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DISSERTATION ABSTRACT
Misael Flores Gutierrez
Doctor of Philosophy
Department of Educational Methodology, Policy, and Leadership
December 2021
Title: “Americans Don’t Take ELD”: Long-Term English Learners and Stigma

English learners are a fast-growing population, and the English learner (EL)
classification is designed to support students’ academic success who are learning English
in school. While there is documented evidence that the EL classification is beneficial,
there exist a growing body of research that suggests prolonged classification, more than
five to seven years, produces negative consequences. When students are EL classified for
more than five to seven years, they become known as Long-term English learners. To
date, we know very little about these students’ lived experiences and how prolonged
classification may lead to stigma, a consequence described in the literature, yet not
examined using a conceptual framework. To address the gap in the literature, I use
qualitative ethnographic methods to examine the extent prolonged classification may
produce stigma using the Link and Phelan (2001) stigma framework.

I find that the EL classification does produce stigma based on Link and Phelan’s
stigma framework. However, prolonged EL classification is not a leading factor in the
production of stigma. Indeed, stigma begins as early as kindergarten for students in this
study. Furthermore, I find that the ELD class functions as an apparatus that wields power

and control over human bodies and is the primary source for the production of stigma.
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The findings of this study may help policymakers, academics, and practitioners to
find better ways to support the development of the English language for students whose

first language is not English.



CURRICULUM VITAE

NAME OF AUTHOR: Misael Flores Gutierrez

GRADUATE AND UNDERGRADUATE SCHOOLS ATTENDED:
University of Oregon, Eugene, OR
Southern Oregon University, Ashland, OR
Oregon Institute of Technology, Klamath Falls, OR
DEGREES AWARDED:
Doctor of Philosophy in Educational Leadership, 2021, University of Oregon
Master of Education, 2009, Southern Oregon University
Bachelor of Science, Business Management, 2004, Oregon Institute of
Technology
AREAS OF SPECIAL INTEREST:
Social Stratification

Emergent Bilinguals

K12 School and District Leadership

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE:
Director of Equity, Inclusion, and Instruction, Eugene School District 4J, 2021

District Administrator for Equity, Instruction, and Partnerships, Eugene School
District 4], 2020-21

Assistant Principal, Eugene School District 4J, 2018-2020

Academic Programs Graduate Employee, University of Oregon, College of
Education, 2015-2018

Research Associate Intern, Educational Policy Improvement Center, 2016-2017
Athletic Director, Dean of Student, Special Education Teacher, Klamath County

School District, 2010-2015

vi



GRANTS, AWARDS, AND HONORS:
Diversity Excellence Scholarship, University of Oregon, 2019
Zola and Don Dunbar Scholarship, University of Oregon, 2018/19

Travel Grant Award, University of Oregon, 2017

PUBLICATIONS:

Umansky, 1., Poza, L., Flores Gutierrez, M. (2021). “It’s kind of a sentencing”:
Educator perceptions of English learners’ constricting opportunities across grade

levels. International Multilingual Research Journal, DOI:
10.1080/19313152.2021.1883794.

vil



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I wish to express sincere appreciation to Professor Audrey Lucero for her
mentorship and support. Thank you for encouraging me. Without you, I do not know if I
would have made it through the dissertation process. What a journey! In addition, special
thanks to Professor Emeritus Ken Kempner, who encouraged me to pursue a Ph.D. in the
first place. Thank you for being a remarkable mentor and friend. And thank you for
believing in me when others seemingly did not. Finally, the journey to this point in my
life has been anything but easy. Thank you to mom and dad for always encouraging and
allowing me to pursue intellectual opportunities. And thank you for all the trips to
Portland, Oregon, to ensure that [ was granted permanent residency. Without your
sacrifice, I do not know if I would be where I am today.

To Katie — I am so glad I went to Run Hub. That decision changed my life for the
better. Thank you for pushing me. For encouraging me. For always being there for me. |
love you.

To Maya — Someday in the distant future, you will discover this document. I love

you. Mom and dad love you.

viil



To Katie and Maya Elaine

To Maria Luisa Flores Gutiérrez and Eduardo Flores Guerrero

X



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter Page
I. LONG-TERM ENGLISH LEARNERS .......ccoiiiiiiireeeeeee e 1
INEEOAUCTION ...ttt ettt 1
The Process of Labeling Students Learning English.............ccocoooiiiiiiiniininnnnn. 4
Statement of the Problem.........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiic e 7
Purpose Of StUAY ...ccveiiiieiieeee s 9
Why Middle SChOOL? .....cccuiiiiiiiieiee e 10
Significance of StUAY .......cooiieiiiriieiie e 12
SUMMATY ...ttt et et e st e ettt e sbteesabeeesabeeesaseeenaseas 12

II. LITERATURE REVIEW ...cooiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee ettt 14
INEEOAUCTION ...ttt et 14
Contextualizing StIGMa..........coceeiiiiiiieiiieieee et e sae s 14
Link and Phelan’s Stigma Model............cccoooiiriiiniiiiiiiieieeeeee e 18
Component 1: Labeling..........coccveeoiieiiiiiiiieiiecieeieee et 19
Component 2: StErEOLYPING ....ccveeruvierrierieeriierieertieeteesieesaeesteessreenseeseseeseenenes 21
Component 3: SEPATAtION. .......ccueeriieriierieeitieeieeiee et eiee e esaeesereeseesnbeenseesenas 23
Component 4: Status Loss and DisCrimination............cecceeeveveevueneenenseeneenens 25

STALUS LLOSS .ttt 26
DiISCIIMINATION. 1.ttt ettt ettt et sbe et e eiee b eae s 27

Power and StIZMa ......cccuieiiiiiiiiiie et 28
Categories and Labeling ...........ccoocieiieiiiiiiiiiieiecie e 29
StIGMA POWET ...ttt ettt ettt beeesbeeneas 31



Chapter Page

I1I.

IV.

Stigma and English Learners ...........cccoccueeeiiiiiiiiiiinieeiieeee e 32
SUMMATY ...ttt ettt e ettt e ettt e sttt e sbbeesabeeesabeeesnseeenseas 34
RESEARCH MATERIALS AND METHODS.........cccooiiiiirieieeieeeeeee, 35
INEEOAUCTION ...ttt et 35
DISEIICE CONTEXL ...ttt ettt et ettt ettt sa e sbe e 36
Recruitment and Selection of Participants............cccccveeirerienieenienieeieeceeeeeee. 38
Data COILECHION ...ouveeiiiiiiiiieieeiieseeeee ettt st 42

Narrative WIiting EXEICISE ...ccvieruieiiiiiieeiieiieeie ettt eiee e 42

INERIVIBWS ...ttt ettt ettt st 43

DOCUIMENLS ...ttt 44
Data ANALYSIS ...eecuiiiiiieiieiieete et et et a e ennas 45

Data Analysis for the Opening Narrative Description...........ccecceveereeuennenne. 45

Data Analysis for Research Question One............ccoeceeeieeriieniieniienieeieeeee 45

Data Analysis for Research Question TWO........ccccveviieriiiiieiiicieceeee, 46
Role of the RESEArChErs ........cccuevuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiccee e 47
VAlIAILY .ottt ettt st b et 48
Generalizability and LIimitations...........cc.eerieriieniieniiieniienieesieeeie e sve e 48
FINDINGS . ...ttt ettt sttt ettt e e b e be et saeeneeneas 50
INEEOAUCTION ...ttt 50
Research Question One: Link and Phelan Stigma Model.............cccccoevvvrirenennen. 52
LaDEIING ...ttt ettt ettt et e ennas 52
SHETCOLYPING ..ottt ettt ettt ettt ettt e et e et eesbeebeesebeeseessbeenseeenseenne 57

Xi



Chapter Page

Separation & Status LOSS ......oecuieriiiiiieiieeieece ettt 61
DISCIIMINATION. 1.ttt ettt sttt et sbe et sb e e bt et saeenbeeaee e 64
SUMMATY ...ttt e ettt e et e ettt e sbbeesabeeesabeeesaseeenaseas 66
Research Question TWO: POWET .........cccuiiiiiiiiiiieciecee e 69
The ELD APPATAtUS .....ooeuieiiieiiieeieeieeeie ettt eiee et esiteebeessaeeaeesaseesseessneenseens 69
SEPATALION ..c.vieiiieiiieiie ettt ettt ettt e et esbe b e sebeeneen 71
SEEICOLYPC «eeeenitieeitie ettt ettt ettt e e e st e et e e st e e sabeeesabeeesabeesnseeennee 73
STALUS LLOSS -ttt ettt 74
DiISCIIMINATION. ¢..ceuteeuteeiiestteteeite sttt ettt st et eee e bt e aeeaeenaes 75
The Lived EXPETI@NCE .......ceivieiiieiiieiieeie ettt ettt 75
EXItiNg ELD ..oiiiiiiiiiceeecee ettt ettt et 76
The Holders of KNOWIdZE? .......cccvveiiiiiiiiiecieeieeeeee et 76
SUMMATY ...ttt et et e st e ettt e sbteesabeeesabeeesaseeenaseas 78
V. DISCUSSION ...ttt ettt sttt ettt et et sbeesbe s enas 80
INEEOAUCTION ...ttt et 80
Summary of Significant FIndings ............ccccooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeiecee e 81
Link and Phelan Stigma Components............ccceeueeviienieenieenieeieenieesiee s 81
Are Students Stigmatized? .........ceeviieiieiiieieee e 82
ELD APPATALUS ..eeeiviieiiieesiiie ettt et ettt et e st e sbte e saeessabeessnseesnnseeens 83
Implications fOr PractiCe.........cocuiiiiiiiiieiiieiie et 84
Dissemination of Information .............cccceeverieniiieniinieneceeeeeeeeee e 84

xii



Chapter Page

The ELD Dilemma........ccccooiiiiiiiiiiieniieienieeeeeteseee et 85
ReClasSIfICAtION ...c..eeuviiiiiiieieeiiesc e 87

Areas for Future ReSearch .........cccooeiiiiiiiiiiiniieeeceeeeee 88
SUMMATY ...ttt e ettt e et e ettt e sbbeesabeeesabeeesaseeenaseas 89
APPENDICES ...ttt ettt sttt ettt 90
A. Consent and Assent FOIMS........ccoiiiriiiiiiinieieieseeeeceeee e 90

B. Writing Sample Protocol..........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 92

C. Semi-structured Interview QUESHIONS .......cc.ecevvieeiiieeiiiieeieeecee e e 94

D. Example of JOtHNGS....cc.eeeiuiiiiiiiieiieeiiesie ettt 95

E. Example of NVivo Coding........ccceviieiiiiiiiiiieiieeiieeie et 96
REFERENCES CITED.....ccutiiiiiiiieieeceseeeeee ettt 97

Xiii



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure

1. Theoretical Stigma Model as Conceptualized by Link & Phelan (2001)..............

2. Visual Model of the ELD ApParatus. .........cccccveeeiierieeniienieeiieeieesiee e eiee e

X1V

71



LIST OF TABLES

Table

1. Research Questions and Data SOUICES...........cceeeviieviiieiiieeieeeee e

2. List of Students by Birth Country, Years Served EL, Grade Level, and...............

3. List of Students by ELPA21 Scores

XV



CHAPTER 1
LONG-TERM ENGLISH LEARNERS

“... I see that mostly Latinos go there.’

- Luna Hernandez, Cholla MS

Introduction

English learners! are a fast-growing population, and the English learner (EL)
classification is intended to support the academic success of students who are learning
English in school (Shin, 2018). According to the most recent data available, in the 2014-
15 school year, over 4.8 million English learners were enrolled in U.S. schools and
represented nearly 10 percent of the total K-12 student population, with Spanish as the
most commonly spoken language (U.S. Department of Education, 2019). While there has
been documented evidence that the EL classification is beneficial (Harklau, 1994;
Umansky, 2016a), there exists a growing body of research that suggests that prolonged
EL classification, more than five to seven years (definitions vary by state), can produce
negative consequences and may weaken the purpose of the classification (Dabach, 2014;
Menken et al., 2010; Olsen, 2010; Umansky, 2016a; Valenzuela, 1999). When students
are EL classified for more than five to seven years, they become known as Long-term
English learners (Freeman et al., 2002; Olsen, 2001; Thompson, 2015). Still, despite a
growing population, their unique schooling experience has been rarely studied (Olsen,

2010; Thompson, 2015).

!'T use the term English learner instead of emergent bilingual because it is a protected label (Garcia &
Kleifgen, 2018).
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Described unofficially as “The 6 Plusers,” “ESL Lifers,” and “Forever LEP,” this
group of students, predominantly Spanish speaking, are enrolled mainly at the secondary
level and are characterized by weak academic and language skills in both English and
their home languages (Freeman et al., 2002; Olsen, 2010; Thompson, 2015). According
to Olsen (2010), the “existence of Long-term ELs is evidence that for many students, the
school experience that should have propelled them towards English proficiency and
academic success has indeed been an educational dead-end” (p. 7). Long-term ELs are
distinctly different from students described as recently arrived (i.e., newcomers), who
have various levels of education in their native country and have typically lived in the
U.S. for less than five years (Freeman et al., 2002; Menken et al., 2012). Long-term ELs,
by comparison, have attended school in the U.S. for many years, and in some cases, their
entire lives (Thompson, 2015). Unfortunately, there is no national data on the actual
number of Long-term ELs in public schools and how many were born in the U.S. (Olsen,
2010). Part of the difficulty in describing the characteristics of ELs, in general, arises
from the fact that there are significant inconsistencies in how states gather and report data
on this subgroup. However, despite the inconsistencies, according to Garcia and Kleifgen
(2018), ELs account for roughly one out of ten students enrolled in public schools in the
U.S., or about 4.9 million, and Hispanics or Latinos make up about 78 percent of the
population, followed by Asians at 10 percent. Long-term ELs represent about 25 percent
of all ELs, or about 1.2 million.

Over the past two decades, scholars have described Long-term ELs as routinely
segregated from their peers (Freeman et al., 2002), increasingly excluded from core and

advanced level content (Callahan, 2005; Shin, 2018; Umansky, 2016b), uninformed about



their classification (Olsen, 2010), more likely to experience academic failure (Olsen,
2010), and more likely to drop out from school (Thompson, 2015). In a recent study,
Umansky et al. (2021) found that by the time EL classified students reached the
secondary level, their experiences were commonly constricted. For example, beginning in
middle school, opportunities begin to close, and the student experience becomes a “kind
of a sentence” and “the beginning of the end” (p. 275). Furthermore, during middle
school, the EL classification becomes stigmatized because students are separated from
peers, resulting in isolation and social stigma. A key finding of this study is that the EL
classification produces different outcomes depending on grade level, becoming
increasingly constrictive as students transition from elementary to middle school.

Despite these findings, we still know very little about these students’ unique
schooling experiences as described from their perspective, especially at the middle school
level, and how prolonged EL classification may produce stigma, a consequence often
discussed in the literature (Umansky, 2016a; Umansky et at., 2021; Thompson, 2015;
Valenzuela, 1999). As a result, in this dissertation, I seek to address the gap in the
literature by focusing on Spanish-speaking middle school students considered Long-term
ELs to examine how prolonged classification may produce stigma, using the “stigma
model” framework conceptualized by Link and Phelan (2001).

The research questions guiding this study are:

1. To what extent do Spanish-speaking middle school students considered Long-

term English learners experience sigma based on Link and Phelan’s stigma
framework?

2. To what extent does the role of power shape the student schooling experience?



The Process of Labeling Students Learning English

Critical scholars have argued and continue to argue that the use of labels (i.e.,
classifications) in education may serve as a mechanism by which children are sorted into
predetermined educational tracks (Apple, 2013). Indeed, the very idea of labeling has
been viewed as the process by which one group of individuals with power makes a value
judgment about another group of individuals with less power (Apple, 2013; Link &
Phelan, 2013). When framed this way, labels become highly problematic as social
constructs that may harm. Furthermore, research indicates that labels come packaged
with costs and benefits (Link & Phelan, 2013; Thompson, 2015). Prolonged EL
classification is no exception, and research has implied that it may have the potential to
limit both academic and social opportunities and produce uncertain outcomes that last a
lifetime (Olsen, 2010). Therefore, this study is also about the unintended consequences of
prolonged EL classification and how it may lead to harm.

The process of labeling students learning English in the United States has origins
in the landmark 1974 Supreme Court case Lau v. Nichols, which directed educational
systems to take affirmative action to teach English to students not yet fluent in the
language and to provide access to the general mainstream content curriculum (Lau v.
Nichols, 1974). The case declared that:

The failure of the San Francisco school system to provide English language

instruction to approximately 1,800 students of Chinese ancestry who do not speak

English, or to provide them with other adequate instructional procedures, denies

them a meaningful opportunity to participate in the public educational program,

and thus violates § 601 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which bans discrimination



based ‘on the ground of race, color, or national origin,” in ‘any program or

activity receiving Federal financial assistance,” and the implementing regulations

of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (Supreme Court Ruling,

1974).

Under Lau, schools were responsible for identifying students who would benefit from
English language services and providing them with English language instruction.
However, the Court case offered no guidelines for providing instruction, citing only the
need to take affirmative steps towards eradicating educational inequities (Garcia, &
Kleifgen, 2018). The result was the creation of a group of students labeled “Limited
English Proficient,” and schools across the country developed and implemented language
programs designed to transition students from a non-English speaking status to English
proficient status (Olsen, 2010).

In a subsequent court case, Castarieda v. Pickard of 1981, the United States Court
of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit established three criteria to determine how language
programs would meet the Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1974. The criteria held
that (1) language programs must be based on sound educational theory, (2) programs
must be implemented with fidelity, and (3) programs must be evaluated for effectiveness
(Castanieda v. Pickard, 1981). More recently, Title I and Title III of the revised
Elementary and Secondary Education Act requires that schools that receive federal
funding must not only identify students who would benefit from English language
services but also assess how they perform on English language proficiency and academic
assessments annually (Garcia, & Kleifgen, 2018). In addition, up to the present time,

changes based on the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA, 2015) require school districts



that receive Title I1I funds to report the number of ELs who have not achieved English
language proficiency within five years of EL classification.

Today, school districts across the country use a combination of information on the
home language survey and a formal English language proficiency assessment to identify
students in need of English language instruction (Garcia, & Kleifgen, 2018; Shin, 2018;
Thompson, 2015). Those that score below a specific criterion are classified as “English
learners” and provided with federally-mandated language services (Umansky, 2016a;
Thompson, 2015). Students remain classified as ELs until reclassification, a process that
involves meeting a specific criterion set by the local school district and typically achieved
using a standardized assessment (Garcia, & Kleifgen, 2018; Shin, 2018). Indeed, the
route to reclassification can range from four to ten years or more and is generally slower
for Spanish-speaking and poor students (Umansky & Reardon, 2014).

