 

specifically 25% of the measure is on overall growth and 25% on the growth of 

the lowest quarter of students.  It will be important to track the growth data for 

English Language Learners overall in the state, but also specifically in a program 

such as the Washington and Lincoln schools where some English Language 

Learners are part of the Dual Language program.  This as well, to be discussed in 
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Chapter Five, could be part of a State Department of Education – University 

partnership in a study to see what the best models of instruction for English 

Language Learners in the state can be.  That, of course, is under the assumption 

that the State Department of Education is interested in a research-based and 

localized answer to the question. 

 The inability of parents to access what they may know to be the best 

language and academic learning program for their child leaves parents feeling 

powerless, particularly given that the policies are mounting against them to 

promote this feeling of powerlessness.  The question of access denied leaves 

another side to be addressed—who is being given that access?  For these parents, 

the answer is meaningless.  It is disempowering just knowing that the tool of 

access being given to others is their primary language.  This stark reality is what 

makes the policy recommendations of this study a social justice imperative.   
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Summary of Findings 

In Chapter Four I presented the stories and experiences of 10 parents from 

3 school communities who had their older children in Dual Language programs 

and made a decision (or had a decision made for them) to de-select Dual 

Language for the younger sibling/s.  I also presented the perspective of 2 school 

or district administrators with oversight of these programs.  Through a qualitative 

analysis of their transcribed interviews, 3 main themes presented themselves.  The 

first of these is that there is a Desired or Created Assymetry between the program 

design and implementation.  The second theme presented is how Choice of the 

program was or was not a Family Decision.  The final theme presented is the 

impact of Legislative Mandates on English Language Learners that affects Dual 

Language classrooms and instruction, primarily in the form of enrollment 

patterns. 

Each of these themes was presented paralleled with the voices of the 

affected or affecting parties in the discussion.  The voices or findings were 

consistent, and presented as such, with the pertinent literature in the field of Dual 

Language study in respect to language minority students.  The findings were also 

examined through the Conceptual Framework of Latino Critical Race Theory and 

Asymmetry.  Using this Conceptual Framework, implications of each of these 

themes was presented to unify the voices to an impact beyond the decision-

making process.  This study extends beyond the period of interview for these 

families.  They will live with the consequences of their decisions, cognizant that 
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these decisions greatly affect the academic and linguistic success of their children 

throughout their educational careers. 

After a thorough analysis of the qualitative data through the lens of Latino 

Critical Race Theory, I will present my summary of the findings and reactions to 

the voices of the parents and administrators who graciously offered their time and 

experiences to this study.  I will then present recommendations to school 

administrators, families, and policy makers regarding Dual Language enrollment, 

particularly in relation to English Language Learners. 
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Chapter Five 

Summary, Reactions, and Recommendations 

 

“Teaching Spanish to white kids is all the rage – even in Mexican-

bashing Arizona.”  (Spanish Dip, Phoenix New Times, August 4, 

2011). 

 

Introduction and Organization 

 In the previous four chapters I have provided a background to the issue of 

de-selection of Dual Language programs by parents of students in Phoenix 

metropolitan schools.  The literature has shown reasons for parental choice, 

stemming from enrichment opportunities to academic achievement, particularly 

for English Language Learners.  The parents in this study may have shared some 

of those experiences, yet have engaged in a process defined as de-selection.  The 

Conceptual Framework for the study was two-fold.  The first of these was one of 

Asymmetry, or as defined in the study, a Desired or Created Asymmetry.  The 

second was Latino Critical Race Theory, a field of study examining power and 

privilege in relation to issues significant to Latinos, in this case language.  Using 

these frameworks as the lens for analysis, I have studied 3 schools, interviewing 

10 parents who have de-selected Dual Language and 2 administrators at the 

school or district level with oversight over these 3 schools.  Using qualitative 

research methods and analyses, the parents have shared their experiences, 

centralized around three themes—Desired or Created Asymmetry, Choice as a 
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Family Decision, and the Impact of Legislative Mandate on enrollment of Dual 

Language programs.  After presenting each of these themes, I discussed the 

implications they had on the Dual Language programs of the study. 

