
 
 
TEACHER POSITIONALITY VIS-À-VIS LATINX ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS: A  

MIXED-METHODS EXPLORATION OF IDENTITY, AGENCY, AND POLICY 
APPROPRIATION 

 

 

 

A Dissertation 
Submitted to the Faculty of the  

Graduate School of Arts and Sciences 
of Georgetown University 

in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of  
Doctor of Philosophy 

in Linguistics 
 

 

 

 

By 

 

 

 

Rachel A. Thorson, M.S. 

 

 

 

Washington, DC 
June 05, 2020 

 

 

 



 ii 

Copyright 2020 by Rachel A. Thorson 
All Rights Reserved 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 iii 

 
TEACHER POSITIONALITY VIS-À-VIS LATINX ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS: A 

MIXED-METHODS EXPLORATION OF IDENTITY, AGENCY, AND POLICY 
APPROPRIATION 

 

Rachel A. Thorson, M.S. 

Dissertation Advisor: Alison Mackey, Ph.D. 

ABSTRACT  

Latinx students account for 78% of the English Language Learners (ELLs) in U.S. public schools 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2017), while the majority of U.S. public school teachers schools 

are White, non-Latinx women who grew up speaking English (Haddix, 2017; U.S. Department 

of Education, 2019). The disparities between this heterogeneous student population and 

homogenous teaching force, combined with research showing that teachers in general are not 

prepared to address issues concerning Latinx students (Busto Flores, Hernández Sheets, Riojas 

Clark, 2011; Ramírez, 2016) and the persistence of support and achievement gaps between 

White and Latinx students (Lavandez & Colón-Muñiz, 2018; Hernández, 2018) point to the need 

for a deeper understanding of the beliefs and practices of teachers of Latinx ELLs. This 

dissertation utilized a mixed-methods design combining qualitative small story research with a 

questionnaire to explore the connections across teachers’ identities, agency, and advocacy in 

relation to their Latinx English language learners and the language policies at play in public high 

schools.  

Findings showed that facets of teachers’ identities including teaching experience, travel, 

education, linguistic repertoire, and family ties are all intertwined with the ways teachers 

position themselves toward and report advocating for Latinx ELLs in U.S. public high schools. 

Findings also showed that teachers have very different stances toward what it means to be a good 

teacher, suggesting that teachers who believe they are acting in the best interest of their students 
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may be harming them by, for example, having lower expectations of them (Lavadenz & Colón-

Muñiz, 2018) or reproducing raciolinguistic discourses such as “Spanish is the past, English is 

the future” (Flores, Lewis, & Phuong, 2018). Together, these findings hold relevance for 

researchers, teachers, school administrators, and educational policymakers at all levels and 

suggest the need for antiracist, decolonizing research on Latinx ELLs and their teachers (Flores, 

2017; Motha, 2020), for critical teacher education that prepares current and pre-service teachers 

to address the needs of a growing population of Latinx students (Ramírez, Faltis, & de Jong, 

2018; Anya, 2020), and for the recruitment and retention of Latinx teachers and teachers of color 

(Haddix, 2010; Lavadenz & Colón-Muñiz, 2018).  
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Chapter 1: Introduction: Why (Teachers of) Latinx English Language Learners 

This study examines the positionality and advocacy efforts of teachers of English 

Language Learners (ELLs) working in U.S. public high schools vis-à-vis their Latinx1 students. 

By focusing on the appropriation of policies affecting teachers both in and outside the classroom, 

this study explores how teacher identities and positionality relate to self-reported advocacy 

efforts on behalf of high school Latinx students. While the students at the heart of this 

dissertation are Latinx ELLs with a variety of linguistic backgrounds, as are 78% ( 3.8 million) 

of the ELLs in U.S. public schools (U.S. Department of Education, 2017), the majority of 

teachers in this study and in U.S. public schools in general are White, non-Latinx women who 

grew up speaking English (Haddix, 2017; Haddix, 2008; U.S. Department of Education, 2019). 

The disparities between this heterogeneous student population and homogenous teaching force, 

combined with research showing that teachers in general are not prepared to address issues 

concerning Latinx students (García, 2010; Busto Flores, Hernández Sheets, Riojas Clark, 2011; 

Ramírez, 2016), the persistence of support and achievement gaps between White and Latinx 

students (Madrid, 2011; Lavandez & Colón-Muñiz, 2018; Hernández, 2018)  and the endurance 

of White hegemonic and colonizing discourses in education (Flores, 2016; Motha, 2020), point 

to the need for a deeper understanding of the beliefs and practices of teachers of Latinx ELLs.  

In the literature, our perceptions of the complex relationship between teacher beliefs and 

practices have been enhanced by studies on policy in educational contexts (de Jong, 2008; 

Johnson & Freeman, 2010; Malsbary & Applegate, 2014; Ramírez, Vickery, Salinas, & Ross, 

2016), which have shown that a focus on local contexts allows for a deeper understanding of 

how top-down policies affect teacher practices, how policy is “appropriated” (Johnson & 

 
1 A gender-neutral alternative to the terms Latino/Latina. Latin@ and Latino/a are also used in the English-speaking 
world, while in the Spanish-speaking world, the preferred gender-neutral term is latin@. 
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Freeman, 2010, p. 14) by teachers, and the overarching discourses that shape both policy and 

teacher practices. The framework of policy appropriation, as imposed to policy implementation, 

adopted here emphasizes the idea that educators have an active role in the language policy 

process; in other words, they do not simply enact the policies at play in the language classroom 

(Levinson & Sutton, 2001; Johnson & Freeman, 2010).  And, as Johnson (2013) notes, whether 

policies are top-down (developed by some governing body) or bottom-up (micro-level or 

grassroots); explicit (officially documented in a written or spoken text) or implicit (not 

documented or occurring in spite of official policy); de jure (documented officially in writing) or 

de facto (arising without or despite de facto policies), policy appropriation will occur across 

multiple levels and layers, an argument originally made by Ricento & Hornberger (1996). In the 

case of educational policy, this means that appropriation can occur, for example, at the 

government, district, school, and classroom levels.  

This dissertation also assumes that teachers’ identities and positionality toward their 

students affects how they appropriate the policies affecting their students, as well as the ways 

they advocate for their students’ needs.  I adopt the characterizations of identity and positionality 

given in interactional and sociocultural research paradigms; namely, that identities are not 

deterministic or fixed, that “identity is the social positioning of the self and other” (Bucholtz & 

Hall, 2005, p. 586) and that positionality “encompasses macrolevel demographic categories, 

local ethnographically specific cultural positions, and temporary and interactionally specific 

stances and participant roles” (p. 592). As regards agency, I connect it to the advocacy efforts 

reported by teachers in both the qualitative and quantitative data, and define it as “actions taken 

on behalf of someone else.” 

 To analyze the qualitative data collected for this study, I focus on small stories told by 

teachers that demonstrate the connections between the teachers’ constructed identities and 
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reported advocacy. In general, the literature on educational policy has paid little attention to the 

use of narrative analysis as a means of exploring teachers’ beliefs and practices toward 

marginalized students (Razfar, 2012), although scholars have argued for the use of qualitative 

research methodologies, such as interviews (King & De Fina, 2010) and small stories (Vásquez, 

2012) as necessary for understanding how individuals engage with policy. King and De Fina 

(2010) in particular argue that narratives of everyday experiences illustrate the complex ways in 

which people understand and position themselves relative to policy, and that a greater focus on 

personal agency and individual experience is necessary if we are to understand how policy 

affects individuals within the broader, often “anti-immigrant” (p. 651) socio-political landscape 

of the United States today. 

As concerns small stories, agency, and teacher identities, a recent study on positionality 

and policy appropriation in teachers’ small stories (Thorson Hernández & Subtirelu, 2018) 

explored how teachers’ representations of their identities as being more or less aligned with those 

of their students can be linked to agentive stance and appropriations of local educational policy. 

For example, the data from the study showed that teachers who in their narratives used inclusive 

pronouns like “we” and “us” when talking about themselves and their ELL students (as opposed 

to using “I” and “me” to refer to themselves and  “they” and “them” to refer to their students) 

also shared more narratives related to advocacy efforts on behalf of their students. These 

teachers’ advocacy efforts raged from in-classroom efforts like bringing food and materials to 

school for their students, to in-school advocacy efforts like asking counselors and department 

heads to move misplaced students to classrooms that better met their needs, to in-community 

efforts like attending school board meeting in order to challenge graduation policies affecting 

ELLs. In order to more fully understand the way teachers appropriate policy at different local 

levels, Thorson Hernández & Subtirelu (2018) found that several questions concerning narrative 
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identity and agency needed to be more fully addressed, including why and how teachers 

represent themselves as being more or less aligned with their students, how narrative identities 

relate to agentive stance, and the ways in which both identity and agency may be affected by 

local contexts and educational policies.   

Building on these perspectives, the current study advances our understanding of how 

teachers of English Language Learners in U.S. high schools position themselves towards their 

Latinx ELLs and the policies affecting them. Using a mixed-methods design and adopting a 

“layered perspective” (King & Mackey, 2016, p. 214), the current study analyzed small stories 

and surrounding talk from the interviews of seven focal participants and a questionnaire on 

advocacy tendencies and found that facets of teachers’ identities including teaching experience, 

travel, education, linguistic repertoire, and family ties are intertwined with the ways teachers 

position themselves toward and advocate for Latinx ELLs in U.S. public high schools. Findings 

also showed that teachers have very different stances toward what it means to be a good teacher 

of Latinx ELLs, suggesting that teachers who believe they are acting in the best interest of their 

students may be harming them by, for example, having lower expectations of them (Lavadenz & 

Colón-Muñiz, 2018) or reproducing raciolinguistic discourses such as “Spanish is the past, 

English is the future” (Flores, Lewis, & Phuong, 2018). Together, the findings of this study have 

implications for educators, policymakers, and, hopefully, the Latinx ELLs affected by the 

policies and advocacy efforts discussed in this study. 
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 

This chapter presents an overview of the theoretical foundations and previous research 

that motivate the current study and is divided into four main sections. First, an overview of 

language education policy, including a discussion of teacher beliefs and practices and policy 

appropriation, is provided. The second section covers positionality and includes a discussion of 

the influence of researcher positionality. The third section operationalizes the concepts of 

identity and agency as applies to this study. The fourth section includes an overview of small 

stories and critical narrative analysis, and describes why these were chosen as a lens through 

which to explore the data from the qualitative phrase of this study. The chapter concludes with  

the research questions for the current study. 

2.1. Language Planning and Policy 

The field of what is known today as Language Planning and Policy (LPP) began in the 

1960s as simply language planning (Ricento, 2000; Johnson, 2013) and has undergone three 

important paradigmatic shifts (Hornberger, 2006). Early LPP research tended to follow a mostly 

rational/positivist approach (e.g. Rubin, 1971) and focused on the use of language planning to, 

for example, modernize or unify nations via the management of linguistic resources. Towards the 

end of the 1970s, the realization that these modernizing and nation-building efforts often failed 

(Spolsky, 2009) and that terms like “native speaker” and “mother tongue” (Davies, 1991) were 

not neutral led to LPP entering its second phase. In this phase, there was a growing awareness of 

the negative effects and limitations of language planning theories and the fact that linguistic 

behavior is influenced by social factors like speaker attitudes, as well as greater social and 

political forces (Ricento, 2000). In the third and current phase of LPP, researchers have turned to 

more descriptive/critical models, frameworks, and methodological perspectives, including but 
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not limited to the historical-structural approach (e.g. Tollefson, 1991), postmodernism (e.g. 

Pennycook, 1989), (critical) ethnography (e.g. Canarajah, 1993; King, 2001), and critical 

discourse analysis (e.g. Wodak, 2001). According to Ricento (2000), "the key variable which 

separates the older, positivistic/technist approaches from the newer critical/postmodern ones is 

agency, that is, the role(s) of individuals and collectivities in the processes of language use, 

attitudes, and ultimately policies" (p. 208), although Ricento also describes many political and 

real world changes (e.g. the breakup of the Soviet Union and the repatriation of former colonies 

like Hong Kong) that also contributed to changes in the approaches LPP scholars took towards 

their work. I return to this idea of agency later in this chapter. As Ricento and Hornberger (1996) 

point out, neither the positivist nor the more critical approaches to LPP can necessarily predict 

the outcomes of a particular policy or show a clear-cut cause-and-effect relationship between 

policies and the outcomes of implementing said policies. More critical, descriptive approaches 

are, however, able to provide richer descriptions of policy processes and contexts by considering 

broader themes like culture, sociology, and political landscape.  

 Definitions of what a language policy itself is abound, and for the purposes of this 

dissertation I have chosen to adopt the definition outlined in Johnson (2013), which states that 

the term “language policy” includes official regulations, "unofficial, covert, de facto, and 

implicit mechanisms, connected to language beliefs and practices" (Johnson, 2013, p. 9), and 

policy processes, discourses, and texts that impact “the structure, function, use, or acquisition of 

language” (Johnson, 2013, p. 9). Language policies in this sense exist and can come from many 

levels: they can be top-down policies mandated by some sort of authority, bottom-up policies 

stemming from communities or individuals directly affected by the policies, as well as “middle” 

policies that come from many different directions.  
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2.1.1. Language Education Policy 

In 1996 Ricento and Hornberger published a piece discussing why LPP, instead of being 

a theoretical field “far removed from the lives of many English Language Teaching (ELT) 

practitioners” (Ricento & Hornberger, 1996, p. 401) is one in which ELT practitioners are 

actively engaged. Ricento and Hornberger (1996) argue that, in their daily dealings with the 

policies that affect them in and outside the classroom, ELT practitioners are actively involved in 

policy processes whereby they decide on, promote, reject, and reinterpret or “appropriate” 

educational policies. Although Ricento and Hornberger focus specifically on ELT practitioners 

in their article, it’s not a stretch to say that all educators are involved in LPP processes by virtue 

of forming part of what Ricento and Hornberger (1996) call the multi-layered “onion” of policy 

– I turn to a more in-depth discussion of this metaphor in the next section. 

2.1.2. Educators and Policy Appropriation 
  

Many recent studies on language education policy have argued that research that seeks to 

understand the interaction between language policy and teacher practice must focus on local 

contexts and explore questions of agency and locally-situated resistance, rather than focusing on 

top-down policies and written policy statements (de Jong, 2008; Johnson & Freeman, 2010; 

Menken & Garcia, 2010; Tollefson, 2015). This represents a shift in attention to the “so-called 

bottom of the educational structure (Menken & Garcia, 2010, p. 3), i.e. classroom practitioners, 

the “heart” of the onion discussed by Ricento and Hornberger (1996) in their metaphor of 

language policy as a multi-layered onion. Ricento and Hornberger (1996) note that critical 

approaches to language policy and planning, especially early ones, have tended to underestimate 

the role of educators, who, they argue, “play a role in reaffirming or opposing language policies 

that affect not only [their] student’s future lives but the lives of our communities and nations as 

well” (p. 422).  
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Johnson and Freeman (2010) also recognize that educators have the power and agency to 

negotiate and reinterpret macro-level policies at the institutional level.  To highlight this power 

of choice, they use the term “appropriation” instead of “implementation” when discussing the 

role of educators in the language policy process, stating that “‘implementation’ implies that 

policy directives are necessarily and predictably implemented” (Johnson and Freeman, 2010, p. 

14), whereas “appropriation” speaks to the fact that educators have the power to (re)interpret, 

apply, or reject educational policies. They argue that policies are not monolithic doctrines that 

are handed down to teachers to be “implemented” with no input from the teachers themselves. 

Instead, they assert that there are both implementational and ideological spaces (Hornberger & 

Johnson, 2007) that can be explored by educators at the local level in order to expand 

educational opportunities for bilingual learners and challenge dominant educational discourses. 

By ideological spaces, Hornberger and Johnson (2007) mean the spaces or opportunities that 

shifting ideologies (e.g. a positive view of translanguaging or negative view of one-way 

immersion) may open up for policy stakeholders to rethink and reinterpret language policies, 

while implementational spaces may refer to anything from actual classrooms to “face-to-face 

interaction in communities to national educational policies and indeed to globalized economic 

relations” (p. 526).  

This idea of ideological and implementational spaces, as well as the greater focus given 

to how individuals appropriate language policies, has been a central component of many recent 

studies in language policy and planning (King & De Fina 2010; Malsbary & Applegate, 2014; 

Ramírez, Vickery, Salinas, & Ross, 2016). In this phase of LPP research, analysis of individual 

agency and reported practices has allowed for a deeper understanding how individuals “shape - 

and are shaped- by language policy” (King & De Fina, 2010, p. 652). Additionally, these studies 

have emphasized the need for continued research on policy in local contexts, as well as the need 
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for a deeper understanding of how teacher positionality toward minority students affects the 

appropriation of language policy affecting these students and their teachers. 

Studies in the areas of critical race theory (Ladson-Billings, 1998; Aveling, 2004, 2006; 

Picower, 2009; Theoharis & Haddix, 2011; Hartlep & Ellis, 2012; Souto-Manning, 2014b) and 

culturally responsive/relevant pedagogy (García-González, Mejía, and Porter, 1999; Sato & 

Lensmire, 2009; Haddix, 2014; Uy, 2016) have argued that teachers, most especially the 

predominately White teaching force employed in the United States today, should be trained to 

engage in critical self-reflection as regards historical and social constructions of race, as well as 

their positionalities and cultural and ethnic biases towards their students. Overall, the studies 

listed above argue that teachers can be agents for change by fostering cultural inclusiveness in 

the classroom and challenging the racial status quo. Ways to foster inclusiveness and challenge 

the status quo mentioned by the authors include training teachers to avoid lumping students into 

too-broad racial categories  (Picower, 2009), helping teachers understand how their values and 

experiences may be different from those of their students (Sato & Lensmire, 2009; Haddix, 2014; 

Uy, 2016), expanding the role of parents of students of color (García-González, Mejía, and 

Porter, 1999), and working to combat the overrepresentation of culturally- and linguistically-

diverse students in “specialized” programs that limit their access to equitable educational 

opportunities, i.e. those available to their more “mainstream” peers (Hartlep & Ellis, 2012). The 

issue of lack of access to equitable educational opportunities is of direct importance to my 

dissertation, because Latinx students in ESOL, Spanish for fluent/heritage speakers, and “high-

intensity” English classes are often denied the educational opportunities given to students in 

Spanish as a foreign/world language classes and non-ESOL core classes. 
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2.2. Positionality 
 

One of the research questions this dissertation seeks to answer focuses on the 

positionality of language teachers toward their Latinx students, but positionality is a construct 

that must be considered when collecting interview data as well. In general, interviews in applied 

linguistics have been viewed as instruments for research, especially in more positivist, product-

oriented quantitative research (Talmy, 2011). This dissertation treats interviews as a type of 

social practice and, in my analysis, I consider both the what (the product, or content) and the how 

(the process, or interactional components) of the interview. This approach both elevates the role 

of the interviewee from a “passive vessel of answers” (Holstein & Gubrium, 2003, p. 70) to a co-

constructor of meaning and recognizes that interviews are sites for the positioning of selves 

(King & De Fina, 2010, p. 656). As King and De Fina also note, this approach to interviews also 

takes into account that alignment and the establishment of rapport between interviewer and 

interviewee shape the interview event, a fact which impacts identity construction within the 

interview. As such, considering interviews as interactional events is central to the idea that 

participants may project different identities depending on how they position themselves relative 

to the personal experiences they describe in an interview, as well as how they position 

themselves relative to the interview itself (De Fina, 2003; De Fina, Schiffrin, & Bamberg, 2006; 

King & De Fina, 2010). 

Approaching interviews from an interactionist perspective is also important because it 

allows the researcher to acknowledge the subjectivity of research or, as Pillow (2003) puts it that 

“where we practice our research, with whom, and why cannot be artificially separated from each 

other” (p. 187). Because of this, interview spaces are not neutral or “unraced” (Chadderton, 

2012). Rather, they are situated spaces that are impacted by interaction, and identity markers 

such as race and gender are themselves performed and negotiated within the interview space, a 
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point which must be considered when analyzing interview data to avoid essentializing 

participants’ views or touting them as “authentic or representative” (Chadderton, 2012, p. 376). 

Ideally, the researcher should try to keep in mind both that identities are constructed locally and 

interactionally, and that our understandings of identity markers like race and gender are often 

based on essentialist views circulated within society (Butler, 1993). One such essentialized view 

that I work to be cognizant of in this dissertation is that of Whiteness.  

Within Applied Linguistics (AL), Whiteness has often been treated as a neutral category 

against which other races are judged (Aveling, 2004; Motha, 2020) and has been, in essence, 

invisible to those who are themselves White. At the same time, through the recycling of 

dominant discourses that uphold the notions of neutral Whiteness and English hegemony (Flores, 

2016), White and non-White teachers alike may perpetuate deficit views of their non-White 

ELLs’ ethnic identities and language backgrounds (Prieto, 2018). In this sense, Whiteness within 

AL research has been both ignored and universalized (Delgado & Stancic, 1997), and it can be 

argued that the overwhelming presence of Whiteness in teacher education literature (Sleeter, 

2001) has been “silencing to the experiences of ‘other’ teachers” (Haddix, 2010, p. 99), though 

there is a significant body of work on non-White preservice and practicing teachers who are, for 

example, Latinx (Tellez, 1999; Clark & Flores, 2001; Guerrero, 2003; Haddix, 2010; Cortés 

Ramírez, Vickery, Salinas & Ross, 2016), Black (Zitlow & DeCoker, 1994; Kornfield, 1999; 

Haddix, 2015), or Asian (Pailliotet, A. W, 1997; Nguyen, H.T, 2008). At the same time, the 

overall number of Latinx, Black, and Asian students in public K-12 classrooms has surpassed 

that of non-Hispanic Whites (Alfaro, Cadiero-Kaplan, & Ochoa, 2018), while, as mentioned in 

the introduction to this dissertation, the majority of public school teachers are still White, non-

Latinx women (Haddix, 2017; U.S. Department of Education, 2019). Given the fact that I and the 

majority of the participants in both the qualitative and quantitative phases of this study are 
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White, non-Latinx women who grew up speaking only English and that this study focuses on 

these teachers’ positionality toward multilingual Latinx ELLs, recognition of the both the racial 

and linguistic differences between the teachers and students of this study and of the history of 

reproducing discourses of White neutrality and English hegemony in U.S. schools is critical. 

This consideration of Whiteness also informed how I approached the examination of 

positionality in my interview data and the narratives drawn from these interviews, as I discuss in 

Section 2.5.  

2.3. Identity 
 

When it comes to constructs that researchers in different paradigms and fields, such as 

psychology, sociolinguistics, linguistic anthropology, applied linguistics, and discourse analysis, 

have approached and analyzed in distinct ways, identity is a perfect example. Definitions of 

identity abound, but one that fits in with contemporary Applied Linguistics research (Block, 

2007a, 2007b; Norton, 2013) that rejects essentialist notions of a biologically or socially 

determined self is the following from Norton, 2013, which states that identity is “how a person 

understands his or her relationship to the world, how that relationship is structured across time 

and space, and how the person understands possibilities for the future” (Norton, 2013, p. 45). 