Garcia and Kleifgen (2018) note that Spanish-speaking students are reclassified at
half the rate compared to students who speak a different language, even after controlling
for variables. In other words, Spanish-speaking English learners remain classified for
more extended periods. This is problematic considering that Spanish-speaking ELs make
up roughly 8.5 million of all ELs. Once a student meets the criteria, the EL classification
is lifted, and the student is considered English proficient (Thompson, 2015). In addition,
there is tremendous variation in how local school districts across the country identify and
reclassify students (Garcia, & Kleifgen, 2018; Thompson, 2015). These issues, while
very important, are beyond the scope of this study. Instead, I focus on the perspectives of

students who remain classified as ELs in U.S. public schools for more than five to seven



years without being reclassified, thus becoming Long-term ELs (Flores, et al., 2015;
Freeman et al., 2002; Olsen, 2001; Thompson, 2015).
Statement of the Problem

Socially constructed labels carry a set of assumptions, ideologies, policies, and
practices (Apple, 2013). As Garcia and Kleifgen (2018) point out, the EL label has been
associated with negative connotations, focusing too much on students’ lack of English
skills rather than their potential as emerging bilinguals. The label places the English
language in a position of legitimacy, devalues additional languages, and focuses solely on
building “academic language” while ignoring the other rich language skills students
possess. Following this logic, I argue that prolonged EL classification also carries similar
assumptions and ideologies that ultimately impact student outcomes.

Research to date has revealed that Long-term ELs often experience inconsistent or
interrupted language services (Freeman et al., 2002; Menken, 2013; Olsen, 2010), low
school attendance (Freeman et al., 2002), significant gaps in background knowledge
(Olsen, 2010), and are generally below grade level in reading, writing, and math
(Freeman et al., 2002; Menken, 2013; Olsen, 2010). By eighth grade, for instance, only
four percent of ELs achieve grade-level proficiency in reading and only six percent in
math (Garcia & Kleifgen, 2018). By eleventh grade, roughly 74 percent are significantly
below grade level, less engaged with school, and many drop out (Garcia, 2018). While
Long-term ELs tend to earn passing grades, this often gives a false perception of
academic ability, which is highlighted when they take standardized assessments and
receive low scores. Compared to recently arrived students, they have higher rates of

academic failure (Freeman et al., 2002). Olsen (2010) emphasizes that they do not make



normative progress towards English proficiency, which critical scholars associate with
subtractive schooling practices (Garcia & Kleifgen, 2018; Valenzuela, 1999). Garcia and
Kleifgen (2018) suggest that one reason for the low academic performance of this group
is that they are assessed in English only, a critical topic beyond the scope of this study.
Literature on the experiences of Long-term ELs suggests that they start to struggle
academically in fourth grade and often view themselves as less capable academically
(Olsen, 2010). There is evidence that many Long-term ELs are also placed into English-
only environments with no opportunity to develop their native language, while others are
isolated from their English-speaking peers in separate classrooms and even schools
(Umansky, 2016a). As a result, some students express being made fun of because of their
accent, while others believe that the dominant group has power (Freeman et al., 2002).
This belief may lead to a lack of trust in schools, in general, and possibly a lack of trust in
teachers, specifically. Menken (2013) found that some teachers view Long-term ELs as
academic failures and still others are hesitant to teach this group of students in the
mainstream classroom. In a similar vein, Umansky (2016a) found that teachers may have
diminished expectations for ELs in general, and some school administrators, based on
this belief, place them in lower track classes, systematically excluding them from core
content and advanced level courses, especially at the secondary level (Umansky, 2016b).
Olsen (2010) notes that Long-term ELs typically express interest in college
attendance, yet many come to find out that their academic skills and course sequence
have not prepared them for a successful transition to higher education. Students, nor their
parents, are made aware of what is needed. Moreover, there are cases in which students

are never informed about their official EL classification altogether and instances when



they find out at the secondary level after being placed into a language support class.
Olsen also points out that some parents of Long-term ELs are never provided with
information about achieving reclassification or the implications of a remedial course
sequence that generally begins in middle school.

Menken (2013) cautions that secondary language support programs are designed
to serve recently arrived students and do not differentiate instruction for Long-term ELs.
She also points out that many Long-term ELs are in the same classroom as recently
arrived students. Consequently, many Long-term ELs have come to resist and despise
their placement in such language support classes (Menken, 2013; Talmy, 2004) and even
their official designation as an EL (Menken, 2013). Therefore, some students may view
their classification as stigmatizing. This view may have a lot to do with the assumptions
of the label itself and how those assumptions manifest in the standard rules, routines, and
substance of school life (Talmy, 2004).

Despite the academic failure and overall challenges of Long-term ELs at the
secondary level, researchers have focused on ELs at the elementary level in part because
of the belief that by the time they transition to middle school, their language skills will be
such that they can participate fully with proficient English students (Olsen, 2010).
However, the reality is that prolonged EL classification may cause a child to be put into a
dead-end placement, with highly problematic implications.

Purpose of Study

The purpose of this study is to engage the personal narratives and conversations

of middle school students considered Long-term ELs to learn more about how prolonged

EL classification may produce stigma as conceptualized by Link and Phelan (2001). It is



also to learn more about what factors contribute to their lived experience as Long-term
Els in school. Literature on labeling theory suggests that labels are generally considered a
packaged deal, with costs and benefits (Link & Phelan, 2013; Thompson, 2015). To date,
we have strong evidence that suggests that prolonged EL classification produces “costs,”
often at the expense of the benefits. However, as informed from the student perspective,
we know less about what it is like to be a Long-term EL at the middle school level.
According to Harding (2004), “to the extent that an oppressed groups’ situation is
different from that of the dominant group, its dominated situation enables the production
of distinctive kinds of knowledge” (p. 7). Due to their standing as individuals who have
been ascribed a socially constructed label by the dominant group, Long-term ELs possess
unique insight into the larger systems of social order and may provide us with the
knowledge that can help improve policies and practices regarding the EL classification.
Therefore, as previously noted, I ask the following research questions:

1. To what extent do Spanish-speaking middle school students considered long-
term English learners experience sigma based on Link and Phelan’s stigma
framework?

2. To what extent does the role of power shape the student schooling experience?

Why Middle School?

The examination of the schooling experiences of Long-term ELs at the middle
school level is essential given that middle school is considered a critical period in
students’ lives. For instance, we know that in middle school, students generally begin to
establish their academic and social identities as well as take a set of academic courses

that set into motion a course sequence that continues into high school (Eccles et al., 1991;
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Umansky, 2016a). Indeed, the stakes are high in middle school, and the decisions made
for students, driven in part by policies and practices, especially for course-taking
opportunities, may have grave implications for their educational, career, and even life
outcomes (Rumberger & Lim, 2008; Umansky, 2016a; Wang & Goldschmidt, 2003). In
addition, research on sociocultural development suggests that as students age, especially
ELs, they gain a deeper understanding and internalization of their language status. For
example, Dabach (2014) found that ELs at the high school level felt stigmatized because
of specialized language development classes and viewed their official EL status as an
indicator of inferiority. Thus, an important question is whether Long-term ELs in middle
school experience similar feelings.

Thompson’s (2015) study on the experiences of Long-term ELs at the high school
level and examining the costs and benefits associated with the label provides further
rationale for why a middle school level is an important place of investigation. Her
findings suggest that beginning in middle school, students expressed that their language
support class felt stigmatizing, resulting in feelings of inferiority because they were not
proficient in English. In contrast, no student mentioned feelings of stigmatization at the
elementary level. One possible reason, as Thompson asserts, is that in elementary school,
all children are essentially learning English, and it is not uncommon for English learners
to receive extra support in the form of language services. This all changes beginning in
middle school, where the structure of schooling changes from a single grade-level
classroom to multiple classes with different teachers. In middle school, language support
services also change, where the focus on learning English is not necessarily school-wide

but limited to a single class or two. As a result, students begin to realize their language

11



differences and experience stigma. Consequently, it is in middle school that prolonged
EL classification may have the most impact. Furthermore, given a large number of
Spanish-speaking ELs, the language support class may lead to segregation. One
important question is whether Thompson’s findings, particularly that stigma begins in
middle school, parallel the experiences of students this in this study.
Significance of Study

This research is valuable considering the rapidly growing population of Long-
term ELs at the middle school level (Flores et al., 2015; Menken & Kleyn, 2010; Menken
et al., 2012) and the lack of research that has explicitly focused on how prolonged EL
classification may produce stigma. Up to the present, we have evidence to suggest that
prolonged EL classification does produce unintended consequences. While the EL
classification, in general, was never intended to produce negative consequences, research
has suggested that it does, especially starting in middle school and for students who carry
the classification for more than five to seven years. An important area of investigation of
this study is to examine whether prolonged classification is indeed associated with stigma
and what role middle school plays in stigma production, if any. Moreover, the findings of
this study can help policymakers, academics, and practitioners respond to essential
questions related to how we treat students who speak a language other than English at
home. It can also help us identify the factors that shape the everyday school experiences
of students and how those factors may stigmatize them.

Summary
To date, there exists a lack of research on Long-term ELs, in general, and

specifically how prolonged classification may produce stigma. As a result, I seek to
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examine how prolonged EL classification may be linked to stigma production using the
“stigma model” conceptualized by Link and Phelan (2001). I focus on the student
perspective to make meaning and generate knowledge that will help us better understand
how a socially constructed label impacts students in schools today. Before I explain the
methods in this study, I review the literature on stigma in the next chapter. Finally, I end

the chapter by articulating the conceptual framework that will guide my research study.
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CHAPTER IT

LITERATURE REVIEW

“I guess that’s why they [Americans] don’t take ELD.”

- Clara Garcia, Cholla MS

Introduction

To investigate how prolonged EL classification may lead to stigma for Spanish-
speaking middle school students, I use Link and Phelan’s (2001) “stigma model”
conceptual framework that integrates the following components: labeling, stereotyping,
separation, status loss, and discrimination. In this chapter, I discuss the concept of stigma
broadly, then focus on Link and Phelan’s framework. Next, [ discuss the growing body of
research that has examined the association between stigma and the EL classification.
Finally, I restate the research questions that will guide this study.
Contextualizing Stigma

Stigma is an elusive and perplexing concept because of how challenging it is to
define, and it is often bound by time and space, culture, and dominant cultural biases
regarding what represents normalcy (Ainlay et al., 1986). Indeed, as cultures evolve, so
does the conception of stigma, and what is considered stigmatizing in one culture may
not be in another (Becker & Arnold, 1986; Stafford & Scott, 1986). Erving Goffman’s
(1963) seminal book Stigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled Identity provided one
of the earliest discussions of stigma in psychology. Goffman argued that society

constructs categories and associates said categories with specific attributes, such as
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stereotypes, leading to discrimination. He added that the dominant group generally views
those stigmatized as inferior, and on this underlying assumption, exercises a range of
discrimination that inadvertently impacts life outcomes. Thus, Goffman referred to
stigma as “an attribute that is deeply discrediting” (p. 3) and closely linked to a
devaluation of social identity and human worth. However, he also clarified that stigma
should be viewed as a language of relationships and not solely based on attributes. Put
another way, Goffman emphasized that it is the /anguage used to describe individuals at
the heart of stigma. For example, the words “normal” and “stigmatized” are not people,
Goffman argued, but rather perspectives, given that stigma is a social construction.
Indeed, no inherent attribute within an individual naturally qualifies them for
stigmatization. Instead, stigmatization occurs within a particular context, culture, and
historical space, political or social (Becker & Arnold, 1986). Croker et al. (1998)
advanced a similar idea that stigma is not entirely located inside the individual but instead
influenced by the external context in which society defines the behavior, characteristic, or
attribute as undervalued.

Much has been written about stigma since Goffman. Researchers from different
disciplines have produced variations in the conceptualization of stigma (see Link et al.,
2008), mainly because it has been applied to a multitude of unique conditions and
settings and because of different theoretical orientations (Ainlay et al., 1986; Link &
Phelan, 2001). As Link and Phelan (2001) note, allowing for different conceptualizations
is acceptable if researchers are clear about the definition and how the stigma term is used.
Naturally, this has led to a better understanding of stigma, and an extensive literature

base, produced extensively by social psychologists, who have studied how people
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construct categories and then use those categories to produce stereotype viewpoints (see
Crocker et al. 1998 for a comprehensive review).

To date, a body of research from different disciplines suggests that stigma
produces numerous outcomes, and the evidence suggests that the outcomes are generally
adverse (Goffman, 1963; Gibbons, 1986; Ainlay et al.,1986; Jones et al., 1984). For
example, according to Crocker et al. (1998), “a person who is stigmatized is a person
whose social identity, or membership in some social category, calls into question his or
her full humanity — the person is devalued, spoiled, or flawed in the eyes of others” (p.
504). Stigmatized individuals, therefore, are often viewed as flawed or less than human
and may experience a host of consequences, including but not limited to diminished
social relationships, depression, anxiety, avoidance of others, distorted self-image,
inappropriate behavior, low self-esteem, and even the hindrance of romantic relationships
and employment (Crocker & Lutsky, 1986). As a result, researchers, such as Ainlay et al.
(1986), have argued that a stigma is a form of dehumanization.

Not all people that are stigmatized live life without the insight or knowledge that
they are stigmatized. Becker and Arnold (1986) point out that many stigmatized
individuals quickly become aware of the ways others treat and view them. While face-to-
face interactions may reinforce stigma, institutions often remind individuals of their
social standing and place within the dominant culture through daily practices, rules, and
norms. Consequently, when this happens early in age, the cumulative experience may
result in profound outcomes, mainly psychological. However, those stigmatized that gain
insight into the stigmatization process may ultimately free themselves from the impact of

stigma, primarily through social movements. In contrast, some people do live their lives
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without recognizing that they are stigmatized, primarily if the stigma is associated with a
non-visible mark society has deemed inferior. Croker and Lutsky (1986) make clear that
when people lack the recognition of their stigma, ... then the processes through which a
stigma is recognized and defined become important objects of study in their own right”
(p. 107).

The concept of stigma has not come without critiques, given the range of
conceptualization and measurement. However, two significant issues underlie the
critiques (Link & Phelan, 2001). First, researchers who investigate stigma but who do not
belong to the stigmatized group often do so from the vantage point of the dominant group
and with theories uninformed by the lived experience of the people they investigate. The
result is a misunderstanding of the lived experiences of the stigmatized and the
maintenance of unsupported assumptions. The second critique is that research on stigma
has remained too focused on the individual and not enough on the structural and external
forces that may cause stigma (Crocker et al., 1998; Parker & Aggleton, 2003).

Following these critiques, Link and Phelan (2001) proposed a
reconceptualization, from a sociological perspective, and based on a set of interrelated
concepts that co-occur in situations where power exists, and at the same time shifting the
focus of study away from the individual and towards the external factors that may cause
stigma. Because this reconceptualization serves as the essential methodological
framework of this study, it bears to quote at length:

In our conceptualization, stigma exists when the following interrelated

components converge. In the first component, people distinguish and label human

differences. In the second, dominant cultural beliefs link labeled persons to
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undesirable characteristics — to negative stereotypes. In the third, labeled persons

are placed in distinct categories to accomplish some degree of separation of “us”

from “them.” In the fourth, labeled persons experience status loss and

discrimination that leads to unequal outcomes (p. 367).

An essential feature of the reconceptualization is that stigma depends on power, which
allows for the “identification of differentness, the construction of stereotypes, the
separation of labeled persons into distinct categories, and the full execution of
disapproval, rejection, exclusion, and discrimination” (Link & Phelan, 2001, p. 367).
Thus, it is the power that gives rise and voice to the production of stigma. Indeed, the
inclusion of power as an essential feature in the stigma framework has been widely
praised by researchers (Green et al., 2005; Parker & Aggleton, 2003; Reutter et al., 2009;
Rutledge et al., 2009).

Link and Phelan’s stigma conceptualization is considered one of the most
articulated frameworks for stigma production (see Lucas & Phelan, 2012; Makowski et
al., 2016) and is routinely cited in education literature (Umansky, 2016a; Thompson,
2015; Valenzuela, 1999). Furthermore, the framework has been used in studies outside of
the education field, including the study of gay and lesbian families (Robitaille & Saint-
Jacques, 2009), poverty (Reutter et al., 2009), and HIV experiences (Shamos et al.,
2009).

Link and Phelan’s Stigma Model

Link and Phelan make clear that the stigma process begins with the creation of

labels and that all other components are a direct result of the label, as shown in Figure 1.

It is essential to note that the concept of power lies at the heart of stigma, a concept that
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Link and Phelan argue is often overlooked in stigma research. Indeed, prior research on
stigma has focused extensively on attributes that exist inside the person as the leading
cause of stigma instead of the broader societal factors (Crocker et al., 1998; Fiske, 1998;
Parker & Aggleton, 2003). More attention, therefore, is needed on the structural issues
that produce stigma and less on the individual. Similarly, Goffman (1963) also argued
that stigma should take into consideration “a language of relationships, not attributes” (p.
3). Therefore, the concept of power is an essential element in the production of stigma.

In this section, I discuss each of the stigma components. I end with a discussion of
power. Where appropriate, I discuss literature related to the EL classification in general

in each of the components.

Status loss +
Discrimination

Stereotyping Separation

Figure 1. Theoretical stigma model as conceptualized by Link & Phelan (2001).
Component 1: Labeling. The first component of the stigma model is labeling.
Labeling theory posits that society creates and assigns labels to individuals whose

behavior deviates from the dominant social norm (Goffman, 1963). The use of labels in
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our society, however, may be a product of our culture itself. As Mcdermott and Varenne
(1995) point out in Culture as Disability, a disability is a cultural fabrication and exists
only in a society where specific physical differences are observed, acknowledged, and
then made consequential. The Learning Disability label (LD), used in special education,
for instance, exists only because “it is given life in the organization of tasks, skills, and
evaluation in our schools” (McDermott & Varenne, 1995, p. 272). Indeed, the authors
argue that the LD label does not exist. Only the tradition of observing, recording,
remediating, and describing it. This is no less accurate for other labels used in education,
including the EL classification.

Our educational system has “numerous made-to-order general categories for
describing children in trouble, for example: deprived, different, disadvantaged, at-risk,
and disabled (McDermott & Varenne, 1995, p. 331). The problem with these categories is
that we often focus on what is wrong with certain cognitive, linguistic, or social
development traits inherent in students. As a result, McDermott and Varenne assert
(1995) that labeled children routinely miss out on certain developments and opportunities
compared to non-labeled children.