 In Chapter 5 I will provide my conclusions and reactions to the study and 

recommendations to affected stakeholders.  In the first section on conclusions and 

reactions, I will discuss the following three themes—commodifying Spanish, the 

impact of the AZELLA test on Dual Language, and the tremendous impact of the 

denial of entry into Dual Language for English Language Learners.  This impact 

is on the lack of opportunity to experience an enrichment program, less 

opportunity for academic content through inclusion in the SEI program, and 

significantly less academic growth, particularly in mathematics. 

 Although I have a reaction to the study I have been engaged in for over a 

year, as Rossman and Rallis (2003) suggest is one of the rationale for qualitative 

studies, I have taken an emancipatory approach to this dissertation, with a social 

justice intention.  That social justice end can be acted upon by numerous 

stakeholders in Dual Language settings, or in the field of second language 

acquisition in regards to English Language Learners.  For those for whom the 

study was conducted and this research was written come recommendations for 

actions they may be able to take to positively affect the school communities who 

are able to provide this resource.  The recommendations will be extended to five 

educational stakeholders:  recommendations for future research, recommendations 

for school administrators, recommendations for parents, recommendations for 
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program design, and recommendations for policy-makers in the field of language 

policy in Education.   

Conclusions and Reactions 

 In this section I will present three conclusions about the study, considering 

the research, the Conceptual Frameworks, and the analysis of the data.  The first 

of these is the commodification of language.  The second is the relevance and 

reliability of the measure for identifying second language learners.  The third is 

the access to educational opportunity and growth for second language learners in 

language policy-restrictive environments like Arizona. 

Language is a means of communication that connects us with others.  

Consider the power of language as theorized by Maria Montessori (1949/1988) in 

the following: 

So it happens that a language is a kind of wall which encloses a 

given human company, and separates it from all others.  And this, 

perhaps, is why ‘the word’ has always had a mystical value for 

man’s mind; it is something that unites men even more closely than 

nationality.  Words are bonds between men, and the language they 

use develops and ramifies according to the needs of their minds.  

Language, we may say, grows with human thought. (pp. 98-99) 

Language is something available to all—everyone has an equal opportunity to 

access it.  That is, until it is given exclusionary status.  When that occurs, 

language is transformed from a free resource to a transferred commodity.  This is 

why the field of language policy is so critical.  When open and inclusive forms of 
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policy are focused on helping all gain access to this resource, language maintains 

neutrality.  However when language policy becomes restrictive, language truly 

attains a value that sets one group in a position of power, deciding who can have 

access to this commodity and who cannot. 

 What is most frightening about the language policy of determining that 

only those with English fluency can have access to other languages in the 

schooling context is that the true owners of the language and culture historically 

are being left out of the equation.  The state, through direct action of giving 

practice directives and limitations to policy, are trying to take ownership of the 

Spanish language from native Spanish speakers and transfer it to the English 

proficient population, who in many respects are affluent and white.  This reality is 

at the heart of LatCrit—when legislative action seeks to maintain positions of 

power and privilege of non-Latinos over Latinos.  In a time of intense furor about 

immigration policy in Arizona, language policy is just as restrictive.  It appears 

that a transference of power and privilege of access to Spanish is using language 

as a tool of opportunity against the new majority (Latinos) that is needing to be 

limited through these policies.  Language policy is chief among the Civil Rights 

struggles of this generation, and should matter to any disenfranchised group as 

well as to all who are working for issues of social justice.  As the quote from 

Montessori tells us, language is a human creation and protection of access to 

language is an issue for humanity to work toward. 

 The PHLOTE Home Language Survey is a tool that identifies families 

exposed to a second language in the home.  A child who has the influence of 
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languages other than English in the home is then given the AZELLA test that 

determines whether or not they will be classified as an English Language Learner.  

When that label serves to identify students who may need more resources or 

provides direction to differentiated learning strategies teachers may employ when 

working with them, it is easy to see a meaningful purpose to the instrument.  

However when this label then forces the child to be put in a segregated 

environment and denied access to other learning opportunities, there is an issue 

with Civil Rights, and a social justice imperative.   

 Does, however, the AZELLA over-identify students who may not have 

difficulties with fluency, but rather language development?  The only students 

that are given the AZELLA test are those who have a home influence of a 

language other than English.  I would almost guarantee, however, that there are 

students with no other language influence that would not pass the AZELLA.  If 

we tested everyone on the AZELLA, would we then find non-PHLOTEs 

identified as English Language Learners?  The answer, resoundingly, is yes.  The 

policy decision to test for the purpose of identifying can have positive effects.  