Under this definition, individuals can be understood to construct their identities by positioning 

themselves in terms of intersecting social categories like gender, social class, and race; the 

complex relationship of such categories to one another is termed “intersectionality” (Block & 

Corona, 2014; Crenshaw, 1991) and is in line with Bucholtz and Hall’s (2005) argument for 

approaching identity as the product (not source) of linguistic practices. Bucholtz and Hall’s 

framework for identity analysis centers on five principles. First, they argue that identity is a 

sociocultural phenomenon that “emerges” (Bucholtz & Holt, 2005, p. 588) through discourse and 

interaction. Second, they argue that identities may encompass macro-level demographic 
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categories, but are also rather locally constructed through discourse and interaction.  Third, in 

discussing how identity is constituted, they assert that identities are formed through indexical 

processes including direct, overt references to categories and more indirect indexicalizations 

through, for example, stance, “the display of evaluative, affective, and epistemic orientations in 

discourse” (Bucholtz & Hall, 2005, p. 595). Fourth, they characterize identities as relational, 

meaning that they only have meaning in relation to other social beings and possible identities. 

Finally, they argue that identity is partial because it is always constructed relationally; in other 

words, because it is locally and contextually constructed, identity changes according to context, 

interlocutor, subject, etc.  

 One way that identities are indexically constructed centers around categorization. 

Categorization in identity research is essentially a claim to membership in certain social groups, 

such as race, ethnicity, and gender. As De Fina and Georgakopoulou (2012) note, “categorization 

is an extremely significant mechanism, not only in storytelling, but in discourse in general, as it 

lays bare the basic assumptions and stereotypical views that members of a group hold with 

respect to themselves and others” (p. 171). Central to many more recent studies of categorization 

in storytelling is analysis that looks at how locally-constructed identities are related to larger-

scale ideologies (King & De Fina, 2010; De Fina, 2000, 2006), an approach that fits well with 

Bucholtz and Hall’s (2005) principle that identities are locally-constructed, while at the same 

time encompassing macro-level demographic categories. Additionally, categorization often goes 

hand in hand with the construct of opposition, whereby speakers explicitly or implicitly position 

themselves by making reference to the group membership and behaviors of others (Davies & 

Harré, 1990; De Fina, 2000; De Fina & Georgakopoulou, 2012). In this dissertation, I argue that 

the constructs of categorization and opposition are useful for understanding teacher identities and 
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positioning centering on ethnicity, especially in light of the findings from the critical race theory 

and culturally responsive/relevant pedagogy literature mentioned in a previous section.  

2.4. Agency and Advocacy 

 Like identity, agency is a construct that has been approached, analyzed, and defined in 

many different ways. For example, in an oft-cited definition of agency, Ahearn (2001) defines it 

as a person’s “socio-culturally mediated capacity to act” (Ahearn, 2001, p. 11), though van Lier 

(2010) argues against the idea that agency must be socio-culturally mediated. Duff (2012) 

characterizes agency as “individuals’ ability to make choices, take control, self-regulate and 

thereby pursue their goals…” (Duff, 2012, p. 416), while Duranti’s (2004) working definition of 

agency states the following:  

Agency is here understood as the property of those entities (i) that have some degree of 

control over their own behavior, (ii) whose actions in the world affect other entities’ (and 

sometimes their own), and (iii) whose actions are the object of evaluation (e.g. in terms of 

their responsibility for a given outcome)” (p. 453).  

In LPP literature, more recent studies have focused on the agency of de facto policy planners or 

“arbiters” (Johnson, 2013), as well as that of “bottom-up” (Hornberger, 1996) stakeholders like 

educators (Menken & Garcia, 2010; Wiley & García, 2016), who as Ricento and Hornberger 

(1996) note, “play a role in reaffirming or opposing language policies that affect not only [their] 

student’s future lives but the lives of our communities and nations as well” (p. 422).  

As regards agency in narrative inquiry, De Fina (2003) characterizes it as the degree of 

initiative narrators ascribe to themselves, also defined as presentation of “the self in action” (p. 

93), while in their 2010 article, King and De Fina argued that “a greater focus on personal 

agency and individual experience is essential” (p. 652) to understand the central LPP question of 
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why individuals do or don’t use certain languages or language varieties and how that choice is 

affected by policy.  

What is clear from the above definitions and frameworks is that agency is strongly tied to 

action, power, and the effect entities can have on their environment; the same could be said about 

advocacy. Indeed, throughout the current dissertation, when I talk about agency, I often connect 

it to teachers’ advocacy efforts on behalf of their Latinx students. Like agency, advocacy holds 

different meanings for different people, but at its core, advocacy is about the action or support of 

a group or cause, and so is similar in many ways to agency, with the addition of the component 

that advocacy is commonly done on behalf of others and may thus be more intentional. In the 

case of educators, it’s necessary to keep in mind that advocating for their students and promoting 

change “requires taking tremendous risks, including the charge of being ‘out-of-compliance’ 

with school regulations and decisions” (Levin, 1998, p. 164).  As Levin points out (Levin, 1998, 

p. 162), teachers essentially have two choices. The first is to accept the status quo, i.e. the 

policies handed down by school administration, boards of education, the Department of 

Education, etc. and the second is to challenge the status quo and advocate for students’ needs by 

appropriating policies so they better serve the needs of their students. As I mentioned in the 

section on policy appropriation, teachers have been shown to appropriate policy and advocate for 

their students on different levels and in different spaces. Some focus their efforts more on the 

classroom (Crawford, 2004; Lima, 2000; López, 2008, Malsbary & Applegate, 2014; Montero-

Sieburth & Pérez, 1987; Rodríguez, 2011) or school (Ernst-Slavit & Wenger, 2006; Pérez, 2004; 

Souto-Manning, 2006), while others take their advocacy efforts outside the school and advocate 

for their students by, for example, becoming involved in community organizations or enacting 

change by focusing on policymakers (Brooks, Jean-Marie, Normore, & Hodgins, 2007; 
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Crawford, 2008; Jean-Marie, 2008; Krovetz & Arriaza, 2006; López, González, & Fierro, 2010; 

Theoharis, 2007; Thorson Hernández & Subtirelu, in press).   

Many studies have also found that teachers tend to engage in a variety of advocacy 

behaviors (Bradley-Levine, 2018; Oliveira, L. C., & Athanases, S. Z., 2007; Nowell & Beem, 

2018; Ramírez, Vickery, Salinas, & Ross, 2016; Thorson Hernández & Subtirelu, 2018), 

combining classroom- and school-based efforts with community efforts. For example, in their 

2016 study, Ramírez, Vickery, Salinas, and Ross (2016) drew from Ruiz's (1984) language 

planning framework and Ramírez and González's (2012) critical Latina agency framework to 

demonstrate how two Latina teachers in Arizona used their cultural knowledge to advocate for 

and elevate both their bilingual students and their communities. The two teachers in their study 

advocated within their classrooms by using Latin American literature and history to facilitate 

discussion of Latinx values and culture, within the school by promoting Latinx student 

organizations, and within the community by, for example, including Latinx parents and the wider 

community in a school literacy project.  

I believe all the aforementioned types of advocacy are valid and important for students, 

and that “advocacy work varies by teacher” (Dubetz & de Jong, 2011, p. 258) and teachers must 

“negotiate [their] actions in [their] own local context” (Dubetz & de Jong, 2011, p. 256). 

Additionally, whether educators are “teacher activists” (Marshall and Anderson, 2009; Picower, 

2012) or “teacher leaders” (Bradley-Levine, 2011), the type(s) of advocacy they engage in may 

often be based on identity or experience (Linville, 2016), as well as their evaluations of the risk 

or personal sacrifices involved in any advocacy efforts they engage in (Athanases & de Oliveira, 

2007).  Furthermore, advocacy is often driven by teachers’ identities, personal experiences 

and/or alignment and experiences with their students (Bradley-Levine, 2012; Collay, 2010; 

Collay 2014). In terms of exploring the aforementioned drivers of advocacy, as well as teachers’ 
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positionality toward their students, small stories and critical narrative analysis, which I discuss 

below, are compelling frameworks of analysis. 

2.5. Small Stories and Critical Narrative Analysis 

 Narrative research has contributed significantly to our understanding of how questions of 

agency and identity can be approached and analyzed, and recent studies in both language policy 

and TESOL have called for the use of small stories as a means of analysis. Small stories 

(Bamberg & Georgakopoulou, 2008) depart from the Labovian (Labov & Waletzky, 1972) “big 

story” framework, and are aligned with the idea of narratives as interpretive tools (De Fina, 

Schiffrin, & Bamberg, 2006) that allow for an examination of the social functions of the 

everyday stories people tell, and how these are important sites for the emergence of narrative 

selves. In terms of what a small story is, the term encompasses a range of narrative activities, 

such as “tellings of ongoing events, future or hypothetical events, and shared (known) events... 

allusions to (previous) tellings, deferrals of tellings, and refusals to tell” (De Fina, Schiffrin, & 

Bamberg, 2006, p. 381). They are often “fleeting moments of a ‘narrative orientation’” (De Fina, 

Schiffrin, & Bamberg, 2006, p. 382) that may realize to different degrees more canonical 

characteristics of narratives like tellership and tellability. Proponents of small story research 

argue that it “shows regard for localized and situated understandings and decisively makes social 

consequentiality of discourse activities part of the analysis” (De Fina & Georgakopoulou, 2012, 

p. 117), and that “we don’t typically tell big stories; rather, we spend much more time in our 

daily lives telling small stories” (Freeman, 2007, p. 156). Additionally, Bamberg (2007) argues 

that interactional positioning is the prime motivation for (small) storytelling because it is the 

means by which storytellers position both themselves and other people, and that narratives in 

general are prime sites for identity construction and analysis (Bamberg, 2011). Overall, identities 

are constructed in situ and vary according to a speaker’s interlocutor, purpose, and the local 
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context, and big stories may prove problematic for research on identity because it “perpetuates 

an image of identity that is much ‘larger’, more continuous, and more stable than small stories 

would suggest’’ (Freeman, 2007, p. 159). Thus, as Vásquez (2012) puts it in her paper on the 

need for small story research in TESOL, “Because language learning and language teaching are 

always a situated, relational process, such a perspective on narrative in TESOL seems essential 

(p. 543). 

In terms of narrative inquiry and LPP, King and De Fina (2010) illustrate how 

individuals’ reports of everyday experiences through narratives show how they engage with 

language policy issues. They argue that a greater focus on personal agency and individual 

experience is necessary if we are to understand how policy affects individuals within what they 

describe as a “broader socio-political context that is overwhelmingly anti-immigrant” (King & 

De Fina, 2010, p. 1). Particularly germane to the current study is their exploration of the ways in 

which their interviewees relate identity to language policy within the frame of an interview, as 

well as their focus on Latinx immigrants as the targets of implicit and explicit U.S. language 

policies. Furthermore, King and De Fina recognize in their study the impact 

researchers/interviewers may play on the positionings of storytellers/interviewees, echoing the 

ideas of dynamicity and interaction discussed in Bamberg and Georgakopoulou (2008).  

Additionally, Razfar (2012) argues that narrative analysis is a useful tool for exploring 

teacher ideologies about marginalized students, especially in contexts involving English 

Language Learners (ELLs). Central to Razfar’s (2012) study is an exploration of how teachers 

use narrative practices to make sense of personal experiences of language policy and to 

formulate and interrogate their own ideologies. His language ideologies (LI) perspective links 

teacher beliefs as expressed through narratives to teacher practices, especially as concerns 

subtractive and additive multilingualism and/or schooling. As is the case with Bamberg and 
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Georgakopoulou (2008) and King and De Fina (2010), Razfar (2012) stresses the fact that 

emergent narratives are interactional, and “should be analyzed as people engaging in 

representation of self within a particular context” (Razfar, 2012, p. 65).   

Finally, my analysis of positionality and agency in the narratives in this study was guided 

by Souto-Manning’s (2014a, 2014b) Critical Narrative Analysis (CNA) approach, which brings 

together Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) and narrative analysis. In CDA research, discourse 

analysts analyze the interplay of ideologies and power in normalized discourses, such as 

neutral/hegemonic Whiteness or a deficit view of Latinx bilingualism (Flores, 2016) in order to 

"promote social action and change" (Souto-Manning, 2014a, p. 161). Such normalized 

discourses, which often center around social inequities, are recycled and often taken for granted 

by members of society as being right or factual. By uniting CDA and narrative analysis, CNA 

enables researchers to connect the stories people tell to larger discourses and events and brings 

awareness to the idea that, as Souto-Manning (2014a) states "…when individuals make sense of 

their experiences through narratives, they bring together the micro (personal) and the macro 

(social or institutional)" (p. 163). Thus, a CNA framework allows for an exploration of the "link 

between macro-level power inequities and micro-level interactional positioning" (Rymes, 2003, 

p. 122). I address how CNA is used to analyze the small stories from my interview data in 

Chapter 3, in which I describe the methodology I used in the current study. 

2.6. Research Questions  

Thus far in this chapter, I have discussed existing frameworks and studies in the literature 

that influenced and guided the current study. These are, namely, language and education policy, 

especially as concerns educators and the ways they respond to, shape, and appropriate policy; 

identity and agency and how these constructs influence teachers’ positionality toward their 

students; and finally, the importance of small stories and CAN as means to examine identity, 
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agency, and positionality within language education policy contexts. Given the importance of 

understanding the relationship between ELL teachers’ identity, agency, and policy appropriation 

vis-à-vis Latinx students, along with the gaps in the current understanding of how teachers 

appropriate policies both in and outside the classroom, the current study aims to answer the 

following research questions: 

1. How do teachers represent themselves in terms of identity and agency in their narratives 

and how do they position themselves toward Latinx ELLs and the policies that affect 

these students? 

2. What is the relationship among identity, agency, and policy appropriation as 

demonstrated by a questionnaire on teacher ideologies and practices?  
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Chapter 3: Research Design and Methodology 

The present chapter is organized as follows. In Section 3.1 I outline recruitment 

procedures and explain my positionality as a researcher. In Section 3.2 I discuss the study design, 

including data collection procedures, materials, and pilot studies, and I present demographic 

information on the participants in the study, as well as the study context. In Section 3.3. I discuss 

data transcription, coding, and analysis. 

3.1. Researcher Positionality 

In the interest of making my own subjectivities explicit and explaining possible biases or 

attributes that contributed to the way I designed the questionnaire and how the interviews I 

conducted were co-constructed with my participants, as well as to allow readers of this study to 

make better judgments re the trustworthiness of the design and claims of this study (Talmy & 

Richards, 2011), I next disclose some facts about myself that no doubt shaped how I approached 

this study and the data collected for it. I am a White researcher in my mid-30s who identifies as 

straight, cisgender, and female. I was born in Bethesda, MD, though I never lived there, and as a 

“Navy brat,” during my childhood I moved more or less every two years to different large cities 

on both the East and West Coasts of the United States and lived in a total of nine cities before the 

age of eighteen. I grew up speaking only English as the second child of two monolingual 

speakers of English from the Twin Cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul, Minnesota. As a young 

adult, I developed multilingual competence after studying French and Spanish in high school, 

and French, Spanish, Arabic, Korean, and Italian in college, during which time I participated in 

study abroad programs to Valencia, Spain and Angers, France. After graduating from college 

with a degree in Spanish and French Literature, my multilingual and multicultural competences 

were further developed after I moved to Querétaro, a large city in central Mexico. I lived in 

Querétaro for a little over eight years and taught Business English to employees of several large 
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companies, such as Daewoo and GE, taught ESOL at the high school and college levels at the 

Tec de Monterrey and Universidad Autónoma de Querétaro, and was an ESOL and Spanish tutor 

to the children of five Korean families living in Mexico. I also took classes in linguistics and 

literature at the Universidad Autónoma de Querétaro for several years to improve my level of 

Spanish before embarking on a master’s degree in linguistics from the same institution, which I 

finished in November 2011; my master’s thesis focused on the acquisition of English phrasal 

verbs by speakers of Spanish and Korean. During my time in Querétaro, I formed several 

important personal relationships, namely with my students, my best friend Patricia, who was a 

member of my master’s cohort, and with my husband, who was also a teacher at the Tec de 

Monterrey. As such, I identify strongly with the Latinx community because a) I lived and taught 

ESOL and Spanish in Mexico for more than eight years during my twenties; b) my husband is 

Mexican (from Mexico City) and our son is Mexican-American; c) my in-laws and best friend 

are Mexican; d) my home life is primarily conducted in Spanish/Spanglish; e) I volunteer with 

the Latinx community in Durham, NC as an ESOL teacher and translator; and f) I have 

conducted the majority of my graduate research and prior publications on Spanish speakers 

learning English and the experiences of speakers of Mexican indigenous peoples vis-à-vis 

language preservation and discrimination. Because of this strong identification with the Latinx 

community, I often grapple with a feeling of insider/outside status in regard to said community. 

As a White, middle-class American who grew up speaking only English, I do not know what it is 

like to grow up multilingual or Latinx. Due to my lived experiences, family, linguistic and 

cultural practices, and teaching and research activities, I feel strong connections to the Latinx 

community and am motivated to understand why the U.S. educational system continues to fail to 

serve the needs of its Latinx students and how I, and my fellow teachers, along with our Latinx 

students and their communities, can improve education for Latinx ELLs.  
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Of additional importance to the current study, as an ESOL teacher and former high 

school teacher of ELLs who is White but feels connected to the Latinx community, I share 

characteristics associated with identity and ideology with many of the teachers who participated 

in this study. As such, as was the case in King and De Fina (2010), I approached the interviews 

with my participants as “sense-making events” (p. 656) that served as sites for positioning of self 

and exploration of personal ideologies. Also like King and De Fina, I tended to align with my 

participants, and I believe my positionality as a White multilingual with strong ties to the Latinx 

community who spent close to a decade living in Mexico, as well as my experience teaching 

ESOL and Spanish at the high school level, enabled me to establish positive rapport with the 

majority of my interviewees because I approached the interviews as one teacher talking to a 

fellow teacher and often expressed empathy or a recognition of common ground when talking to 

my interviewees. This also certainly affected both my coding and interpretation of the data 

collected for the qualitative and quantitative phases of this study. In the following section I 

describe the research design of these phases, as well as the contexts of and participants in the 

interview and questionnaire, and I end with a discussion of the analysis of the data I collected for 

the current study. 

3.2. Research Design 

Data collection for the current study occurred in two main phases. First, from February to 

June 2019, I conducted interviews with the 43 teachers whose biodata appears in Table 3.2. I 

then analyzed the qualitative data and based on themes and tendencies that emerged from this 

analysis, as well as questions I thought could be further explored with quantitative data, I 

designed the advocacy tendencies questionnaire and piloted it with a small group of ESOL 

teachers. Based on their feedback, I changed some aspects of the survey and then published it 

and left it open to responses from August to November 2019. Following analysis of the 
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questionnaire data, I returned to my analysis of the qualitative interview data and used my 

quantitative findings to refine my analysis of the stories my participants told. In this way, the 

analysis of and conclusions drawn from the qualitative and quantitative phases of this study 

informed one another. Both phases, including the materials and pilot studies for each, are 

discussed in turn below. All aspects of the study outlined below were approved by the 

Georgetown University Institutional Review Board (IRB). A chronological summary of the main 

data collected is shown in in Table 3.1.  

Table 3.1  

Data Collection Timeline 

Phase    Timing    Procedure 

Preliminary   October-November 2017 Interview Pilot   

    September 2018  Dissertation Proposal Defense 

December 2018  IRB Approval Received 

Qualitative   January-February 2019 Interview Recruitment  

February-June 2019  Teacher Interviews 

June 2019   Preliminary Interview Analysis 

Quantitative   June 2019   Questionnaire Design 

June-July 2019  Questionnaire Pilot 

    August-October 2019   Questionnaire Recruitment 

August-November 2019  Questionnaire Open 

Analysis   January – April 2020  Narratives and Questionnaire 
 
 

I conducted pilot studies for both the qualitative and quantitative phases of the current 

study. For the qualitative phase, I presented a paper at the 2018 Georgetown University Round 

Table (Thorson Hernández & Subtirelu, 2018) based on data that served as a pilot for the current 

study in terms of methodology and analysis. Entitled “Everyday experiences of policy: Exploring 
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the appropriation of educational language policy through teachers’ narratives,” this small-scale 

study focused on the small stories told by teachers in relation to their locally-situated teaching 

contexts and showed the different ways educators represent their agency relative to policy, 

arguing that this has implications for understanding how teachers can appropriate policy at the 

local level. Data collection for this pilot study informed that of the current study in many ways – 

for both studies I cold-emailed prospective participants to invite them to discuss how policy 

affected their teaching practices. I used similar semi-structured interview protocols and 

scheduling procedures for both studies, as well as similar data analysis procedures. Namely, I 

first identified small stories within the interviews following the definition(s) given by Bamberg 

and Georgakopoulou (2008). I then coded the small stories in terms of pronominally-marked 

agency (De Fina, 2003; Souto-Manning, 2014a; Souto-Manning, 2014b) and framing agency, 

defined as “the narrator's character alignment with normative and situated morals" (Souto-

Manning, 2014a, p. 208). Thorson-Hernández and Subtirelu (2018) showed me that small stories 

serve as important sites for identity and agency construction in terms of teachers’ positionality 

toward their Latinx students and the policies that influence their day-to-day experiences as 

teachers, but left me with questions like Why do some teacher display low levels of agency while 

others display high levels? How do teacher identities, such as ethnic and linguistic identities, 

relate to agency? How do both identity and agency relate to appropriations of policy? Finally, 

how do both identity and agency relate to teacher practices outside narrative tellings? In other 

words, what do teachers report doing in the real world? The desire to answer these questions 

inspired the research questions the current study seeks to answer. 

3.2.1. Procedure and Materials: Interview 

 After securing IRB approval for my study, I began the qualitative phase of data collection 

by emailing perspective participants from 85 public high schools in 13 school districts in three 
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states in a large metropolitan area of the United States; I refer to the states as States A, B, and C. 

To recruit participants, I visited the websites of the 85 high schools and collected the names and 

email addresses of all the teachers who were listed as being teachers of ESOL/ESL or Spanish 

for Fluent Speakers; I then used the Mail Merge feature in Google Sheets to send an email 

(Appendix A) inviting these teachers to participate in an interview on their experiences with 

Latinx ELLs and policy. In my email I explained that I was a former high school ESOL teacher 

who was interested in understanding how educational policies affect teachers of ELLs. I emailed 

664 teachers and 46 responded that they were willing to discuss their experiences with me. I sent 

a second email (Appendix B) to the teachers who responded saying they would be interested in 

participating in an interview and asked them to first read the informed-consent document 

attached to the email and, if they felt comfortable giving consent, to schedule a convenient date 

and time for their interview via the online scheduling program Calendly (calendly.com) and to 

indicate whether they preferred to conduct the interview over the phone, Skype, or Zoom. Three 

potential participants dropped out because they felt uncomfortable having the interview recorded, 

leaving a total of 43 participants in the qualitative interview phase of the current study. 