Apple’s (2013) arguments on the construction of labels build on McDermott and
Varenne’s ideas in that the process of classifying individuals in education, specifically, is
both a political and moral act and not a neutral helping act, given that the majority of
labels are ascribed to poor students and students of color. He points out that:

The labeling process, thus, tends to function as a form of social control, a

“worthy” successor to that long line of mechanisms in schools that sought to

homogenize social reality, to eliminate disparate perceptions, and to use
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supposedly therapeutic means to create moral, valuative, and intellectual

consensus (p. 43).

Apple’s central argument is that in the effort to “help,” the dominant group unwittingly
employs power and control over others and at the same time produces programs and
interventions that end up harming more than helping. By focusing on the student
“problem,” attention is diverted from the potential shortcomings of schools themselves
and the societal conditions that necessitate the use of the label in the first place. Given
that categories are institutional abstractions, with “treatments” built into the very fabric of
the institution, educators are liberated from the onerous duty of critically examining the
institutional and economic conditions that confirm and necessitate the use of labels.
Labels, therefore, take on an “essentializing” quality that conditions students’ connection
to the institution. EL students, for example, may become this and only this in the eyes of
the educational institution.

In a similar vein, Domina et al. (2017) caution that category labels are likely to
influence self-perception, expectations, and behavior and that these perceptions
contribute to identity formation. Under these circumstances, the behavior of others
towards students (e.g., teachers, peers, administrators) sends messages about their worth,
potential, and academic ability. Thus, chances are, labels are very likely to “define” a
student, control their schooling experience, and ultimately produce a self-fulfilling
prophecy (Apple, 2013).

Component 2: Stereotyping. The second component of stigma occurs when
labels are connected to stereotypes. Goffman (1963) discussed the concept of stereotypes

in his seminal work. Since then, it has become a fundamental component of the
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conceptualization of stigma, particularly in the psychological literature (Fiske, 1998; Link
& Phelan, 2001). Indeed, Link and Phelan (2001) make clear that “stigma involves a
label and a stereotype, with the label linking a person to a set of undesirable
characteristics that forms the stereotype” (p. 369).

Crocker et al. (1998) argue that once a stereotype is learned, it impacts a person’s
actions, thoughts, and emotions, even if the stereotype is not believed to be true. Children
in the U.S., for example, learn to devalue individuals with dark skin, those with
disabilities, and those that are overweight at an early age. This is due, in large part, to
stereotypical portrayals in mass media, including movies, books, and television shows. In
some instances, stereotypical beliefs about individuals are held so widely in society that
they ultimately become known as “facts.” As a result, stigmatized individuals may be
stereotyped automatically, often through split-second judgments and filtered through a
collection of personal beliefs and ideologies (Fiske, 1998).

Crocker et al. (1998) further argue that stigmatized individuals often become
aware of the stereotypes people hold about their particular social group. African
Americans, for example, are often aware that stereotypes characterize them as
intellectually inferior and aggressive, while the overweight person is often characterized
as lacking self-control. Of course, these characterizations are not accurate, yet some
stigmatized individuals may come to believe they are. The awareness of negative
stereotypes associated with an individual’s social group has become known as
“stereotype threat” (Steele & Aronson, 1995). According to Crocker et al. (1998),
stereotype threat takes place when “awareness that one’s social identity is devalued

directly challenges one’s personal and collective self-esteem, by suggesting that oneself
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and one’s group are lacking in value” (p. 518). An African American student, for
example, who answers questions in class may do so with the understanding that any
incorrect answer may be interpreted with the stereotype that African Americans are not as
smart as Whites. Crocker et al. (1998) are quick to note that stereotype threat is
considered a “situational threat.” It applies when the stigmatized are aware of the
negative stereotype that applies to their social group.

When stereotypes occur inside educational institutions, particularly classrooms,
the outcomes may impact students profoundly, as noted by Steele and Aronson’s (1995)
study, which found that test performance declined for African Americans and women
when they were made aware of stereotypes related to low test performance. For ELs, in
general, prior research has indicated that the EL label is associated with negative
stereotypes, characterizing these students as academically inferior, unmotivated, and
passive (Umansky, 2016a). In addition, other research suggests that some ELs develop
feelings of inferiority, especially academically (Dabach, 2014; Thompson, 2015). Indeed,
when students experience stereotyping, they often believe that a school is a place where
they are devalued, resulting in school avoidance (Garcia-Nevarez et al., 2005).

Component 3: Separation. The third component of stigma takes place when
labels create a distinction between “us” and “them” (Link & Phelan, 2001). U.S. history
offers many examples in which the dominant group labeled, stereotyped, and then
excluded certain groups of people, including but not limited to African Americans,
Native Americans, and immigrants. The connection between labels and stereotypes
justifies that those labeled are fundamentally different, and therefore the separation

between “us” and “them” becomes warranted (Link and Phelan, 2001). Weber (1982)
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clarifies that the distinction of individual or group differences causes stereotyping to
occur quickly. Based on this perception, the “us” and “them” aspect of stigma denotes
that the labeled group is inferior somehow. In extreme cases, labeled groups are thought
of as non-human.

The clearest example of separation for EL students at the secondary level occurs
when schools employ an academic tracking system. Callahan (2005) describes tracking as
a systematic assignment of students to different coursework and curriculum and content
levels. The basic premise of tracking is for low-performing students to access a more
fundamental curriculum level to help them “catch up” to grade level. Sometimes, tracking
is so extreme that two schools exist within a single school (Gandara & Orfield, 2010).
First, the dominant group comprises college-bound students with access to rich
curriculum and resources and “better” skilled teachers. And then there is the other school,
generally composed of low-income and minority students, often placed into remedial
courses with teachers that hold deficit perceptions of non-native languages, lower
standards and expectations, and in classrooms with fewer resources. College-bound
programs, such as Talented and Gifted, and Advanced Placement (AP), generally have a
lower enrollment of ELs and low-income students. Moreover, at the elementary level, the
opportunities offered to ELs and students considered low-income can impact access to
opportunities in the later years, primarily at the secondary level.

For EL students at the secondary level, tracking looks different than for their
native English-speaking peers. Schools generally focus on teaching English to the degree
that participation in core classes is delayed until students have reached “enough” English

proficiency (Géndara & Aldana, 2014). As a result, ELs frequently lack access to high-
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quality instruction and generally “find themselves on the periphery, physically and
pedagogically outside the richest academic discourse” (Callahan, 2005, p. 309). The
reason behind tracking for EL lies in the belief about linguistics and academic skills.
Schools, perhaps unconsciously, make the grave assumption that a lack of English
proficiency is associated with limited intelligence (Callahan, 2005). In particular, the
result is that Latinos, as one of the largest groups of ELs, remain the most segregated in
schools on the West coast (Gandara and Aldana, 2014).

Dabach (2010) suggests that due to academic tracking and exclusion from
opportunities, ELs likely experience internalized social stigma, resulting in diminished
self-perception of intellectual worth and lower academic motivation. Anecdotal narratives
described by teachers have shown that some ELs speak of their inferiority to other
students, and their peers mock those that remain classified as ELs. Olsen (2010)
comments that their status of full-participating students is diminished the more they
remain EL classified.

The segregation of ELs can lead to a host of emotional and psychological
consequences, in part because their language is not recognized, valued, or accepted
within the dominant milieu of schools and because of separation from their peers (Parra
et al., 2014). In some cases, separation from peers can lead to more considerable anxiety
and post-traumatic stress, lower self-esteem and negative perception, higher depression,
and a negative impact on social functioning.

Component 4: Status Loss and Discrimination. In the final component of
stigma, people who are labeled experience status loss and discrimination. Link and

Phelan (2001) point out that most stigma models do not include these concepts, yet they
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are essential because stigma cannot represent the same meaning without them. When
people are labeled and associated with undervalued characteristics, a rationale and
justification are formed for rejecting, excluding, and devaluing them. Link and Phelan
discuss status loss and discrimination as two separate concepts that co-occur together.
Below I describe each more in detail.

Status Loss. Status loss occurs when people either lose or are assigned a low
status on a hierarchy, generally due to labeling and stereotyping, resulting from some
undervalued characteristics in the eyes of the stigmatizer (Link and Phelan, 2001). Lucas
and Phelan (2012) indicate that “status is a position in a group based on esteem and
respect” (p. 311). They suggest that group members often form expectations for
themselves and others based on cultural constructions of status characteristics such as
race, gender, and educational attainment. These expectations have profound
consequences for power and prestige. For example, research has shown that mental
illness is viewed as less desirable than other illnesses. In addition, individuals with
mental illness are viewed as more unpredictable, more likely to make irrational decisions,
and less capable (Lucas & Phelan, 2012).

Sociological research focused on social hierarchies, mainly using the
“Expectation States” Theory, has found that external statuses, like gender and race,
influence status hierarchies within small groups of individuals who do not know each
other (Cohen, 1982). For example, Cohen (1982) indicates a pattern of white dominance
at the classroom level on intellectual tasks. Racist expectations are reinforced when this
happens, particularly for minority students, whose voices may be marginalized. As a

result, white men are more likely to attain power and standing in broader society than

26



black men. This is partly because white men tend to speak more often, their ideas are
more widely accepted by society, and they are more likely to gain leadership positions. In
addition, traditional educational practices, such as ability grouping (academic tracking),
reproduce academic status structure. Link and Phelan (2001) note that “having a status
that is devalued in the wider society can lead to very concrete forms of inequality in the
context of social interactions within small groups” (p. 371).

Discrimination. Discrimination, as described by Brown (2015), can be
understood as “harmful actions toward others because of their ethnicity, nationality,
language ability, and accent, or immigration status” (p. 2). The study of discrimination,
through the lens of students, is a complex undertaking. When discrimination takes place
early, it can have a profound impact on a child’s life. Whether welcoming or hostile
towards EL students, school climate and culture can play a critical role in mitigating
discrimination. Discrimination is generally described in two forms: individual or
structural. Individual discrimination can occur in daily interactions with people, while
structural discrimination can manifest itself in the institutional practices of the school
(Adair, 2015).

At the individual level, discrimination can be direct, such as the experience of
racist comments and microaggressions. Alternatively, it can be indirect, such as
overhearing a teacher or administrator talking about immigrants, in general, in an
opposing view or expressing low expectations for immigrant students. Individuals who
experience discrimination may learn that their culture, home language, and customs are
not valued. Inside the school walls, students may notice a lack of representation of their

culture and language (Adair, 2015).

27



At the structural level, for example, ELs may attend classes outside of the general
building, experience frequent schedule changes, and have access to less-skilled teachers.
They may also experience social exclusion from their peers, unfair grading practices, and
exclusion from advanced-level courses (Umansky, 2016a). Structural discrimination
manifests itself in how a system operates and is mainly influenced by views on
multiculturalism and bilingualism. When schools do not value multiculturalism, teachers
generally have low academic expectations for ELs. These perceptions shape how teachers
treat and view ELs, and many believe that they are not ready for the same intellectual
stimulation as their English-only speaking peers. Code-switching from Spanish to
English, for instance, is seen as a lack of proficiency in either language rather than a
creative and intelligent skill (Adair, 2015).

Brown (2015) suggests that the consequences of discrimination are manifold and
can negatively impact identity formation, produce lower self-esteem and life satisfaction,
and result in hopelessness, depression, anxiety, delinquency, and aggression. Brown
further notes evidence that discrimination can impact cortisol level output (the hormone
released in response to stress). Moreover, this may result in worse mental and physical
health outcomes over time. However, protective factors can mitigate discrimination,
including having a strong ethnic identity, an affinity group, and a robust family support
system (Brown, 2015).

Power and Stigma

Link and Phelan contend that stigma is highly dependent on power and that power

is required to stigmatize. Power, they argue, while sometimes obvious, has been chiefly

overlooked in prior research simply because it is a concept that we take for granted and
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because it is perceived as unproblematic. Nevertheless, power is an essential part of the
social production of stigma. However, a limitation of Link and Phelan’s stigma model is
that power is not explicitly defined or conceptualized. For example, the authors only state
that power is “entirely dependent on social, economic, and political power” (p. 375) and
that one group of people with power socially construct labels and then assign said labels
to another group of people. Therefore, building on the association between power and
labels, I discuss Apple’s (2013) conceptualization of power, which provides a practical
critical analysis relevant to educational institutions. Furthermore, I discuss Stigma Power,
a concept put forward by Link and Phelan (2014) that may help tease out the type of
power they discussed in their 2001 article.

Categories and Labeling. Apple anchors the definition of power on the concept
of hegemony, an idea developed by the work of Antonio Gramsci. Gramsci argued that a
superstructure of ideology permeates the very consciousness of society to such an extent
that it informs what constitutes the limit of commonsense. Indeed, hegemony is not
merely a set of abstract thoughts or manipulation imposed by one group over another but
a deep culture that permeates the core of consciousness that informs how we see and
interpret the world. Apple notes that hegemony “refers to an organized assemblage of
meanings and practices, the central, effective and dominant system of meaning, values
and actions which are lived” (p. 22). He further draws on the work of cultural and social
critic Raymond William to add that hegemony is essentially a body of dominant practices
and expectations. Thus, it frames a fundamental understanding of the world, the
foundation of reality for most people. Such ways of interpreting, seeing, and experiencing

the world become known as the dominant culture. And it is the dominant culture that
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shapes most people’s experiences, the taken-for-granted culture that is often never
examined or questioned. Apple argues that the dominant culture is usually passed on as
“tradition.” And the primary mechanism for transmission is educational institutions.
Educational institutions, Apple argues, act as agents of cultural and ideological
incubators.

The concept of hegemony becomes vital in understanding how control,
domination, and power are grounded in educational institutions’ commonsense and
everyday practices. Apple emphasizes that power is not always easy to identify, yet it
often manifests itself in the forms of “helping” actions. Schools, for example, assign
labels to students for a variety of reasons, namely to “help” or to provide a specific
service. Apple argues that educators have developed categories to treat students as
institutional abstractions with qualities or characteristics that deviate from the dominant
norm. For students labeled as ELs, “help” refers to a host of services, including language
instruction designed to promote English proficiency. In addition to creating labels and the
related “helping” actions, Apple underscores that we have developed and assigned
processes and expertise to them. In other words, experts who “employ the supposedly
diagnostic and therapeutic terminologies must find (and hence create) individuals who fit
the categories, otherwise, the expertise is useless” (Apple, 2013, p. 58). The point is that
labels create and justify processes and expertise. Educational institutions, for example,
have justified the necessity of and use of the EL classification, and power and authority
may exist in the hands of the school and not in the hands of the labeled student. The
school trajectory and experiences of labeled students, in many cases, are out of their

control and shaped by the daily practices, policies, rules, and regulations of school life.
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Apple reminds us that labels are socially constructed and grounded in the dominant
hegemonic ideology, and when imposed upon schools, have profound ethical and social
implications, primarily when used to sort according to class, race, gender, and language.
For example, Apple notes that “... the label and all that goes with it is likely to be used
by the individual’s peers and his or her custodians to define him or her” (p. 51).
Furthermore, the label ends up governing almost all the behavior toward the student in
question and eventually ends up producing a self-fulfilling prophecy.

Apple further argues that labels used in education are typically given more to poor
and minority students than children from economically advantaged means. Furthermore,
education institutions are often, but not always, the only ones that use labels to describe
children. This is important to highlight because while a label may define and shape a
student’s experience inside the school, this is not necessarily the case outside of school.
Put another way, broader society does not recognize the EL classification; it only exists
within the institution's walls.

Stigma Power. Link and Phelan’s (2014) concept of Stigma Power helps tease
out the type of power they mentioned in their seminal article conceptualizing stigma.
Stigma Power proposes that stigmatizers have motivations to keep people at levels of
inferiority, often through processes hidden in commonsense practices and ideology.
Specifically, the authors draw on Bourdieu’s (1987) conceptualization of symbolic power
grounded on three premises. First, there are aspects of culture and worth valued less in
society that function as mechanisms of power. For example, a stigma represents a value
and worth judgment by those doing the stigmatizing. Second, stigmatized people are

routinely influenced and controlled without realizing it or may come to accept their lower
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status in society. For instance, the authors argue that acknowledging and accepting a
stigma is known as “internalized” or “self” stigma. Third, symbolic power is weaved into
the fabric of commonsense practices and ideology, thereby existing in plain sight yet
remaining hidden to both the stigmatizer and stigmatized. This last premise is vital
because the idea that power remains hidden reinforces the interests of those in power.
Finally, symbolic power manifests itself through systems, including and not limited to
social policy, laws, and institutional practices. Such systemic factors help keep people at
lower levels of inferiority.

Stigma and English Learners

To this point, I have focused on stigma literature, in general, and specifically on
Link and Phelan’s stigma framework. I now discuss relevant literature focused on the
intersection between the EL classification and stigma. It is important to note that stigma
has been discussed broadly in education, namely in the field of special education. For
example, researchers have examined how the special education classification is
considered a deviation from the social norm (Becker, 1963; Link & Phelan, 2013;
McDermott, 1993) and how it produces a host of unintentional outcomes (Sullivan &
Field, 2013), including stigma (Jones, 1971). This dissertation is concerned with stigma
and the EL classification.

A growing body of research focusing on the outcomes of the EL classification has
suggested that both the classification itself and the services associated with the
classification are stigmatizing (Dabach, 2014; Thompson, 2015; Umansky, 2016a;
Valenzuela, 1999; Vollmer, 2000). Moreover, research suggests that students and

educators may associate the EL classification with negative stereotypes (Umansky,
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2016a; Vollmer, 2000). Furthermore, EL students may internalize stigma and experience
feelings of inferiority (Dabach, 2014; Thompson, 2015; Umansky, 2016a; Valenzuela,
1999). Much of the prior research has referenced the Link and Phelan stigma framework
(e.g., Thompson, 2015).

Two studies have focused primarily on the intersection between stigma and the
EL classification. Dabach (2014), for example, in a qualitative study investigating the
interrelation between the EL classification and EL separate programs, argued that the EL
classification is the original blemish (i.e., characteristic deemed unfavorable by society
according to Goffman’s conceptualization of stigma) and that all related imperfections
after that ascribed to the EL classification produce stigma. Stigma production, put another
way, begins after society has labeled a group of people that exhibit an unfavorable
“blemish.” In this case, the blemish is English proficiency as determined by white,
middle-class norms. Dabach describes how Long-term ELs viewed preposterous the idea
that they were not English proficient, given they had been in the U.S. for more than seven
years and spoke “sophisticated” verbal English (p. 116). As a result, students inferred that
they remained EL classified because they lacked intelligence. Furthermore, Dabach
asserts that the longer students remain in EL separate programs, and the more they
become English fluent, the more likely they are to make meaning to their placement, such
as “I must be stupid if I'm still in these classes” (p. 118). Consequently, until EL students
are reclassified, they find themselves “constantly comparing” (p. 120) themselves to
other groups of students.

