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ABSTRACT 

Previous studies in child language socialization have 

adopted the approach of studying how children become competent 

members of their social groups through the use of language. 

This study began as an attempt to study child language 

socialization within selected Tucson u.S. Mexican households 

within this prevailing paradigm. During the course of 

fieldwork, it was found that the complexities of Borderlands 

structural and hegemonic relationships could not be adequately 

addressed within a theoretical assumption of homeostatic and 

monosemic communities. The ambiguities of "Mexican-ness" do 

not provide a consensually agreed upon or collectively 

implicit framework for language socialization. Instead, fluid 

domains are contested and negotiated as language socialization 

is construed as a constitutive process of "selfhood" for the 

child. Rather than replicating and reproducing previously 

transmitted information, certain parents and caregivers were 

found to actively engage in constructing an ethos for their 

children, often in direct opposition to their own childhood 

experiences. Multivocality within multiple interactive 

spheres was identified as parents and caregivers alternate 

between symbolic resistance and opposition, and accommodation. 

Additionally, an affective base for language socialization is 

postulated. An "emotion of minority status" that is 
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structurally constituted and embedded within regional 

hegemonic relations is presented as a formative backdrop for 

children in this population. 

The essential methodology involved lengthy ethnographic 

observations coupled wi th aUdiocassette recordings of 

naturally occurring speech. Caregivers were supplied with 

tape recorders and cassettes and were asked to record 

interaction within the households, specifically at mealtime, 

bed time and homework sessions. In-depth open-ended 

interviews were taped with parents, and in some cases, 

grandparents, regarding their own perceptions of child

rearing, language habits, and value orientations. Extensive 

household histories, detailing residential, labor and family 

history, were also collected. 
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We must not begin by talking 
of pure ideas--vagabond thoughts 

that tramp on the public roads 
without any human habitation,-

but must begin with men and 
their conversation. 

Charles s. Peirce 

INTRODUCTION 

It has been said that a child's education begins a 

hundred years before he or she is born. His or her patrimony 

will encompass a complex web of interlocking social, economic, 

political, philosophical and psychological matrices whose 

genesis is buried deep in the historical earth into which 

he/she is heir. It was the philosopher Hegel who pointed out 

that neither individuals nor ideas spring forth from within a 

vacuum, but are the result of the constructs and foundations 

laid before ~hem. The social phylogeny of a child is imbedded 

in the ontogeny of the traditions which have formed the world 

into which he or she has been born, and into which he or she 

will grow into adulthood. 

This is a study about children and their parents. It 

began as an attempt to isolate and describe the language 

socialization of u.s. Mexican children in their households, 

and to describe the patterns which parents and other 

caregivers regularly utilize in orienting their children 
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towards an understanding and construction of the world which 

surrounds them. As the study progressed, it became much more 

than that. It became a foray into a tangled mesh of 

overlapping and nondiscrete variables, impinging and 

interacting with each other, fashioning a continuous epic of 

a people caught up with the universal intricacies of rearing 

their young to adulthood. It became impossible to 

disassociate the intermingling of language with the larger 

contexts in which people played out the dramas of their lives. 

During the course of my fieldwork, the sting of race and class 

distinctions, unemployment and underemployment, lack of health 

care, divorce, death, alcoholism and drug abuse, all were 

touched upon in one form or another in the interviews I 

conducted. But if all of these elements coincided in their 

barbs, so did the soothing ritual balsam of First Holy 

Communions and birthday parties, Christmas tamales, New Year I s 

bunue10s and Lenten capirotada, warm and supportive networks 

of kinship and friendship, and multiple strands of 

complementary and mutual affiliations and relationships. It 

became, in a sense, a study of oppositions. 

It became a personal odyssey as well. As I sought to 

illuminate the processes of child language socialization in 

u.s. Mexican homes, I was forced to reassess my own agenda for 

pursuing this topic. The more I interacted with the 

households that form the backdrop for this study, the more I 
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found that I contrasted my practices with theirs. I could not 

decouple my efforts to raise children from those put forth by 

those whom I questioned. I felt at times I ike a voyeur, 

peering through the lighted windows of a darkened street, 

searching for anything to see. Did it coincide with what I 

did? Should I change? I had to admit to a voracious 

curiosity, far beyond the realm of social science research, to 

know what "parenting" meant to others. I avidly consumed 

magazines, newspaper articles and TV talk shows that even 

remotely alluded to parents and children. As I interacted 

within my normal circles of kinship and friendship, in 

shopping malls and in grocery stores, I listened. I listened 

as adults talked to children. I listened for simplification, 

for "motherese". I listened for content, for scolding, for 

praise. And I watched. I searqhed the faces of children as 

they were addressed. I became a participant/observer, not in 

an exotic or unknown land, learning the language for the first 

time, but within my own intimate circles, where the nuances 

were well-known, and hence, less salient to the insider, and 

where the perils of subjectivity loomed ominously. The 

ethnographic process acquired an intensely personal and 

revelatory dimension as, in the tradition of the Dilthey's 

hermeneutic spiral, I apprised and weighted the musings and 

declarations of those into whose households I ventured against 
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my own imageries throughout the informant/participant/observer 

landscape. 

As a member of the "target population", I joined the 

growing ranks of anthropologists who have "come home" to study 

their own peoples. I self-servingly considered my residence 

in Tucson a lifetime of fieldwork experience and felt that I 

could judiciously eliminate the tortuous entree that most 

anthropologists encounter in their fieldwork experience. As 

time went by, however, I found that I encountered an even 

greater obstacle than access to the community: my intimate 

connection with "raza". This connection encompassed more than 

the ideological stance imbued in the term. Because of the 

density of relationships in the community, I often found 

myself interviewing people who, though previously unknown to 

me, were connected in some way to my own web of relationships. 

This conduit became both challenge and dilemma. I wrestled 

(and continue to do so) with the gray area of Human Subjects 

ethics, treading painstakingly through issues of 

confidentiality and intrusion. As Velez-Ibanez (1991) notes, 

"The Southern Arizona arena is composed of a social 

environment in which context, relations, and knowledge are 

"thick" and in which informational overlap is quite probably. 

Thus the sampled populations for research or intervention many 

times are aware of some version of the l.ife histories or 

reputations of fieldworkers and institutions of which they are 



14 

a part. Fieldwork in general, but especially among Mexicanos, 

develops "cultural spots" to which fieldworkers are attached 

and from whence thick relations are constructed to other 

cultural spots. These cultural spots become the foci that 

identify the roles and statuses of the anthropologist, the 

function and sUbstance of which may have little to do with the 

institutional basis of the work being carried out. In real 

time and space, these cultural spots become the social anchors 

to which fieldworkers and the field sample participants 

gravitate as well as emanate." The coincidence of doing 

fieldwork in the community in which I live permeat.ed all 

aspects of the study. As detailed in the next chapter, I have 

adopted a particularistic style which attempts to evade the 

violence which could potentially be inflicted upon privacy and 

anonymity. 

As I cruised the streets searching for house numbers, I 

reflected on the question of doing fieldwork within one's own 

communi ty. These neighborhoods were non-exotic to me, and the 

angst of dealing with the anthropological rite of passage of 

immersion in an alien population was absent. Yet, it was 

self-evident to me that all anthropologists come into the 

field with their own set of personal and ideological baggage 

which can never strip the ethnography completely of subjective 

influences. Mary Douglas (1975) commenting on the 

implications of the British study of Nuer life, while another 
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Sudanese group, the Dogon, were studied by the French, wryly 

noted: "What would we know of the Nuer if they had been in 

the French Sudan--and of the Dogon if they had been on the 

banks of the White Nile? It is hard to imagine because the 

Dogon now seem so unmistakably Frencil, 

articulate, with such philosophical insight. 

so urbane, so 

The very themes 

central to their philosophy are themes in the mainstream of 

Greek and Christian thought." The methodology of anthropology 

cannot completely obliterate the Weltanschauung of the 

ethnographer. 

I couldn It help but wonder how non-Mexicans, driving 

through these streets, would picture the lifestyles of the 

people within these homes. I had observed women from other 

areas of the city discretely lock their car doors as they 

entered into the south side quadrant, and police markers 

effectively highlighted the selection of this site as a "Drug

Free Zone", implicitly warning the public that this was a 

high-profile drug trafficking area. Three teenagers from this 

area were in recent times involved in a highly publicized case 

of adolescent murder and drugs. It was a particularly 

lamentable crime that was reported in detail in the local 

media. In 1990, the newspaper carried the story of the mother 

of another youth sentenced for murder, crumbling at his 

verdict, murmuring "mihij ito", incapable of understanding how 

this could have happened to her son. Another story ran in the 
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newspaper in the same time span recounting how a seventeen

year-old was stabbed at a party, trying to protect a friend. 

His mother, an acquaintance of mine, was quoted in the press 

on how he had commented to her that he'd "do anything to help 

a friend." I heard her say on another occasion that through 

her loss, she has found solace in his noble sacrifice for 

another. 

Violence and drugs were played out in the public mind as 

the hallmark of the area. On the national arena, statistics 

(which do not disaggregate u.s. Mexican from Puerto Rican or 

other Central and South American groups) on Hispanic drug 

users, AIDS patients, mass murderers Juan Corona and Richard 

Ramirez, cement the image of a dysfunctional underclass, 

steeped in disorder and intra- and internecine destruction. 

What of everyday life, though, as it hummed along in 

these neighborhoods? What happens within the walls of these 

homes that is not reported in the mass media, and is the 

genesis for the transmission of inter-generational knowledge? 

Is the concept of "otherness" really that marked in the within 

the emic conceptualization of the community? Or was it a 

construct from without, an ethic formulation to explain away 

discontinuities? 

I thought of the poem by Abelardo Delgado (1970), 

reproduced so often, its poignant and ponderous query left 

unanswered after all these years: 



stupid america, see that chicano 
with a big knife 
on his steady hand 
he doesn't want to knife you 
he wants to sit on a bench 
and carve christ figures 
but you won't let him. 
stupid america, hear that chicano 
shouting curses on the street 
he is a poet 
without paper and pencil 
and since he cannot write 
he will explode. 
stupid america, remember that chicanito 
flunking math and english 
he is the picasso 
of your western states 
but he will die 
with one thousand masterpieces 
hanging only from his mind. 

17 

The first few chapters of this manuscript chronicle my 

initiatory immersion in the study. I have chosen a narrative 

format because I believe ethnography tells a story. I am also 

a character in this story. I am not a disinterested or 

neutral party. Crapanzano (1986) brings to our attention how 

the place of the ethnographer, in many ethnographies, is 

"purely rhetorical. It is deictically, or perhaps, pseudo-

deictically, constructed. It is impossible to fix his vantage 

point. His is a roving perspective, necessitated by his 

'total istic' presentation of the events he is describing. His 

presence does not alter the way things happen, or for that 

matter, the way they are observed or interpreted. He assumes 

an invisibility that, unlike Hermes, a god, he cannot, of 
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course, have." I have tried not to remain invisible in this 

text. I have attempted to relegate more formal methodological 

and theoretical discussions to separate chapters. Yet, my 

bias remains: these children are children of promise. They 

are not "at risk", they are not disadvantaged. Their struggle 

is the struggle of children everywhere: to grow and develop 

in a world which is sometimes confusing, sometimes harsh, 

sometimes ambivalent, but within which they are uniquelY 

endowed to overcome. 
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CHAPTER I 

METHODS 

At the outset of this study, I anticipated to 

examine the linguistic, metalinguistic, semiotic and 

ideological influences to which Tucson U.S. Mexican children 

are exposed to wi thin their households and to explore how 

these are deployed by caregivers for the purpose of 

transmitting useful knowledge to the child. Underlying this 

investigation at the time, was the assumption of 

socialization, or "cultural transmission" as defined by 

Dobbert et ale (1984) as an inter-related holistic processual 

system in accordance with what is known about human learning 

generically: that is, that humans are polyphasic learners. 

This precept presumed that sensory and extra-sensory modes are 

simultaneously receiving information through sight, hearing, 

posture, gaze, intonation, proxemics, and all otber linguistic 

and non-linguistic channels of communication. Information 

from a number of modalities is processed through multi-channel 

reception and transmission within a complex social 

environment. Since children learn to be fully functioning 

adults within this semiotically charged context, I accepted 

that study of language socialization could. not be delimited 

solely to grammatical elements at the syntactical, 
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morphological, phonological and lexical levels, but must take 

into account the whole range of communicated stimuli. Drawing 

on the corpus of research which focuses on the "rich" 

interpretation of child language, stressing the 

contextualization and communicative function of utterances 

(Bloom 1973), (Dore 1974) (Bruner 1983), and on the premiere 

models of language socialization by Ochs and Schieffelin 

(1984), and Schieffelin and Ochs (1986), I began this study 

wi th an attempt to analyze u. S. Mexican child language 

socialization within this framework. The socialization of 

children in general, and of u.s. Mexican children in 

particular, has been viewed through a series of 

psychoanalytical, developmental, and sociological lenses. 

However, as noted by Ochs and Schieffelin (1984): "The 

language used both by and to children in social interactions 

has rarely been a source of information on socialization. As 

a consequence, we know little about the role that language 

plays in the acquisition and transmission of sociocultural 

knowledge. Neither the forms, the functions, nor the message 

content of language have been documented and examined for the 

ways in which they organize and are organized by culture." 

Implicit in the study of the "language used by both and to 

children", a two-tiered processual operation emerges. The 

first level is external and community based. It considers how 

the linguistic community, most specifically in the form of the 
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immediate caregivers of the child, arranges socialization 

events (Reynolds 1987) so that the child cah ir.ternalize the 

norms for making his/her communicative intentions clear. A 

second level is internal and child-centered. It focuses on 

the way the child learns to "get things drme with words" 

(Bruner 1983) by adopting the patterns that have been 

transmitted to him/her. 

As has been alluded to previously, children are reared 

with a multitude of social, economic, historical and 

psychological variables impinging on the households in which 

they are socialized. The macro-lp.vel forces operant at this 

level necessarily impact upon the micro-leYel of the 

household. It is at this most personal of levels that the 

interlocking nexus of global variables mesh with the lives of 

individual families. We can see on international and 

historical scales that the children of war, or revolution, of 

economic deprivation and of racism cannot be comfortably 

insulated from those forces which shape their environment. 

Due to my previous research experience in the community 

("Tucson Project" Bureau of Applied Research in Anthropology 

NSF Grant, 1985-87) I was keenly aware of the heterogeneous 

nature of the Tucson U. S . Mexican Community. wi thin the 

Tucson Project, a random, stratified sample was selected which 

attempted to address the diversity within the community. 

Emerg ing from this research, an image of the Tucson U. S . 
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Mexican co:rnmuni ty surfaced, not as an homogenous r 

undifferentiated unit, but a melange of differing life 

histories, residential, generational and economic variables, 

and attitudinal postures. In order to attempt to capture the 

diversity within the community, I initially opted to contrast 

two segments of the community: working class and middle 

class. After an intensive and exhaustive consideration of the 

division, in conj unction wi th commi ttee members, the 

categorization of "class" materialized as a slippery and 

complex construct. Rather than address the heteronomic 

definition of social class, the households that were selected 

were drawn from two alternate contrastive categories: barrio 

and non-barrio. The separation into the'se two distinctions is 

justifiable on both SUbjective and objective grounds, as 

emically, u.s. Mexicans recognize the "barrio", not only as a 

geographical and residential entity, but as a separate and 

distinct social construct with definitive connotative 

meanings. 

affirmation 

"Son del barrio" is a common and descriptive 

concerning persons who, in the mind of the 

speaker, can be expected to demonstrate a certain 

constellation of attributes. The appellation conjures up a 

specific imagery in the mind of both speaker and hearer. 

Secondly, in social science terminology, "barrio" has been 

ascribed to a category of designations that incorporate a 

measurable set of data. In other words, a "barrio" does exist 
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in geographical locale, and has been so designated in the 

historical past, and has been the target of a concentrated 

amount of social science research. It can be quantified by 

variables such as median family income and other economic 

indicators, demographic and census factors such as percentage 

of U. S . Mexicans in the area and percentage foreign born: 

housing tenure, household composition, age distribution, and 

educational attainment are also indicators of a demarcated 

unit. 

The contrastive category, "non-barrio" has a more 

nebulous meaning, 

being the areas 

but can be defined in negative terms as 

outside those traditionally labeled as 

"barrios". These households are located in areas which can be 

identified through the Neighborhood statistics Program of the 

1980 and 1990 decennial census as having a relatively low 

proportion of u.s. Mexicans. They are, on the whole, better 

educated, have higher median incomes, and within my sample, 

are English-dominant. 

The discarding of paradigm. 

As I have noted, I began this study with a particular 

notion of how language socialization was described in the 

literature and effectuated in the everyday give and take of 

social interaction. This seamless approach spawned a 
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I started out with 

ideas of coding linguistic exchanges with categories focusing 

on participant structures, child's turns at talk, types of 

interactions sanctioned, turn-taking, child-initiated speech, 

etc. (Reynolds et al. 1989). The implicit assumption that 

generalizations would be forthcoming from the language habits 

of a people assumed that language could be used as a resource 

for social theory. I tried to artificially interject 

variability through demarcation into barrio and non-barrio 

divisions in the sample, since I assumed that the patterns 

that would be identifiable needed only to identify the 

"correct" and prepackaged construct which would readily 

explicate the sources and content of variation. From this 

monosemic and univocal approach, I came to a hiatus in the 

research process which I describe in the following chapters, 

because language practices could not be boxed into the 

prefabricated niches I had molded. For awhile, I labored 

under the assumption that I simply had to search harder, to 

tinker longer with the scenarios I was presented, and that 

somehow the Tefined, orderly, and cohesive picture which other 

language socialization studies described would emerge. This 

did not happen. Instead, I was jolted out of the frames which 

I had complacently embraced. I began to question why previous 

language socialization studies extirpated what Crapanzano has 

recently described as the "political and the optative" (1992) 
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In retrospect, Crapanzano's current lament 

that the exclusion of "a dynamis, "power" or desire", their 

equivalents ... " leaves many ethnographic studies "static, 

disengaged, taxonomic," and his surprise at "how little 

attention [is] given to the psychological and political 

environment in which the research was formulated, pursued and 

concluded •.. " succinctly clarifies my ethnographic effort. I 

carne to discard the constructs which I had corne equipped with, 

and adopted a diverse approach which fused perspectives and 

expanded across disciplines. This abandonment did not corne 

easily. Sherry Ortner (1991), in a similar vein, documents 

how in her investigation of constructs of "social class", she 

found that in interviewing household heads the conversation 

often "degenerated" into topics relating to adolescent 

children. Initially regarding these snippets as only rapport

maintaining mechanisms, she eventually concluded that the 

implicit assumptions about "class" were intimately bound up 

with the discourse related to teenagers. She carne to discard 

many of her notions on the methodology of investigating 

"class" and incorporated a approach which emerged from her 

data. In the following chapters I attempt to document the 

ethnographic inquiry process which resulted in the shifts in 

perspective I have described. I argue that the paradigms of 

language socialization do not adequately integrate the 

complexities of u.S. Mexican Borderlands households. I 
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further argue that language socialization is a multivocalic 

and constitutive process, and that context cannot be delimited 

to household dynamics, but must encompass regional, national 

and international hegemonic relations. 

Methods 

I chose to follow the essential methodology laid out in 

the language socialization literature (reviewed in Chapter IV) 

which involves lengthy ethnographic observations coupled with 

aUdiocassette recordings of naturally occurring speech. 

Caregivers were supplied with tape recorders and cassettes and 

were asked to record interaction within the households, 

especially at mealtime, bed time and homework sessions. In

depth open-ended interviews were taped with parents, and in 

some cases, grandparents, regarding their own perceptions of 

child-rearing, langudge habits, and value orientations. 

Extensive household hlstories, detailing residential, labor 

and family history, were also collected. The children 

themselves were also interviewed. 

A total of twelve households, four from a preliminary 

pilot study and eight comprising the actual sample, were 

selected for participation in the study. Households for the 

barrio segment were selected, for the most part, from the PACE 

program of the Chapter I division of Tucson unified School 
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District. Children enrolled in this program (at the time of 

selection for this study) were considered eligible for PACE on 

the basis of residence in an economically disadvantaged 

neighborhood, lack of high school graduation by one or both 

parents, and/or poor performance on standardized testing. 

They are children considered "at risk" for low educational 

attainment and dropping out before high school graduation. 

Most children enrolled in the PACE program are 4-5 years old, 

as it is a pre-kindergarten program. Permission was secured 

from the PACE director and from Tucson Unified School District 

for the selection of these children. In order to protect the 

privacy and confidentiality of the participants, neither the 

school nor the neighborhood will be explicitly identified. 

All Human Subjects procedures were followed. Teachers in the 

PACE program were asked to screen possible participants, and 

the initial introduction to th~ study was made by the teacher. 

Five households from the PACE sample were used, four 

categorized as barrio, one as non-barrio. 

Three other households from a non-barrio neighborhood 

were selected by personal contact. These families were 

unknown to me before the study, being recommended by friends 

as families with children in the 4-7 year age group. This 

selection had the additional advantage of pinpointing the 

family within a certain network of social relationships by 
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having personal contact with at least one other person 

familiar with the family. 

As a preliminary pre-test of the fieldwork methodology, 

I also conducted a pilot study with four households, two from 

barrio, and two from non-barrio locations. These households 

are also included in the totality of data analysis. 

The initial pilot was a limited study conducted in the 

fall of 1986, and was used to test the feasibility of research 

techniques. One of these families was part of the Tucson 

Project study, and I had previously conducted extensive 

interviews in the household. The other three were households 

that were well-known to me, and whom I interviewed formally 

for an average of two hours each. Because I interact with 

these three households on an informal basis, topics on child

rearing and language were often discussed casually. Each 

pilot family supplied one tape of either a mealtime 

interaction or homework session. 

The eight families which form the core of the data 

collection were first contacted in 1988. My contact with 

these families has been over a long period of time, and my 

last visits were made in 1991. The households were visited 

for an initial interview in which the study was explained, 

permission forms were signed, and a household history and 

language use survey was taken. Since I had been referred to 

all the households, either through a PACE teacher or a 
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personal contact, I had a natural entree into the home. The 

first interview averaged two hours, although some ran to 

nearly three hours. I have included the questioning format in 

the appendix, although questions were informal and open-ended. 

I often found that by asking a few questions about where the 

parents or grandparents were from and what they did for a 

living open the door to establishing a lengthy household and 

labor history. Additionally, questions about the household 

heads I own childhood elicited comparisons with the child

rearing views they adopted for their own children. The second 

interview primarily concentrated on the child, attempting to 

establish rapport with him/her, and studying language patterns 

through story-telling and picture books. Through these 

interactions with the child, I was able to gauge competence in 

English and Spanish, as well as asking them to tell me about 

themselves. I had a questionnaire for the child which 

touched on his/her own activities and likes/dislikes. In 

addition to talking to the child, I interviewed parents on 

questions dealing with the daily activities of the child and 

the household. Again, these visits averaged two hours. The 

third interview focused primarily on topics of child rearing, 

and familial attitudinal variables. Subsequent interviews 

were conducted on an "as needed" basis in order to cover gaps 

in the data collection. All households were visited at least 

four times. In addition to these more formalized interviews, 
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I often found myself engaged in lengthy telephone diqlogues 

when scheduling appointments. These informal telephone 

conversations often formed the bases for following up certain 

topics which emerged as particularly urgent for the family at 

that time. 

After the first interview, I left cassettes and a tape 

recorder with each family and asked them to record normal 

family interaction. Additionally, most household interviews 

were taped. At times, either because of mechanical 

difficulties with the recorders, or a feeling of 

inappropriateness in recording in certain households, some 

interviews were not taped, and only field notes were recorded. 

Selected recordings of family interaction as well as the 

household interviews were transcribed. Taped household 

interviews provided approximately 40 hours of household 

speech. It should be noted that interview sessions were 

liberally sprinkled with parental interaction with children, 

and the children were usually present during the sessions. 

Selected tapes of household interaction from seven households 

were transcribed from the total pool of approximately 31 hours 

of acoustically usable recordings. Additionally, four hours, 

one hour from each of the pilot households, was included, for 

a total of thirty-five hours of household familial discourse. 

Although the methodology as described appears relatively 

straightforward, the actual implementation was in actuality a 
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convoluted and sometimes frustrating process. Because our 

complex social functioning depends on dail:!t survival at an 

often frenetic pace, interviews were sometimes difficult to 

schedule. Families are involved in numerous everyday demands 

on their time, and fieldwork was stretched to a period of over 

two years. Last minute rescheduling due to a child's illness, 

work demands, or other appointments were common. 

Additionally, some families, for whatever reason, would 

regularly forget to turn on the recorder, and months would 

sometimes go by without a cassette forthcoming. I eventually 

found that a small payment for each cassette tape received 

proved the most effective way of gathering sufficient data in 

those households. 

Confidentiality of data 

As alluded to previously, one of the thorniest problems 

in carrying out this research involved working within a 

community which was tied into my own relational networks. I 

have been keenly aware from the onset that privacy could 

easily be breached by a misspoken word, or a careless offhand 

comment. Because the households were quite open in sharing 

personal and sometimes quite intimate information, I have 

attempted to go to great lengths to shield identities. 

Pseudonyms for family members have been used throughout. I 
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do not pretend to present uniform data for each household. I 

have chosen, rather, to selectively cull the transcripts and 

observations for promontories that recur. Because of the 

unique situational constraints involved, I feel that I cannot 

provide more detail than what I have supplied. My aim is ti'lat 

only the household itself will be able to recognize and 

identify its own description. 

Escobedo Family 

Marina and Raul Escobedo were recommended by the PACE 

teacher as a household which would be highly cooperative. 

Marina had frequent and regular contact with school personnel, 

and had recently been asked by the principal at the elementary 

school to head up a Parents Committee. Her husband has worked 

as an auto mechanic for several years. They resided, at the 

time of initial contact, in a home owned by Raul's father, 

which they were fixing up, and three other households on the 

same street are close relatives. Marina and Raul have four 

sons, whose ages at the time of initial contact were: Manuel, 

10, sergio, 8, Anthony, 6 and five year old Richard. Richard 

was enrolled in the PACE program at their neighborhood school. 

Marina's parents (mother and step-father) live on the far east 

side of Tucson, in the neighborhood where Marina spent her 

childhood and adolescent years. Her mother worked most of her 

life as a cook in a local hospital, and her father's labor 
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history focused primarily on mining. Raul's parents are 

divorced, although, as mentioned, regular contact is 

maintained with his father. Raul attended the same elementary 

school that his children are currently attending. Both Marina 

and Raul are bilingual, although English is the dominant 

language of the home. Marina, at the time of the first 

interview, worked part-time as part of a school substance 

abuse prevention program, and served on several voluntary 

parent advisory committees. Unfortunately, the couple 

divorced during the my second year of contact with them, and 

Marina began work full time as an assistant manager in a local 

store. 

Marina is deeply concerned about the 

intellectual and moral development of her sons. 

emotional, 

She has set 

standards on television programming, homework time and 

household chores. Children have responsibility for picking up 

dirty clothes, drying spoons and making their own breakfast. 

Also, IIthere is no cussing, fighting, hitting or name-calling 

allowed. II Richard reports that his favorite activities are 

Nintendo, playing with Micro-machines, and football with his 

brothers. Marina is an outspoken and outgoing person, quite 

verbal in asking people to conform to certain standards within 

her neighborhood, going so far as to enjoin her neighbors from 

using profanity. 
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In the following chapter, I outline how interviews with 

this family set the stage for dealing with the multi-vocality 

of the community. 

In addition to the taped interview data, the Escobedo 

family supplied me with several tapes of homework sessions. 

Approximately six hours of household interaction were gathered 

from this family. 

Linares Family 

Ana Maria and Ramon Linares were the youngest parents 

interviewed, both under twenty-five years old. They are the 

parents of three girls: Priscilla, four years old (PACE 

child), Paulina, three years old, and Yvette, two years old. 

The family lived with the maternal grandparents, in the house 

where Ana Maria grew up. An addition was built onto the house 

to accommodate the family. Like the Escobedos, two related 

households live on the same street. Ana Maria's father and 

his family were born in Tucson, and her mother was born in a 

small town outside of Flagstaff. Ramon's parents are from 

Mexico. Ana Maria was enrolled in bilingual programs 

throughout her educational career, and is comfortable in both 

Spanish and English, as is her husband. However, the girls 

code-switch to a much greater degree than the Escobedo boys, 

possibly because of the influence of the maternal 

grandparents. At the time of the initial contact, Ana Maria 
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was primarily a homemaker. She did, however, during the 

course of my contact with her, take seasonal part-time jobs. 

Ramon was also employed seasonally in construction. The 

Linares stress respect to the girls, stating that the most 

important values that they try to teach are to "respect their 

older aunts and family members." The girls are given the 

responsibilities of keeping their room clean, and making their 

beds. Priscilla, the oldest, just started a ballet class once 

a week, which the younger girls are anxious to begin also. 

The girls also express a particular affinity for Mexican 

music, and Priscilla cited "La Puerta Negra", a tape that her 

father has, as her favorite song. Their favorite activity is 

playing house with their cousin from two doors down. 

In addition to the interview data, this family supplied 

me with approximately two hours of household interaction. 

Gallardo family 

Luis and Iris Gallardo, at the initial time of contact, 

resided on the far south side of Tucson, in a small, rented 

home. Iris Gallardo was born in Tucson, and attended school 

on the south side. She dropped out of high school, although 

she went back to earn her G.E.D. Her father was employed as 

a miner, and later as a foreman for the Parks and Recreation 

Department, and her mother has been a homemaker. Luis 

Gallardo is originally from Douglas, Arizona, and came to 
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Tucson during his elementary years, although several relatives 

remain in Douglas. He is employed as a driver for a local 

compi:lny. They are the parents of two children, Monique, eight 

years of age, and Luis Jr., five years old (PACE child.) 

Financial worries are a dominant concern of this household, 

as, even though Luis works long hours and over-time on 

weekends, they can "barely make it on his income". He will 

often work until 11:00 p.m. on Saturdays, and the "kids miss 

him a lot. We drop him off at work early in the morning, and 

he can never be home to spend time with them." When queried 

about what values are important in raising children, Iris 

wants her children to learn to listen, so that she does have 

to repeat the same thing three or four times. She wants them 

to "learn manners, to say 'excuse me', an not just butt in, 

and to learn respect for other people and not just yell 

'MOVE'." Even though the children are given certain chores, 

Iris states that "If I need help, I'll ask them, but I don't 

like to make a thing where they have to do this thing every 

day." She feels that she spent a good chunk of her own 

childhood doing domestic chores, washing dishes, making 

tortillas, etc., and that she hardly had time to play. She 

feels that they are too young to have to help out extensively. 

She commented that she has a niece that "they have her like a 

little slave around the house, and she has to take care of 

everything, while her mother just sits there." She does not 



37 

want to push her children too much in that area, as she feels 

that by the time she turned 17 or 18, she was already worn out 

by housework. 

In addition to the interview data, this family supplied 

me with approximately three hours of household interaction. 

Martinez Family 

The Martinez family were recruited through the PACE 

teacher, and my initial contact was with the child's (Rosalba) 

grandmother, Oralia Acosta, who regularly picked her up after 

her PACE class. Mrs. Acosta lives immediately across from 

the school, and cares for Rosalba and her brother, Andres, 

before and after school. She also babysits her two-year-old 

grandson, and has a ten year old granddaughter who lives with 

her. Because of the close relationship between Rosalba and 

her grandparents, I also interviewed the grandparents on 

household histories, child rearing and language use. 

Mrs. Acosta's family is originally from Arivaca, and 

trips to Arivaca continue to be a treat for the Acosta's 

grandchildren. Mrs. Acosta talked at length about the rural 

upbringing she had, living on the "Los Reales" ranch, where 

her father worked. When he was ready to retire, he was given 

a plot of land on the ranch, which he in turn passed onto his 

son. Mrs. Acosta talked about the limited educational 

opportunities of Arivaca, although she insists that she 
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"always loved to read. I would read by the moonlight when I 

was small. I read all the books I could." She continued her 

love of reading while rearing her own children, and stated 

that "she would lie down with them and read books to them. I 

buy lots of books." Mr. Acosta is originally from Nogales, 

and worked as a plumber for several years, before retiring in 

1985. He would often chronicle his World War II experiences 

to me during my visits, detailing his training in Oklahoma and 

in the Eastern united states. The household's emphasis on 

literacy has borne fruit in several ways, as three of five 

children, Rosalba's mother, uncle and aunt, all have college 

degrees. Rosalba's uncle, Frank, works as an entomologist 

with the state of California, and lives in southern 

California. Another aunt, Elsa, is pursuing graduate studies 

at the University of Arizona. Clara Martinez, Rosalba's 

mother, has a degree in secondary physical education from the 

University of Arizona, although she has worked as a cashier 

for a southside grocery store for fifteen years. Rosalba's 

father, Eddie, works as a carpenter at Hughes aircraft. 

Rosalba, at the time of initial contact, was five years of 

age, and had an older brother, Andres, eight years old. A 

baby sister was born in December of 1989. Although Rosalba 

is enrolled in a PACE program at the elementary school, the 

Martinez family live on the far southside on a two acre plot, 

in a largely rural area. Rosalba has a dog, a rooster and 
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three ducks that she is responsible for feeding. Her 

grandmother's house also has a large rabbit, which Rosalba 

often feeds. 

Rosalba's typical day includes breakfast at home, after 

which she is dropped off at her grandmother's house. She 

attends PACE until 11:30, after she has eaten lunch, when she 

is picked up by Mrs. Acosta. She stays at her grandmother's 

until 4:30, when her mother picks her up. Rosalba's great 

grandmother, Mrs. Acosta's mother, lives across the street 

from the Acostas, and the children check on her periodically. 

During one visit close to Christmas, the front room at the 

Acostas had been transformed into an "altar", with flowers and 

vases decorating a large pictures of Christ and of the virgin 

Mary. Rosalba and Andres have chores to do at home, and her 

mother reports that she will often ask for a mitt to dust 

with, or will wash dishes, or help her mother with baking. 

Both children help in making dinner. Rosalba enjoys going 

shopping, to the store, and to the movies. She also likes 

dolls, make-u.p, combing her waist-length hair, and coloring. 

In addition to the interview data, this family supplied 

approximately three hours of household discourse. 

Cisneros Family 

The Cisneros family are an immigrant family from Sonora. 

The mother, Maria del Carmen de Cisneros is from Nogales, and 
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the father, Abelardo cisneros, is from San Ignacio. The 

family have six children, Samuel, 18 years old, Socorro, 17 

years old, Daniel, 16 years old, Maricela, 15 years old, Juan, 

8 years old, and Sonia, four years of age (PACE child). The 

family speaks primarily Spanish, although the older children 

are in bilingual classes and are fairly fluent in English. 

The family has been here approximately five years, and came to 

Tucson because three of Mrs. Cisneros brothers had come here 

first. They have just been able to move their mother to 

Tucson. Interestingly, her mother was born in Santa Monica, 

California, although the family returned to Mexico when she 

was still a child. Mrs. Cisneros works as a cook, and has 

previously worked in hotels doing both laundry and maid 

service. Mr. Cisneros is a roofer. Mrs. Cisneros leaves for 

work very early, having to report at 6:00 a.m. to her job. 

Because she is employed outside the home, the children have 

had to assume a great deal of responsibility for the 

functioning of the household. At times, when I went over to 

talk to Sonia, the older daughter, Socorro, 'would greet me in 

place of her mother, and would act as hostess, admonishing her 

younger sister to behave. During the interviews, I noticed 

that the older girls do a great deal of meal preparation, and 

Mrs. Cisneros related that the girls all help in making 

brec.kfast and washing dishes. The sons are given the 

responsibility for the outside yardwork and general 
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maintenance of the house, a fact that has been discomfiting to 

both Mr. and Mrs. cisneros, since they have not been complying 

with their responsibilities. She noted that she often had to 

chide the older sons for not recognizing that she and her 

husband must work, and also work on Saturdays, and that they 

must shoulder their share of the household responsibilities. 

Because the older children are adolescents and have their own 

circle of friends, the family generally only goes out to the 

park or to relatives homes as a unit. Usually the two older 

girls will go out with their friends, to quincefieras or to 

dances, and the boys will go with their own friends, although 

the eldest son works full time at a furniture store. The two 

youngest, Sonia and Juan, more regularly accompany their 

parents on shopping trips, trips to Nogales, and Sunday 

paeeos. The family appears to be connected to extensive 

networks through the children, since every interview was a 

parade of young people corning and going through the house. 

The doorbell would ring several times, with someone asking for 

one of the children. In spite of all the household hubbub, 

Sonia is a quiet child, and often had to be prodded to speak. 

She loves playing "school", and will often take the role of 

"teacher", with a young neighbor girl being the student. She 

also told me that she wants to be a teacher when she grows up. 

Sonia's interactions with me during my initial contact with 

her were entirely in Spanish. During her entrance into 
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kindergarten and first grade, she began to incorporate more 

English in our conversations, although she always spoke only 

in spanish to her parents and siblings. 

The Cisneros family supplied approximately three hours of 

household interactions. 

Aguilar Family 

The Aguilar family provided by far the largest corpus of 

data for analysis. The family, Pete and Becky Aguilar and 

three children, Eric, 9 years old, and seven year old twins, 

Lisa and Louie, was recruited through a personal contact, and 

I first met the family in February of 1989. The family 

resides in a non-barrio westside area of Tucson, and the 

children attend a school that is highly ethnically balanced. 

The Aguilar children are fourth generation Tucsonans, with all 

grandparents born locally. Mr. Aguilar was born and raised in 

a large family in what he referred to as "Barrio Centro", near 

a centralized park, an area that I had never heard referred to 

as a "barrio." His family is highly athletic, and he was able 

to pursue a degree in education through athletic scholarships, 

first at a local community college, and later at Northern 

Arizona University. He has a brother who is a prominent 

baseball coach at another University, and recalled that most 

of his childhood was spent playing ball. This dominant 

recreational activity continues to permeate the life of the 
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Aguilars, as all of his children are involved in T-ball or 

Little League, and he is an active participant in their sports 

activities. Mrs. Aguilar was also born in Tucson, and lived 

first in the "barrio Hollywood" area, and later relocated to 

a non-barrio area. Mrs. Aguilar comes from a family which was 

one of the original inhabitants of the "barrio Anita" area, 

and which continues an extensive kin network in Tucson. She 

graduated from a local high school, and has worked 

sporadically, currently as a medical assistant in a doctor's 

office. The maternal grandfather was employed in 

construction, and the paternal grandfather was an aircraft 

mechanic, and both grandmothers are primarily homemakers. Mr. 

Aguilar is a shop teacher at a southside middle school. In 

addition to his full-time job, he also is a disc jockey for 

weddings, quincefieras, dances, etc. 

In addition to the interview data, the Aguilar family 

provided 12 hours of household discourse. 

Salazal." Family 

Raquel and Fernando Salazar reside in a new subdivision 

of tract homes in a "non-barrio" area of Tucson. Raquel was 

raised in a middle class "non-barrio" area of Tucson, and 

Fernando was raised in the heart of one of the older barrios. 

They have three children, Mark, eight years of age, Melissa, 

(target child) four-and-a-half years of age, and an eighteen 
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month old boy, Damian. Raquel was a schoolmate of my niece, 

and an introduction was made over the phone. Before our first 

personal contact, I spoke to Raquel on the phone several 

times, and had a general knowledge about the household. 

Fernando sells diesel parts, and has worked in the same 

location for over ten years. Raquel is a homemaker, although 

she did try working outside the home at one time, as a driver 

for a local delivery company. It turned out to be a highly 

demanding job, as she was the only female on the crew at the 

time. She persevered, however, and eventually was given an 

award for meritorious accomplishment in her work. She wrestled 

with her decision to go back to work, and commented: "I did 

the whole thing. I was home for seven years with the kids. I 

was since day one, since I got married. And each year more 

and more members of my family started working. My sister 

started working, my sister-in-law started working, everybody 

was working. Everywhere I would turn everybody was working. 

I was the only one home. I felt like I had no relationship. 

I felt like an extinct dinosaur. I said, what's going on 

here--nobody to relate to. So I thought maybe I should do it 

because everybody else is doing it and everybody was saying 

the kids, you know they'll do fine by themselves." Even 

though she worked for a year, Raquel found it increasingly 

difficult to deal with leaving her children. Melissa would 

cry and hold on to her legs before work, and she went through 
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five babysitters in one year. Eventually, when the company 

cut her salary from 7.00/hr. to 5.00/hr., she found that it 

was not worth it and resigned. 

The Salazar household is undergoing a fundamental shift 

and in the following chapters, I chronicle a portion of their 

trans formative process. In addition to the interview data, 

this household provided approximately two hours of household 

interaction. 

Robles Family 

The Robles family were included as "key informants" in 

the sense that both Mr. and Mrs. Robles possess a wide rang~ 

of knowledge relating to child-rearing. They did not have 

children in the 4-7 year age group, although they did have 

grandchildren in that range. They are fairly young 

grandparents, both in their late forties. They are both 

members of large extended networks, as Yolanda is one of 

thirteen brothers and sisters, and Armando is one of twelve 

siblings. Yolanda was born in Chihuahua, although her family 

emigrated first to Agua Prieta, and later to Douglas, Arizona. 