 On the date and time of each participant’s choice, I conducted a semi-structured, 

digitally-recorded interview to learn about the teacher’s experiences teaching Latinx ELLs and 

the policies affecting them and their students. I offered the participants the choice of conducting 

the interview in English or Spanish; all chose English. The interviews were semi-structured to 

include certain pre-defined topics, such as experiences with policy and advocacy efforts, but also 

allowed flexibility for the emergence of and focus on topics that I or the participants found 

interesting. The interview protocol followed for this phase can be seen in Appendix C. I ended 

each interview by asking the participant to share the demographic information displayed in Table 

3.2 in the next section, and then asked if there was anything they wished to discuss further or ask 
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me about. Each interview lasted between 25 minutes and 1.5 hours; 42 of the interviews were 

carried out over the phone and one was carried out via Skype. Prior to and sometimes during the 

interview, participants were assured that their data, including participant name, school name, 

district, and state, would be anonymous, that audio clips of their interviews would not be played 

publicly, and that quotes from the interviews would be attributed to a pseudonym or used in 

aggregate.   

3.2.2. Participants and Context: Interview 

As mentioned in the previous section, 43 teachers participated in the interview phase of 

this study. Biodata for each of these 43 teachers and the schools in which they teach is given 

below in Table 3.2 and 3.3. The biodata presented in both tables was collected verbally at the 

start of each interview. As shown in Table. 3.2, the majority of the interviewees were White 

(88%) female (72%), and non-Latinx (95%), which reflects national trends for public school 

teachers (Haddix, 2017; U.S. Department of Education, 2019). All the interviewees were highly 

educated (42 had master’s degrees; 1 had a Ph.D., and 1 had a bachelor’s degree) and 60% had 

16 years of teaching experience or more.  
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Table 3.2  

Teacher Biodata: Interview 

Race n teachers Latinx/Hispanic       n teachers 
Asian 2 (5%) No 41(95%) 
Black/African American 3 (7%) Yes 2 (5%) 
White/Caucasian  38 (88%) Total 43 (100%) 
Total 43 (100%)   

 
Gender n teachers Education n teachers 
Female 31 (72%) Bachelor’s Degree 1 (2%) 
Male 12 (28%) Master’s Degree 41 (96%) 
Total 43 (100%) Ph.D. 1 (2%) 
  Total 43 (100%) 
Years Teaching n teachers 
1 - 5 years    7 (16%) 
6 - 10 years 6 (14%) 
11 - 15 years 4 (9%) 
16 - 20 years 9 (21%) 
21 - 25 years  8 (19%) 
26 - 30 years 6 (14%) 
31+ years 3 (7%) 
Total  43 (100%) 
  

   
Additionally, as shown in Table 3.3, 65% (n=28) had experience living outside the United States 

and 77% grew up speaking only English (n=33).There were three teachers who grew up 

speaking more than one language; one grew up speaking Chinese and English, and two grew up 

speaking French and (different) languages indigenous to Cameroon.  
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Table 3.3  
 
Languages and International Experience: Interview 
 
L1(s) - Multilinguals  n teachers Born/Lived Abroad n teachers 
Chinese, English 1 (33%) No 15 (35%) 
French, Cameroonian languages 2 (67%) Yes 28 (65%) 
Total 3 (100%) Total 43 (100%) 

 
L1 - Monolinguals n teachers 
Bulgarian    1 (2.5%) 
Chinese 1 (2.5%) 
English 33 (82.5%) 
Filipino 1(2.5%) 
Russian  2 (5%) 
Spanish 1 (2.5%) 
Ukrainian 1 (2.5%) 
Total  40 (100%) 

 

Table 3.4 shows that the majority of the teachers taught in State A (60%), followed by 

State B (37%) and State C (3%) ; additionally, most were part of the ESOL Department at their 

respective school (91%). Finally, all but one of the teachers reported that the majority of their 

students were Latinx and, of the 42 teachers who said their students were overwhelmingly 

Latinx, all reported that the majority of these Latinx students were from the Central American 

nations of Honduras, El Salvador, or Guatemala.  
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Table 3.4  

School and Department Data: Interview 

State n teachers District n teachers 
State A 26 (60%) District 1 (State A) 17 (40%) 
State B 15 (37%) District 2 (State A) 1 (2%) 
State C 2 (3%) District 3 (State A) 6 (14%) 
Total 43 (100%) District 4 (State B) 5 (12%) 
  District 5 (State B) 12 (29%) 
  District 6 (State C) 2 (3%) 
  Total 43 (100%) 

 
Department n teachers Student Demographics n teachers 
ESOL 39 (91%) Mostly Latinx 42 (98%) 
Spanish 4 (9%) Mostly Asian 1 (2%) 
Total 43 (100%) Total 43 (100%) 

 

3.2.3. Procedure and Materials: Questionnaire 

In order to further explore the relationship between teacher identity (i.e. multilingualism, 

race/ethnicity, international experience, teaching experience, and connection to the Latinx 

community), agency (van Lier, 2010) and policy appropriation (Johnson and Freeman, 2010), 

and answer research question 2 (What is the relationship among identity, agency, and policy 

appropriation as demonstrated by a questionnaire on teacher ideologies and practices?) I 

developed a questionnaire on behavioral tendencies toward policy appropriation and advocacy. I 

adapted the questionnaire in part from the 2013 MetLife Survey of the American Teacher 

(Markow, Macia, & Lee, 2013), which I consulted as a framework for the type of demographic 

information to collect, and in part from van Dam et al.’s (2015) behavioral tendencies 

questionnaire, which I consulted as a framework for quantifying and grouping agentive actions 

and policy appropriation. In their article on the creation of a behavioral tendencies questionnaire, 

van Dam et al (2015) aimed to develop and validate a questionnaire to relate personality 

characteristics (i.e. openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness,  
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and neuroticism) to a series of behavioral tendencies described in terms of approach, avoid, or 

neither (no response), which are thought to be fundamental responses to stimuli in the field of 

psychology (Buss, 1991). I followed van Dam et al.’s (2015) methodology for grouping lists of 

behavioral tendencies according to behavioral archetypes. Table 3.5 shows the archetypes and  

tendencies/actions I included in the pilot questionnaire. I defined the archetypes and associated 

tendencies shown in Table 3.5 based on 1) advocacy actions and tendencies to engage in policy 

appropriation that emerged from the qualitative data collected in Phase 1 of the current study, 2) 

crowdsourced suggestions from teachers collected via email and Facebook, 3) suggestions for 

engaging with Latinx youth from Bucholtz, Casillas, and Lee (2018), and 4) suggestions for 

community-engaged teachers from Haddix (2016). I defined “Self Advocacy” tendencies as 

those a teacher-advocate could initiate and/or complete on their own, i.e. actions that did not rely 

on a member of the teacher’s department, school, or the community at large. I defined “School 

Advocacy” as actions for which the teacher had to involve a member of their department or 

school and “Community Advocacy” as actions involving a larger community outside the 

teacher’s school (i.e. government, school board). After developing the archetypes and behaviors, 

two teachers coded the 30 behaviors according to the 3 archetypes; interrater reliability for this 

was originally 90% (100% of the data were double-coded). After discussing the items for which 

there was disagreement, a rate of 100% was reached. I added the 30 behaviors in Table 3.5 to the 

biodata, language use, and international experience questions (see Appendix D for the full 

survey) already on the survey. To elicit information about teachers’ behavior in relation to these 

behaviors, I asked questions using a 5-point Likert scale of frequency where 1 was “Never,” 2 

was “Rarely,” 3 was “Occasionally,” 4 was “Often,” and 5 was “Very frequently.” 
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Table 3.5  

Advocacy Archetypes and Behaviors: Pre-Pilot  

Archetype Behaviors 
 

Self 
Advocacy 

• Wrote notes home to an ELL's parents/guardians in English.  
• Emailed notes to an ELL's parents/guardians in English.  
• Wrote notes home an ELL's parents/guardians in their native language.  
• Emailed an ELL's parents/guardians in their native language.  
• Conducted parent-teacher conferences in a language other than English.  
• Called an ELL’s parents/guardians.  
• Allowed ELLs to use their native language(s) in the classroom.  
• Adapted teaching materials to include examples from ELLs’ home 

countries.  
• Encouraged an ELL to participate in student government.  
• Provided an ELL with school supplies.  
• Provided an ELL with food.  
• Provided an ELL with clothes.  
• Visited the home of an ELL.  
• Read a research paper,  book chapter, or book that discussed ELLs.  
• Translated information sent home to the parents/guardians of an ELL. 

School 
Advocacy 

• Helped an ELL navigate their relationship with another teacher.  
• Helped an ELL navigate their relationship with an administrator.  
• Spoke on behalf of an ELL to another teacher.  
• Spoke on behalf of an ELL to an administrator.  
• Helped a colleague adapt teaching materials to make them more 

appropriate for ELLs.  
• Requested that my school provide interpreters at school assemblies.  
• Requested that my school provide interpreters at back-to-school nights.  
• Requested that my school provide interpreters at parent-teacher 

conferences.  
• Requested that my school offer workshops on U.S. school culture for  

parents/guardians of ELLs.  
• Requested that my school offer workshops on cultural sensitivity or  
• intercultural competence for teachers of ELLs.  
• Requested that my school offer orientation classes for ELL newcomers. 

Community 
Advocacy 

• Attended an event in or sponsored by an ELL's community or family.  
• Engaged with members of my community to discuss the needs of ELLs.  
• Engaged with policymakers to discuss the needs of ELLs.  
• Volunteered with an organization that provides assistance to ELLs or 

their families. 
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After I finished developing the survey, a Ph.D. candidate in psychology and a data 

analyst with psychometric experience took it and evaluated it to check for issues like double-

barreled and leading questions. Following a discussion with both, I adapted the Likert scale of 

frequency to use a more specific time scale where 1 was “Never,” 2 was “On a weekly basis,” 3 

was “On a monthly basis,” 4 was “On a quarterly basis,” 5 was “On a semesterly basis,” and 6 

was “On a yearly basis.” Next, five linguistics Ph.D. candidates took the survey and provided 

feedback on it. Following a discussion with these students, I modified the demographic portion 

of the survey to collect more detailed information on language use and multilingualism. 

3.2.3.1. Pilot Study. After the advocacy tendencies questionnaire was checked by  

representatives from the fields of psychology, data science, and linguistics, I piloted it with a 

group of 20 public high school teachers of ELLs. The 20 teachers filled out the survey and then 

gave me their opinions on the format and, in their view, validity of the questionnaire via email or 

phone call; I then collated my notes from the calls/emails and looked for shared or notable issues 

and made subsequent changes to the questionnaire. For example, I further modified the Likert 

scale for the advocacy tendencies so that 1 was “Never,” 2 was “More than once a week,” 3 was 

“Once a month,” 4 was “Once a quarter,” 5 was “Once a semester,” and 6 was “Once a year,” 

based on comments that choices like “Never” and “Sometimes” are nebulous.  Additionally, I 

reduced the number of advocacy tendencies from 30 to 15 based on comments  

from the pilot participants that the survey felt overly long and that some of the advocacy 

behaviors might result in teachers giving a false “Never” response because they represented 

services that a teacher’s school might provide for them. In other words, a teacher might say they 

never call an ELL’s parents or guardians or never request interpreters at back-to-school night for 

two different reasons: 1) because it’s an advocacy behavior they don’t engage in or 2) because 

it’s an advocacy behavior they don’t need to engage in because somebody else at their school 
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(for example, a bilingual counselor or department head) does it as part of their job. Of note is the 

fact that the first case might result in a sort of advocacy vacuum (i.e. an unfulfilled need for the 

ELL student), while the other would not. Additionally, I removed one behavior (“Allowed ELLs 

to use their native language(s) in the classroom”) because many of the teachers disagreed with 

the use of translanguaging strategies in the classroom or, though they agreed with them, felt that 

the statement might be controversial and skew the results of the survey. These were valuable 

lessons that informed the design of the current study. After piloting the questionnaire, I adapted 

the questions in Table 3.5 based on the feedback of the pilot participants; Table 3.6 shows the 

advocacy archetypes and behaviors that participants were asked about during the main 

questionnaire phase of data collection.  

Table 3.6  

Advocacy Archetypes and Behaviors: Post-Pilot  

Archetype Behaviors 
 

Self 
Advocacy 

• Adapted teaching materials to include examples from ELLs’ home 
countries.  

• Encouraged an ELL to participate in student government. 
• Provided an ELL with school supplies.  
• Provided an ELL with food.  
• Provided an ELL with clothes.  
• Read a paper, chapter, article, or book that discussed ELLs. 

School 
Advocacy 

• Helped an ELL navigate their relationship with another teacher.  
• Helped an ELL navigate their relationship with an administrator. 
• Spoke on behalf of an ELL to another teacher. 
• Spoke on behalf of an ELL to an administrator.  
• Helped a colleague adapt teaching materials to make them more 

appropriate for ELLs. 

Community 
Advocacy 

• Attended an event in or sponsored by an ELL's community or family.  
• Engaged with members of my community to discuss the needs of ELLs.  
• Engaged with policymakers to discuss the needs of ELLs.  
• Volunteered with an organization that provides assistance to ELLs or 

their families. 
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3.2.4. Participants and Context: Questionnaire 

The participants in the questionnaire phase of the present study were recruited from 

public high schools from across the United States. I began recruitment by identifying public high 

schools in the largest school district in each of the 50 states. I then visited the website of each of 

these high schools and made note of the contact information for any teachers who were listed as 

teaching classes geared toward Latinx ELLs. These included classes listed as English for 

Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL), English as a Second Language (ESL), English as a New 

Language (ENL), English Language Development (ELD), Spanish for Fluent/Native/Heritage  

Speakers, as well as content classes that were listed as being geared toward ELLs. So as not to 

only collect data from teachers in large, urban districts, I also emailed teachers from at least one 

small or rural school district in each of the 50 states. In the end, I emailed a total of 1750 teachers 

across the United States inviting them to participate in a questionnaire on policies affecting 

teachers of ELLs (see Appendix E for recruitment email). 190, or 10.8%, of these teachers 

responded to the questionnaire. I excluded 18 participants from the current study because they 

were not currently teaching in public schools and/or were not currently teaching ELLs at the time 

they answered the survey (spring 2019); I excluded an additional 36 surveys because the 

participants did not finish the survey or answered less than 85% of the survey questions. I was 

then left with 136 participants. 

As shown in Table 3.7, much like the participants in the interview phase of this study, the 

majority of participants in the questionnaire phase were White (82.4%), female (89%), and non-

Latinx (82.4%). Again, the majority were well-educated, possessing a master’s degree (38.2%) 

or a master’s degree plus additional credits (41.2%). Unlike the participants in the interview 

phase, a (slight) majority of the participants in the questionnaire phrase had 15 years of teaching 

experience or fewer (55%). 
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Table 3.7  
 
Teacher Biodata: Questionnaire  

Race n teachers Latinx/Hispanic n teachers 
American Indian/Alaska Native     1 (0.7%) No  112 (82.4%) 
Asian 7 (5.1%) Yes  24 (17.6%) 
Asian + Caucasian 1 (0.7%) Total 136 (100%) 
Black/African American 3 (2.2%)   
Caribbean/Hispanic2 1 (0.7%) Gender  
Latina 2 (1.5.%) Female 121 (89%) 
Human 2 (1.5%) Genderfluid3                        1 (0.7%) 
White/Caucasian 112 (82.4%) Male 12 (8%) 
Prefer not to answer 7 (5.1%) Prefer not to answer 2 (1.5%) 
Total 136 (100%) 

 
Total 136 (100%) 

Years Teaching n teachers Education n teachers 
1 - 5 years    27 (19.9%) Bachelor’s degree 17 (12.5%) 
6 - 10 years 20 (14.7%) Some graduate credits  10 (7.4%) 
11 - 15 years 28 (20.6%) Master’s degree 52 (38.2%) 
16 - 20 years 21 (15.4%) Credits beyond master’s 56 (41.2%) 
21 - 25 years  11 (8.1%) Ph.D./Ed.D. 1 (0.7%) 
26 - 30 years 13 (9.6%) Total  136 (100%) 
31+ years 13 (9.6%)   
No answer 3 (2.2%)   
Total    136 (100%)   

  
 
 Table 3.8 shows that the respondents to the questionnaire were, like the interview 

participants, mostly L1-speakers of English (77%). Overall, 122 participants (89.8%) had one 

L1, while 14 had multiple L1s (10.2%); of the latter, a small majority (35.7%) were Spanish-

English bilinguals. Additionally, the vast majority (97.8%) had learned or studied several 

languages during their lifetimes: 133 of the 136 respondents (97.8%) reported that they had 

learned or studied two or more languages during their lifetimes; I did not ask them how  

 
2 “Caribbean/Hispanic,” “Latina,” and “Human” were answers given by respondents who chose 
to describe their own race.  

3 The one self-described gender was as follows: “Genderfluid, but I use female pronouns at 
work, because I don't want to deal with the confusion and possible hate.” 
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fluent they considered themselves to be in the languages they reported having learned.  

Table 3.8  
 
Language Background and Use: Questionnaire 
 
Number of L1(s) n teachers Total Languages Learned n teachers 
1 language 122 (89.8%) 1 language  3 (2.2%) 
2 languages 12 (8.8%) 2 languages 43 (31.6%) 
3 or more languages 2 (1.4%) 3 languages 47 (34.6%) 
Total 136 (100%) 4 languages 24 (17.6%) 
  5 or more languages 29 (21.3%) 
  Total 136 (100%) 

 
L1- Monolinguals n teachers L1(s) - Multilinguals n teachers 
Chinese 2 (1.6%) Chavacano,English,Spanish,Tagalog 1 (7.1%) 
Czech 1 (0.8%) Chinese, English 2 (14.3%) 
English 94 (77%) Dutch, English, Papimiento 1 (7.1%) 
Finnish 1 (0.8%) French, English 2 (14.3%) 
Hungarian 1 (0.8%)  Gujarati, English 1 (7.1%) 
Italian 1 (0.8%) Korean, English 1 (7.1%) 
Russian 1 (0.8%) Portuguese, English 1 (7.1%) 
Serbian 1 (0.8%) Spanish, English 5 (35.7%) 
Spanish 18 (14.8%) Total 14 (100%) 
Tagalog 1 (0.8%)   
Ukrainian 1 (0.8%)   
Total 122 (100%)   

 
 In terms of travel and international experience, the majority of the questionnaire 

respondents reported having travelled (67.6%) or lived (61.8%) outside the United States, as 

reported in Table 3.9. Of the 84 respondents who reported having lived or studied abroad, the 

majority (60%) reported having lived outside the U.S. for five years or fewer, while 40% 

reported having lived outside the U.S. for six or more years.  

 In summary, the majority of the participants in the questionnaire phase were 

White/Caucasian (82.4%), non-Latinx (82.4%), and female (89%). In other words, much like the 

participants in the interview phase, the questionnaire participants represented overall trends for 

public high school teachers in the United States in terms of race and gender (Haddix, 2017; 

Department of Education, 2019). Early multilingualism was rare in the sample: most participants 
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grew up speaking only one language (89.8%); of these, 77% grew up speaking only English, 

though the vast majority (98%) reported speaking two or more languages at the time they took 

the questionnaire. Additionally, 61.8% of the participants reported having lived or studied 

outside the United States; of these, a slight majority (56%) reported having lived in one country 

besides the U.S. Finally, most were very well-educated (80% had at least a master’s degree) and 

had been teaching for 20 years or fewer (70%).  

Table 3.9  
 
International Experience: Questionnaire 
 
Traveled Outside U.S. n teachers Lived/Studied Outside U.S. n teachers 
Yes 92 (67.6%) Yes 84 (61.8%) 
 No 44 (32.4%) No 52 (38.2%) 
Total 136 (100%) Total  136 (100%) 

  
Countries Lived In (not U.S.) n teachers Time Lived Outside U.S. n teachers 
1 country 47 (56%) Less than 1 year 18 (21.4%) 
2 countries 21 (25%) 1-5 years 32 (38.1%) 
3 countries 6 (7%) 6-10 years 7 (8.3%) 
4 countries 5 (6%) 11-15 years 7 (8.3%) 
5 countries 2 (2.4%) 16-20 years 3 (3.6%) 
6 countries 1 (1.2%) 21-25 years 1 (1.2%) 
7 countries 1 (1.2%) 26-30 years 10 (11.9%) 
8 countries 1 (1.2%) Over 30 years 6 (7.1%) 
Total 84 (100%) Total 84 (100%) 

     
Figure 3.1 gives a visual representation of the states where the survey participants taught 

at the time they responded to the questionnaire. In order to relate the zip code information 

provided by the teachers to the states shown in Figure 3.1, I downloaded the “US Zip Codes 

Database” dataset from Simple Maps (2020). This data set includes US zip codes and their 

associated states, cities, and counties, which I matched to the zip codes provided by the 

participants. As shown in the figure, 28 teachers did not provide any zip code, while 108 

participants (79%) did share this data; of these, the majority were teachers in Virginia, Maryland, 

North Carolina, and Florida. Overall, the 108 teachers who provided zip code data hailed from 
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21 states and the District of Columbia. The data represent a small number of teachers from less 

than half of the fifty states and the District of Columbia. The majority of the teachers who did 

provide information on the state they taught in came from the mid-Atlantic states of Virginia, 

Maryland, and North Carolina. As such, the data cannot be said to be representative of U.S. 

public high school teachers as a whole. 