But what then are the consequences of being identified?  Because of the 

restrictive and segregative nature of language policy in Arizona, the AZELLA is a 

form of language profiling, with the same negative effect and social scourge of 

racial profiling.   

 The enrollment trends in the schools of the study are clear, and will be not 

a trend, but rather a reality of future Dual Language or Foreign Language 

Immersion programs created in Arizona.  English Language Learners are 
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excluded from full participation in Dual Language programs in the state and will 

continue to be.  The consequences of this language profiling begin with exclusion 

from programming.  But when we examine the effect on achievement, it becomes 

criminal. 

 English Language Learners who can no longer be enrolled in Dual 

Language classrooms must now be placed in SEI classrooms.  Even the language 

of the prior sentence speaks to the restrictiveness of this policy – enrolled = active 

or a choice, placed = passive or a decision made by another for someone.  Now 

that these English Language Learners are in SEI classrooms, what does that mean 

for their future?   

 There is less opportunity for academic content.  The model in the SEI 

classroom in Arizona (Arizona English Language Learner Task Force, 

2008) requires that 4 hours of instruction per day be spent teaching 

reading, vocabulary, grammar, writing, and oral conversations.  During 

these 4 hours, the standards used are taken from the “Arizona K-12 

English Language Learner Proficiency Standards and the related Discrete 

Skills Inventory” (p. 5).  The learning standards are not taken from the 

Arizona State Standards for English Language Arts, but rather these 

English Language Proficiency (ELP) standards.  Also, with 4 hours of 

instruction mandated to be on the ELP Standards, there is less time given 

in mathematics, science, and social studies, since these subjects are 

prohibited from being embedded as content during English Language 

Development blocks in the SEI model. 
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 There is less opportunity for status proficiency on AIMS.  We have just 

seen how there is less opportunity for academic content, yet these English 

Language Learners are still expected to reach proficiency on Arizona’s 

Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS), the annual test to determine 

student academic achievement and used to hold schools accountable to 

federal and state expectations.  No Child Left Behind (2002) still calls for 

students in significant sub-groups, including English Language Learners, 

to achieve at the same Annual Measurable Objectives as all other learners, 

however without the same full access to the Arizona State Standards all 

other students have. 

 There is less opportunity for growth as measured by AIMS.  Value-added 

growth data will now be a minimum of 50% of the calculation as the 

determinant of school labels in Arizona.  Moves to value-added growth 

acknowledge the faultiness in expecting all students to reach the same 

benchmarks at the same time, when they are not beginning at the same 

point.  Value-added growth expectations call for students to make at least 

one year of growth after one year of instruction, and can measure this 

growth given multiple points of data and growth-range expectations for 

any given status point for a determined period of instruction.  How reliable 

will value-added growth measures be, however, when students are not 

given one year of instruction on the standards (replacing English 

Language Arts Standards with ELP Standards), yet assessed on those 

standards, nonetheless?   
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The policy implications of using status or growth measures for a language 

sub-group that does not have full access to the standards is tremendous.  Without 

Civil Rights protection under the Equal Protection Clause, language minority 

students will continue to see an achievement gap. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

 This study contributes to the body of research on parental choice with 

regard to Dual Language studies, within the Conceptual Framework of Latino 

Critical Race Theory.  Due to the delimitations of the study, and the exclusion of 

particular stakeholders, the work of researchers contributing to this field is far 

from complete.  My recommendations for further research are the following: 

 Broaden the scope of the study:  With more Dual Language programs in 

other parts of the southwestern United States, the study of de-selection is 

likely broader than metropolitan Phoenix.  Generalizations can be made 

with a broader group in a study.  Given the nature of the restrictive 

language policy of Arizona, aspects of this study may not be able to be 

replicated, or perhaps even the idea of de-selection, primarily in respect to 

English Language Learners, may not apply in other areas.  However, there 

are places, California in particular, with Dual Language programs and 

restrictive language policies that may allow for a broader research group. 

 Include the voice of the teachers:  The first theme of the findings of 

Chapter Four—Desired or Created Asymmetry—would have been a 

wonderful opportunity to hear the voice of the teachers.  Parents were 

interviewed and spoke about what teachers said to them, however I was 
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unable to triangulate that data directly with teachers.  I did hear 

corroborating accounts from other parents and administrators, however 

hearing the words from teachers would provide another perspective from 

which to examine this phenomenon. 