Armando's family is also from Douglas. 

moved to Tucson immediately after 

Armando and Yolanda 

they married, and 

eventually, the majority of their siblings have relocated 

here. Presently, all but one of Yolanda's brothers and 

sisters live in Tucson. Yolanda and Armando have three 
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children, a married son and daughter, and an eighteen year old 

daughter still at home. Because of a close personal 

relationship wi th this family, I have had numerous 

opportunities to interact with them, and topics relating to 

childrearing often surface in the conversation. Yolanda has 

very strong and definite ideas on how to raise children, and 

is considered by most people to have produced highly 

successful offspring. Her youngest daughter was a straight 

"A" student, a received numerous scholarships to various 

universities. Her eldest daughter was also an outstanding 

student, as well as being active in cheer leading, and was 

selected as a City of Tucson "16th of September" Queen prior 

to her marriage. Their son is presently a firefighter, and 

talented in a number of areas, from mechanics to computers. 

Yolanda and Armando are self-employed, and own their own parts 

and repair shop. Prior to the purchase of the shop, Yolanda 

worked at home, networking and filling supply orders with the 

idea of one day opening their own business. Because of this 

flexibility in work environments, Yolanda has been attentively 

vigilant and completely involved in her children's (and now 

grandchildren's) activities. When her daughters were involved 

in cheer leading, she attended cheer leading camps and 

explored the subject so diligently that she eventually became 

proficient enough that the school district hired her as a 

cheer leading coach. A former teacher of her eldest daughter 
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marveled at her intense involvement with her children, and 

recruited her to watch her as yet unborn child, "because she 

wanted a good influence on him." I interviewed Mr. and Mrs. 

Robles formally for a total of three hours, and informally, as 

noted, on numerous and divers occasions. 

McGary Family 

This family was selected through a personal contact as 

part of the non-barrior sample, and one two hour initial 

interview was conducted with the mother. However, because she 

soon took a job afterwards, I found it impossible to schedule 

interviews with her in spite of numerous attempts. I had also 

left a tape recorder and tapes with her, and was never able to 

get any recordings back. This family is not included as part 

of the total corpus, and is mentioned to document that access 

to households was not always straightforward or easy. 

THE PILOT STUDY: 

As noted, the families in the pilot study were 

interviewed on a limited basis, and each supplied one tape of 

household interaction. 

Gomez family 

The Gomez family were part of the original pilot study, 

although I continued contact with them conducted follow-up 
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interviews during 1990. Herlinda and Ralph Gomez and their 

two sons, nine-year-old Ricky and seven-year-old David, live 

on the far southside of Tucson, a non-barrio area, although 

both household heads were raised in southside barrio areas. 

Herlinda was born in Mexico, the second daughter of a family 

of three boys and two girls. The family immigrated when 

Herlinda was two years old, and she attended public schools on 

the south side, graduating from Pueblo and later going on to 

Pima College. She worked for several years as an 

administrative assistant, and, subsequent to the tapings 

reported here, returned to school to pursue her teaching 

credentials. Herlinda' s father was a miner in San Manuel 

until his retirement, and her mother was exclusively a 

homemaker. Both of her parents have an extensive kin network 

in Tucson, with ten paternal siblings, along with their 

children, residing in Tucson. The maternal grandmother has 

been a co-resident in the parental household for several 

years. Herlinda is equally proficient in both English and 

Spanish. Ralph was born in Tucson, and his parents were also 

born in Arizona. Some segments of his family have roots in 

Arivaca. He graduated from Pueblo high school also, and did 

not pursue any further education. He was employed as a miner 

for nine years until he was laid off in 1983, and then began 

work in a parts store. He claims to not be quite as fluent 

in spanish as his wife, although he does interact with his in-
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laws in Spanish. Both parents report the two sons to be quite 

different. Ricky, the oldest, has consistently been a high

achieving student, active in sports. David, the youngest, 

does not find schoolwork quite as easy, although he does well, 

and does not like sports as much. This family was interviewed 

formally for approximately three hours, and informally again, 

in casual settings. 

Gamboa family 

At the time these original data were gathered, the Gamboa 

family, Irene and Mark, and nine-year-old Gabriel and seven

year-old Vanessa, lived in the same general area as the Gomez 

family, far southside non-barrio areas. Since this time, the 

couple divorced, and Irene Gamboa has remarried. Irene was 

born in Tucson, the eldest of seven children, of parents who 

were also born in Tucson. Her mother did not finish high 

school, although her father did. Irene attended Catholic 

schools in the elementary years, and went on to public schools 

from the seventh grade. During Irene's childhood, her family 

resided with the maternal grandparents for a number of years, 

both of whom were monolingual spanish speakers. Irene feels 

more comfortable in English, and uses Spanish primarily when 

asked to deal with Spanish speaking customers. Immediately 

after high school graduation, she entered the work force, 

working first as a secretary, and later at a bank. She 
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married at 19, and continued her full-time employment to the 

present day. Mark Gamboa graduated from high school and went 

on to approximately three years of college. His parents were 

also born here in Tucson, his father working as a truck 

driver, and his mother as a tax preparer. He is the middle 

son of four brothers and two sisters, and, and the time of 

taping, was employed as a miner at Magma Copper mine. 

Informal interviews with this family were not taped. 

Ramirez and Vargas families 

During the pilot study, I selected two children who had 

long-term and close involvement in their grandparents' 

households. The Ramirez and Vargas families both have watched 

their granddaughters from early childhood. The data that were 

gathered on these families is based on the grandparent's 

interviews. 

Ramirez Family 

This family was part of a sample that I interviewed as 

part of the "Tucson Project" noted earlier. As part of this 

proj ect , extensive and detailed household histories were 

compiled on this family, and I was involved in the original 

data collection. The four-year-old target child, Victoria, 

was dropped of early in the morning, and picked up at 6:00 
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p.m. She has no full brothers or sisters, although she did 

have half brothers from her father's first marriage. 

Victoria's grandmother and grandfather have been married 

for approximately 22 years, a second marriage for both. 

Victoria's grandmother, Catalina Ramirez, was born in 

Veracruz, although she was raised in Mazatlan. Her 

grandfather (actually her step-grandfather, since her father 

is from Catalina's first marriage) was born in Tucson in the 

Fort Lowell area, one of the early pioneer families of that 

location. Catalina was born in 1920, her husband Rodolfo, in 

1911. Catalina was married in 1936 to her first husband, and 

had five children while still living in Mazatlan. Divorced in 

approximately 1960, she was able to emigrate to the u.S. where 

she worked as a cook in a Mexican restaurant. During this 

time, she met Rodolfo, who worked as a tile setter. Married 

in 1963, they had one child together, an adult son who still 

resides in the household. Also in the household is a fifteen 

year old daughter of Catalina's brother. Adopted legally by 

Catalina and Rodolfo, the natural mother wa unable to care for 

the child due to a case of crippling arthritis. They brought 

her from Mexico and raised her as their own. Catalina speaks 

no English, nor does she read it or write it. She can read 

and write in spanish, and watches television primarily in 

Spanish. Rodolfo is fluent in both English and Spanish. Rosa 

Maria, the adopted daughter, and Ramon, their son, are both 
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fluent in both. Victoria is an active, verbal child, and her 

grandmother claims that she is fully bilingual, although I 

noted that she often commits errors in Spanish and not in 

English. Victoria's mother works full-time at a local store, 

and her father at the time of taping was working in New 

Mexico. This family was interviewed for approximately 18 

hours, although interviews were not taped. Extensive field 

notes were recorded. 

Vargas Family 

The target child in these tapes is six year old first 

grader, Claudia Vargas, whose family lives on the same 

property with the grandparents, Socorro and Henry Nelson. As 

with the Ramirez family, the grandfather is a step

grandfather, as Claudia's mother is from Socorro Nelson's 

first marriage. Claudia's family, at the time of this taping, 

lived on one side of a small duplex, originally one house, 

that was partitioned off in order to make two small 

apartments. Both apartments are quite small, offering little 

room to move around in. In each apartment, there is only one 

bedroom a combined dining room/living room, and one bathroom. 

The kitchen will not accommodate more than two people at one 

time, and the dining areas are crammed into a small corner. 

The bedrooms barely allow for a double bed. Owned by 

Claudia I s parents, the house was enclosed and modified in 
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order to provide living quarters for the grandparents, both of 

whom survive only on Social security and a small pension. 

Mrs. Nelson was born in Mexicali, Baja California in 1923. 

The eldest of seven children of poor farmers, she shouldered 

much of the responsibility for her younger siblings. In 1928, 

the family emigrated to the United States, to Santa Ana, 

California, where they remained for six years. During this 

time, Socorro attended public school, learning some English. 

When she was eleven, the family moved to Sonora, first to 

Nogales, and then to Santa Ana, Sonora. At fourteen years of 

age, Socorro married her first husband, with whom she had 

seven children. Claudia I s mother is the youngest. After 

being abandoned by her first husband, Socorro moved to 

Nogales, Sonora, where she worked to support herself and her 

family. After being a single parent for ten years, she met 

her present husband, an elderly and sickly "americano", who 

helped her emigrate along with her children to the U.S. She 

married him, and was able to bring her unmarried daughters 

with her to the U.S. in 1964. 

Socorro had only five years of schooling, most of it in 

California. She speaks English to a certain extent, although 

she prefers not to. She reported speaking only in spanish to 

her children and her grandchildren. Her husband speaks 

little Spanish, and they converse in short, choppy dialogue. 

After her marriage, Socorro has not worked outside of the 
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home, making instead tamales and tortillas to sell. On a 

typical day, Socorro has primary responsibility for Claudia, 

while her mother is at work. She prepares breakfast for her, 

helps her select her clothes for school, and drives her to 

school. She later picks her up after school, givers her a 

snack, and supervises her until her mother shows up from work. 

Claudia's mother is employed as a bus driver for a school 

district, and her father works in a refrigerator parts store. 

Her father's family is originally from Agua Prieta, although 

they moved to Tucson when he was quite young. Claudia has a 

younger sister, three years of age. Claudia is enrolled in a 

bilingual program at school, and speaks Spanish to her 

parents, and aunts and uncles. My interview with Socorro was 

not taped. 

Interviewing Methods: 

The process of interviewing informants has in traditional 

anthropological studies served the function of validating or 

integrating the data that the ethnographer is observing around 

him/her. While participating in the social life of a 

communi ty , the ethnographer, and to a certain extent, the 

members of the community, do not encounter overt proclamations 

of underlying norms, values and mores of a population. Often 

this unspoken gestalt operates as a set of complex interactive 
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Often, 

too, no one person can fully elucidate the range of acceptable 

norms within the set of possible situational variations. 

Interviewing, then, as Spradley (1979) notes, becomes the tool 

of the ethnographer when people begin to teach the social 

scientist and he or she begins to learn from others. While 

interviewing techniques and schedules can run the gamut from 

the detailed and precise categorical interviews of the 

sociologist and psychologist, to the open-ended and highly 

situational probing of a journalist, all interviews seem to 

share one common end point: the construction of the 'reality' 

of the informant. 

The two methods that have been utilized in this study for 

analyzing language socialization, interviewing and tape 

analysis, are highly complementary and in reality, neither 

could stand on its own as a valid data source. One of the 

main tenets of sociolinguistic research is the highly 

contextualized nature of speech, and the analysis of taped 

speech in vacuo yields limited results. The interview data 

form the backdrop for the analysis of the taped transcripts of 

actual speech. The interviews serve the function of locating 

the household within the historical, social, and communal 

matrices that define each case study. Each household has its 

own pecul iar history to tell , its own network of 

relationships, and its own ideological microcosm. The overt 
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purpose of interviewing household heads is not to analyze the 

structure of the interview as a speech event, bur rather to 

elicit the texture of the household life to which the child is 

exposed. 

Several caveats are implicit in relying on interview 

information, as has been noted by several researchers. 

Informants sometimes make statements for public consumption 

that they might not make in private. As Crapanzano (1980) has 

so evocatively illustrated, informants may misrepresent facts 

to the researcher. Additionally, actual behavior at times 

contradicts what is reported in interview sessions. Some 

studies, (e.g. Schuman and Converse 1971) demonstrate that 

interviewees are often subject to a number of situational cues 

in reporting information. These biases, labeled as "social 

desirability" biases, "acquiescence biases", and the like, can 

become influential factors when only one interview is 

conducted. It is for this reason that the ethnographic 

methodology can yield much more realistic results since 

conclusions are seldom based on the results of a single 

interview. still, the intuition and perceptual agility of the 

ethnographer are key components of the process. While 

conducting the first set of interviews, I discovered early on 

in the fieldwork process that no answer should be transcribed 

matter-of-factly, and that the elicitation of meaningful 
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categories is often a circumstance of probing on even the most 

mundane topics. 
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CHAPTER II 

TUCSON: THE ETHNOGRAPHIC SETTING 

Tucson, as the regional primate center of the Arizona 

borderlands area, has been the landscape upon which various 

ideological promontories have surfaced. From its humble 

beginnings as an isolated outpost of Sonora established on the 

frontier of the Apacheria to protect northern Mexico from 

encroachment by the Apaches, to the sprawling multi-faceted 

communi ty of the 1990s, Tucson has personified the ambiguities 

and historical discontinuities which are continue to 

characterize the borderlands area. From the annals of its 

earliest history, to modern media representations, the love-

hate relationship with Mexico and Mexicans has been 

omnipresent. 

Sheridan (1986), in the historical narrative "Los 

Tucsonenses", documents the early caricatures which were 

endemic to the area: 

"most Anglo travelers who passed through Tucson in 
the 1850's therefore saw only those characteristics 
which confirmed their prejudices about the people 
they had recently defeated in a clearly self
serving war. These Anglo newcomers considered 
Mexicans lazy, dirty, violent, and immoral. They 
ridiculed Tucson's presidial SOldiers, even though 
those troops were some of the finest Indian 
fighters on the frontier. They cast aspersions on 
the chastity of Mexican women, despite the fact 
that most Anglos who settled in Tucson married 
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Mexicans credit for the technological innovations 
which made life possible in the mid-nineteenth 
century Southwest." (ibid.:32) 
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Even as early as the 1860's, data from census figures can 

demonstrate a duality in the occupational structure of Tucson. 

The proprietarial, white collar and skilled laboring classes 

were composed prim~rily of Anglos, while only 26 percent of 

all Anglo workers could be classified as unskilled. In 

contrast, 49% of the Mexican work force earned their living as 

unskilled workers (Sheridan and Cardenas 1985). By 1900, we 

can see in Tucson a clear shift in economic and demographic 

structure, and how this impacted on the composition of 

households. Two clear markers of economic subordination: 

residential patterns and occupational status revealed that 

most Mexicans in Tucson lived and worked in a world of barrios 

and unskilled and blue-collar jobs. Although the 1900 census 

showed Mexican'~. constituting a majority of Tucson's 

inhabitants (54.7%), this represented a decrease in population 

from the 1880 census. This decrease in population was due in 

large measure to the decline of immigration from Mexico. 

Depressed economic conditions in southern Arizona meant that 

fewer Mexicanos were choosing to settle in Tucson. As 

Sheridan notes, while the population of Tucson remained 

predominantly Mexican until 1910, Tucson was soon overwhelmed 

by Anglo investors backed by national and international 
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capital. Mexican ranchers were systematically displaced from 

land, and a dual labor market came into existence in which 

poorly paid occupations became defined as "Mexican jobs," and 

better paying ones as "Anglo jobs." The analysis of the 

economic structure reveals that Mexicans were able to attain 

a certain amount of upward mobility from unskilled to semi

skilled and skilled jobs. However, relatively few advanced 

into higher paying white collar occupations. These harsh 

realities are further borne out by other census data which 

show that only 63.4 percent of the children of Mexican mothers 

lived beyond infancy and early childhood. Discrimination, 

overt and covert, and ethnic conflict continued to plague the 

Mexican community in Tucson, with a resulting "dual economy" 

for Mexicans and Anglos. (See Sheridan 1986 for review). In 

considering the formation of u.S. Mexican households in the 

Southwest as a whole, Maxine Baca Zinn (1980) states that the 

family is both a refuge from, and an institution determined 

by, the relations of production. She contends that therefore 

the proper focus on Chicano families is how they have adapted, 

in different historical periods, and in different 

socioeconomic contexts, to capitalism. It has been claimed 

(Sotomayor 1971) that the Mexican-American family can be 

understood only in terms of a colonized people, and other 

historians (Barrera 1979; Camarillo 1979; Acuna 1981) have 

taken similar positions. Griswold del Castillo (1984) has 
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explored the effects of industrialization and multinational 

corporate expansion and the rise of the consumer society on 

Chicano families in the urban southwest from the time of the 

Mexican War, and found that as economic strategies changed, so 

did the structure and function of the household. Similar 

trends are evident in Tucson's history. Interestingly, only 

20% of the Mexican households in 1900 could be categorized as 

"extended", that is residents under the same roof. Other 

researchers in historical demography (Laslett and Wall 1972) 

have found similar trends in other parts of the world. 

Clearly our image of a co-residential multi-generational kin 

group in the historical past is not borne out by statistical 

analysis. Indeed, one startling statistic reveals that fully 

30% of the Mexican households in Tucson were headed by 

females. As single parent households, these women supported 

their offspring primarily in unskilled and semi-skilled jobs. 

We can see then, how the shift from an agrarian, rural economy 

of the 1860 Sonoran frontier, to the urbanized, mercantilistic 

economy of 1900 resulted in radical changes in household 

structures for Mexican American families. While the 

overwhelming majority of households were intact families in 

1860, by 1900, only 64% could be characterized as such. 

More recent studies in Tucson indicate that the 

historical trend towards a dual economy is observable in the 

modern city. Velez-Ibanez, Greenberg and Johnstone (1984) 
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characterize Tucson in 1982 as having a bi-modal economy 

organized along ethnic lines in which a two-tiered class 

structure divides each node. Mexican wages are 80 percent 

that of Anglos. Mexicans are twice as likely to be below the 

poverty line as Anglos (Crow 1975). Velez-Ibanez et al. 

(1984) note that: 

"even when the effects of education and age are 
controlled statistically, Mexicans earn less. Some 
75 percent of the Mexican population of 88,000 (25% 
of Tucson's total) is concentrated in Mexican 
barrios, and while some [inroads have been made 
into white collar occupations,] the working class 
segment of the population is three times larger 
than both the middle and upper class segments. The 
opposite relationship is true of class distribution 
among Anglos." 

Hegemony and Resistance: 

As the economic gap between Mexican and Anglo communities 

widened, the hegemonic relationships engendered did not stand 

unopposed. Low paying jobs and discrimination compelled the 

Mexican community to employ strategies of survival and 

resistance which were based on mutual reciprocity (Velez-

Ibanez 1989) non-market exchange, self-sufficiency, cultural 

arts which affirmed a positive sense of self-identification. 

Martin (1983) emphasized life in the early barrios as 

routinely incorporating home gardens with chile, squash, 

watermelon, corn, tomatoes, beans, and wheat. Items were 
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exchanged through networks which could procure sUbsistence to 

compensate for low wages. 

In addition to the strategies of support which evolved in 

the early barrios, there flourished in Tucson a symbolic 

resistance in the form of music, art and theater. The most 

notable "chanteuse" of early Tucson was the renowned Luisa 

Espinel, born Luisa Ronstadt, daughter of the Tucson pioneer 

Federico Ronstadt. Sheridan notes: "At the height of her 

populari ty, the 'glamorous Spanish diseuse', as the newspapers 

called her, returned to her hometown to give a concert at the 

Temple of Music and Art for the Saturday Morning Musical Club. 

There, she reminisced about growing up in Tucson--the family 

picnics to Oracle or San Xavier, the days and nights of music 

with family members and friends." Evidently, even then the 

media highlighted the alluring Spanish ancestry of Tucson. 

Another notable element which underscores the vitality and 

resistance of the Tucson Mexican community was the Teatro 

Carmen. "To the Mexican elite of Tucson, Teatro Carmen was a 

powerful symbol of self-identity, living proof of the depth, 

power and beauty of their culture. They were the ones who 

supported the most vigorous cultural institution in town, a 

theater whose works were in Spanish, not English. Such an 

institution destroyed once and for all the image of Tucson as 

a crude little frontier town. In the face of increasing 

discrimination, Teatro Carmen also reassured these cultivated 
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ranchers, merchants, and professional men and women that they 

belonged to a society equal or superior to that of their Anglo 

neighbors. The dramas of Spain's Golden Age or the 

contemporary works of Mexico's finest playwrights and 

composers gave lie to the derogatory stereotypes of Mexicans 

so prevalent in the Southwest" (Sheridan 1986). Miguelez 

(1983, quoted in Sheridan 1986) affirms: 

"This theater presented the other side of the coin 
and therefor was appreciated not only for its 
aesthetic value, but also because it accomplished 
another task, that of affirming a culture, a set of 
values and a language constantly denigrated by the 
majority." 

Clearly, musical and theatrical discourse were formative 

forces in early Tucson's construction of a "Mexican" identity. 

Even though the image of the Mexican population in Tucson at 

this time was one of poverty and deprivation, there was, as 

noted, an established Mexican elite class that controlled a 

fair amount of wealth. Prominent members of Tucson society, 

names like Mariano Samaniego, Estevan Ochoa, Sabino Otero, 

Leopoldo Carrillo and the Aguirre brothers, were respected and 

prosperous businessmen, and their legacy continues to be with 

us today. 

Also with us today is the impetus to advance positive 

images of self-identification to children through music, 

theater and drama. In a continuation of a familial tradition, 

Linda Ronstadt, grand-niece of Luisa Espinel, has focused her 
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latest albums on a nostalgic renaissance of the music of early 

Tucson in Canciones de mi Padre, and Mas Canciones. Within 

dramaturgical circles, this tradition continues as The New 

York Times recently reported the presentation of a traditional 

medieval Spanish miracle play brought to the New World by 

Franciscan friars, La Pastorela. Bringing together the 

talents of Luis Valdez (director of La Bamba, and Zoot Suit) , 

Linda Ronstadt, Freddy Fender and Paul Rodriguez, the play 

aired in December, 1991. Valdez comments "La Pastorela" is 

part of a tradition that is at least 1,000 years old and will 

be around for another thousand years. I love that sense of 

continuity, of plugging into that tradition and its energy." 

Paul Rodriguez, the well-known comedian, 

transcendent imagery and its impact on 

touches upon the 

the formation of 

childhood characters: "In my parents' eyes, this is the most 

important work I have ever done. I was the first Mexican 

American to have a prime-time series, and I've done ten films, 

but to my family, I've hit the top now. My parents were 

migrant farm workers, and I grew up in this area picking 

everything from strawberries to celery and lettuce. The first 

time I ever saw the Teatro Campesino, I was just a chavalito 

holding onto my mama's hand, with my Daddy saying, 'This is 

important; you've got to watch this.'" 
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The Ambiguity of "Mexican" Tucson: 

The binary oppositions in the history of Tucson since its 

inception have involved a schizophrenic bid to come to terms 

with the Mexican patrimony of Tucson. Lawrence W. Cheek, 

writing in the 1989 city Magazine, wryly notes this 

dysjunction: "We are a city with about 150,000 residents who 

claim Mexican birth or ancestry. That's about a quarter of 

us. The city itself has Spanish and then Mexican parentage, 

a fact that we're forever trotting out to help prove our 

cultural superiority over bland, dumb Phoenix. Thanks to a 

little war followed by a Mexican fire sale in the middle of 

the last century, we now squat firmly 0 u.s. soil, but we are 

only sixty miles from la frontera. This proximity has made us 

connoisseurs. We love to take our guests down to sample the 

quaint customs and exotic foods of our good neighbor. We all 

know the Catch-22 beach, someone who's making a shrimp run to 

Guaymas, or someone who'll rent us a beach house at Rocky 

Point. Mexico is our playground, our pantry, our fountain of 

cultural energization. 

What Anglo Tucson doesn't want to admit, or even discuss, 

is that all this seeming familiarity has bred a great deal of 

contempt. Beneath all the hugs and smooches, we really don't 

respect Mexico or its ways all that much, and in subtle ways 

we transfer this disdain to Mexican-American citizens living 



67 

here. Nor de we understand this culture nearly as well as we 

think we do. We're eager only to embrace those aspects of it 

that will help promote Tucson or make us feel good about 

ourselves." 

In the following chapters, I present the notion that this 

overt and covert ambiguity inherent in the Borderlands, in 

general, and in Tucson, in particular, is a formative factor 

in the language socialization of Tucson U.S. Mexican children. 
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CHAPTER III 

THE ETHNOGRAPHIC PROCESS: SUBJECTIVITY AND OBJECTIVITY 

On ethnographic inquiry 

Marina Escobedo sat at her small dining room table as she 

spoke rapidly. Her voice belied her impassioned hope that her 

children never get involved in drugs. 

" ..... I mean, I've seen families where people will go 

into the home, and a father and a mother, or an aunt or an 

uncle, will come, will walk in, and will roll up a joint and 

smoke it, like it's a cigarette, with the kids around. Then 

the first time they have difficulty with their child, if they 

catch the teenage kids with it, and they say, 'Why are you 

doing this?' And the kid retaliates by saying, 'Look, you do 

it.' ..... There was a situation recently ••. there was a family 

where there were two teen-age boys, OK? Aunts and uncles, 

everybody in the family smoked it. Their parents are both in 

j ail because of it, OK? These kids have grown up with 

marijuana and drugs as a normal thing in the family life, OK? 

Normal, completely. I mean they have never passed a day when 

it was not in their normal everyday activities, where somebody 

wasn't rolling it, somebody wasn't selling it, somebody wasn't 

doing something, it was normal. OK, and they all went out on 
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a picnic. Unfortunately, the kids stole the stuff from a 

couple of their aunts, and went off to the corner .•. and got 

caught doing it. And the aunts ANGRILY, I mean really 

indignant confronted them and asked them, well WHY did you do 

this. You know, 'why are you doing this?' And the kids say, 

well YOU do it. 'But you have to have some respect.' And the 

kids go, 'well, you don't'. And they get all upset. They 

came and they were talking to their brother, and [ ] said, 

well, what do you expect from these children? You do it in 

front of them, you're their role model to them, they look up 

to you." 

I cringed inwardly as she details the picnic scene, as I 

always feel a pang of distress whenever the subject of 

Hispanic kids and drugs surfaces. My intent in this manuscript 

is to provide an ethnographic description of the processes of 

language socialization within Tucson U.S. Mexican households. 

It is not to feed stereotypes of drugs, gangs and violence. 

It is not the community that I know. The community I know is 

a nurturing web of familial alliances and friendship, of an 

interweaving of connections from a shared and inherited 

Mexican Tucson where the past slips effortlessly into the 

present, as omnipresent as the Santa Cruz River, and as 

omniferous as the Sonoran desert from whose soils it has 

flourished and blossomed. It is a community in the true sense 

of comunitas, a fellowship of shared commonalities in an arid 
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and parched ecosystem into which its early Mexican settlers 

sowed the seeds of compadrazgo and confianza from which their 

descendants now reap the fruits. The unwelcome intrusion of 

drugs onto my panglossian "best of all possible worlds" is 

both disturbing and irri tating. Yet, the theme surfaces 

surreptitiously, on my first interview in the field. 

I mull over the word "respect", so often bandied about by 

social scientists in discussing Mexican children. An ironic 

permutation of the word inspires drug users to accuse their 

young nephews of not having "respect" because they use 

marijuana. The concept seemed somehow anachronistic. 

Respect, "respeto", conjured up presences of spanish dons and 

donas, of devoted mothers and stalwart fathers, of priests and 

peons, all entwined by the consolidating laces of mutual 

"respect". It was not a hallmark of drug use. 

I listened intently as Marina described her part time 

work in a program designed by the school district to prevent 

drug abuse in the elementary schools. She was fervently 

devoted to her work, and she animatedly rehearsed her class 

presentations. 

I gratefully mused on what a stroke of luck (or was it 

luck?) it was that I had encountered such an articulate and 

open informant on my first foray into the field. Who could 

have predicted that I would stumble onto a veritable torrent 

of mores, strategies and ideology within her tiny, easily 
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overlooked house. Her home conveyed the struggle of a family 

aching to make ends meet. The furnishings were sparse, even 

spartan. It was difficult to imagine a family of six crowded 

into the confined quarters. The interior was unremarkable 

except for one thing----books. As one entered the small frame 

house, the eye rested on an antiquated set of encyclopedias 

within a modest bookcase. HeL conversation was punctuated by 

sporadic bursts to the bookcase, from which she would retrieve 

some book or other and which she would eagerly display for my 

perusal. 

Marina was unabashedly outspoken. She chatted candidly 

about her distress in dealing with her oldest child, born with 

a birth defect. She spoke of her tireless efforts to shield 

her children from profanity, from alcohol abuse, and her 

undeviating involvement in her sons' classrooms and school 

work. She intrigued me. As I scrupulously tried to record 

the outpouring of discourse she directed towards me, a small 

red warning flag of social science methodology went off in my 

head. Granted, this woman was extraordinarily astute and 

articulate. She was an outstanding informant. But, I 

wondered, how typical is she of the neighborhood I was 

attempting to personify? 

In spite of the highly interpretive, sUbjective posture 

I had chosen, I was unsettled by what I perceived to be the 

unrepresentativeness of Marina. As previously detailed, I had 
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chosen as part of my sample a classroom within a Chapter I "at 

risk" school to select children precisely so that I could 

address the issue of child language socialization within the 

framework of an "at risk" neighborhood. Marina did not fit 

the demographic profile of the neighborhood. She lived smack 

in the middle of it, her income level was consistent with it, 

but somehow, she didn't fit. She had been raised on the far 

east side of Tucson. She had attend~d Pima Community College 

for a year, and she had been in the military and in law 

enforcement. How many other mothers in the neighborhood liked 

martial arts and guns? I pondered, as did Marjorie Shostak 

about her elicitation of the vicissitudes of Nisa's survival 

(1981) whether Marina was truly representative of the segment 

of the population I was addressing. Had she been a component 

of the "non-barrio" sample, I would have encountered no 

dilemma as to her distinctiveness. The heterogeneity of the 

U.S. Mexican population outside of the barrio was an 

assumption I had embraced at the onset of this study. Yet, 

even as a member of the community, I found myself grappling 

with a pre-conceived notion that the barrio was a largely 

undifferentiated, exemplar of Durkeheimian mechanical 

solidarity, resting on a base of the interconnectedness of 

similar economic circumstances. I had long argued that the 

U.S. Mexican 

supposition 

communi ty was highly heterogenous, yet, my 

rested on an inter- rather than intra-class 
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variability. I had closed my eyes to the variant lifestyles 

within the barrio, ascribing them to atypical families, or to 

my non-standard experience. Somewhere, "out there", the 

barrio was a gemeinschaft of families who were traditional, 

catholic, extended, spanish-dominant, and poor. 

I listened entranced as Marina connected a string of her 

views on child rearing: 

"It's like ano+:her situation. I have a nephew who 

drinks. He's fifteen years old, OK? His uncles tell him, 

'Look, it's OK, drink when you're with the family'. If he had 

asked me, I would say, NO, don't. It's illegal. You're not 

of age. When you turn eighteen, you can'make that decision 

for yourself .••... Later, he fell down and hurt his knee. I 

asked his aunt, and she said, well, my husband said he could 

drink. And I said 1 well, turn it around and pretend your son 

is fifteen years old. Would you let your husband tell him 

that? That's it's OK for him to drink on social occasions? 

She said no. Then why don't you do something for this child, 

who needs as much guidance from you and your own family. This 

kid doesn't have a father. He's living with his grandmother. 

She has no husband. SOMEBODY has got to tell him it's not 

acceptable. I'm not afraid to tell him, and you guys put me 

down for telling him that. I don't care. He has got to know. 

He's got to grow in a circle of discipline. All children do. 

As they keep growing, that circle gets wider and wider and 
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wider, until they're finally responsible for their own. Then 

they have to put their circles around their children .... Look, 

my children, if they EVER get into drugs, they will never be 

able to point an accusing finger at me, because I don't do it. 

I try to set the slate clean. I don't drink, I don't smoke, 

I don't do drugs. I don't even curse in front of my kids, 

because I don't want to sent that kind of role-modeling 

message. I want them to understand that they have the 

choices to do that in their life. But I want them to 

understand what kind of a life they can have without it. 

That's my ... where I'm coming from. And when these people come 

and they cry to me about this, I say, you have nobody to blame 

but yourself. I mean, look at what they've got to go by. I 

mean if ONE of you, just ONE of you could set a good example, 

then I could understand it .... Some people like to point 

fingers at other people. Like my kids. They say, 'HE MADE ME 

DO IT'. No. YOU threw the rock, your hand is on it, OK? He 

didn't make you do it. You did it. You suffer the 

consequences for your actions." 

The whole soliloquy had come in one breath. An entire 

ideational system laid bare. An yet, her terminology alluded 

to some other as yet unspoken input. 

Where did that phrase come from? 

"Circle of discipline"? 

She had spoken strongly 

about "consequences for your own actions." Surely these 
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phrases had been honed in discussions with other parents, or 

through her readings, or ...•. where? 

The answer came in our second interview and it set the 

stage for the next level of exploratory research. with 

ethnographic research in all of its forms, model building is 

an ongoing process, and hypotheses tend to be constructed in 

a post hoc fashion. Since I felt that the majority of the 

literature on u.s. Mexican families did not portray the 

panoply of variance within the population, I chose to first 

expose myself to the household data in order to attempt a 

fresh insight. This strategy, however, in its initial stages, 

left me with an unwieldy avalanche of linguistic, 

psychological, economic, historical, anthropological, and 

sociological ingredients. The dilemma I encountered in 

evaluating Marina's status within a bifurcated sample of 

barrio vs. non-barrio households was a harbinger of the of the 

fluxes and diversities inherent in documenting a hypercomplex 

and multifacted research area. As I interviewed more families 

and delved into the tunnel of introspection and reflection, I 

became more and more convinced that the processes of language 

socialization could not be relegated to traditional 

descriptive linguistic means alone. A more subtle, impalpable 

substance was taking shape. Its actual form was to emerge as 

the fusion of the interplay between the external, positivistic 
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objectivity, and the internal, subjective contemplation of my 

own experiential insights and intuitions. 

As I conducted my fieldwork, I utilized the 

questionnaires as a tool for eliciting life histories, not as 

a survey instrument. The open-ended nature of the interviews 

allowed for wide latitude in the scope and content of the 

exchange. I discovered early on in the fieldwork 

process,however, that no answer could be transcribed matter

of-factly, and that the elicitation of meaningful categories 

is often a circumstance of probing on even the most mundane 

topics. As I conducted Marina's second interview, I became 

aware of certain clues I should have picked up during the 

administration of the household questionnaire. When asked 

what types of books she liked to read, one of her answers was 

that she favored books by Dr. James Dobson, especially his 

popular "Dare to Discipline". Being unfamiliar at the time 

with the book, I unreflectively jotted down the answer and 

probed no more. I realized now that this was the key that 

unlocked her views on child rearing. She was an evangelical 

Christian. 

During the following interview, we probed her spiritual 

quest. She detailed her conversion, its permeating influence 

on her life, and her reliance on Christian self-help books in 

raising her children. These same themes recurred at each 

contact I had with her. At the end of the second interview, 
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I began to doubt that I could effectively utilize Marina's 

input in my study. These revelations about her spiritual 

introspection implied to me that she was marginal to 

mainstream practices of the community I had selected to 

describe. I reluctantly mentally reviewed our interviews and 

grimly determined that, absorbing and eloquent as I found her, 

she could not really illuminate the over-arching processes I 

was looking for. I dismissed her. I dismissed her, that is, 

until I interviewed my third informant, Raquel Salazar. 

Raquel was recruited to take part in my study as part of 

the non-barrio sample. I did not know her previously and we 

were introduced by a former classmate of hers whom I had asked 

to supply me with the names of anyone she might know who had 

an appropriately aged child, and resided within the 

neighborhoods I had designated. My first contact with Raquel 

was on the phone, as I introduced myself and briefly outlined 

the study. We made an appointment to meet a week later. The 

day of the interview, she called and asked to reschedule. She 

explained that she had a cousin who had just been diagnosed 

with a brain tumor and was undergoing surgery and that she was 

watching her cousin's children for the week. We rescheduled, 

and I made a mental note to record this exchange of children 

as a strategy in child socialization when there is in place a 

network of kin relations. After another aborted appointment, 

we finally met on a Saturday afternoon at her horne. Located 
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in a subdivision of new tract homes, her house was spacious 

and uncluttered, immaculately groomed, both inside and out. 

I started out the interview with the household history 

questionnaire and attempted to interject some personal note 

of common ground in order to establish some form of rapport. 

We spoke of the neighborhood where she was born, the 

neighborhood her husband was raised in, and her family 

background. We came to a point in the interview that involved 

an exploration of the ideological 

households' style of child-rearing. 

underpinnings of each 

Anticipating a question 

on religion, she deftly intercepted my probing and led me on 

her own accord to an account of her own spiritual wanderings. 

As she broached the subj ect, she appeared to undergo a 

conversational metamorphosis. Polite and reserved during the 

introductory portion of the interview, she became openly 

exuberant with the topic shift: 

"I've always felt that I had a calling for some kind of 

ministry or youth ministry, and when I got into the last years 

of high school, I just kind of lost that part of my life. And 

then, after I got married, of course things changed. But I 

still had that yearning ... I had a yearning to continue that. 

And so I wanted to get a youth ministry started at [ 

parish, for married couples, or mothers at home, self-support 

kind of stuff, and the priest made it impossible. A lot of 

red tape, and this and that. It was real difficult to just 
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start anything over there. And r got real frustrated and .•. I 

just slacked off. Until one day I wen't to Son Life, and then 

I went to [ ] and that's where I am now at [ ] chapel. 

And the minute I walked into that place, I knew that this was 

it. That was what I wanted to do. I got filled the minute I 

walked in. I got the feeling, that very minute. I was at 

so long, I was a Catholic for twenty eight years, 

and I never really got filled." 

It was obvious that her enthusiasm spilled over into how 

she was raising her children: 

"Well, my brother .•• my brother was really involved, and 

he gave the kids Bibles, and was always giving the kids books 

like, Jonah, the story of Jonah, books that are for kids, 

characters that are for kids. My oldest son, he--he's not 

afraid to express it. And we have a lot of Christian tapes, 

and we listen to Amy Grant. The kids know all of the verses 

to the songs, and there's---see their cousins are the same age 

as mine are, and they listen to Motley Crue, you know, and my 

kid will go up to them and say: "Hey, don't you listen to 

Christian music? And his cousins will say: Christian music? 

You mean that kind of angel kind of stuff? And you know, [my 

son] would say, No, you should--you should listen to it. 

It's .. It's really neat, you know?" He's not afraid to SAY 

that and the other kids will kind of like be embarrassed, you 

know, But, my brother gives us tapes and he ... he's really 
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expressive about it •.. I mean, you know, I don't want him to 

grow up to be a priest, but I want him to learn the right 

morals because of society right now is getting so bad and the 

television is ... I want him to learn the--a right way, you 

know? •. And I get them tapes, VCR tapes that are Christian. 

For Christmas I was looking at buying the kids something that 

was more educational for them and I bought them stuff like 

cassettes and dictionaries. stuff like that. But I wanted 

something that would help them more with their morals. Teach 

them self-confidence that I wasn't taught as a child." 

As she talked, I tried to maintain a veneer of 

professional detachment, but I was inwardly stunned. How 

could such a minuscule sample of households, all previously 

unknown to me, contain already two households wherein the 

mother was undergoing such a fundamental religious 

transformation? Echoes of lectures and readings on 

reliability, validity and replicability resounded in my ears 

as I recorded her dialogue. The impact for child language 

socialization was astounding. Books, cassette tapes, music, 

scripture reading, all geared to evangelical Christianity were 

suddenly appearing on the landscape of u.s. Mexican child 

rearing. This was a none-too-welcome intrusion on what I 

already felt was an overly cluttered methodological landscape. 

I felt that there was little documentation of language 

practices within what one would consider traditional 
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households, no real baseline as it were, of uncomplicated 

cases, and I did not want to interject any more confounding 

variables. 

Both Marina and Raquel had an almost palpable enthusiasm 

for discussing their new-found conversion. They avidly 

solicited my views and opinions on diverse subjects, as if to 

validate their own quest. Sensing their intense emotion for 

the subject, I found it difficult to retain a facade of 

objectivity and I found myself sharing with them my own 

private excursion away from catholicism, and the significance 

that exodus had in my own life. I knew first hand what an 

arduous course one chooses when attempting to tread a path 

that deviates from the ethnic unity of traditional 

catholicism. Both admitted to a degree of marital strife due 

to their involvement in the movement: "yeah, well, my husband 

is totally against it. Well, he's not against it, he's just 

like everybody else, you know, fear of the unknown. Afraid of 

going from this kind of life to that kind of life. He 

figures, he figures it's going to be some wipeout. You know, 

I'm going to be with my hands in the air all the time and all 

this and I'm saying it's not going to be that way ..• I used to 

be real ... like fight about it and trying to get him involved 

because all of our answers were there financially, and how to 

raise the kids and everything. Everything ••• So I was kind 

of pushy. And I just kind of slacked off, and I just go now 
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and I learn and I come back and now, he is asking ME. "So, 

what did you learn today?" •.. And he wants to find out more. 

"Where in the Bible does it say that?" And so we read it 

together and little by little he can understand. So I figure 

that eventually maybe he'll want to go." 