Figure 3.1  
 
School Locations of Questionnaire Participants 

 
 

Next, in order to classify the counties where the teachers taught in terms of how 

urban/rural they are, I consulted the Urban-Rural Classification Scheme published by the U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services (Ingram & Franco, 2014) and the associated dataset 

(National Center for Health Statistics, 2013). I matched the zip code data provided by the 

participants to the county in the National Center for Health Statistics (NCHS) dataset. The results 
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are shown in Figure 3.2. Of the 108 counties matched to zip code data provided by the 

participants, 42 of the counties (39%) are classified as “Large Central Metro,” meaning they are 

metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) with more than 1 million inhabitants that “1) Contain the  

entire population of the largest principal city of the MSA, or 2) Have their entire population 

contained in the largest principal city of the MSA, or 3) Contain at least 250,000 inhabitants of  

any principal city of the MSA” (Ingram & Franco, 2014, p. 8). Next, 34 of the counties (32%) 

are classified as “Large Fringe Metro,” meaning they have more than 1 million inhabitants, but 

do not meet any of the three criteria quoted above for a Large Central Metro area. Twenty-one of 

the counties (19%) are classified as “Medium Metro,” which are counties in MSAs with 

populations of between 250,000-999,999, and 7 (6%) are classified as “Small Metro,” which are 

counties in MSAs with populations of under 250,000. Finally, three counties (3%) are classified 

as “Micropolitan,” which are counties of between 10,000 and 50,000 inhabitants located near an 

MSA, and one is classified as “Noncore,” which is generally defined as a county with under 

10,000 inhabitants that is not associated with an MSA (Ingram & Franco, 2006).  
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Figure 3.2  
 
Urban-Rural Classification 

 
 

To illustrate the difference between the NCHS urban-rural classifications, Table 3.10 

gives examples from the NCHS dataset. As shown, an example of a Large Central Metro area is 

Hennepin County, MN, the location of the Minneapolis-St. Paul metro area, while an example of 

a Noncore area is Winnebago County, a small rural county in Illinois.
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Table 3.10  

Urban-Rural Examples 
 
NCHS Classification Examples from NCHS Dataset 

 
Large Central Metro 
 

Hennepin County, MN; San Diego County, CA; Arlington County, VA 
 

Large Fringe Metro 
 

Palm Beach County, CA; Baltimore County, MD; Henrico County, VA 
 

Medium Metro 
 

Mobile County, AL; Pima County, AZ; Boulder County, CO 

Small Metro 
 

Tuscaloosa County, AL; Napa County, CA; Maui County, HI 

Micropolitan 
 
Noncore 
 

Okeechobee County, FL; Fort Dodge County, IA; Bennington County, VT 
 
Winnebago County, IL; Bear Lake County, ID; Appanoose County, IA 

 
 Finally, Table 3.11 presents information on the schools and teaching departments of the 

questionnaire participants. As shown, all but one of the respondents was part of a teaching 

department, and the majority of the respondents were part of departments made up of between 

two and ten teachers (72%). The majority of the respondents taught in large schools of 1501 

students or more (58%), with small ELL populations of 0-25% of the total school population 

(62.5%), and Latinx students comprised over half the ELL population in the schools of a slight 

majority of the respondents (52.2%). 
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Table 3.11  

School and Department Data: Questionnaire 

Department Size n teachers School Population (# students) n teachers 
1 10 (7.4%) 500 or fewer 15 (11%) 
2-5 57 (41.9%) 501-1000 11 (8.1%) 
6-10 41 (30.1%) 1001-1500 31 (22.8%) 
11-15 12 (8.8%) 1501 or more 79 (58.1%) 
16+ 15 (11 %) Total 136 (100%) 
Not part of a teaching dept. 1 (0.7%)   
Total  136 (100%)   

 
Percent ELLs n teachers Percent Latinx n teachers 
0-25% 85 (62.5%) 0-25% 29 (21.3%) 
26-50% 34 (25%) 26-50% 35 (25.7%) 
51-75% 9 (6.6%) 51-75% 25 (18.4%) 
76-100% 7 (5.1%) 76-100% 46 (33.8%) 
Did not answer 1 (0.7%) Did not answer 1 (0.7%) 
Total 136 (100%)  Total 136 (100%) 

 

  A summary of the descriptive statistics for the questionnaire data including, for example, 

means and standard deviations, can be found in Appendix F.  

3.3. Analysis 

 In this section, I describe how I analyzed the data from the interviews and questionnaire. 

I begin by explaining how I chose the focal participants for the qualitative analysis of small 

stories drawn from the 43 interviews I conducted, followed by my methodology for analyzing 

the online survey using classification trees and multiple linear regression. 

3.3.1. Interview 

I began by listening to the 43 interviews and noting down recurring or interesting topics 

that I thought were representative of the trends I wanted to explore further in the questionnaire, 

which I discuss in detail in the following section. The interviews touched on a similar range of 

topics, focusing on participants’ training and teaching experience, personal language-learning 

history, and, overall, their experiences with language policies and ELL students during their 
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careers as high school teachers. After identifying topics for the questionnaire, I transcribed the 43 

interviews using the transcription conventions found in Appendix G. Then, using QSR 

International’s NVivo 12, I identified small stories and the talk surrounding these stories 

following the definition(s) given by Bamberg and Georgakopoulou (2008), i.e. “an umbrella 

term that captures a gamut of underrepresented narrative activities" (p. 381) that includes "small 

incidents that may (or may not) have actually happened mentioned to back up or elaborate on an 

argumentative point...” (p. 381). Some of the small stories I selected have very clearly-marked 

turns that signal an orientation toward the story world (i.e. “I remember”), while others are more 

“fleeting moments of narrative orientation” (Bamberg & Georgakopoulou, 2008, p. 381), such as 

turns in which the narrator uses constructed dialogue or reported speech to briefly orient toward 

a story-world self or occurrence. Following this initial identification of small stories and 

surrounding talk, I narrowed the group of interviewees to seven focal participants. I chose the 

focal participants based on how they positioned themselves toward the frame of a “good teacher” 

(I discuss this frame below), how they positioned themselves toward their students and other 

stakeholders in the small stories and surrounding talk in their interviews, and what these stories 

revealed about the participants’ identities, teaching practices, and responses to policy. 

Demographic information for these focal participants can be seen in Table 3.12. All focal 

participants were ESOL teachers at the time of their interviews and all speak English; in the 

column “Language Background” I noted whether or not those with English as an L1 also speak 

other languages.  
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Table 3.12 

Demographic Information for Focal Participants 

Pseudonym Race/ 
Ethnicity 

Gender Language 
Background 

International 
Background 
 

Teaching 
Experience 

Education 

George Black/ 
African 

M L1 French + 
Cameroonian 
languages 
 

Born in 
Cameroon; 
taught in 
Cameroon, 
UK, and Japan 
 

23 years MA 

Aline White/ 
Caucasian 

F L1 Ukrainian Immigrated to 
U.S. from 
Ukraine age 7 
 

27 years MA 

Katya White/ 
Caucasian 

F L1 English 
L2 Spanish 
 

--- 7 years MA 

Amy White/ 
Caucasian 

F L1 English 
L2 French 
L3 Spanish 

--- 5 years MA 

Patricia White/ 
Caucasian 

F L1 English 
L2 Spanish 

Lived in 
Mexico; 
husband from 
Guatemala 

26 years MA 

Chuck White/ 
Caucasian 

M L1 English 
L2 Spanish 

Extensive 
international 
travel 
 

16 years MA 

Jeffrey White/ 
Caucasian 

M L1 English 
L2 Spanish 
 

Lived and 
taught in 
Panama 

27 years MA 

 

To analyze how the participants (co)constructed their identities in the interview data, 

expressed agency, and positioned themselves to the characters, policies and occurrences in their 

stories, I used Bamberg’s (1997) three-level framework of positioning, focusing specifically on 

levels 1 and 3, as well as Souto-Manning’s (2014a, 2014b) Critical Narrative Analysis (CNA) 

framework. Level 1 of Bamberg’s (1997) framework of positioning focuses on how the narrator 

as a character in the story world positions themselves in relation to other characters and points to 

linguistic devices such as the use of pronominals (e.g. I versus you) as evidence of positionality 
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and/or agency; this is similar to the grammatical agency level of CNA, which focuses on passive 

versus active voice (e.g. “I decided to” versus “they told me to”). Level 3 seeks to answer the 

question “Who am I?” and attempts to “define the teller’s self as a more or less stable entity 

holding above and beyond the current storytelling situation” (De Fina & Georgakopoulou, 2012, 

p. 164). Because, as De Fina and Georgakopoulou (2012) assert, “the analytical status of master 

discourses or story lines (level 3) is not entirely clear” (p. 164), I used the framing agency level 

of CNA, defined as “the narrator's character alignment with normative and situated morals" 

(Souto-Manning, 2014a, p. 208), to connect my storytellers’ selves to selves beyond their stories. 

In her explanation of framing agency, Souto-Manning (2014b) describes how tellers often shape 

narratives to “draw empathy from the listener and to portray [themselves] in terms of goodness” 

(p. 208); Hill & Zepeda (1993) also note that speakers tend to present a positive self-image of 

themselves and use rhetorical devices to “distribute” responsibility. For example, in Souto-

Manning (2014b), the author examined her participants’ positioning toward the moral stance of a 

“good student” as influenced by the local context in which the stories were described (rural 

northeastern Brazil). Since my participants often focused on what it meant to them to be a “good 

teacher” within the context of U.S. public high schools, Souto-Manning’s theoretical framework 

seemed particularly apt, and I used this framework of positionality toward the moral stance of a 

being good teacher to guide this level of my analysis. 

3.3.2. Questionnaire 

 I began the analysis of the data from the questionnaire by cleaning the raw data collected 

via Qualtrics and eliminated the data from those participants who did not answer at least 80% of 

the advocacy behavior questions (n=22). After this step, I was left with data for 136 participants. 

I next coded the data for the dependent variables for each participant, after which 100% of said 

data was double-coded by a second rater, a PhD student in linguistics; after some discussion, we 
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agreed on 100% of the coding. I then calculated the average self, school, community, and total 

advocacy scores for the participants’ answers to the questions listed in Table 3.13, below, which 

lists the independent and dependent variables used for my analyses of the questionnaire data. The 

independent variables in roman are categorical variables, while those in bold are continuous. 

Additionally, I considered independent variables 1-10 to be individual identity variables and 

independent variables 11-14 to be school identity variables.  

Table 3.13  

Variables Used for Classification Trees 

Independent Variables Dependent Variables 
1. Gender 
2. Race  
3. Latinx 
4. Level of Education 
5. Live/Study Abroad (outside U.S.) 
6. Travel Abroad (outside U.S.) 
7. L1 English 
8. Years Teaching 
9. Number of Home Languages 
10. Total Languages Learned (log) 
11. Department Size 
12. School Size 
13. Percent ELL 
14. Percent Latinx 

1. Self Advocacy (mean) 
 
2. School Advocacy (mean) 
 
3. Community Advocacy (mean) 
 
4. Total Advocacy (mean) 
 

 

After cleaning and coding the dependent and independent variables, I consulted with the 

psychology student and data analyst who evaluated the pilot questionnaire, and they suggested 

ways to statically explore the relationship between the independent and dependent variables 

listed in Table 3.13. Based on their suggestions, I decided to analyze the questionnaire data using 

a) classification trees and b) multilinear regression. For the classification trees I included both  

the identity and school variables in the model, while for the multiple linear regression I included  
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only the identity variables. I now turn to a discussion of my methodology for each of these 

models. 

3.3.2.1. Classification Trees. I decided to use classification trees to explore the 

relationship between my fourteen independent identity and school variables and my four 

dependent advocacy variables for several reasons. First, classification trees sub-divide data into 

smaller partitions where the interactions between the dependent and independent variables are 

more manageable. Due to the large number of independent variables included in my 

questionnaire, I wanted to be able to clearly show how said variables affect the advocacy 

behaviors from my questionnaire, as well as explore how the independent variables I identified 

might predict teachers’ advocacy behaviors. This, combined with the fact that classification trees 

can combine different types of variables (i.e. continuous, ordinal, categorical), don’t require 

normalization or scaling of data, and tend to be intuitive and visually compelling ways of 

explaining statistical outcomes, made me choose them as a means of analyzing the questionnaire 

data. 

 To develop the classification trees, I used the software R (2018) and Shalizi’s (2009) 

guidelines for developing and reading classification trees. I used the packages rpart (Version 

4.1-15; Therneau, Atkinson, and Ripley, 2019) for fitting the trees and rpart.plot (Version 3.08; 

Milborrow, 2019) for creating the tree visualizations. I found the visualizations produced by R 

somewhat hard to read, so I decided to make my own tree visualizations using the software 

Piktochart. These visualizations can be seen in the Findings chapter. I also used the package 

rpart (Version 4.1-15; Therneau, Atkinson, and Ripley, 2019) to obtain the R-squared and 

feature importance values reported in Chapter 4. One hundred percent of my code for the 

classification trees and the multiple linear regression model, which I discuss in the next session, 

was reviewed by a software engineer with extensive experience using R. 
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3.3.2.2. Multiple Linear Regression. In order to further examine the relationship 

between the independent identity variables listed in Table 3.12 and self, school, and community 

advocacy, I used standard multiple linear regression, as this statistic is useful for predicting the 

value of a variable (such as average advocacy) based on a number of independent variables (such 

as identity variables like teaching experience and number of languages spoken). In the 

description of the regression analyses I give here and when presenting these results in Chapter 4, 

I followed the standards for best practice in multiple regression analyses given in Plonsky and 

Ghanbar (2018, p. 718) to the best of my ability; I address any areas where I did not in Chapter 

6, where I discuss the limitations of the current study. 

I began by using Green’s (1991) rule of thumb to get an idea of the sample size I would 

need to use multiple linear regression to test my research questions. Green (1991) suggests the 

formulas N ≥ 50 + 8m for multiple regression; with an actual N of 136, Green’s rule of thumb 

states that the maximum number of independent variables suggested for this study is 10.75. 

Because many of my independent variables are categorical, I knew I would have to dummy code 

them in order to include them in the regression model, which meant that an identity measure like 

Race would end up counting as four variables (Asian, Black/African American, Mixed 

White/Caucasian, for example). Because of this, I determined that I would not be able to include 

all my identity variables in the model. I decided to include the three identity features that were 

most important in the classification trees (I discuss feature importance in Chapter 4), plus the 

variables Race and Latinx, since both are constructs central to my hypothesis, as well as Number 

of Home Languages, since it was a theme that emerged as being important in my narratives.  

I then checked several assumptions for using multiple linear aggression. First, I checked 

to see if the there was a linear relationship between the dependent and continuous independent 

variables (Years Teaching, Number of Home Languages, and Total Languages Learned) using 
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scatterplots (see Appendix H). The scatterplots for Years of Teaching Experience versus the 

different advocacies showed a weak linear relationship. The scatterplots for Total Languages 

Learned showed that there was not a linear relationship between this independent variable and 

the dependent advocacy variables, so I transformed Total Languages Learned with a log 

function, which is common practice. Additionally, this variable was not normally distributed. 

After this, I found that there was also a weak linear relationship between the log of Total 

Languages Learned and the dependent advocacy variables. Finally, the scatterplot for Number of 

Home Languages was not linear. I also log transformed this variable and it was still not linear. 

Because of this, and because its correlation with Total Languages Learned would lead to 

multicollinearity, I did not include the variable Number of Home Languages in the multiple 

regression model. In these same scatterplots, I observed that there were no outliers for the 

independent variables, though there was one for the dependent variable School Advocacy 

(mean). 

I then checked to see if the continuous independent variables were multivariate normal 

using density plots (Appendix I) and Q-Q plots (Appendix J). The density plots show skewness 

and kurtosis values and the Q-Q plots show how the variables approximate to a normal 

distribution. The density plots for the log of Total Languages Learned and Years Teaching 

showed that these two variables are fairly close to normal; again, Number of Home Languages 

was not normal, further supporting my choice to exclude this variable from the regression model. 

Finally, to test for multicollinearity of all the independent and dependent variables, I 

calculated the correlation between the continuous variables and plotted them in a correlation 

matrix (Appendix K) using the R package ‘ggcorrplot’ (Version 0.1.3; Kassambara, 2019). For 

the categorical variables, I tested for multicollinearity by calculating the association between 

these variables and plotting them in an association matrix (Appendix K) using the R package 
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‘GoodmanKruskal’ (Version 0.0.3; Pearson, 2020). None of the variables showed issues of 

multicollinearity; in the case of the continuous variables, none had a correlation coefficient over 

0.54 and in the case of the categorical variables, none had a Goodman-Kruskal tau value over 

0.13. The rule of thumb for both of these measures is to exclude variables with values over 0.8. 

Based on the correlation coefficients and Goodman-Kruskal tau values of the shown in the 

correlation and association matrices in Appendix K, I did not exclude any further variables for 

the model; I included eleven independent variables in the multilinear regression model. These 

can be seen in Table 3.14. The variables in roman are categorical; those in bold are continuous.  

Table 3.14  

Variables Used for Multiple Linear Regression 

Independent Variables Dependent Variables 
1. Race  
    a. Asian 
    b. Black/African American 
    b. Mixed 
    c. White/Caucasian 
3. Latinx 
    a. Yes 
    b. No 
4. Level of Education 
    a. Bachelor’s 
    b. Master’s 
    c. Credits beyond master’s 
5. Years Teaching 
6. Total Languages Learned (log) 
 

1. Self Advocacy (mean) 
 
2. School Advocacy (mean) 
 
3. Community Advocacy (mean) 
 
 

  
 For each predictor variable (Self Advocacy, School Advocacy, Community Advocacy), I 

decided to use four different models to try to explain the outcome of the response variable. For 

the first model, I included the individual identity variables Education, Latinx, Race, Total 

Languages Learned, and Years Teaching to predict average Self Advocacy. For the second and 

third models, I included the identity variables plus one other mean advocacy score, and for the 
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fourth model, I included the identity variables plus the mean scores for both remaining advocacy 

types. For example, to predict average Self Advocacy using the second model, I used the  

individual identity variables plus the variable School Advocacy Mean, while to predict average 

Self Advocacy using the third model, I used the individual identity variables plus the variable 

Community Advocacy. For the fourth model, I used the individual identity variables plus both 

School Advocacy and Community Advocacy. In terms of predictor variables, this means I used 

11 variables in Model 1, 12 variables in Models 2 and 3, and 13 variables in Model 14.  

 Before moving forward with my analysis, I conducted a power analysis using G*Power3 

(Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007) for a multiple linear regression with a medium effect 

size  (d= .15) and an alpha of .05. For a model with 11 predictor variables, the G*Power results 

showed that a total sample of 123 participants was required to achieve a power of. 80. For a 

model with 12 predictor variables, a sample of 127 participants was required, and for a model 

with 32 predictor variables, a sample of 131 participants was required. Since the actual N for this 

study is 136 participants, I felt that my sample was large enough to justify use of multiple 

regression. I used R to run the multiple linear regression analysis and the package ‘stargazer’ 

(Version 5.2.2; Hlavac, 2018) to summarize the results. 

3.3.2.3. Reliability Analyses. Primary analysis of the construction of the questionnaire 

resulted in a Cronbach’s Alpha score of 0.820. This value suggests that the items in the 

questionnaire have a relatively high internal consistency (Cronbach, 1951). In addition, I 

calculated the average item-total correlation (0.531) and found that all the items correlate with 

the total score in a reasonably restricted range between 0.393 to 0.668. I also divided the survey 

arbitrarily into two halves (odd and even question numbers) to calculate the correlation of the 

scores on the scales from the two halves using the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula. I 

obtained an internal consistency estimate r of 0.858. These values are sufficient to satisfy the 
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conditions of internal consistency levels normally achieved by a Likert scale (Oppenheim, 

1992).  

3.3.3. Summary 

 I began this chapter by describing how I recruited participants for both the interview and 

questionnaire, and then discussed my positionality as a researcher. I next described the design of 

both studies, the findings of and lessons learned from the questionnaire pilot, and presented 

demographic information on the interview and questionnaire participants and the schools in 

which they teach. I ended the chapter by summarizing how I analyzed the data for both the 

qualitative and quantitative phases of the current study, including how I identified and selected 

focal participants and how I approached the analysis of positionality within the qualitative data, 

as well as how I used classification trees and multiple linear aggression to analyze the data from 

the questionnaire. In the following chapter, I discuss the findings of these three analyses. 
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Chapter 4: Findings 

Research question 1 of this study asks How do teachers represent themselves in terms of 

identity and agency in their narratives and how do they position themselves toward Latinx ELLs 

and language policies? Research question 2 asks What is the relationship among identity, 

agency, and policy appropriation as demonstrated by a questionnaire on teacher ideologies and 

practices? I begin this chapter by presenting the findings of the narrative analysis of the small 

stories I chose from the focal participants’ interviews. I then present the results of the 

classification trees and multiple linear regressions I ran for the quantitative questionnaire data. 

4.1. Narratives 

The small stories of the seven focal participants I discuss in this section touch on similar 

themes, including teaching experience, education, multiculturalism, and multilingualism. In 

terms of facets of the teachers’ identity, I chose to focus on teachers who themselves immigrated 

to the U.S. and categorized themselves as ELLs (Section 4.1.1), teachers who made explicit 

mention of how they filled a parental role for their students (Section 4.1.2), and teachers who  

categorized themselves as world travelers/sojourners based on their extensive international 

experience and/or family and friendship ties to the Latinx community (Section 4.1.3). I 

categorized the teachers into these three groups based on their “expression of membership into 

groups and communities” (De Fina, 2003, p. 8), by which I mean explicit categorization moves, 

i.e. naming themselves as a member of a particular group, as well as more implicit ones, i.e. 

stance-taking towards groups, occurrences, or ideologies.  

The analysis of the stories presented here demonstrates how the teachers positioned 

themselves toward, for example, their Latinx students, schools, districts, and fellow teachers, as 

well as how they appropriated policies they felt did not best serve their students’ needs. 

Additionally, the teachers’ short stories exemplify the types of advocacy I explored in the 
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advocacy tendencies questionnaire, i.e. Self Advocacy, School Advocacy, and Community 

Advocacy. As mentioned in Chapter 3, the transcription conventions used in this chapter can be 

found in Appendix G. 

4.1.1. George and Aline: U.S. Immigrants and English Language Learners 

 In this section, I present the narratives of George and Aline, who both immigrated to the 

United States, albeit at different points in their lives. George and Aline explicitly categorized 

themselves as immigrants to the U.S. and ELLs during their interviews, and both told stories 

exemplifying how their identities as immigrants and multilinguals affected the way they 

approached teaching, but their positionality toward their students differed greatly in the stories 

they shared. I begin this section by discussing two stories from my interview with George.  

George was born in Cameroon and grew up speaking French and several languages 

indigenous to Cameroon. He is extremely well-educated and has two undergraduate degrees and 

master’s degrees in both TESOL and special education. At the time of the interview, he had been 

teaching for twenty-three years, and had taught in Cameroon, the UK, the U.S., and Japan; he 

had been living and teaching in the U.S. for seventeen years and was teaching in State B when I 

spoke to him. In in terms of framing agency, George’s narratives demonstrated orientation 

toward the frame of a good teacher as someone who uses their education and life experiences to 

empathize with their students’ struggles and shows respect for their cultural and linguistic 

backgrounds. For example, in Excerpt 1 below, beginning in line 5, George tells of how his 

experience teaching and studying in Japan caused him to have an epiphany and empathize with 

his newcomer and beginner students. Specifically, beginning in lines 8-9, George positions the 

character of himself in his Japanese class, learning kanji, as being the same as his newcomer 

students in his English classes because of the feelings of confusion he believes he and the other 

student characters share. Within the story, he actually makes reference to this moment of 
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realization twice (oh this is what some of the newcomers or even the beginners feel sitting in 

class; WHOA. This is what some of the kids are going through) demonstrating that this was a 

formative experience that shaped his stance toward what it means to be a good teacher. Later, in 

lines 19-22, George tells how he even shares his story of learning kanji with his students in order 

to normalize their experiences of forgetting or not being able to think in English, positioning 

himself as a fellow language learner who empathizes with their plight as learners of a new 

language. The constructed dialogue in lines 19-22 also represent an instance of reported Self 

Advocacy; here, George positions himself as a sympathetic ear (feel free to talk to me about it 

maybe after school) and an ally who will not judge them for struggling while learning a new 

language (Just know that it's normal and it's part of learning a new language.). 

Excerpt 1: George, Developing Empathy through Experiences Abroad 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 

09 

10 

11 

Rachel 

George 

 

Do you feel like that gives you a window into their lives a little bit?  

Oh yes. Oh yes. A lot. And let me share something with you, you know... 