 Quantify the impact on English Language Learners through growth data:  

Accountability measures in the state of Arizona will no longer just include 

status measures (measure of student performance against a standard or 

Annual Measurable Objective), but also include value-added growth 

indicators.  In Dual Language programs where there are some English 

Language Learners, such as the Washington/Lincoln schools of the study 

(oral proficient), or in less policy restrictive states, measure the growth 

data of English Language Learners in Dual Language against English 

Language Learners in English immersion programs. 

Recommendations for School Administrators 

 As a school administrator of a Dual Language program, this study was 

enlightening as to the perceptions of parents who were enrolled in my school 

programs, as one who creates localized policy, and as one who is responsible for 

the communication of program goals and restrictions.  The administrators who 

participated in the study were able to share some of their experiences with both 

teachers and parents, challenges they have, and creativity in hurdling some of the 

greatest obstacles over the past 13-15 years with their programs.  Given this 

forum for addressing school needs as presented by the parents and administrators, 
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my recommendations for school administrators of Dual Language programs 

would include the following: 

 Become involved in or create a learning consortium:  Professional 

Learning Communities are able to create change by joining experience, 

study, and further practice.  Within the city of Phoenix there are at least 4 

full Dual Language schools, with 4-6 Foreign Language Immersion 

programs in existence and more in the developmental stages.  Sharing 

ideas, resources, successes, and failures will strengthen each school 

individually as well as create an organization that can lobby for political 

change. 

 Re-evaluate program goals and program design:  The program you 

created most likely has changed with time.  There are legal constructs that 

certainly change the way business is done.  Conduct a needs assessment 

with your teachers, students, and parents to assure that your program 

design meets your outcomes. 

 Annually educate parents of language learners:  Hold a meeting at both 

the beginning and end of each school year to inform the parent community 

of Dual Language and English Language Learners (especially recent 

Reclassified Year 1 Proficient students) of their language learning options.  

Many of those Year 1 Reclassified students may have wanted to enroll in 

Dual Language a year or two ago and are now fully eligible.  This is a 

prime opportunity to augment the number of bilingual participants in the 

program.  The parents of students who are in the SEI class should know 
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and be informed that their child is qualified to participate upon 

reclassification, as an incentive and also to serve as a reminder that 

admission is not dependent on entry from kindergarten (if that, indeed, is a 

value that your program shares). 

 Heed the cautions of research:  Dual Language education is an enriching 

experience, promotes elevated levels of cognition and brain function in 

both hemispheres, and is the best long-range option of English language 

acquisition for English Language Learners presented in research (Alanís 

and Rodríguez, 2008; Lindholm-Leary, 2001, Lindholm-Leary and Block, 

2010; Thomas & Collier, 1997).  As Pimentel et. al. (2008) warn, 

however, as more schools look to Dual Language models, there are 

pitfalls.  It should not be looked to as what Pimentel et. al. (2008) warned 

as  a ‘universal cure to the achievement gap’ that will solve all problems 

(p. 202).  In fact without careful examination and planning, more social 

problems can be created.  Look at the studies with staff members (Valdés, 

1997; Amrein and and Peña, 2000; Freeman, 2000; Fitts, 2006, Bearse and 

de Jong, 2008; Pimentel et. al., 2008; Palmer, 2010) and plan for success 

and avoiding these pitfalls. 

Recommendations for Parents 

 The parents in this study struggled with keeping abreast of the changes in 

policy, how policy was being enacted, how their child qualified for programs 

within the schools, and why their older children qualify for one program and their 

younger ones do not.  The parents appear resolved to the fact that they are in the 
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dark on this dependency on the school for answers.  My recommendations for 

parents are as follows: 

 Form a Dual Language parent group:  One way parents get the attention 

and time of administrators is in unison toward a cause.  When a group of 

parents then has the ear of the administrator, questions can be asked, 

perhaps on an individual situation, that the group can learn from.  But 

more important than the time or audience of the administrator is the power 

of the collective over the individual.  An idea in the mind of one person 

can often remain just an idea, but when shared with others with a shared 

goal and interest, it can grow into a movement. 