On ethnographic validity 

I had reached a juncture in the research process that 

was unpredictable and disagreeable to me. I had ostensibly 

set out to do a micro-ethnography of language practices within 

the home, using traditional sociolinguistic methods, and 

focusing on such publishable categories as participant 

structures, turn taking, and the allocation of communicative 

resources. Instead, I was being furnished with a 

methodologically discomforting reality: the non-uniformity of 

the field. The categories that I had tried to identify were 

in a constant state of flux. I had tried to capture the 

heterogeneity of the population by dividing the sample 

according to some notion of naturally occurring divisions 

wi thin the community. I had opted for a residential variable, 

that is, comparing families from barrio settings with families 

from non-barrio settings. This had proved problematic. 

Marina, originally tied to her barrio street, during the 

course of my fieldwork, moved to the eastside home of her 
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parents. Iris (discussed later) moved from her home to her 

parent's southside home, and then again to a north-side 

working class non-barrio area. other variables confounded a 

neat delineation of the households. Rosalba, chosen for the 

study based on her enrollment in a PACE classroom, was cared 

for by her grandmother who lived in the PACE neighborhood, but 

Rosalba actually lived on an acre of land with ducks, 

chickens, and rabbits. Additionally, her mother turned out to 

have a degree from the University of Arizona, even though she 

worked as a cashier at a small southside grocery store. Where 

could r classify her family? r had also hoped to get a fair 

number of Spanish-dominant households from the PACE sample. 

r had only one. The emergence of language patterns wi thin the 

homes that were predicated on an infusion of evangelical 

christianity was completely unexpected to me. This was not 

the data set that r had hoped for, yet it reflected very real 

processes in the area in which r was working: the community 

was by no means monolithic, and defied any simplistic two 

dimensional analysis based on class, education or residential 

pattern. My primary questioned remained. Are there 

identifiable processes by which children are socialized 

through language in Mexican American households? The next 

question that inevitably followed was more discomfiting: How 

can these processes be elucid.ated taking into account the 

smorgasbord of households r was encountering? 
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As I contemplated the disjointed scenario before me, I 

attempted to come to grips with all of the facets I felt were 

involved. How could I devise neat theoretical constructs when 

the continuum of everyday life kept getting in my way? I was 

unaware at the time that it was precisely because of the 

fluidity of the field I was observing that I would glean one 

of my most significant insights. 
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CHAPTER IV 

CHILD LANGUAGE SOCIALIZATION 

Child Language Socialization: The Genesis 

I began the process of analyzing tapes and deconstructing 

the observations I made within the households as I visited 

them. Based on my conversations with caregivers, with the 

children themselves, and with the aUdiocassette tapes, I began 

to classify the households along the initial grid outlined by 

Ochs and Scheffelin (1984) that. of "adapting the child to the 

situation/adapting the situation to the child". This 

dichotomy had emerged as one of the efforts in attempting to 

articulate the process that children undergo in becoming 

competent members of a group" Studies of child language 

socialization have drawn on theoretical paradigms that can be 

traced to the genesis of linguistic analysis and have 

undergone a series of transformations. In order to illustrate 

my initial approach to the households, a review of the 

literature impinging on child socialization studies is 

presented. 

child Language Studies 
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It was in the period of the 1960's that attention to the 

study of child language began to take on theoretical and 

practical importance. The catalyst for the onslaught of 

research into child grammar was the appearance of Noam 

Chomsky's tour de force "syntactic structures" (1957), which 

resul ted in a dramatic "shift in paradigm" in the Kuhnian 

(1970) sense, in linguistics. Prior to the appearance of this 

volume, linguistic research and methodology had been mired in 

empirical phonetic studies detailing the articulatory 

description of isolated sound elements and specifications of 

the semantic attributes of decontextualized morphemes. The 

principles of linguistic structural analysis of this time were 

based primarily on Sausseurian principles that held that 

abstract, relationally defined, context-free symbolic 

categories were the "stuff" of language. Actual speech 

behavior, although recorded, was merely the vehicle by which 

these abstract categories of decontextualized speech could be 

elicited. While most linguists of the time were fixated on 

fluctuations in sound change and the reconstruction of Indo

European languages, some anthropologically oriented 

researchers began to collect data from Native American 

languages in a close contact situation with native speakers. 

The procedures for deriving structural categories from field 

observations were most cogently refined in the work of Boas, 

Sapir and Bloomfield who elaborated systems for identifying 
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basic formal contrasts by eliciting repeatedly voluminous 

amounts of data. Although the analysis of these data proved 

quite adequate for the goals of comparative reconstruction and 

of basic language typology, the scope of inquiry was 

necessarily quite limited. Natural speech spoken at normal 

speeds proved to be too complex for detailed contrastive 

study, and research focused only on the phonological, 

morphological and syntactic forms of grammar. 

The appearance of Chomsky's work radically shifted the 

goals of linguistic research. Chomskian generative grammar 

concentrated primarily on the syntactic structure of sentences 

and the structural relationships among the clauses that 

constitute complex utterances. Chomsky argued for two levels 

of syntactic structure: a "deep" or underlying structure 

consisting of knowledge of abstract entities, and a surface 

structure, which is actual speech behavior and reflects the 

sequential ordering of morphemic units. "Grammar" in this 

sense, is seen as a theory or abstract model which supplies 

explanatory hypotheses in the deep structure and specifies 

rules reflecting these processes in the surface structure. In 

his highly influential writings, Chomsky presented this notion 

with regard to the child's acquisition of speech and grammar. 

Prior to this seminal article, the dominant behaviorist 

framework had viewed a child's acquisition of grammar as 

primarily a function of modeling and imitation of adult speech 
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Within this view, the child was 

reinforced by rewards for composing well-formed utterances, 

and would acquire grammar as a result of imitating adult 

speech correctly. Chomsky rebutted this notion, citing the 

common example of an English speaking child incorrectly adding 

the plural marker <s> to irregular nouns such as <foot> and 

<mouse>. If, Chomsky reasoned, child speech was predicated 

upon adult speech, why did these errors occur so consistently 

among children? Modeling could not prove an adequate 

explanation, since it is doubtful that surrounding adults 

would fall into this obvious error. Clearly another mechanism 

must be operant in order to generate these pervasive speech 

patterns. The behaviorist stimulus-response theories could 

not account for the tangible complexities of human cognitive 

processes. The child, rather than imitating adult speech, had 

in fact generalized a set of rules about plurals in his 

underlying structure. The surface manifestation of this 

generalization, although in error because of age and lack of 

mastery of the language, was a convincing validation of more 

abstract cognitive processes. 

Chomsky went on to assert that language, not only was not 

the result of stimulus-response reactions, but was in fact an 

innate, genetically programmed attribute of Homo sapiens. 

Each child born with intact mental faculties is 

ontogenetically predisposed to learn A language, and is able 
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to "discover" the rules of his own grammar within a few short 

years. The goal of linguistic methodology then should 

appropriately be the formal description of the explicit rules 

of language competence, which is commensurate with the 

knowledge of a grammar. 

This advent of a theoretical emphasis on grammar 

engendered a number of analyses that attempted to discover the 

form of these undescribed "rules" predicated on underlying 

deep structure that would explain the generation of 

grammatical utterances (Braine 1963), (Brown and Bellugi 1964) 

(Miller and Ervin 1964). Additionally, it was at this time 

that the acquisition of child language became a focus of 

interest and spawned a voluminous spate of research. The 

parameters of a child's acquisition of speech as well as the 

theoretical underpinnings of this acquisition were argued and 

re-argued in the literature (see Wanner and Gleitman 1982, 

Atkinson 1982, Bowerman 1981, Slobin 1985 for reviews). 

Following this surge of grammatically-based research, 

several trends simultaneously emerged in child language 

studies (Miller 1982). All attempted to address broader 

issues than the sole acquisition of grammar. The first 

concerned the investigation of cognitive development in the 

Piagetian sense, as a precursor to language development. 

These studies (Brown, 1973) (Bloom 1970), (~loom, Lightbrown 

and Hood 1974) attempted to explicate language not as an 
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inherent natural capacity, but as an outgrowth of the child's 

preceding cognitive development. The second emphasis, most 

clearly elucidated by Halliday (1975) and Bowerman (1973) 

signalled a shift to a focus on semantics and "meaning". A 

third emphasis, generated by the British school of sociology, 

was responsible for a much more far-reaching and, in terms of 

application, insidious approach to the language of children 

who do not conform to mainstream language patterns. This area 

of research deals with social class and language. 

Social Class Differences and Child Language Socialization 

Studies of language and social class variations are in 

part an outgrowth of research into the influence of social 

class on general child socialization. The topic of social 

class and socialization has been studied for over fifty years 

and has produced a substantial, if somewhat disj ointed, corpus 

of literature. Early work in the 1930's and 40's was still 

under the influence of psychoanalytic theory and investigated 

such things as toilet training and feeding on demand, and 

often centered on black/white samples (Anderson 1936) (Duvall 

1946) • with the demise of Freudian influence, and the 

concomitant surge of sociological perspectives, social class 

was incorporated into the rubric of social structure, with 
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research centering on the replication of stratification 

systems. 

Research in this area has proven problematic, however, 

due to a lack of consensus on the definition of "social 

class". It is obvious to any observer that American society 

is stratified in terms of economic resources, prestige, and 

power, yet there is considerable disagreement on how to 

differentiate social strata. Research in social class and 

socialization has primarily been centered on what is termed 

"modes of parental control". This refers primarily to the 

manner in which the parent molds the child's behavior, either 

through reliance on reason, or the use of physical punishment. 

The broad outlines for this hypothesis were elaborated in Kohn 

(1963, 1969) in a seminal work which has been the basis for 

much of the later research in this area. Kohn postulated a 

causal link between occupational structure and the 

socialization role of the parent. This phenomenon comes about 

due to the differential experiential conditions that different 

social classes are exposed to, fostering different conceptions 

of social reality, different aspirations, and different 

conceptions of desirable personality characteristics 

(1963:472). In discussing the conditions of life distinctive 

of these classes Kohn (1969) identifies three ways in which 

middle class occupations entail different orientations: 
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First, whi te collar occupations generally require the 

worker to deal with non-concrete processing of ideas, symbols 

and interpersonal relations. Working-class occupations on the 

other hand require the actual manipulation of physical 

objects, and require less interactive skills. Second, white 

collar workers deal with a more cerebral, abstract work 

environment, one that requires judgment and higher order 

cognitive processes. working class individuals on the other 

hand are more likely to have standardization in their output. 

Third, white collar workers are generally left unsupervised 

for long periods of time, often setting their own pace. Blue 

collar occupations are conversely tightly supervised and 

monitored. Because of these differences in the work 

environment, two basic differing value orientations surface: 

white collar workers are more likely to value self-direction, 

freedom, individualism, initiative, creativity and self

actualization; blue collar workers on the other hand stress 

conformity to external standards, orderliness, neatness, and 

most of all, obedience. Numerous studies that followed 

demonstrated that class-related ideologies were found in 

values concerning almost every domain of family and child

rearing: sex-roles, affective expression, social 

relationships, and focus on individuality (Sennet and Cobb 

1972) (Rubin 1976) (Lasch 1979). These hypotheses were also 

applied to communication and linguistic behavior between 
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parents and children and dealt primarily with forms of 

parental control. studies centered on the linguistic form 

that this control takes, including parental use of commands 

and imperatives (Elder and Bowerman 1963) (Waters and Crandall 

1964), and coerciveness of suggestions (Hess and Shipman 

1964). Although there are numerous methodological and 

theoretical problems with these studies, it was consistently 

found that this type of research validated Kohn's hypothesis, 

demonstrating that working-class parents tend to rely more on 

the use of commands and imperatives, and middle-class parents 

are more likely to explain the reasons for a rule or request. 

This interest in social class differences in 

communication patterns took a new turn, and reached its most 

recognized elaboration in the British work of Basil Bernstein. 

His theories have been modified over the years, but the basic 

tenet concerns the use of two linguistic codes: elaborated 

and restricted, with the former being more typical of middle

class children and the latter of working-class children. 

Bernstein couched his theory in terms of a Durkheimian 

distinction between mechanical and organic solidarity. 

Mechanical solidarity is more typical of social relations in 

the lower class, whereas organic solidarity is characteristic 

of social relations in the middle class. As a result: 

"A restricted code will arise where the form of 
social relations is based upon closely shared 
identifications, upon an extensive range of shared 



expectations, upon a range of common assumptions. 
Thus a restricted code emerges where the culture or 
subcultures raises the "we" above "I" •••• The use of 
a restricted code creates social solidarity at the 
cost of verbal elaboration of individual 
experience ....• An elaborated code will arise 
wherever the intent of the other person cannot be 
taken for granted. Insofar as [this is true], then 
speakers are forced to elaborate their meanings and 
make them both explicit and specific .... This 
pressure forces the speaker to select among 
syntactic al ternatives and encourages 
differentiation of vocabulary" (1970:33 cited in 
Gecas 1979). 
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For Bernstein, the role system of the family is the key 

mechanism for linking social class and linguistic codes. He 

distinguishes between "position-oriented" and "person-

oriented" families (1971:184-85). As Gecas (1979) notes, 

within the position-oriented family, there is a more definite 

structuring of roles and a formal division of areas of 

responsibility according to the status of the family member 

i.e. age and sex. Family roles tend to be well-defined and 

inflexible, and are also ascribed. In person-oriented 

families, the function of familial influence is due to an 

achieved status, rather than his formal status. Psychological 

qualities of the person predominate, and status is 

continuously changing as a result of differing interests and 

attributes of its members. 

Bernstein goes on to extend his theory to explain in some 

way the educational failure of some segments of British 

children. He distinguishes middle-class from working-class 
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children in terms of competence in and access to an elaborated 

code. While both groups have competence in a restricted code, 

only middle-class children have competence in an elaborated 

code. It is precisely this competence, however that is 

required in literate and oral language use in formal 

educational settings. This can lead to academic difficulties 

for working class students. 

Unfortunately, Bernstein's work came to be regarded as a 

"verbal-deficit" theory, a mechanism to explicate the 

educational failure of disenfranchised students. While 

Bernstein has consistently disavowed (1973) his distinction to 

be a key in unlocking the mysteries of differential school 

performance, his position was imported to the united states 

and became influential in "explaining" why lower class and 

ethnically diverse children have higher rates of failure in 

school. Hess and shipman (1965) and Johnston and Singleton 

(1977) found social class differences in problem solving 

styles and relate these to teaching techniques adopted by the 

child's mother. Bereiter and Englemann (1966) claimed, for 

instance, that the language of ethnically diverse and lower 

class children is "inadequate for expressing personal or 

original opinions, for analysis and careful reasoning, for 

dealing with anything hypothetical or beyond the present or 

for explaining anything very complex." Holzman (1970), citing 

Bernstein's work in demonstrating that frequent use of short 
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commands and of simple imperatives is one of the features of 

working class language use, extended this notion to postulate 

a language deficit in the area of pragmatics. The child, she 

claimed, will have no experience with verbal explanations for 

the directives aimed at him; The child who only knows what he 

should do when he is directly ordered to do it is handicapped 

in a middle class educational environment. The understanding 

of what is called "elliptical discourse" , that is, 

verbalizations in \'lhich segments of the discourse are 

implicitly rather than explicitly related is cited as a 

cri tical factor wi thin a child's cogni ti ve development. Thus, 

caregiver's speech to children is somehow deficient in working 

class homes, and does not prepare the child adequately for 

academic achievement. Interestingly, this same study failed 

to bear out this conclusion, although the notion of a 

deficient non-standard dialect continued to account for 

failure in schools (Marans and Lourie 1967) (Alvy 1973). 

As an attempt to counteract the reductionist nature of 

this approach, two noted sociolinguists, William Labov and 

Dell Hymes, constructed stringent critiques of the approach. 

Labov's work (1969) cogently demonstrated that when speakers 

of Black Standard English were evaluated properly, their 

speech was as developed and gran~atical as their middle-class 

age-mates. other linguists and anthropologists (Baratz 1970) , 

1973) (Houston 1970) (Leacock 1972) asserted that the 
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instruments used in testing language in school children 

measured knowledge of Standard English, not the ability of the 

child to communicate adequately within his own speech 

community. 

A complementary trend emerged at this time, and has since 

become the dominant framework in child language socialization 

studies. Heralded by Hymes (1972) as the 'ethnography of 

communication', this model has served as the underlying 

foundation for much of the work in sociolinguistics in 

studying socially mediated language use. 

Hymes, a keen observer of human interaction, found the 

Chomskian focus on grammar narrow and restrictive. He reacted 

against the schemata formulated by Chomsky which postulated an 

ideal "speaker-hearer" \'lho knew perfectly his language and is 

capable of judging all well-formed utterances. Chomsky had 

rephrased a dichotomy introduced at the beginning of the 

century by Ferdinand de Sausseure (1959 in translation) in 

which a distinction is made between parole (speech) and langue 

(language). Sausseure had propounded that parole was 

individual and particular, the raw material from which the 

linguist can determine the system of a language. Langue, on 

the other hand, is a social fact, a convention agreed upon by 

a community of speakers. The distinction is basically one of 

behavior vs. knowledge. Chomsky modified this contrast into 

one between performance (speech) and competence (the 
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underlying theory or code). Competence is the knowledge the 

ideal speaker-hearer draws upon to produce sentences and 

understand them. Performance is actual speech behavior, with 

its pauses, interruptions, ungrammatical utterances, and the 

possibility of infinite combinations of words. Competence 

does not deal with actual speech, but with the ability of the 

speaker to produce out of a finite set of rules, an infinite 

number of grammatical sentences. Hymes redefined competence 

as being coextensive with the knowledge of a culture rather 

than of a grammar, and asserted that it is communicative 

competence rather than linguistic competence is the basis for 

social interaction. He declared that a person endowed with 

mere linguistic competence would be a sort of cultural 

monster. He would know the grammatical rules of his language, 

but would not know when to speak, when to be silent, how to be 

polite, when to joke, in short, which sociolinguistic option 

to select from his linguistic repertoire. communicative 

competence, or social competence, presupposes linguistic 

competence, but f 1.lrther assumes the acquisition of the norms 

of cultural knowledge. It is "the ability to measure 

ourselves in accordance with the standards of society in the 

presence of other people." Linguistic knowledge in this sense 

is not isomorphic wi th grammar, but requires behavioral 

strategies that can adapt to social situations, and the 

patterning of speech in inescapably linked to extra-linguistic 
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social factor. The child then, in acquiring a language, must 

not only be capable of producing well-formed utterances, he 

must also be able to judge socially acceptable speech. The 

child acquires not only a system of grammar, but also a 

"system of use regarding persons, places, purposes, other 

modes of communication, etc. ,--all the components of 

communicative events, together with attitudes and beliefs 

regarding them" (Hymes 1974:75). The child becomes, in fact, 

a mini-ethnographer who must "discover" not only the rules of 

his language, but of his social world as well. According to 

Hymes, the 'ethnography of communication' has as its aim: 

"To investigate directly the use of language in 
contexts of situations so as to discern patterns 
proper to speech activity, patterns which escape 
separate studies of grammar, or personality, or 
religion,or kinship and the like, each abstracting 
from the patterning of speech activity as such into 
some other frame of reference. Secondly, such an 
approach cannot take linguistic form, a given code, 
or speech itself, as a frame of reference. It must 
take as context a communi ty , investigating its 
communicative habits as a whole, so that any given 
use of channel and code takes place as but part of 
the resources upon which the members of the 
community draw (Hymes 1974:2-3). 

The overarching thrust of this methodology is to somehow 

integrate grammar, culture and interactive conventions into 

one cohesive analysis. 

This expanded notion of what constitutes appropriate 

usages of speech resulted in part in the current-pragmatic 

interest in the natural contexts of language learning and the 
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examination of how the language of caregivers is deployed for 

socializing functions, rather than for grammatical functions. 

Eventually, most studies of "language deficit" came to 

embrace the Hymesian theory of communicative competence. It 

became generally agreed that strictly linguistic abilities are 

not deficient (Bruck 1972) (van der Geest, et al. 1973) 

(Heider et al. 1968) (Philips 1970) (Heath 1983) and that a 

variety of other factors are critical in the educational 

process. It was then argued (Hymes 1972) (Cazden 1972) 

(Trueba et al. 1981) (Duran 1983) that there must be a 

similarity in language socialization between the community and 

educational institutions, and that the lack of 'fit' in terms 

of communicative competency, and not mere surface proficiency 

in a language, is a major factor in the educational 

difficulties faced by some minority children. Encompassed 

wi thin this view, the strictly grammarian approach to language 

and social interaction is replaced by an interest in such 

factors as the regulation of interaction, the organization of 

participation, discourse strategies, norms of politeness, and 

the structuring of speech events in general. The notion was 

advanced that the school must accommodate to the ways of 

speaking of the community, rather than forcing the child to 

adapt to linguistic patterns which are not part of his 

experience, and that the most effective pedagogy involves 

building on the child's prior knowledge. This approach to 
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educational systems, known in the literature as "micro

ethnography", has been the center of debate in studies on 

anthropology and education. Ogbu (1981) in a seminal critique 

of "micro-ethnographies", argued that the classroom 

interaction accounts which were presented were largely 

decontextualized and focused only on micro-level interactional 

strategies. He claimed that these studies "basically accept 

the assumption that minority children's social adjustment and 

academic performance difficulties are due to cultural and 

language differences". He further claimed that the focus on 

communicative styles and classroom social organization was not 

explanatory research, and could not account for the fact that 

children with widely divergent cultural and linguistic styles 

(Chinese, Punjabi, Central American immigrants) do not exhibit 

the educational difficulties that other minorities (African 

American, Native American and u.s. Mexican) have. These 

studies, he claimed "generally ask transactional rather than 

structural questions. They focus primarily on continuities 

and discontinuities between the home-community and classroom 

in interactional and communicative styles." This critique has 

been the focus of an ongoing debate in Anthropology and 

Education circles, and will be addressed in more detail in 

subsequent chapters. 

Child Language Socialization Studies 
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The general outline of care-giver speech to children has 

been studied thoroughly (see Farwell 1973, Snow 1978 for 

reviews) and concluded that several features are typical of 

"motherese". These include simple, very short utterances, 

usually consisting of a single clause, clear enunciation, lack 

of grammatical errors, talk about the here and now, and 

exaggerated intonation. In accordance with the shift in focus 

from a strictly grammatical approach, to a more holistic, 

behavioral approach, within the context of the community, Ochs 

and Schieffelin (1984) summarize child language socialization 

studies encoding two critical assumptions: 

1. The process of acquiring language is deeply affected by 

the process of becoming a competent member of a society. 

2. The process of becoming a competent member of society is 

realized to a large extent through language, by acquiring 

knowledge of its functions, social distribution and 

interpretations in and across socially defined situations, 

i.e. through exchanges of language in particular social 

situations. 

Within this view, language 

isomorphic with language acquisition. 

socialization is not 

within the process of 

language learning, the junior member of society discovers that 

ostensibly arbitrary configurations of phonetic combinations 

have the power to alter his environment. Through the process 

of socialization he learns when and where these combinations 
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may be appropriately used, to whom they can be addressed, and 

the child's own role in the social matrix of his surroundings. 

The position of child language socialization theory, as 

elucidated by Ochs and Schieffelin (1984) is that caregiver 

speech to young children is of paramount importance in 

understanding how children learn to think about the world 

around them. " .•. cuI ture is not something that can be 

considered separately from the accounts of caregiver-child 

interaction; rather, it is what organizes and gives meaning 

to that interaction. This is an important point, as it 

affects the definition and interpretation of the behaviors of 

caregivers and children." 

This was an important theoretical departure from the 

prevailing theories which held that knowledge and development 

is primarily self-constructed. Social learning theory as well 

as Piagetean studies conceive of knowledge as an "individual 

invention" (Piaget 1970:117). Under both formulations, the 

child over a period of years is able to construct a body of 

knowledge based on inductive reasoning and reflection on his 

experiential realm. It is, and Shweder (1984) has noted, "as 

if each generation, indeed each individual, reconstructed the 

rules of thought ane\\1." Shweder, departing from the broadly 

accepted Piagetian paradigm, proposes that knowledge, rather 

than being self-constructed, is "other-dependent" learning, 

and is the inverse of Piaget's image. Drawing upon work by 
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D'Andrade, he notes that teaching by others can be formal and 

intended and step-by-step, but that more often it is usually 

informal, unintended and relies on hints and corrections 

(1984:52). D'Andrade has previously noted that "abstracting 

patterns is not so easy to do by oneself", and cites 

experiments conducted on cognitive processing in tricky 

computer games. In these studies, well-educated college 

students performed miserably in figuring out patterns, yet the 

experimenters had astonishingly high averages in beating the 

computer. D'Andrade states: 

"But notice that most of the laboratory people 
did not have to learn everything by themselves. 
They talked to each other,. had a terminology for 
the different kinds of winning patterns and formed 
an effective social and cultural group. Thus they 
learned ... the way most people learn most things-

you try some of it by yourself, and other 
people--i.e., the cultural information pool--help 
by giving occasional procedural advice and crucial 
instruction in classifications when you get stuck." 
(1980:186 quoted in Shweder:1984:52) 

This reliance on "other-centered" learning led theorists 

to focus on social interaction as the scaffolding for 

cognitive development and conclude that self-constructed 

knowledge was often limited: "Piaget's baby is too much of an 

observer of social living and too little of a participant; 

too much of an embryonic physicist and not enough of a social 

psychologist" (Robinson: 1981: 268). 
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In line with the focus on social interaction, and 

presenting three developmental stories of communicative 

interactions in three different societies, ochs and 

Schieffelin focus on three facets of communication: (1) the 

social organization of the verbal environment of very young 

children, (2), the extent to which children are expected to 

adapt to situations, or that situations are adapted to the 

child, (3) the negotiation of meaning by caregiver and child. 

In Anglo-American white middle class interact.ions, they found 

a general tendency to adapt and modify situations to the child 

rather than the reverse. Addi tionally, the child is often the 

initiator of interaction, with his action and utterances 

commencing communication with caregivers. Among the Kaluli of 

Papua New Guinea, a different pattern is found. Kaluli 

mothers never engage their infants in dyadic communication, 

with triadic, multiparty interactions being more the norm. For 

Samoan children, embedded in a highly stratified society, 

ranking affects how caregiving tasks are carried out and how 

verbal interactions are organized. 

Based on their data, Ochs and Schieffelin go on to 

propose a typology of caregiver speech patterns based on the 

divergent orientations of "adapting situations to the child" 

vs. "adapting the child to situations". They further advance 

a model of language acquisition through socialization in 

which: 
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"Social expectations influence participation in social 

situations, and how and which intentions are expressed by the 

child influences how and which intentions are expressed by the 

caregiver. Finally, the structure of child language 

influences the structure of caregiver language" (ibid.>. 

In order to more clearly delineate this dichotomy, the 

overview of child language socialization studies which I 

present focuses on this categorization. 

Adapting the Child to the Situation/Adapting the situation to 

the Child: A review of literature. 

In studies of language socialization in indigenous 

communities in Latin America Stross (1972) and Harkness (1975) 

have asserted that "motherese", in the form of use of baby 

talk registers, simplification of utterances, and a slowing 

down of rates of speech is not overtly practiced. Motherese 

is a salient feature of situational adaptation to the child's 

lack of linguistic competence, and signals an orientation in 

this direction. Language socialization studies of African

American children in the u.S. (Ward 1971), (Heath 1983) 

contrast with this and find child adaptations to situational 

constraints. In her study of children in Rosepoint, 

Louisiana, Ward finds that children are expected to follow the 

adult's conversational directions, and are literally expected 
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to be "seen and not heard". Heath, comparing African American 

and white middle class interactional styles in Trackton, found 

a lack of 'fit' between questioning techniques used in the 

home and those found in the school that could be attributed to 

a dysjunction in orientations toward situational adaptations. 

White teachers assumed an implicit understanding that 

questions were purposely geared to a not yet proficient 

language learner in order to perfect his language skills in a 

situation ostensibly devised to be at a child's 'level'. This 

assumption was not shared by black students, many of whom 

began to experience academic difficulties. Heath presents a 

critical distinction between the language socialization of 

Trackton, and Roadville, a working class white community. In 

Trackton, children are not taught how to speak, read or write. 

Instead, they are constantly immersed in a "complex stream of 

multi-party communication" within which they are expected to 

assertively create their own participation within the 

communication taking place. Children then, must adapt to the 

communicative setting which surrounds them. In contrast to 

this, children in Roadville received constant instruction and 

feedback from adults, who guided their children to conform to 

certain communicative styles. This situation has 

contradictory effects within the situational adaptation 

dichotomy, however. Trackton children learn to be creatively 

individualistic in a social and physical environment that 
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Children 

then, "construct" their own interactional style by being left 

to survive without guidance in adult situations. Roadville 

children on the other hand, have been inculcated with a model 

of communicative style through careful teaching, and subsume 

their own individualistic tendencies in order to conform to 

societal norms. 

Miller (1982) in studying working class white children, 

proposed that economic deprivation provides a situational 

context in which her three subj ects were learning to talk 

back, assert themselves, defend, and dispute. Language 

socialization in these homes took into account real 

situational variables in which the child, unlike the middle 

class sample in ochs and Schieffelin, must accommodate herself 

to the exigencies of economic reality. Philips (1970) also 

found a dysjunction of sociolinguistic processes in studying 

Native American language patterns at home and at school. The 

Native American child at home was not required to supply an 

automatic and immediate response in all contexts. Thus, the 

child had a certain amount of control over the frequency and 

content of his utterances, a situation which did not exist in 

the classroom. The Indian child could well assume that the 

situational adaptation to his verbal choices present in the 

home would likewise apply in the classroom, a fact that did 

not always occur. 
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Gegeo and Watson-Gegeo (1983), in studying the social 

world of Kwara'ae children address this dichotomy directly. 

They note that Kwara'ae caregivers use a "simplified register 

and baby talk lexicon, negotiate meaning with the child via 

expansion and paraphrase, cooperatively build propositions 

with the infant, respond to child-initiated verbal and non

verbal acts, and engage in frequent two-party conversations 

with infants", all of the earmarks of "adapting the situation 

to the child". However, there is a second form of 

interaction in which they also "model utterances for the child 

to repeat to a third party, direct the child to notice others, 

orient it to topics of situational concern, and engage in 

frequent multi-party conversations with the infants", traits 

typical of "adapting the child to the situation". This 

apparent contradiction is resolved, according to the authors, 

in the Kwara'ae theory of socialization. "The over-all 

Kwara 'ae goal is to adapt the child to the situation; but, as 

we have seen, caregivers argue that the best and fastest way 

to accomplish this is by starting where the child is--by 

adapting some features of talk and situation to the child. 

Furthermore, the Kwara ' ae behave as if they thought it 

inefficient to allow any potentially pedagogical situation to 

go by without making use of it. Thus a child-initiated topic 

will be seized on as an opportunity for a lesson" (ibid.). 
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Quiche Mayan speech to children (pye 1986) has also been 

analyzed in terms of the features of linguistic modifications 

in caregiver speech. The author here finds that Quiche speech 

to children does employ a special register, but that only five 

of the seventeen features cited by Ferguson (1978) are 

present. This suggests, he claims, that the "features of 

speech to children are not universal, but are determined by 

the conventions of interacting with children in each 

community." This is further validated by Boggs (1985) work 

with Hawaiian children. 

While few of the studies cited directly address this 

dichotomy, much can be inferred from the data. Fischer's 

(1970) study of linguistic socialization in Japan and the 

United states reviews literature which points to a 

contradiction in situational adaptations: within the home, 

caregivers are more indulgent of infantilisms in speech, yet 

are more demanding of standard forms of speech outside of the 

horne. Another trend is found in socialization and language 

change in Norway (Larson 1985), when parents pressure children 

to use only local variants within the home, while in school 

the child feels pressure to present himself as a standard 

speaker. 

Annette Hamilton (1981), studying aboriginal child 

rearing in Australia claims that the 

"adapting to the child" is overtly 

orientation toward 

stated among the 
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aborigines, and that the "native" theory of child development 

holds that the child is born "with a set of needs, which can 

only be supplied through social interaction; the child 

indicates these needs to others, and it is the duty of others 

to respond; it assumes that there is no difference for a 

small child between want and need, and that these things 

remain hard to differentiate throughout life •••• It denies that 

indulgence will produce selfishness and lack of sociability 

and asserts instead that indulgence is the right of everyone 

when a child, and indulging is the duty of everyone when an 

adult." Blount (1972) finds an opposite tendency among the 

Luo of Kenya, who maintain a dominantly pragmatic approach to 

linguistic socialization. There is strong parental pressure 

to continue with a utilitarian approach to language, with the 

first lexical items to be identified being household objects 

which the child will eventually use to participate in 

household routines. Children, he states, are expected to 

develop early on the ability to organize their own activities 

and to take care of themselves and their younger siblings. A 

more recent study of Blount's (1981) centers on English and 

spanish speaking families in Austin, Texas, where an extensive 

corpus of special baby-talk features of parental speech were 

identified which function "to establish affect", "focus an 

infant's attention on ongoing activities," and "encourage the 

use of language." 
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Child Language Socialization of the u.s. Mexican Child: a 

review. 

Heretofore, most of the studies on Chicano spanish have 

focused on the area of descriptive linguistics (e.g. Cornejo 

1970; Hernandez-Chavez et a1. (eds.) 1975; Bowen and ornstein 

1975). The issue of language socialization in the u.s. 

Mexican community brings up the complicating issue of 

bilingualism. Is there a differential role given to the two 

languages in child socialization? Redlinger (1977) for 

instance found that Mexican-American (sic) mothers in Tucson 

had a definite tendency to use spanish for scolding the child, 

and English for praising him. Additionally muddling the issue 

are the controversies and gaps that are found in the theories 

underlying second language acquisition and bilingual language 

acquisition. Research in the area of Hispanic bilingualism 

has demonstrated that children tend to associate languages 

with the people who commonly speak them, and the situations in 

which the language is most commonly used (Genishi 1981) 

(McClure 1981). Similarly, the acquisition of bilingual code

switching skills takes place within the social matrix of the 

community (Zente11a 1981) (Huerta 1980). Thus, it is through 

the child's social experience and affective relationships that 

language use can be perfected in order to accomp1 ish the 

"work" of everyday living. 



113 

One of the first sociolinguistic studies of 

Spanish/English bilingualism was carried out in Tucson (Barker 

1974), and other community-based studies soon followed (Elias

Olivares 1975; Sanchez 1979). For a comprehensive overview, 

Fernando Pefialosa's Chicano Sociolinguistics (1979) and Berk

Seligson's review "A sociolinguistic View of the Mexican

American Speech Community" (1980), as well as Sanchez' Chicano 

Discourse (1983) provide a good summary of issues and 

theories. 

Two studies of Hispanic child language socialization are 

noteworthy at this point. The first is Zentella's (1981) 

study of Puerto-Rican children "Hablamos Los Dos". Zentella, 

as noted above, locates the acquisition of bilingual skill is 

directly within the community in which learning takes place, 

and social factors are utilized to characterize language use. 

The second study, Eisenberg's (1982) work on three Mexicano 

families in the Bay area, focuses on the cultural relevance of 

caregiver speech to children. She identifies two markers, 

<di>, and <dile> which compare with the Kaluli parent's 

directive <elama>, as forms of modeling children's speech. 

Additionally, she found that the focus of questions aimed at 

these children was on interpersonal issues, such as "Who is in 

the picture?" or "Where is Papa?", rather than on the more 

generic, impersonal, object-oriented questions generally 

addressed to Anglo children such as "What is that?". Briggs 
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(1984), in investigating metacommunicative competence in 

children also focuses on the "dile X formula, and expands it 

into a dile X "Y" formula for specific speech acts: "Since 

the child provides a report of the senior's speech (rather 

than a direct quotation) s/he must modify pronouns, verbal 

inflection and syntactic form as well as transform one type of 

directive •.• into another •••• " 

Although these studies have highlighted certain 

linguistic features of the language socialization features of 

u.S. Mexican children, the gap in these studies centers on the 

current controversy on "micro-ethnography", that is that the 

larger historical context of these populations is not 

adequately addressed. Analysis is delimited to primarily 

linguistic and paralinguistic data dealing with the 

acquisition of temporal reference, questioning routines, verb 

inflections and narrative specificity. No attempt is made to 

locate the child within the nexus of interlocking variables 

which surround him. Ogbu (1981) in calling for a rethinking 

of the conceptual framework wi thin which school ethnography is 

carried out, specifically calls for "a framework requiring the 

ethnographer to ask both transactional and structural 

questions. By structural questions we mean those leading to 

an examination of the features of the wider society (e.g. the 

stratification systems, the corporate economy) than in 

important ways shape the community patterns (interactional 
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styles, communicative styles, motivational patterns, etc.) 

that minority children acquire as well as the responses 

schools make to these children." It is these larger issues 

that have been absent in previous studies of child language 

in u.s. Mexican households, and without which any analysis is 

stripped of the functioning context of language socialization. 

Child Language Socialization In Context: 

since the construct of child-centered vs. si tuation

centered adaptations could be easily integrated within the 

review of child language socialization literature, it became 

the starting point for my initial analysis of the preliminary 

data that I collected. Since this dichotomy was somewhat 

analogous to the literature on social class and language use, 

I was curious as to the patterns that would emerge. As has 

been noted, the literature on social class and language use 

has a tendency to see "working" class families as being more 

authoritarian, more inflexible and less elaborated in their 

speech to children, in short, tend to "adapt the child to the 

situation." White collar workers, or middle class families, 

according to this outlook, would be more likely to explain 

rules to their children, have less rigid expectations of the 

child, and negotiate with the child to a greater extent, 

stressing, in effect the adaptation of the situation to the 
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child. Since I had divided the sample into barrio and non

barrio samples roughly analogous to the determinants of 

working-class vs. middle-class constructs, this demarcation of 

households would be the point of departure for my initial 

analysis. 

According to my estimations, of the eight households that 

I had collected initial data on, six of the households fell in 

the category of "adapting the situation to the child", and two 

fell into the taxonomy of "adapting the child to the 

situation." I looked at the households that fell into the 

latter category and tried to extract some rationale for the 

difference. In one home, the target child's family (mother, 

father and siblings) lived in the grandparents home. In the 

other, the child did not live in the barrio, but spent a good 

deal of time at the grandparent's home, and was, according to 

the grandmother, essentially raised by her. I tried to 

formulate other justifications for the division, but had only 

tentative and preliminary impressions. And then an 

interesting thing happened. 

Due to employment considerations, it became necessary for 

us to leave Tucson for a period of time and relocate to the 

East Coast. I visited all of the households before I left, 

supplied them with blank tapes so that they could continue 

taping in my absence, but was not able to personally 

communicate with them for several months. I essentially lost 
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contact with the households for an extended period of time. 

I came back to Tucson wi th the express purpose of re

establishing a connection with the households, and contacted 

them all anew. In my absence, the moves that I have already 

mentioned took place: Marina and her children moved into her 

parent's home, and Iris, her husband and children, moved into 

her parents' home. As I re-contacted these two women, I 

noticed a subtle shift in their demeanor. They were a bit 

more reserved, a little more reluctant about the whole 

interviewing situation. Most importantly, I noticed a 

definite shift in their language patterns towards their 

children. Whereas both of these households had previously 

fallen into the "adapting the situation to the child" 

orientation, I detected a pronounced shift towards the other 

direction. In fact, if I had to recategorize the households, 

they would fall well within the parameters of "adapting the 

child to the situation." They increased the use of 

imperatives and directives with their children, and seemed to 

be more overtly controlling in their behavior. In one 

instance, the target child, who had previously been allowed to 

freely interact with me, was now banished into a back bedroom 

while I undertook a stilted interview with his mother. 

Whereas other interviews had produced photo albums and lengthy 

conversations, this one was curt and unelaborated. In the 

other household, the mother actually confessed that she felt 
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like she had to "be on top of her children" all the time now, 

and felt more constrained because she was not within her own 

home: 

"It's been hard, HARD, HARD being here. You know, it's 

just like they say, you go into your mother's home, and it's 

like you're a kid again. You know, I would reprimand my 

children, and no sooner would I reprimand them than my mother 

would jump in and say, 'and if you don't listen to your Mom, 

then I'M going to get you' ... And then she gets angry over 

certain things that I find are not so important to me. Like, 

I have no difficulty with my kids wrestling. They're boys, 

you know, that's normal everyday wear and tear on them. But, 

for her, it's wrong, and I have to suppress that energy, and 

that's very difficult. But, I honor her, because that's how 

she feels. Loudness ..• quietness, they have really had to tone 

down themselves, they can't let loose like when they're with 

me ... other things that we may disagree on, well •.. just child

rearing things in general. And it's really funny because I 

sit here and I listen to her, and she's got a set of rules for 

my sister and one for my brother, and she tries to cross the 

two of them together between me, so things .•• like for example, 

my sister gives her children an allowance for what they do, 

and my brother does not. I decided to do it, and all of a 

sudden it was wrong, and I said, 'Well, ~Y? Because my 

brother doesn't think it's cool? (My sister) does. Why is it 
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so good for her to do it, but so wrong for me? •• I tell my 

mom: 'I don't want to put my responsibilities for my kids on 

you. I don't like being here. This is your home, and you 

have your measure of how you like your house to be, and I 

don't live up to that. You want your house immaculate, I 

don't live up to that. I don't like every little thing in its 

place where nobody should touch it. I have (children), I 

can't afford that right now •.. There is no room for kids here. 

You have to understand what I'm trying to suppress here. It's 

like taking energy and packing into a box, and it's fighting 

to get out, and I'm holding it in, and I'm having trouble 

holding it in there, and every now and then it leaks out, and 

something happens, and it's inevitable." 

There was no mistaking the indisputable fact that 

caregiver speech directed towards children had shifted in 

these households. 