Because I've been here for a long time how can I put this I became...I lost my 

sensitivity to what an English language learner might feel. In the classroom 

you know I started taking certain things for granted. Then I had the 

opportunity to spend two years in Japan as an exchange teacher and during my 

free time I decided to enroll in free Japanese classes. And I guess by the end of 

the first week it just dawned on me like oh this is what some of the 

newcomers4 or even the beginners feel sitting in class you know. Like they 

would write the kanji on the board and no matter how slowly the teacher 

repeats it you don't know what it is. You know you might imitate the sounds a 

 
4 Definitions of “newcomer” vary and students defined as newcomers have very different educational backgrounds. 
In general, though, a newcomer is a student who is “new” to the U.S. educational system and has been in the country 
anywhere from only a few days to several months. 
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12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

e i o u, but if someone were to hold a gun to your head you wouldn't really be 

able to say them. You wouldn't know what it was to save your life. And I had 

that moment like that like WHOA. This is what some of the kids are going 

through. And to me it recharged me so when I came back in 2010 you know I 

think my empathy and sympathy grew. You know so right now I'm really more 

conscious of when they don't know it's not because but they are slow or lazy. 

It's because if you don't know you don't know. And it may take a while. So that 

was helpful. And I share that story with them like it's not an excuse but if you 

feel like your mind is totally blank don't worry. Just write it down or feel free 

to talk to me about it maybe after school or email it you know. Just know that 

it's normal and it's part of learning a new language. 

 Excerpt 2 further demonstrates how George positions himself toward his students as an 

ally, while also providing another example of how he aligns with the definition of a good teacher 

as one who, through experience and education, shows respect for the cultural and linguistic 

backgrounds of their students. At the beginning of Excerpt 2, below, George tells of how, instead 

of expecting his Central American students to automatically connect with U.S. civil rights 

figures like Rosa Parks and Martin Luther King, Jr., he asks them to think of popular heroes from 

their own cultures. Here, George demonstrates how he believes his identity as a well-educated, 

experienced teacher allows him to present learning concepts in ways that allow his students to 

connect with the material they’ll be tested on. Furthermore, in this excerpt, through the story self 

George presents in the narrative beginning in line 19, he positions himself and his students as co-

creators of the learning that goes on in the classroom by asking the students to provide him, the 

teacher, with examples of Central American heroes. By then connecting those heroes to the civil 

rights leaders in the students’ curriculum (you see what he did is the same as what Rosa Parks 
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did and what Nelson Mandela did and Martin Luther King), George also shows his students that 

he considers their heritage and cultural figures to be as important as those from, for example, the 

United States and South Africa. Additionally, this excerpt exemplifies George’s agency in 

appropriating a curriculum that he felt did not serve the needs of his students. Rather than 

bemoaning the curriculum or blaming his students for not being able to connect with cultural 

heroes from a foreign country (the United States or South Africa), George declares that it is “up 

to you [teachers] to break it down” and that “you have to try.” George’s story of finding cultural 

common ground is also a great example of how teachers can advocate for their students within 

the four walls of their classroom.  

Excerpt 2: George, Finding Cultural Common Ground 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 

09 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Rachel 

 

 

George 

 

So when you're teaching these kids, if you feel like there are parts of the 

curriculum that may not be working out the best for you, do you reinterpret 

them? 

Yes exactly and that's where your training as a teacher comes in for as a 

graduate student you know there are many pathways it's up to you to break it 

down to their level you know. If you have newcomers for example and one of 

the texts that newcomers have to read is about I think Rosa Parks. So to most 

of them Rosa Parks is alien. So those of them who have previous education 

you might want to ask them like do you know who Cesar Chavez is? And you 

go from there and ask them about their community so like do you know of 

anybody back home in Guatemala who has done those things for their 

neighbor or the community without asking for payment? So you have to think 

about how to break it down before introducing like someone like Rosa Parks 
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14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

and saying like in the US we have this person and this is what she did and it's 

because she was fighting for this. So you're always trying to build a 

background and make connections. Sometimes it's hard to find examples but 

you have to try. Most of the time they will try if you ask them, like think about 

when you were in El Salvador was there someone who did things for the 

community and who was praised for that? They will come up with names. You 

know I remember when I did that lesson three years ago all the students from 

El Salvador were talking about this bishop during the Civil War who was 

trying to unify and bring peace between the government and the rebels. He 

was killed because the gunmen walked into the church and shot him and all the 

students from El Salvador they knew about him. So I said to them you see 

what he did is the same as what Rosa Parks did and what Nelson Mandela did 

and Martin Luther King. 

 I now turn to my analysis of an excerpt from my interview with Aline. Aline was born in 

the Ukraine and immigrated to the U.S. in her early teens. She completed her bachelor’s and 

master’s degrees in the late seventies and worked as a librarian for many years in her children’s 

school district before making the decision to become a teacher. She had been teaching ESOL at 

the high school level for twenty-seven years at the time of the interview, and was teaching in 

State C. Although, like George, Aline’s positionality toward her students seemed to be greatly 

influenced by her experiences as an immigrant and English language learner, Aline oriented 

more toward the idea of a good teacher as one that enforces the use of an English-only policy in 

the classroom. This negative view of translanguaging seems to have been influenced both by 

Aline’s own experiences as an immigrant to the U.S. and by her training and age. For example, 

in Excerpt 3, Aline connects her success in the U.S. in large part to the fact that she was “forced 
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to speak English” (line 07) and positions herself toward her “successful” non-Spanish-speaking 

“singletons” (line 06) that must speak English because there is no one else around that speaks 

their L1. At the same time, Aline also recycles a macro-level discourse that posits that people 

don’t use/learn English because of laziness or an unwillingness to try, and positions herself as 

someone who is laden with the burden of getting her students to speak English. She positions 

herself and the educational system in general as a “we” that is guilty of making things too easy 

for ELLs (we tend to facilitate things for a very large group of the same language speakers) in 

opposition to the ELLs, a “them” that resists speaking English (it's very difficult to convince them 

to practice their English). Then, Aline prefaces the dialogue between herself and her students 

beginning in line 14 by declaring “I’m not being racist.” With this discursive move, Aline 

essentially excuses herself to me, the audience, and toward the characters of her students, and 

positions the story-world Aline as someone who is telling a harsh truth, and one that upholds her 

definition of a good teacher as one that enforces use of English (you really need to practice your 

English; you have to speak English because I can't understand your language and I don't know 

what you're saying).  

Aline further positions herself toward the stance of a good teacher being one that enforces 

an English-only policy by providing evidence that other teachers share her view (One of my first 

English teachers was from Cuba and he was very upset with the way ESOL was going. Because 

he felt the same way as I do), before recognizing that her negative view of translanguaging may 

be based on the fact that she is a “senior citizen” (line 28) who graduated many decades ago. In 

the final evaluation of her stance toward what it means to be a good teacher, Aline positions 

herself in opposition to new graduates with differing views on translanguaging and provides 

support for her opinion by referencing her years of experience as a teacher (I have formed my 

opinion over the course of many many years and I'm not fresh out of college.) 
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Excerpt 3: Aline, Forced to Speak English  

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 

09 

10 
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12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Aline When I teach I try to think about my own experience. And I think the biggest 

issue is that there is a large segment of our population that doesn't have to 

speak English and I think that is a driving force. Sometimes I think it's 

economically driven and this is my personal opinion because if you don't 

speak English you're stuck, you get a menial laborer job. And when I see my 

group in the classroom I see that the singletons are the people who are from 

various backgrounds and are forced to speak English just like I was because 

there was no one to communicate with. In general outside my home I was 

forced to speak English which of course helped me in the long run. Here what 

I've noticed is, we tend to facilitate things for a very large group of the same 

language speakers - coming from different countries where they speak pretty 

much the same language, and it's very difficult to convince them to practice 

their English. And I find it very frustrating, that's just me from a personal 

perspective and I really try to emphasize that I'm not being racist. Your native 

language is perfect but you really need to practice your English. All the tests 

are given in English. I actually had a student ask me why I don't teach in 

Spanish. I told him well even though I may have ten of you I still I have five 

from various other countries and I don't know all their languages. I think what 

we've done is spoiled a group of people into thinking that they are entitled to 

having everything in their native tongue and it's not necessarily the way to 

learn English. And I know that this is going to sound horrible but when you 

stop to think about it when I'm in the classroom you have to speak English 
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23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

because I can't understand your language and I don't know what you're saying 

and when there's a test going on you cannot speak to one another in Spanish 

especially with biology. And that has nothing to do with policy and everything 

to do with classroom management. One of my first English teachers was from 

Cuba and he was very upset with the way ESOL was going. Because he felt 

the same way as I do. I'm a senior citizen <haha> but that's a consideration you 

have to take. I have formed my opinion over the course of many many years 

and I'm not fresh out of college. 

In Excerpt 3, Aline positions herself as a proponent of English-only classroom policies 

and, in Excerpt 4, she gives an indication of why this is the case. After I asked her if the majority 

of her students were Spanish speakers, she responded that they were, and then framed the story 

she tells beginning in line 5 by first connecting it to a historical perspective, asking me to “Think 

about how it used to be.” (line 1) and positing that for those in power, it’s better that Latinx 

ELLs don’t learn English because it’s easier to maintain an educated, uninformed group of 

people in an oppressive state (at an economic level it makes sense for people not to have to learn 

English). Then, in line 5, Aline shares a small story of an imagined conversation with Spanish-

speaking students who want to quit school to work in construction. Here, she introduces the story 

by positioning herself toward her students as a possessor of knowledge that she is passing down 

to them (I told the kids). Within the story itself, she positions her non-bilingual students (the 

“you” in the story) in opposition to a hypothetical bilingual boss (the “he” in the story), as well 

as to herself, the homeowner (people come to my house to work), to demonstrate the economic 

power of bilingualism. The hypothetical bilingual boss in her story has power by virtue of their 

bilingualism, while the Latinx students considering dropping out to work are described as 

disfluent and powerless. Aline comments on her story by connecting it to her own experiences as 
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an immigrant ELL (This is from an immigrant's perspective.), though the differences between 

Aline’s immigrant experience as a White immigrant from Europe who immigrated with her 

parents and sister, and those of her Latinx ELLs, many of whom immigrate without their families 

and must work to support themselves, cannot be overlooked. Aline does seem to be aware of this 

disparity and mentioned at another point in the interview that as “a Caucasian with you know 

blonde hair blue eyes,” she may have had an easier time in that respect than many of her students 

because they “not only sound different but also look different.” In terms of macro-level 

positioning, Aline’s story in Excerpt 4 reproduces discourses that frame multilingualism as 

human capital (Heller & Duchêne, 2012), and she offers both herself and the hypothetical 

bilingual boss up as examples of multilingual success stories to prove to her Latinx ELLs the 

point she makes about the importance of staying in school.  

Excerpt 4: Aline, English as Economic Power 
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Think about how it used to be. If you taught a person to read, the slaves were 

not allowed to read because if you taught them to read they just might go and 

do something. And I'm not equating slavery to this but at an economic level it 

makes sense for people not to have to learn English. And I told the kids you 

know when you're on the job if you have a job you know people come to my 

house to work and you know who speaks English? The boss. The boss is 

bilingual so how do these other people who don't understand English know 

what's going on?  So you know he's earning $100 and probably only giving 

you $10. This is from an immigrant's perspective.  

The teachers whose stories I shared in this section are similar in that they are both U.S. 

immigrants who spoke languages other than English as children, but the two differ greatly in 

their ethnic backgrounds, positionality toward their students, and stances on what it means to be 
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a good teacher. As evidenced by the analysis of Excerpts 1 and 2, George, a multilingual-from-

birth man from Cameroon, positioned himself toward his students as a fellow language learner 

and ally, and oriented toward the definition of a good teacher as one who respects students’ 

linguistic and cultural backgrounds and views them as strengths that can be harnessed in the 

classroom. Aline, a White woman originally from the Ukraine, oriented toward a definition of a 

teacher as one who enforces an English-only policy in the classroom; Aline also positioned 

herself toward her Latinx students as an advice giver or knowledge holder, i.e. someone who 

knows best and can tell her students how to be successful because of her own experience, a view 

which fails to take into consideration racial and economic differences between herself and her 

students. 

4.1.2. Katya and Amy: Teachers-cum-Parents 

In this section I present excerpts from my interviews with Katya and Amy. Katya and 

Amy are both White, non-Latinx women who grew up speaking only English. At several points 

during my interviews with Katya and Amy, they explicitly categorized themselves as surrogate 

parents for their students, and as shown in the analysis of the excerpts in this section, both 

teachers positioned themselves toward a macro-level frame of a good teacher as one that fulfills 

parental roles for students whose parents are absent or unable to request services for their 

children, whether because of linguistic or cultural reasons. However, the two teachers differed in 

the ways they positioned themselves toward their students in their narratives and in the ways 

they embodied parental roles. Katya seemed to embody her parental role as a type of 

disciplinarian, while Amy approached it more as a problem solver for the issues facing her 

students. I now turn to my analysis of an excerpt from my interview with Amy.  

As mentioned above, Amy is a White, non-Latinx woman who grew up speaking English, 

and she told me when I interviewed her that she was studying Spanish so that she could 
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communicate better with her Latinx students. Amy has a master’s degree in TESOL and at the 

time of the interview had been teaching for five years teachers in State A. Amy’s stance toward 

the macro-level framework of teacher-cum-parent influenced the ways in which she positioned 

herself toward her students as an empathetic surrogate parent and listener. For example, in 

Excerpt 5, after I asked Amy if she felt that other teachers in her department made an effort to 

empathize with ELL students, she responded by saying that “there are some who don’t” (line 1), 

before positioning herself and other teachers who do empathize in opposition to teachers she 

perceives as not putting themselves in the place of students (people who teach should have 

hearts). She then introduces a small narrative turn by again positioning herself as someone who 

feels called to fulfill a parental role for her students (I feel the need to help) before positioning 

herself in the story world as a mother and grandmother to her students and their children (You 

know when I go anywhere in the community and I hear Mom, my son! And I say look I have a 

new grandbaby.). Amy uses this narrative turn to set up a description of her Community 

Advocacy efforts on behalf of the students she has who are parents, saying that she has been 

“working on this project for six years now” (lines 19-20), and in her description of her efforts, 

positions herself in direct opposition to gatekeepers and policymakers in her school district, 

mocking the justifications they give for their refusals to support students by having a daycare in 

school (if you have a daycare, more kids are going to have babies; No I'm not setting up a 

dispensary for condoms or anything I promise.). Amy ends this excerpt with a very strong 

statement of her dissatisfaction with the way her students are (not) being served, saying “We're 

doing the community a disservice” (lines 23-34). Here, she positions herself pronominally 

(we’re) as a member of the group doing “the community,” i.e. the community of her Latinx 

students, a disservice. This indicates that Amy recognizes that, while she orients toward a larger 

framework of herself as a good teacher/advocate because she does try to put herself in the place 
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of her students, she is not in reality in their place and is instead a member of a different 

community, i.e. teachers, White teachers, Americans, etc. Amy’s story also demonstrates how 

appropriating, or attempting to appropriate, policy and advocating for students can be met with 

resistance from stakeholders in positions higher up in the policy hierarchy, and illustrates why 

“teacher activists” (Picower, 2012) may become depressed, anxious, or frustrated (Stern & 

Brown, 2016) in the face of a lack of support for their School or Community Advocacy efforts 

from administrators, policymakers, and other gatekeepers. 

Excerpt 5: Amy, Surrogate (Grand)Parent 
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Amy 

Do you think the people in your department tend to put themselves in the place 

of their students? 

I don't know. There are some I know who don't frankly. I mean if you've got a 

heart and people who teach should have hearts. You know big hearts tend to 

listen when these young people look at you like you are a surrogate parent 

which they do, a lot of them, cause you're the one that's the fulfilling that role 

for them, what can you do but help? And I feel the need to help… you have to. 

It’s cool I have so many so many kids so many young adults who call me 

Mom. You know when I go anywhere in the community and I hear Mom, my 

son! And I say look I have a new grandbaby. And I mean I can piss and moan 

all I want, but nobody listens. It's just the truth nobody listens. Like for 

example I would love to have a childcare center. You know my students who 

are parents and having to take care of their kids and work I want them to earn 

a CTE [College for Technical Education] credit for that. I want moms and 

dads to be in there. And our teachers can have their kids in there too and then 
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the students can see adults modeling behaviors that are appropriate with their 

children. Wouldn't it be amazing I mean so many of our teachers are young 

parents too and what if they could bring their kids to school here? But we can't 

afford the insurance so hey that's out. Yeah I've been working on this project 

for 6 years now and nobody just nobody... Nobody is willing because you 

know if you have a daycare, more kids are going to have babies. You know 

you just shake your head sometimes. No I'm not setting up a dispensary for 

condoms or anything I promise. I just don't understand it. We're doing the 

community a disservice. 

I now turn to my analysis of an excerpt from Katya’s interview. Like Amy, Katya is 

White, non-Latinx, and female. She also grew up speaking only English and also told me she 

was studying Spanish to be able to speak with her Latinx students. She has a master’s degree in 

TESOL and, at the time of the interview, had been teaching for seven years in State C. While 

Amy’s orientation toward a frame of teachers as parents was couched in terms of having a “big 

heart,” Katya oriented toward a teacher-cum-parent role more in the sense of being a 

disciplinarian whose job it was to get her students to fall in line. For example, in Excerpt 6, 

Katya tells a small story of her response to a student with attendance issues, prefacing it by 

mentioning that her school has a “huge problem with gangs like MS13” (line 02). In the narrative 

turn that begins in line 04, Katya positions herself toward Alonso like a parent scolding their 

child (your future is affected by everything that you do right now. I know that you're only fifteen 

but this is really going to affect what happens to you for the next ten or twenty years). Katya does 

go on to acknowledge that, based on her race and physical appearance, she knows she can’t truly 

understand what her students are going through (it's hard coming from you know this blonde 

White teacher), positioning herself in opposition to Alonso and other Latinx students ethnically. 
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However, in the narrative turn beginning in line 10, she once again positions herself towards her 

students as someone who knows what’s best for them (I'm here for you I'm trying to help you. 

The reason that I yell at you every day is not because I hate you. It’s because I want what's best 

for you and I know you can achieve it.). Furthermore, in saying that she “yells” (line 11) at her 

students every day, Katya positions herself toward her students in the role of disciplinarian and 

characterizes her students as passive vessels and/or recipients of her anger, ostensibly caused by 

them not doing what she has told them is “best” (line 12) for them.  

Excerpt 6: Katya, Tough Love 
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Katya Because we have so many kids who don't come here with a support system 

we have a huge problem with gangs like MS13. And I have a student that's 

just not coming to class because he's gradually being pulled under the 

influence and I said to him like (Alonso) your future is affected by everything 

that you do right now. I know that you're only fifteen but this is really going 

to affect what happens to you for the next ten or twenty years. And it's so hard 

for students to understand that you know as a fifteen-year-old but also it's 

hard coming from you know this blonde White teacher. I have a very different 

perspective I cannot imagine the things that they've gone through but like 

getting them to understand I'm here for you I'm trying to help you. The reason 

that I yell at you every day is not because I hate you. It’s because I want 

what's best for you and I know you can achieve it.  

 Excerpts 5 and 6 demonstrate how Amy and Katya both position themselves toward the 

frame of a teacher as someone who fulfills a parental role, and both acknowledge that their 

identities (for example, their ethnicities) differ greatly from their students and prevent them from 

truly knowing what life like for their Latinx students. However, their positionality toward these 
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Latinx students and the ways they orient toward the role of teacher-cum-parent are also quite 

different. In Excerpt 5, Amy positions herself as an empathetic problem solver who listens to her 

Latinx students’ needs and tries to stand up to gatekeepers higher up the policy hierarchy who 

block access to programs she thinks will answer these needs. On the other hand, in Excerpt 6, 

Katya positions herself as more of tough-love sort of taskmaster who feels she knows what is 

best for her students and yells at them to try to make them see her point of view.  

4.1.3. Patricia, Chuck, and Jeffrey: Sojourners 

The third and final group of teachers I discuss is Patricia, Chuck and Jeffrey, who I call 

“sojourners” in a nod to recent trends in study abroad literature (McManus, Mitchell, & Tracy-

Ventura, 2014; Tullock, 2019). Sojourners are, essentially, people who have been temporary 

residents of foreign countries, and is an apt term for the three teachers discussed in this section, 

who explicitly categorized themselves in their interviews as world travelers and/or people with 

strong friendship and family ties to non-U.S. communities. In their narratives and the talk 

surrounding them, Patricia, Chuck, and Jeffrey position themselves toward a frame that defines a 

good teacher as one who fights for equal access for their students, and they all position 

themselves in opposition to their schools and/or districts, who they describe as failing to provide 

equal access to education and services for Latinx ELLs. I begin this section by talking about 

Patricia. 

Patricia is a White native speaker of English married to a man who immigrated to the 

United States from Guatemala as an adult. She speaks Spanish at home with her husband and 

children and has family through her husband in Central America. Patricia studied abroad in 

Mexico and has also visited Guatemala several times. She has a master’s degree in TESOL and 

at the time of her interviews, she had been teaching for twenty-six years in State A. While 

listening to Patricia’s interview, I was often reminded of my own identity, as I’m also a White 
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native speaker of English married to a Latinx immigrant, I speak Spanish at home with my 

husband and son, and I have lived in and have family in Latin America. Based in part on these 

elements of my identity and life experience, I have positioned myself during my time as a 

teacher in opposition to policies I feel do not respect the needs and rights of Latinx, ELLs, as 

does Patricia. 

 For example, in Excerpt 7, Patricia describes how her district is failing to serve her 

Latinx students. In the constructed dialogue in lines 03-05 she describes the push for ELLs to 

graduate in four years as a misapplication of the call for equal access to education, stating that 

“90%” (line 04) of her students cannot graduate in four years, given their level of education. 

Here she clearly positions herself in opposition to the “they” (the school district) claiming that 

ELLs can graduate in four years. She continues by saying that she thinks “money is a part of” 

(line 06) the county’s push to graduate ELLs in four years, but that race also plays a part, saying 

“if you look at the ESOL students, everyone is brown” (line 07). As a teacher at a school where 

the majority of ELLs are Latinx, it’s clear that Patricia believes her students’ race/ethnicity plays 

a part in why her students are being underserved by the district, and she positions herself as 

being strongly against this race-based lack of equity.  

In the constructed dialogue and surrounding talk in in lines 07-11, Patricia once again 

positions herself, other teachers, and/or students (us) in in opposition to the district (they; them) 

and the decisions it has made when changing the curriculum (They'll give us links to certain 

songs and poems and they're all broken but they’re all The new curriculum! The new 

curriculum!). In terms of macro-level positioning, the district’s treatment of Patricia’s students is 

completely at odds with her moral stance toward the definition of a good teacher as one who 

fights for equality for students, and she goes so far as to call the district’s treatment of her 

students “criminal” (line 09). Patricia follows this up with the small story in lines 16-19, once 
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again positioning herself, other teachers, and/or students (we) in opposition to the school district 

(them) who provides Latinx ELLs and their teachers with useless technology and no tech 

support, all the while sitting in their “lavish” (line 12) headquarters. Patricia then evaluates the 

occurrences in this narrative turn by saying, “It’s like everything they do, one thing after 

another” (lines 18-19), positioning her current self in the context of the interview to the past 

actions of the district in her narrative turn to express that the district’s showboating and lack of 

support for her students are recurring and indicative of their overall treatment of Latinx ELLs. 