In another study, Thompson (2015) examined the cost and benefits of the EL

classification and how prolonged experience was linked to stigma. Using a case study
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methodology of three students considered Long-term ELs and Link and Phelan’s (2001)
stigma framework, Thompson found evidence of each of the four stigma components at
work in students’ experiences. For example, Thompson describes how the school labeled
students based on socially constructed measures of English proficiency (i.e., labeling).
Second, students still enrolled in English language development classes were generally
considered less intelligent by staff at the middle school level and assigned easier
schoolwork (i.e., stereotyping). Third, advanced courses with fewer Long-term ELs
became normalized (i.e., separation). Finally, students generally excluded from advanced
courses lost opportunities to prepare for post-secondary education (i.e., status loss and
discrimination). A critical finding suggests that prolonged EL classification may impact
students’ self-confidence, aspirations, and the opportunity to participate in rigorous
academic courses.
Summary

This chapter discussed a brief history of stigma, broadly and specifically, the Link
and Phelan (2001) stigma model, made up of four primary components. I also discussed
the concept of power and used Apple (2013) and Link and Phelan (2014) to add a critical
analysis relevant to educational institutions. Finally, I discussed two articles that spoke
explicitly on the experiences of EL students and stigma. One of those articles, Thomson
(2015), used Link and Phelan’s (2001) stigma framework. In this next chapter, I discuss

the research materials and methods of the current study.
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CHAPTER I1I

RESEARCH MATERIALS AND METHODS

“... my other classmates were having fun and not me because I was being pulled out for
ELD, I didn’t want to be pulled out”

- Ricardo Guerrero, Pueblo MS

Introduction

I chose to conduct a qualitative study because of my interest in understanding
people’s lived experiences and how they understand and navigate their social realities.
Specifically, the personal narratives of a group of students who have been ascribed a
socially constructed label by the dominant group produce distinctive types of knowledge
(Harding, 2004). Therefore, qualitative research serves as a helpful approach because it
enables individuals to share personal stories (Creswell & Poth, 2018).

Given that this study is concerned with a socially constructed label, a critical
perspective becomes essential. Critical research aims to critique and challenge the status
quo to bring about change and moves beyond the basic interpretation and understanding
of lived experiences towards transformation and empowerment (Carspecken, 1996;
Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). It is also predicated on the idea that thought is negotiated by
socially and historically constructed power relationships. Therefore, critical inquiry aims
to confront injustices in society created by power relations (Apple, 2013; Carspecken,

1996; Link & Phelan, 2001; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). This perspective becomes vital as
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I consider the implications of a classification that research has suggested can produce
unintended consequences.

The following sections provide the data sources used to inform the research
questions, as outlined in Table 1. I then discuss the district context and the selection of
participants, followed by data collection and analysis methods. Next, I provide a brief
discussion of my positionality as a researcher. Finally, I discuss issues of validity,
limitations, and generalizability.

District Context

A school district located in the Pacific Northwest served as the setting for this
study. The local community population is about 156,431, with 83 percent classified as
White, 10 percent Hispanic or Latino, 1.6 percent Black, and 4.5 percent Asian (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2021). Roughly 16 percent of families fall below the poverty level, and
27 percent of families qualify for food stamp benefits. During data collection, the district
enrolled about 17,404 students with roughly 481 English learners (English Language
Development Program, 2019; NCES, 2019). There are four comprehensive high schools,
one alternative high school, eight middle schools, nineteen elementary schools, and an
online school option.

The district uses the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) definition of “English
learner” to identify students for language services (U.S. Department of Education, 2016).
Identification takes place within 30 days at the beginning of the school year or within ten
days during the school year using a Language Use Survey developed by the [State]
Department of Education. Students who qualify are offered language services.

The district has adopted English Language Development (ELD) as the preferred

method for language instruction. In elementary school, students are pulled out of class
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daily for ELD instruction during designated intervention times, when possible, not to
exclude students from the core content. In middle and high school, students are scheduled
into an ELD class instead of one or two elective classes, when possible, not to exclude
students from a core content class. At all levels, when possible, students are grouped
according to grade and or language proficiency.

Students shed their EL classification after reclassification, a process accomplished
in this district by demonstrating English proficiency through the English Language
Proficiency Assessment for the 215 Century (ELPA21) assessment and scoring proficient
in reading, writing, listening, and speaking. Students that do not demonstrate proficiency
on all domains can still be reclassified using a “Promoting with Evidence” method. This
process involves students scoring 4s or 5s in three domains and a comprehensive
portfolio with evidence compiled by a team. Students that demonstrate proficiency are
made aware, and letters are sent home to parents in English and home languages. Yearly
evaluation for reclassification eligibility takes place for all students. Reclassified students
do not take ELD and are monitored for four years. While the district does not publish the
number of Long-term ELs in middle school, a district report shows approximately 72
students across the eight middle schools described as “ELs identified 5 years or More”

(English Language Development Program, 2019).
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Table 1

Research Questions and Data Sources

framework?

and artifacts

Research Questions Data Sources Analyzed For
RQ # 1: To what extent do Spanish- Writing Labeling
speaking middle school students exercise Self-perception, how
considered long-term English Interviews others view them
learners, experience stigma based with students (stereotyping)
on Link and Phelan’s stigma Documents Academic tracking,

exclusion (separation)
Self-perception (status
loss)

Value of culture,
language, the difference
between peers (individual
discrimination)
Perception of how the
school views their culture
and language (structural

and artifacts

discrimination)
RQ #2: To what extent does the Writing Labeling
role of power shape the student exercise Self-perception, how
schooling experience? Interviews others view them
with students (stereotyping)
Documents Academic tracking,

exclusion (separation)
Self-perception (status
loss)

Value of culture,
language, the difference
between peers (individual
discrimination)
Perception of how the
school views their culture
and language (structural
discrimination)

Recruitment and Selection of Participants

It is important to note that recruitment and data collection took place during the

Covid-19 pandemic. Many public schools across the country had closed and transitioned
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to online instruction. The school district where this study was conducted utilized virtual
classroom platforms (Google Classroom) and video technologies (Zoom) to provide
instruction to all students. Recruitment and data collection took place utilizing these
technologies.

I used purposeful sampling, in addition to a criterion-based selection technique to
identify and select participants (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Using a list of students that
met the criteria (district-provided), I recruited 19 Spanish-speaking middle school
students (grades 6-8), considered Long-term ELs, and not dual identified (e.g., also
qualified for special education). I use pseudonyms to protect the district and individual
anonymity.

The recruitment process involved speaking to a district administrator, middle
school principals, and teachers about the research study. Conversations took place over
email and phone. Because the district was interested in the findings of this study, they
allowed me to recruit students during ELD classes. I completed both the consent and
assent processes electronically (see Appendix A). Specifically, I met with students in
virtual Zoom breakout rooms during ELD class. I introduced myself, provided the
context for the research study, and asked for assent. I had students sign electronically
using a Google Form. To adhere to Covid-19 health guidelines, I also obtained
Parent/guardian consent using a Google Form. I provided the assent and consent forms in
English and Spanish. I provide a list of students on Table 2 and Table 3. Table 2 provides
information about birth country, years served in EL, grade level, and school. Table 3
provides information on ELPA21 scores. Students need a score of 4s on all academic

categories to achieve proficient status (ODE, 2021).
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Table 2

List of Students by Birth Country, Years Served EL, Grade Level, and Middle School

Name Birth Country  Years Served EL  Grade School
Luna Hernandez U.S. 9 8 Cholla
Clara Garcia U.S. 8 7 Cholla
Alonso Torres U.S. 7 6 Cholla
Mario Xoco U.S. 7 6 Cholla
Genesis Flores U.S. 7 6 Cholla
Alex Quetzalli U.S. 7 6 Cholla
Sergio Rojas U.S. 7 6 Cholla
Natalia Estrada U.S. 8 7 Cholla
Mauricio Castillo U.S. 7 6 Juniper
Diana Romero U.S. 7 6 Juniper
Olivia Romero U.S. 8 7 Juniper
Rafael Rivera U.S. 7 6 Juniper
Marisa Gomez U.S. 8 8 Aspen
Alma Moreno Mexico 8 7 Aspen
Emilio Ortega U.S. 8 7 Pueblo
Ricardo Guerrero U.S. 7 6 Pueblo
Sara Cortez U.S. 8 8 Saguaro
Carla Herrera U.S. 7 6 Saguaro
Franco Cruz U.S. 7 6 Saguaro

Note. Years Served EL indicates the years students have been EL classified.
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Table 3

List of Students by ELPA21 Scores

ELPA21 Scores

Name Listening Speaking Reading Writing
Luna Hernandez 3 3 2 3
Clara Garcia 4 3 3 3
Alonso Torres 5 3 3 3
Mario Xoco 4 3 3 3
Genesis Flores 5 4 3 3
Alex Quetzalli 5 4 3 5
Sergio Rojas 4 3 4 4
Natalia Estrada 4 5 3 3
Mauricio Castillo 5 4 3 3
Diana Romero 3 3 2 3
Olivia Romero 4 3 3 3
Rafael Rivera 5 3 4 4
Marisa Gomez 4 4 3 3
Alma Moreno 5 5 3 4
Emilio Ortega 5 3 4 4
Ricardo Guerrero 4 4 3 3
Sara Cortez 5 5 3 3
Carla Herrera 5 3 4 5
Franco Cruz 5 3 3 4

Note. English proficiency is denoted by achieving a score of 4s in all categories (ODE,
2021).
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Data Collection

I used ethnographic research methods to collect data (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
Data collection included three primary sources: a narrative writing exercise, semi-
structured group or individual interviews, and archival and institutional documents.
Multiple data sources are essential to triangulate my findings, protect against bias, and
better understand and interpret a theme or perspective (Creswell & Poth, 2018). It is
important to note that the writing exercise was intended to act as a precursor to the
interviews and not necessarily a primary data source. Consequently, I used the writing
exercise data to inform probing interview questions. However, I do use quotes from the
writing exercise when appropriate to highlight specific findings. When I do, I note which
data comes from the writing exercise or the interviews in the findings chapter.

Narrative Writing Exercise. Narrative writing exercises, or stories, are valuable
in qualitative research when combined with additional qualitative methods that situate the
stories in a theoretical context (Ceglowski, 1997). Moreover, stories serve as valuable
data that provides a first-hand perspective of participants’ beliefs, attitudes, and world
views (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).

I had students write a story about their EL experience, completed during their
ELD class, as part of a writing assignment led by the classroom teacher. Students wrote
directly into a Google Form. All students in the class completed the writing exercise, but
only data from students who met the criteria and signed assent and consent were
collected. The writing exercise aims to yield data that may map onto the Link and Phelan

stigma model. Students choose only one writing prompt from the following choices:
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1. Tell a story about a time that you liked being an English learner in school.
2. Tell a story about a time that you did not like being an English learner in school.

Students were asked to include specific information in their response, including
and not limited to the people involved, where the story takes place, how the experience
made them feel and why, and any other relevant information. The purpose for requesting
specific information is to elicit data that may map onto the Link and Phelan stigma
model. Teachers instructed students to write as little or as much as they desired. Still, the
story had to be a least one paragraph in length. Students had one class period to complete
the exercise. I provided teachers with instructions (see Appendix B).

Interviews. I scheduled individual or group semi-structured interviews with
students during ELD class using Zoom breakout rooms following the writing exercise. In
general, I attempted to conduct the interviews one week after the writing activity. Given
the nature of online school and the unknowns of the Covid-19 pandemic, interviews were
conducted within a span of three weeks after the writing activity. Interviews are
“necessary when we cannot observe behavior, feelings, or how people interpret the world
around them” (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 108). Interviews allowed me to gain insight
into the minds of participants to understand their perspectives. Interviews were semi-
structured, audio-recorded, and transcribed and lasted approximately 15-25 minutes.
Generally, I conducted group interviews for each middle school. In cases where a student
was absent during the group interview, I conducted an individual interview.

Semi-structured interviews allowed me to ask all students the same set of
questions, yet allowed for the opportunity to ask specific and unique follow-up questions

based on responses (Smith, 1995). Given the organic nature of semi-structured
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interviews, not all students were asked the same follow-up questions. In Appendix C, I
provide the set of basic questions asked to all students. I also provide a list of recurring
follow-up questions generated after I had conducted all interviews. The writing activity
responses guided basic questions. Moreover, student responses and the Link and Phelan
stigma model components guided the probing questions.

I began the interviews with a brief introduction. Next, I asked students about their
writing activities. Because interviews were not conducted directly after the writing
activity, I had copies of their writing and referenced appropriately. In some cases, I had to
re-read what they wrote to engage their memory. Finally, I asked students probing
questions based on responses. Group interviews allowed for the opportunity to ask more
probing questions compared to individual interviews. For example, during group
interviews, students often responded on what was said by others. I facilitated the
conversation and generally allowed the students to dictate the topics after the primary
question was asked. Interviews took place over Zoom breakout rooms hosted by ELD
teachers.

In most cases, students had their videos turned off and audio muted. The muted
audio presented some challenges in eliciting responses. I learned that I had to call on
students to generate responses instead of waiting for a response. I ended all interviews by
thanking them and asking if they had any questions.

Documents. When possible, I reviewed student archival and institutional records
to supplement the writing and interview data, including English language assessment

levels (ELPA21), grade level, number of years classified as EL, and birth country. In
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addition, I used documents to highlight students’ characteristics and to aid in the
triangulation of data.
Data Analysis

Data analysis was an iterative and inductive process (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I
began by collecting all the data, organizing it, and creating what Yin (2014) terms the
case study database. Next, [ downloaded the writing samples and transcribed interviews
into pdf documents organized by middle school. For both the writing exercises and
interviews, I utilized “The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers,” by Saldana
(2009) as my primary resource for data analysis. I followed the codes-to-theory model for
qualitative inquiry. In addition, I also utilized “Writing Ethnographic Fieldnotes,” by

99 ¢

Emerson et al. (2011), particularly the chapters on “jottings,” “memo writing,” and
“Processing Fieldnotes: Coding and Memoing.” To aid in data analysis, I used coding
software (NVivo).

Data Analysis for the Opening Narrative Description. Prior to the presentation
of the findings, I write a brief descriptive narrative to help contextualize the students. I
used data from the interviews exclusively. I used jottings and memoing (Emerson et al.,
2011) as the primary methods of analysis. I used NVivo to memo and hard copies of the
writing and interview data for the jottings.

Data Analysis for Research Question One. For the first research question, I
asked to what extent do Spanish-speaking middle school students considered Long-term
English learners, experience stigma based on Link and Phelan’s stigma framework? For

this research question, I used pre-established categories based on the Link and Phelan

stigma model components. I began the coding process with hard-copy documents and
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conducted preliminary jottings (Emerson et al., 2011) of parent codes “power,”

29 ¢¢ 99 <6

“labeling,” “stereotyping,” “separation,” and “status loss and discrimination.” I provide
examples of jottings in Appendix D. I then transitioned to NVivo, where I completed the
second round of coding informed by the jottings. Once I had completed this stage, I
referred to the Link and Phelan stigma model and literature to triangulate preliminary
findings. I then completed a third and fourth round of focused coding (Emerson et al.,
2011). Next, I wrote and linked memos to the parent codes. NVivo has a memo feature
that links to parent codes. Memos are theoretical notes used to establish and develop
ideas based on codes (Emerson et al., 2011). Specifically, memos included intellectual
thoughts on how the literature maps onto the parent codes. During this stage, I reviewed
literature and conducted additional literature reviews to support and triangulate the
findings. I included literature citations in the memos. Finally, I extracted the codes and
memos from NVivo and transferred them into a Word document. I synthesized the data
and literature to produce a coherent thematic story (Emerson et al., 2011) for each Link
and Phelan stigma component. I provide an example of the NVivo coding process in
Appendix E.

Data Analysis for Research Question Two. For the second research question, I
asked to what extent does the role of power shape the student schooling experience? Data
analysis for this research question was conducted after the writing of the findings for
research question one. I follow this method on purpose, in part to allow time for me to
“separate” from the pre-established Link and Phelan categories. Similar to the first

research question, I began the coding process with hard-copy documents and conducted

preliminary jottings (Emerson et al., 2011). Then, I re-read the data multiple times across

46



several weeks and continued to conduct jottings and memos. Throughout this process, I
made sure to refer back to the research question and prior literature. For example, after
several weeks of producing jottings and thinking with the data, I identified the parent
codes “power and control,” “unaware,” and “ELD class.” Next, [ wrote and linked
memos to the parent codes using NVivo. During this stage, like data analysis for the first
research question, I reviewed the literature to support and triangulate the findings. I
included literature citations in the memos. During this stage, I also attempted to visualize
how the ELD apparatus produces the conditions for stigma and other power outcomes.
The result was the creation of a visual model, which I include in the findings chapter.
Finally, I extracted the codes and memos from NVivo and transferred them into a Word
document. I synthesized the data and literature to produce a coherent thematic story.
Role of This Researcher

I came to the United States undocumented from Mexico when I was four years
old. When I started kindergarten, I, like many who looked and sounded like me, was
pulled out of class once per day for English language development. Thus, [ am a former
EL student. I am also a former EL and special education teacher and assistant principal,
and I am currently a district administrator. These experiences have shaped and molded
me into the scholar-practitioner that I am today.

Furthermore, it is essential to mention that Mexico’s history is complicated, given
the colonization from Spain and other European countries. Indeed, as a result of
colonization, my first language is a European language, Spanish. This fact is important
because this study concerns another European language, English, held in higher regard to

Spanish in U.S. public schools.
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I also consider myself mestizo, part European and part indigenous, from the
indigenous peoples of Mexico, particularly the state of Nayarit and surrounding areas.
Only recently in adult life have I accepted and embraced the indigenous part of my
identity. I approach this research with this new way of seeing and interpreting the world.
As aresult, my primary role in this study is to listen to the voices that have been
intentionally excluded and minimized by the dominant culture.