The idea that language patterns should vary due to 

fluctuations in the social environment was not particularly 

startling. It is, after all, a basic tenet of 

sociolinguistics. But to discover that the pattern that had 

appeared to be a robust dichotomy in the literature and on 

which I had planned to begin to build a preliminary analysis 

was alterable, was extremely awkward. I had learned a 

distressing rule of ethnographic research: that an accurate 

observation at one point in time may not be so in the next. 
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I now had a pattern that could not be overlooked: All of 

the households which exhibited the orientation of adapting the 

child to the situation had a dominant presence in the 

household of the maternal grandparents. Three of the children 

were actually co-residential with the grandparents, and the 

other spent a high percentage of her waking time at her 

grandparent's house. Al though the pattern was clear, the 

significance of it was not. 

The longer I examined this pattern, the more I felt that 

the conclusion that could be drawn from this chain of events 

was self-evident. The mothers in this sample were responding 

NOT to social variables in setting, interlocutors and other 

aspects of speech events. They were modifying their 

linguistic style in response to affective, emotional 

variables. 

The emotional panorama of the linguistic environment was 

permeated with a dense interweaving of familial interactions. 

I had witnessed exchanges between mother/adult daughter, seen 

the shifts in gaze, the non-verbal indications of profound 

emotionally ambivalent intertwinings. These women were 

reacting to their own legacy of socialization, to their own 

unresolved sibling rivalries and parent-child co-operations 

and conflicts. While I could only guess at the individual 

permutations of each set of relations, one thing was plain to 

me: in all of the households that I had visited, with the 
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mUltiplicity of dimensions impinging on discourse, speech 

directed towards children was infinitely more complex than a 

categorization of its surface characteristics. I had 

originally envisioned an analysis which would supply a 

microanalytical view of speech events in households. I had 

devised a coding procedure which would extrapolate from a 

software text analysis program, categories of child-initiated 

topic shifts, etc. etc. In the face of the complex 

interactions within each household, these coding heuristics 

became less meaningful. "Context" took on an unimaginable 

magnitude. The speaker's perspective as agent, experiencer, 

etc. was modified by pragmatic and affective, as well as 

social factors (cf. Bates and Macwhinney, 1985). 

If affective variables could alter the patterns of the 

language directed towards children at the level at the 

household, I attempted to consider the impact of affective and 

emotional domains within a larger context. 

I had initiated this study with the notion of asking 

transactional questions. The shifts in household patterns had 

evidenced to me, however, that context was more of a 

sUbstantive difference than a stylistic difference. It was 

evident that emotion and affect colored the language directed 

towards children. It was equally evident that context, at 

both the micro and macro levels loomed as the larger issue in 

this language socialization study. 



122 

In the following chapters, I outline a proposal for 

viewing language socialization from the starting point of the 

affective infrastructure. From this ground point, the 

affective underpinnings of the features of the wider regional 

hegemonic and symbolic structures of society are expanded. 

Finally, transcripts of naturally occurring household 

discourse are presented which document the process. 
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"Nothing worth learning can be taught." 

Oscar Wilde 

CHAPTER V 

AFFECT AND LANGUAGE SOCIALIZATION 

Emotion as examinable construct 

The role of emotion, or to use the more psychological 

term, "affect", is not a novel phenomena on the horizon of 

language socialization studies. In a cross-cultural 

compendium of studies (Scheffelin and Ochs 1986), several 

authors examined the expression of affect in interactional 

routines. Miller, in her study of teasing in South Baltimore, 

effectively illustrates that this is a patterned interaction 

which is utilized consciously by mothers to "toughen up" their 

children for the vagaries of life. They are prepared for 

their affective battles with linguistic weapons. Eisenberg, 

also focusing on teasing as verbal play, views the sequences 

in Mexicano homes as encoding messages for relationships. 

Schieffelin, examining teasing and shaming with Kaluli 

children, sees the interactions as a means of conventionalized 

control. In Clancy's study of Japanese communicative style, 

a category for expressing affect had to be created during the 
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coding of the data, since the issue was interj ected so 

repeatedly by the informants. 

Taking this proclivity one step further, Ochs marks the 

saliency of emotion in her observations on Samoan children: 

"so much of the talk was intensely emotional. Caregivers and 

children talked about feelings and emotional states a great 

deal ..• " (Ochs 1986). 

The role of emotion in social processes has, in more 

recent years, been the locus of an animated debate in 

psychological, anthropological, linguistic and neurobiological 

disciplines. The recognition of the elemental role of emotion 

in behavior and social life was an acknowledgement that had 

been glaringly absent in social science methodology until 

fairly recently. Schweder (1985) in a strident denunciation 

of this omission affirms that a "passionless mental purity" 

had overtaken social science research, and that "an affect 

revolution is required to emancipate this ...• from an overly 

imperialistic cognitive theory." Although emotion is now 

recognized as a legitimate object of study, not to be 

relegated to the realm of the "inaccessible" or 

"unscientific", there exists a lively debate in the literature 

as to the nature of "emotions", and to the organizing role 

that they generate within socio-cultural and psychological 

processes. 
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The debate can be reduced essentially to the differences 

between three opposing camps. The first camp, based 

fundamentally on a functionalist Darwinian paradigm, holds to 

the notion that emotions are innate biosocial manifestations 

of adaptive processes, and in some form or other, are 

ontologically universal. Advocates of this psychobiological 

emphasis (Frijda 1986; Izard 1977; Ekman, Friesen, and 

Ellsworth 1982) argue that primary emotions are evident in the 

neonate and are cross-culturally manifested in adult forms. 

Secondly, as reported by Fisher, Shaver and Carnochan (1990) 

a corpus of research has grown around the contention that 

cognitive processes such as judgment, appraisal and intentions 

or goal s, are al so operant in emotional processes. Fisher et. 

al also report that several current theories of emotional 

development (Bretherton et al. 1986; Barrett and Campos 1987; 

Levanthal and Scherer 1987) combine both a functionalist 

position with a cognitive approach. A third approach, with 

its prime proponents emerging from anthropological 

perspectives, takes the point of view that emotions can be 

socially constructed, and that the emotions can be placed 

"squarely in the realm of culture by pointing to the ways 

local cultural concepts of emotion such as the Ilongot liget 

(anger), and the Pintupi ngaltu (compassion) borrow from 

broader cultural themes and reflect, in their ideological 

shape, the forms of indigenous social relationships" (Abu-
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Lughod and Lutz 1990). Lutz and White (1986) present a 

detailed review of the "Anthropology of Emotions" and define 

the key theoretical concept in work on the cultural and social 

construction of emotion as being based on the notion of the 

"culturally constituted self, positioned at the nexus of 

personal and social worlds •... (emotions) emerge as socially 

shaped and socially shaping in important ways. An entire 

corpus of literature (Rosaldo M. 1983, 1984) (Levy 1973, 1984) 

(Abu-Lughod 1986) (Lutz 1987) (Rosaldo R. 1984) has located 

various degrees of emotional meaning embedded within ideology 

and social relations. Extending the concept of social and 

cultural constructionism to the arena of child socialization, 

studies in this area take as a focal point H. Geertz' (1958) 

pioneer effort on Javanese emotional socialization. 

caregivers within this paradigm are seen as defining and 

organizing children's emotional behavior through "socially 

guided emotional specialization" (Geertz H. 1958) (See Lutz 

and White 1986) for a review). It is this underlying 

assumption that has guided much of the recent work on affect 

and child language socialization (Schieffelin and Ochs 1986; 

Ochs and Schieffelin 1989; Lutz 1988). 

As I considered the role of emotion in the language 

socialization of the children whom I was studying, the 

limitations of the approach became obvious. Although these 

studies indicate a concern with the role of affect in language 
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socialization, it is still subsumed under a strategy for 

studying interactional "routines". Ochs maintains that: "When 

children are exposed to language in use, and begin to use 

language with older members of society, they are presented 

with an array of affective structures, a set of contexts, a 

set of relations linking the two (e.g. markedness of affective 

forms vis-a-vis social identity of speaker/audience, social 

setting, activity, etc.) ••. An important component of 

sociocul tural competence every child must acquire is the 

ability to recognize and express feelings in context. Every 

society has ways of viewing moods, dispositions, and emotions, 

including how they are to be displayed verbally and 

nonverbally." (Ochs 1986) 

Underlying these statements is an assumption that affect 

can be demarcated and isolated as one of a number of 

linguistic variables which the child is exposed to in learning 

"to become a member of a society", and that affect must 

somehow be "contextualized." As Ochs (1989) defines the 

parameter of the linguistic encoding of affect, "Prosody, 

phonological variation, morphological particles, affixes, 

pronominal systems, quantifiers, emphatics, hedges, adverbs, 

verb voice, tense/aspect systems, modals, word order, 

dislocated constructions, parallel structures and repetition 

are some of the resources that languages dedicate to affective 
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purposes." This "social referencing" of affect includes two 

key suppositions: 

"1. There are features in languages that speakers use to 

key affect to others. 

2. Others use these features as a basis for constructing 

their own subsequent feelings, moods, dispositions and 

attitudes towards some uncertain information" (Ochs and 

Schieffelin 1989). Thus, the keying of affect, under this 

model, assumes that caregivers encode cultural norms to the 

young child which help to define certain feeling states. What 

this model does not address, however, is that this 

functionalist perspective presumes that language operates to 

maintain homeostasis and the status quo wi thin the social 

system. There is an assumed commonality of consensually 

agreed upon norms of feeling that do not leave room for 

notions of resistance or opposition . Additionally, as I 

contend in the subsequent chapters, affect for children may be 

cued not only by caregivers, but in the larger structural and 

hegemonic relationships which interface with the community. 

Further, the model that is presented presumes: "the 

practice of caregivers providing explici·t instructions in what 

to say and how to speak in a range of recurrent activities and 

events. Typically, such instruction takes the form of 

explicit prompting by the caregiver or other member of a 

group. An older person will instruct a younger child in what 
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to say by modeling each utterance for the child to repeat." 

(Ochs 1986) 

The role of affect in language socialization in this view 

is depicted essentially an heuristic device that serves the 

function of teaching social variables such as "status" and 

"role" . Caregivers are seen as modeling "correct" or 

"socially appropriate" linguistic markers of affective 

information for the child, which the child then internalizes. 

He is rewarded for the faithful reproduction of these routines 

through a system of positive reinforcement by the caregivers 

by demonstrating his/her competence in recreating and 

formulating utterances and actions in accordance with the 

social model that is transmitted to him/her. Although 

researchers in this area are careful to point out that this is 

not a regeneration of the long discarded model of stimulus

response language learning, denying to the child any 

generative qualities of linguistic form, the data and 

applications that are often presented focus on the 

reduplication and reproduction of social forms. Bettleheim 

(1987) in discussing the responses of "Pavlovian dogs and 

Skinnerian pigeons" makes the point that inferences from 

operant conditioning were studied in laboratory animals that 

became, as a result of such conditioning, unable to survive on 

their own in their natural habitats. Rather than responding 

spontaneously, they were able to act only as they had been 
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"conditioned" to do. A similar analogy is germane to child 

language studies. The natural habitat of children in the 

modern world is a perpetually complex , diverse and often 

disparate social milieu which does not allow for rote learning 

of interactional strategies. Children are faced with an array 

of communicative options, that mayor may not fit the pattern 

of the routines which have been transmitted to them. 

children, as part of the generative capacity of communication, 

must learn to respond to novel situations and actively 

manipulate the social and linguistic knowledge to which they 

are privy in innovative and often inventive ways. He/she is 

not the "cultural dope" of Garfinkel's (1964) and Moerman's 

(1968) terminology, devoting "the first seven years of life to 

obsessively "internalizing" a culture that they are then 

destined to spend the remainder of their lives reproducing." 

Rather, the child is a "cultural sharpy", an active agent in 

orchestrating his/her rendition of the information that is 

passed on to him/her in order to increase his/her share of 

what he/she deems valuable. The child is an active agent in 

the individual decision-making inherent in learning the 

"rules" of his world within the context of his interactional 

experiences. He/she is not a passive "culture-bearer", 

trapped by the limits of the socio-cultural input he receives, 

but a strategist, actively receiving a whole range of stimuli, 

interpreting and re-interpreting that knowledge according to 
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his/her needs and agenda. His/her responses to the 

interlocking matrices which surround him/her can be adaptively 

suited to his/her own particularistic constellation of 

variables. He/she is a strategist, not accepting as immutable 

the forces which surround him, but rather actively and 

vigorously manipulating his/her choices to respond by 

demanding, charming, angering, pleasing and ingratiating. 

He/she is in essence, what I would term, an "affective 

strategist." 

"The affective strategist" 

I would contend that affect and emotion are not merely 

appendages of an overarching routinization strategy, but that 

they are the basic infrastructure for the process of child 

language socialization itself. Emotion to the child is 

ubiquitous. It is not contextualized. It simply IS. 

The role of the affective circuit has been recognized and 

incorporated into second language learning for several years. 

(Krashen 1982). It would not necessitate a theoretical 

quantum leap to assume an affective foundation for the area of 

child language socialization. 

I would contend that the neonate, as it is thrust out 

into its non-aquatic, light-filled environment, is 

extraordinarily perceptive to extra-linguistic, affective 
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Pure communication to the neonate, unfettered by 

linguistic structure, is conveyed in warmth, love, awe, pride 

and acceptance and is captured in its essential form by the 

newborn's sensitive receptors. The converse negativity of 

rejection, regret, disinterest and defeat are also captured. 

This is the infant's first exposure to human communication. 

True, it is non-linguistic, unstructured communication, but it 

is the neonate's first awareness that there is a method 

whereby messages from another being can be received. His/her 

first exposure to the transmittal of messages is based on raw 

emotion. 

I would argue that as the infant is exposed to human 

language, this reliance upon intuition and subjective emotion 

does not diminish. As the child grows, he/she is receptive 

not only to acoustic properties, but to the affective 

dimensions contained wi thin the parameters of the words. 

Words in this sense are instruments which the child 

disassembles in order to extract the essence that is being 

transmi tted to him/her. Words, although they may be identical 

phonetically, may carry distinct affective properties, varying 

from speaker to speaker and from situation to situation. The 

child absorbs the emotion of the situation, and relegates 

phonemes and morphemes to their functional utility as vehicles 

for transporting the affective load. Words are symbolically 

tasted, savored and examined, in much the same way that the 
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child will manipulate objects in his environment. He will 

feel the dimension of the word, knock it around a bit to test 

it, and savor the "feeling" it conveys. 

I assume that the emotional impact that "words" have on 

a child exercise a creative force. Language and its attendant 

subjectivities orient the child not primarily as "a member of 

a culture", but as a member of the human species who happens 

to live within a culture. Early routines with infants and 

children take a variety of forms, as documented in the 

literature. One can safely say that all societies in all 

times and all places have incorporated some notion of 

infant/child interaction with adults as part of its social 

legacy, and Freudian notions of affect have colored our 

Western conceptions of the childhood experience. An anecdotal 

tidbit of negative evidence for this can be found in the 

misguided experiment performed in the 13th century by 

Frederick II. He had an perverse interest in learning what 

language children would speak if no language were directed 

towards them from birth. He chose fifty unfortunate infants 

to serve as subjects for his "experiment" and placed them with 

a caregiver who was to bathe and feed them, but was forbidden 

from talking, caressing, or otherwise interacting with the 

infants. Frederick never learned the results of his dismal 

research, since all fifty of the infants died. 
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There appears to be a species-specific tendency to engage 

infants and children in some type of emotional stimul i in 

order for the young homo sapiens to survive. Medical and 

psychological literature amply documents the "failure to 

thrive" syndrome of infants deprived of meaningful human 

contact. One glaring omission in language socialization 

studies has been the neglect of an affirmation of the 

intensity of the parent-child bonding experience. It is never 

alluded to that parents cross-culturally are deeply and 

intensely emotionally involved with their children. It is an 

enduring and exceedingly dense human bonding pattern. In the 

guest for social science purity, the process has been stripped 

of dealing with its most essential ingredient: the emotional 

ardor of the parent-child bond. It is a case of literally 

throwing out the baby with the bath water. I postulate that 

there exists an innate mechanism in the human species whereby 

caregivers respond and react to infants and small children at 

the level of affective relations. Parents, at some 

nonconscious (Lewicki 1989) level, interact with their young 

charges with intense emotion. What is conveyed to the child 

through this process, I believe, is a sense of self, a sense 

of personhood. Interactional routines, at this point, do take 

on a primordial importance. Their magnitude, however, may be 

measured not only at the social level, but in transmitting to 

the neophyte his unique and particular existence as a defined 
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human entity. Routines define the fact that the child exists 

and has an inherent worth: He/she matters and is being taken 

care of. Routines, in this view, orient the child to his own 

nascent emotional tableau. He/she is questioned, teased, 

shamed, praised and otherwise engaged in order to convey to 

him/her a range of human emotion. The child is introduced into 

personhood by experiencing the parameters of the inner self. 

Although it is not the only conduit for this process, language 

is a primary vehicle for its effective implementation. 

"Motherese", in this perspective, is not simply a strategy to 

simplify grammatical constructs for the child, but a way to 

orient the child affectively as a feeling, thinking being. 

He/she is questioned about wants and desires to demonstrate 

and identify the feeling of those wants and desires. The 

telegraphic speech of children can be reinterpreted as an 

attempt to recreate the emotional impact that these certain 

words have created wi thin the child's emerging self. In fact, 

caregivers regularly interpret an infant's first (Jakobson 

1962) utterance <rna> as meaning either "mother" or "food", the 

two domains most closely associated with the child's affective 

map. 

I assume, then, that. affect is an elemental medium of 

language socialization. Routines, as demonstrated in the 

literature, are present cross-culturally, and are utilized 

ubiqui tously by caregivers. However, their role may be 
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viewed, not as has been assumed, to orient the child to his 

social role within society, but to affectively orient the 

child to his/her own emotional dimensions and construction of 

selfhood. As noted previously, routines are a construct of 

caregivers. How children react to this input cannot, however, 

be reduced to a formulaic equation that produces uniform 

responses. Additionally, even wi thin these routines, language 

socialization studies document differential patterns. The 

most conspicuous example of differential socialization 

involves gender and gender roles. Gleason (1987) reports on 

sex differences in parent-child interaction in white middle

class America, and finds that not only are girls and boys are 

spoken to differently, but they are also exposed to a social 

world in which men and women speak differently. Additionally, 

Kaluli patterns (Schieffelin 1987) indicate that the <elema> 

marker has a high frequency of occurrence among girls, yet 

boys almost never use it to direct a younger child's 

attention. Thus, children react to differential "social 

worlds", and are not a variation of Hymesian (1974) "cultural 

monsters" who reproduce flawlessly when stimulated by 

linguistic input. children, as "affective strategists" react, 

incorporate and discard notions that are transmitted to them, 

not solely for social or cogni ti ve reasons, but often on 

emotional and evocative grounds. 
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The emotion of linguistic input 

Within the neurosciences, the interaction of the primary 

limbic system and stem areas of the brain with secondary 

linkages to language, learning and the more cognitive aspects 

of socialization has been a focus of interest for some time 

(Pribram 1981 in Filksov and Boll, ed.i Noback and Demarest 

1981) . The psychobiology of the emotional aspects of 

caretaker-child relations has been a concern (see Hofer 1981 

for review) in neuroscientific research. Recent research in 

cognitive neurobiology and cognitive neuroscience (LeDoux et 

ale 1988) suggests that certain emotional reactions occur 

before the brain has fully registered the stimuli causing the 

reaction, that is, that emotion can occur before thought. 

This view is in direct opposition to the what has been 

considered to be the prevailing psychological paradigm, that 

is, that emotions results from cognition and rational 

reflection about stimuli. It has heretofore been assumed that 

the amygdala, the part of the brain that registers emotion, 

was dependent on the neocortex, the "rational part" of the 

brain, to shape an emotional reaction. The work of LeDoux et 

al. has repudiated the notion that this is true in all cases, 

and suggests that it is possible for the amygdala to 

precipitate an emotional response before the neocortex has had 

sufficient time to fully process neural stimuli. "Emotional 
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reactions and emotional memories can be formed without any 

conscious, cognitive participation at all, because 

anatomically, the emotional system can act independently" 

(LeDoux in Goleman, 1989). At some point, each child will 

embark on a highly individualized process of evaluating 

language within his own personality framework. He will react 

to the emotional pull of language in a unique, specialized 

manner. He will become an individual within the linguistic 

universe. The concept of agency, or choice by the individual 

child is an indispensable ingredient in the developmental 

trajectory of the child. This design does not view the child 

as a passive receptacle for the quixotic passions of the 

caregivers which surround him/her. The child is more than the 

sum of his relationships. He is not, as M. Foucault argues, 

nothing but a setting passed over by many currents. Language 

socialization in this view is not terrorist in nature. It 

does not imprison the child within a pre-determined mold or 

tradition. 

I submit that there lies within each individual child, a 

mechanism for choice, a vote as it were, as to how he will 

receive and react to the emotional ambience conveyed in 

language. We know from language acquisition studies that no 

two two-year-olds learn language in exactly quite the same 

ways. Language learning appears in the absence of 

"motherese", and may be delayed even with the most 
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conscientious adul t model ing. Katherine Nelson, a 

psychologist interested in child language reports that some 

children have a "strong inclination toward naming objects, 

while others tend toward more 'expressive' speech, using 

'socially useful' phrases like 'leave me alone' or 'that's 

mine' or 'I want it.' In her studies of videotapes of 52 

children, she demonstrates that the mother can shape the 

child's speech patterns, but that the innate inclinations of 

children exert a powerful, and in some cases, decisive 

force .... 'You can't just point to an object and get the kid to 

learn, , ... 'It's what the child is interested in'" (Berger, 

1988) . Each child has, for whatever reason, his/her own 

internal agenda for accepting certain elements in language, 

and discarding others. Boggs (1983) addresses this notion and 

recognized that guidance does not guarantee immediate 

understanding on the child's part, nor a willingness to 

participate as intended by others. He cites the example that 

a toddler in American society may be urged to "kiss Grandpa", 

and may be only frightened by a strange face. He also cites 

Clancey (1982) descriptions of routines used by Japanese urban 

middle-class parents which are intended to induce sensitivity 

in the child, as well as a sense of shame. She reports, 

however, that children actively resist giving the 

"appropriate" responses, and it is not until about age seven 

that they begin to emulate the routine. Recent research on 
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neonates in hospitals and in homes indicate that even from 

birth (and sometimes before) children demonstrate highly 

individualized idiosyncratic proclivities and temperaments. 

Some are more "nervous" and easily stimulated. It has been 

known for over twenty-five years that neonates demonstrate 

differential temperamental responses to stimuli (Birns 1965) 

and more recent research indicates that these individual 

temperamental traits may remain through childhood and even 

into adulthood (Kagan 1984). I assume that each child is 

born with a set of distinctive, albeit malleable, personality 

markers, and that these idiosyncratic tendencies orient the 

child towards his own particular traj ectory in language 

socialization. I would therefore propose a model of language 

socialization that places the child within an affective 

universe, choosing from the constellations before him, his own 

particular socio/affective linguistic strategy. This notion 

draws on Goodenough's construction of the "ideolect" (1971), 

in which he underscores the fact that no two individuals 

experience language identically: "There are as many versions 

of a language as there are speakers of it." In a more 

expanded notation, Goodenough coined the term "propriospect", 

or individualized or private culture. Wolcott (1991) 

summarizes Goodenough as encompassing, "not Culture in an 

abstract, collective sense, but to a unique version of 

cu1ture(s) each of us creates out of individual experience." 
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Whatever menu of options is served up to the child, there is 

still individual agency involved in the choices that he opts 

for. It is, as Clifford Geertz observes, such that "we all 

begin with the natural equipment to live a thousand kinds of 

life, but end in the end having lived only one" (Geertz 1973 

quoted in Wolcott, 1991) 

The Interactional Double Helix 

I would propose a metaphorical image to present the 

abstraction of language socialization drawing from our 

knowledge of molecular biology and involves the "double 

helix", the spiral staircase of the DNA molecule, the 

mechanism for the transmission of genetic information. This 

metaphorical image of cultural transmission, I view as a an 

"interactional double helix", a process of intertwining 

responses between adult and child, both being touched by and 

affected by the links between them, transmitting on an 

individual level, the particular totality of each generation's 

cultural store. 

This model draws in a limited way, upon a Vygotskian 

perspective, wherein the child is seen as unfolding through 

the reciprocal influence of child and social environment, and 

whereby the child engages in independent action through the 

assistance of others. This assisted performance and the" zone 



142 

of proximal development" is described as "the distance between 

the actual development level as determined by independent 

problem solving and the level of potential development as 

determined through problem solving under adult guidance or in 

collaboration with more capable peers" (Vygotsky 1978). Thus, 

this model sees the child as "other-dependent" (8weder 1984) 

in his reception of knowledge at this point. The child 

receives each caregivers personal rendition of the macro 

socio-psycho-economic forces which have contributed to his 

development. A socio-historical perspective is essential to 

understanding any representation of cultural and knowledge 

transmission. However, no two caregivers will experience 

societal forces in precisely the same way. Instead, the 

multivocality of the experiences of each child must be taken 

into account. Linguistic and non-linguistic stimuli are 

charged with a semiotic history apart from their socio

history. Gender, race, ethnicity, minority status, hegemonic 

relations and symbolic domination present a multiplex and 

heteronomic setting for the processes of language 

socialization. 



CHAPTER VI 

AFFECT AND THE LANGUAGE SOCIALIZATION OF THE U.S. MEXICAN 

CHILD 

The Emotion of Minority status 
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For the u.s. Mexican child, the oversight of the 

mu1tivocalic capacity of discourse highlights two phenomena 

which are not addressed in the literature on child language 

socialization. The first involves the "socio-cultural model" 

that is conveyed to children. Many of the studies in language 

socialization assume that there exists "out there" an 

homogenous, non-ambiguous system of knowledge which defines 

homeostatic status and role relationships within societies, 

and that this body of lore is then transmitted to children. 

The legacy of U. s. Mexican populations, however, is an 

inheritance of flux. The historical congeries that have given 

rise to the status of Tucson neighborhoods are rooted in war, 

revolution, immigration, and the constant movement of peoples. 

The collective consciousness of the borderlands area have been 

affected profoundly by deportation actions, repatriation and 

other immigration legalese, from the forced relocations of the 

1930s to "Operation Wetback" of the 1950s to the Simpson

Rodino Immigration Reform Act of the 1980s. A clear message 

of foreignness and "otherness" is sent to the u.s. Mexican 
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community through legislative enactments and hypermedia 

manipulations. While long established households may not 

have felt direct or measurable impacts of these enactments, 

attitudinal ramifications are not easily obliterated. The 

impact on children is incalculable. The impact on children is 

not of a uniform undifferentiated national ideology whose 

mores are transmitted unequivocably across the board. 

Instead, they detect whisperings of an "English-Only 

movement." They hear veiled references to "wetback labor." 

News reports speak of armed citizen border patrols which aim 

to sever the flow of Mexican nationals into the u.s. They 

glean that blond and blue-eyed is esteemed as the standard of 

beauty. They intuit that somehow they don't fit. 

Yet, as is endemic in human symbolic systems, the 

cultural legacy of the area is fraught with Levi-straussian 

oppositions and ambiguities. Although overt forces of 

negative and institutionalized obstacles are pervasive, there 

have existed in the borderlands area romanticized and idyllic 

version of Mexican-ness, as the mystique of senoritas in black 

lace mantillas has held magnetic sway over writers and 

artists. This ambiguity towards Mexican-ness is part and 

parcel of the patrimony of children. They see the Mexican 

inspired artifacts at the malls, offered for the de rigueur 

touch of the Southwest, along with the red chile strings, in 

the Santa Fe style homes of the upwardly mobile. They hear 
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the plaintive strains of Linda Ronstadt surrounded by 

Mariachis serenading the Muppets on Sesame Street with Andale. 

9: 00 mass on Sunday at the Cathedral is a celebration of 

mariachi and popular songs blended into a melange of the 

sacred and the profane. They hear Tucson touted as the 

"Mexican Food capital of the West.", its ethnic diversity 

applauded in Chamber of Commerce brochures and in "Tucson Meet 

Yourself" festivals. The intimate connection with the earth 

of Mexican ranchers, the allure of warm, supportive, extended 

families, the seductive pull of Catholic Holy Communions and 

posadas, have played in the stage of public newspapers, novels 

and media. Christine Wald-Hopkins, writing in the New York 

Times, chronicles the narrative of a seventeen-year-old 

Anglo/German Tucson High School student to laments her seeming 

lack of identification. She wanted only one thing: "To be 

Mexican. All my friends are Mexican. I like only Mexican 

boys. I like only Mexican music. When I was little I prayed 

God every night, 'Please let me wake up Mexican." Wald

Hopkins reflects, "So why does Carrie want to be Mexican

American, anyway? For something the culture offers that hers 

lacks? For the inviolability of the Mexican family, which 

drifts well past the nuclear unit to as far as a net is 

needed? For the inextricability of the secular and the 

sacred--saints and the Virgin peopling their houses; candles 

and incense and mysterious chants and recited prayers--the 
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seductiveness of sensual Catholic service to the plank-pew and 

empty-cross-raised Protestant girl; romance of the bride gown 

First Communion? For the unequivocal, piquant quality of 

being part of La Raza: immediate, first glance cultural 

identification?" .... She's "just white", in a small ill-fitting 

family removed a generation ago from the Midwest. Vague. She 

sees it featureless, colorless, without ritual or custom: 

everything the Mexican-American culture here is not." 

These differential promontories on the landscape of 

language socialization do not allow for utterances modeled by 

caregivers whose concordance on a consensual ideology is then 

transmitted to children. Rather, each household and 

caregiver-child dyad has the capacity to respond particularly 

to the affective and evocative dimensions of race/class and 

minority status. 

This presents a second and related phenomenon particular 

to u.S. Mexican children and involves the affective use of 

differential linguistic domains. The u.S. dwelling child of 

Mexican descent is heir to varying amounts of familial 

interplay with both English and spanish. Each household has 

its own particularistic history of dealing with the 

nomothetic intangibles of race, class and minority status. 

The aspirant language learner contends with the historical 

linguistic legacy of his forebears. Words, in both English 

and Spanish, have a generative force and are charged with the 
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aggregate of their semiotic history. Words within the dual 

lexicon, although referentially identical, may generate 

totally contradictory impacts. The child may pronounce both 

systems equally well, but the emotional load of the lexeme may 

vary differentially. Thus, the child may choose to emphasize 

certain morphemic units over others. Words, then, can pack a 

more powerful "punch" in either one language or another. It 

is not the number or words directed towards the child in 

ei ther language, but the evocative impact of those words. 

utterances, in English, Spanish, or both, are charged with the 

aggregate of their semiotic history, and are, as Bakhtin 

(1980) notes, "ideologically saturated .... A word enters a 

dialogically agitated and tension filled environment of alien 

words, value judgments and accents, weaves in and out of 

complex inter-relationships, merges with some, recoils from 

others, intersects with yet a third group." "Mijo", a 

shortened version of "my son", a phonetically and acoustically 

unremarkable linguistic element, evokes an multi-faceted prism 

of meaning in Spanish. It links speaker and hearer with an 

almost palpable bond. When spoken by father to son, it forges 

a link in a paternalistic chain that extends into historical 

antecedents we can only guess at. When spoken from mother to 

son, the consummate metaphor of Mexican motherhood rests on 

it. When spoken by a non-parent to a child, it cements a 

kinship that mayor may not be genetic. The u. S . Mexican 
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child may have receptive and productive capacities in both 

languages, but the polysemic potential of the discrete unites 

may vary contextually. This verbo-ideological system evokes 

differential affective dimensions with the child. octavio 

Paz, in The Labyrinth of Solitude (1961) confronts these 

subliminal connections and recounts his conversation with a 

Mexican friend who was then residing in Berkeley. commenting 

on the beauty of the area, she notes, "Yes, it is very lovely, 

but I don't belong here. Even the birds speak English. How 

can I enjoy a flower if I don't know its right name, its 

English name, the name that has fused with its colors and 

petals, the name that's the same thing as the flower? If I 

say bugambilia to you, you think of the bougainvillea vines 

you've seen in your own village, with their purple liturgical 

flowers, clinging around an ash tree or hanging from a wall in 

the afternoon sunlight. They are a part of your being." 

Ineffably, the evocative dimensions of Spanish and English are 

not the same. The symbolic content of the linguistic product, 

as well as its form, emerges as formative force within the 

child's language socialization. The emotion of "words" is 

unraveled by the child. They create the backdrop upon which 

each child evaluates his own dimensions. Thus, while previous 

studies have focused on children acquiring a sense of the 

social order wi thin which they mature, the issue of what 

EMOTIONS are attached to the status quo are not addressed. Is 
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minority group status encoded into child language 

socialization without a powerful evocative dimension? The 

evocative dimensions of race/class and minority status have 

been absent in language studies of children. 

Maya Angelou, in her poignant work on growing up in the 

rural South, vividly illustrates the experience of growing up 

in a context of being non-white in the land where princesses 

and heros are never people of color: 

"Wouldn't they be surprised when one day I woke out 
of my black ugly dream and my real hair, which was 
long and blond, would take the place of the kinky 
mass that Momma wouldn't let me straighten? My 
light blue eyes were going to hypnotize 
them .... Then they would understand why I never 
picked up a Southern accent, or spoke the common 
slang, and why I had to be forced to eat pig's 
tails and snouts. Because I was really white, and 
because a cruel stepmother, who was understandably 
jealous of my beauty, had turned me into a too-big 
Negro girl, with nappy black hair, broad feet, and 
a space between her teeth that would hold a number 
2 pencil." 

For minority group members in the United States, 

"sticking out" as ethnic group members is an overarching 

theme. The U.S. Mexican rendering of this intimate conflict 

is played out by Leroy V. Quintana in his account of 

"Schooling for Hispanos": 

sister Concepta, Sister of Charity, taught Algebra, 
but she had no conception of me and very little charity. 

There was no equation then, certainly none I knew, 
that would make any sense of my mexican life to me. 



To her I might've been this: If one term is + 
and a similar term is - the result is zero. 
Example: 

3ab-3ab=0 
Reduced to lowest terms, she canceled me out 
of any of her equations of Algebra and Heaven. 

To me she will always be a problem, as I suppose I was 
to her, each with the term -c involved. 

Her -c stood for less chicano. 
Mine for minus charity. 

(In Keller and Jimenez 1980) 

Polysemy and Interactional Socialization 
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A further impact of these two phenomena on child language 

socialization involves the estimation of the multiple effects 

that caregivers have on the child. caregivers can encompass 

a whole range of kin and non-kin relations, as the 

anthropological literature has indicated for some time. One 

study (weisner and Gallimore 1977) found that in non-

industrial societies, exclusive childrearing of infants was 

rare. Rather a pattern of shared childrearing with others, 

most likely uterine kin, is more the norm. 

The impact of this assumption takes on an added dimension 

when addressed to the language socialization of u.s. Mexican 

children. since these children regularly interact in a 

multiple household domain (Velez-Ibanez 1989a, b), the child 

is offered a "denser" social world and has a comparative focus 

for dealing with caregivers. Thus the "affective strategist" 
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has more of an opportunity for refining his individual 

decision-making based both on the dual language phenomenon, 

and on the opportunity for more "affect", (positive or 

negative) within his childhood domains. A recurring behemoth 

in the literature on u.s. Mexican children, and on children 

anywhere, is the consistent occurrence of children from nearly 

identical backgrounds undertaking completely opposite 

trajectories in their orientation towards life. We can find 

urban u.s. Mexican children, burdened with the most adverse of 

circumstances, dealing with poverty, alcoholism, and 

dysfunctional families, who succeed in their life's endeavors. 

Two households, demographically and socioeconomically nearly 

identical, will produce gang members on the one hand, and 

scholars on the other. One attempt to address differential 

outcomes of child socialization, when inputs are similar, 

involves the Bahktinian notion of "voice." The U.S. Mexican 

child then, touched by many voices, will have a more amplified 

assortment of affective input to disentangle. A more 

reflexive, more convoluted process is involved in language 

socialization. Because of a history of economic deprivation 

and second class citizenship, the child is a receptacle for a 

greater number of ambivalent messages from a greater number of 

caregivers. The filtering out process becomes exponentially 

complex. Because of the plethora of variables which impinge 

on the u.s. Mexican child, he/she is subject to a 
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disentangling process which can highlight certain symbols and 

mute others. For the u.s. Mexican child, the process of the 

construction of self through the exploration of affective 

parameters, is not only an internal, psychobiological 

endeavor, but an external, historically constituted, and 

particularistic process. wi thin this heteronomic and ambiguous 

social environment, the child must deal with numerous and 

often competing factors. I contend that it is important to 

recognize that no two children experience the world in quite 

the same way. As Besnier (1990) indicates, linguistic 

anthropologists have demonstrated that the relationship 

between linguistic signs and action is not a one-way mapping, 

but rather a complex constitutive linkage. The dialogic 

process involves the construction of meaning through 

interactional processes and affect, as a multi-channel 

phenomenon" floods linguistic form on many different levels of 

structure in many different ways (ibid)." The u.s. Mexican 

child is heir, in Bakhitin's terminology, to a verbo

ideological patrimony which erupts out of a system of ethnic 

stratification and duality whose polyglossic impact is 

interpreted and re-interpreted for him/her through the lens of 

multiple and dense relationships. 
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The ambiguity of models of U.S. Mexican child socialization 

The literature on the socialization of U.S. Mexican 

children has also suffered from a schizophrenic bid to 

reconcile two contrasting images of the U.S. Mexican 

population. The portraits that are conjured up fall into two 

oddly contradictory categories. The first evokes a household 

type that consists of a large interconnected network of 

extended kin relations within which the child is nurtured by 

any number of mother surrogates. within this archetypical 

clan, the child is affected by a number of socializing agents, 

and is enveloped in the web of the community at an early age 

(Keefe, Padilla and Carlos 1979). The evocation of this 

supportive network rouses the subliminal human desire for a 

yearned for safety net which envelopes its members in a 

webbing of security and self-definition. with each successive 

u.s. Mexican generation, the kinship and expanded reciprocal 

networks become increasingly more elaborated (Keefe 1979, 

1980) (Keefe, Padilla and Carlos 1978). It is an image of 

security, warmth, nurturance, and child-centered habitats. 

The second image that is evoked in this confound of 

antinomies can be best described in terms of a dysfunctional 

Lewisonian "culture of poverty" model: undereducated parents, 

an authoritative dominant father, a complacent mother, and a 

large number of alienated children. This is the breeding 
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ground in the popular mind for the cholos and cholas of the 

barrios, the source for the depressing statistics on drop

outs, the turf on which the knife-wielding street thugs and 

internecine warfare of East L.A. gangs have their genesis. 

Alienation from, rather than integration into, a community 

network, is the imagery invoked. 

Within his model, Lewis described a number of core 

psychological features: a strong feeling of fatalism, 

helplessness, dependence and inferiority, and a strong 

present-time orientation with relatively little disposition to 

defer gratification and plan for the future. This culture of 

poverty model: "is the label for a specific conceptual model 

that describes ... a subculture of western society with its own 

structure and rationale, a way of life handed on from 

generation to generation along family lines ..•. It is a culture 

in the traditional anthropological sense in that it provides 

human beings with a design for living ••. and so serves a 

significant adaptive function ••.• Wherever it occurs, its 

practitioners exhibit remarkable similarity in the structure 

of their families, interpersonal relations, in their value 

systems, and in their psychological orientations. II (Lewis 

1966:3 cited in Gecas 1979). Although much of the early 

literature on Mexican-American socialization pre-dates Lewis, 

these themes are evident in a number of works. The Mexican

American (sic) family was viewed as "a static entity, frozen 
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in its pathology by forces it could not control." (Ybarra 

1983). Ybarra, in a scathing review of the literature on 

Mexican American (sic) families, further documents these 

biases. Literature from the forties to the early seventies, 

(Humphrey 1944; Madsen 1964; Rubel 1966; Heller 1968; stevens 

1973) hammered on one theme: "The kind of socialization that 

Mexican American children generally receive at home is not 

conducive to the development of the capacities needed for 

advancement, by stressing values that hinder mobility--family 

ties, honor, masculinity, and living in the present--and by 

neglecting the values that are conducive to it" (Heller 1971, 

quoted in Ybarra 1983). Mexican parenting techniques were 

said to cripple the "child psychologically: "The narcissistic 

attitude of Mexican mothers toward their infants, coupled with 

their tendency to identify with their children as sibling 

rivals leads them to overindulge and infantilize their 

children, which ultimately prevents successful differentiation 

of ego and id and critically affects the child's psychosocial 

development" (Kiev 1968 quoted in Ybarra 1983). 

More recent research on the u.s. Mexican families has 

concentrated on the structure and function of families, and 

has applied Adlerian theory in a more holistic process (Zapata 

and Jaramillo 1981). As a reaction to the early typologies of 

dysfunctional families, an entire generation of scholars 

(Grebler et al. 1970; Baca Zinn 1975; Ybarra 1977; Hawkes and 
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Taylor 1985; Cromwell and Ruiz 1979) debunked the notion of 

Mexican male authoritarianism and presented a much more 

egalitarian conjugal relationship within the family, while 

other research (Melville 1980) has exploded the myth of female 

passivity. Research on u.s. Mexican children, however, still 

continues to maintain that they "know their place" (Alvirez 

and Bean 1976) in the family structure, and learn to be 

subservient and respectful towards their parents, especially 

towards the father (Clark 1979; Ramirez and Castaneda 1974; 

Garza and Lipton 1982) . This conclusion is oddly 

contradictory, however, in light of other literature on 

Hispanic (including Puerto Rican) parenting styles which 

maintains that Mexican-American child rearing is quite 

permissive. Durrett, O'Bryant and Pennebaker (1975) 

concluded, for instance that Mexican-American parents placed 

less emphasis on children's assuming early responsibility for 

their behavior than Anglo or Black parents. Levine and Bartz 

(1979) also conclude that the Mexican-American child is 

expected to develop self-help skills in a permissive 

atmosphere. 