 Advocate for change:  Out of fear stemming from racial discord, profiling, 

or legal documentation status, many parents are not comfortable 

advocating for change at a community level.  The school is the one place 

within the community parents feel safest.  It is incumbent on 

administrators to foster this sense of security for parents, but the parent’s 

responsibility to act within it. 

Recommendations for Program Design 

 DSESD and CVESD both took an entire year to study program models, 

create goals and plans, recruit teachers, and educate a community before 

implementation.  Since then, each school or district program has experienced 

major changes at the hands of increasingly restrictive external language policy.  

Each school or district program has also refined and reconfigured their program 



141 
 

multiple times.  The rationale for this stems from a practice of both groups to be 

shared along with additional recommendations for program design. 

 Assure strong instructional leadership:  Strong, effective leaders know 

that a policy of shared leadership will yield great results, as the burden, 

tasks, and responsibilities, as well as the rewards, victories, and clearing of 

hurdles will be shared.  A member of the school’s instructional leadership 

team (principal, assistant principal, instructional coach, collaborative peer 

teacher, or master teacher) should be well experienced with, trained in, or 

familiar with second language acquisition theory matched to Dual 

Language guiding principles.   

 Assure annual review:  Goals should always be set based on collected 

data.  The best way for a school to collect both quantitative and qualitative 

data on program effectiveness is through a needs assessment that is 

conducted, analyzed, and addressed annually. 

 Use research as a guide:  There are significant studies that have 

experimented with program design among varied racial, linguistic, and 

socioeconomic backgrounds.  Although not an assurance of success or 

failure to your individual endeavor, generalized results can be taken into 

account when designing or re-examining program configurations. 

Recommendations for Educational Policymakers 

 Policymakers hold an important responsibility in the educational world, as 

their actions create consequences that result in everyday teaching and learning 

outcomes.  Policies with positively stated objectives, such as No Child Left 
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Behind, can easily end with punitive accountability measures, narrowing 

curricular foci, and instructional practices that focus more on outcomes than 

critical thinking, metacognition, and developing schema.  In the United States as a 

whole, but particularly in Arizona, policymakers would be well served to consider 

the constituents they are serving in the through the following recommendations: 

 Consider relevant, widely-accepted research in the field before creating 

policy:  The research base for Arizona’s 4-hour SEI Model used by the 

SEI Task Force is based on a 2-hour model in California, which is still in 

stark contrast to the generally accepted field of language acquisition 

theory.  Interestingly enough, Spanish immersion programs are highly 

popular among white, affluent families.  Consider if instead of using 

language learning-specific strategies that fostered scaffolding learning 

objectives with content objectives, the teachers considered speaking all 

day, every day in Spanish to your child, holding them accountable to all 

measures in that target language, and within 1 year expecting fluency 

before granting access to a full curriculum.  Policymakers would be 

outraged by that possibility, yet have made it a reality for a generation of 

English Language Learners.   

 Work with experts in the field of theory and practice:  Policymakers, in the 

political arena, are charged with making decisions and writing legislation.  

They should look to multiple theorists and practitioners, with localized 

interests and experiences.  The universities are where those who are 

conducting studies to broaden the field of study.  The schools are where 
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those theories are being practiced.  Policymakers should look to utilize all 

the resources of knowledge from within the community to assist them in 

constructing future legislation.  In the course of this study, I was forced to 

consider the possibilities of convergent and divergent theories in 

presenting the literature related to the field, and in fact it was one of the 

theories cautioning about Dual Language practice that served as one of the 

two Conceptual Frameworks of the study.  Different ways of thinking 

provide further clarity and open eyes and minds to multiple perspectives, 

which appears to be a missing trait in policy decision-making. 

 Consider the effects of the policy, not just the objectives:  As mentioned 

before, effects can be detrimental, despite positive thinking.  In the field of 

language policy, English Only proponents claim that fluency in English is 

the best determinant of future success for children in the United States, so 

a policy that helps students get there faster is the best approach.  When 

stated in such ways, there is positive intent.  But we have seen the social 

and educational consequences of such restrictive policy.  These effects 

could be and were foreseen.  Policymakers chose not to act based on such 

potential, but rather looking at the positively stated outcome.   