Validity

I use commonly employed strategies to enhance the rigor and trustworthiness of
this study, as outlined by Merriam and & Tisdell (2016). To ensure the validity and
reliability of my findings, I employed triangulation methods: the use of multiple sources
of data and data collection techniques. I also routinely examined my positionality as a
researcher by engaging in critical self-reflection regarding my biases, worldviews, and
assumptions. I engaged in peer review by discussing with colleagues my research
process, emerging findings, and interpretations. I produced an audit trail that documents
the methods, procedures, and rationale for decisions made, especially during the analysis
process. Finally, I provide a detailed, thick description when writing up my findings.
Generalizability and Limitations

Qualitative research is not designed to generalize (Merrian & Tisdell, 2016).
However, I believe that we may still gain profound insight into the lived experiences of
middle school students with prolonged EL classification. Ultimately, findings are
restricted by which students decided to participate and what information they shared with
me. Indeed, student responses were influenced by the level of trust they have in me and

their willingness to complete the activities. As a former English learner and proficient
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bilingual, my positionality, together with the data collection methods, mainly the group
interviews, increased trust.

Another limitation worth mentioning is that I conducted this study, particularly
the data collection process, during the height of the COVID-19 pandemic. Schools had
transitioned to remote learning (online) and teachers and staff transitioned to teleworking
from home, utilizing technology to teach students. I conducted the data collection
primarily through the use of Google platforms and Zoom video technology. There were
instances in which students did not show to class, or teachers did not allow me to visit
their virtual classrooms, for one reason or another. When I was able to visit classrooms, I
was placed into a virtual breakout room with students. Generally, students had their
videos off and their audio muted. This presented challenges in eliciting responses. As a
result, the findings of this study, while important, are limited in scope and breadth.
Furthermore, the overall study is much smaller than I had anticipated or desired given the
pandemic and the challenges of accessing students. Indeed, there was a period in which I
thought about abandoning the study given the overwhelming obstacles to collect data,
and the unknowns of the pandemic. Therefore, I caution against any form of

generalization.
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CHAPTER 1V

FINDINGS

“Uh, it was some kid in first grade told me that [ am dumb because I don’t know proper,
really good English.”

- Mauricio Castillo, Juniper MS

Introduction

Before I present the findings for the research questions, I find it appropriate to
contextualize the students in this study beyond data points or descriptive statistics on a
table. Indeed, the students in this study are real humans. During data collection, they were
all participating in online distance learning from home and navigating the uncertainties of
COVID-19. The conversations I had with them, while brief, allowed me to peek into their
lives. Overwhelmingly, I found the students vibrant, energetic, generally optimistic, and
full of aspirations. Yet, like many other middle school students, the students in this study
are ordinary with ordinary experiences and aspirations. This brief introductory narrative
highlights the snippets of conversations we had before and after the interviews or while
we were waiting for students to log into the zoom breakout room.

EL classified students are not so different from non-EL classified students. For
example, many students talked about hanging out during recess with friends at the track,
near the football field, or by the lockers. Others talked about hanging out in classrooms or
upstairs in a sitting area with an oversized giant couch. And like many middle school

students, they did not like going to the principal’s office, as space most said they try to
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avoid. On the topic of friends, many said that they either have a large group of friends or
none at all. The group from Aspen Middle School reminded me that drama among friends
is a real thing. Students also talked about their favorite and least favorite classes. Math
and science came up frequently as classes students do not like, while Spanish, advisory,
and language arts are popular.

Students also talked about their current and past teachers. Many liked their
teachers because they routinely played board games with them, had prize boxes, held
class parties, or brought birthday cakes and candy to class. Others also mentioned field
trips to the supermarket when “they were good.” Students reminded me that these
experiences were when they were in “regular” school and not online. At the end of some
interviews, I asked students what they wanted to do after high school. The majority of
students I asked this question to said they hoped to attend college. One student informed
me that getting good grades in high school is required to attend college. Others said that
they wanted to get jobs. One student, in particular, said that he wants to work for his
brother’s business.

I waited until students virtually transitioned back to their ELD class before
logging off at the end of most interviews. Before transitioning back to class, I asked one
particular student to tell me about the middle experience during the pandemic. He said,

“It’s pretty chill,” and left the breakout room.
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Research Question One: Link and Phelan Stigma Model

The first research question asked to what extent Spanish-speaking middle school
students, considered Long-term ELs, experience stigma based on Link and Phelan’s
stigma framework. In the following sections, I present the findings for each of the stigma
components. Where appropriate, I indicate when quotes come from the writing activity.
To preserve student voice authenticity, I do not edit grammar or spelling on the writing
activity data. Furthermore, each time I originally reference a student from the study, I
will introduce them by first and last name, including grade level and school. Thereafter, I
will only refer to them by their first name. In addition, I found it helpful to connect the
findings to the literature within each section, weaving discussion throughout where
appropriate instead of dedicating a separate section focused on discussion. Finally, I end
with a general summary.
Labeling

The first component of the Link and Phelan stigma model is labeling. The
labeling process occurs when one group of people with power ascribe a socially
constructed label to another group of people with less power (Apple, 2013). Long-term
ELs are typically ascribed the EL classification early in their education career, and many
have attended schools in the United States for most of their lives (Thompson, 2015). I
find a similar pattern across students in this study, with 18 out of 19 born in the United
States and 17 students classified as ELs in kindergarten, as shown in Table 2 in the
previous chapter. When I asked Luna Hernandez, an eighth-grader from Cholla Middle
School, if she remembers being identified as an English learner, she said, “Nope. I really

don’t.” When asked if she knew of or had heard the term English learner, she responded
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that “I did, but I don’t know how to say it.” I found a similar theme among six other
students at Cholla Middle School. Alex Quetzalli, a sixth-grade student, said that an
English learner is “someone that is working on their English.” The rest of the students
said they had no idea. Due to the organic format of semi-structured interviews, I did not
have the opportunity to ask this specific question to other groups of students at other
middle schools. However, the conversation with students at Cholla Middle School
supports Olsen’s (2010) argument that many Long-term ELs are generally unaware of
their classification.

Overwhelmingly, students associated the EL classification with taking ELD
classes. This was a central theme, particularly from the narrative writing activity data.
The narrative writing prompt, for instance, asked students to write a story about their
experience as English learners. The prompt did not mention the term ELD. Nevertheless,
15 out of 19 students mentioned the ELD class in their writing sample. When I asked
students how long they have been in ELD, most of them said since kindergarten. Others,
however, were not sure. Marisa Gomez, an eighth-grader from Aspen Middle School,
said she has been in ELD since “... second or first grade, I think. I am not sure.” Carla
Herrera, a sixth-grader from Saguaro Middle School, also said that she has been in ELD
since second grade but was unsure. Sara Cortez, an eighth-grader, and Franco Cruz, a
sixth-grader from Saguaro Middle School, also said since second grade. Natalia Estrada,
on the other hand, a seventh-grader from Cholla Middle School, said that she has been in
ELD “all my life.” Similar comments were made by Diana Romero, a sixth-grader from

Juniper Middle School, and Clara Garcia, a seventh-grader from Cholla Middle School.

53



I also had the opportunity to ask several students questions about their ELD class,
specifically about who takes it and who does not. Carla provided an answer:

For example, if you do not know English or if you just moved here to like the

country and you have no idea how to speak it [English], then you go to like ELD

class, and they teach you how to do it. Yeah.
Carla was born in the United States and classified as an EL student in kindergarten. She
knows how to speak English, so her comment is worth unpacking. Olsen (2010) argues
that most ELD classes at the secondary level are not designed for Long-term ELs. Olsen
adds that Long-term ELs generally get “stuck” at intermediate levels of English
proficiency and end up attending the same ELD class as newcomers. When Long-term
ELs spend years in the same class, Olsen calls this phenomenon the “ESL ghetto.” Carla,
like many other students in this study, attends ELD classes with newcomers. Her
response suggests that she attends ELD because she does not “know English.”

Other students offered different responses. For example, Cholla Middle School
students said that the ELD class is for learning English, more words, and
vocabulary. However, Alonso Torres, a sixth-grader, added that he did not know why he
took ELD. “I think it is for learning English,” but he was not entirely sure. Furthermore,
Luna said that ELD is a class for “improving your English.” However, she added that “...
well, I see that mostly Latinos go there.” Luna’s response that mostly “Latinos” attend
ELD class reinforces the research on ELD classification, given that Spanish is the most
commonly spoken language among EL students in the country and in this school district

(English Language Development Program, 2019; U.S. Department of Education, 2019).
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The group conversation with Aspen Middle School students shifted from taking
ELD class to whether they still need to take ELD class. Alma Moreno, a seventh-grader,
said that she does not know whether she still needs to take ELD but that “sometimes I do
need help.” When I probed for more information, she mentioned that writing is hard.
Marisa interjected and said that writing was also hard for her too. Marisa went on to say
that “the only thing I need help with in ELD is that [the ELD teacher] helps where to put
punctuations in our sentences. That’s just one thing I need help with.” These findings
parallel prior research that suggests Long-term ELs are characterized by weak academic
skills (Freeman et al., 2002; Olsen, 2010; Thompson, 2015).

Long-term ELs are essentially English learners that, for one reason or another,
have not been reclassified. Overwhelmingly, I find that students are generally
misinformed or, in most cases, unaware of the reclassification process. For example,
when the conversation transitioned to reclassification or exiting ELD, as some students
came to know it, they spoke about a test or quiz taken once per year. Moreover, if they
pass, they may get out of ELD. Some know the test is called “ELPA,” but others had
never heard the name before.

The group of students at Aspen Middle School spoke about a quiz at the end of
the year. Marisa said that you “... have to do a quiz at the end. I am not really sure.” She
is not the only one unsure about the quiz. Alma added that “you do like this quiz and if
you know everything, then you can get out. I guess.” She also went on to say that you
need “fours, like reading, writing and two others, I don’t remember.” As middle school
students, who have been taking ELD since kindergarten, both Marisa and Alma are still

not sure how to shed the EL classification.

55



The Juniper, Pueblo, and Saguaro Middle School students also expressed similar
comments about the exit process. For example, Rafael Rivera, a sixth-grader at Juniper
Middle School, said that a student needs to pass the ELPA test to exit. When I asked him
if this is the only way to exit ELD, he said:

You can also take a break from ELD class. Like if you want to be in another class,

you can take [it] and not be in ELD for the whole year. But you have to go back.

You ask the teacher if you can have a break, and then they [ELD teacher] discuss

with the parents.

I asked Rafael if you have to return to ELD after one year. He said, “no, it can be two
years.” Marisa was also unclear about the exit process and shared:

I know there is other ways to get out of it [ELD class]. Like for example, if your

parents or guardians or whatever say like, “oh she knows English so why is she

still in that class,” right, then they can like pull you out.
Marisa is correct in that a parent or guardian can waive EL services at any point.
On the other hand, Rafael believes that a student can break from EL services for
up to two years but must return to the ELD classroom. Of course, this is not true.
Rafael’s comment reinforces the idea that students in this study are uninformed
about the reclassification process.

The notion of being unaware of the reclassification process was also a salient
theme for the students at Cholla Middle School. Natalia said that she had no idea how to
exit ELD. When I asked if her ELD teacher had talked to her about the exit process, she

said, “no, I don’t think so.” I then asked the rest of the students, all of them said that their
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ELD teacher has never talked to them about the exit process. I then asked students if they
were ready to exit ELD. Every single student said yes without hesitation.

In summary, I find that the labeling process began early for most students in this
study. Indeed, most were born in the U.S. and classified as EL early in their education
career, supporting prior research (Thompson, 2015). I find that students, by and large,
associate the EL classification (label) with taking ELD classes. Furthermore, I find
variations on the purpose of the ELD class itself and who or who does not take it.
Generally, students view ELD class as a space to learn English, vocabulary words, or
receive academic help, like writing. Still, others had no idea why they were enrolled in
ELD class. I also find that students do not fully understand the EL classification itself and
the reclassification process. This is a salient finding given that all 19 students have
carried the EL classification for over seven years.

Stereotyping

The second component of the Link and Phelan (2001) stigma model is
stereotyping. Link and Phelan note that stigma is associated with ... a label and a
stereotype, with the label linking a person to a set of undesirable characteristics that
forms the stereotype” (p. 369). They add that stereotypes based on socially constructed
categories or labels are generally used to make preconscious automatic split-second
judgments. Individuals can also internalize negative stereotypes affiliated with unique
characteristics.

I found one example of split-second judgments. Mauricio Castillo, a sixth-grader
from Juniper Middle School, shared in his writing activity that “one time... a long time

ago,” he was treated differently compared to other students because he went to the ELD
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class. When asked during the interview to tell more, he said, “Uh, it was some kid in first
grade told me that [ am dumb because I don’t know proper, really good English.” When
asked if he has experienced something similar in middle school, he said no. Mauricio did
not have a further recollection of the incident.

Stigma involves the failure to possess desirable attributes that society deems
normal. Often conditioned by the dominant societal norms, children internalize specific
attributes as unfavorable (Becker & Arnold, 1986). For example, the split-second
decision made by the other student toward Mauricio associates the lack of “really good
English” skills with an undesirable trait and a negative stereotype. In this case, the other
student equates a lack of “proper” English speaking skills with being “dumb.”

Mauricio wrote and spoke about this incident that took place over five years ago.
It highlights the impact it had on him. Adiar (2015) suggests that children begin to
develop their identity at a very early age. Therefore, the school environment and what
takes place inside can profoundly affect students’ well-being and development.

I found one example where students spoke about internalized negative
stereotypes. I asked students from Cholla Middle School to speak about English learners
in general. The conversation organically transitioned into talking about who speaks
“good” English. Alonso led the conversation. He commented that Mr. [Johnson], a
teacher at Cholla, spoke “good” English. I asked him to tell me more. Alonso said that
Mr. [Johnson] speaks “good” English “because he is American.” I asked Alonso if you
have to be an American to speak good English. “In my opinion, yeah,” he said. Clara

agreed and said:

58



Yeah, also because I hear a lot of them [Americans] say. Because I don’t know

some words. Well, I do know some words. I can understand the words. I just

don’t know what it means. And mostly comes from Americans. That’s like. I

always ask, like, what does that mean? Yeah, I understand what they are saying. I

just don’t know the meaning behind it. The words. And I feel like they just know

better.
Clara paused and continued:

I don’t even know. Basically, if like, isn’t that like the only language you learn

when you are growing up? Like, [ was learning Spanish because my mom was

Spanish. She doesn’t know English. Well, she does know a little bit. Like I said, I

only grew up with Spanish, so.

Sergio Rojas, a seventh-grader, and Genesis Flores, a sixth-grader, agreed with Clara.
Genesis added that it came down to knowing more vocabulary. I asked her to explain.
“Yes, Americans know more vocabulary.” Alonso interjected and said that, in his
opinion, Americans know more vocabulary “because [they] grow up all [their] life...
speaking English.” Clara agreed and commented, “I guess that’s why they [ Americans]
don’t take ELD.” I asked Clara to explain further. “Not specific people. I’ve seen that a
lot of Americans don’t take ELD.”

I argue that students have internalized the idea that they do not speak “good”
English because they are not “American.” While not explicitly stated, I deduce that
because all participating students are Spanish-speaking, “American” refers to White,
English-speaking people. Following this logic, I theorize that because students do not see

themselves as “American,” they may never speak “good” English. The opposite of
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“good” English is, of course, “bad” English. Reclassification, therefore, may not become
possible in the minds of students when framed in this context. Link and Phelan (2001)
argue that people can internalize negative stereotypes related to specific characteristics.
Students at Cholla Middle School have internalized the negative stereotype associated
with a specific characteristic: only White, English-speaking people can speak “good”
English. This negative stereotype is supported by the fact that they have never seen an
“American” take an ELD class.

Further, Crocker et al. (1998) argue that stigmatized groups maintain social
threats to self-worth and identity through social comparisons with other people. Thus,
social identities are relational and comparative, and they function to distinguish sameness
or difference, and better or worse than other groups. Framed within this context, students
at Cholla Middle School make the social comparison of their group, Spanish-speaking
students who take ELD class, to White, English-speaking “Americans” who do not need
to take ELD class. Determining who counts as “American” and who does not is beyond
the scope of this study. Yet, this is a fascinating finding, and I am interested to learn
whether other students feel this way. The idea that students at Cholla Middle School do
not see themselves as “American,” given that they were born in the U.S., is problematic.

In summary, I found one example where a stereotype was used to make a pre-
conscious decision, and four students spoke about internalized stereotypes. While the
findings on this component are limited, research suggests that Long-term ELs experience
stereotyping (Thompson, 2015). A limitation of this study is the methods used, including
and not limited to the lack of interview questions focused on the stereotyping construct.

Much more research is needed, explicitly focusing on the stereotype construct.
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Separation & Status Loss

This section combines the findings for the Link and Phelan stigma model
components of separation and status loss. I found that as students spoke about separation,
they also spoke about status loss. Thus, separation seemingly led to a status loss. In this
section, I also include block quotes taken directly from the writing activity samples. To
preserve student voice authenticity, I have not edited or revised the quotes.

The third component of the Link and Phelan stigma model is separation.
Separation takes place when there is a division between “us” and “them.” The distinction
between “us” and “them” signals that the labeled group is somehow inferior. Link and
Phelan note that the association between the label and the stereotype justifies the
separation. The fourth component of the Link and Phelan stigma model is status loss and
discrimination. I focus on status loss in this section. Status loss occurs when people are
assigned a lower hierarchical status due to being labeled, stereotyped, and separated
based on an undervalued characteristic.

Students described numerous instances in which they were pulled out of a class to
attend ELD, primarily in elementary school. For example, Marisa explained that she was
taken out of her regular class for ELD in elementary school. “It’s like in the middle of
class. Like, we would go to this other classroom,” she said. Clara and Franco described
something similar. Clara said, “I don’t remember how I felt, but I remember that I did. I
was taken out.”

While most students spoke in neutral terms about being taken out of class, others
shared the emotional impact it caused. For example, Carla described her experience this

way in her writing activity:
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There’s been multiple times when I didn’t liked being on English class, but one |
will always remember was when I was in 5th grade and we had butterflies in our
class, and they we’re already ready to be released from there little cage, but then
my teacher at the time had to come and picked me, [Franco], [Sara] and many
other people up, I was pretty upset because I really wanted to see the butterflies
being released but whatever I guess.
Franco expressed in his writing activity that he generally did not mind getting pulled out
for ELD class, but he remembers one time when he did:

When I was in [elementary school] we we’re at PE and we we’re doing arrows

and it look so fun. I was waiting in line for my turn well everyone was it looked

so fun. In till my ELD teacher came and got us. I didn’t like getting pulled out of
my main class for ELD.