Patricia ends this excerpt by once again positioning good teachers like herself that fight for 

equality for their students in opposition to the district, which she describes as shutting down 

teachers who question its methods (I have gotten and I have friends who have like discipline 

notes in their file because we were complaining).  

In this excerpt, Patricia clearly positions herself as being against the school district’s 

decisions and rationale, which she describes as being motivated by race and economics, and 

disgusted by the treatment her Latinx ELLs receive. This excerpt also exemplifies how teachers 

who choose to appropriate policy and/or engage in advocacy outside their own classrooms can 

jeopardize their own careers in their pursuit of equality and social justice on behalf of their 

students. It also confirms the findings of previous research (Athanases & de Oliveira, 2007) in 

which narratives revealed “a tension between the need to be vocal as an advocate and careful 

consideration of attendant risks” (p. 133). 

Excerpt 7: Patricia, Unequal Access for “Brown” Students 
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Do you think they changed the graduation requirements to answer calls for 

equal access to education? 
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Patricia They have used that as an excuse and they're like some kids can graduate in 

four years. And I'm like yes, SOME kids can. But 90% of them can't. 

Especially with the level of education of the most recent immigrants, it's 

impossible. I think money is part of it but also if you look at the ESOL 

students, everyone is brown. And the curriculum they put together is so bad. 

There are mistakes, they don't have enough books, not enough materials. It's 

criminal. They'll give us links to certain songs and poems and they're all 

broken but they’re all The new curriculum! The new curriculum! You know 

numbers are missing, stories aren't there. It makes me sick. I don't know if 

you've been to any of their headquarters, but they're lavish. They're dripping 

with money. And they have this new thing for next year where every student 

will have their own laptop to take home. So I'm really looking forward to that 

next year. You know like when iPads came out it was like ohhhh iPads and 

they put all these passwords on them and then the tech person left and we 

weren't actually able to make any upgrades and or use the passwords and 

Apple wouldn't unlock them so they were useless. It's like everything they do, 

like the Smartboard, one thing after another. And there's a lot of kids who 

never graduate and they're spending a lot of money on them and they never 

graduate at all. So that's my thought I mean they never told us why they were 

switching the curriculum and I never asked. I have gotten and I have friends 

who have like discipline notes in their file because we were complaining. It's 

a huge conspiracy. It's bad. 

In the above excerpt, Patricia positions herself in opposition to school/district policies she 

feels do not serve her students and demonstrates how she embodies the macro-level frame of a 
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good teacher as one who fights for equal rights and opportunities for their students; this teacher-

versus school positionality and fight for equal access are both present in the excerpt from my 

interview with Chuck, which I turn to next. 

Chuck is a former State Department employee who traveled extensively for his job and 

lived abroad, primarily working with refugee communities, before entering the teaching 

profession. In his interview, he made explicit reference to his connections to immigrant 

communities within the U.S., as well as to international communities, citing both childhood and 

adult friendships he felt shaped his identity. Chuck is a White, non-Latinx man with a master’s 

degrees in special education. At the time of his interview, Chuck had been teaching for sixteen 

years and was teaching in State A.  

 Excerpt 8 demonstrates how Chuck reacted to the underrepresentation of Latinx ELLs at 

his school in activities like student government and how he positioned himself toward his 

students and school practices that excluded Latinx ELLs. In the small story beginning in line 07, 

Chuck tells the story of the first Salvadorian member of student government and, in the 

constructed dialogue in lines 08-11, sets up a clear dichotomy between Latinx ELLs and the rest 

of the school. For example, Chuck in the story world begins by clarifying that his student is the 

first Latinx ELL member of student government (You’ve never had another one?) to which the 

student in the story world replies that the other Latinx students (all the rest of them, there's three 

other Latinos that are there but they were born here) belong to a different sub-group, i.e. U.S.-

born Latinos, to which the student in the story world does not claim membership (I'm the only 

one who's foreign-born in there.) By having the characters in this narrative turn refer to non-ELL 

Latinx as “them” and “they” and by having the student character reject membership in the group 

of Latinx students born in the U.S., Chuck clearly positions himself and his students as being a 

group apart from the rest of the school or, as he calls it, “a world in a world” (line 02).  
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Then, in the narrative turn beginning in lines 11-12, Chuck positions himself as someone 

who, with the assistance of a Spanish-speaking colleague (I got Doctor (Lane) to translate the 

application and I started passing those things out like candy hearts on Valentine's Day) 

takes action to remedy the lack of equal treatment and resources for Latinx ELLs. His use of “I” 

in these lines shows clear grammatical agency. Finally, when addressing his students in the story 

world in lines 13-16, Chuck uses the second person plural “let’s” to position himself 

grammatically as working alongside his students (let's get us in here; let’s get out and spread out 

your 51% of the school). Additionally, Chuck’s comparison of his students to livestock (there's 

no reason why all of you should be in the same place all the time herded from one classroom to 

another) indicates that he thinks that his students are treated as less than human by his school. In 

this excerpt, Chuck positions himself as someone who listens to his students and values their 

experiences, and, when he sees a policy or practice that he feels does not serve his students, takes 

action along with his students to embody the macro-level frame of a good teacher as one who 

fights for equal rights for their students. 

Excerpt 8: Chuck, Fighting for Latinx Representation 
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Do you think your students feel like they're part of the school?  

There's definitely a world in a world. I definitely feel like there's a world in 

a world in the school and I've talked to some of my better students who 

have just acclimated better and asked them did you know that you could do  

this at the school? Did you know you could do that? And they're just like 

no! That's because there are no liaisons or representatives from those places 

for them. Like for example last year was the first year that we had a 

Salvadorian student go into student government and I go and I'm like this is 
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the first one? You've never had another one? He told me he said well all the 

rest of them, there's three other Latinos that are there but they were born 

here I'm the only one who's foreign-born in there. So this year I got Doctor 

(Lane) to translate the application and I started passing those things out like 

candy hearts on Valentine's Day. I was like let's get us in here because 

there's no reason why all of you should be in the same place all the time 

herded from one classroom to another. Let's get out and spread out your 

51% of the school. 

I now turn to a discussion of the final focal participant, Jeffrey. Jeffrey is a White, non-

Latinx male with a master’s degree in TESOL; at the time of the interview, Jeffrey had been 

teaching for twenty-seven years and was teaching in State A. Jeffrey, like Chuck and Patricia, 

positions himself as being a good teacher that fights for his students rights by taking action to 

demand equal opportunities and resources for Latinx ELLs, a stance which I believe was 

influenced by his international experience and multilingualism. Jeffrey lived and taught English 

in Panama for several years, and he, his wife, and his children all speak Spanish. In his interview, 

Jeffrey told me that his experiences being an immigrant in Panama and seeing his children 

“dropped into Panamanian public schools where no one spoke a word of English,” greatly 

influenced his teaching practices, and this is evident in the ways he positions himself toward his 

students, especially his newcomer students, in Excerpts 9 and 10.   

 Excerpt 9, below, demonstrates how Jeffrey advocates for his students and their parents, 

how he challenges policies he feels do not serve his students, and how he positions himself 

toward his students, school, and the macro-level frame of a good teacher as one who fights for 

equal access and opportunities for Latinx ELLs. In the turns preceding the small story that begins 

in line 11, Jeffrey tells how he, like many other teachers cited in this chapter, tries to fulfill his 
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students’ basic needs; in Jeffrey’s case, he provides food for his students by partnering with local 

food banks, a clear example of a Community Advocacy behavior and, in lines 07-08, shows how 

he is able to leverage the linguistic knowledge he gained as an international sojourner to serve 

his students and their parents. Then, in line 11, Jeffrey sets up the story of a newcomer student 

who a counselor placed in a Reserve Officers’ Training Course (ROTC) class, a course meant to 

“to instill in students in secondary educational institutions the values of citizenship, service to the 

United States, and personal responsibility and a sense of accomplishment,” (10 U.S.C.§2031). In 

this story, Jeffrey first positions the student as confiding in Jeffrey (I don't want to be in this 

class I don't like it), before positioning himself in the story world as someone who tells students 

the truth about their rights (And I said well you don't have to be.), in opposition to school 

officials like the story world student’s counselor (And he said well I went to my counselor and 

she told me that I do have to be in it.). When Jeffrey positions himself in opposition to the policy 

of placing newcomers into ROTC classes, his identity as a teacher with 27 years of experience 

also comes into play, as he has knowledge of what students’ rights actually are. It’s worth noting 

that this ROTC placement policy was brought to my attention by several of my interviewees, 

with one even describing it as “twisted,” as he felt encouraged ELLs to enlist in the armed forces 

of a country that would likely not grant them citizenship, and possibly ask them to fight against 

people from their home country. It’s also worth noting that, in this small story, Jeffrey does not 

say he is going to fix the student’s problem for him, instead telling the student what he believes 

they (here's what you need to do you need to tell your parent or your guardian that you don't 

want to be in this class) and their parents (and they may need to come in and talk to the assistant 

principal and if you're still having trouble then you need to go to the principal) should do. On 

the one hand, Jeffrey’s grammatical positionality toward the student and parent in this story 

suggests a respect for their own agency; he uses “you” and “they” when describing potential 



 77 

solutions and not “we.” On the other hand, his use of the word “need” (here's what you need to 

do you need) is phrased more as a command than as advice, and the fact that he does not include 

himself in the actions to be taken to (again, he doesn’t use “we” here) suggests that he may have 

failed to consider whether the newcomer student and their parents will be able to communicate 

with the assistant principal or principal and/or whether the student’s parents or guardians are 

physically present and able to “go to the principal.” 

Excerpt 9: Jeffrey, Stepping In  
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Do you feel like standing up for your students is part of your job?  

Yes, I do. I provide food for whoever needs food, like a lot of teachers out 

of pocket, well I used to and now I partner with local food banks. People 

have told me I communicate a lot with parents and guardians and I have that 

ability because I speak Spanish. I don't speak completely fluently but I 

speak it well enough that I can talk to parents in Spanish, so parents often 

start asking me things like you know hey I tried to get free lunch for my son 

but we're having trouble with that or having trouble with my immigration 

status and lawyers or whatever so when things come up - so I do think in 

general teachers including myself need to communicate with homes more 

often. So super example one of our students came to me and it's because a 

lot of our brand-new newcomer students are put into the ROTC class, and 

so one of them came to me and said I don't want to be in this class I don't 

like it. And I said well you don't have to be. And he said well I went to my 

counselor and she told me that I do have to be in it. And I said well here's 

what you need to do you need to tell your parent or your guardian that you 
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don't want to be in this class and they may need to come in and talk to the 

assistant principal and if you're still having trouble then you need to go to 

the principal. So it's really helping students, and parents or guardians know 

when they need to step in and advocate for their students. 

If Jeffrey’s positionality in Excerpt 9 suggests a possible lack of consideration for 

students’ linguistic needs, Excerpt 10 clarifies where Jeffrey stands on this issue. In this final 

excerpt, Jeffrey tells a small short story about publicly challenging school policies on 

interpretation and translation services for Spanish-speaking students. In the narrative beginning 

in line 05, Jeffrey tells a story in which, frustrated by the lack of consideration for his Latinx 

students’ linguistic backgrounds, he walked on stage during an assembly and asked school 

officials if interpreters were going to be provided for his students. Here, Jeffrey first positions 

himself grammatically as being in a group with the other school officials in the story world (so 

we are we getting interpreters?) before reconstructing his question, positioning himself as 

outside the group that has failed to provide translation services for students (so are you going to 

translate this for half these kids?) and thus distancing himself from a policy that is not in line 

with the macro-level frame of a good teacher as one who fights for equal opportunities and 

services. Additionally, in this excerpt and in Excerpt 9, Jeffrey gives examples of how he 

engages in all three types of Advocacy discussed in this dissertation: i.e. Self Advocacy, in 

giving food to students in class; School Advocacy, in reminding colleagues of the presence and 

needs of ELL students, challenging the ROTC policy, and demanding interpretation services for 

students in school assemblies; and Community Advocacy, in partnering with food banks and 

helping parents navigate school and immigration issues. 
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Excerpt 10: Jeffrey, Demanding Linguistic Equality  
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Do you often feel the need to intercede on your students’ behalf? 

So it's a lot about more communication and sometimes maybe obnoxiously I 

remind some of my colleagues that we're in a fifty-percent-Spanish-speaking 

school so by not translating and interpreting you’re leaving half of your 

audience out of the conversation. So for example this year I actually walked 

up on stage during an assembly and I was like so we are we getting 

interpreters? You know I kind of walked up and I was like so are you going 

to translate this for half these kids? 

4.1.4. Across Narratives  

I analyzed the narratives and surrounding talk from the interview data presented in this 

section by examining how the participants positioned themselves toward their story selves, 

students, fellow teachers, and other stakeholders in the policy hierarchy in their schools, districts, 

and states, as well as how they positioned themselves and appropriated policies that affected 

them and their students. I also examined the participants’ positioning toward macro-level identity 

categories and orientations toward morality, i.e. their framing of what it means to be a good 

teacher. In their narratives, all seven teachers portrayed themselves as being good teachers, but 

the ways they constructed this “good teacher” in their narratives differed. For example, George 

constructed the frame of a good teacher as one who respects and values students’ linguistic and 

cultural heritage, as reflected in his narratives of the ways he advocated for students. On the 

other hand, Katya and Amy constructed the frame of a good teacher as one who fulfills a parental 

role for their students, although they had very different ways of embodying this type of teacher 

in their narratives: Katya took on a more tough-love, I-know-best persona, while Amy took on 

that of an empathetic listener and problem solver. Overall, the analysis presented in this chapter 
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showed that the participants' identities intersected with how they positioned themselves towards 

their Latinx students, school administration, and school districts, how they constructed the frame 

of a good teacher, how they appropriated policies they felt underserved or discriminated against 

their students and their students’ parents or guardians, and the types of advocacy behaviors they 

engaged in. In Chapter 5 I discuss how these findings relate to the findings of the advocacy 

tendencies questionnaire, the results of which I present in the following section. 

4.2. Questionnaire 

 Research Question 2 asks What is the relationship among identity, agency, and policy 

appropriation as demonstrated by a questionnaire on teacher ideologies and practices? In order 

to explore the relationship among identity, agency, and appropriation quantitatively, I used 

classification trees and a multiple linear aggression to analyze the 136 responses to the advocacy 

tendencies questionnaire. I begin this section by discussing the results of the classification trees. 

4.2.1. Classification Trees 

As explained in Chapter 3, I used classification trees to explore the relationship of the 

fourteen independent identity and school variables in Table 3.12 to the four dependent advocacy 

variables: Self Advocacy (mean), School Advocacy (mean), Community Advocacy (mean), and 

Total Advocacy (mean). Classification trees are commonly used as an exploratory technique in 

data mining, and they allow researchers to predict membership in classes based on the outcome 

of a categorical variable, which in the case of the present study is average advocacy (self, school, 

community, and total). Essentially, classification trees are a graphical way of representing a 

series of if statements that lead you to a prediction of membership in a class. For my study, I 

used classification trees to explore how different if statements on identity measures could predict 

higher or lower average advocacy. 
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Table 4.1 lists the average advocacy scores for each dependent variable I used in my 

classification tree analyses; these scores are also reported in the initial node of each of the four 

classification trees discussed below. The standard deviation for each average advocacy score is 

given in parentheses.  

Table 4.1  

Average Advocacy Scores 

Advocacy Type Self  
Advocacy 

School 
Advocacy 

Community 
Advocacy 

Total 
Advocacy 

Average 
Advocacy Score 

5.3 (1.4) 6.4 (1.7) 2.8 (1.9) 4.8 (1.3) 

    

I now turn to an explanation of how to read the classification trees before moving on to 

presenting the results of my analysis. To aid with this explanation, Figure 4.1 shows an example 

of the key I included with each classification tree, and Figure 4.2 shows the beginning of one of 

the trees.  

Each of the four classification trees presented in this chapter begins with an initial, or 

root, node representing 100% of the of participants (n=136) along with the overall advocacy 

score for all participants for one of the four dependent variables listed in the previous paragraph. 

Each initial node is split into subsequent nodes determined by the Classification and Regression 

Tree (CART) algorithm in R to be the most significant splitter/differentiator in input variables. 

Each of these input variables is one of the 14 independent variables from Table 3.12, though not 

all variables were eventually used by the model. When the algorithm splits the tree into branches, 

it does so by dividing the population represented by a variable into subgroups. For example, it 

might divide the variable “Years of Teaching Experience” into two subgroups, one containing the 

score for teachers with equal to or over 34 years of experience, and the other containing the score 

for teacher with under 34 years of experience. Variables are represented by branches, and they 
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lead to further nodes, which are referred to as decision nodes if they lead to further branching, or 

leaf/terminal nodes if they do not. The percentages of the different leaf nodes add up to 100% of 

the data, as the sum of all leaf nodes should be equal to that of the root node.  

Figure 4.1  

Example of Classification Tree Key 

 

As shown in in Figure 4.1, in my trees nodes are represented by colored rectangles that 

are blue, green, orange, yellow, or red, depending on the average advocacy score they represent. 

Initial nodes have a seedling icon next to them, and leaf nodes, which end a branch, have a tree 

icon next to them. Branches are marked with lines and a grey rectangle with scalloped bottom 

describing the two groups into which a variable was split. Finally, the leaf node with the lowest 

average advocacy has a snowflake icon next to it, while the leaf node with the highest average 

advocacy has a sun icon next to it. 
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Figure 4.2 

Beginning of Community Advocacy Classification Tree 

 

Figure 4.2 shows the beginning of one of my classification trees. The initial node is green 

because the average community advocacy score for all participants was between 2 and 3 (2.8 to 

be exact). This and all other nodes include the average advocacy score, n value, and percentage 

of the total population represented by the node. The first split in this tree is represented by 

branching lines and labeled with the variable subgroups “A. 0-25%, 51-100% ELLs” and “A. 26-

50% ELLs.” The first subgroup leads to a green node showing that teachers who fell into this 

group (teachers in schools with ELL populations of 0-25% or 51-100%) had an average 

 advocacy score of 2.5, while teachers who fell into the second subgroup (teachers in schools 

with ELL populations of 26-50%) had an average advocacy score of 3.5. Both subgroups were 

further split by the algorithm, as can be seen in Appendix N. 

I will now present the results for my four dependent advocacy variables, starting with 

Self Advocacy. The full Self Advocacy Classification Tree can be seen in Figure 4.3 and original 

classification trees from R can be seen in Appendix L. For the Self Advocacy Classification 

Tree, the model only used the following independent identity variables: Education, Percent ELL, 

Percent Latinx, Total Languages Learned, and Years Teaching. The first branch of this tree splits 



 84 

according to the variable Years Teaching and separates the participants into two subgroups: 

those with under 34 years teaching (n =128; 94%) and those with equal to or over 34 years 

teaching (n =8; 94%). One of these subgroups, that of participants with equal to or over 34 years 

teaching, is a leaf node and represents the leaf node with the lowest average advocacy score for 

the whole tree, which is 4.1/10. In other words, the partition for the variable Years Teaching 

predicts that teachers with equal to or over 34 years of teaching experience will have, on average, 

the lowest score for Self Advocacy on the advocacy tendencies questionnaire and will have an 

average Self Advocacy score that is 24% lower than teachers with under 34 years of teaching 

experience (4.1 versus 5.4). The second split in the Self Advocacy Tree splits the data according 

to the variable Percent ELL (the percent of English Language Learners in relation to the entire 

student body as reported by teachers). The two subgroups for this variable identified by the 

model are teachers in schools with an ELL population of 0-75% of the total student body (n 

=121; 89%) and teachers in schools with an ELL population of 76-100% (n =7; 5%). This last 

branch leads to one of two leaf nodes with the highest average advocacy score of the entire tree, 

which is 6.3/10. For this first leaf node marked with a sun, the Self Advocacy Tree predicts that 

teachers with under 34 years of teaching experience who work in schools with ELL populations 

of 75-100% will, on average, score higher than other groups for Self Advocacy, not including the 

groups whose characteristics lead to the other node with an average advocacy score of 6.3, also 

marked in Figure 4.3 with a sun. The third split on the tree divides the participants into two 

groups and also uses the variable Years Teaching; the subgroups for this split are teachers with 

under two years teaching (n =7; 5%) and those with 2 or more years teaching (n =114; 84%). In 

the case of this split, assuming all other variables are constant, teachers with under 2 years of 

teaching experience had a lower average Self Advocacy score than those with two or more years 

teaching (4.4 versus 5.3). 
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Figure 4.3  
 
Self Advocacy Classification Tree 
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A helpful method for interpreting classification trees involves considering feature 

importance. Features, which I also refer to as variables here, are used to split the nodes of a tree, 

and feature importance refers to how important the model considers a feature; i.e. the more a 

feature is used to make key decisions within the tree, the more important it is. Table 4.2 displays 

the features the model considered to be most important for each of the classification trees. 

Features in bold are those that were considered important in two of the trees, while features in 

roman are those that were considered important in three of the trees; no single feature was 

considered important by the model in all four trees. I now turn to an explanation of how the 

model uses features to split nodes and create groups of teachers with different average advocacy 

scores.  

Table 4.2  

Feature Importance  

Advocacy Type Self  
 

School  Community  Total 

Most Important 
Features 

Education 
Percent ELL 
Percent Latinx 
Total Languages 
Years Teaching 

Department Size 
Percent ELL 
Years Teaching 
 

Department Size 
Education 
Percent Latinx 

Education 
Percent ELL 
Total Languages 
Years Teaching 
 

 

According to the model and as shown in Table 4.2, the features that were most important 

in explaining Self Advocacy scores as shown in the Self Advocacy Tree are Education, Percent 

ELL, Percent Latinx, Total Languages Learned, and Years Teaching. To demonstrate how 

feature importance applies to splitting groups, in the next section I present examples of how the 

features deemed by the model to be important for predicting average Self Advocacy were used to 

make splits in the Self Advocacy Tree. As I have already presented examples of how the 



 87 

variables Percent ELL and Years Teaching were used to split the tree, I start with Education, 

before moving on to Percent Latinx and Total Languages.  

Figure 4.4 shows how the feature Education was used to split a previous node into 

subgroups of participants with a bachelor’s or master’s degree (n=54; 40%) and participants with 

credits beyond a master’s (n=36; 26%), i.e. multiple master’s degrees or a master’s degree plus 

additional credits, including participants with an uncompleted Ph.D. According to the model, 

teachers with a master’s plus additional credits will have an average Self Advocacy score that is 

11% lower (5.1 versus 5.7), than teachers with a bachelor’s or master’s degree (assuming all 

other variables in the branch are constant). 