 

LatCrit as a Lens for Dual Language De-selection 

 The field of Latino/a Critical Race Theory was chosen as a conceptual 

framework for this study in the assertion that legal precedent in creating 

restrictive language policy in the state of Arizona maintains an institutionalized 
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segregation of English Language Learners and precludes them from primary 

language instruction that could serve as an enriching means of connecting 

language learning with academic content.  Pérez Huber’s (2011) research calls for 

an end to restrictive language policy in California, which served as the model for 

Arizona’s policies.  In its place, she calls for “asset-based” replacements, the 

types of which Dual Language studies allow, using primary language as a tool 

holding content and meaning that would allow easier transfer of knowledge 

through a second language as well as allowing Latino students to serve as 

language models.   

 The LatCrit perspective that cannot be lost is clearly that enactment of 

restrictive language policy has been a racially institutionalized means of 

segregation of students by language resulting in further achievement gaps.  

Gándara and Orfield (2010) remind us not only of the widening achievement gap 

for English Language Learners, but particularly juxtaposed with states like 

California and Arizona that are beacons of English-only, to states such as Texas 

and New Mexico, where bilingual programs are offered.  I hope for the evolution 

of the understandings of the value of bilingualism in the way Espinoza-Herold 

(2003) advocates for bilingual education as a value to the community, not just a 

particular group within that community.   

Conclusions on the Study 

 As a proponent of positive learning experiences for second language 

learners, I see value to obtaining fluency, but also see the process as critical to the 

learner.  I have successfully learned a second language (Spanish) to a point of 
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fluency.  It has positively impacted my work opportunities, my travel experiences, 

and my exposure to a different way of processing.  I have also spent a year trying 

to learn a third (Japanese) that could have had the same impact.  That year was 

ripe with opportunity, but filled with pressure to perform, when I, as a learner, 

still needed to be in a silent period around those close to me so I could make my 

mistakes in what I considered a safe environment.  I approach the field of 

language learning as a full, active participant, who has felt the thrill of victory and 

the agony of defeat.  As a practitioner in the field of education within a language-

learning context, I feel theoretically and empathetically compelled to consider the 

learner of language first in the learning experience.  This is the problem with 

language policy in Arizona today.  Too many decisions are made from a 

framework of deciding what can happen to others rather than for others.   

 Words in the title of my study may make it appear to be a negative study 

about Dual Language program—“choice against” and “de-selection.”  The truth 

of the matter, as we have learned from the voices of the parents, is not that just 

parents have made a choice against Dual Language or that they have de-selected 

the program.  These families face the reality that policies have chosen against 

their families and de-selected them as participants.  The saddest part is that their 

language, their culture, their identity is being used as the commodity in this 

transaction, and being given as an enrichment opportunity for others.   

 It is my sincere hope that this study can add to the field of study on 

language policy and Dual Language education in a way that will impact and 
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influence policymakers toward more open, accepting measures so that language 

can be a token of appreciation and understanding, available to all. 
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Parent Interview Questions—Session 1 (English) 

Interview 1:  Focused Life History 

 What language(s) was(were) spoken in your house as you grew up? 

 Where did you attend school?   

 What do you feel your parents’ goals were for you in school? 

 What were the languages you studied in elementary school?  Describe 

your experience as a student with learning language. 

 What were your experiences in school with the critical aspects of 

language:  reading, writing, listening, and speaking the language? 

 How were your parents able to assist you with language learning for 

school work? 

 Describe your parents’ communication with teachers in the school. 

 As you looked to enroll your children in school and were presented with 

the option of Dual Language, what were your hopes in enrolling them in 

the program? 
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Parent Interview Questions—Session 2 (English) 

Interview 2:  Dual Language Experience Details 

 Describe the experience your children had when they began in the Dual 

Language program? 

 What were observations your children made about learning in the Dual 

Language program?  How does that compare to observations you made 

about their experience in Dual Language? 

 As you considered your younger child’s enrollment, you chose to not 

enroll in Dual Language.  What led to that decision? 

 As you look back on making that decision, were there any events outside 

of the school in the community, city, or state that affected it?  Describe 

it(them). 
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Parent Interview Questions—Session 3 (English) 

Interview 3:  Reflection on De-selection 

 What are observations your child(ren) are making about learning in the 

Mainstream English program?  How does that compare to observations 

you are making about their experience in Mainstream English? 

 Have any of your views changed about language learning now that your 

younger children are not in Dual Language? 