Carla and Franco are not the only ones that expressed negative emotions about
being pulled out of class. Ricardo Guerrero, a sixth-grader at Pueblo MS, stated in his
writing activity that his ELD teacher was not a “bad” person for pulling him out of class,
but “... it was the fact that my other classmates were having fun and not me because I was
being pulled out for ELD, I didn’t want to be pulled out.” Rafael, expressed in his writing
activity that “in 5th grade, they pulled me out of class, but we were playing Kahoot! And
it was really sad because I couldn’t play.” He added that “I couldn’t play anymore
because we have to do a math test, and we have to go to ELD for it.” Mario also
commented in his writing activity that he was always getting pulled out of class when
something fun was taking place. He said, “...something fun happens, so you get pulled

out. This happened in elementary school.”
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While most students spoke about separation at the elementary level, several
students highlighted the juncture between elementary and middle school. For example,
Marisa said that “... I don’t think so because it’s usually ELD before another class,” when
asked if she had ever been pulled out for ELD class. Students from Juniper Middle
School commented similarly. For example, Mauricio said that “I don’t have social studies
because of ELD.” Three other students said the same.

Students from Saguaro Middle School also commented about being excluded
from classes to take ELD. For example, Carla led the conversation. She said:

Um, all of the students in middle school have to take PE at least one trimester, all

of us. But you can pick two that you wanna do, right? So they give you a list of

what they have, like, the fun classes, they call them. Like art, PE, band, whatever,
right? So they give you a list, and you pick two. And then, instead of ELD class,

as we have it, um, they give you, like, another class. Like if I pick art and PE, I’1l

only get one because [ am like ELD class, but if you don’t get an ELD class, you

get two.
I asked the group if taking ELD meant being excluded from a fun class to clarify what I
had heard. Carla and the group of students said yes without hesitation. I remained quiet to
gauge whether the students would give more insight into how they felt about this. None
of the students offered a follow-up response.

In summary, multiple students shared parallel stories of being taken out of class
for ELD instruction in elementary school. While not all students spoke about the impact
of being separated, several did and made it clear that they did not like it. Notably, they

spoke about being separated during moments of “fun.” In these examples, the act of
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separation led to a status loss. Put another way, the students who did not get separated
continued to have “fun,” while the students who did not speak English to the level
deemed appropriate by the dominant culture were excluded. While this is a critical
perspective, the students acknowledged that being separated produced strong emotions.

Students did not speak about being separated in middle school. This is due to the
structural difference between elementary and middle school. Students are pulled out for
interventions in elementary, given they are generally in the same classroom all day.
However, in middle school, students have multiple classes, and the intervention now
becomes a class of its own. Indeed, students do not notice the separation as referenced by
Marisa. Nevertheless, they continue to be excluded. Research suggests that Long-term
ELs are routinely excluded from core classes at the secondary level (Callahan, 2005;
Shin, 2018; Umansky, 2016b). Four students spoke exclusively about not taking social
studies because of ELD class.

Like the elementary experiences, students in middle school spoke about exclusion
in taking only one “fun” class because of ELD. Here, the production of exclusion is
seemingly status loss. The ability to take two “fun” classes is predicated on how well the
English language is spoken. Exclusion and segregation resulting from the EL
classification are well-documented in the literature (Freeman et al., 2002; Callahan, 2005;
Olsen, 2010; Thompson, 2015).

Discrimination

The fourth component of the Link and Phelan stigma model is status loss and

discrimination. In this section, I focus on discrimination. Brown (2015) defines

discrimination as a harmful action towards a person due to various characteristics,
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including language ability. Link and Phelan note that discrimination takes place in two
forms: individual and structural. Individual discrimination occurs in interactions with
people, while structural discrimination is produced with institutional practices.

Research suggests that EL students experience discrimination in schools
(Thompson, 2015; Umansky, 2016a; Gandara et al., 2008). I found two examples where
students spoke specifically about discrimination due to language ability. Luna, said she
had an experience in elementary school. I asked her to explain:

Well, I remember the last time I got, um, that was in 5th grade. That one time I

was at ELD, and someone was saying that I didn’t know English that much, and I

was like, at least, I was like, I just needed help with it cause I was struggling a lot.
In this example, it was another EL student that commented. Dabach (2010) has described
instances in which peers made fun of students that remain classified as EL.

In the “Stereotyping” section, I wrote about Mauricio, who talked about being
made fun of because he spoke English. To summarize, he said in his writing activity that
“when I was 6, I was made fun of the way I talk.” During our interview, I asked him to
tell more about this incident. He said that “it was some kid in first grade. Told me that I
am dumb because I don’t know proper, really good English.” I asked him if this has ever
happened again. He said no and did not provide any further details. I argue that in
addition to stereotyping, this example also speaks to language discrimination.

In the previous section (separation and status loss), I provided examples in which
students spoke about separation and status loss. In this section, I argue that some of those
examples are forms of discrimination. To summarize, students spoke about being pulled

out of class during elementary school for language instruction. Many of those instances
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occurred during “fun” times, and several students spoke about the impact. Students also
spoke about being excluded from the core curriculum (social studies) and having only
one “fun” class at the middle school level. I argued that these instances produced a status
loss.

Link and Phelan contend that status loss is also a mechanism for the production of
discrimination. For example, they argue that a lower hierarchical position (status loss)
can result in a lack of opportunities. Put another way, status loss becomes the foundation
for discrimination because it diminishes opportunities. Situated within students’
experiences, I argue that separation and exclusion, which leads to status loss and
diminished opportunities, is structural discrimination. Because discrimination often takes
place without considering the label, it becomes easy to dismiss whether the label itself
had anything to do with it. Indeed, Apple (2013) and Link and Phelan (2001) argue that
labels can become common sense or just the way things are, which is why it makes it
difficult to make the connection. Based on conversations with students, the method for
providing English language instruction at the elementary level, and the seemingly
exclusionary method at the middle school level, both produce status loss, which leads to
structural discrimination. In summary, two students spoke about language discrimination,
specifically, and I argued that acts of separation and status loss are examples of structural
discrimination.

Summary

For the first research question, I set out to understand how prolonged EL

classification may produce stigma based on Link and Phelan’s stigma framework.

Specifically, I asked to what extent Spanish-speaking middle school students considered
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the Long-term EL experience stigmatizing based on Link and Phelan’s stigma
framework. Findings for this research question build on prior work related to outcomes
associated with prolonged EL classification. In this summary, I review the significant
findings for each of the stigma components.

Consistent with prior research (Thompson, 2015), I find that most students in this
study were born in the United States and classified EL very early in their educational
careers. Furthermore, in line with Olsen’s (2010) prior work on outcomes and
experiences of Long-term ELs in California schools, I find that students are generally
unaware of their EL classification and unsure about the purpose of the ELD class.
Finally, concerning reclassification, I find that students are generally unaware of the
process.

Link and Phelan (2001) make clear that stereotypes are used to make unconscious
split-second judgments. I find one instance in which a student was made fun of because
of their English language speaking skills. Prior research suggests that negative
stereotypes are grounded on behavior the dominant society deems unfavorable (Becker &
Arnold, 1986). In this case, the behavior concerns language and what the dominant
culture views as “correct” English. I also find instances where a group of students
experienced internalized negative stereotypes due to how they speak the English
language. Prior research suggests that internalized negative stereotypes are linked to
unfavorable characteristics (Link & Phelan, 2001), and stigmatized groups tend to make
social comparisons with other groups of people (Crocker et al., 1998).

Prior research suggests that EL students are often excluded from core classes

(Callahan, 2005; Shin, 2018; Umansky, 2016b) and routinely separated from peers due to
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language ability (Freeman et al., 2002; Callahan, 2005; Olsen, 2010; Thompson, 2015). I
find similar patterns with students in this study. In elementary school, students spoke
about being pulled out of class for language instruction and its impact. In middle school,
students spoke about being excluded from both core content and elective classes. In line
with Link and Phelan’s (2001) stigma framework, I find that separation and exclusion
seemingly lead to status loss.

Findings for this component align with prior research that suggests EL students
experience discrimination (Dabach, 2010; Gandara et al., 2008; Thompson, 2015;
Umansky, 2016a). I find instances in which students spoke specifically about language
discrimination. In particular, I discuss two examples in which students were told that they
did not know English. In addition, I argue that status loss is a form of discrimination.
Specifically, I discuss how separation and exclusion from opportunities seemingly lead to
status loss, which leads to discrimination. I cite Link and Phelan (2001) and Apple (2013)

to make this argument.
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Research Question Two: Power

The Link and Phelan stigma framework is grounded on the idea that power is
essential for stigma production. Therefore, the second research question I ask is to what
extent does the role of power shape the student schooling experience? This section
presents the findings for two primary themes: the ELD apparatus and the withholding of
knowledge. Like findings for the previous research question, I found it helpful to connect
the findings to the literature within each section and discuss throughout where
appropriate. It is important to note that I will reference findings from the first research
question when appropriate as not to duplicate student quotes. Finally, I end this section
with a general summary.
The ELD Apparatus

Power is required for the social production of stigma. Link and Phelan note that
power is the critical element that allows stigma to shape the real-life experiences of
groups of stigmatized people. It allows the stigmatizer to control the structures in society
that create the conditions for labeling, stereotyping, separation, status loss, and
discrimination. In some instances, the role of power is prominent, yet in others, it is
overlooked because power differences are taken for granted (Apple, 2013; Link &
Phelan, 2001; Link & Phelan, 2014). Earlier I discussed how power, as conceptualized by
Apple (2013), is informed by the concept of hegemony, a superstructure of ideology that
informs the dominant culture and lays the foundation for what is considered
commonsense. Indeed, the dominant culture shapes most people’s experiences. And it is
the taken-for-granted culture that is often never questioned or examined. For example, in

education, Apple (2013) argues that power is generally overlooked because it is
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manifested through “helping” labels (e.g., special education) which have become
commonplace. For EL students, the act of “helping” refers to the English learner
classification and the related services it provides.

Overwhelmingly, I find that the ELD class significantly shapes students’
experiences in this study. Indeed, I argue that the ELD class is not static but functions as
an apparatus that wields power and control over human bodies through the daily practices
and policies that govern the intervention. Apple (2013) suggests that labels used in
education serve as primary mechanisms for sorting children into different academic
tracks. However, in the education context, labels themselves are generally meaningless
unless associated with intervention or action. Consequently, it is the intervention, I argue,
that does the work of the label. This argument builds on Menken and Kleyn’s (2010)
assertion that low academic outcomes for EL students do not lie with the label but on the
educational barriers. That said, it is important to highlight that while I argue that it is the
intervention that does the work of the label, I do not suggest that the label is meaningless
or irrelevant. Indeed, as Link and Phelan note, the label is crucial for the production of
stigma. Determining whether or not ELD as a method for English instruction is effective
or not is beyond the scope of this study. However, the ELD class serves as the primary
intervention for English language instruction for students in this study. Therefore, I focus
on how the ELD class serves as an apparatus of power. Figure 2 provides a visual model
for how the ELD apparatus shapes the schooling experience of students. This visual
model also includes how the ELD apparatus produces elements of stigma based on Link

and Phelan’s stigma framework.
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First, I center the ELD apparatus because it is the primary mechanism for the
production of power and control. Each of the green-colored bubbles represents the stigma
components that correspond to the Link and Phelan stigma framework. The arrow that
goes from the “separation” bubble to the “status loss” bubble is by design, given that |
find that separation seemingly leads to a status loss. The light red hexagon is the “fuel”
that powers the ELD apparatus’s engine. It includes the structure and content that drive
how the ELD class operates. The yellow rectangle denotes the lived experience, which is

the accumulation of all the power elements of the ELD apparatus.

Figure 2

Visual Model of the ELD Apparatus
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Separation. While schools are generally structured to produce a certain level of

control over all students (e.g., routines and practices, bell schedules, transitions), I find
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that students spoke of an additional layer of control due to the ELD class. Students
described two forms of control: physical and exclusionary. The clearest example of
physical control as described by students took place during elementary school. Earlier, I
discussed how students were generally pulled out of class in elementary school for
English language instruction. While some students spoke neutrally about this experience,
others in their writing activity expressed discontent and even anger, citing “... I was pretty
upset...but whatever, I guess” (Carla), ... my other classmates were having fun and not
me because [ was being pulled out for ELD, I didn’t want to be pulled out” (Ricardo), ...
I didn’t like being pulled out of my main class for ELD” (Franco), and “... something fun
happens, so you get pulled out” (Mario). Indeed, students spoke about someone
physically taking them out of class, and usually during a moment when they were having
“fun.” Furthermore, while students did not discuss refusing to leave the classroom for
English language instruction, they were generally not happy. Thus, in these examples, the
school district’s method to “help” students learn English seemingly functioned as a form
of social control enacted through the actual physical removal of their bodies from one
space into another. Physical control seemingly led to emotional responses and loss of
opportunities.

The ELD apparatus does not wield power and control at the elementary level
without adults’ help and complicit participation. Indeed, students cited the ELD teacher
as the primary adult that took them out of class. Apple (2013) and Link and Phelan
(2014) argue that when labels and their related interventions become commonsense, or
just the way things are, it becomes challenging to identify power and even more

challenging to identify how an individual is complicit in reproducing the said power. The
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hidden nature of power is one reason why interventions used in schools are so difficult to
question.

In contrast, at the secondary level, the ELD apparatus wields control over physical
bodies in the form of exclusion, resulting in the loss of opportunities. Apple (2013) also
suggests that socially constructed labels are used as sorting mechanisms. Prior research
has highlighted that EL students are overwhelmingly academically tracked and excluded
from core content at the secondary level (Callahan, 2010; Shin, 2018). I find similar
patterns of exclusion in this study. For example, I discussed how a group of students from
Juniper Middle School spoke about being excluded from social studies due to ELD class.
Furthermore, a group of students from Saguaro Middle School spoke about taking only
one “fun” class due to ELD. In these examples, power is manifested through seemingly
exclusionary practices inherently built into the school system. However, because these
exclusionary practices have become commonplace in schools, they are often overlooked
as mechanisms of power that result in the control and sorting of students based on
language ability. Thus, again, at the middle school level, ELD class is part of the
institutional norms and practices.

Stereotype. Link and Phelan note that labels generally link people to undesirable
characteristics that form a stereotype. Earlier, I discussed one instance in which a student
was treated differently because he went to ELD class. The experience took place in first
grade, yet it must have made a profound impact, given he shared this experience many
years later. In another example, I discussed how a group of students indicated that they
had never seen an “American” take ELD. Indeed, one student reinforced this notion

citing that “I only see Latinos go there.”
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Crocker et al. (1998) argue that once a stereotype has been learned, it can shape
one’s actions, thoughts, and emotions, even if the stereotype in question is not true.
Furthermore, the authors say that stereotypes are often learned early and heavily
influenced by mass media, including books and television shows. And when stereotypes
are held deeply, they often become known as facts or commonsense. The awareness of
one’s association with a negative stereotype is known as a stereotype threat. Stereotype
threat takes place when one becomes aware that some aspect of their identity is devalued.
I argue that the ELD apparatus produces the conditions in which some students
experience stereotype threat. For example, Latinos, not Americans, take ELD classes
because they do not speak “good” English. Indeed, the stereotype in question is that some
Latinos speak “bad” English. This, of course, is not true. Yet, some students in this study
have never seen an “American” take an ELD class.

Status loss. Link and Phelan make clear that separation coupled with a negative
stereotype leads to a status loss. I spoke earlier about the extent to which students in
elementary school were physically pulled out of one class into another for language
instruction. At middle school, I spoke about how power and control manifested
themselves in the form of exclusion. Both the physical control and exclusion produce a
loss of opportunities, which leads to a status loss. In the model above, I show a line
moving from the “Separation” bubble to the “Status loss” bubble. This arrow is
intentional. As students spoke about separation, the loss of opportunities, and the
resulting emotional responses, produced a status loss. Prior research has suggested that

EL classified students are routinely separated due to language ability, especially Long-
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term ELs, and especially starting in middle school (Freeman et al., 2002; Callahan, 2005;
Olsen, 2010; Thompson, 2015).

Discrimination. Earlier, I argued that a status loss is a form of discrimination. I
cited Link and Phelan (2001), Apple (2013), Brown (2015), and one student experience
to support this argument. Indeed, the ELD apparatus produced a discriminatory
experience for one student. However, claiming that the ELD apparatus indeed produces
discriminatory experiences for EL classified students, in general, is beyond the scope of
this limited study. More research focused explicitly on this construct is needed. However,
the logic of Link and Phelan’s argument that separation leads to status loss, which leads
to discrimination, gives rise to the idea that much more discrimination due to the ELD
apparatus may exist.

The Lived Experience. Through the use of power and control, the ELD apparatus
also shapes lived experiences. For example, students in this study seemingly do not know
what it is like to experience school without taking ELD. Earlier, I discussed how students
described their ELD class experience. By way of example, when asked whether he liked
the ELD class, Alonso said yes, “I like it because I am very used to it.” In contrast, Clara
said, “I don’t really like it, because I’ve been in it since kinder[garten] so it’s getting kind
of annoying.” Similarly, when asked whether she would take another class instead of
ELD, Olivia said, “No, because I’ve been here in [ELD] for a long time. So, I don’t think
I need to.” These examples illustrate that students have become accustomed to taking
ELD. Being an EL student is all that they have experienced, whether they know it or not.

And the ELD class has shaped their schooling experience up to this point.
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Exiting ELD. For most students in this study, EL classification took place in
kindergarten. To date, no student has been able to reclassify. Like prior research
connotes, Long-term ELs seemingly get “stuck” at intermediate levels of English
proficiency (Olsen, 2010). The central question is why? Why are students still “stuck™ at
intermediate levels of English proficiency? A better question, however, is whether the
ELD class has anything to do with it. Earlier, I mentioned that it was beyond the scope of
this study to determine whether the ELD method for language instruction is effective or
not. I still believe it is beyond the scope. Yet, I wonder if it has anything to do with the
structure or the content of the ELD class itself. Unfortunately, the answer to this question
did not surface based on the data for this study. However, this is clear: for one reason or
another, the ELD class has yet to catapult students in this study from EL classified to
reclassified status. As a result, [ argue that the ELD apparatus not only produces
unintentional consequences but seemingly labors to keep students within its control.
The Holders of Knowledge?