One noteworthy area of investigation (Laosa 1978, 1980) 

found that level of education, rather than occupation or 

cultural heritage, was significantly related to the maternal 

teaching strategies of Mexican-American women . Additionally, 

Martinez (1981) has investigated conversational asymmetry 
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between Mexican American mothers and children. Thus, 

linguistic data of socialization processes are becoming an 

area of focus in studies of the Mexican American child. 

The maj ority of studies on U. S. Mexican child 

socialization have dealt with psychological variables and have 

concentrated on measurements of constructs such as 

cooperation/competition (Knight and Kagan 1977), self-esteem 

(Kagan and Knight 1979), achievement motivation (Ramirez and 

Price-Williams 1976) locus of control (Garza 1977) and 

cognitive style (Ramirez and Castaneda 1974; Kagan and Buriel 

1977; Figueroa 1980). Work in this latter area by Ramirez and 

Castaneda resulted in the influential notion of a field

dependent cogni ti ve style for Mexican-American children. Some 

research (Kagan 1981) attempts to inject a socio

historical/ecological dimension to these "culture and 

personal i ty" studies, wi th somewhat questionable results. 

Kagan, for example, contends that field dependence was an 

adaptive mechanism to conditions in rural Mexico, and that "it 

appears that Mexican culture contains socialization practices 

that historically were selected as adaptive in producing 

cognitive and social styles suited for the rural ecology in 

which Mexican culture evolved, and those socialization 

practices are preserved to some extent among Mexican-Americans 

in urban settings." The bulk of the research, however, deals 

with psychometric measurements of questionnaire data, and does 
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not take observational or behavioral data into account. One 

notable exception is the highly evocative work by Coles in his 

Children of Crisis series. Although not a systematic attempt 

along any kind of research design, it does convey a poignant, 

if somewhat categorized view of the life of children in the 

Rio Grande Valley of Texas. 

with the advent of bilingual education, most of the 

literature on Mexican-American children deals with the issue 

of bilingualism vis a vis the school environment (cf. Cazden 

1979; Dulay and Burt 1980; Krashen 1981). 

Disambiguation and the Construction of Selfhood 

Clifford Geertz (1973) makes the comment that " •.• as the 

various sorts of cultural symbol systems are extrinsic sources 

of information, templates for the organization of social and 

psychological processes, they corne most crucially into play in 

si tuations where the particular kind of information they 

contain is lacking, where institutionalized guides for 

behavior, thought or feeling are weak or absent. It is in 

country unfamiliar emotionally or topographically that one 

needs poems and road maps." This chapter takes two points of 

view: first, that ambiguity and contradiction are an 

essential backdrop to the study of the language socialization 

of u.s. Mexican children. The "institutionalized guides for 
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behavior, thought or feeling are weak or absent." It is 

country "unfamiliar emotionally"; second that this ambiguity 

gives rise to the second theoretical construct, that of an 

"emotion of minority status" which is culturally constituted 

and which is embedded in the social relations of the group. 

For U.S. Mexican children, the experience of "minority group" 

members has an impact which in many ways overshadows other 

social and familial variables, and which creates a 

particularistic, culturally constituted emotion which is 

identifiable to those of a non-dominant status within a 

pluralistic environment. It is an emotion which juxtaposes 

assimilation and alienation, centripetal and centrifugal 

forces. One small vignette from Enrique Hank Lopez 

effectively represents the paradoxes of borderlands culture: 

"During this phase of my childhood the 
cultural tug of war known as "Americanization" 
almost pulled me apart. There were moments when I 
would identify completely with the gringo world 
(what could have been more American than my earnest 
high-voiced portrayal of George Washington, however 
ridiculous the cotton wig my mother had fashioned 
for me?); then quite suddenly I would feel so 
acutely Mexican that I would stammer over the 
simplest English phrase. I was so ready to take 
offense at the slightest slur against Mexicans that 
I would imagine prejudice where none existed. But 
on other occasions, in full confidence of my 
belonging, I would venture forth into social areas 
that I should have realized were clearly forbidden 
to little chicanos from curtis Park. The 
inevitable rebuffs would leave me floundering in 
self-pity; (1971) 
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This slice of child life evocatively outlines the 

contours of a process which jerks children in two competing 

directions. On the one hand they evince a deep and fierce 

loyalty to the emotions which Mexican-ness charges them with. 

On the other, there is a desperate bid to belong to a totality 

which is greater than they, powerful and alluring in its 

domination of their lives. Nancy Commins (1989) in a study of 

Language Arts proficiency, comments: "I soon discovered that 

the student's proficiency could not be measured simply on a 

numerical scale. Their displayed proficiency varied greatly 

according to setting and context and was profoundly affected 

by the student's attitudes towards themselves, their famil ies, 

and their two languages .•.• One maj or theme demonstrated by the 

profiles was the ambivalence the students experienced about 

their bilingualism. This ambivalence manifested itself in the 

ways students spoke, or did not speak, in their classroom, and 

how they interacted with their peers. The student's choice to 

use or reject Spanish was of particular ~ignificance ..•. 11 

I contend that because caregivers are aware of and have 

endured the ambiguity of borderlands Mexican status, the 

intra-generational transmission of useful cultural knowledge 

incorporates a clear delineation for the child as to his/her 

identity and his/her personhood. This pattern can be 

identified as a quest for "disambiguating" the paradoxes of 

u. S. Mexicanhood for the child. It is a search for "the 
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construction of self" in the muddle of conflicting values, 

symbols· and nuances. Each U. S. Mexican family which I 

interviewed is an active agent in one form or another in this 

definition of identity. It is a formative force in how 

children are systematically oriented toward life. As Geertz 

notes, it is where institutionalized guides for behavior, 

thought or feeling are weak or absent, that symbols, typically 

within the aesthetic realm, serve as sources of information 

about sel f , and take on a transcendent importance. U. S . 

Mexican borderlands households, caught within the pervasive 

discontinuities and heretofore insoluble antimonies of race, 

class, ideology and ethnicity, are a fertile landscape for the 

genesis of forms of "the construction of self" within 

Southwestern society. It mus"!: be noted here that this is 

emphatically NOT a model of social pathology. It does not 

assume a pattern of Durkeheimian anomic malintegration or 

cognitive and/or cultural dissonance. It is not neurosis writ 

large. It is, rather, an adaptive strategy that has been 

adopted in order to disentangle the structural inconsistencies 

intrinsic to borderlands status. This pursuit of 

"disambiguation" can be demonstrated in the language 

socialization of children. It is the task of parents and 

other caregivers to transmit the social knowledge that they 

have accrued by virtue of their participation in the social 

world. If parents have struggled with a lack of definition of 
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social categories, expectations and norms, it is to be 

expected that the transmission they would engender would 

include a strong impetus towards stabilizing and relieving 

these social tensions. This is, in fact, the pattern that I 

have encountered. Extensive interviews and observations have 

revealed this configuration as an ubiquitous and functional 

phenomena: For the u.s. Mexican households that I studied, 

and for those that I am familiar with through personal 

experience and previous research, there is a marked and 

definite tendency to organize activity, linguistic and non

linguistic, with the overt objective of defining a sense of 

"selfhood" for the child. 

Transmission of Identity 

Parents, and other caregivers, in transmitting "culture" 

to their children, must try to prepare them for adulthood 

within the society they live in. Cultural or ideological 

transmission then, is constantly changing, because our social 

world, and the relations engendered therein are constantly 

changing. It engulfs a constellation of traits which each 

generation or each household can incorporate or discard, 

modify, or adapt. It is in this way strategic rather than 

random, the one most potent tool that caregivers wield in 

molding the productive adults of the future and preparing them 
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for the way in which they must procure their sUbsistence. 

Socializing agents in Tucson have had to deal with intra and 

inter-class differences for the span of many generations. 

Both elements are overtly "known" by adults in the community, 

al though varying interpretations as to the importance of 

either are present. Cook-Gumperz and Gumperz (1982) argue that 

in order to fully understand a given piece of social 

interaction, it is necessary to see it as "interactively 

embedded in the larger sociopolitical context." Caregivers, 

intentionally or unintentionally, convey to the child their 

own interpretation of the larger political and socioeconomic 

sphere, and how that child will fit into it. 

Although change in the social order is a dominant factor 

in the strategic deployment of interactional socialization 

processes, a great deal of maintenance of cultural mores is 

also the norm, as forces for change rarely result in change 

in totality, and are mitigated by forces for maintenance 

(Castile and Kushner 1981). As literature on ethnicity 

continues to indicate, ethnic identity does not necessarily 

disappear when subjected to pressures for change in contact 

situations. A certain amount of cultural integrity may be 

expected to persist under conditions of intensive contact 

(Barth 1969). Spicer (1971) has identified several cases in 

which the opposition between two such societies has been 

essential for the formation of a persistent identity system. 
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Even though Anglo and Mexican groups have moved closer toward 

each other, each assimilating certain traits from the other, 

we must note (Barth 1969) that a reduction in cultural 

differences between ethnic groups does not correlate in any 

simple way with a reduction in the organizational relevance of 

ethnic identities, or a breakdown in the boundary-maintaining 

processes. Barth additionally notes the existence of badges 

of identity which he refers to as "diacritica". Meyerhoff 

(1970) notes that as social units continue a long period of 

interaction, the more such units become structurally similar 

and differentiated only by a few clear diacritica. Although 

the total inventory of cultural difference is no longer 

substantial, those differences which remain take on a new 

magni tude, because of their function as emblems of 

identification. They become symbolic, and operate in the 

sense of Levi-strauss and Turner, "to overcome oppositions", 

or in Geertz ian terms, "to embrace paradox and celebrate 

ambiguities." It is the special purpose of symbols to 

encompass incompatible, irresolvable sets of referents, and 

the special task of symbols is the prevention of the clear, 

undisguised recognition of the unsatisfactory arrangements 

which actually exist in the lives of men (Meyerhoff 1970). 

These symbolic emblems "mark-off" Mexican-American households 

and help to overcome the contradictions inherent in being an 

ethnic minority within a larger society. Ethnicity in this 
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way (Barth 1969) becomes more a strategic presentation of self 

than an unwitting reflection of the authentic self. 

Ethnicity, in Rosaldo's terminology (1984) appears as a 

performance, an agonistic display put on by members. It 

becomes a statement of difference. 

As Geertz noted, cul tural symbol systems come most 

crucially into play in situations where the particular kind of 

information they contain is lacking, where institutionalized 

guides for behavior, thought or feeling are weak or absent. 

As U.S. Mexican children experience the ambiguity of the lack 

of institutionalized guides for behavior, of being American, 

of being Mexican, they experience the strife of residing in 

country "unfamiliar emotionally". It is in this country, 

states Geertz, that one needs poems and road maps. I suggest 

that the poems and road maps that Tucson U.S. Mexican 

households construct are those based on the "diachritica" of 

affective responses These diachritica may take the form of 

simple nicknames, the adoption of certain traditions and the 

deletion of others, food, choice of place of worship, 

residential patterns, kinship terminology, musical discourse, 

or the overt elucidation of certain values. The child's 

ethnic identity can be largely constructed from the active 

ontological discourse which emerges from the households. 

Ideological transmission: macro to micro 
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It is at the level of the household that macro econo

socio-politico-historical factors impinge on the quotidian 

strategies that are engaged in to facilitate one generation's 

conception of useful social knowledge to another. There is a 

sUbstantial corpus of literature (cf. Netting, Wilk and 

Arnould 1983) which delineates processes whereby factors of 

the macro-economy, such as integration into the capitalist 

marketplace or changing agricultural patterns, lead to 

morphological shifts in household formation, residence 

patterns, mobility, and strategies for survival. It is at the 

level of the household that we see the ripples of the 

tormentous forces of social history played out in the behavior 

of individual actors. As Besnier (1990) indicates, studies 

in linguistic anthropology that have dealt with "the 

relationship of language and class structure, class ideology 

and political economy have recognized that language can 

function as a powerful tool in establishing and maintaining 

power asymmetries. Indeed, hegemony is not just control of 

physical production, but also of symbolic production, which of 

course includes language." The following chapter outlines the 

impact of the larger macro-hegemonic structures at the level 

of the household, and how the employment of affective markers 

can serve to resist the symbolic domination of a group. 
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CHAPTER VII 

THE EMPLOYMENT OF AFFECTIVE TOOLS IN SYMBOLIC RESISTANCE 

centripetal and centrifugal Forces 

Bakhtin, in considering the evolution of language 

systems, emphasizes that each utterance can be analyzed in 

situ, and is the focal point for the battle between forces 

which propel cohesion, and those which thrust disunity into 

the system: "Every concrete utterance of a speaking subject 

serves as a point where centrifugal as well as centripetal 

forces are brought to bear. 

and decentralization, of 

intersect in the utterance. 

The processes of centralization 

unification and disunification, 

The utterance not only answers 

the requirements of its own language as an individualized 

embodiment of a speech act, but it answers the requirements of 

heteroglossia as well; ... Every utterance participates in the 

"unitary language" (in its centripetal forces and tendencies) 

and at the same time partakes of social and historical 

heteroglossia (the centrifugal and stratifying forces.)" 

Bakhtin further notes that each utterance is innately imbued 

with a "contradiction-ridden tension •.. of dialogized 

heteroglossia, anonymous and social as language, but 
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simultaneously concrete, filled with specific context and 

accented as an individual utterance" (p.273). 

These propulsions, in the variant state of discourse, can 

be said to be operant in the notion of the "interactional 

double-helix". Centripetal pressures for unification are 

analyzable in a multi-dimensional model which incorporates 

forces for change as well as forces for maintenance. The 

unifying forces of language and ideology are present on 

several levels. At the level of u.s. nationalism, proponents 

of such "unitary language" measures accent the consolidating 

effects of linguistic homogeneity. English, in u.s. Mexican 

households, fulfills the distinct functional role of 

allocating and distributing communicative resources. English 

unequivocably links the household to the larger sphere and 

marketplace outside of its doors. As the legitimated medium 

of communication, lack of access to English effectively 

precludes assimilation into sanctioned interaction. within 

each household, however, there exists varying degrees of 

acceptance of this notion of unification. Forces that press 

towards mainstream patterns, towards assimilative tendencies, 

towards economic upward mobility, towards the endorsement of 

nationalism and Americanism, coalesce in a drive for 

transformations of Mexican identity which align with these 

orientations. On the other hand, these assimilative forces 

are countered with a resistance against the symbolic 
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domination (Bourdieau 1977) of the superordinate group. The 

results of hegemonic structures, however, in Foucault's 

terminology, (1980, 1982) is not "negative in the form of 

prohibiting or repressing, but is positive, by producing forms 

of pleasure, systems of knowledge, goods and discourses" (Abu

Lughod 1990). These centrifugal forces act against the 

domination of WASP ideology, but, through a similarly 

convoluted process become themselves centripetal forces acting 

towards ethnic cohesion. The resulting centrifugal/ 

centripetal forces impulse the diachritica of ethnic boundary 

maintaining mechanisms. These diachritica, linguistic and 

non-linguistic impel toward u.S. Mexican consciousness, 

identity and self-affirmation. They act on the level of both 

ethnic unity and nationalistic heterogeneity, and become 

themselves the unit against which concomitant centrifugal 

forces react. 

These processes are in evidence upon a careful analysis 

of transcriptions of household discourse. These 

contradictions of opposing forces set the stage upon which 

parents play out the dramaturgy of the construction of 

selfhood for the child. They are evident not only in the area 

of language, but in other traditionally ethnic markers such as 

Catholicism, gender roles and class distinctions. The 

following chapters will illustrate how the oppositional 

centripetal and centrifugal forces collide head-on, yet rather 
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than a splintering effect, a dialectical continuum of Hegelian 

synthesis emerges. The households demonstrate how, in 

striving to construct selfhood, thesis and antitheses, 

hegemony and opposition, clash and produce new forms of 

cultural life. It is a reconstitution of Levi-Straussian 

bricollage, with novel forms emerging from tinkering with 

antecedent forms. Past and present mesh to give a new 

vibrancy and vitality to tradition and ritual. The emblems of 

this tinkering is ever-present. It is evident in traditional 

quinceneras being paraded in a procession of low-rider cars. 

It is evident as aluminum foil replaces corn husks in tamales. 

It is evident as family clan gatherings are replaced by 

computer link-ups (Velez-Ibanez 1989). And it is evident as 

children experiment with and alter the models that are 

transmitted to them. 

THE AGUILARS: 

During the middle of an interview with the father of this 

household, he casually asked if I would be interested in 

viewing a VCR tape recently made of the children. I was of 

course a pleasantly surprised captive audience, and soon 
. 

discovered that the tape was already in place, indisputably a 

testament to my ready willingness to partake of any segment of 

the children's activities. The tape was played as much for 

the children's benefit as for mine, as they manifestly exulted 
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in the presentation, embellishing the video with running 

commentary, enj oining me to watch for small details. The tape 

consisted of a brother and sister, garbed in Mexican charro 

outfits, lip synching a soulful version of Vicente 

Fernandez' perennial jewel, "Vo1ver, Volver Volver". Their 

impassioned plea: 

Este amor apasionado, 

Me trae todo alborotado 

Por volver. 

Voy camino a la locura 

Y aunque todo me tortura 

Se querer. 

As they came to the fervent crescendo of the refrain: 

Y volver, volver, volver, 

A tus brazos otra vez 

Llegare hasta donde estes 

Yo se querer 

Yo se querer 

Quiero volver, volver, volver ••• 

they contorted their faces in mock romantic distress, 

recreating a dramaturgical plot of a scorned lover, grieving 

over his beloved's rejection. 

It was an illuminating segment. It was doubly 

instructive to me because of the context that I had assembled 

of the family. If an outsider had observed this video, it 



172 

might be interpreted (and dismissed) as a simply family skit 

constructed for future enjoyment. What would not be noted, 

however, is that the children involved had a limited 

productive ability in Spanish, and almost no consciousness of 

Mexico. In interviewing the children, I specifically 

attempted to elicit some form of their understanding or 

interpretation of ethnicity or of Mexican-ness. It was not 

forthcoming. The tapes revealed little Spanish in interaction 

between parents and children, and almost none between the 

siblings. Ethnicity was never talked overtly about in the 

household according to the parents, and my interviews with the 

children revealed that a conscious awareness of "Mexican-ness" 

is minimal. Yet, the children are enmeshed in the affective 

markers of ethnicity: rituals of pinatas, quincenearas, 

extended family relations, traditional Tucson Mexican food, 

and an indicative emphasis on Mexican music construct the 

ontological discourse against which their days are played out. 

The children had deep roots in the region, with parents 

and grandparents born in Tucson. The father was born and 

raised in a large family in "Barrio Centro" area, and the 

mother was raised in the "Barrio Hollywood" area before moving 

to a non-barrio area. They presently reside in a middle-class 

non-barrio area, and the father is a schoolteacher, and the 

mother a part-time employee at a doctor's office. 
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The maternal grandfather was in employed in construction, 

and paternal grandfather was an aircraft mechanic, and both 

grandmothers were primarily homemakers. Paternal grandparents 

had only a Jr. High education, and speak almost entirely 

Spanish, and Mr. Aguilar reported that as a child, he 

remembers his parents speaking to him in Spanish, while he 

responded in English. This is an interactional routine that 

has continued with his children, and is a typical situation 

lamented by grandparents of U.S. Mexican children: the youth 

are losing productive ability in Spanish, with most 

proficiency in the acoustic receptive realm. Mr. Aguilar 

wryly reported that the children understand more spanish than 

he was aware of, since at times, in order to disguise the 

topic of conversation, he and his wife will converse in 

Spanish, and the children will pick up on the themes 

discussed. It is interesting to note the assumption by the 

parents that speaking Spanish will preclude comprehension by 

the children. 

The pattern that is operant in this family is one which 

can be generalized to other second and third generation U.S. 

Mexican families in the borderlands: children's comprehensive 

skills in spanish far outweigh their productive skills, and a 

large portion of productive skills are inculcated through the 

affective domain. Thus, affective and evocative areas such as 

musical discourse, kinship terminology, ritual participation 
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(e.g. Velez-Ibanez 1991) food, and extended family 

relationships are the diachritica that are employed by u.s. 

Mexican parents to foster and foment a sense of identity and 

"self" in children. This process was cogently demonstrated 

within this household. Music was an overwhelming source of 

the sense of self that the Aguilar children developed. 

Several of the tapes revealed the children singing solos or 

singing along with tapes of Mexican music. The father, in 

addition to his teaching job, has a second job as a musical 

disc jockey and will often spend weekends playing for weddings 

and quinceneras. The children are thus exposed to a notable 

and significant amount of music that is evocatively tied to 

another marker of ethnicity: ritual participation. Spanish, 

for these children, is essentially preserved in music and 

affective relations. It becomes, in Bakhtin's terminology 

(1980) a type of living heteroglossia: two languages are 

maintained, with highly differentiated levels. spanish is the 

language of music, of affect, of the processes of 

"construction of self." English is the medium of 

informational exchange and of functional sUbsistence within 

the community. 
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Musical Discourse 

Discourse as a semantic field has recently become the 

focus of anthropological literature, and has been defined in 

its broadest configuration. (Sherzer 1987). As Abu-Lughod and 

Lutz (1990) indicate, discourse in its wider Foucaultian sense 

is incorporating the theoretical load that has previously been 

subsumed under the problematic notions of "culture" and 

"ideology". They expand on the sociolinguistic paradigm by 

embracing not only social life, but relationships of power and 

propose that: "the term, (discourse) resonating with its many 

current uses, stands as a token of our common wariness of 

mentalist models, our refusal to treat language as simply 

reflecting thought or experience, and our insistence that all 

those productions in a community that could be considered 

cultural or ideological be analyzed as social practices, tied 

to relations of power as well as to sociability." (Abu-Lughod 

and Lutz 1990). The study of household discourse, then will 

not be limited to the surface phonetic, morphemic and 

syntactic uses of language directed towards children, but will 

embody the ideological, cultural, symbolic and political 

postures that are implicit in a polysemic interpretation of 

the term. Bakhtin (1980) comments that "discourse lives, as it 

were, beyond itself, in a living impulse toward the object; 

if we detach ourselves completely from this impulse, all we 
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have left is the naked corpse of the word, from which we can 

learn nothing at all about the social situation, or the fate 

of a given word in life." I assume that discourse, rather 

than a simple accumulation of words, consolidates the verbal

ideological symbiosis of interaction, and that it "lives" 

beyond the form of the single utterance, encompassing the 

aggregate household orientation towards not only social 

knowledge, but household conceptions of relationships of 

power. It is, metaphorically, the helix upon which the 

individual interactional nodes function. Each interactional 

node, each utterance, takes on the dialogized character that 

form the structure of the helix. Every concrete utterance 

serves as a point where the totality of the household ideology 

intersects with speech acts. 

The process of the affirmation of "Mexicanhood" through 

music in child socialization has meaningful historical 

antecedents. Herrera Sobek (1990) claims that because the 

early US Mexican population did not have access to established 

means of mass media and communications technology, a rich oral 

tradition, specifically in the form of musical discourse, 

(corridos. decimas and canciones) arose in order to preserve 

some vestige of cultural continuity. She documents how the 

Mexican immigrant was cognizant of his/her role as an active 

actor in the historical processes of change, and that "Mexican 

immigrants were unique in their insistence in recording their 
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history through the only medium they have had at their 

disposal: the folk songll (Herrera-Sobek 1990). She cogently 

demonstrates how the experience of being a minority, of being 

in IIpocholl in Mexican eyes, has been captured in song 

throughout the years. 

Extending this process to current community settings, a 

common phenomenon in family and friendship gatherings is 

readily recognizable to any observer of the Tucson U. s. 

Mexican community: conversational discourse during the 

festivity will evidence a dominance of English. At the time 

that the guitars are brought out and the mood waxes nostalgic, 

Spanish fills the air. 

parties and famiiy 

The songs that are often sung at 

get-togethers, corridos like Juan 

Charrasgueado, Gabino Barrera, siete leguas, and canciones 

romanticas like Perfidia. and Usted, are of a genre of music 

made popular during the 1940's, and 1950's at a time when many 

of the parent and grandparents of present day households came 

from Mexico. Thus, it has been remarked to me by Mexican 

nationals, that they are often surprised to hear songs being 

sung here that are considered llquaintll or old-fashioned in 

Mexico. There has been a time warp in a sense, in that many 

of the most well-known songs have been stranded in an 

anachronistic setting, sung by new generations, who have no 

sense of the context of the song or the historical processes 

which gave rise to it. Such is the case of the Aguilar 
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children's rendition of Volver, Volver, Volver. They have no 

sense of its origin or historical context. Yet, it is 

utilized by the parents, and will be transmitted for another 

generation via the VCR tapes, as a definition of their 

Mexicanhood. In this process of disambiguation, or as Geertz 

states, in areas which are emotionally unfamiliar, the primacy 

of affective symbolization becomes a key mechanism for the 

construction of "self". Music, food, kinship terms and 

relationships, rituals are highlighted as culturally 

constituting identity, the "agonistic displays" that Rosaldo 

cites as markers of ethnic construction. Hill (1985) notes a 

parallel process with the differential use of Spanish and 

Mexicano (Nahuatl) in the Malinche Volcano region. The 

speakers of both are indigenous populations, and Hill notes 

that "In contrast to the symbolic position of the Spanish 

language and elements borrowed from it into Mexicano, which 

mark power and distance, Mexicano is, par excellence, the 

language of intimacy, solidarity, mutual respect and identity 

as a campesino. Mexicano is required at maj or community 

rituals such as the sealing of the vows between new compadres, 

or the blessing of newlyweds. Mexicano is the language of 

eating and drinking together, and even when guests at a party 

are speaking Spanish, they will often call loudly for more 

food and drink, or offer toasts in Mexicano." This living 

heteroglossia, the connection of one language with the domain 
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of food, relatives, music and affect, is clearly evident in 

transcripts of naturally occurring conversation between 

caregivers and children. 

Household discourse 

The following two meal-time interactions are presented to 

illustrate the process of "construction of self" for the 

child, through the affective domain. The first transcription 

is of the Aguilar children. Their involvement in dense 

familial networks, of Spanish kinship terminology for Nanas, 

Tatas, tios and tias, a predilection for "tostadas and 

chorizo", and ritualized participation in pinatas and baptisms 

are evident from the tapes. Yet, functional communication is 

in English. The transmittal of mores, including the mother 

admonishing the children to engage in sibling solidarity and 

family unity, and an extended segment on spiritual values, is 

in English. A similar process is found in the second 

transcript, the G6mez family. The G6mez' also reside in a 

non-barrio area and the mother, at the time of initial 

contact, had decided to go back to school after a stint as an 

administrative aide. The father is an assistant manager of an 

auto parts store. Like Mr. Aguilar, the father was born in 

Tucson, of parents who were born in Arizona. Mrs. G6mez, 
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however, was born in Sonora, although the family emigrated 

when she was two years old. Al though Spanish was the mother's 

first language, she addresses her children the majority of the 

time in English. Again, the processes of referring to food in 

Spanish, and functional communication in English is evidenced. 

Also highly in evidence is the area of affect highlighted by 

Eisenberg (1986) in her study of Mexican immigrant families: 

teasing. In both households, the father engages in marked 

degree of teasing, verbal play, and humorous remarks. (Aguilar 

Tape #1: lines 63, 67, 99, 106, 114, 149, 151, 215, 230, 241) 

(Gomez Tape: Lines 5,7,13,34,36,54,59,61,79,81,97). 

In the Gomez household, the teasing shifts to Spanish, and the 

child attempts to tease the father back with an ungrammatical 

spanish phrase. Eisbenberg claims that teasing is a method of 

interacting without dependence on the functional exchange of 

information. It essentially re-enforces the bonds between 

interlocutors and are statements about the density of the 

relationships involved. The role of the male parent in 

teasing has been amply documented and teasing is considered by 

some to be "Daddy's Classroom" (Hopper, Sims and Alberts 

1983). similarly, in the Gomez tape, the father's use of the 

androcentric "bud", or "buddy" (lines 23, 52, 95) implies a 

type of male bonding that precedes a corrective or 

congratulatory remark to the younger son. 
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These two transcripts of transcripts are illustrative for 

two reasons. The first is the stripping qf the veneer that 

assumes that U. S. Mexican families are part of the "ethnic 

other" • There is an unspoken undercurrent that somehow, 

things are done and talked about in a radically covert, 

"unAmerican" way within these households. These two tapes, in 

fact, reflect a propensity for middle American values, a 

thrust towards unification and assimilation with the dominant 

ideology, and a revealing peek into the startling fact that 

the surface socialization of children in these households in 

not so different from "mainstream" practices. The second 

trait demonstrated in these tapes underscore the importance of 

the symbolic manipulation of diachritica. As is apparent, the 

living heterogolossia of differential linguistic domains is an 

active force in these naturally occurring conversations. 

As a methodological note, I have included the extended 

transcripts here and in later chapters rather than excerpts 

which illustrate the key points. As Moerman (1989) has 

stated, when one is "talking culture", the failure to present 

transcripts of natural conversation hides the original data, 

and does not present the give and take of social interaction 

in its complete form. While these provide lengthy reading, 

they illustrate that we cannot strip our analysis from the 

mundane and commonplace, and that culture is primarily a 

constitutive process. 
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THE AGUILAR FAMILY: AT THE BREAKFAST TABLE, WITH FATHER (FA), 

MOTHER (MO) , NINE YEAR OLD ERIC (E.), AND SEVEN YEAR OLD 

TWINS, LISA (LI) AND LOUIE (L). 

The following transcription conventions are utilized 

throughout the transcribed texts: 

NUMBERS INDICATE SEQUENTIAL TURNS AT TALK 

{UI} UNINTELLIGIBLE UTTERANCE 

/ / 

AUTHOR'S COMMENT OR CLARIFICATION 

OVERLAPPING UTTERANCES 

SILENCE/BREAK/PAUSE 

SHORT PAUSE 

BOLD Spanish utterance. 

English translation beneath Spanish 

CAPITALS MARKED INTONATION 

------- BLANK LINE INDICATES THAT NAME HAS BEEN OMITTED TO 

PRESERVE ANONYMITY. 

(IN ORDER TO PRESERVE THE ANONYMITY OF THE FAMILIES, THE 

AUTHOR REQUESTS THAT TRANSCRIPTS NOT BE REPRODUCED WITHOUT 

WRITTEN PERMISSION.) 

1. FA: Come here, Louie. 

2. L: That's funny Dad. You. Dad says you ... 

Did you brush your teeth? I heard Mom, you were 

on that. 
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3. E. Yeah, it was funny. 

4. L: I was funny, too, huh, Daddy? 

When I was singing, huh? 

5. E. (Whistling a tune) How come this ketchup 

doesn't come out? 

6. LI: Put it upside down, it'll leave it. 

7. L: Eric, remember I was singing after Lisa? 

8. E: Yeah. 

9. L: And then I said, "Eric, it's your turn, Eric it's 

your turn. 

10. E: 

11. L: 

(Laughs) 

12. E: 

13: MO: 

14: LI: 

15. MO: 

16. E: 

17. MO: 

18. E: 

19. MO: 

Yeah, I know. 

And then you said TA-RAN. 

Thank you, Mom. 

Thank you Mama. 

You're welcome. 

Thank you, Mom 

You're welcome. 

The bestest morning I ever had. MMMM. The 

potatoes are good, Mama. 

Thank you. 

They are, Mom. Mom, on this thing. I almost 

caught it. You know, the thing, it comes down, I 

think right after you move it. 

On the game? 



20. E: 

21. MO: 

22. E: 

23. FA: 

24. MO: 

25. FA: 

26. E: 

27. FA: 

28. MO: 

29. E: 

30. MO: 

31. E: 

32. MO: 

33. E: 

34. MO: 

35. E: 

36. MO: 

37. LI: 

38. MO: 

Yeah, and you have to get an animal, and I 

almost caught it. 

Oh. 

I almost caught it when we went to {UI}. 

There's a Nintendo on sale at Target. 

How much? 

Ninety-nine. 

Mom, Mom. Larry's .... 
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/The other one is in my room./ (referring to TV) 

You might not need one then. 

I want one! 

The way Eric's been behaving lately, we might 

just put that one in our room. 

That's what Daddy keeps saying. 

You're the oldest one. You should be the one 

that takes care of Lisa and Louie, not fight 

against them. 

OK 

When we leave you here taking care of them, it's 

not to fight with them •.. to be good to them and 

take care of them. 

Then we'll all take care of you. 

Not be mean to them, just be nice. 

Then we'll be nice. 

You're in charge when we're gone, Eric. 



39. E: 

40. MO: 

41. LI: 

42. E: 

Lisa says I'm not in charge here. 

And you guys have to be listening to him, too, 

and not make a mess. 

But sometimes he says to wait until we eat and 

me and Louie get hungry until we've eaten. 

Nuh-huh. I don't say that. I don't say that. 

185 

43. MO: They can eat whenever they want to. 

44. E: I don't say that! I don't EVEN say that. 

45. LI: Mama, when we were walking off to eat, me and Louie 

were eating and Eric went over there and turned on 

the TV, and I couldn't even watch. 

46. E: 

47. L: 

48. LI: 

49. E: 

50. LI: 

51. L: 

52. LI: 

53. L: 

54. LI: 

55. L: 

56. E: 

I don't remember that. Say it again. 

She said that when you guys were eating you turned 

on the TV and you went, and she said you wouldn't 

let her even watch it. 

I said to wait until I finished and he just 

turned it on. 

Today? 

Nuh-huh. When we got Pop's TV. 

I wish you wouldn't do that, Eric. 

He should've sat in back. 

I love your breakfast, Mama 

I love the chorizo 

I love the chorizo, too. 

I love the potatoes. 



57. FA: 

58. E: 

59. MO: 

60. E: 

61. MO: 

62. L: 

63: FA: 

64. LI: 

65. E: 

66. LI: 

67. FA: 

68. LI: 

69. L: 

70: MO: 

71: FA: 

72: L: 

Tortillas? 

I'11 do one just for them, Dad. 

Lisa said we havenlt had tostadas 

in a long time. 

Tostadas. 

We haven't had tostadas in a long time. 

I said that before ... So why don't we have 

them? 

Well, tell her to starve! She should know 

how to cook by now! 

Nuh-Huh. I only know how to cook chocolate 

chip cookies. Huh, Marna? 

Who? 

I learned at Tia Yo1anda ' s. 
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You better get with it. You better start 

learning, cause youlre gonna be getting married 

pretty soon. 

Nuh-huh. I wonlt get married. II11 just cook. I 

wonlt get married. 

If you ... Just start cooking! 

She doesn't want to get married. She doesn't 

want to have problems and you guys. 

What, you wanna be like Tia Connie? 

Do old mans have Tatas? Do .. urnmm, like if 



73: MO: 

74: L: 

75: LI: 

76: FA: 

77. MO: 

78. L: 

79. FA: 

80. MO: 

81- E: 

82. L: 

83. MO: 

84. L: 

85. MO: 

86. E: 

87. L: 

88. LI: 

89. MO: 

90. LI: 

91- L: 

92. MO: 

93. L: 
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they're old, like if I had ••. if I was old, and if 

I was old, like an old Tata. 

Like Tata? 

Do I still have to call her Nana? 

Yeah! 

If you're old, your Tata and Nana won't 

be alive. 

They die, after they get a certain age. 

They die? 

They don't die. They go to heaven. 

/Heaven./ 

They might have a heart attack. 

How do they get to go to heaven? 

Their body gets old. 

And it feels like they might die? 

/It/ takes them up there to heaven. 

'Cause he wants them to die? 

He gets his hand out. 

Well, that's mean. 

Huh? 

That's mean that he wants them to die. 

He doesn't want them to die. 

He takes them up to heaven to take 

care of them. 

Why? 



94. MO: 

95. LI: 

96. E: 

97. LI: 

98. MO: 

He loves them right? It's a high experience. 

And Godses houses are nice. 

Oh! Fireworks! 

I wanna go up there again. 

Tata Memo died of a heart attack, and God 
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didn't want him to say in this world suffering 

from his heart, getting sick all the time and 

having heart attacks, so God took him up to heaven 

with Him. And he can rest up in heaven with Him. 

Up in heaven there is a better world than here. 

{All three children talk at once. Unintelligible} 

99. FA: We're gonna get old and then you guys are gonna 

have to push us around in a wheelchair. 

(Children laugh) 

100. FA: And you're going to have to make breakfast 

for us and ... 

101. LI: Nuh-huh. Doctors are. 

102. MO: Louie, Lisa and Eric are going to be .... 

103. E: But you guys are going to be living in 

that other house. Or are you gonna be 

living here? 

104. MO: This is our home. You guys move out. 

105. LI: No. We're going to stay in this house! 

I love this house! 

106. FA: No way. You've only got two more years, 



Lisa. 

107. LI: You guys move out while we stay here. 

108. L: 

109. E: 

How about this guys. 

No! I wanna stay with Marna and Daddy. They 

give me my heart so happy. 

Are you chicken? Chicken! Chicken! 

Cluck, Cluck. 

110. FA: Yep, you'd become a little angel. 

111. L: You guyses have become a little angel. 

112. FA: You become a little angel when you 

go up to heaven. 

113. L: I know! 

114. FA: I can't picture Eric being a little angel. 

115. E: What? What? 

116. MO: There's two ways you can go. Up in 

heaven with God, or down to h-e-l-l with 

the devil. 

117. E: I know. I'm going up. I'm going up. 

118. LI: I'm going up. I'm going up! 

119. MO: You've got to be nice ... help Morn and Dad. 

120. E.: I'm going down .•.. I'm kidding! 

121. MO: That's right. That's right. The way 

122. E: 

that you have been behaving lately, you're 

going down. 

I'm going up. 
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123. MO: 

124. LI: 

125. L: 

126. MO: 

127. FA: 

128. L: 

129. E: 

130. MO: 

You'll get all burned up. 

I'm going down. 

Nuh-huh. 

It's all fire. 

It's all fire down there. 

Does he die? 

All people stay there. 

The good people go up to heaven and God's 

place is beautiful, all the animals and 

all the fruit. 

131. LI: When we go up, and there is water? 

132. MO: All the Dads, our brothers and sisters and 

everybody loves one another. It's a beautiful 

world. They don't have cars, they don't have 

nothing. It's just beautiful ...• 

133. 

134. 

135. 

135. 

136. 

137. 

138. 

139. 

140. 

141. 

E: 

LI: 

FA: 

L: 

E: 

LI: 

E: 

FA: 

LI: 

FA: 

You just fly. 

Do they have anything like, uhh .... 

My brother died. 

Tata Memo died of a heart attack. 

Whose brother, Dad? 

La Bamba was a true story, huh, Mama? 

Lisa, Lisa. 

You know how you have a Tio Beto, a Tio Chuy? 

Uh-Huh 

Well, you used to have a Tio Louie, and Tio 
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Louie got sick and he died, and he's up in 

heaven, but when I die, I'm going to see my 

brother again. 

142. LI: And when I die, I'm gonna see my Daddy and my 

Mama. 

143. FA: Oh, come on Lisa. 

144. LI: I'm going to see my Tata Memo. 

145. FA: Give me a break, Lisa. 

146. LI: I'm going to see you when you're in heaven 

and I'm in heaven {UI} and Nana Duran, 

Nana Duran ... 

147. MO: Nana Duran is still alive. 

148. LI: I know, but how come ... 

149. FA: You're going to see ALL your tatas. 

150. MO: Yeah, you're going to see your Tatas. 

151. FA: Tata Memo, Tata Luis, and Tata Frank, 

152. MO: 

153. E: 

154. MO: 

155. LI: 

156. MO: 

157. FA: 

158. MO: 

159. E: 

all together. 

(Laughs) 

Daddy, I want to still be a family. 

Nana is training for her Tatas. (Laughs). 

I want to still be a family. 

Yeah. 

Do you think they'll fight up there? 

(Laughs) 

We're not going to fight. 
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160. MO: For another, you never dreamed you guys 

would have so many Tatas, huh? 

161. E: God is nice to give her a lot of Tatas, huh? 

162. LI: At school, I'm nice, Marna, but the kids are 

being mean to me .•. 
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163. MO: That's OK. That's OK. God's watching them and 

God will take care of them. 

164. LI: And God will put them ..• 

165. L: There's this girl, and she pinches me and 

she pinches me. 

166. MO: 

167. E: 

168. MO: 

Well, you know what? You turn around 

and you pinch them back. 

No, you can't Mom. 

You pinch her back. You tell her, 

Leave me alone. 

169. FA: No, you tell the teacher. 

170. E: You have to tell the teacher. 

{UI} 

171. FA: Bet? 

172. MO: Perfect. 

173. LI: It's all scratched. 

174. MO: What did you do with it 

Louie? You don't sleep with your 

glasses. 



175. LI: I don't sleep with them! 

176. MO: I'm gonna have to take them 

in then. You know what? You're 

gonna have to do without your glasses 

tomorrow in school. 

177. LI I'll go without. 

178. MO: There's gum and everything. 

Scoot this back. 

179 E: If I would have glasses, I 

wouldn't, take care of them, I 

wouldn't take care of them like that. 