Figure 4.4 

Feature Importance: Education x Self Advocacy

 

 Another feature considered important for predicting average Self Advocacy is Percent 

Latinx, or the percentage of ELL students from each school that are Latinx (as reported by 

teachers in the questionnaire). Figure 4.5 shows how this variable was used to split the previous 

node of teachers with a bachelor’s or master’s into subgroups of teachers from schools with 

reported ELL populations that were 0-25% or 75-100% Latinx (n=34; 24%) and teachers from 

schools with reported ELL populations that were 26%-75% Latinx (n=22; 16%). In this case, the 

model predicts that teachers from schools with ELL populations that are 0-25% or 75-100% will 
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have an average Self Advocacy score that is 14% lower (5.4 versus 6.3) than teachers from 

schools with ELL populations that are 26%-75% Latinx (assuming all other variables in the 

branch are constant). 

Figure 4.5 

Feature Importance: Percent Latinx x Self Advocacy 

 

The final feature for predicting average Self Advocacy is Total Languages Learned, or 

total number of languages participants reported having learned/studies over their lifetimes. 

Figure 4.6 shows how this variable was used to split the previous node of teachers with credits 

beyond a master’s into subgroups of teachers who reported having learned fewer than four 

languages (n=23; 17%), and teachers who reported having learned four or more languages 

(n=13; 10%). In this case, the model predicts that teachers sharing all other characteristics from 

this branch who have learned fewer than three languages will have an average Self Advocacy 

score that is 14% lower (4.8 versus 5.6) than teachers who have learned four or more languages. 
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Figure 4.6 

Feature Importance: Total Languages Learned x Self Advocacy 

 

The above examples demonstrate the part feature importance plays in determining 

classification tree models split nodes, and how this can help predict average advocacy. As 

explained above and shown in Table 4.2, the most important features for predicting average Self 

Advocacy are Education, Percent ELL, Percent Latinx, Total Languages Learned, and Years 

Teaching. For the remaining three trees, the full results of which can be seen in Appendices M 

(School Advocacy Classification Tree), N (Community Advocacy Classification Tree), and O 

(Total Advocacy Classification Tree), the model followed a similar methodology for splitting 

nodes. Before moving on to the results of the multiple linear regression, I will now present the R-

squared values for the four classification trees described in this chapter. Table 4.3 shows the R-

squared values for the Self Advocacy, School Advocacy, Community Advocacy and Total 

Advocacy classification trees.  

 

 

 



 90 

Table 4.3  

R-Squared Values for Classification Trees 

Regression 
Tree 

Self  
Advocacy 

School 
Advocacy 

Community 
Advocacy 

Total 
Advocacy 

R-Squared 
Value 

0.264 0.277 0.282 0.286 

 

According to the table, the input variables for each tree are able to explain between 26% 

and 28% of the variance in the output variables. More specifically, the identity variables 

Education, Percent ELL, Percent Latinx, Total Languages Learned, and Years Teaching are able 

to explain 26% of the variance in average Self Advocacy scores, while the identity variables 

Department Size, Percent ELL, Percent Latinx, School Size, Total Languages Learned, and 

Years Teaching are able to explain 28% of the variance in average School Advocacy scores. 

Next, the identity variables Department Size, Education, Percent ELL, Percent Latinx, and Total 

Languages Learned are able to explain 28% of the variance in average Community Advocacy 

scores. Finally, the identity variables Department Size, Education, Percent ELL, Percent Latinx, 

Total Languages Learned, and Years Teaching are able to explain 28% of the variance in average 

Total Advocacy scores. 

In summary, the independent identity features that were considered to be the most 

important by the classification tree model were Department Size, Education, Percent ELL, 

Percent Latinx, Total Languages, and Years Teaching. Of these, three were individual identity 

variables (Education, Total Languages, and Years Teaching), and three were school identity 

variables (Department Size, Percent ELL, and Percent Latinx). Two of the individual identity 

variables (Education, Years Teaching) and one of the school identity variables (percent ELL) 

were important features for three of the models; the remaining variables were important features 
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for two of the models. I evaluate the findings of the classification trees in the following chapter. 

For now, I turn to a discussion of the results of the multiple linear regression. 

4.2.2. Multiple Linear Regression  

In this section, I explain the results of the multiple linear regression models for each type 

of advocacy, beginning with Self Advocacy. I used four different models to try to explain the 

outcome of the response variable average Self Advocacy. The full results of these four linear 

regression models can be found in Appendix P. For the first model, I ran a multiple regression 

with the independent individual identity variables Education, Latinx, Race, Total Languages 

Learned (log), and Years Teaching and the dependent variable Self Advocacy Mean. In the case 

of this first model, the regression equation was not significant (F(19,117) =.246, ns), with an R2 

of .019. Additionally, none of the identity variables significantly predicted average Self 

Advocacy score.  

For the second model, I used the individual identity variables from the previous model 

plus the variable School Advocacy Mean, or the average School Advocacy score. For this model, 

a significant regression equation was found (F(10,116) = 4.461, p<.01), with an R2 of .278. The 

variable School Advocacy Mean (b = .456, p<.01) was a significant predictor in this model. This 

means that, with all other variables held constant, the model predicts that for each point a given 

person’s average School Advocacy increases, their average Self Advocacy score will increase by 

.46 points. 

For the third model, I used the individual identity variables plus average Community 

Advocacy score. For this model, a significant regression equation was also found (F(10,116) 

=2.529, p<.01), with an R2 of .179. The variable Community Advocacy Mean (b = .313, p<.01) 

was a significant predictor in this model. This means that, with all other variables held constant, 
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the model predicts that for each point a given person’s average Community Advocacy increases, 

their average Self Advocacy score will increase by .31 points. 

For the fourth and final model I used the individual identity variables plus both the 

average School and Community Advocacy scores. For this model, a significant regression 

equation was found once again (F(11,115) =5.353, p<.01), with an R2 of .339.  Of the three 

models that resulted in significant regression equations, the fourth model was the best fit, as it 

was able to explain 34% of the variance in the dependent variable average Self Advocacy. For 

this model, the variables School Community Mean (b = .379, p<.01) and Community Advocacy 

Mean (b = .204, p<.01) were both significant predictors in this final model. In other words, this 

model predicts that for each point a given person’s average School Advocacy increases, their 

average Self Advocacy score will increase by .38 points, and for each point a given person’s 

average Community Advocacy increases, their average Self Advocacy score will increase by .20 

points. 

 To explain the relationship between School Advocacy and the predictor variables, I again 

used four regression models. As before, the first model included only the identity variables. The 

second model included the identity variables and the variable Self Advocacy Mean. The third 

model included the identity variables and the variable Community Advocacy Mean, and the 

fourth model included the identity variables, and both Self Advocacy Mean and Community 

Advocacy Mean.  

In the case of this first model, the regression equation was not significant (F(9,117) 

=.482, ns), with an R2 of .036. None of the identity variables significantly predicted average 

School Advocacy. For the second model, a significant regression equation was found (F(10,116) 

=4.748, p<.01), with an R2 of .290. The variable Self Advocacy Mean (b = 0.579, p<.01) was 

the only significant predictor in this model. This means that, with all other variables held 
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constant, the model predicts that for each point a given person’s average Self Advocacy 

increases, their average School Advocacy score will increase by .58 points. For the third model, 

a significant regression equation was not found (F(10,116) =1.892, p<0.1), with an R2 of .140. 

For the fourth and final model for explaining average School Advocacy, a significant regression 

equation was found once again (F(11,115) =4.640, p<.01), with an R2 of .307. Of the three 

models that resulted in significant regression equations, the fourth model was the best fit, as it 

was able to explain 30% of the variance in the dependent variable average School Advocacy. For 

this model, the variable Self Advocacy Mean (b = 0.513, p<.01) was a significant predictor. The 

model predicts that for each point a given person’s average Self Advocacy increases, their 

average School Advocacy score will increase by .51 points. Please see Appendix Q for the full 

report of the results of the four models. 

Finally, to explain the relationship between Community Advocacy and the predictor 

variables, I used the same methodology as before, and tested four regression models. As before, 

the first model included only the identity variables. The second model included the identity 

variables and the variable Self Advocacy Mean, the third model included the identity variables 

and the variable School Advocacy Mean, and the fourth model included the identity variables, 

and both Self Advocacy Mean and School Advocacy Mean.  

In the case of the first model, the regression equation was not significant (F(9,117) =.605, 

ns), with an R2 of .044. For the second model, a significant regression equation was found 

(F(10,116) =2.912, p<.01), with an R2 of .201. The variable Self Advocacy Mean (b = 0.523, 

p<.01) was the only significant predictor in this model. This means that, with all other variables 

held constant, the model predicts that for each point a given person’s average Self Advocacy 

increases, their average School Advocacy score will increase by .52 points. For the third model, 

a significant regression equation was also found (F(16,116) =2.015, p<.05), with an R2 of .148. 



 94 

The variable School Advocacy Mean (b = 0.378, p<.01) was the only significant predictor in this 

model. For the fourth and final model for explaining average Community Advocacy, a 

significant regression equation was found once again (F(11,115) =2.945, p<.01), with an R2 of 

.220. Of the three models that resulted in significant regression equations, the fourth model was 

the best fit, as it was able to explain 22% of the variance in the dependent variable average 

School Advocacy. For this model, the variables Self Advocacy Mean (b = .413, p<.01) was a 

significant predictor. In other words, this model predicts that for each point a given person’s 

average School Advocacy increases, their average Self Advocacy score will increase by .41 

points. Please see Appendix R for the full report of the results of the three models. 

In summary, the results of the classification tree analysis indicated that Education, 

Teaching Experience, and Total Languages Learned were the most important individual identity 

predictors of average advocacy, while Department Size, Percent ELL, and Percent Latinx 

students were the most important predictors of average advocacy. In the case of the multiple 

linear regression, none of the identity variables I tested were significant predictors of average 

Self Advocacy, Community Advocacy, or School Advocacy. However, for each type of 

advocacy I tested, the other two types of advocacy were found to be significant predictors of the 

original type of advocacy. For example, none of the identity variables were able to predict the 

average Self Advocacy score, but both average School Advocacy and average Community 

Advocacy were.  In the next chapter, I integrate the results of the qualitative and quantitative 

results presented in this chapter.  
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Chapter 5: Integration of Findings 

In this chapter, I summarize the results from the qualitative and quantitative analyses 

presented in Chapter 4 before weaving the results together thematically.  

5.1. Summary of Qualitative and Quantitative Findings 

The results of the qualitative analysis of small stories in the seven focal participants’ 

interviews showed that identities associated with immigration history, feelings of parental 

responsibility for ELLs, language and family ties to the Latinx community, and international 

experience influenced the ways in which the teachers positioned themselves towards their Latinx 

students, school administration, and school districts, how they appropriated policies they felt 

underserved or discriminated against their students and their students’ parents or guardians, and 

the types of advocacy behaviors they engaged in. Themes including teaching experience, 

education, multiculturalism, and multilingualism were important in the focal participants’ stories; 

additionally, all reported engaging in Self and or School Advocacy activities, while fewer 

reported engaging in Community Advocacy activities. 

The results of the classification tree analysis indicated that Education, Teaching 

Experience, and Total Languages Learned were the most important individual identity predictors 

of average advocacy. In the case of the multiple linear regression, for each type of advocacy 

tested, the remaining types of advocacy were found to be significant predictors of the original 

type of advocacy. For example, both average School Advocacy and average Community 

Advocacy were significant predictors of average Self Advocacy. In terms of overall average 

advocacy, average School Advocacy was the highest (6.4/10), followed by Self Advocacy (5.4), 

Total Advocacy, (4.8), and Community Advocacy score (2.8). 
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5.2. Identity 

 Both types of data analyzed for this study found that facets of a teacher’s identity related 

to years of teaching experience, level of education, and multilingualism/multiculturalism were 

related to reported advocacy efforts. In terms of teaching experience, the classification trees 

reported that there was a sort of sweet spot between two years and 34 years of teaching 

experience that resulted in higher average advocacy. Teachers with fewer than 2 years of 

experience had lower average advocacy scores than teacher with 2 or more years of experience, 

while those with 34 years or more experience had lower average advocacy than those with under 

34 years. This makes sense if you consider the fact that very new teachers who are struggling to 

find their footing very likely don’t have the time or knowledge needed for advocacy that teachers 

who are more experienced may have; similarly, teachers with 34 years or more experience are 

often near retirement and may not have the time or energy necessary for participating in 

advocacy or policy appropriation. Additionally, it seems likely that teachers in both these groups 

may be wary of losing their jobs through challenging the status quo. The focal participants whose 

stories I analyzed fell into this 2-24 range of teaching experience; that is, none were extremely 

new teachers, and none had been teaching for more than 27 years, and all reported engaging in at 

least one of the advocacy types discussed here. It is interesting to note, however, that Aline, one 

of the teachers with the most teaching experience (27 years), was one of the most resistant to 

translanguaging, which I consider to be a form of Self Advocacy, though some ESOL educators 

would likely disagree with this assessment. Aline herself commented on her resistance to 

translanguaging in the classroom, linking it to her age and the fact that it had been almost 30 

years since she graduated with her master’s degree. 

 In terms of education, several of the classification trees found that teachers with a 

master’s degree had higher reported average advocacy scores than teachers with a bachelor’s 
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degree, while teachers with unfinished master’s degrees or doctoral degrees were found to have 

lower scores than teachers with completed master’s degrees. The seven focal participants in the 

qualitative phase of this study had master’s degrees, and though the qualitative data cannot 

confirm the master’s versus bachelor’s degree difference reported by the classification trees, 

several teachers in my qualitative sample (e.g. George, Jeffrey) mentioned how their education 

gave them preparation or knowledge they used to adapt classroom materials for Latinx students 

or request services for them. 

 Finally, both the results of the classification trees and the analysis of the focal 

participants’ small stories support the idea that multilingualism and multiculturalism are 

correlated with teacher advocacy. In the case of the classification trees, teachers who reported 

studying or speaking a greater number of languages outperformed teachers with fewer reported 

languages in terms of average advocacy in all but one case. In the interviews of my focal 

participants, advocacy efforts connected to travel abroad (e.g. the stories of Patricia, Jeffrey, 

Chuck), residency outside the U.S. (e.g. the stories of George, Aline, Patricia, Jeffrey, and 

Chuck), language learning (e.g. the stories of all seven focal participants), and familiarity with 

immigrant experiences (e.g. the stories of George, Aline, and Chuck) which can be categorized 

under the broader themes of multilingualism/multiculturalism, abound. In fact, multilingualism/ 

multiculturalism was perhaps the most unifying and recurring theme related to advocacy efforts 

in my qualitative data. This brings to mind the famous Twain (1869) quote: “Travel is fatal to 

prejudice, bigotry, and narrow-mindedness…” (p. 769). In the case of both the quantitative and 

qualitative results of this study, this quote seems to hold true, as advocacy efforts seem to be 

strongly linked to experiences with cultures outside the U.S. and languages other than English. 
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5.3. Advocacy and Policy Appropriation 

 The results of the quantitative and qualitative analyses appear to support two main 

findings as concerns advocacy and policy appropriation overall:  

1. More teachers engage in School and/or Self Advocacy than in Community 

Advocacy. 

2. Advocacy efforts seem to be intertwined with one another and teachers with a 

high average score for one of the types of advocacy defined in this study were 

more likely to also engage in the other two types of advocacy. 

To illustrate, the results of the questionnaire showed that average Self and School Advocacy 

were much higher than average Community Advocacy. Similarly, all the focal participants in the 

qualitative phase told stories of School or Self Advocacy, while only a few told stories of 

Community Advocacy (e.g. Amy and Jeffrey). Some scholars have argued that advocacy 

“requires a willingness to vocally share one’s political stance outside the classroom and school” 

(Bradley-Levine, 2018, p. 50), and argue that Community Advocacy is more essential than Self 

or School Advocacy, while others have found that activism can be “quietly done” within 

classrooms and schools (Jones, 2009, p. 85), and that classroom, school, and community 

advocacy are all important and together a form of “critical teacher leadership” (Bradley-Levine, 

2018, p. 47). I believe that all three levels of advocacy are important for serving the needs of 

students and so, rather than belittling Self or School Advocacy efforts and honoring only 

Community Advocacy efforts, I think theories of advocacy that view all three as essential 

provide more constructive suggestions for teachers. Additionally, the finding that teachers that 

engage in one type of agency are more likely to engage in other types, in combination with the 

finding that Self and School Advocacy are more commonly engaged in than Community 

Advocacy, seems to suggest that teacher training programs and research paradigms that want to 
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encourage greater Community Advocacy could leverage teachers’ Self and School Advocacy 

efforts and provide teachers with training on equality issues facing their Latinx ELLs and how 

advocacy efforts to address these that start at the classroom or school level can be expanded to 

the community level. For example, Thorson Hernández and Subtirelu (in press) discuss how 

teachers who want to become more active policy actors can follow a model of sharing decision-

making and resources to work with fellow teachers to shape policy decisions affecting them and 

their ELL students. 

5.4. Positionality 
 
 In my analysis of the data from the seven focal participants from the qualitative phase of 

my interview, I argued that all seven participants portrayed themselves in their narratives as 

being examples of a good teacher. However, the actions and episodes the seven participants 

narrated reflected different definitions of what it means to be a good teacher. One teacher, 

George, positioned himself as a good teacher because he used his education and life experiences 

to show respect for his students’ cultural and linguistic backgrounds. Another, Aline, positioned 

herself as a good teacher because she enforced an English-only policy in her classroom, a policy 

her narratives indicated she felt was the only way for her students to acquire both English and 

economic power. Two teachers, Amy and Katya, positioned themselves as good teachers because 

they fulfilled parental roles for their students, but in their narratives this role was played out in 

very different ways, with Amy positioning herself as an empathetic problem solver and Katya 

positioning herself as a tough-love taskmaster. Finally, three of the focal participants, Patricia, 

Chuck, and Jeremy, positioned themselves as good teachers because they fought, or encouraged 

their students themselves to fight, for equal access and opportunities for Latinx ELLs. 

Additionally, the seven focal participants varied in how they positioned themselves toward their 

students. For example, some portrayed themselves as agents who worked alongside students to 
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enact change, while others positioned themselves as knowledge holders who needed to tell their 

students what to do.  

Overall, I think all the teachers I interviewed believed that they were doing what was best 

for their students, thus my argument that they all framed themselves “in terms of moral 

goodness” (Souto-Manning, 2014b, p. 213), i.e. as good teachers. However, the fact that there 

were so many different stances toward what it means to be a good teacher within this small 

sample of (mostly White) teachers alone, along with research showing how students can benefit 

from having teachers with similar ethnic and linguistic backgrounds (Gándara & Contreras, 

2009; Lavadenz & Colón-Muñiz, 2018) points to the need to better understand how Latinx ELLs 

themselves do or do not benefit from the beliefs and practices of a mostly-White U.S. teaching 

force. 
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 

            In this dissertation, I have adopted a mixed-methods, layered approach which combines 

small story analysis and a questionnaire on advocacy tendencies to investigate the relationship 

between the identity, agency, and positionality of U.S. public high school teachers of ELLs vis-à-

vis their Latinx students. This approach allowed me to analyze the identities, positionality, and 

policy appropriation of a few teachers from a similar context in depth, and at the same time 

analyze a broader sample of teachers from many different contexts, leading to richer findings 

than I believe would have been possible had I only used one type of analysis. Having said this, 

my layered approach is not without limitations and, in this final chapter, I identify some of these 

limitations, as well as directions for future research. I end by considering some of the 

implications of the results for teachers, policymakers and Latinx students themselves, before 

finally presenting the conclusion. 

6.1. Limitations 

As with any study, the limitations that must be acknowledged for this dissertation study 

cannot be taken lightly. I have strived to use a layered approach to answer my research questions 

by triangulating my small story analysis with the advocacy tendencies questionnaire I developed,  

but each of these methods/instruments has its own limitations, which I discuss below. 

As regards my interviews and small story analysis, I only had time to analyze a limited 

amount of data and to tell the stories of just seven of the forty-three participants in the teacher 

interviews. If I had focused on a different subset of interviewees, I may have easily found other 

themes associated with identity and policy appropriation, just as I may have found more 

examples and support for my current analysis. Luckily, the data for these participants is rich and 

thus awaiting opportunities for more analyses in future studies on, for example, veteran teachers’ 
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recommendations for new teachers who are struggling with the challenges of teaching ELLs and 

navigating the policies associated with this student population.  

 As regards my questionnaire, one of the main limitations is that I essentially had to build 

it from scratch. While did I base it in some part on existing questionnaires, piloted it, and tested 

it for reliability, I cannot say with certainty that it is a valid predictor of advocacy behavior. 

Additionally, the Likert scale I used for the questionnaire was edited several times over the many 

iterations of the questionnaire, and I’m still uncertain whether or not the type of frequency scale I 

used was the most adequate one for what I was investigating. 

 In terms of my statistical procedures, if I had a larger sample, I could have included more 

independent variables in the multiple linear regression and thus have had a more complete 

answer to my research questions. As is, due to power limitations, I was only able to include a 

limited number of independent variables. For the multiple linear regression, I followed the 

recommendations in Plonsky and Ghanbar (2018) to the best of my ability by, for example, 

doing a power analysis, explicitly stating the variables I dummy coded, and reporting the 

correlation for the continuous variables I used; nonetheless, the appropriateness, or rather, 

usefulness of R^2 in helping researchers achieve the best model for their data has been 

questioned (Nau, 2019). Furthermore, in terms of classification trees, small changes in the data 

can cause changes in the structure of the decision tree, so by adding just a few more participants, 

the results of this statistical test may have changed drastically, affecting both feature importance 

and the calculation of highest and lowest average advocacy for the trees. In turn, this would have 

affected how I approached analysis of my narratives, and possibly my overall conclusion. 