Earlier, I argued that the ELD class is the primary apparatus that shapes the
students’ schooling experience. I described how the ELD class wields power and control
over physical bodies. In this section, I focus on a different type of power: withholding
knowledge and information by one group in power over another. In the literature review
chapter, I discussed the concept of stigma power and symbolic power, as conceptualized
by Link and Phelan (2014). Briefly, I discussed how symbolic power often remains
hidden to both the stigmatized and the stigmatizer. Indeed, it is beyond the scope of this
study to make claims whether staff who work in the schools where students in this study

attend are aware of the constrictive nature of the EL classification. And it is beyond the
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scope to assume, reasonably, that they have anything to do with stigma production. Still,
Link and Phelan’s (2014) stigma and symbolic power serve as a helpful framework to
analyze the argument that students, seemingly stigmatized, are unaware. This section
discusses how students are left in the dark from knowing about the EL classification, in
general, and specifically about the constrictive nature.

Olsen (2010) has suggested that some students are unaware of their EL status.
Indeed, some find out that they are EL classified at the secondary level when placed into
a language support class. Not knowing about their EL classification means that they may
have gone through their entire elementary schooling experience without knowing they are
classified as EL. Of course, this argument assumes that they were classified as EL in
kindergarten. I find similar patterns from students in this study. As mentioned previously,
I discussed how students described not knowing the purpose of ELD class, the EL
classification itself, and the reclassification process. In addition, I even found examples
where some students had no idea why they were in ELD in the first place. The very idea
of withholding important information from students is a form of power.

One limitation of this study is that I did not interview staff. Therefore, it is
impossible to make the argument that staff did indeed withhold information from
students. Nonetheless, it is clear from the student perspective that information about the
EL classification itself, the purpose of the ELD class, and the reclassification process is
nebulous. Ladson-Billings (1995), in her seminal work on Culturally Relevant Teaching,
urges teachers to help students identify and understand the social inequities in society. A
critical element to this premise is that teachers themselves must have the ability to

recognize the social inequities and their causes to teach them to students. This is known
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as critical consciousness, a concept put forward by education theorist Paolo Friere

(Friere, 1993). Critical consciousness is the ability to achieve an in-depth understanding

of the world, see its contradictions, and take action against oppressive elements in life. In

thinking with Ladson-Billings and Paulo Freire, I find that students in this study,

collectively, do not have the critical consciousness to recognize that the EL classification,

and by extension, the ELD class, has impacted their lived experiences in school.
Summary

In summary, I have argued that the most prominent form of power that shapes the
schooling experience, as described by students, is the ELD apparatus. While the EL
classification serves as the label, the ELD class serves as the intervention that does the
actual work of the label and sets into motion the conditions for stigma production and the
lived experience. Generally, I find that the act of separation in elementary school
seemingly leads to a lack of opportunities, emotional responses, and status loss. While
students did talk about their experiences in middle school, I find that it is in elementary
school that the ELD apparatus is more dominant and visible. In contrast, at the middle
school level, the ELD apparatus takes the form of a class, seemingly etching itself into
the fabric of the master schedule. At this level, it becomes much less visible and
prominent.

Nonetheless, while the ELD apparatus may be less visible in middle school,
research suggests that the exclusionary power it wields sets into motion a host of
unintentional consequences beyond stigma (Callahan, 2005; Olsen, 2010; Shin, 2018;
Thompson, 2015; Umansky, 2016b). I also find that students, by and large, do not have

the insight to recognize the inequities caused by the EL classification. Indeed, their entire
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schooling experience has been shaped by a socially constructed label. Furthermore, a
salient theme emerged: a group of people with power, whether intentionally or not, has
withheld critical information from students about the EL classification, the

reclassification process, and the myriad outcomes associated with the said classification.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

“I don’t really like it, because I've been in it since kinder[garten] so it’s getting kind of
annoying.”

- Clara Garcia, Cholla MS

Introduction

The purpose of this qualitative study was to examine the extent to which Long-
term EL students experience stigma based on Link and Phelan’s stigma framework and to
learn more about their schooling experience as informed by their perspective.
Specifically, I sought to answer the following research questions:

1. To what extent do Spanish-speaking middle school students considered Long-
term English learners experience sigma based on Link and Phelan’s stigma
framework?

2. To what extent does the role of power shape the student schooling experience?
Overall, findings from this study suggest that students experience stigma as
conceptualized by the Link and Phelan (2001) stigma framework. The conclusions for
research question number one build on prior work examining the relationship between the
EL classification and stigma (Thompson, 2015; Valenzuela, 1999). Furthermore, the
primary attribute that shapes their schooling experience is the ELD class, which functions
as an apparatus that yields power and control over their physical bodies. The conclusions

for research question number two build on prior research on students’ lived experiences
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with prolonged EL classification (Olsen, 2010; Thompson, 2015; Valenzuela, 1999). It is
important to note that the results of this study reflect one school district in the Pacific
Northwest, and I caution against any generalization for other groups of students in other
school districts. This chapter discusses the significant findings, followed by the
implications for practice, recommendations for future research, and a summary.
Summary of Significant Findings

I set out to learn more about how prolonged EL classification may produce stigma
as conceptualized by Link and Phelan (2010). This study confirms prior research
suggesting that the EL classification produces stigma (Umansky, 2016a; Umansky et al.,
2021; Thompson, 2015; Valenzuela, 1999). However, prolonged classification (i.e.,
Long-term EL) may not be a leading factor that produces stigma. Put another way, the
amount of time a student remains EL classified (i.e., more than six to seven years) does
not necessarily result in stigma. Instead, I find that stigma begins early in elementary
school for students in this study. This finding differs from prior research (Thompson,
2015) that suggests stigma begins at the secondary level and is associated with prolonged
EL classification. Furthermore, I find that the primary apparatus for stigma production is
not the EL classification, per se, but the language support class. It is important to note
that while I argue that it is the intervention that does the work of the label, I do not
suggest that the label is irrelevant. Indeed, the label is crucial to produce outcomes. Put
another way, without the label, the intervention itself may not exist.

Link and Phelan Stigma Components. Stigma is a complex construct often
bounded by time, space, and culture and generally occurs within a particular context

(Becker & Arnold, 1986). Indeed, Crocker et al. (1998) argue that stigma is not
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something inside the human body but influenced by the external context. In thinking with
Crocker et al. and Link and Phelan’s stigma model, I find that factors inside the school
produce the conditions for stigma as outlined by the Link and Phelan stigma framework.
While no one student experienced all the components of the stigma framework,
collectively, the group did. For example, findings for the separation and status loss
components align with the growing body of research that suggests EL students are
routinely excluded from opportunities (Callahan, 2005; Shin, 2018; Umansky, 2016b),
leading to a status loss (Link and Phelan, 2001). In addition, findings for the stereotype
component align with Garica and Kleifgen’s (2018) argument that the EL classification
(working through the ELD class) places the English language in a position of legitimacy.
Finally, findings for the discrimination component parallel prior research that suggests
EL students experience language discrimination (Becker & Arnold, 1986; Freeman et al.,
2002). I did not include the labeling component because all students are already EL
classified.

Are Students Stigmatized? Having argued that students in this study
experienced stigma based on the Link and Phelan stigma framework, I now shift to
another significant finding: stigmatized versus stigmatizer. In this study, those
stigmatized are the students, while the educational institution (i.e., the school) is the
stigmatizer. Stigma occurs when one group of people with power labels another group
with less power based on some unfavorable characteristic in society. I argued that the
characteristic in question is English language ability. Nevertheless, for a person to
experience stigma, it needs to be recognized by them. Put another way, Croker and

Lutsky (1986) argue that some people live life without knowing that they are stigmatized,
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primarily because the characteristics in question are less visible compared to a physical
disability, for example. I have argued that students in this study experienced stigma.
However, this argument is made from the vantage point of the researcher. The students
themselves may not know that they are stigmatized. Indeed, I have outlined the many
ways in which the conditions for stigma occur in students’ daily schooling experience.
Yet, I contend that they do not have the insight to recognize that those experiences,
collectively, produce stigma. Prior research (Thompson, 2015) suggests that Long-term
ELs do recognize how the EL classification produces stigma, especially working through
their language support class. I did not find similar results in this study. And I did not find
that students had the insight to make this significant connection. Therefore, through the
eyes of the researcher, students in this study experienced stigma. Yet, from the students’
perspective, this may not be the case. This finding is particularly important in part
because prior research has suggested that the EL classification produces stigma. But
through whose eyes? Whose standpoint? And are students explicitly using the term
stigma?

ELD Apparatus. The ELD class is the primary factor that shapes the students’
schooling experience. I argued that the ELD class, not the EL classification, produces the
conditions for stigma. As discussed earlier, I do not suggest that the EL classification is
irrelevant. Indeed, the EL classification is the primary catalysis that sets into motion the
necessity for the intervention itself. The EL classification, the label, as Link and Phelan
argue, is first stage of stigma production. I asserted that the ELD class is not static but
functions as a living and breathing apparatus that wields power and control over human

bodies. And, this begins early in elementary school and continues well into middle
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school. Link and Phelan argue that power is necessary for the production of stigma. They
add that power, while necessary, is often overlooked and taken for granted. Apple (2013)
adds context to the thinking of Link and Phelan by arguing that power often manifests
itself in the form of “helping” actions. In schools, “helping” actions are often visible
through academic interventions. Thus, the ELD class serves as an academic intervention.
And it is the intervention, not the EL classification, that produces the conditions for
stigma and other forms of power and control over students’ bodies.

Apple (2013) reminds us that labels, and by extension, the interventions used to
do the work of labels, are socially constructed, grounded in dominant ideology, and can
have profound implications, primarily when used to sort students according to language.
While not designed to harm students, the ELD class harms, and this can and does have
implications. The students in this study primarily chose to write and talk about their
elementary experience, and the ELD class produced many of those experiences.
Implications for Practice

In this section, I discuss the implications for practice that emerged based on the
findings. It is important to note that I am a district administrator with teaching experience
at the elementary, middle, and high school levels. Thus, the implications put forward are
not only informed by this study, the literature, but by my own lived experience working
in a public school setting, with recent district-level experience. I draw on the institutional
knowledge and the innerworkings of the school district to put forward practical
implications for practice.

Dissemination of Information. Findings from this study suggest that the EL

classification, and by extension, the ELD class, produces stigma. I also found evidence to
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suggest that students are generally unaware of their EL classification, its purpose, the
purpose of the ELD class, and the reclassification process. Thus, there is a moral and
ethical obligation to communicate with key stakeholders about the unintentional
outcomes of the EL classification, in general, and especially the long-term side effects
that it produces, many of which were discussed in this study. State agencies should report
this information to school districts, school districts to schools, and schools to students and
families. While the EL classification was never intended to produce harmful outcomes,
there continues to be a growing body of research that suggests otherwise. Therefore, state
agencies must get a hold of this information and disseminate it appropriately. Academies
of higher education, and by extension, researchers and research organizations that focus
on the lived experiences of EL classified students also have a moral and ethical obligation
to disseminate their findings beyond academic journals (which often require a
subscription to view) and national conferences (which usually, but not always, attract
researchers and academics). Local conferences instead of national conferences are
potentially the best way to communicate with practicing educational leaders.

Olsen’s (2010) report was produced over ten years ago. In it, she discussed the
many ways prolonged classification produces unintentional outcomes. To date, a rapidly
growing body of research, both quantitative and qualitative, suggests the EL
classification, in general, and significantly prolonged EL classification produces a host of
unintentional outcomes. Therefore, it is strongly recommended that school districts
become aware of this knowledge.

The ELD Dilemma. One of the most important findings of this study suggests

that the ELD class serves as the primary mechanism for the production of stigma. Based
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on what students had to say, how language instruction is structured and carried out in
elementary and middle school is flawed. Although it may require significant resources,
one practical solution is to require all elementary teachers to be English for Speakers of
Other Languages (ESOL) endorsed. Many teaching programs today have an ESOL
component built into their program, but many others do not. In addition to ESOL
endorsement, the elementary classroom teacher should be paired up with an ELD teacher
and use a co-teaching model, especially during reading and writing instruction. The co-
teaching model eliminates using the “removal” method and reduces the conditions for
stigma production. The co-teaching model assumes that students are EL classified early
in their educational career and not newcomers. The implications for supporting
newcomers are beyond the scope of this study.

A secondary option is to provide educational assistants with ESOL teaching
strategies and pair them with the classroom teacher. This option is significantly more
viable considering that the educational assistants would help support the classroom
teacher rather than co-teach. School districts must create an ESOL workshop and ongoing
staff training in conjunction with universities or local educational service agencies. There
is funding at the state level for supporting EL classified students. School districts should
seek out the resources to create such opportunities for staff.

All teachers who offer English Language Arts (ELA) credit should be ESOL
endorsed at the middle school level. This helps in two ways. First, the teacher could offer
ELA credit to EL classified students while also providing language support services.
Generally, EL classified students that attend an ELD class do not receive ELA credit

unless the ELD teacher is ELA certified. Furthermore, teachers could be paired with EL
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teachers and use a co-teaching model like the elementary level. This would also require
the class scheduler or counselor to cluster students based on ability, if possible.

Reclassification. There is a growing body of research on reclassification and the
outcomes when reclassification does not occur (see Umansky & Reardon, 2014, for
example). School districts should review reclassification patterns routinely, but at least
once per year, paying particular attention to students nearing the sixth to the seventh year
of EL classification. At a minimum, school districts should meet with EL students and
their families once per year, similar to special education law, review progress, and
produce a plan for support and reclassification. Research suggests that students get
“stuck” at intermediate levels of English proficiency. Schools’ plan should address what
support the student will require to move beyond the intermediate level. One suggestion
for support is to offer summer intensive programs that focus exclusively on language
development and the ELPA21 assessment. Eliminating the ELPA21 assessment is
generally beyond the control of schools. Whether good, bad, or indifferent, this
assessment is a gatekeeper that generally holds students EL classified. There are
numerous funding mechanisms at the state level for supporting students’ academic
development during the summer. Another suggestion is to offer students language
instruction before or after school and paired with the co-teaching model during the
regular school day. Furthermore, many local colleges or organizations offer English
courses for adults. Partnering with them to create additional opportunities for students is
another viable solution.

The students in this study can also reclassify based on a portfolio model by

showing proficiency in academic domains and a portfolio with evidence instead of
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passing the ELPA21 assessment. School districts with similar reclassification options are
encouraged to explore whether this is a better method for students, especially as they
approach the sixth to the seventh year of EL classification.

Areas For Future Research

While I learned many things in this study, primarily how a socially constructed
label, through the use of an intervention, produces many unintentional outcomes, I still
have many unanswered questions and lines of inquiry. The students in this study talked
about many topics, including the power dynamics of an intervention designed to help
them learn English. I have experienced the power of academic interventions myself. I can
attest that they do indeed leave a profound impact on the psyche. I am also left with an
increasing urge to continue the exploration of the EL classification and how power
shapes the schooling experience daily.

One area for future research is to examine the intersection between the EL
classification and the Link and Phelan stigma framework through an ethnographic study.
Overwhelmingly, I found that students had a lot to say about their schooling experience.
One limitation, however, is that I did not have enough time and access to their physical
schooling environment. The power construct manifested itself in multiple ways, as
described by students. Yet, I am curious to examine other ways power may shape the
schooling experience due to the EL classification, both at the elementary and secondary
levels. One of the most important findings of this study is that students are unaware of
many things about the EL classification. Therefore, one subsection of the ethnographic

study should focus on the factors that produce the conditions in which students are
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unaware. The staff, the school itself, and the EL classification process are all critical
topics to examine.

Another area for future research is the examination of the ELPA21 assessment.
This study did not include a literature review on this topic. Yet, I am curious to examine
how the ELPA21 was created and normed. Prior research suggests that EL classified
students get “stuck” at intermediate levels of English proficiency (citations). I am
interested in finding out what precisely the ELPA21 assessment requires to advance past
the intermediate level. This is a topic of concern, considering that many standardized
assessments are historically rooted in racist foundations and ideology. Indeed, the English
language has been used in U.S. history as a mechanism to dehumanize. One only needs to
read about Native Americans and boarding schools (see Child, 2014).

Summary

The EL classification was never intended to produce adverse outcomes. Yet, there
is a growing body of research that suggests it does. This study adds to the gap in the
literature that examines the intersection between the EL classification, in general, and
especially prolonged EL classification and stigma. I find that stigma begins early and
only amplifies as students advance grade levels. The findings of this study, while limited,
may help policymakers, academics, and practitioners to find better ways to support the

development of English language proficiency while not producing stigma.
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APPENDIX A

CONSENT AND ASSENT FORMS

Consent

Statement of Consent

English:

| had the opportunity to read and consider the information provided to me. | have asked any questions necessary
to make a decision about my participation. | understand that | can ask additional questions throughout my
child's participation.

| understand that by signing electronically, | give consent for my child to participate in this research. | understand
that | am not waiving any legal rights. | have been provided with a copy of this consent form. | understand that if
my ability to consent or assent for myself changes, either | or my legal representative may be asked to re-
consent prior to my child's continued participation in this study.

Spanish:

Tuve la oportunidad de leer y considerar la informacién que se me proporcioné. He hecho las preguntas
necesarias para tomar una decisién sobre mi participacion. Entiendo que puedo hacer preguntas adicionales
durante la participacion de mi hijo.

Entiendo que al firmar electrénicamente, doy mi consentimiento para que mi hijo participe en esta investigacion.
Entiendo que no renuncio a ningun derecho legal. Se me ha proporcionado una copia de este formulario de
consentimiento. Entiendo que si mi capacidad para dar mi consentimiento o asentir por mi mismo cambia, es
posible que se nos pida a mi o0 a mi representante legal que renuevemos el consentimiento antes de que mi hijo
continde participando en este estudio.

| give consent for my child to participate in this study. Doy mi consentimiento para que mi hijjo ~ *

participe en este estudio.

Yes/Si

No/No
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Please provide your electronic signature (type your name) and date (type date). Proporcione su *

firma electrénica (escriba su nombre) y la fecha (escriba la fecha).

Short answer text

As described in the consent, your child will be audio recorded while performing the activities *

described in the consent. Recordings will be used for data analysis only. | give consent to the use
of audio as described. Como se describe en el consentimiento, su hijo sera grabado en audio
mientras realiza las actividades descritas en el consentimiento. Las grabaciones se utilizaran
Unicamente para el andlisis de datos. Doy mi consentimiento para el uso de audio como se
describe.

Yes/Si

No/No

Assent

Child Assent for Participation in Research Study

University of Oregon - Child Assent for Participation in Research Study.

| give consent to participate in this study as described on the assent form.

Yes

No

Please provide your electronic signature (type your name) and date (type date). *

Short answer text
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APPENDIX B

WRITING SAMPLE PROTOCOL

Tell me about your experience

Tell me about your experience as an English learner.