180. FA: We're not gonna buy her 

another pair if she's not gonna take 

care of them. 

181. MO: Mira, Pete. I can't do it 

here, I'm gonna have to take it in. 

182. FA: How are they gonna 

183. LI: 

184. MO: 

185. LI: 

straighten those out? 

I've got .•• 

They put them in heat and 

then .... 

All right. If I gotta tell 

you, I gotta tell. 

186. MO: You've got gum on that. Did 

you sleep with gum in your mouth? 

193 



You don't sleep with glasses. When 

you're laying down, when you're like 

this, ..• this is how she did it. She 

was watching the t.v. 

187. FA: You could step on them. 

188. MO: You know, she was watching 

189. LI: 

190. MO: 

191. LI: 

192. MO: 

193. L: 

194. LI: 

the t.v. and she was laying down. 

She moved them over to one side. I 

can't see .• see how it touches more on 

this side? I'm gonna have to take 

them in. 

I think I know. 

You're gonna have to do 

without your glasses today. 

(Sigh.) Just gotta tell. 

Tomorrow morning I'm gonna take them in. 

That girl hit me with the ball. 

I just gotta tell, Mom. 

195. MO: That's it. It must have hit 

it right there. The ball there, that's it. 

196. E. No, it didn't hit her like 

that, Mom. It, he threw it, he was 

trying to hit me, he was trying to 

get me out and Lisa got in the way 

and he hit her and he hit this thing, 
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this thing, and she was all crying. 

197. LI: And it never touched here. 

198. MO: Yeah, it hit you. It could 

199. E: 

200. MO: 

have gone in her eye, and she could 

have been messed up for life. It's 

That's why I said not to play 

with her again. 

And you too, Eric, the 

minute she comes here you say, yeah, 

and you go out and play. Mark is 

too big for you guys. Mark will 

dangerous. 

get you guys in a lot of trouble. He 

can go play with kids his own age. 

You too. 

201. L: I remember when Eric used to 

play with •.• 

202. MO: Sandy is fine for you to 

play with, but Mark is too big. 

Mark should find his own friends. 

203. L: Yeah, but when he comes to 

the house he just wants us to play 

with him. 

204. E: And when he wants his other 

friends to play •.. Mom, Mom 

205. MO: Which one? 
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206. LI: And this one Manny, he comes 

] 

to play with him. Why don't you play 

with him. Why doesn't he play with 

Manny? 

207. MO: Pass the bread. 

208. FA: It looks like it's starting to 

get mold on it. 

209. E: 

210. FA: 

211. E: 

212. FA: 

213. E: 

214. MO: 

215. FA: 

Let me see. 

I can't really taste. 

Mold, when there's mold it's old. 

Is it mold or is it 

just ... huh? 

Uh huh. Yeah. Mold. 

I ate a few. 

I ate a couple, I shhhhh ... 

gawwww. 

216. L: How many did you eat? 

217. MO: I'm gonna take this back. 

218. L: Get some other ones. 

219. E. I thought you couldn't even 

have strange food. 

220. MO: I'm taking these back and 

get another box. 

221. FA: Where were they? 
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222. MO: Safeway. 

223. L: {UI} Get them at J.J. Newberrys. 

224. LI: J.J. Newberrys? Or you can 

change ketchup if it doesn't come out. 

225. E: Shut up. Maybe you've got the wrong one. 

226. FA: I still don't have my sense 

227. E: 

228. MO: 

229. E: 

230. FA: 

231. MO: 

232. LI: 

233. MO: 

234. E: 

235. LI: 

of taste, and I can't tell. 

You don't have your sense of 

breath! 

(Laughs. ) 

What's so funny. All I said 

is that. 

You don't have no sense at all. 

Tomorrow we're gonna get you 

with the scissors. 

Oh! No, no, no. What? 

They need a little trimming. 

No, no, no. Aah, forget it. 

It's only gonna be a short one. 

Uh huh. 

236. E: No way. 

237. LI: I cutted my bangs. I wasn't scared, ha Momma? 

238. E: I know you weren't Lisa, 

but I know what you're scared of. 

To wash. 
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239. FA: She went to dance yesterday, 

and she didn't even wash her face. 

240. LI: I washed my face over there. 

They have a, they have a 

241. FA: She had that white stuff down here. 

(Laughs.) I went to wake, to 

see if she was awake and, and she was 

talking in her sleep. And then she 

goes, she wakes up like this and she 

goes, Momma, the garbage man is here. 

(Everyone laughs) 

That's what she told me. 

242. MO: You're crazy Lisa. You 

had a dream of the garbage man. 

243. E: You're crazy Lisa. 

244. MO: Lisa, you should wash your 

face. Every morning you do it. 

245. LI: Well, at least I wash my 

face in the bathroom. In the 

bathroom, they had the sink and I 

washed up and ... {UI} 

246. MO: You should wash up before going out. 

247. FA: You should brush your teeth. 

You didn't brush your teeth. 

248. E: She didn't brush her hair, Mom. 
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They have a lot of kids over 

there at Menlo. 

249. MO: On the 25th I'll be able to 

go over there with you. 

250. LI: Where. 

251. MO: Not this coming Saturday ... 

252. E: You'll never, you never seen it? 

253. E: I didn't. 

254. LI: Tan, tan, tan, tan, mmm,mmm. 

255. L: We know, we know. 

256. FA: I'm gonna play next year. 

{UI} 

What do you mean? Didn't Johnny tell 

you he was gonna get you in this? 

257. MO: Oh, well. I'm just saying ... 

258. E: Over at Pio Decimo, Daddy. 

259. L: I wanna go. 

260. LI: { } gonna graduate at Pio 

Decimo. She called his name. 

261. MO: You go and you shake hands. 

262. L: And then they clap. Yay! 

(Claps) . 

263. E: Remember when I was 

graduating ... Did you see me up there 
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in the stage? 

I saw you. 264. L: 

265. MO: 

266. L: 

267. LI: 

268. L: 

269. LI: 

Did you go to the graduation? 

Uh huh. 

Nuh huh. 

Uh huh! 

I didn't see you! Did you see me? 

270. E: 

271. L: 

But I know I went to the Halloween Party. 

Halloween party? 

272. E: 

273. LI: 

274. L: 

275. E: 

276. LI: 

Yes. I hit the pinata. 

Ooh, I hit the pinata. 

Did you break it? 

Did I break it? 

Yes. 

277. 

278. 

FA: It popped back to {UI}. 

E: Oh, yeah. You're right! 

did break it. 

I 

279. L: You broke her nose real hard, 

I remember. 

280. L: I didn't even have a chance 

to break it. That was my pinata! 

281. L: Oh, what a lie! 

282. MO: Louie, you're gonna need 

those shoes. 

283. E: I'm done. 
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284. LI: I'm full. I can't eat more. 

285. MO: You didn't touch your 

potatoes. 

286. L: I love the potatoes. 

287. E: I'm done. 

288. FA: The wildcats are gonna be on 

t.v. today. 

289. L: Whooo! 

290. LI: I'm never going to the 

{UI} ha, Momma? 

291. E: We should've just, we 

should've went to that big thing, you 

know that big thing, there, it's 

round at the carnival? 

292. LI: The carnival? 

293. E: The game at the carnival. 

294. FA: What game, Eric? 

295. E: I think the "Arizona Wildcats 

play basketball" game. 

296. MO: Well if they're horne 

they're not gonna playa game out of town. 

297. FA: They're playing in Oklahoma. 

298. E: Ooh! Who they playing 

against to. Who are they playing 

against? Oklahoma? 
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299. FA: 

300. E: 

301. FA: 

302. L: 

303. MO: 

304. L: 

305. LI: 

{U.I.} 

Yep. 

Ooh, oh! This is gonna be a 

tough one! 

It sure is. 

I hope the wildcats win. 

Yeah. 

I bet, I know {U.I.} 

and the Wildcats ••• 

I'm gonna {UI} 

306. L: You're not being in 

basketball, man. You're playing 

baseball. 

307. LI: Can we play baseball and I 

can {UI} Fernandez? 

308. L: No! 

309. MO: Wanna get it {UI} for 

thirteen ninety-nine? 

310. FA: Some what? 

311. L: I want a basketball. 

312. MO: How much do you get her 

then? {UI} 

313. L: Mom, we're gonna go play ... 

314. MO: Wanna go buy his {UI}? 

315. L: We're not gonna play outside. 
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316. FA: In the backyard. 

317. L: I know. 

Tape is stopped. 

THE GOMEZ FAMILY: 
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FATHER, MOTHER, TWO SONS, RICKY AND DAVID, NINE AND SEVEN 

YEARS OLD RESPECTIVELY AT TIME OF TAPING. 

1. MO: 

2. D: 

3. FA: 

4. D: 

5. FA: 

6. D: 

7. FA: 

8. D: 

9. FA: 

10. D: 

11. FA: 

Ricky, David, come set the table. 

Come get the ... 

David, show Dad your turkey. 

O.K. Dad, look at my turkey. 

(Aside) That's David's. 

Dad, my turkey. 

AWWRIGHT! Let's see it. 

It's made out of food and ... 

HEEEEYYY. Looks good enough to eat, buddy. 

Yeah. 

What do we have there ... we've got ... we've got 

beans ... and macaroni ... and we've got lentils. 

What are lentils? 

These things right here. 

Son lentejas. Do you know what lentejas are? 
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12. D: No. 

13. FA: They're called lentils. Those little .•• like little 

flying saucers that your Nana makes? 

14. MO: It's a type of bean. 

15. FA: lIt's a bean,/ but it's small. It's like this too, 

these are lentils, too. Right here. 

16. D: They're different ones. 

17. FA: Uh-huh. 

18. MO: Some of those could be peas. Aren't they peas? 

19. FA: Yeah, these are peas cut in half? 

20. D: What? These? 

21. FA: Yeah, those are peas. 

This, oh, that's red rice, it looks like. 

22. D: Colored. 

23. FA: Yeah, that's what it is. 

That turned out real nice, Bud. 

24: D: Yeah. Thank you 

25. R: Daddy, I got a hundred on my spelling test. 

26: FA: You did what? 

27: R: Got a hundred on my spelling test. 

28: FA: Oh, yeah? What words did you have to spell? 

29: R: I had a whole bunch. 

Twenty-five words. 

30: FA: Twenty-five words? Wow! 



31. R: But they were review words. 

32. FA: Did you get a hundred the first time? 

33 • R: MMMHHHMMMM 
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34. FA: So what do you do now ... just kick back and relax? 

35. R: (Laughs) Yeah, tomorrow. 

36. FA: Hey, have you ever seen a fifty-five pound turkey? 

(Laughter) 

37. R: {UI} already told me that. 

38. FA: What did he say? 

39. R: He said, "Have you ever seen a fifty-five pound 

turkey?" and I said, "yes", and he says, "Look 

in a mirror?" 

(Father laughs) 

40. MO: But that's more like a seventy pound turkey. 

41. R: Five. 

42. MO: Seventy-five pound turkey? 

Wow, that's a big one. 

Do you have practice tomorrow, Ricky? 

43. FA: No practice. 

44. R: /No practice/ 

45. MO: How do you know? (to FA.) 

46. FA: He told me. 

47. R: 'Cause Rodney called and said that there was 
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no practice tomorrow and no practice Friday. 

48. MO: And you don't have a game Saturday, right? 

49. R: Right. 

50. MO: When's your next game? 

51. R: December 7th 

{Unintelligible conversation between Mother and Father} 

52. FA: Put it on the side, buddy. 

53. D: Naaaah. 

54. FA: You don't want to eat napkin and fork. You put the 

fork and the napkin on the side. Like that it looks 

like you're going to eat ... a fork and a napkin for 

dinner. 

(Laughter by children) 

55. D: I WANT A FORK FOR MY RICE. 

56. MO: You have a fork. 

57. FA: Well, what is that fork you have in your hand? 

] 

You guys need to have your nails cut. 

Hey, have you ever seen a thirty pound turkey? 

58. R: Yeah ........ Dad, he's only twenty .... . 

59. FA: Oh, twenty, or whatever ...• 

Este turkey f1aco aca. 

60. D: TU, yo no. 

61. FA: Eres un turkey f1aco. 

62. D: Tu turkey f1aco {UI} chiquito. 



63. FA: Eh? 

64. FA: Sabes que es flaco? 

65: R: Weak? 

66: 

67: 

68: 

69: 

70: 

FA: 

R: 

FA: 

MO: 

FA: 

No. Not weak. 

Uh ... skinny? 

Skinny. Thin. 

Thin. 

Not skinny but thin. 
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71 : MO: Thin is .... [ ] skinny doesn't sound too good. 

Delgado is skinny. 

72. FA: Delgado I guess. 

Did you guys wash your hands? 

73 : R: No. 

74. D: I'm clean. 

75: FA: HUH? 

76. D: I'm clean. 

77. FA: Since when? 

78. D: Since today. 

79. FA: Go wash them. You haven't washed them all day. 

Probably since last week sometime. 

last time you had a bath? 

When was the 

80. D: Yesterday. 

81. FA: That's the last time you washed your hands. 

(Mother and Father laugh) 



82. MO: You're so mean. 

83. R: 

84. FA: 

85. D: 

86. R: 

87. FA: 

88. D: 

89. FA: 

90. R: 

91. FA: 

92. R: 

93. FA: 

94. D: 

95. FA: 

Daddy, you have to serve us some punch. 

Punch? Who make this Kool-Aid? 

Me. 

David. 

How much sugar did yo put in it? 

A little. 

How much is that? 

Did you measure with something, or did you 

just put it in? 

He usually just sticks it in. 

HUH? 

He usually just sticks it in. 

I'm talking to David. 

I just sticked it in. 

You stuck it in? with what? A spoon? 

It's too sweet, buddy. 

96. D: I like it. 

208 

97. FA: Well, I know YOU like it, but it's still too sweet. 

98. R: Mom, could you make me a burro? 

99. MO: De eso? 

100. R: Yeah. 

101. MO: De carne? 
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102. R: Yeah, carnita. 

102. MO: RICKY! TIENE MUCH CALDO Y SE TE VA A TIRAR! 

ASI COMETELO. 

END OF TAPED CONVERSATION 

The texts transcribed here en extenso illustrate the 

process not only of the "construction of self" for the child 

vis a vis the use of affective variable for defining "Mexican

ness", but also demonstrate the process of the interactional 

double helix. Each strand of the helix, each interactional 

node, offers endless options for both caregivers and children, 

donors and recipients, to interact in a dynamic process within 

the socio-environmental ecology of their frame of reference. 

A multi-dimensional interaction takes place, surging out of 

the synergistic interplay between interlocutors. One example 

is the Aguilar Tape #1, (lines 149-161) where the father and 

mother are making ironic remarks actually to each other 

concerning the number of tatas the children have due to their 

grandmother's multiple marriages. The children pick up on 

this, and make the seemingly innocent observation, based on 

the fact that the conversation had taken a spiritual turn, 

that it was God who had given her all of her husbands. 

Another example can be found in lines 30-35 where the mother 

is upset at Eric due to his misbehavior. Eric adroitly 

responds to her admonishments, switching the topic from his 
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care of his younger siblings to a unified effort by the 

siblings to take care of the parents. He also enjoins Lisa to 

repeat her accusation (line 46), and presents a confused 

posture (line 49), deflecting the sibling's criticism. The 

parents, in response to a topic shift by children, also seize 

the opportuni ty to transmi t their views on death, God, 

afterlife, the children's responsibilities to them in old age, 

and the eternal consequences of mishehavior (lines 72-149). 

Also of significance is the interjection (line 137) of the 

association of the movie La Bamba with discourse concerning 

death. This movie, which is of course quintessentially 

Hispanic, is a favorite among the children that I interviewed, 

and seems to satisfy a need for video and media images of the 

familiar and accustomed. 

These transcripts also demonstrate how parents are 

themselves involved in the process of constructing and 

deconstructing their own developmental trajectories and that 

caregivers are also modified by the utterances of the neophyte 

learners. One striking example of this process is contained 

in lines 163-170. Initially, the mother takes the stance that 

the child who is bullying her daughter will meet with 

"Immanent Justice" and that "God will take care of them." Her 

children's repeated recounting of the bullying prompts her to 

modify her position, and she then encourages them to make a 

stand and "pinch them back." The father then interjects a 
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more formalistic and institutionalized response: telling the 

teacher. Thus, within one speech segment, strategies of non

intervention, self-determination, and institutionalization are 

displayed as behavioral options. 

The extended segment on the bent glasses (lines 173-199) 

is another illustrative example of the process of the 

interactional process of language socialization. The mother 

is upset by the apparent lack of care that Lisa has 

demonstrated for her glasses and engages in a series of 

exploratory suspicions as to how the damage was done. All 

three children engage in a mutually constructed explanation 

absolving Lisa of blame (lines 193-199). The mother extends 

this rationalization, however, as a justification for not 

playing with older children, and conveys her implicit 

assumption that only age-mates are appropriate as playmates. 

As stated previously, each household is permeated with 

its own household ideology which it in some form communicates 

to children. In this tape, several factors pertaining to the 

world-view of the parents is transmitted to the children. In 

the mundane occurrence of finding mold on the bread, (lines 

208-222), the parents communicate to the children the 

underlying assumption that there remains a certain amount of 

control and in their hands in dealing with the vagaries of 

life. Rather than merely tossing the bread in the trash, the 

mother comments that she is going to return the bread to the 
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supermarket. Chalking it up as a loss and disregarding the 

issue would have been the easier course, but the notion of 

making the effort to recite the situation subtly influences 

the children. Lisa immediately decides that if the ketchup 

does not flow out that it can also be returned. Louie pipes 

in that a different vendor might have a better product. A 

nascent sense of autonomy and control over the environment 

seems to be taking root in their formative ideologies. This 

is further reinforced by the constant references to doing 

homework, doing well in school before being interested in 

girls, and a marked awareness by the parents of all of the 

children's friends and everyday happenings. 

stress that one can impact and control 

environment by adherence to certain principles 

The Aguilars 

the immediate 

and tenets which will bring desired results. The children are 

enjoined to strive to be "Thunderbird of the Month" and all of 

the transcripts from this household evidenced constant 

interaction concerning schoolwork, the quality of homework, 

and detailed questioning on daily occurrences. Language 

directed towards the children (line 114) and complaints about 

harassment by other children are carefully evaluated by the 

parents, and reveal a comprehensive involvement in their 

offspring's routines. Addi tionally, in both households, 

cleanliness and hygiene is a frequent topic of discourse. 

Both families stress washing and mildly ridicule the 
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malcreants who fail to adequately perform their hygienic 

duties. Significantly, it is not only parents, but siblings 

as well which dispense these norms. Research on the influence 

of siblings in teaching one another point to the fact that 

children spend as much time with siblings as with parents, and 

that children learn new ways to approach situations by 

watching one another (cf Kerwin and Day 1985; Pepler et al. 

1982; Dunn 1983; cited in Tapia 1991). The Aguilar and Gomez 

children are alert sentinels for maintaining their siblings' 

appropriate behavior. 

Both households are also keenly interested in sports, 

both for boys and girls. All of the children in both these 

households play on soccer or Little League teams, and both 

families, as evidenced in the Aguilar tapes, are rabid U of A 

Wildcat fans. 

Both of these transcripts illustrate the push-pull effect 

of centripetal and centrifugal forces for and against ethnic 

unity and assimilation. Mores and values, as noted, as middle 

America. One reader of the transcripts noted that the 

pseudonyms Ricky and David are appropriately representative of 

the "Ozzie and Harriet" portraiture represented. Yet, under 

this veneer, the children are sUbliminally guided towards an 

identification of their Mexican-ness, not through overt 

proclamations, but by symbolic transactions of the association 

between affect, Spanish, family, nourishment, and self. 
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Dinner table conversations, expunged of the diacritical 

emblems, would mirror middle America. Quantitatively, the 

differences in topic and language patterns would be quite 

small. Qualitatively, they take on a transcendent symbolic 

importance to valorize the social identity which are 

constitutive of selfhood. The exploitation of affective tools 

in the symbolic resistance to being engulfed by a dominant 

culture and in carving out personhood in incongruous 

circumstances illustrates how in the process of the cultural 

construction of the relationship between self and society, 

linguistic displays serve complex functions. The interplay 

between affect, language, hegemony and child developmental 

processes in these households demonstrates that these 

intricate dynamics cannot be reduced to unilineal causative 

models, but must take into account a complex array of 

historically constituted variables and recognize the capacity 

to react to these in diverse permutations both in 

caregiver/donor search and in child/receptor production. This 

process is, in part, an effort to define selfhood 

phylogeneticaly, and borderlands society ontogenetically 

through the intersection of linguistic form and evocative 

dimension. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

THE DIALOGIZATION OF LANGUAGE SOCIALIZATION 

"Somewhere between these great 
grindstones that would pulverize 

traditional family organization, a 
type of family, once consigned to 

oblivion--being ground or melted down-
persists: protean, adaptive, conservatizing, 

generating meanings, and forming a sense of 
identity partly from the realities of an 
earlier time, partly from the exigencies 

of the present." 

Mindel and Havenstein (1981) 

The process of dialogization, the Bakhtinian terminology 

for multiple interactive spheres, is conceptualized as the 

process in which "a word, discourse, language or 

culture ... becomes relativized, de-privileged, aware of 

competing definitions for the same things" (Bakhtin 1980). 

The previous chapter attempts to illustrate how the dialogic 

process, ricocheting between the ethos of the Mexican 

borderlands and household discourse, involves the 

symbolization of diachritica which mark off certain aspects of 

behavior as self-representational profiles for children. Yet, 

as Bakhtin points out, "competing definitions for the same 

things" are an inherent component of dialogization. 

Discursive practices may not share a consensually agreed upon 
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significance in order to shape and organize experience. Gal 

(1987) notes that "patterns of choice among linguistic 

variants can be interpreted to reveal aspects of speaker's 

'consciousness' : how they respond symbolically to class 

relations and identity within regional economic systems 

structured around dependency and unequal development." 

I have argued that u.s. Mexican households are caught up 

in the dialogizational experience. The symbolic resistance of 

an oppositional response to dominant ideologies is evidenced 

in the active construction of identity. Yet, variation and 

"competing definitions" among the households that I was 

studying was axiomatic. Poyer (1988) remarks that "In many 

important ways, the distinctions (between ethnic groups) drawn 

are articulations of attitudes rather than factual 

representations. What X sees as distinctively their own are 

also significant aspects of life on Y. Ethnographic fact 

however is not at issue in the process of symbolic 

construction of identity. What is significant here are the 

choices made in order to elaborate a theory of ethnic 

distinction. Why do people select certain pegs on which to 

hang their identity?" Thus, while the indexing of self

reference for the Aguilars was effectuated largely through 

music and ritual activities, other households activated this 

process through the mechanisms of sports, religion and 

political activism. The semiotically constituted self-
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representation invoked in the language socialization process 

present different faces of the stone from which the 

construction of identity is sculpted. This chapter will 

present the case studies of three families juxtaposed to 

demonstrate the interplay between language, semiotic and 

semantic form, and developmental function. As Gal notes, the 

symbolic responses to regional identity may be evoked to 

interpret the "consciousness" of speakers, and, in the case of 

child language socialization, of parents. As Sherzer (1987) 

has noted, since "discourse is an embodiment, a filter, a 

creator and recreator, and a transmitter" (of culture), then 

the forms that discourse takes can provide windows into the 

priorities which parents have set. Gal (1987) further notes 

that "for any language groups facing a dominant culture that 

imposes external images of them, linguistic practices and 

evaluations are among the most readily available sources of 

information about consciousness. They reveal implicit self

perceptions and unspoken assessments of the ethnic "other." 

The following excerpts from interview sessions reveal the 

ongoing dialectical construction of "otherness" and "self" 

within the dialogization of language socialization. 
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The Gallardo Family 

The Gallardo family had been recruited through my initial 

contact with Iris Gallardo at the PACE classroom where we were 

introduced by her son Luis Jr.'s teacher. I explained the 

study to her, and she agreed to participate. 

I approached the Gallardo household on the south side of 

Tucson, hidden off in one of the side streets of the barrio, 

on my first interview with them. The wide avenue allowed high 

visibility on all sides, and I could observe clotheslines in 

many of the yards, a quickly disappearing phenomenon in the 

days of clothes dryers. It was a serene, older neighborhood, 

with homes approximately forty years old. There were several 

new constructions in the area, however, indicating an affinity 

for the "old" neighborhood in the wake of increased economic 

resources. 

Iris, the mother, answered the door in a courteous, but 

reserved manner. Her home was thirty to forty years old, 

although it still maintained its structural integrity. It was 

tidy and smelled of Pine-Sol, and i t activated childhood 

memories for me of 50' s style homes in Tucson. The front room 

had no carpet and was meagerly furnished. Family pictures 

were the only adornment. It spoke of a household struggling 

to meet life's most basic necessities. Iris herself was 

neatly, though simply, dressed, devoid of make-up, and 
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Iris was born in 

Tucson, of parents who were also born in the u.s. Her father 

was employed first as a miner, and then later was a foreman 

for the Parks and Recreation Department in the city of Tucson, 

and her mother has been a homemaker. She attended schools in 

the sunnyside district, and dropped out of high school in the 

12th grade, although she went back to earn her G.E.D. She 

married at nineteen, had her first child at twenty, the second 

one two years later, and has been primarily a homemaker since 

then. She was employed previously, at Dairy Queen and at an 

Army Surplus store, but quit because she felt that it was 

important for her to be horne with her children. She and her 

husband worked different shifts, and they were rarely together 

as a family. She felt that the baby sitter did not pay enough 

attention to the children, and they both "hated to stay with 

her, and would cry and beg "let Daddy work, not you." Even 

when she did quit, however, because of her husband's long work 

hours and Saturday work schedule, they had little family time 

together. During my two and a half year contact with this 

family, this situation changed little. Iris did begin part

time maintenance and janitorial work after a move to a trailer 

on the North side of town, but she and her husband had 

different work hours again and she would leave for work in the 

late afternoon, and he would arrive home at 7: 00-7: 30. At one 

point, she was having excessive pain and swelling in her knee 
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from a torn cartilage, and found it difficult to keep up with 

her job and the heavy physical labor it entailed. They did 

not qualify for ACCESS, since her husband was employed at the 

time as a skilled laborer, and fell into the notch group that 

has neither MEDICAID nor can afford private medical insurance 

or services, and she could not have the required surgery 

performed. At the time of this writing, she was seriously 

considering leaving the job. 

The Gallardo family typified a classic study in 

contrasts. On the surface, they were the prototypic native 

born u.S. Mexican family. Luis Gallardo, the husband, was 

born in Douglas, Arizona, and moved to Tucson in his youth, a 

characteristic migration pattern for this area. Iris, born 

and raised on the southside, was raised only with Spanish in 

her household, but felt more comfortable speaking, reading and 

writing English. Her children spoke English almost 

exclusively, and my efforts to elicit their level of Spanish 

productive proficiency revealed only a rudimentary knowledge 

of lexical items. Their Spanish comprehension skills were 

much more developed. While they lived for a time with their 

grandparents, I observed that they exhibited the pattern 

demonstrated by the Aguilars in grandparent/grandchild 

interaction: an English response to a Spanish elocution. 

Within this constellation of borderland socio-historical 

factors, existed an indisputable design to establish a 
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household of what can be perceived as middle-American values 

for the children. During our first interview, Iris spoke 

regretfully of her own thwarted childhood visions of her 

idyllic horne. She bemoaned the fact that her mother never 

baked, her mother never 

Instead, as the eldest 

sewed, 

girl, 

nor spent time with her. 

she was enjoined to make 

tortillas at ten years of age, iron her own clothes, iron her 

brother's and sister's clothes, and do the household laundry. 

Now, with her own children, Iris bakes continuously with her 

children to help her, and sends over empanadas and pies to her 

father. She is an expert seamstress, having taught hersel f by 

trial and error. During a subsequent interview, she 

demonstrated clothes to me that she had sewn for her daughter, 

and pictures of a wedding dress and bridesmaid dresses that 

she had designed and sewn for a cousin's wedding. Once when 

I dropped by her house, she was sewing complicated Halloween 

costumes for her children, and she displayed a "poodle skirt" 

that she had made for her daughter for a school "Fifties" 

party. She also goes to great lengths to engage both her son 

and daughter in crafts proj ects with her. She has an artistic 

inclination, and enjoys going to craft stores and learning how 

to make various projects. Because of their tight money 

situation, she will usually find a more economical way to 

create her project, and she will often just sit down with a 

paper and pencil and draw to graphically illustrate the 
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procedure she is going to follow. She volunteered extensively 

in her son's PACE classroom, often doing crafts with the 

class, planting a garden, making stew, or helping the children 

prepare journals. 

When work permits, both parents spend all of their time 

with their children. Again, because of financial constraints, 

they will often rent a movie and stay home, or engage in some 

inexpensive recreation. In short, based on the types of 

activities and child-rearing ideologies of the household, the 

Gallardo family could be transplanted anywhere in the country 

and fit into the recurring and accepted patterns of mainstream 

household behaviors. Iris herself has overtly captured this 

normative ideology as her model and was truly stunned when she 

discovered that not all "Middle America" lives the idyllic 

routine she has envisioned as her goals. After a move to a 

non-Hispanic neighborhood, her son suddenly became the only 

u.S. Mexican child in his classroom. Because of her training 

in PACE, and her own inclinations, Iris volunteered 

extensively in the school and in the classroom. During one 

interview session, she noted her surprise that her 

considerable involvement was not the norm for the north-side 

school: 

"I don't know what's wrong. Maybe all the parent's work, 

I don't know. But there's some kids that •.. well, they tell 

Junior, "gee, your Mom is so neat, she does so many things 
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with you", you know. And they would say, "My Mom doesn't do 

things with us." ••• 

(Luis Junior then commented that his friends say that they 

wish they had a Mom like his.) "I've noticed that a lot of 

kids don't get that .... Like when they have to make their 

lunch. They have to take lunch. I show them. I mean, you're 

not just going to take a sandwich and cookies, or this and 

that. I tell them to cut carrots, and take fruit, things like 

that •.. And a little girl went in there with her lunch pail, 

and she opened it, and I noticed that all she had to eat was 

FIVE TWINKlES. And I'm like .•. Gaa, is that all you have? And 

she says, "Well, I made my own lunch." And I go ..• didn't your 

Mom make your lunch? And she says, "Oh, no, I make my own 

lunch." .... I guess there's some parents who don't notice what 

their kids take for lunch ...• or even if they TAKE lunch. 

'Cause I noticed that there was a little boy in there who 

didn't even take lunch. I saw him there at the end of the 

line crying because he was not going to eat that day. He was 

crying that he didn't have lunch or money. And he didn't have 

no breakfast, and I'm like ..• you know. And I talked to the 

teacher, and she said that she'd make sure that he got at 

least a sandwich and milk .... And so I don't want my kids to be 

like that ... tell them, oohhh, just make whatever you want, you 

know." 
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Within the Gallardo family, even the overstretched budget 

situation is seen as an opportunity for the children to define 

themselves not by what they have, but by who they are. Iris 

stressed this point several times, and comments: 

"I can't give my kids everything they want. I can't. My 

kids have got to learn that they get what we can afford, not 

anything they want. I wish I could get them what they wanted. 

But, you know, I CAN'T. I get what I can afford for them. 

Like they say, I want this because it's this .•• and this is 

that .•.• Noooo. You gotta learn to use what you can get. They 

say, "it's out of style" Well, you gotta learn to use what 

you have ..•. (Even if I could afford it) I would not buy them 

everything they want. Because then they grow up to where they 

want it all the time, and then they grow up, and they're NEVER 

gonna have it. Like my little sister, her husband, ..• his 

mother gave him EVERTHING he ,,,anted. She would spend seventy 

five dollars for a jacket for him. And now that he's married, 

he can't have that, and you should see the fights they have 

because money-wise he wants to get it, and it's very hard on 

her .••. That's why my parents .•. I mean they had eight of us and 

they could never give us .•. I mean we would go the whole year 

of school with just two or three things, that's all we had to 

wear the whole year, and one pair of shoes that would last us 

the whole semester. Nowadays, ... like I try to get them two 

tennies, and a pair of shoes, but sometimes you can't, and 
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they just do with what they have ... My brothers, they tell me, 

"you're old-fashioned." Well, maybe I am, but that's the way 

I think. I tell my Dad, if I had the money, I'd move away 

from Tucson, I'd teach my kids how to live on a ranch. I 

WOULD. I'd teach them how to make their own vegetables 

instead of having to buy them, you know, I would. Get the 

chickens, with the eggs and everything. I WOULD. I would 

prefer living that way than the way we live now. Oh, I have 

to go to the store for eggs, I have to go to the store for 

this ...• nuh-huh. I'd make my own garden and my own 

ranch .... I've always liked it, my Dad, too, and my husband, 

too. Because he grew up on a ranch, outside of Douglas ...• I 

don't know, I just don't like living in (the city) anymore. 

I don't want my kids to be like that. They tell me, "hey, you 

want to be "Little House on the Prairie", and I go, so what?" 

I'd enjoy it more than I do this." 

The allusion to "LITTLE HOUSE ON THE PRAIRIE" I found to 

be particularly noteworthy, since it is that very type of 

nostalgia that has been a recurrent theme in American 

"construction of self" in recent times. The influence of the 

mass media has an 'undeniable impact on individual and 

household ideology and is one of the current forces that 

interacts with the historical and political antecedents of a 

region. In the case of the Gallardos, there exists the 

phenomenon of a third generation U. S. Mexican household, 
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linked through its kin network primarily to the south side 

area of Tucson and to the border town of Douglas, which 

exhibits all of the characteristics of dense relationships of 

immigrant and first generation families, who lives in 

borderline poverty, but whose household ideology reflects the 

images of conservative middle-America, of a stay-at-home 

mother who bakes and sews and does crafts with her children, 

volunteers extensively in their schools, and a father who is 

the primary breadwinner and the reserved guardian of the 

family patrimony. Objects of life are valorized so that 

children are given sense of self despite economic hardships. 

It is the ideology, rather than the acti vi ties themselves 

which are a key component in how this household organizes its 

functioning. If one were to decontextualize activities, strip 

the cultural veneer, one could categorize parental involvement 

with the Gallardo children as incorporating an extensive array 

of the transmission of knowledge through the household 

activities of cooking, sewing, arts and crafts, mechanical and 

construction repairs, and gardening activities. Recent work 

by Moll, Velez-Ibanez and Greenberg (1990) has identified as 

"funds of knowledge" all of those households activities and 

routines which are referred to as an "operations manual of 

essential information and strategies households need to 

maintain their well-being." These activities, however, are 

merely organized scripts for behavior without the underlying 
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ideology of the household which is used as the template upon 

which these activities are measured. For the Gallardo family, 

the transmission of "funds of knowledge" is one strategy 

within the overarching process of "construction of self" for 

the child. 

The images conjured by Iris did not fit the image of 

dysfunction, lack of parental involvement and parental neglect 

that seems to be the unspoken supposition of crime and 

educational failure statistics. A contention has often been 

presented, even by such highly placed officials as former 

Secretary of Education, Lauro Cavazos, that u. S. Mexican 

parents are disinterested in their children's development and 

success. These households demonstrate that this is patently 

untrue. Parents are not only keenly interested in their 

children's academic and social success, they are willing to 

sacrifice almost any material good to ensure that success. In 

fact, many household commodities were often sacrificed in 

order for the children to obtain an item which would make 

school life easier. PACE parents were extremely involved with 

homework, and even though I did not require taping of homework 

sessions, many of the tapes contained segments of parental 

assistance with homework. The barometer of parental interest 

in the child's educational process invoked by many educators 

continues to be visits to the school. Yet, analysis of 

discourse within the household reveals that even though this 
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external marker may not be present, an intense and active 

emphasis and interest on school work was present in all of the 

homes that I visited. 

Household Praxis 

Even though I was quite aware of the fact before I went 

into the field that u. s. Mexican parents are intensely 

preoccupied with their children's success, the degree to which 

I found earnest, sustained and concentrated effort on raising 

children was so marked that it was evident at every turn. 

Involvement with one's children for the u.s. Mexican 

households that I have been familiar with is so acute that it 

requires an amplification of the term: 

Parents do not simply "rear" or "raise" 

"child-rearing". 

their children. 

Children are an extension of life. There is no point at which 

your children cease to be your responsibility. One mother 

once remarked to me (in Spanish, translation is given) "I 

don't understand how the "americanos" can turn out their 

children as soon as they reach eighteen. My son has a friend 

whose parents told him he was on his own now, and so he's 

living with us. My children will be my children always. 

Whenever they need something, they know that I'm here." 
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Another mother, Mrs. Cisneros, echoed those sentiments when 

detailing her dealings with her over-eighteen year old sons: 

"El problema de los (hijos) grandes es que a veces se van 

y ••• como en un viernes ••• y yo me preocupo si no vienen 0 no me 

hablan. Pero, como ellos son mayor de edad, segun ellos, si 

ellos quieren venir, vienen, y si no, no. Ya segUn ellos, 

como ellos dicen, uno no tiene que mandarlos ya •••• Y pues 10 

que yo hago a veces es dej arlos afuera ••• a dormir afuera. 

Porque, yo les digo, como yo trabajo, como yo trabajo el 

sabado, ellos salen el viernes, les digo que si no llegan a 

venir, alli se van a quedar afuera. 0 aprenden de que tienen 

que venir ••• o se van a quedar afuera •••• Ya no quieren 

entender ••• Es que yo quiero saber como llegan. si llegan 

cayendose 0 si llegan derecho •••• Yo me doy cuenta si han 

llegado tomados •••• Dan el olor a 10 que toman ••• al lic6r •••• A 

veces ••• les digo que se vayan y ellos pueden poner sus propias 

reglas. Pero es muy dificil, porque echarlos uno asi nomas, 

y decir, bueno no me hiciste caso ••• toma tus garritas y 

vete... es dificil para mi. Nomas estarles diciendo, y 

estarles diciendo, y aver hasta cuando recapaciten •••• Es 

dificil agarrarlos y apucharlos a la calle. Porque es 10 que 

uno trata de evitar, de que no ••• pues si estan echos a perder, 

que no se echen MAS a perder. Y yo pienso que si uno los echa 

a la calle, mucho mejor para ellos." 
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"The problem with the older children is that sometimes 

they go out, and, like on a Friday •.. and I worry if they don't 

come, or they don't call. But, since they are of legal age, 

according to them, 1 ike they say, one can't order them 

around .•.. And so now what I do sometimes is to leave them 

outside ... to sleep outside. Because I tell them, since I 

work, since I work on Saturday, and they go out on Friday, I 

tell them that if they don't come home (in time), that they're 

going to stay outside. They either learn that they have to 

come ... or they're going to stay outside. They don't want to 

understand .... It's that I want to know how they come home .•• if 

they come home falling down, or straight. I am aware of how 

they arrive: whether they've been drinking or not. They give 

off the odor of what they have drunk ... of liquor. Sometimes, 

I tell them that they should go and they can have their own 

rules. But it is very difficult, because just to throw them 

out just like that, and say, "well, you didn't listen to 

me ... take your clothes and go", that would be very difficult 

for me. (I can) just keep on telling them, and keep on 

telling them, and see when they will reflect on it. It's 

difficult to take them and push them into the street. Because 

that is what one tries to avoid ... that they not .• well, if 

they're taking the wrong road, one doesn't want them to get 

even WORSE. And I think that if one throws them out into the 

street, well, they would like it even better." 
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It is this premise, this cementing of the parent-child 

bond throughout the life cycle, that is evident as an 

underlying proposition for child language socialization 

activities within u.s. Mexican households. There is never the 

assumption that there are only a few years provided in which 

to transmit all of the caregiver's repertoire of knowledge 

into the young learner's receptive field. In the Aguilar tape 

. #1 (lines 104-106), the father jokes with Lisa that she has 

"only two more years" to live in the household, and the mother 

insists that "you guys move out", both ironic commentaries 

underscoring the implicit supposition that they will never be 

required to move out. Rather, the unspoken assumption 

remains, that the child will be "close", either 

geographically, or affectively, and has its consequences in 

comparative language socialization processes. It is this bond 

which gives rise to the clustering of households that has been 

documented in the literature (Velez-Ibanez 1988a,b 1989). At 

least four of the families in my small sample had at least two 

other closely related households living on the same street. 

Thus children, not only in my sample, but as I have observed 

in general in the community, ease into adulthood knowing that 

a fully array of familial resources will always be available 

to them. The family becomes in kinship terminology, a 

corporation, in the sense that it never dies. It is a 
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mechanism whereby information and support can be received and 

given throughout the life cycle. 

Whatever form language socialization takes in the 

household that I studied, one thing is clear: parents, in the 

quest for self-definition of the child, went to great pains to 

cement a sense of belonging to a family on the child. They 

projected onto him/her a sense of pertaining to a unit which 

would never dissolve. Someone would be there to "back him up" 

when necessary. 

I witnessed an interesting incident at the park one day, 

as I 'attended one of my son's soccer games which I found to be 

quite symbolic of U.S. Mexican values vis a vis the greater 

"Anglo culture". Hsu (1961) remarks that the values of 

independence, rugged individualism are core to American 

ideology and they are brought to the forefront in following 

mini-ethno-drama: 

A group of US Mexican mothers were assembled on one edge 

of the soccer field, awaiting the beginning of the game. At 

the other end of the field, an Anglo mother walked behind her 

toddler son who was precariously making his way across the 

grass. At one point, she let him toddle forward a few yards 

in front of her, and as he came to some uneven ground, he 

stumbled and fell and began to cry. Without moving towards 

him, she verbally encouraged him to get up: "Come on, Scott, 

you can do it. You can get up by yourself". You're a big 
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boy. Corne on, now, get up." Unfortunately, the child did not 

respond to the spoken urgings of his mother and continued to 

cry throughout her promptings. One of the Hispanic mothers, 

out of earshot, noticed the scene, and commented to another 

mother, "Why doesn't she pick the kid up? He's still 

crying." 