 Are there any factors that could lead you toward re-enrollment in Dual 

Language programs for your younger children?  What changes would need 

to occur? 

 Is there anything more I should know about your experiences or your 

child’s experiences that led you to choose not to enroll your younger 

child(ren) in Dual Language? 
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 Parent Interview Questions—Session 1 (Spanish) 

Interview 1:  Focused Life History 

 ¿Qué idioma habló en su casa mientras que Ud. creció para arriba? 

 ¿Dónde atendió a la escuela? 

 ¿Qué siente que las metas de sus padres eran para Ud. en escuela?  

 ¿Cuáles eran las idiomas que Ud. estudió en escuela primaria?  Describa 

su experiencia como estudiante con aprender idiomas. 

 Cuáles eran sus experiencias en escuela con los aspectos críticos de 

estudiar idiomas:  ¿lectura, escritura, escuchando, y hablando el idioma? 

 ¿Cómo podían sus padres asistirle con el aprendizaje de idiomas para el 

trabajo de la escuela?  

 Describa la comunicación de sus padres con los profesores en la escuela. 

 Cuando Ud. anticipaba matricular a sus niños en escuela y fue presentado 

con la opción del programa de doble idioma, ¿cuáles eran sus esperanzas 

en matricularlos en el programa?  
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Parent Interview Questions—Session 2 (Spanish) 

Interview 2:  Dual Language Experience Details 

 Describa la experiencia que sus niños tenían cuando comenzaron en el 

programa de doble idioma. 

 ¿Cuáles eran las observaciones sus niños hicieron sobre aprender en el 

programa de doble idioma?  ¿Cómo eso compara a las observaciones que 

usted hizo sobre su experiencia en doble idioma? 

 Mientras usted consideraba su inscripción de un niño más joven, usted 

eligió no matricular en doble idioma.  ¿Qué condujo a esa decisión? 

 Al reflejar en tomar esa decisión, ¿había acontecimientos fuera de la 

escuela en la comunidad, ciudad, o estado que la habia afectado?  

Descríbalo.  
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Parent Interview Questions—Session 3 (Spanish) 

Interview 3:  Reflection on De-selection 

 ¿Cuáles son las observaciones su niño(s) están haciendo sobre aprender en 

el programa de puro inglés?  ¿Cómo eso compara a las observaciones que 

usted está haciendo sobre su experiencia en puro inglés?  

 ¿Cualesquiera de sus opiniones han cambiado sobre el aprendizaje de 

idiomas ahora que sus niños más jóvenes no están en doble idioma? 

 ¿Hay factores que podrían conducirle hacia la re-inscripción en el 

programa de doble idioma para sus niños más jóvenes?  ¿Qué cambios 

necesitarían ocurrir? 

 ¿Hay cualquier cosa más que debo saber sobre sus experiencias o las 

experiencias de su niño eso le condujeron a elegir no matricular a su niño 

más joven en doble idioma?  
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Focus Group Questions 

 What is your current role in the school?  

 Describe the model used in your school/district dual language program. 

 What is the demographic enrollment in your DL program? 

 How long have you been at your school/district, specifically in relation to 

the DL program?  

 Describe the evolution of your role with the dual language program at 

your school over the years. 

 As parents enter the program, they are given information about the legal 

aspects of being part of a language program other than English in Arizona.  

What is some of the important information all parents must know as they 

express interest in their child being in dual language? 

 Do parents typically ask questions when given this information?  What 

information is asked? 

 5 years ago, what would you have identified as the most successful aspects 

of your program? 

 What do you feel are the most successful aspects of your program 

currently? 

 What may have contributed to the change in the successful aspects of your 

program during that time? 

 Over the past 5 years, there has been significant change in language policy 

in the state of Arizona.  Describe the effects of that on your program. 
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 What are the key roles that administrators play in the enrollment of 

students in language programs in the school/district?   

 What strategies do you employ to attract parents to your school for the DL 

program, retain parents at the school, and encourage parent participation in 

the process of schooling (beyond extra-curriculars or community 

programs)? 

 What are the rationale parents have given you over the years as to why 

they initially join the DL program or why some may have chosen to leave? 

 What enrollment trends have you noticed over the years? 

 What can you attribute some of the trends to? 
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FORMS 
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APPENDIX C 

INFORMED CONSENT FORMS AND IRB EXEMPTION 
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