What is your name? (first and last)

Short answer text

What school do you attend? *

Intentionally blacked
out to protect
confidentiality.
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Instructions

Today, you are going to write a true story about your experience as an English learner. You can write as little or as much as you
want, but your story must be at least one paragraph long. Remember, a good story includes details. Please include any of the
following:

- Was there anyone else involved? If so, who?

- Where does the story take place?

- How did you feel? What made you feel this way?

- Please add any other information.

Please choose ONE of the writing prompts below. You only need to do one.

(#1) Tell a true story about a time that you liked being an English learner in school.

Long answer text

(#2) Tell a true story about a time that you did not like being an English learner in school.

Long answer text
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APPENDIX C

SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Interview Protocol for Students

You wrote a story about a time that you liked or did not like being an English learner.

1.

2.

Tell me more about the story that you wrote:

e Why did you decide to write this story?
e Tell me about the people that were part of your story.

¢ In your story, you talked about how you felt. Tell me more about how you
felt and what made you feel this way.

e Do you still feel this way? Why or why not?

What advice would you give to next year’s middle school English learners and
why?

Probing questions (based on recurring themes):

1.

3.

SN

How many years have you been in ELD?

Can you tell me about your ELD class?

Do you like your ELD class?
e  Why or why not?

Have any other of you been treated differently because you go to ELD class?
e Ifso, how did this make you feel?

Who else has been pulled out of class for ELD class?

Do you know how to exit ELD?

Do all students in middle school take the same classes?
e Ifso, which ones? If not, what is the difference?
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APPENDIX D

EXAMPLE OF JOTTINGS

#1 / S Lertnter |
\/ There aren’t real@s that happened in that horri -mg  at J
remember that whenever me and my classmates would be good our €eachePwould
game and sometimes we even had snacks, so | guess that was the g
wasn’t bad it was the fact that my other classmates were h fun
being [@?ﬁmor ELD, | didn’t want to be p !
= —o A

7,(/{/{ ANl TR
#2 Coopfrreet A
@ There’s been multiple times when | didn’t liked being on E
remember was when | was i and we had bu!
already ready to be released from there little cage,‘bqﬂtq

come and picked me, Nisummga and many other p

R TSIl ¥y
really wanted to see the butterflies being released by

—

e

right now she helps tk g
better.The students in Ry
understand better what

tuation on being an Englis|

nd helpfyl
g//_ﬁ ¥
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APPENDIX E

EXAMPLE OF NVIVO CODING

Home Edit Import Create Explore Share Modules Log In (=) Qv Search
NVIVO$$ - - w o _
. - B - i1 ~ - -
I L Clipboard Organize  Visualize ~ Code Uncode we
Classification Classification
IMPORT

Name - LABELING_C...
O Discrimination L N
(O LABELING_Component_1
Q Power @
(O Seperation (exclusion)
QO status loss
Q stereotyping
= Coding E QO Untitled
Codes

B Data
Files

Si Refi

File Classifications ummary eference

Externals

ORGANIZE

Files\\Writing_samples
6 references coded, 5.93% coverage

Reference 1: 0.47% coverage

Cases There aren’t really good times that happened in that horrible class room

| Notes

Reference 2: 1.00% coverage

It was when I first joined i had no idea what people where saying but there where a
lot of people what spoke Spanish too so they helped me same as the teachers.

Memos
Annotations
Memo Links
Reference 3: 0.81% coverage
Sets > 1 don’t have any bad situation on being an English Learner because the students and
teachers have been very nice and helpful.

EXPLORE Reference 4: 1.73% coverage
@, Queries > There was this time were it was PE and it was boring and not fun.We we'’re doing
, ey R laps around the gym and sit ups. Again we were in 4th grade and we we'’re in
¥ Visualizations HMy ELD teacher came and I was so happy to see that we we’re leaving.
0 ya that why sometimes like going to ELD.

Reference 5: 0.54% coverage
A experience I had in eld was when I was the top student of eld in the class I was
first.

Reference 6: 1.38% coverage

One time when I was in preschool I was four years old I loved being in English
learner and preschool because it was so fun for me I got to hang out with some
students as a kid and things were fun and I understand it as a kid.

96



REFERENCES CITED

Ainlay S.C., Coleman L.M., & Becker G. (1986). Stigma reconsidered. In Ainlay S.C.,
Becker G., Coleman L.M. (Eds.), The Dilemma of Difference. Perspectives in
Social Psychology (pp. 1-13). Springer, Boston, MA.

Adair, J.K. (2015). The impact of discrimination on the early schooling experiences of
children from immigrant families. Washington, DC: Migration Policy Institute.

Apple, M. (2013). Knowledge, power, and education. New York: Routledge.

Astor, R., Meyer, H., & Behre, W. (1999). Unowned places and times: Maps and
interviews about violence in high schools. American Educational Research
Journal, 36(1), 3-42.

Becker, H. (1963). Outsiders: Studies in the sociology of deviance. New York, NY: The
Free Press of Glencoe.

Becker G., & Arnold, R. (1986). Stigma as a social and cultural construct. In Ainlay S.C.,
Becker G., Coleman L.M. (Eds.), The Dilemma of Difference. Perspectives in
Social Psychology (pp. 39-57). Springer, Boston, MA.

Bourdieu, P. (1987). What Makes a Social Class? On The Theoretical and Practical
Existence Of Groups. Berkeley Journal of Sociology, 32, 1-17.

Brondani, M.A., Alan, R., Donnelly, L. (2017). Sigma of addiction and mental health
illness in healthcare: The case of patients’ experiences in dental settings. PLoS
ONE, 12(5), 1-13.

Brown, C.S. (2015). The educational, psychological, and social impact of discrimination
on the immigrant child. Washington, DC: Migration Policy Institute.

Callahan, R. (2005). Tracking and high school English learners: Limiting opportunity to
learn. American Educational Research Journal, 42(2), 305-328.

Carspecken, P. (1996). Critical Ethnography in Educational Research. London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul Limited.

Castarnieda v. Pickard (United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit 1981).

Ceglowski, D. Understanding and Building upon Children's Perceptions of Play
Activities in Early Childhood Programs. Early Childhood Education
Journal, 25,107-112.

Child, B. J. (2014). Indian subjects: Hemispheric Perspectives on the history of
Indigenous Education. School for Advanced Research Press.

97



Cohen, E.G. (1982). Expectation states and interracial interaction in school settings.
Annual Review of Sociology, 8, 209-235.

Creswell, J., & Poth, C. (2018). Qualitative inquiry & research design. Los Angeles:
SAGE.

Crocker, J., Lutsky, N. (1986). Stigma and the dynamics of social cognition. In Ainlay
S.C., Becker G., Coleman L.M. (Eds.), The Dilemma of Difference. Perspectives
in Social Psychology (pp. 95-121). Springer, Boston, MA.

Crocker, J., Major, B., & Steele, C. (1998). Social stigma. In D.T. Gilbert, S.T. Fiske, &
G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology (pp. 504-553). New York,
NY, US: McGraw-Hill.

Dabach, D. (2010). Teachers as a context of reception for immigrant youth: Adaptations
in sheltered and mainstream classrooms. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation),
University of California, Berkeley.

Dabach, D. (2014). “I am not a shelter!” Stigma and social boundaries in teachers’
accounts of students’ experience in separate “sheltered” English learner
classrooms. Journal of Education for Students Placed at Risk, 19, 98—124.

Domina, T., Penner, A.M., & Penner, E. (2017). Categorical inequality: Schools as
sorting machines. Annual Review of Sociology, 43, 311-330.

Eccles, J. S., Lord, S., & Midgley, C. (1991). What are we doing to early adolescents?
The impact of educational contexts on early adolescents. American Journal of
Education, 99, 521-542.

English Language Development Program. (2019). Retrieved August 4, 2019, from
https://www.4j.lane.edu/instruction/ell/

Emerson, R. M., Fretz, R. 1., & Shaw, L. L. (2020). Writing ethnographic fieldnotes. The
University of Chicago Press.

ESSA. (2015). Every Student Succeeds Act. Retrieved October, 2019, from
https://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/essatitleiiiguidenglishlearners92016.pd
f

Fisk, S.T. (1998). Stereotyping, prejudice, and discrimination. In Gilbert, D.T., Fiske,
S.T., & Lindzey, G. (Eds.), The Handbook of Social Psychology, (pp. 357-411).
Boston, MA: McGraw Hill.

Freeman, Y.S., Freeman, D. E., & Mercuri, S. (2002). Closing the achievement gap: How

to reach limited-formal-schooling and long-term English learners. Portsmouth,
NH: Heinemann.

98



Flores, N., Kleyn, T., & Menken, K. (2015). Looking holistically in a climate of
partiality: Identities of students labeled long-term English language learners.
Journal of Language, Identity, and Education, 14(2), 113-132.

Freire, P. (1993). Pedagogy of the oppressesed. Continuum.

Garcia-Nevarez, A.G., Stafford, M.E., & Arias, B. (2005). Arizona elementary teachers’
attitudes toward English language learners and the use of Spanish in classroom

instruction. The Journal of the National Association for Bilingual Education,
29(2), 295-317.

Gandara, P., & Orfield, G. (2010). A return to the Mexican room: The segregation of
Arizona’s English learners. Los Angeles: Civil Rights Project/Proyecto Derechos
Civiles. University of California, Los Angeles.

Géandara, P., Aldana, U.S. (2014). Who’s segregated now? Latinos, language, and the
future of integrated schools. Educational Administration Quarterly, 50(5), 735-
748.

Garcia, O., & Kleifgen, J. (2018). Educating emergent bilinguals. New Y ork: Teachers
College Press.

Gibbons, F.X. (1986). Stigma and interpersonal relationships. In Ainlay S.C., Becker G.,
Coleman L.M. (Eds.), The Dilemma of Difference. Perspectives in Social
Psychology (pp. 123-144). Springer, Boston, MA.

Goffman, E. (1963). Stigma: Notes on the management of a spoiled identity. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Green, Sara & Davis, Christine & Karshmer, Elana & Marsh, Pete & Straight, Benjamin.
(2005). Living Stigma: The Impact of Labeling, Stereotyping, Separation, Status
Loss, and Discrimination in the Lives of Individuals with Disabilities and Their
Families. Sociological Inquiry, 75, 197-215.

Harding, S. (2004). The feminist standpoint theory reader. New York: Routledge.

Harklau, L. (1994). “Jumping tracks”: How language-minority students negotiate
evaluations of ability. Anthropology & Education Quarterly, 25, 347-363.

Jones, R. L. (1971). Labels and stigma in special education. Exceptional Child, 38, 553—
564.

Jones, E., Farina, A., Hastorf, A., Markus, H., Miller, D.T., & Scott, R. (1984). Social
stigma: The psychology of marked relationships. New York: Freeman.

99



Kamberelis, G. & Dimitriadis, G. (2010). Focus groups: Contingent articulations of
pedagogy, politics, and inquiry. In N. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.), The SAGE
Handbook of qualitative research, 4" edition (545-562). Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage Publications, Inc.

Ladson-Billings, G. (1995). Toward a Theory of Culturally Relevant
Pedagogy. American Educational Research Journal, 32(3), 465-491.

Lau v. Nichols, United States Supreme Court (1974).

Link, B.G., & Phelan, J.C. (2001). Conceptualizing stigma. Annual Review of Sociology,
27(1), 363-385.

Link, B.G., Phelan, J.C., & Dovidio, J.F. (2008). Stigma and prejudice: One animal or
two? Social Science & Medicine, 67(3), 358-67.

Link, B.G., & Phelan, J.C. (2013). Labeling and stigma. In C.S. Aneshensel, J.C. Phelan,
& A. Bierman (Eds.), Handbook of the sociology of mental health (pp. 525-541).
Dordrecht, Netherlands: Springer Netherlands.

Lucas, J.W., & Phelan, J.C. (2012). Stigma and status: The interrelation of two
theoretical perspectives. Social Psychology Quarterly, 75(4), 310-333.

Makowski, A.C., Mnich, E.E., Angermeyer, M.C., Knesebeck, O. (2016). Continuum
beliefs in the stigma process regarding persons with schizophrenia and
depression: Results of path analyses. Peer.J, DOI 10.7717/peerj.2360.

Martin, J. (1976). What should we do with a hidden curriculum when we find one?
Curriculum Inquiry, 6(2), 135-151.

Martin, L.G. (1986). Stigma: A social learning perspective. In Ainlay S.C., Becker G.,
Coleman L.M. (Eds.), The Dilemma of Difference. Perspectives in Social
Psychology (pp. 145-161). Springer, Boston, MA.

Maxwell, J. (2013). Qualitative research design. Thousand Oaks (Calif.): SAGE
Publications.

McDermott, R. (1993). The acquisition of a child by a learning disability. In S. Chaiklin
& J. Lave (Eds.), Understanding practice: Perspectives on activity and context
(pp. 269-305). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

McDermott, R., & Varenne, H. (1995). Culture as disability. Anthropology & Education
Quarterly, 26(3), 324-348.

100



Menken, K. (2013). Emergent bilingual students in secondary school: Along the
academic language and literacy continuum. Language Teaching, 46(4), 438—476.

Menken, K., & Kleyn, T. (2010). The long-term impact of subtractive schooling in the
educational experiences of secondary English language learners. International
Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 13(4), 399-417.

Menken, K., Kleyn, T., & Chae, N. (2012). Spotlight on “long-term English language
learners’: Characteristics and prior schooling experiences of an invisible
population. International multilingual Research Journal, 6(2), 121-142.

Merriam, S., & Tisdell, E. (2016). Qualitative research (4th ed.). San Francisco: Jossey-
Bass.

NCES. (2019). National Center for Education Statistics: search for public school districts.
Retrieved September 8, 2019, from
https://nces.ed.gov/Programs/Edge/ACSDashboard/4104740.

Olsen, L. (2010). Reparable harm: Fulfilling the unkept promise of educational
opportunity for California’s long term English learners. Long Beach, CA:
Californians Together.

Parker, R., Aggleton, P. (2003). HIV and AIDS-related stigma and discrimination: A
conceptual framework and implications for action. Social Science & Medicine,
57(1), 13-24.

Parra, E.B., Evans, C.A., Fletcher, T., & Combs, M.C. (2014). The psychological impact
of English language immersion on elementary age English language learners.
Journal of Multilingual Education Research, 5(4), 33-65.

Robitaille, C., & Saint-Jacques, M.-C. (2009). Social stigma and the situation of young
people in lesbian and gay stepfamilies. Journal of Homosexuality, 56(4), 421—
442.

Rumberger, R. W., & Lim, S. A. (2008). Why students drop out of school: A review of 25
vears of research (California Dropout Research Project Report 15). Santa
Barbara, CA: University of California Santa Barbara.

Reutter, L. 1., Stewart, M. J., Veenstra, G., Love, R., Raphael, D., & Makwarimba, E.
(2009). “Who Do They Think We Are, Anyway?”’: Perceptions of and Responses
to Poverty Stigma. Qualitative Health Research, 19(3), 297-311.

Rutledge, S. E., Abell, N., Padmore, J., & McCann, T. J. (2009). AIDS stigma in health
services in the Eastern Caribbean. Sociology of health & illness, 31(1), 17-34.

Saldadia, J. (2009). The coding manual for qualitative researchers. London: SAGE.

101



Shamos, S., Hartwig, K. A., & Zindela, N. (2009). Men’s and Women’s Experiences
With HIV and Stigma in Swaziland. Qualitative Health Research, 19(12), 1678—
1689.

Shin, N. (2018). The effects of the initial English language learner classification on
students’ later academic outcomes. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis,
40(2), 175-195.

Smith, J. A. (1995). Semi-structured interviewing and qualitative analysis. In J. A. Smith,
R. Harré & L. v. Langenhove (Eds.), Rethinking methods in psychology.
London;Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage Publications.

Stafford, M.C., Scott, R.R. (1986). Sitgma, deviance, and social control. In Ainlay S.C.,
Becker G., Coleman L.M. (Eds.), The Dilemma of Difference. Perspectives in
Social Psychology (pp. 77-91). Springer, Boston, MA.

Steele, C.M., & Aronson, J. (1995). Stereotype vulnerability and the intellectual test
performance of African-Americans. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 69, 797-811.

Sullivan, A. L., & Field, S. (2013). Do preschool special education services make a
difference in kindergarten reading and mathematics skills? A propensity score
weighting analysis. Journal of School Psychology, 51, 243-260.

Talmy, Steven. (2004). Forever FOB: The cultural production of ESL in a high school.
Pragmatics: Quarterly Publication of the International Pragmatics
Association, 14, 149-172.

Thompson, K. D. (2015). Questioning the long-term English learner label: How
classification and categorization can blind us to students’ abilities. Teachers
College Record, 117, 1-50.

Umansky, 1. (2016a). To be or not to be EL: An examination of the impact of classifying
students as English learners. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 38(4),
714-737.

Umansky, I. (2016b). Leveled and exclusionary tracking: English learners’ access to
academic content in middle school. American Educational Research Journal,
53(6), 1792-1833.

Umansky, 1., Poza, L., Flores Gutierrez, M. (2021). “It’s kind of a sentencing”: Educator
perceptions of English learners’ constricting opportunities across grade
levels. International Multilingual Research Journal, DOI:
10.1080/19313152.2021.1883794.

102



Umansky, 1., & Reardon, S. (2014). Reclassification patterns among Latino English
learner students in bilingual, dual immersion, and English immersion class-
rooms. American Educational Research Journal, 51(5), 879-912.

U.S. Census Bureau. (2021). Retrieved October 15, 2021, from
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/eugenecityoregon/PST040219

U.S. Department of Education. (2016). Non-regulatory guidance: English learners and
Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), as amended by the
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). Retrieved August 4, 2019, from
https://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/essatitleiiiguidenglishlearners92016.pdf

U.S. Department of Education. (2019). Our nation’s English learners. Retrieved August
4, 2019, from https://www?2.ed.gov/datastory/el-characteristics/index.html#intro

Valenzuela, A. (1999). Subtractive schooling: US-Mexican youth and the politics of
caring (SUNY Series, The Social Context of Education). Albany: State University
of New York Press.

Vollmer, G. (2000). Praise and stigma: Teachers’ constructions of the “typical ESL
student.” Journal of Intercultural Studies, 21, 53—66.

Wang, J., & Goldschmidt, P. (2003). Importance of middle school mathematics on high
school students’ mathematics achievement. The Journal of Educational Research,
97(1), 3—-17.

Weber, S. (2010). A stigma identification framework for family nurses working with
parents who are lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgendered and their families.

Journal of Family Nursing, 16(4), 378-393.

Yin, R. (2014). Case study research. London: SAGE.

103