This two-minute slice of child-life I found to be 

symbolic of a larger set of ethos, a credo that is convinced 

that children must be instructed in the elements of support 

networks. The clustering of related households, the never 

ending calendrical round of birthday parties, baptisms, 

quincenearas, weddings, parties, barbecues and family get

togethers all function to impress on the child his sense of 

identity as well as a sense of sustenance to bolster his/her 

quotidian survival. Every child in my sample, and I would 

generalize to an overwhelming majority of children in Tucson 

US Mexican households (cf Velez-Ibanez 1988a,bi 1991a,b) was 

involved in a procession of festive rituals throughout the 

year. Birthday parties, up until the child reaches about age 

five, are usually elaborate affairs, with pinatas, music, food 

for adults and children, and have often entailed a trip to 

Nogales to purchase candies and small prizes for the children. 

Most importantly, they involve a ritualized meeting place for 

the kin network to meet together and consolidate its 

functioning as an entity. The birthday child is thus accorded 
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a place within the kin group, a recognition that he belongs 

and that there exists a host of relatives and family friends 

who are concerned with his well-being. That this is 

consequential in terms of the functioning of the family is 

alluded to by Armando Robles during one interview session. He 

criticized the fact that the last few birthday parties for his 

nieces and nephews, rather than taking place at home, had 

taken place at local Pizza parlors. "We're getting too 

Americanized ... if you want to call it. Here, they don't have 

house parties any more. Now, it's the PIZZA PLACE. All the 

kids .... Come on, let's take them to the pizza. 

somebody else to entertain them. They don't 

They want 

feel like 

entertaining their kids. They want the kids to be entertained 

by somebody else. Th~Y'd rather go pay for it, than spend 

their time taking care of the kids .... I feel that they think 

that it's easier for them .... People today just don't want to 

take the time and trouble. They'd rather go and sit them 

down, they bring them gum, they bring them balloons, they have 

a clown there, they don't have to raise a hand or nothing. 

And this is where we're changing. You can see it. So what 

does this do? Most of the parents .•• go, dump their kids and 

go home .... The older generations don't do that. Just the new 

generations." 

His comment that "they don't want to spend the time", is 

an implied concern that there may be a trend away from 
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within the same 

"I think that we're losing it. We're losing the spanish ...• I 

think that we're going to lose a lot of the traditions, a lot 

of the guitar playing, stuff like that •••• Like when we used to 

get together, the first thing we did was get out the guitars 

and sing some songs. It really means something to you. It's 

meaningful. It's not just: to pass the time." His wife 

continued in this discourse, and commented: "Before we used 

to get together and sing, and dance, and tell jokes, and 

everything, and now, ... we're kind of even us ... losing it 

because we're so busy." Speaking in tandem on the same theme, 

Armando continued: "Like for example, when we first got 

married ... and (all of our relatives), we were close. On 

Fridays, we would all get together ... (and sing and dance). We 

didn't have to go to dances, we had our own dances at the 

house .... Now, the families are growing, so all the heads (of 

households) are splitting up ... and now it's different. Each 

one goes with their own family. Nowadays, we say, "let's 

go", and the kids say, "Oh, Dad, I don't want to go over 

there." They want to go someplace else. One wants to pull 

you one way, and one wants to pull you the other way •••• I 

think what eventually is going to happen is that everyone is 

going to go their own ways •... When they (their older children) 

get together, they don't want to stay home. They want to go 
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out. I mean, I can understand, they're young, and all 

that .••• They don't have that yearning to stay home, and say, 

"Oh, man, my tios and tias, and we're going to stay, and be 

with them. They don't want to be there. They'd rather form 

their own little groups and go out." 

The fear that the community may be losing this 

"closeness" and familial solidarity as families splinter off 

was brought to the forefront in interviewing families who have 

recently engaged in family reunions. This is a recent 

phenomenon in u.s. Mexican social relations, but was reported 

by two of the families in my sample as a mechanism for 

gathering the geographically dispersed extended clan in a 

central place. One family reported that they have family 

reunions every year, alternating between California and 

Tucson. Families from different segments of the clan will 

wear different colored clothing to identify them, and sports, 

food, and a dance are the structured activities of the two day 

event. Another family reported that they have a tradition of 

having reunions every ten years in Mexico, where all of the 

descendants of their grandparents gather in Chihuahua for a 

four day festivity entailing meeting the trans-border cousins, 

and again, food, volleyball and basketball games, and an 

elaborate talent show with songs, skits, music, and dances 

being performed. Again an emphasis is on music, and the 

process of "ethnogenesis" can be identified as underlying the 
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ritual, "a development and public presentation of a self

conscious ethnic group" (Roosens 1989). These reunions serve 

the function, not only of renewing family relationships, but, 

for the second, third and fourth generation of u.s. Mexicans, 

serve as a nexus for the affirmation of their common heritage. 

There is, in these latter generations, a form of 

"revitalization" (Wallace 1956) movement, with a strong 

impetus to forge identities. It is interesting, however, that 

the identities are tied more to an abstract notion, rather 

than to geographical or physical presences. The Robles, with 

the perspective of having raised their ch.ildren, commented on 

paradoxes and ambivalence their children demonstrate regarding 

their heritage. On the one hand, their daughters voice a keen 

interest in learning about their grandparents, and how they 

lived in Mexico. However, when they travel to Mexico, Yolanda 

commented that they feel uncomfortable and out of place, and 

are always anxious to return home. Armando commented: "They 

see Mexico more as a foreign country, than as their 

motherland. They don't feel attached to it, to them it 

doesn't mean anything. They feel more of a threat than 

anything .... They see it as a threat. Like my son, my 

daughter, they don't like to go to Mexico. I guess it's 

mostly on account of the government, ... I think they just don't 

feel that they have the freedom over there that they do 

here ... " The mother continued on the same topic and spoke on 
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her younger daughter: "You know, Linda, is the one that is 

al ways saying, "Mom, we don't get together the way we used 

to." She's the one of the three that speaks less Spanish, yet 

she's the one that wants more of the' cuI ture. " The nostalgia 

for Mexico does not encompass a shedding of the second and 

third generations u.S. comfort zone. As Roosens (1989) 

notes, "there is no turning back for the second 

generation .... " He asserts the often overlooked consequence 

of culture contact: that young adults can simulate their 

traditional culture, but they are "never completely at home 

again" in the culture of their forebears. Thus, the dialogic 

and dialectical process continues, with the ubiquitous 

interplay between the Bourdieaun notion of "habitus" (chapter 

IX) and the construction of selfhood. The conflicting 

ideological horizons which form the backdrop for the 

dialogization of U. S. Mexican child language socialization are 

also the breeding ground for the creation of multiple tactics 

and "plural strategies" (VtHez-Ibanez 1990) for the 

configuration of child development. 

Dialogization. Resistance and Reproduction 

In retrospect, my initial encounters with Marina and 

Raquel should not have been startling. As a former Catholic, 

I was already familiar with a growing segment of the 
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population who had found their spirituality outside of the 

Catholic Church. A good portion of my extended family, 

staunch and dedicated Catholics, were also beginning to filter 

into Christian evangelical groups. The religious revival and 

renewal cross-cut age and gender boundaries in my family. 

Younger, under-30 young couples were turning increasingly to 

scripture study and evangelization to help manage personal 

crises, while the parental cohort, more reluctant to change, 

also slowly began to seek out alternative spiritual avenues. 

In my own personal odyssey, the accouterments of 

Catholicism left indelible imprints on my youth. As a student 

at a Catholic school, and as the great-granddaughter of the 

woman assigned to dress the altars, the sights and smells of 

the sacristy, of San Antonio flooded with flowers on his 

"day", of the heady incense of Holy Week processions, of 

statues shrouded in purple wraps awaiting Easter Sunday, evoke 

a poignant nostalgia for faded memories. In my frequent 

conversations on this topic with persons now over 50, these 

stamps of identity are exceedingly difficult to renounce. 

They form a connection with a mystical past that is not easily 

supplanted. The posadas, procesiones, fiestas, visitas and 

sociedades which gave form and function to the Tucson Mexican 

community of believers for over two centuries cannot be 

displaced in a swift and fleeting scramble towards the 21st 

century. 
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in the post-structuralist Foucaultian position, 

a qualitative difference between structure and 

In a paradigmatic shift from frozen timeless action 

to human agency and practice, the case studies of Marina and 

Raquel, and of the Robles family, point to the scaffolding of 

new forms rising from historical antecedents. Marina and 

Raquel were bricoulleurs in the true Levi-strausian sense, 

tinkering with the inter-generational forms bequeathed to 

posterities which assemble inventive bridges to span the gaps 

between tradition and function. Gallimore et al. (1989) 

describe the proactive and diverse methods which families can 

adopt to "adapt, exploit, counterbalance, and react to many 

competing, and sometimes contradictory, forces: income needs, 

heal th and mortality threats, resource allocation choices, 

domestic workload, marital role attitudes and relationships, 

parental assessments of a child's developmental future, 

emergent child development goals, and parental aspirations." 

Their study reports on the accommodative efforts that parents 

can choose, efforts that are often unconscious or dimly 

perceived. In the dialogization of language socialization 

efforts, Marina and Raquel actively construct an ethos for 

their children rising up out of their efforts to guide their 

children through what they perceive to be an inhospitable 

environment. Raquel's words echo this process: (NG refers to 

my comments). 
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R: II I mean, you know, I don't \-1ant him to grow up to be a 

PRIEST, but I want him to learn the right morals because of 

society right now is getting so bad, and the television is ... I 

want him to learn the--a right way, you know?1I 

NG: What is it about television that you think is bad? 

R: lilt's the way they um .•. the dancing, and the language. 

And I feel that they are showing children that the more they 

have the happier they are going to be. You know, with all the 

toys and ... stuff. Now with all these hygiene and-and sexual 

things on the television, it's harder for parents now to tell 

them NO, when they're telling them that it's o.k. as long as 

they are careful •.•. I try to get them videos from a 

(Christian) video store. But, urn, for Christmas, I was 

looking at buying the kids something that was more educational 

for them and I was looking for something that was more 

educational, and I bought them stuff like cassettes and 

dictionaries. Stuff like that. But I wanted something that 

would help them more with their morals. Teach them self-

confidence, that I wasn't taught as a child. 1I 

NG: You weren't? 

R: "Ummmhmmm. I was not very self confident. Shy. I was 

very withdrawn. I-I think I was born with a lot of fear. I 

mean some kids are just--you know, real meidosos (Raquel here 

transposes e and i in the word "miedosos") and some are real 

strong genes where they are real tough. My sister's like 
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that. My sister's real--nobody pushes her around. She's real 

tough. You know, she's just--she's a go-getter. Where I was 

more, uh, laid back, and I wanted to be a housewife, to be 

like Mom. You know, kind of {UI} and I just didn't have .•• My 

parents did not train us to think ahead, as far as to DO 

something. You know, I thought that they had us as females, 

that we were to get--meet a man and he was gonna take care of 

us. And that we didn't have to go to class. They didn't give 

us any ambitions to try to educate ourselves and push towards 

anything else. My sister automatically had to because she's 

been divorced. She's on her third. And so she had to work 

and educate herself, to better herself. Where I didn't. You 

know, I just kind of went about my way." 

Raquel, in recounting her own childhood experiences, is 

adamant about actively constructing a scenario for her 

children that will not leave them floundering. She bemoans 

her own lack of training in a variety of areas, and vows that 

her children will be better prepared: 

"You know, when I was first married, everything I tried to do 

never seem to work out and I found that your background has a 

lot to do with it. My mother, I never saw my mother ... I never 

really saw my mother or father struggle with finances. They 

never were talking to me about budgeting or how to shop or--or 

any of these things. So when I got married I figured you 

know, just go to the groceries and throw whatever I want in 
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the cart, and it was no problem, and budgeting check books and 

all that I never really learned that. And in school, I never 

really paid attention, I felt like I really didn't need to. 

I didn't have any goals, no desire, so uh, when I got married, 

I was real surprised and I went through a big shock. Because 

my husband grew up in the other side of the coin so where I 

grew up, thank God, I had what I wanted, I ate well, I wasn't 

rich, but I was in the middle class. I always had plenty, I 

always had my new dresses, my new dresses for Easter and nice 

Christmas gifts, nice food. See, my husband grew up on the 

other side. His father had to work night and day and 

uh ... there was five of them in the family. They only got ONE 

thing for Christmas ummm ... You know they were struggling, but 

they were always happy and you know they knew what it was to 

pinch pennies. So when we got married, my husband started 

pinching pennies and I was out blowing it. So it was like two 

different sides of a coin. We're two totally different 

lifestyles. So its been difficult. It's been real difficult 

and almost having to force ourselves to live how he was 

brought up because my way wasn't working, obviously, we 

weren't making the money my father was making when I left the 

home. So uh .. then again, my husband was so .•. I don't know if 

yo would consider it the typical macho image where they just 

kinda go to work and come home and everything else is kinda 

taken care of. You know, like the bills, and all that, but 
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unfortunately he married a woman that didn't care about that 

stuff. It's not that I didn't care, but I wasn't aware how 

important it was and throughout the years, I've had to learn 

on my own, but yet, I didn't like it that way. I didn't like 

that I had to sit down and have to figure out this thing 

myself. So, you know, I started buying books, and went into 

marriage encounters, and things I've read in the books like 

the Bible, and different books, I've learned that it should be 

the husband and wife together. And that we should make the 

goals and the decisions for our future ••. that's why I'm 

always struggling because I might be figuring everything out 

for the next month, but something always comes up and its like 

I really wasn't going anywhere. And my husband was happy like 

that because that's the way he was raised. He was raised just 

to be where they're at, and if they get more, it's fine, and 

that's fine, but I want to know that what tomorrow brings us, 

I want to be able to handle that. And to give my kids the 

opportunity to go to school if they want to give them an 

opportunity and if I don't set goals for them, then I'm not 

going to be able to send them to school even if they want to 

go. Not without me encouraging them to, you know, •••.. uuhhh, 

it's not that I want them to have a rich life, but I want them 

to be comfortable and to be able to let them to school, 

especially their education. I want to be able to offer them 

an education." 
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During my conversation with Raquel, she amplified this 

theme on many occasions. She forcefully elucidated her quest 

for a template on which to process her family's lives. The 

reproduction of the models that she and her husband were 

raised with are inadequate for her. They do not meet the 

exigencies of the life which she feels she must now face, nor 

does she want her children to struggle with the same 

formlessness. She consciously and actively assembles a 

framework on which to hang the pegs of their everyday 

existence: 

"What we need is to get a format for our lives and that 

helps us with our kids and helps them set goals and how to 

handle their money and how to .•• you know ... if we're yelling at 

them all the time, when they get to be our age and have kids, 

they're going to yell at them too. And they're going to have 

the same money problems we have and they're going to have the 

same problems we have. If we don't get a format or some kind 

of a goal some kind of ummm, instructions from somewhere. If 

we don't adopt that right now in our lives then where are we 

teaching our kids? We are just teaching them just to get by, 

just to go to school, and to come home and when you get 

married, get a job, you raise your kids and then on and on and 

on. You know, struggle, struggle, struggle, and they have to 

know that there is something more to life ..•....• I just want 
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more for them ... something different, and the only way is 

through the Church, that is the only way. II 

My interaction with Marina and Raquel brought to the 

forefront a further weakness in models of language 

socialization: parents are not always content to transmit to 

their children the roles that have been assigned to them. 

Both Marina and Raquel were set on fabricating a new paradigm 

for their children. The reproduction of previously 

transmitted information was consciously discarded. Through 

the small routines of everyday life, in the music played and 

the books read in the household, in the daily rituals of 

existence, a new order was being forged. It was in this 

domestic domain where action was proceeding not unreflexively, 

but with the directionality of human praxis. 



247 

CHAPTER IX 

HOUSEHOLD LANGUAGE ACCOMMODATION: HOMEWORK 

The previous chapters have attempted to embody the 

processes of socialization that are not only linguistic, but 

affective, sensory and physical. Language socialization has 

been portrayed as actively situated in the everyday 

practices of the person, inscribing its messages in the 

dispositions it symbolizes. 

The parental discourse in the preceding chapter 

illustrates the active dialectic between the household ethos 

which is constructed for children, and the regional social 

structure within which the households function. It 

demonstrates the individual permutations of agency and 

innovation which parents have created in order to resist a 

dominant ideology. Through the complex dynamics of 

resistance, incorporation, and accommodation, parents 

struggle to generate an ethos, at times in direct 

contradiction to their own upbringing, within which they 

hope their children will flourish. Language socialization 

then is seen as both a structuring and a transforming 

process, an interactional double helix, transmitting the 

generational storehouse of knowledge not by pre-determined 

modeling, but by merely setting limits on the infinite 
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notes: "In the final analysis, human praxis is not 

determined by its preconditons; only the boundaries of 

possibility are given in advance." 

I have argued that language socialization for u.s. 
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Mexican children is an open-ended, creative process, wherein 

the largest constraint on caregivers has been managing 

minority status. As noted previously, the Bourdieaun 

(1977a) notion of "habitus" has been instrumental in 

formulating this posture, and embodies principles which "are 

placed beyond the grasp of consciousness, and hence cannot 

be touched by voluntary deliberate transformation, cannot 

even be made explicit; nothing seems more ineffable, more 

incommunicable, more inimitable, and therefore more precious 

than the values given body MADE body, by the 

transubstantiation achieved by the hidden persuasion of an 

implicit pedagogy, capably of instilling a whole cosmology, 

an ethic, a metaphysic, a political philosophy, through 

injunctions as insignificant as "stand up straight", and 

"don't hold your knife in your left hand." Parents have in 

their own words described the dialogical process involved in 

actively fashioning the circumstances within which their 

children can navigate through the contradictions of their 

inherited social structure. Language socialization in these 

families has taken a form of resistance as families mediate 
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the links between everyday life and borderlands structural 

determinants. This dialogical process, as parents struggle 

within multiple and often competing perspectives, is 

illustrated in yet another area of parental discourse: 

homework sessions. 

Homework and language: 

Anthony Giddens (1979) has dubbed the relationship 

between agency and structure as one of the central problems 

of modern social theory (quoted in Ortner, 1984). Giroux 

(1983), in critiqueing the Bourdieaun paradigm, notes the 

incompatibility between the two structures: the structure 

of the disposition, and the structure embodied in the 

institution, and notes that "resistance becomes the outcome 

of a conflict between two formalistic structures, one 

situated in the realm of the unconscious, and the other 

situated in the social practices that make up institutions 

such as schools." As human subjects act in everyday moments 

of self-creation, and mediation, the mismatch between 

volition and rule-ordered behavioral structure can clash. 

In analyzing transcripts of homework sessions, this contest 

between agency and structure appears to intervene in 

parental-child discourse. Parental interactions surface on 

the one hand as fostering an open and transformative 
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approach to learning experiences, and on the other, as 

regimenting and restricting behavior and appropriate 

responses. 

This vacillation between authoritarian educational 

strictures and a more open constitutive process can be 

elucidated through a consideration of Neo-Marxist analysis. 

As one of the prime proponents of "Reproduction Theory" 

Bourdieau (1974, 1977a,b, 1979) links power and culture, and 

as Giroux notes, 

"provides a number of insights into how the 
hegemonic curriculum works in schools, pointing to 
the political interests underlying the selection 
and distribution of those bodies of knowledge that 
are given top priority •••. complex relations 
develop between the schools and working-class 
families and they need to be analyzed in terms of 
the conflicts and struggles that inform 
them .... Schools were portrayed as reproductive in 
three senses. First, schools provided different 
classes and social groups with the knowledge and 
skills they needed to occupy their respective 
places in a labor force stratified by class, race 
and gender. Second, schools were seen as 
reproductive in the cultural sense, functioning in 
part to distribute and legitimate forms of 
knowledge, values, language and modes of style 
that constitute the dominant culture and its 
interest. Third, schools were viewed as part of a 
state apparatus that produced and legitimated the 
economic and ideological imperatives that underlie 
the state's political power." 

Although reproduction theorists have ignored human 

actors within their analyses, and have disregarded 

heterogeneity and resistance, one central tenet of their 

position is embraced here: that institutions such as 
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schools, exercise a subtle symbolic power to "impose a 

definition of the social world". Further, in considering 

the notion of "cultural capital", reproduction theorists 

assume that "a child inherits from his or her family those 

sets of meanings, qualities of style, modes of thinking, and 

types of dispositions that are assigned a certain social 

value and status in accordance with what the dominant 

classes label as the most valued cultural capital. Schools 

play a particularly important role in legitimating and 

reproducing dominant cultural capital. They tend to 

legitimize certain forms of knowledge, ways of speaking and 

ways of relating to the world that capitalize on the type of 

familiarity and skills that only certain students have 

received from their family backgrounds and class relations" 

(Giroux 1983). In other words, institutions tacitly define 

what it means to be educated, and how one goes about 

achieving those goals. This, I contend, is the key to 

explain the variants in homework language use encountered in 

the households. The constraints that parents are using to 

delimit what "acceptable and appropriate" knowledge and ways 

of learning were forged within the institutional setting 

within which they themselves were constrained. The symbolic 

domination of the institution reproduces in this sense, not 

the defeat of subordinate classes, but the validation and 

legitimation of "certain forms of knowledge, ways of 
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speaking, and ways of relating to the world". Language 

socialization in homework sessions, when the topics imply 

success in the adult world, and adults reproduce what they 

view as dominant cultural capital, takes on a qualitatively 

different form. Parents appear to resort, often in contrast 

to the individualized style exemplified in other contexts, 

to the tactic of speaking with the voice of the school, and 

reproduce the forms, modes of thinking, style and meaning 

that were legitimated through their own institutional 

experience. In order to illustrate the contrast between 

these two approaches, two excerpts are presented. The 

complete contents of the homework sessions are available in 

Appendix D. In one tape of the Escobedo family, (Lines 146-

171) Marina personalizes the story that Anthony has just 

read by relating the characters to his classmates. The 

children are drawn into the story by the likening of their 

own friends' characteristics to the storybook, and they are 

given wide latitude in responding to questions and 

preferences: 

146. MO: Okay, now, tell me about the 
story. What do you think the moral 
of this story is? Make pretend you're 
that hippopotamus and you're going to 
everybody. And, how many people at 
school do you like the way they look. 
Huh? 

147. A: I don't know. 

148. MO: Is there anybody at school 



that you like the way they look. 
Who? 

149. A: I don't know. 

150. MO: No, tell me. This is a part 
of the story. Who do you like the 
way they look at school? One of your 
friends. Who? 

151. A: Fernando. 

152. MO: You like the way Fernando 
looks? 

153. A: No. 

154. MO: What do you like about Fernando? 

155. A: My friend. 

156. MO: I know, but what do you like 
about him that you would want for 
you? Don't kick it. 

157. A: •.. Good at soccer ..• 

158. MO: Yeah, but a physical thing 
cause she's not trying to take 
something •.• don't kick the table. 

159 A: I'm not kicking it. 

160. MO: Who's kicking it? 

161. A: Richard. 

162. MO: Don't kick the table 

163. S: I wonder what we draw on 
the last page? 

164. MO: Oh, I don't know cause you've 
gotta tell me the story right now. 

165. S: Mom, the lUI}. 

166. MO: What do you like about him? 
Could you imagine, could you imagine 
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being big like mommy, the way you are 
right now in school. Wouldn't you 
feel ridiculous with all your friends 
in school? You'd be bigger than all 
of them. What about if you wanted 
long curly hair, like, who's got long 
curly hair in you hair .• in your 
classroom? Elizabeth? 

167. S: Celeste. 

168. MO: Who's that girl that has all 
that curly hair, blond curly hair? 
What's her name? 

169. A: Which one? 

170. MO: The one that sits over here 
by Cecilia. The one that sits over 
here. No, it's Ricardo kicking the 
table. 

171. A: I sit by Cecilia. 
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In contrast, in lines 55-102, the boys' responses and 

actions are evaluated only in terms appropriate to the 

school. For example, even though Richard doesn't like a 

brown mouse, it must be colored brown because the directions 

insist on it. The jack-o-Iantern is considered "silly" in 

terms of the standardized pumpkins accepted as suitable: 

55. MO: OK, wait a second Anthony, let me go on. 

56. S: 

57. MO: 

58. S: 

Ok, what does it say? 
The first one says, "Oh my, it's getting late." 
And it's getting late, so what do you do? 

Draw a turkey and it's getting late. 
Draw it? 

OK, well, I guess. Wouldn't 
that be it? 

Yeah. 



59. MO: Well, draw me a turkey and draw me it 
getting late. Richard, that's the 
silliest jack-o-lantern I've ever seen. 

60. S: I always draw something silly. 

61. MO: You always draw something silly? 

62. S: Yeah. 

63. MO: How about, SSSHHHHH. How about putting 
your name up on the top and I'll 
give you another one. 

64. R: You mean like mine. 

65. A: (Anthony begins to read story again). 

66. MO: What is this word here? I saw you skip 
over it. Glorious. 

67. A: (Anthony continues reading) 

68. MO: Draw me a mouse on there, too. 

69: S: I see a muscle man up there. 

70. MO: I know, but you're gotta make a brown 
mouse down there eating the cheese. 

71. S: Copy that muscle man. LOOKIT, Morn! 

72. MO: wait, Anthony. 

73. S: That's how you do it. That's the one 
he said, you gotta draw a ... a ... 

74. MO: OK, it says draw a picture, make a brown mouse. 
You have to make a brown mouse down 
at the bottom. Use your pencil first. 
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Where's your pencil? Didn't Marna give it to you? 

75. S: You left it in the ..• 

76. MO: Anthony has it. 

77. A: C'MON, RICHARD! 

78. MO: It's not yours, either. Yours doesn't 
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have an eraser. 

79. R: WELL, I had this one in my ••• bag. 

80. MO: No. Yeah, but where did you put the other 
one? Where's your other pencil? 

81. R: I don't need the pencil. 

82. MO: Here it is. 

82. A: I don't need the pencil no more. 

83. MO: OK, fine. Then go on and read. 

84. s: The turkey says, "Oh my, it's getting 
late. " 

85. (Anthony continues reading) 

86. S: 

87. MO: 

88., S: 

Ma, I said "Oh my, it's getting late." 
What's next? 

Draw a picture of it getting late. 

Oh! 

89. (Anthony continues reading) 

90. MO: 

91. s: 

92. MO: 

93. S: 

Use crayons, sergio. 

I'm going to draw up there and then 
I'll color it. 

OK. 

I'm gonna, I'm gonna play it. 
OK, Ma, I'm done. 

94 (Anthony continues reading) 

95. s: 

96. MO: 

The second one says •.. Thanksgiving 
is near. 

VERY GOOD! You read that. "The second 
one said, Thanksgiving is near." Where's the 
mouse, Richard? Oh, that's cute, but you didn't 
color it brown. 



97. R: 

98. MO: 

99. R: 

I didn't like it ••• color it brown. 

Well, I like a brown mouse. It says 
to draw a brown mouse. 

I don't wanna. 

100. MO: Where's the color brown? Yes, you do. 
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There's a big old brown crayon there. Now tell 
me another story, huh? 

101. (Anthony reads) 

102. MO: You better listen to this story while he's 
reading it cause I want you to tell me all 
about it when he's done. 

In a second family, the Gamboas, the institutional 

template is excruciatingly evident as the mother (MO) and 

seven year old Vanessa (VA) and nine year old Gabriel (GA) 

engage in dialogue. In lines 35-110, the mother's well-

intentioned pedagogy to "think it out" turns a simple 

request for information into a drawn out litany which 

reproduces the "recitation script" often found in 

classrooms: 

14. GA: Journals .... Mom. 

15. MO: Huh? 

16. GA: How do you spell "journals"? 

17. MO: Huh? 

18. GA: How do you spell "journals"? 

19. MO: j-o-u-r-n-a-I-s. 

20. GA: After "R", what? 

21. MO: n-a-I-s. 



22. GA: What's cooking? 

23. MO: Nothing yet. 

24. GA: UHHHHHHH (complaining). 

25. MO: WELL! I'M HELPING YOU HERE!. YOU SAID 
TO HELP YOU! 

[ 

26 . VA: Pet .... I •.... have ...... a .....• new ..... pet. 

27. GA: Journals. 

28. VA: Make? 

29. MO: Met. 

DO IT LATER, GABRIEL! THAT'S VERY SLOPPY! 

30. GA: Well, I don't got any pencils. 

31. MO: Well, you can do neat with pen, too, just 
as well as you can with a pencil. 

[ 

(Mother goes back to preparing dinner.) 

32. MO: Where did you put the hamburger meat, 
Gabriel? 

33. GA: In the refrigerator. 

34. (Both children continue to articulate sporadic 
words from homework. No interaction for several 

minutes. ) 

35. GA: Mom! How do you spell "every"? 

36. MO: Think it out. 

37. GA: Huh? 

38. MO: Think it out. 

39. GA: UHHHH. I don't know how to spell it. 
[ ] 
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uhh. v-e-r-y? 

40. MO: Right. 
[ 

I told you you knew how. 

41. VA: My shoe came off. 

42. GA: .•...•• was .••.•• good • 
....... yesterday ....• yesterday .•... mmmm ..•. we 
lost ..... a .••.. scrimmage ••••. game. 

43. VA: Mom, I'm on my second word, number two. 

44. MO: O.K. 

45. VA: h •• -a ..• h ••• -a 
Mom. Mom. 

46. MO: What? 

47. VA: Come over here ..... Mom, come over here. 

48. MO: JUST A MINUTE, VANESSA! 

49. GA: Mom, how do you spell "practice"? 

50. MO: p-r-a ...• think it out. 
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51. GA: I don't know .•• I can't think ... (complaining tone.) 

52. MO: GABRIEL! You've always wanted me to give you big 
words to spell out. Now think it out. 

53. GA: uhhhh ... p-r-a-

54. MO: Yeah. 

55. GA: t-i-s? 

56. MO: No. 

57. GA: p-r-a-c-t-i-s. 

58. MO: No. 

59. GA: Well, that's how you spell practice. 



60. MO: 
a 

61- GA: 

62. MO: 

63. GA: 

64. MO: 

65. GA: 

66. MO: 

67. GA: 

68. MO: 

69. GA: 

70. MO: 

71- GA: 

72. MO: 

73. GA: 

74. MO: 

75. GA: 

76. MO: 

77. GA: 

78. MO: 

79. GA: 
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Yeah, but there's another letter that sounds like 

Isssssl besides "s". 

C? 

Yeah. 

t-i-s? 

No. You just SAID what the letter was, Gabriel. 

p-r-a-s-c 

No. You said it right the first time, except 
for the "s". Now spell it out again. 

p-r-a-c-e? 

You're not thinking, you're just guessing. 

NO! I'm thinking. 

Well, say it again. 

p-r-a-c- ... k? 

You said it right the first time ... Now 
think how you said it the first time. 

I said: p-r- ... a- .. s. 

No. That's not what you said the first time. 

C? p-a-r ... p-r-a-c .... 

I-tis/· 

t-i-s. 

I just finished telling you another letter ... 

H? 

80. MO: I just finished telling you another letter that 
sounds like "s". 
[ ] 



81- GA: 

[ ] 

82. MO: 

83. GA: 

84. MO: 

85. GA: 

86. MO: 

87. GA: 

88. MO: 

89. GA: 

90. MO: 

91- GA: 

92. MO: 

93. GA: 

94. MO: 

95. GA: 

96. MO: 

97. GA: 

98. MO: 

You said it, Gabriel. 
[ ] 
What other letter can make the sound of "s"? 
Besides "s"? 
[ ] 
You said it earlier. 

c? 

C what? There's a silent letter at the end. 

E? 

Now spell it again. 

p-r-a-c .•. 

Not "z". 

C, I said. 

Oh, O.K. p-r-a-c ... what? 

E? But that's what I said. 
-t-i-s. 

There you go again, using the "s". 

But first you said ..... 

Spell it again. 

p-r-a-c-c ... 

You're just guessing. You're not thinking. 

jBut first I saidj •.• p-r-a-c-e. 

No, it's not c-e. 

juh-huhj. 

Now think of the word. PRAc-tice. 
Now spell it out •.. 
[ ] 
You're not thinking, you're just jabbering 

261 



paper. 

99. GA: 

100. MO: 

10I. GA: 

102. MO: 

103. GA: 

262 

off words ... letters. Try spelling it on the 

If you see it on the paper, then you'll know it. 
Spell it on the scratch sheet of paper, there. 
Right there on one of those papers there. 

One of these? 

Yeah. You said you want me .•• you want to learn 
how to spell words, well, you have to think 
them out. 

write the alphabet? 

NO! 

write what? 

104. MO: PRACTICE! See if you ca put it on there and see 
if you spell it right. Think it out. 
[ ] 
Sound out the word in your head. 

105. (Mother turns attention to Vanessa. {UI}) 

106. MO: You still haven't figured it out? 
PRACTICE. p-r-a-c-t-i-c-e. 

107. GA: Oh. 

108. MO: OH! 
Now you know how you said it before, except you 
kept on saying "s". 

109. GA: p-r-a-c-t ... 

110. MO: Yes. 

David Bloome (1987) (quoted in Goodman, 1990) calls 

this superficial behavioral expectation "procedural 

display". School becomes a place where you display the 

expected behavior by acting in acceptable ways without real 
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adaptation, without any real learning. Parents in these 

homework examples have internalized certain forms of what 

has been identified as a central feature of the culture of 

the classroom. Tharp and Gallimore (1988) identify what 

they term the "recitation script" in which a tripartite 

division of communicative resources occurs. As the script 

is enacted, the teacher assigns a text, in either oral or 

written form. The students is then to absorb the text and 

recite it. After the student's recitation, the teacher 

evaluates the student's performance. Thus, a teacher's 

initiatory illocution induces a student's reply, which in 

turn invokes a teacher's evaluation. This three-part 

structure seems to result from the kinds of questions 

teachers ask. Mehan (1991) notes that teachers questions 

often test students on what they have been taught rather 

than asking them to share what they know and that these 

"known-information questions" are responsible for the 

presence of the evaluation act in the syntax of classroom 

lessons. Although a number of commentators suggest that the 

discourse features of the language spoken in the horne do not 

match the discourse features of the language used in school, 

these homework transcripts indicate that the households of 

these students are often attempting to incorporate and 

validate the discourse features of the school. The 
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following exchange parallels the classroom recitation "known 

information question' script: 

67. MO: 
{UI} 

Okay, Anthony, gimme your book. 
What did Jack do with the cow 
he was supposed to sell? 

68. A: He got stuff instead of money. 

69. MO: Okay. Why do you think 
Jack's mother was angry when she saw 
her beans? 

70. A: Because, because he didn't get 
money instead of umm, he didn't 
get .•. he didn't, he didn't get money 
but he got a beanstalk, beans, magic. 

71. MO: Yeah, but she didn't believe 

72. 

73. 

74. 

75. 

76. 

77. 

78. 

R: 

MO: 

A: 

R: 

MO: 

A: 

MO: 

they were magic did she? So, she got 
angry, right? What kind of plant 
grew from the bean? 

A beanstalk. 

How do you think Jack felt 
when he saw the giant? 

Scared. 

Scared. 

What did the heart do when 
Jack tried to take it? 

It said, Master, Master. 

It said Master, what, what, 
did, what did the ••.. 

In many ways, it would appear that this type of 

interactional display is what educational institutions 

promote as adequate and conducive home learning techniques. 

Recent publications from the Office of Education (Coleman 
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1991) link the presence of "social capital" to school 

success. Citing the recent trends to view community norms 

as forms of social capital (Loury 1977; Bourdieau 1980; Flap 

and DeGraaf 1986; Coleman 1990), the concept of social 

capital is extended to include the attention and involvement 

of adults in children's learning. A distinction is made in 

this work between social capital and human capital, with the 

latter defined as the skills, education, and resources 

available to a particular child. Thus, a 2 x 2 cell is 

delineated in which four possibilities are presented: In 

the first, the family has both human and social capital, 

e.g. well-educated parents who are involved with their 

children's learning. A second possibility involves families 

with an intense interest in their children's schooling, but 

with meager resources to facilitate the process. A third 

possibility is seen as a recent trend in which well-educated 

parents in dual income households, because of career 

demands, are unavailable to aid their children's learning 

process. The fourth possibility involves parents with 

neither social nor human capital, that is, poorly educated 

parents with little interest in their children's academic 

progress. 

The underlying premise of this reasoning is the 

assertion that schools must assume a new role: rebuilding 

social capital. It is contended that through the 
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involvement of parents in a school's functioning, a more 

robust community will emerge, one in which a high level of 

community consensus exists concerning the rules, norms and 

standards which are part of this social capital. It is, in 

essence, a call for strong communities imbued with the 

authority to act in a way which is consistent with school 

norms. The assumption here is that "social capital" in the 

form of parental involvement in children's schooling is 

infused FROM THE SCHOOL TO THE COMMUNITY. The school is 

seen as providing the catalyst for the type of involvement 

which the school has defined as parental interest. It 

ignores the fact that parental involvement in their child's 

education may be quite high, but that it may take forms 

other than those validated by the school. 

The data from the households in my sample reflect this 

contention. As is obvious from the length of the 

transcripts provided for homework sessions, parents take 

their children's education very seriously. Witness Marina's 

unabashed glee when Richard performs a task competently: 

110. MO: Wait a minute Anthony. Very 

111. s: 

good Richard! You wrote in these 
letters, numbers, you knew the 
numbers all by yourself? Wow! 

I counted all those things. 

112. MO: You counted them! Oh, guy, 
Richard, that's really good! I 
didn't know you could do that. He's 
good, yeah, he knew the numbers, the 



numbers, himself, he didn't ask me 
for help, he didn't ask me for help. 
He did it himself. Okay. You can 
color the pictures now, okay. 

Every household that I interviewed placed an inordinately 

high value on the child succeeding in school, and other 
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studies on the value of education in Latin communities cite 

similar ethos (Reese et ale 1991; Gallimore and Goldenberg 

1989). The manifestation of this concern, however, took 

forms other than the traditional barometer of parental 

interest: classroom visits. One mother declared that her 

way of helping her son scholastically was by not requiring 

him to carry out heavy household chores. She felt that 

since she could not contribute to his advancement because of 

her own limited education, she could offer him what she had: 

her time. She took over the chores which would have been 

expected of him in order to free him for schoolwork. Other 

parents went to great lengths to ensure that their children 

were properly outfitted for school, at the sacrifice of 

other items which the household was in need of. All 

faithfully either met their child personally, or had an 

immediate family member meet the child after school, and 

chats with their children about the days events were 

everyday occurrences. Because PACE mothers were required to 

spend a certain amount of time volunteering in their child's 

class, classroom visits were high. Several mothers 
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additionally accompanied the class on field trips, or taught 

them special skills. One significant finding of studies in 

the Tucson U.S. Mexican community (Velez-Ibanez, Moll, 

Gonzalez and Neff) indicate that as teachers become more 

aware of the funds of knowledge within their students' 

households, an appreciation by the teachers for the amount 

of investment in the child's education grew dramatically. 

All of these evidences point to the fact that a great 

deal of "social capital" is invested in these children in 

terms of encouragement, attention and interest in school 

matters. There is no need to inject interest in their 

children's education into the community, because IT IS 

ALREADY THERE. What this argument fails to grasp is that 

interest and motivation can be manifested in countless other 

ways besides bringing parents together within the 

institutional setting. Coleman further underscores this 

"deficit" model by asserting: 

"Yet one area in which schools can act concerns 
homework. Schools demand homework, and assume 
that parents will reinforce the school's demands 
and provide a setting in which children can meet 
the demands. But to expect that parents know how 
to reinforce the schools's demands, and know how 
to provide a setting conducive to the child's 
completing homework is a serious error. There are 
specific, concrete points that parents do not 
know. How long does the school expect an average 
child in a given grade to spend on homework? What 
time is best for doing homework? What kind of 
setting should the parents attempt to provide? 



What are the pros and cons of rewards contingent 
upon finishing homework? Should a specific period 
of time be set aside for homework, or should the 
child be free as soon as the homework is finished? 
What rules are best about telephone calls during 
the homework period? 

What is true of homework is true of other 
contexts of parental involvement with the child's 
schooling. The principal point is that parents 
are unskilled in helping their children to succeed 
in school. Even well-educated parents often lack 
the knowledge of what practices in the home will 
most help their children to succeed in school. 
The school, on its own or with the aid of 
specialized professionals, can help parents help 
their children." 

The transcripts included in this text cogently 

demonstrate that parents have learned TOO WELL what the 

schools demands of homework. In attempting to mold the 
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child into a pre-existing cast, parents abrogate their own 

instincts and conform to the expectations that have been set 

down by institutional frameworks. Whereas parents are keyed 

into their own child's individual skills and needs, and act 

on their own impulses in other situations, homework sessions 

evoke predetermined scripts, and strictures. 

The statement that "parents are unskilled in helping 

their children to succeed in school" is the most telling 

indictment of this approach. A redefinition of "social 

capital" can account for a household pedagogy in which the 

array of household investment in learning is the baseline, 

not an artificial rendering of the demands of educational 



270 

institutions. I would contend that the school definition of 

"parental involvement" is a spurious term based on 

preconceived notions of what constitutes "good parenting". 