Another statistical limitation of this study has to do with interrater reliability, as I reported a 

simple percentage and thus can’t account for chance agreement on the items I and the other rater 

rated. 
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A limitation of my both my qualitative and quantitative data is the lack of representation 

of minorities, especially Latinx teachers, in the sample. Of the forty-three teachers who I 

interviewed, five (12%) were not White and two (5%) identified as Latinx, and of my seven focal 

participants, only one (14%) was not White, and none identified as Latinx. Of the 136 

questionnaire respondents, 122 (89.8%) grew up monolingual, 112 (82.4%) were White and non-

Latinx, and 121 (89%) were female. Though the U.S. teaching force is predominately White, 

non-Latinx, and female (U.S. Department of Education, 2017), meaning my sample is 

representative of teacher demographics at the national level, studies focusing on minority 

teachers (Haddix, 2015, 2016, 2017; Picower, 2012) have stressed that it is important for 

students of color and linguistically-diverse students to have experiences with teachers with 

similar ethnic and linguistic backgrounds, and have at the same time shown that White teachers 

may have a deficit view of their minority students and, knowingly or unknowingly, reproduce 

dominant or hegemonistic understandings of race in the classroom. In my own interview data, I 

found this to be true; several of the 43 teachers I interviewed reproduced hegemonic and 

colonializing discourses vis-à-vis their Latinx students’ use of language, as well as discourses 

framing their Latinx students as lazy or uninterested in school, thus ignoring the greater 

economic and social forces driving their students’ need to work. Additionally, the seven focal 

participants whose narratives I analyzed had very different stances towards what it means to be a 

good teacher, indicating a need for studies that focus on how teacher positionality translates to 

real world practices and how these are viewed by the Latinx students these educators teach. This 

leads me to a discussion of directions for future research inspired by the findings of this study. 
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6.2. Directions for Future Research 

I believe future research on the theme of identity, agency, and policy appropriation of  

teachers of ELLs on behalf of Latinx students should prioritize recruitment of participants who 

are themselves Latinx. In the pilot study on teacher narratives that I did before deciding on the 

topic and questions for the current dissertation (Thorson Hernández & Subtirelu, 2018), several 

of the Latinx teachers in my sample had markedly different ways both of positioning themselves 

toward and appropriating policy on behalf of their Latinx students than did their White, non-

Latinx counterparts. Though many of the themes that I explore here (i.e. the importance of 

teaching experience, multilingualism, and multiculturalism) also emerged in the pilot study, I 

believe that our understanding of how identity relates to advocacy and policy appropriation 

would be much deeper and more nuanced were the voices of more Latinx teachers highlighted in 

the literature. For example, in her research on Chicana/Latina aspirantes (teacher candidates), 

Prieto (2018) showed how Latinx pre-service teachers’ cultural and linguistic backgrounds as 

bilingual children of immigration can “influence their sense of self and inform their perspectives 

on teaching Latino/a bilingual learners” (p. 73). Such perspectives are wholly missing from the 

qualitative phase of this study and are too rare in the literature in general. 

I also think research on teacher identity and policy appropriation would benefit greatly 

from triangulating data on teachers with data on the Latinx students they teach so that we can 

understand how teachers’ advocacy efforts affect these students. As is, we can make assumptions 

about how teachers’ efforts benefit these students, but we’re missing the essential perspective of 

the students themselves. Related to this, more ethnographic studies on identity and advocacy 

would allow us to further explore the many different ways that teachers advocate in and outside 

the classroom and how these efforts affect students; the currents study explores reported 

advocacy efforts only and, as such, cannot comment on what teachers are actually doing. 
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6.3. Implications and Conclusion 

This dissertation utilized a mixed-methods design combining qualitative small story 

research with a questionnaire to explore the connections between teachers’ identities, agency, 

and advocacy in relation to their Latinx English language learners and the language policies at 

play in public high schools. The findings of this study showed that facets of teachers’ identities 

including teaching experience, travel, education, linguistic repertoire, and family ties are all 

intertwined with the ways teachers’ position themselves toward and appropriate policies that 

affect Latinx ELLs in U.S. public high schools. Additionally, findings showed that teachers have 

very different ideas of what it means to be a good teacher of Latinx ELLs, suggesting that 

teachers who believe they are acting in the best interest of their students may be harming them 

by, for example, having lower expectations of them (Lavadenz & Colón-Muñiz, 2018) or 

reproducing raciolinguistic discourses such as “Spanish is the past, English is the future” (Flores, 

Lewis, & Phuong, 2018). Together, these findings hold relevance for researchers, teachers, 

school administrators, and educational policymakers at all levels and suggest the need for 

antiracist, decolonizing research focusing on Latinx ELLs and their teachers (Flores, 2017; 

Motha, 2020); for critical teacher education that prepares current and pre-service teachers to 

address the needs of a growing population of Latinx students (Ramírez, Faltis, & de Jong, 2018), 

including those that are Afro-descendants (Anya, 2020) and/or speakers of indigenous languages; 

for the recruitment and retention of Latinx teachers and teachers of color (Haddix, 2010; 

Lavadenz & Colón-Muñiz, 2018); and for a focus on working with, not on or for, racialized 

communities (McIvor, 2020) like Latinx English Language Learners. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Interview Recruitment Email 

Dear {{First Name}} {{Last Name}} ,  
 
My name is Rachel Thorson Hernández and I’m a researcher in the Department of Linguistics at 
Georgetown University. I got your name and contact information through your school’s website, 
and am reaching out to you because I am conducting research about high school language 
teachers’ experiences with policies affecting their teaching practices. I hope that this research 
will help teachers and policymakers work together to create policies that meet both teacher and 
student needs.  
 
As a high school language teacher, I would like to invite you to participate in an interview to 
share your opinions, experiences, and ideas about policies that affect you as a teacher. The 
interview would be at a date and time that is convenient for you and would be conducted over the 
phone or through a video conferencing service like Skype or Zoom. It would last approximately 
20 minutes. Your information will be kept confidential to the best of my ability.  
 
If you would be willing to be interviewed, please respond to this email and let me what might be 
a good time and place for you. Thank you very much for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Rachel Thorson Hernández 
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Appendix B: Interview Recruitment, Second Email 

 
Thank you so much for taking the time to respond to my email! In order to interview you, I 
would need you to sign the attached IRB form. It informs you of your rights as a participant in 
my study (i.e. your name, your school's name, and your school district's name will be changed; 
any references you make will be anonymized.) Please don't hesitate to let me know if you have 
any questions about this. 
  
If you're still interested in participating, would you mind selecting a date/time from the calendar 
link below and letting me know if you prefer to chat by phone, Skype, or Zoom? 
  
Thanks again for your time! 
- Rachel 
Calendly link: click me 
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Appendix C: Interview Protocol 

 
1. Could I ask that you please state your name and today’s date?  
 
2.  Can you confirm that you’ve been informed about the nature of this study? 
 
3. Can you confirm that you consent to this interview being recorded? 
 
4. I’d like to hear about your experience as a teacher. 

• What kinds of classes and at what levels have you taught? 
• How long have you been a teacher?  
• What kind of preparation for teaching did you receive? 

 
5. What sorts of language policies affect your teaching practices?  

• For example, what sorts of policies regarding student placement affect you? 
• What sorts of testing policies affect you? 
• What sorts of policies concerning graduation affect you? 
• What other (if any) policies affect you? 

 
6.What do you think about the policies you mentioned? 

• How does the existence of these policies add or take away from your own or your 
school’s educational purpose or mission? 

• Do you feel you get enough information, guidance, and support concerning the policies 
you mentioned? Is there information, guidance, or support that you would like? 

• To what extent do you think the policies you mentioned affect students’ ability for equal 
opportunities to education?  

• Do you think the policies you mentioned affect Latinx students differently than non-
Latinx students? 

• Are there any changes you would make to policies you mentioned? 
 
7. Have you done anything to try to encourage changes to policies affecting your teaching? If 
yes, can you describe your efforts? 

• Have you approached administrators to try to make changes in school-wide or district-
wide policies? If yes, can you describe your efforts?  

• Have you been involved in efforts to create or change the policies at the state level? If 
yes, can you describe your efforts? 

 
8. Do you feel like it is part of your role as a teacher to advocate for your students? 

• If so, how do you advocate for them? 
• What else do you wish you could do to advocate for them?  

9. Do you feel like you are able to put yourself in the place of your students? 
• Why/why not? 
• What experiences enable you to empathize with your students? 
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10.Attrition rates among new teachers tend to be very high. In light of this... 
• What advice would you give to a new teacher who was struggling? 
• How would you advise they deal with policies they find limiting or demotivating? 

 
11. Would you mind sharing with me the following demographic information? 

• Race/Ethnicity 
• Gender 
• Education 
• Experiences abroad 
• L1(s) 
• School demographics (size, ELLs, Latinx ELLs) 
 
That’s the end of my questions. Is there anything you would like to talk more about or that 
you wanted to ask me? 

  
       Thank you so much for your time! I really appreciate it.  
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Appendix D: Advocacy Tendencies Questionnaire 
 

High	School	Teachers	of	English	Language	
Learners	
 

	

Start	of	Block:	Informed	Consent	

 
Q1  
  
Hello! My name is Rachel Thorson Hernández and I am a Ph.D. candidate in the Department of 
Linguistics at Georgetown University. I’m inviting you to participate in a study I am doing to 
better understand the teaching practices of teachers of English Language Learners (ELLs). 
For the purpose of this study, only U.S. public high school teachers who teach ELLs (including 
ESOL/ESL, World/foreign language, and content teachers) should answer this survey. The 
questionnaire should take approximately 15 minutes to complete. 
Your responses will be kept strictly confidential and the report will not include any details that 
could be associated with your identity.  If you choose to fill out this questionnaire, but then 
decide later on that you would like to withdraw your responses, there is no way for me to delete 
your questionnaire responses because the information being collected about you is not 
identifiable. If you want to stop participating at any point during the survey, simply close your 
browser. I will delete any incomplete questionnaires.  
If you have any questions regarding this study, please contact me at rat34@georgetown.edu. If 
you have any questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact the 
Georgetown University IRB at (202) 687- 1506 or irboard@georgetown.edu.  
Thank you very much for your participation!  
 
 
 
 
    
  

o I consent to participate in this study.  

o I do not consent or do not want to participate in this study.  
 
End	of	Block:	Informed	Consent	

	

Start	of	Block:	Eligibility	-	high	school	teacher	
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Q36 Are you a U.S. public high school teacher? 

o Yes  

o No  
 
End	of	Block:	Eligibility	-	high	school	teacher	

	

Start	of	Block:	Ineligibility	

 
Q29 Thank you for your time! Unfortunately, you are not eligible to participate in this study.  
 
End	of	Block:	Ineligibility	

	

Start	of	Block:	Eligibility	-	ELLs	

 
Q37 Do you teach English Language Learners? 

o Yes  

o No  
 
End	of	Block:	Eligibility	-	ELLs	

	

Start	of	Block:	Advocacy	(in)	

 
Q38 Please indicate how often you did each of the following during the 2018 - 2019 school year. 
(For statements that refer to services already provided by your school, please choose "Never.") 
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 Never 
More 

than once 
a week 

Once a 
month 

Once a 
quarter 

Once a 
semester 

Once a 
year 

Adapted teaching 
materials to 

include examples 
from ELLs’ home 

countries.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  

Helped an ELL 
navigate their 

relationship with 
another teacher.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
Helped an ELL 
navigate their 

relationship with 
an administrator.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
Spoke on behalf 

of an ELL to 
another teacher.  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Spoke on behalf 
of an ELL to an 
administrator.  o  o  o  o  o  o  

Helped a 
colleague adapt 

teaching materials 
to make them 

more appropriate 
for ELLs.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Encouraged an 
ELL to 

participate in 
student 

government.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  

Provided an ELL 
with school 

supplies.  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Provided an ELL 

with food.  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Provided an ELL 

with clothes.  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Read a research 
paper,  book 

chapter, or book 
that discussed 

ELLs.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  

Attended an 
event in or 

sponsored by an 
ELL's 

community or 
family.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

Engaged with 
members of my 
community to 

discuss the needs 
of ELLs.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  
Engaged with 

policymakers to 
discuss the needs 

of ELLs.  
o  o  o  o  o  o  

Volunteered with 
an organization 
that provides 
assistance to 
ELLs or their 

families.  

o  o  o  o  o  o  

 
 

	

 
Q31 If you wish to clarify your response to any of the above statements, please feel free to use 
this space to do so. 

________________________________________________________________	
 
End	of	Block:	Advocacy	(out)	

	

Start	of	Block:	Demographics	
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Q12 What year did you begin teaching at the high school level? 

________________________________________________________________	
 

	

 
Q11 What classes have you taught at the high school level? (Please check all that apply.) 

▢ ESOL/ESL/ENL/ELD  

▢ Content (e.g., Algebra, World History)  

▢ ESOL/ESL/ENL/ELD + Content (e.g., Math for ELLs, World History for ELLs)  

▢ World/Foreign Language  

▢ Other  
 

	

 
Q37 Have you taught at any other level? 

o Yes  

o No  
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Q13 What other levels have you taught? (Please check all that apply.) 

▢ None  

▢ Pre-K  

▢ Elementary  

▢ Middle  

▢ College/University  

▢ Adult Education  

▢ Other  
 

	

 
Q14 What year did you begin teaching at any level? 

________________________________________________________________	
 

	

 
Q15 Approximately how many teachers are there in your department? (Please include yourself in 
the total.) 

o 1  

o 2 - 5  

o 6 - 10  

o 11 - 15  

o 16 or more  

o I am not part of any teaching department.  
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Q16 Approximately how many students are there at your school? 

o 500 or fewer  

o 501 - 1000  

o 1001 - 1500  

o 1501 or more  
 

	

 
Q18 Approximately what percentage of students at your school are considered English Language 
Learners? 

o 0% - 25 %  

o 26% - 50%  

o 51% - 75%  

o 76% - 100%  
 

	

 
Q20 Approximately what percentage of English Language Learners at your school are 
considered Latinx/Hispanic? 

o 0% - 25 %  

o 26% - 50%  

o 51% - 75%  

o 76% - 100%  
 

	

 
Q22 Have you ever lived or studied in a country other than the United States? 

o Yes  

o No  
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Q24 What countries besides the United States have you lived/studied in? 

________________________________________________________________	
 

	

 
Q25 Approximately how much of your life have you lived/studied outside the United States?  

o Years ________________________________________________ 

o Months ________________________________________________ 
 

	

 
Q27 Have you ever travelled outside the United States? 

o Yes  

o No  
 

	

 
Q28 Which countries have you travelled to? 

________________________________________________________________	
 

	

 
Q29 What language(s) did you speak at home as a child? 

________________________________________________________________	
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Q38 What languages have you learned/studied in your life? (Please include your native 
language(s), languages learned in a classroom setting, languages learned informally, languages 
learned through learning apps, etc.).  

o Language 1 ________________________________________________ 

o Language 2 ________________________________________________ 

o Language 3 ________________________________________________ 

o Language 4 ________________________________________________ 

o Language 5 ________________________________________________ 

o Language 6 ________________________________________________ 

o Language 7 ________________________________________________ 

o Language 8 ________________________________________________ 
 

	

 
Q33 What language(s) do you use with your ELLs inside your classroom? 

________________________________________________________________	
 

	

 
Q35 What language(s) do you use with your ELLs outside your classroom? (= in the hall, 
cafeteria, gym, etc. as well as off school grounds).  

________________________________________________________________	
 

	

 
Q39 Do you consider yourself to be Latinx/Hispanic? 

o Yes  

o No  
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Q40 Which race do you consider yourself to be? (You may choose more than one.) 

▢ American Indian or Alaska Native  

▢ Asian  

▢ Black or African American  

▢ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander  

▢ White or Caucasian  

▢ Prefer to self-describe: 
________________________________________________ 

▢ Prefer not to answer  
 

	

 
Q41 Please specify your gender. 

o Female  

o Male  

o Non-binary/Third gender  

o Prefer to self-describe: ________________________________________________ 

o Prefer not to answer  
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Q42 What was the last grade or level of school that you completed? 

o Two-year college graduate (Associate’s Degree)  

o Four-year college graduate (Bachelor’s Degree)  

o Some graduate credits  

o Master's completed  

o Credits beyond master's  

o Ph.D./Ed.D. completed  

o Prefer not to answer  
 

	

 
Q43 What is the zip code of the school district in which you teach? (Feel free to leave blank if 
you are not comfortable answering this question.) 

________________________________________________________________	
 
End	of	Block:	Demographics	
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Appendix E: Questionnaire Recruitment Email 

  
Dear {{First Name}} {{Last Name}} ,  
 
My name is Rachel Thorson Hernández and I’m a researcher in the Department of Linguistics at 
Georgetown University. I am conducting research about high school language teachers’ 
experiences with policies affecting their teaching practices. I hope that this research will help 
teachers and policymakers work together to create policies that meet both teacher and student 
needs.  
 
As a high school language teacher, I would like to invite you to answer a questionnaire to share 
your opinions, experiences, and ideas about policies that affect you as a teacher. The 
questionnaire is completely online and takes approximately 15 minutes to complete. Your 
information will be kept confidential to the best of my ability.  
 
If you would be willing to take the questionnaire, simply click on the following link:  
https://georgetown.az1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_0CZ6kys7yUTJ0jj 

 
Sincerely, 
 
Rachel Thorson Hernández 
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Appendix F: Summary of Descriptive Statistics for Questionnaire 
 

 
 

/
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Appendix G: Transcription Conventions  
 
Adapted from De Fina and Georgakopoulou (2012) 
 

, Continuing intonation (may or may not be followed be a pause) 

. Falling intonation followed by noticeable pause (as at end of declarative sentence) 

… Elongated pause 

? Rising intonation followed by noticeable pause (as at end of interrogative 
sentence) 

- Self-interruption 

CAPS Emphasis 

underline Quoted speech/constructed dialogue 

italics Spanish 

[] Translation of Spanish 

( ) Information changed for privacy reasons (i.e. pseudonym) 

<> Non-linguistic actions 

<<haha>> Laughter 
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Appendix H: Multiple Linear Regression Scatterplots 
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Appendix I: Multiple Linear Regression Density Plots 
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Appendix J: Multiple Linear Regression QQ Plots 
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Appendix K: Multiple Linear Regression Correlation and Association Matrices 
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Appendix L: Classification Trees from R 

 

Self A
dvocacy − R

egression Tree

yrs_teaching >= 34

percent_ell = 0%
 − 25 %

,26%
 − 50%

,51%
 − 75%

yrs_teaching < 2

departm
ent_size = 1,16 or m

ore

percent_latinx = 26%
 − 50%

,51%
 − 75%

education = C
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Appendix M: School Advocacy Classification Tree 
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Appendix N: Community Advocacy Classification Tree 
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Appendix O: Total Advocacy Classification Tree 
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Appendix P: Results of Multiple Linear Regression – Self Advocacy 

 
/

Multinomal Regression Models - Self Advocacy
Dependent variable:

self.mean10
(1) (2) (3) (4)

school.mean10 0.456*** 0.379***

(0.071) (0.072)

comm.mean10 0.313*** 0.204***

(0.066) (0.063)
yrs_teaching -0.001 0.008 -0.002 0.005

(0.013) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011)
total_languages_learned_log 0.018 -0.102 0.066 -0.050

(0.333) (0.287) (0.306) (0.277)
educationMaster's completed 0.211 0.063 0.295 0.143

(0.297) (0.257) (0.274) (0.248)
educationSome graduate credits 0.190 0.280 -0.003 0.138

(0.569) (0.491) (0.525) (0.474)
educationBachelor’s Degree 0.262 0.320 0.386 0.391

(0.454) (0.392) (0.418) (0.377)
raceBlack or African American 0.071 0.176 0.021 0.126

(1.040) (0.896) (0.955) (0.861)
raceWhite or Caucasian -0.522 -0.282 -0.747 -0.469

(0.591) (0.510) (0.544) (0.494)
raceMixed -0.004 0.057 -0.640 -0.368

(0.931) (0.802) (0.865) (0.782)
latinxYes -0.231 -0.158 -0.187 -0.142

(0.397) (0.342) (0.364) (0.329)

Constant 5.643*** 2.539*** 4.950*** 2.611***

(0.786) (0.831) (0.737) (0.799)

Observations 127 127 127 127
R2 0.019 0.278 0.179 0.339

Adjusted R2 -0.057 0.215 0.108 0.275
Residual Std. Error 1.474 (df = 117) 1.270 (df = 116) 1.354 (df = 116) 1.220 (df = 115)
F Statistic 0.246 (df = 9; 117) 4.461*** (df = 10; 116) 2.529*** (df = 10; 116) 5.353*** (df = 11; 115)

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Appendix Q: Results of Multiple Linear Regression – School Advocacy 

 
/

Multinomal Regression Models - School Advocacy
Dependent variable:

school.mean10
(1) (2) (3) (4)

self.mean10 0.579*** 0.513***

(0.090) (0.097)

comm.mean10 0.287*** 0.126*

(0.076) (0.075)
yrs_teaching -0.019 -0.018 -0.020 -0.019

(0.015) (0.013) (0.014) (0.013)
total_languages_learned_log 0.264 0.253 0.308 0.274

(0.375) (0.323) (0.356) (0.321)
educationMaster's completed 0.324 0.202 0.401 0.250

(0.335) (0.289) (0.318) (0.288)
educationSome graduate credits -0.196 -0.307 -0.374 -0.373

(0.642) (0.553) (0.610) (0.550)
educationBachelor’s Degree -0.127 -0.279 -0.014 -0.212

(0.512) (0.442) (0.487) (0.440)
raceBlack or African American -0.232 -0.273 -0.278 -0.288

(1.172) (1.010) (1.111) (1.002)
raceWhite or Caucasian -0.526 -0.224 -0.732 -0.349

(0.666) (0.575) (0.634) (0.576)
raceMixed -0.134 -0.132 -0.717 -0.389

(1.049) (0.904) (1.007) (0.910)
latinxYes -0.160 -0.026 -0.119 -0.024

(0.447) (0.386) (0.424) (0.383)

Constant 6.807*** 3.538*** 6.171*** 3.631***

(0.886) (0.916) (0.857) (0.911)

Observations 127 127 127 127
R2 0.036 0.290 0.140 0.307

Adjusted R2 -0.038 0.229 0.066 0.241
Residual Std. Error 1.661 (df = 117) 1.431 (df = 116) 1.575 (df = 116) 1.420 (df = 115)
F Statistic 0.482 (df = 9; 117) 4.748*** (df = 10; 116) 1.892* (df = 10; 116) 4.640*** (df = 11; 115)

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Appendix R: Results of Multiple Linear Regression – Community Advocacy 

 
/

Multinomal Regression Models - Community Advocacy
Dependent variable:

comm.mean10
(1) (2) (3) (4)

self.mean10 0.523*** 0.413***

(0.110) (0.127)

school.mean10 0.378*** 0.189*

(0.101) (0.113)
yrs_teaching 0.005 0.006 0.012 0.009

(0.017) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016)
total_languages_learned_log -0.154 -0.163 -0.253 -0.211

(0.431) (0.395) (0.409) (0.393)
educationMaster's completed -0.268 -0.378 -0.391 -0.417

(0.384) (0.354) (0.366) (0.352)
educationSome graduate credits 0.620 0.520 0.694 0.578

(0.736) (0.677) (0.698) (0.672)
educationBachelor’s Degree -0.394 -0.531 -0.346 -0.479

(0.588) (0.540) (0.557) (0.537)
raceBlack or African American 0.159 0.122 0.246 0.173

(1.344) (1.235) (1.275) (1.226)
raceWhite or Caucasian 0.719 0.992 0.918 1.034

(0.764) (0.704) (0.726) (0.699)

raceMixed 2.034* 2.036* 2.084* 2.061*

(1.204) (1.106) (1.142) (1.097)
latinxYes -0.142 -0.022 -0.082 -0.017

(0.513) (0.472) (0.487) (0.468)

Constant 2.216** -0.734 -0.355 -1.404
(1.017) (1.121) (1.183) (1.181)

Observations 127 127 127 127
R2 0.044 0.201 0.148 0.220

Adjusted R2 -0.029 0.132 0.075 0.145
Residual Std. Error 1.906 (df = 117) 1.750 (df = 116) 1.807 (df = 116) 1.737 (df = 115)
F Statistic 0.605 (df = 9; 117) 2.912*** (df = 10; 116) 2.015** (df = 10; 116) 2.945*** (df = 11; 115)

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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