The parents in this sample have appeared to have 

internalized this model, and base their interactions on what 

the school expects. The dysjunction between the revisionist 

parenting practices which are evident in other situations, 

collide with the mechanistic roles imparted in homework 

situations. Parents, in their quest to ensure their child's 

ability to succeed in school, take the opposite tactic which 

is evidenced in the active construction of selfhood for the 

child. That is, rather than allowing for the differential 

development of areas which define the child's selfhood, 

structures are imposed which tend to curtail his/her self

creation. 

I would contend that this vacillation between 

institutionally legitimated patterns of interaction and the 

personalized and constitutive configurations of other types 

of discourse, is part of the larger, overarching process 

which has previously been identified as disambiguation. 

Parents can be seen as fluctuating between a resistant 

construction of personal identity and a desire to fit into 

the structures which can facilitate survival and success for 

their children, as centripetal and centrifugal forces clash 

again within households. Academic success is predicated as 
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the one narrow avenue to "making it." For this reason, 

parents appear to conform to whatever methods the school has 

legitimized as conduits to the world of upward mobility. 

This observation takes on a particular significance 

in light of recent studies done on Laotian, vietnamese and 

Chinese-vietnamese children. Caplan, Choy and Whitmore 

(1992) cite the homework sessions that are constructed in 

the households of these children whose parents had little or 

no education, who had spent months or years in Asian refugee 

camps, and who had been in the u.s. an average of 3.5 years. 

Homework was the highlight of the Asian boat children's week 

nights. The whole family gathered around a table, working 

together. Coleman (1991) similarly reports that Asian 

immigrant families would often buy two textbooks: one for 

the child, and one for the mother to study. Thus, homework 

sessions for these children was not a transmission exchange, 

with parents parroting the recitation scripts of the 

schools. Instead, homework sessions were JOINTLY 

CONSTRUCTED ENDEAVORS, with parents constructing new 

knowledge along with their children. An inquiry based 

format replaces the tripartite evaluative strategies and 

learning is shared with the parents in the negotiation of 

useful knowledge. While researchers who have studied 

discourse features of the home have commented on the lack of 

congruence with the school, these analyses have, again, been 
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delimited to micro-analytical features. If one assumes that 

language socialization in the home is a jointly constructed 

event, with parents and children both creatively designing 

an emergent construction of useful knowledge, then the 

discontinuity between home and school is based not only on 

discourse features, but on the transmission model itself. 

Operating under this definition, social capital is 

measured in terms of shared norms and standards that direct 

academic behavior. The transcripts of homework sessions 

demonstrate that parents are acutely aware of the norms and 

behaviors of the schools. There is no deficit in the 

evaluative schemata that parents have internalized through 

their own schooling experience. Additionally, the 

definition of "human capital" in terms of the actual skills, 

education and resources available to the child does not 

include a mechanism for the transmission of those skills. 

In studying the transcripts, it is readily apparent that the 

definition of social capital in terms of institutional goals 

and behavioral scripts is directly suppressing the 

transmission of the parent's inventory of knowledge. Rather 

than affirming a relationship or network, it can effectively 

derail the inventory of resources available within the 

household. If, however, social capital is redefined as the 

value attributable to relationships which facilitate the 
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transmission of the knowledge, then an investigation of the 

children's networks and relationships takes on paramount 

importance. In the Escobedo tape I, the child's networks 

emerges spontaneously as they discuss the pictures that they 

want to draw for their "ninos:" 

179. MO: Counting .•• 
What are you doing now, Richard? 

180. R: Drawing some pic ... drawing 
a picture for my Nina. 

181. MO: Drawing a picture for your Nina? 

182. R: Yeah. 

183. MO: Ah ... Why? 

184. R: Cause I like her ... {UI} 

and later in the session: 

287. A: I'm gonna draw pictures for 
my Nino Rudy. 

288. R: No, for your Nino Giro. 

289. A: I'm gonna draw one for my ... 

290. MO: Rudy 

291. R: Nino Rudy. 

292. A: Nino Rudy. 

293 .. R: Nino Rudy? 

294. A: Yeah, I'm gonna draw one for him. 

295. R: Your, your, your, your Nina 
ah, Vera, gave you the money. 

296. A: I know but I'm gonna, I'm 
drawing both of em. (Pause) (In a: 
sing-song way) Storybook story, 
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As has been noted, u.s. Mexican children are tied to a 

number of functional networks which contribute to the 

child's emergent competency. Shifting the value of social 

capital from standardized norms to living networks engenders 

a reappraisal of the resources which children have within 

their own households. Stanton-Salazar (1991) defines social 

capital as the value attributable to either a social tie or 

a network. A social network or a relationship, according to 

Stanton-Salazar, is high in social capital when it 

facilitates access to "funds of knowledge" (Greenberg 1989). 

Thus, viewing the networks and knowledge which children have 

available to them within their households as the capital 

upon which he/she can draw upon to build their knowledge 

base shifts the emphasis from institutional norms to 

community resources. Although Coleman in previous work 

(Coleman and Hoffer 1987) has captured the notion that 

reciprocal social networks are critical elements in 

influencing the structure and outcomes of education, a key 

dysjunction occurs in failing to recognize that 

institutional norms may not be coextensive with community 

resources. An appraisal of social capital in terms of 

community networks and resources available to children would 

not put language minority children "at risk" because they 

did not share standardized norms, but would capitalize on 

the pool of resources which are available to the child. 
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Rather than underestimating the array of knowledge domains 

which the child can draw upon, it redirects the focus to a 

solid pedagogical technique: starting from the known and 

going to the unknown. 

Pedagogical implications 

Incorporating the child's funds of knowledge into the 

definition of social capital serves a useful pedagogical 

purpose. Rather than focusing on the sequential recitation 

scripts of "known-information" answers, a collaborative 

method of inquiry based not on what the student has been 

taught, but on what he already brings to school with him, 

can emerge. 

Tharp and Gallimore (1988), like a number of others, 

have called for a change in the structures of classroom 

discourse, recommending instead "responsive teaching". 

Within this inquiry-based mode, teachers and students engage 

in authentic conversations without predetermined outcomes, 

building responses on the child's experiential domains. 

contrary to a mechanistic pedagogical posture, Goodman 

(1990) notes that: "The process of adaptation is one that 

can be supported by caring and insightful teachers, but it 

cannot be forced or controlled by teachers. In fact, 

teachers must be careful that they support real learning 
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rather than forcing superficial behavior which may satisfy 

school requirements without real learning." Several 

investigation-based approaches are being piloted in 

innovative educational programs, as teachers become co-

researchers along with their students (Duckwork 1986). One 

study based on Haitian Creole language children (Warren, 

Rosebery and Conant 1990) takes its name, Cheche Konnen, 

from the creole phrase "search for truth", and describes the 

collaborative inquiry process which children engage in while 

examining scientific hypothesis testing. As a backdrop for 

the study, the authors cite the Nobel prize winning 

scientist, Peter Medawar, who comments that: 

"Like other exploratory processes, (the scientific 
method) can be resolved into a dialogue between 
fact and fancy, the actual and the possible; 
between what could be true and what is in fact the 
case. The purpose of scientific enquiry is not to 
compile an inventory of factual information, nor 
to build up a totalitarian world picture of 
Natural Laws in which every event that is not 
compulsory is forbidden. We should think of it 
rather as a logically articulated structure of 
justifiable beliefs about a Possible World--a 
story which we invent and criticize and modify as 
we go along, so that it ends by being, as nearly 
as we can make it, a story about real life. 
(Medawar, 1987, p. 111) 

What this evidence indicates is that a mutually constitutive 

mode of inquiry both in school and at home could prove to be 

one of the more effective pedagogical techniques to be 

implemented. 
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CHAPTER X 

IMMIGRANT HOUSEHOLDS 

Native-born vs. Immigrant Households 

In the preceding chapters, I have attempted to outline 

a process of creative resistance to hegemonic structures 

through the social construction of ethnicity. I have 

attempted to address the issue of linguistic product as well 

as form, and have taken a larger discourse-centered approach 

which encompasses not only language structure, but the macro 

historico-ideological underpinnings that link linguistic 

form and product. Additionally, I have attempted to 

highlight the dialogistic process inherent in semiotic 

interaction. 

since this has been an ethnographic approach, the 

categorizations and analysis have developed, for the most 

part, in a post hoc fashion. Through the immersive process 

of "letting the data speak for themselves", I have had to 

discard pre-constructed theoretical contrivances and have 

adjusted analysis on the' basis of what I perceived to be 

operable patterns. Up until this point, the analysis has 

focused on households within which one or both parents are 

native U.s. born. The issue of comparing households has 
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been one of those problematic matters which has eluded the 

initial divisions which I created, and raises the question 

as to why households must be compared at all. Initially, I 

had anticipated a bifurcated sample of working class and 

middle class families in order to address the heterogeneity 

of the community. The difficulties of defining "class" in 

any systematic and valid manner compelled me to opt for a 

residential variable, "barrio" vs. "non-barrio". As I have 

previously noted, the fluidity of residence patterns soon 

obliged me to discard this categorization. The naturally 

occurring division between the PACE households and the non

PACE households seemed a likely division, and for a time, I 

operated under this distinction. However, as I immersed 

myself further in the study the division in observable 

patterns that was the most obvious centered on a demarcation 

between "native-born" u.s. households and "immigrant" 

households. This split in the population has been 

identified in several areas of u.s. Mexican research. It 

has been satisfactorily established in educational research 

that students from immigrant families perform better in 

school than native born students (Vigil and Long 1981) 

(Nielson and Fernandez 1981). Buriel (1987), documents that 

this finding is "consistent with research showing that a) 

Mexican immigrants are a highly motivated and self-selected 

group and b) that later generation Mexican Americans often 
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become "ghettoized" and alienated from societal institutions 

such as the educational system. 1I Language socialization 

studies in the u.s. Mexican community (Eisenberg 1986; 

Vasquez 1989) have not addressed the issue of differential 

patterns within the population, and have focused primarily 

on immigrant families. 

Voluntary vs. Involuntary minorities 

One of the most heated controversies in recent 

literature on the education of minority children has 

centered, in an indirect way, on the division between 

immigrant and native-born minority populations. The 

critique of "micro-ethnographic" analysis (reviewed 

previously) and the alternative "caste theory" paradigmatic 

shift proposed by John Ogbu (1978, 1981, 1987) (See Foley 

1991 for review) delineates a set of historical antecedents 

which demarcate minority populations. In his exegetical 

work, Ogbu questions the fact that some ethnic minorities 

who are culturally and linguistically highly differentiated 

from school practices do not encounter the obstacles that 

other (Native American, African American and u.S. Mexican) 

minorities have. If cultural and linguistic differences in 

micro-level kinesic, proxemic and interactional styles are 

so critical, Ogbu asks, why are they overcome by some groups 
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and not others? Ogbu postulates an extension of caste 

theory and differentiates between "voluntary minorities" and 

"involuntary minorities". within this demarcation, the 

antagonistic social environment which involuntary minorities 

have faced in qualitatively different from that of voluntary 

minorities. Voluntary minorities, (or immigrant 

populations) Ogbu claims, may often subscribe to a "dual 

status framework", wherein their own homeland comes in at a 

sorry second place, lacking opportunity and imposing many 

more barriers than found in the u.s. America is seen as a 

land of opportunity, and these "voluntary minorities" often 

outstrip native-born involuntary minorities in educational 

achievement (Ogbu and Matute-Bianchi 1986). 

These differentiations take on a significant import in 

this study. First of all, Ogbu subsumes the Mexican 

immigrant population under the rubric of a generic u.s. 

Mexican population, stating: "In the case of Mexican 

Americans, those who later immigrated from Mexico were 

assigned the status of the original conquered group in the 

southwestern united states, with whom they came to share a 

sense of peoplehood or collective identity" (Ogbu 1987). 

This approach belies the heterogeneity of the u.s. Mexican 

population, and does not address the fact that not all u.s. 

Mexicans can be categorized as "native born involuntary 

minorities". The u.s. Mexican families from Sonora that I 
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encountered did not consider themselves to be "involuntary" 

minorities. It was a very conscious and developed decision 

to relocate, and often, as Buriel has noted, they are self

selected as a group to be highly motivated. However, there 

does exist a "dual status framework" wherein active 

comparisons are made with what they remember, positively and 

negatively "back home". Goldenberg and Gallimore (1990), 

for instance, note that in Mexican immigrant families in Los 

Angeles, " ... parents were able to conduct their own 

international comparisons", and parents noted that when "a 

fifth grader goes from the u.s. back to Mexico, she or he is 

likely to be placed one or two grades lower because of 

inadequate academic skills." On the other side of the coin, 

Mexican immigrants in Tucson, while noting the academic 

superiority of schools in Mexico, often bemoaned the more 

drastic punitive measures evidenced in Mexican schools, as 

well as the lack of support for the child in health, 

nutrition, and sports (Kellogg Report field notes 1991). One 

Tucson teacher asked her immigrant students to draw 

comparisons between schools in the u.s. and their schools of 

origin in Mexico (Floyd, personal communication). Most in 

evidence for Mexican schools were children in the corner 

with a dunce cap, corporal punishment, and cracks in the 

walls of classrooms. u.s. schools were portrayed as having 

a great deal of recreational equipment (swings, slides), and 
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supplies. Yet another teacher, (Kellogg Report Field Notes 

1991) noted that the sixth graders in her classroom often 

felt displaced within the u.s. schools and longed for the 

safe familiarity of their "horne" school. They voiced the 

complaint that it was not THEIR decision to relocate, but 

rather their parents, and they yearn for the easy 

familiarity with which they maneuvered their natal 

environment. 

Roosens (1989), in his studies of European ethnicity, 

notes that the "orientation of first-generation immigrants 

to their country of origin is expressed most clearly in 

their insistence that they will one day return there. 

Social rejection by their hosts, and public commitment to 

their own culture and to their country of origin, gives 

first generation immigrants little reason to immerse 

themselves in the language and culture of their host 

country." This orientation takes on a regional significance 

in the Arizona/Sonora borderlands. Many researchers in the 

area have viewed the border as an artificial contrivance, 

and the "trans-border" nature of immigrant households has 

been documented. (Heyman n.d.) (Velez-Ibanez 1988a,b; 

1989). Households in Southern Arizona are often tied to 

ritual participation in northern Sonora (Velez-Ibanez 

1988a). It is this "dual status framework" which I would 

contend differentiates the environment of language 
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socialization of children in immigrant and native born 

households in Tucson. Children in immigrant households had 

strong and multiple ties to Mexico, and the child's 

identification was often connected to Sonora. Previous 

studies on immigrant households in the Tucson area indicate 

that the cross-border exchange phenomenon is a salient 

feature of the population (Community Literacy Project Report 

1990; Velez-Ibanez, Moll, Gonzalez and Neff, 1991 and Velez

Ibanez 1988a, b) demonstrate that these households tend to 

be linked to other household clusters in northern Sonora. 

These "hop-scotching" households will maintain extended and 

dense multiple relationships on both sides of the border, as 

residential patterns hop-scotch freely across the Arizona

Sonora border. 

Cisneros Family 

This pattern was demonstrated in the immigrant family 

from the PACE sample, and from two families from the initial 

pilot study. The Cisneros family, a PACE family, were 

recent arrivals to Tucson from Nogales, Sonora, and 

frequented a host of relatives who remained behind. 

Significantly, Mrs. Cisneros' mother was born in California, 

although her family returned to Sonora when she was a child. 

The family has thus "hopscotched" u.S. residence 

generationally. Trips to Nogales centered around birthday 
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and other family celebrations, as well as shopping trips to 

stock up on staples. 

For immigrant households in Tucson (community Literacy 

Project report 1989) ( Tapia 1991), multiple and dense 

entanglements mesh both economic and social functions. Mrs. 

Cisneros related several instances which exemplified this 

process and which involved the activation of her entire kin 

network. On the occasion of her grandchild's first birthday 

party, she reported how birria for the event was prepared by 

her relatives in Nogales, Sonora, the pinata provided by the 

child's "nina" in Tucson, the child's organdy dress 

purchased by the great-grandmother in Sonora, and the beer 

by her husband's family in Tucson. Interestingly, this 

child was born out of wedlock to her son and his girlfriend 

who have not married and do not live together. The child is 

symbolically recognized through the mobilization of the kin 

network, and is incorporated into the ongoing social life of 

both parents. On another occasion, the wedding shower of a 

niece, not only was the party supplied by a similar host of 

relatives, but an off-color, bawdy skit was enacted by the 

female relatives detailing the events of the wedding night 

which the soon-to-be-bride would supposedly encounter. 

In the immigrant families I encountered, and in similar 

studies in the area (Tapia 1991), there appeared to be a 

high premium placed on girls learning to cook clean and sew. 
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Many of the mothers have outside occupations which involve 

traditionally female domestic work in cleaning, sewing or 

cooking. In addition, mothers will often augment the family 

income with periodic tamale, tortilla, or empanada sales. 

Mrs. Cisneros works in the kitchen of a local school, and 

reported that she comes home tired and expects her older 

daughters to help out with a great deal of the housework. 

This work pattern proved to be problematic during the 

fieldwork process as time was so limited for her. Although 

she provided me with tapes of household interaction, they 

were a long time forthcoming, and she was often embarrassed 

that she had not been able to tape as much as she had 

promised. since she also works Saturdays, family life 

revolved around the outings on sunday to the park or to 

Nogales, and on the shared evening Spanish television 

telenovelas. Telenovelas were a pivotal element in the 

receptive language which children in u.S. Mexican households 

are exposed to, and expressive language will sometimes 

involve discussions of the story line. Both immigrant and 

native-born families reported watching these complicated 

imports from Mexico and Venezuela, and homework activities 

were often relegated to hours which did not interfere with 

the novelas. In addition, and not surprisingly, the tapes 

of the immigrant households revealed a higher incidence of 

Mexican radio stations playing in the background. 
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Household Educational Support 

The Cisneros family overtly and covertly conveyed to 

their children the fact that the way to success lay in 

obtaining a sound education. This common theme which runs 

through ethnographic studies of Mexican immigrant's 

households is, contrary to social science lore, a marked 

emphasis on education and educational aspirations for their 

children. McLean, Bardell, Bryan, Baca and Gomez (1989 

cited in Gallimore and Goldenberg 1990) note that in their 

survey of over one hundred recent Mexican immigrant parents, 

nearly 100% of the parents wanted their children to complete 

high school, with 93% expressing the desire that their 

children continue beyond high school. Mexican immigrant 

families in Tucson express the same support and desire for 

higher educational achievement. Goldenberg and Gallimore 

(1990), commenting on a similar trend in their sample, note 

"Parents expressed an interest in becoming actively involved 

in their children's academic development by helping them 

directly or supervising their homework. If they did not 

take more initiative to help their children academically, it 

was not because of uninterest or inability. Rather, it was 

a result of their not knowing what specifically they could 

do. Since nearly all the parents had attended school in 

Mexico or Central America and felt they were unfamiliar with 
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'the system' here, many expressed fear of confusing their 

children." This ideology is corroborated in Tucson 

communities (Velez-Ibanez, Moll, Gonzalez and Neff, 1991) as 

teachers reported strong parental support for children's 

educational achievement that was often not measurable in 

traditional visits to the classroom or helping out at 

school. 

Language socialization and cross-border experiences. 

In analyzing tapes, and in studying previous data 

gathered on immigrant children, I concluded that, due to the 

pivotal cross-border experiences of immigrant children, 

their strong sense of identification with the natal culture, 

language socialization fashioned a divergent configuration. 

These frequent, calendrically predictably sojourns into 

Sonora are of particular significance in the patterns of 

child language socialization. Children in most immigrant 

families of the region are exposed to sustained trans-border 

relationships and contexts which form the backdrop for a 

variant form of socialization than that experienced by 

native born second and third generation u.S. Mexican 

children. One adult, speaking of her cross-border 

childhood, noted that while in her intermittent years in 

Tucson, she counted the days when she could again be with 
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her cousins and friends in Caborca, and felt that she was 

only in the U.S. "temporarily." A second factor emerging 

from the involvement in close ties with the natal culture is 

the development of "confianza". V6lez-Ibafiez (1986) argues 

that confianza a descriptive category analogous to Polanyi's 

(1957) "reciprocal exchange mode" and Sahlin's (1969) 

"generalized reciprocity". "Confianza" is characterized by 

the mutual exchange of economic, social, affective, or 

occupational support which results in "dense" relationships 

between related or unrelated households. V6lez-Ibafiez 

(1986; 1988a) focuses on "confianza" as a pivotal element in 

the development of children in U.S. Mexican households and 

notes that children grow up surrounded by a multitude of 

kinsmen and fictive kinsmen in the form of compadres and 

comadres. He further argues that children begin early to 

learn the expectation of confianza. It is in this context 

that the child "learns to expect many types of relations 

with many persons, an expectation of more relations with the 

same persons, and expectations of being attentive to and 

investing emotionally in a variety of such relations" 

(V6lez-Ibafiez 1988a). Although V6lez-Ibafiez does not 

distinguish between immigrant and native-born U.S. Mexican 

children in delineating this construct, I would argue that 

dense social relationships, although continuing through 

third and fourth generation Mexican families, provide more 
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financial and economic support in recent arrivals, and in 

subsequent generations become oriented more towards social 

and cultural functions. The children associated with the 

Cisneros family, for instance, reported playing 

"comadritas", a play situation in which girls pretend to be 

friends and "comadres", and in which the relationship is the 

pivotal point of the play activity. These play situations 

were never mentioned as commonly occurring activities for 

native born children. A strong sense of what confianza 

entails in reciprocal relationships is part of Mrs. 

Cisneros' admonition to her daughter (lines 44-45) "la 

sefiora ya no te va a traer libros", a reference to the fact 

that if she did want to be tape recorded that I would not 

bring the picture and sticker books that I had previously 

supplied. 

Multivocality and language socialization 

One of the most recent and most highly regarded writers 

in the field of ethnic relations, Roosens (1989), comments 

that: "In order to see and use one's own culture as a 

right, one must first have gained distance from that 

culture. In other words, one must first have questioned it, 

or must have been questioned by a process of forced 

acculturation ... and a sUbstantial part of the population 
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must also have gained one or another form of cultural 

relativistic insight before political movements of any size 

could be launched." It is this distance, I believe, this 

reflexive process of identity, that defines the differences 

which emerge from these two segments of the population. 

While both segments may be perceived by the outside media 

and community as comprising one whole, it is readily 

apparent when one looks at language data in general, and 

child language socialization in particular, that the 

symbolic and instrumental process operant in native born and 

immigrant households are not interchangeable. Although 

immigrant children are oriented to the affective dimensions 

of language, and exhibit creative interlocutory techniques, 

the sense of identity that is infused into children, was not 

of an identity as an ethnic group member, but simply a 

particular identity as a "child". Language encounters 

appeared to be arranged so as to imbue the child with a 

wonder of the sense of childhood, of being separate from the 

world of adults. Language tapes reveal a significant use of 

the diminutive. Speech takes on the definitive construction 

of "adapting the situation to the child." In the following 

transcriptions, Mrs. Cisneros and her daughter look at a 

picture book, and a bulk of the utterances involve the 

diminutization of nouns (Lines 2, 3, 4, 23, 25, 31, 35, 47, 

60, 83, 85, 86, 91 and even adverbs and adjectives (lines 
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75,96). A world of the child vis a vis the adaptation of 

linguistic resources to a child's eye view is paramount. As 

I have iterated previously, rather than modeling socially 

correct responses, these routines take on overtures of 

defining a sense of selfhood for the child, not through a 

definition of ethnic identity, but through the construction 

of identity as a child, a being with a particular point of 

reference and unique perspective of the adult world. 

(Sonia cisneros) 

Mother & Child Doing Book Work in spanish 

1. MO: A ver, ?que es este? 

Let's see, what is this? 

2. SO: Un pajarito. 

A little bird. 

3. MO: Un conejito. 

A little rabbit. 

4. SO: Un conejito. 

A little rabbit. 

5. MO: Un venado. 

A deer. 

6. SO: Un venado. 

A deer. 

7. MO: Un leno. 

A log. 



8. SO: Un leno. Una maliposa. /mariposa/ 

A log. A butterfly. 

9. MO: Esta? 

This? 

10. SO: Maliposa. /mariposa/ 

Butterfly. 

11. MO: No este es una flor. 

No, this is a flower. 

12. SO: Una flol,/flor/ una maliposa /mariposa/. 

A flower, a butterfly. 

13. MO: Uh, huh. 

Uh huh. 

14. SO: Un pozo. 

A well. 

15. MO: Un tren. 

A train. 

Un pozo. 

A well. 

16. SO: Un tlen. Un, un, un ••• 

A train. A .. a .... a. 

17. MO: Un baroo. 

A boat. 

18. SO: Un baroo y un ••• 

A boat and a .... 

19. MO: Un pesoado. 

A fish. 

20. SO: un ••• mama, no me diqa, un 
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pescado. Una, una ca ••• 

A ... Mom ... don't tell me. A 

fish. A ••• a .. 

21. MO: Un puente. 

A bridge. 

22. SO: Un puente. Una, una, una 

casa. Un chivito. Una ••. 

A bridge. A, a .•. a .. house. 

a goat ...• A ••• 

23. MO: Un cochito 

A little pig. 

24. SO: Un cochito. Una ••• 

A little pig. 

25. MO: Un qatito. 

A kitten. 

26. so: No me dique! Un qatito. Un 

caballo. 

Don't tell me! A kitten. 

A horse. 

27. MO: Vaca. 

Cow. 

28. SO: Vaca. Un qato, qato. 

Cow. A cat. Cat. 

29. MO: Un puente. 

A bridge. 
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30. SO: Un puente. 

A bridge. 

31. MO: Este no es pajarito. Se 

llama tecolote. 0 

This isn't a bird. It's called an 

owl. 

32. SO: ?Tocolote? 

Owl? 

33. MO: Mm huh. Ahora ?cual vas a 

pintar? 

NOw, which one are you going to color? 

34. SO: Que pintar ••• ? 

Which to color ... ? 

35. MO: Pinta el cochito. 

Color the little pig. 

36. SO: ?Cochito este? 

This little pig? 

37. MO: Uh, huh. Color cafe, ?Donde 

esta el cafe? Aver. Este. Bien, 

sin salirte de la raya. Con cuidadito. 

Uh huh. Brown. Where is the 

brown, let me see. This one. 

Allright, without going out of the 

line. Carefully. 

38. SO: Es mio este. 
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This one is mine. 

39. MO: ?Que mas? 

What else? 

40. SO: I don't know. 

41. MO: ?Porque? 

Why? 

42. SO: Porque no. 

Because not. 

43. MO: ?Porque? 

Why? 

44. SO: Que no dije. 

Because I said no. 

45. MO: Y luego la senora no te va a 

traer mas libros. Eh? 

Then the lady won't bring you any 

more books. Eh? 

46. SO: Pinto este. 

I'll color this one. 

47. MO: Ahora este, aqui pintale, en la colita. 

Now this one, color it here, 

in his little tail. 

48. SO: La cara no. Porque no va 
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poder minar /mirar/. Y esto, y esto si era ••• Ma. 

Not his face. Because then he 

won't be able to see. And this, this was, Ma. 



49. MO: Uh, huh. 

50. SO: ?Esto no? 

Not this? 

(U.I. conversation with three voices) 

51. SO: Quero /quiero/ pintar ••• 

I want to color .•• 

52. MO: Aver. 

Let me see. 

53. SO: Quero /quiero/ pintar este. 

I want to color this. 

54. MO: ?EI barco? 

The boat? 

55. SO: si. 

Yes. 

56. MO: Pintalo pues. 

Color it, well. 

57. SO: ?Como {UI} el tiburon, mama? 

Like {UI} the shark, mama? 

58. MO: ?De que color ••• ? 

What color .•. ? 

59. SO: Este quero /quiero/. 

I want this one. 

60. MO: Con este Ie pint as toda la 

boquita alIi, de toda esta ruedita 

amarilla, primero, sin salirte de la raya. 
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with this one you color the little mouth 

there, all of this little yellow wheel, 

first, without going out of the line. 

61. CA: Ma. 

62. MO: Mmm. 
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63. CA: Mi apa habia dicho quesque iba Iavar los trastes y 

Ie gusta tambien. 

My Dad had said that he was going 

to wash the dishes, and he likes it, too. 

64. MO: Ah, si. Te gusto a ti tambien. 

Oh, yes. You liked it, too. 

65. CA: ?No dijo ••• ? 

Didn't he say ..• ? 

[ ] 

66. MO: Tu sabes muy bien ••• tu 

sabes ••• cafe. 

You know very well ... you know ..• brown. 

67. SO: Cafe. 

Brown. 

68. MO: Este. 

This one. 

69. CA: ?Cual ma? ?Cual le daria? 

Toda cafe. Toda, toda. 

Which one morn? Which one would I 

give him? All brown. ALL ALL. 



70. SO: Me {UI} y que color 10 wa /voy a/ pintar esto. 

{UI} and what color I'm going to color this. 

71. MO: Todo. Pues negro, pero no tienes negro. 

All of it. Well, black. But you 

don't have black. 

72. SO: Le vamos a pintar este. 

Let's color this. 

73. MO: Le puedes pintar todo cafe, 

porque la linea es cafe. Mas 0 

menos. 

You can color this all brown, because 

the line is brown. More or less. 

74. CA: {UI} 

75. MO: Andale pues, pintale 

parejita toda, uno y luego el otro. 

Go on, well. Color it evenly, 

first one and then the other. 

76. CA: {UI} 

77. SO: Yo se. 

I know. 

78. CA: ?Que no me dio uno ami? 

Didn't you give one to me? 

79. MO: ?Eh? 

80. SO: Aunque ese no me 10 dieron 

alIa. No! No! Mama! Voy a pintar 
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este. Mira, primero voy a pintar 

este, pues /despues/ este es e1 mismo como 

este, y este 10 vo /voy a/ a pintar como este. 

Y este 10 voa /voy a/ pintar aqui. 

Even though they didn't give me that one 

there. No. No. MOM! I'm going to color 
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this one. Look, first I'm going to color this one 

since this one is the same as the other, and 

I'm going to color this one like that one. 

And this one I'm going to color here. 

81. MO: Okay. 

82. SO: Esto no 10 voa /voy a/ pintar a11i. 

Lo, 10 vamos a pintar asina. 

I'm not going to color this one here. 

We're going to color it like this. 

83. MO: Okay. E1 gatito 10 vas a 

pintar color negro ••• lo puedes pintar 

el, e1 gatito. 

OK. The kitten you're going to color 

black. You can color it ... the kitten. 

84. SO: ?Cual? 

Which one? 

85. MO: Todo este, y luego a este, 

este monito colorado. 

All this one, and then this one, 



this little red figure. 

86. SO: ?Cual monito colorado? 

Which little red figure? 

87. MO: Uh, huh. 

88. CA: Ma, ?sirven estos frijoles? 

Ma, are these beans good? 

89. MO: Aver. 

Let me see. 

Tape stop-start (Mother goes to serve Carlos beans) 

90. MO: Este que {UI} los quebraste y 

los perdiste. Tenias muchos, ?te 

acuerdas? 

This one that you broke and you lost them. 

You had a lot of them, remember? 

91. SO: ?Que 10 pinto? Un monito? 

What do I color it? A little figure? 

92. MO: Uh, huh. Puedes pintarle la 

cabezita blanca y todo ••• {UI} ••• el 

cabello ••• cafe ••• todo aqui, 

despacito, las patitas y todo. Todo 

esto cafe. 

Uh huh. You can color the little head white 

and all .•• the •.•• brown, everything 

here, slowly, the little feet, and everything. 

All this is brown. 
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93. SO: {UI} y to do aqui. (Playful 

sounds) 

And all this here. 

94. MO: Este es neqro. 

This is black. 

95. SO: ?A cual ••• ? 

Which one .•. ? 

96. MO: No te pases de la raya. 

Despacito. 

Don't go out of the line. 

Slowly. 

97. SO: Ya. 

There. Done. 

98. MO: Hmm. ?Y ahora? 

HMMM. And now? 

99. SO: ?Cual? Yo wa /voy a/ sequir esto. 

Which one? I'm going to keep on 

with this? 

100. MO: ?Acual? 

Which one? 

101. SO: No, wa /voy a/ sequir este mejor. 

No, I'm going to do this instead. 

102. MO: ?Cual quieres pintar pues? 

Which one are you going to color, 

103. SO: Este. 
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(MY NOTE) 

well? 



This one. 

104. MO: Primero. ?El pozo? 

First. The well? 

105. SO: si, el pozo. 

Yes, the well. 

Tape stop 

THE RAMIREZ FAMILY: 
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The following two excerpts (Ramirez and Vargas), 

formed part of the pilot study, and are presented to address 

the issue of "hopscotching" families, that is, where 

typically the grandparental generation was born in Mexico, 

and the first and second generations maintain close ties to 

a kin network in Mexico. These transcripts present 

interaction between a grandchild and immigrant grandmothers. 

In the Ramirez family, the four and a half year old 

child, Victoria, has her paternal grandparents as primary 

caretakers, as her mother works. She is dropped off early 

in the morning, and picked up at 6:00 in the evening. 

Victoria has no full brothers nor sisters, although she does 

have half brothers from her father's first marriage. 

victoria's grandmother was born in Veracruz, and 

emigrated to Tucson in 1960, after a divorce from her first 

husband. Here, she met and married her second husband, 
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Victoria's step-grandfather, Arnoldo. The grandmother 

speaks no English, although she does attempt to interject a 

few phrases when interacting with victoria. She spends a 

good deal of time with Victoria, talking to her as she goes 

about her daily routine. "She is company for me, and I am 

company for her." 

LUNCH TABLE CONVERSATION 

GRANDMOTHER (GM), UNCLE RAMON (RA) 19 YRS OLD AND 

SISTER ROSA, (RO) 16 YRS AND VICTORIA (VI) FOUR YEARS OLD. 

/Utterances corrected to standard Spanish/ 

1. GM: MIJA, TE VAS A ENCHlLAR 

2. VI: 

3. GM: 

4. VI: 

5. GM: 

6. RA: 

7. GM: 

Mija, you've going to burn your mouth 

with the chili. 

NANA! 

Quieres mas sopita, eh? 

Do you want more /sopita/, huh? (Sopita is 

generally a type of pasta in broth) 

Quiero {UI} tomien /tambien/. 

I want {UI} too. 

Alli esta pues. Ya se enfri6 tu sopita. 

There it is, well. Your soup is cooled off. 

Y no me diste la pastilla, ama 

You didn't give me the pill, rna. 

Ahorita te la voy a dar. 



8. VI: 

9. GM: 

{UI} 

10. RO: 

11. VI: 

12. GM: 

{UI} 

13. VI: 

14. GM: 

15. VI: 

16. GM: 

I'll give it to you,now. 

Tu no me daste /diste/ un papal. 

You didn't give me a paper. 

napkin. ) 

(Probably means 

Pero ahorita se 10 doy, mija. 

But, I'll give it to you now, mija. 

Do you like chicken? 

MMMHMMMM (affirmative) 

YOU likee? /layki/ 

Que bueno. Todo le gusta a ella. 

Nana, yo me qusta /no me qusta/ ese hueso. 

Nana, I don't like this bone. 

Nomas 10 tostadito c6mete. El huesito 

no. Nomas 10 de arriba. 

Just eat the fried crust. Not the bone. 

Just what is on top. 

Ay, Nana. Soy dos husos. /son dos huesos/ 

Esta es la baby y esta es la mama. 

Oh, nana, There's two bones! This one is 

the baby, and this one is the mother. 

MMMHMMMM. 
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THE VARGAS FAMILY: 

Within this household, the six year old target child 

(Claudia) is supervised before and after school by the 

maternal grandmother. The child lives on one side of a 

small duplex, originally one house, that was partitioned off 

in order to make two small apartments. Both apartments are 

quite small, offering little room to move around in. 

The maternal grandmother was born in Mexical, Baja 

California, the eldest of seven children of poor farmers. 

At fourteen years of age, she married her first husband, 

with whom she had seven children. The child's mother is the 

youngest. After being abandoned by her husband, Claudia's 

grandmother moved to Nogales, Sonora, where she worked to 

support herself and her family. During this time, she met 

and married her second husband, a u.S. citizen, who brought 

her and the children to Tucson. 

On a typical day, Claudia's grandmother has primary 

responsibility for her while Claudia's mother is at work. 

She prepares breakfast for Claudia, helps her select her 

clothes for school, and drives her to school a few blocks 

away. She picks her up after school, gives her a snack, and 

supervises her in the yard until her mother gets out of 

work. Claudia speaks Spanish to all of her aunts and 

uncles, and they have frequent visitors from Sonora. 
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Claudia's father is originally from Sonora, but emigrated to 

Tucson at an early age. 

BREAKFAST CONVERSATION: GRANDMOTHER AND GRANDDAUGHTER 

GRANDMOTHER (GM) and CLAUDIA (CL) 

1. GM: 

2. CL: 

3. GM: 

4. CL: 

5. GM: 

6. CL: 

7. GM: 

8. CL: 

keys 

GOOD MORNING, MIJA 

(Mumbles a "good morning") 

?Como amanecistes? 

How are you this morning (How are you feeling?) 

Bien. 

Fine. 

oye, ?y que paso ahora en la manana? 

Listen, what happened this morning? 

Es que a mi mama se le poncho el troque y 

huimos /fuimos/ y •• y ••• para alla ••• 

It's that my mother got a flat tire, and we went 

... over there. 

uh-huh. 

Y mi 'ma se llevo el carro y no le dio las llaves 

a mi papa ••• del troque y nos venimos caminando. 

(laughs) 

And my mother took the car and didn't give the 

to the truck to my Dad, and we came walking. 



9. GM: 

10. CL: 

11. GM: 

mihijita? 

Fijate, nomas, mijita ?Y que paso? ?Encontro 

llave? 

Imagine that, (My little daughter). And what 

happened? Did he find a key? 

mmmmhmmmm ••• del troque. 

Encontro llave. 

MMMHMMMM ... the truck's. He found a key. 

?Que vas a desayunar mijita? 

What are you going to have for breakfast, 

12. CL: mmmm ••• ?Todavia hay moise? 

Is there still some oatmeal? 

13. GM: uh-huh 

[ ] 

14. Y que hubieran h(9Cho si •••• si hubiera 

estado la Veronica? Que chillona, ?verdad? 

And what would you have done if Veronica 

had been with you? What a crybaby, huh? 

15. CL: mmmmhhhhmmmm 

16. GM: ?Te cansaste? 

Did you get tired? 

17. CL: UHH-HUH. (Yawning) Ya era noshi /noche/ 

UHH-Huh. It was night time. 

18. GM: ?Y no te quisiste quedar sola? 

And you didn't want to stay by yourself? 
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19. CL: No. 

(No speech while breakfast is served.) 

20. GM: ?Que dij6 tu mama? 

What did your Mother say? 

21. CL: Hab16 y dijo lime poncha" 

{UI} 

22. 

She called and said "I got a flat." 

yo no sa •••• contest6 my papi. 

I don't know ..• my Dad answered. 

23. GM: Que dijo: "?Vamos conmigo?" 

What did he say? "Come with me?" 
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24. CL: Dice {UI} "quieres quedarte 0 quieres ir conmigo?1I 

He said, {UI} "do you want to stay or do 

you want to go with me? 

25. GM: Ehh, mijita ••• van a ir manana ••• a clase? 

No, ?verdad? 

EHH. mijita, .•• are you going tomorrow ... to class? 

26. CL: MMMHHMMM. Dijeron que ahora era ••• que ahora 

vamos tener Ivamos a tenerI muchas cosas 

porque manana no vamos a la escuela. 

MMMHMMM. They said that today .•. that today 

we would have lots of things because 

tomorrow we don't go to school. 

27. GM: mmmhmmm. 

Te vas a tener que poner muy lista, eh, mija? 



Tape stop. 

PARA PODER KACER to do 10 ••• todo e1 trabajo 

que tienen que hacer por e1 que no van a 1a 

escue1a manana. 
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You are going to have to pay attention, eh, mija? 

TO BE ABLE TO DO all ... all of the work that you 

will have to do since you don't go to school 

tomorrow. 

These transcripts highlight the most salient limitation 

in studying the language socialization of Hispanic children: 

the multiplicity of variables in comparing similar speech 

events when one is in English and one is in Spanish. Apart 

from the obvious language differentiation, the issue of 

point of origin in Mexico (southern vs. northern, urban vs. 

rural) as well as length of residence in the u.s. become 

salient. 

In the Ramirez and Vargas tapes, again, the ubiquitous 

use of the diminutive is salient (Ramirez lines 3, 5, 14). 

The child victoria picks up on this metaphoric 

differentiation between child and adult (lines 14-15), and 

when the grandmother refers to the chicken bone as 

"huesito", victoria notes that there are two bones, one the 

baby, and one the mother. The children are also asked a 

variety of questions, or comments are made with the tag 
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/verdad?/ or /que no?/ or /eh?/ (Ramirez lines 3, Vargas 

lines 14, 25, 27). This pattern is repeated in the Gomez 

family in English by the mother, appearing in English as a 

tag /huh?/ The Aguilar children additionally employ a tag 

/huh, ma?/ in a number of utterances. Additionally, in 

spanish, the use of the /pues/ is obvious in the Cisneros 

tape (line 75) and this appears as a translated /well/ in 

English. (cf Escobedo homework transcripts, lines 17, 23, 

57, 104, 197, II 98, 219, and Gamboa tapes 25, 30, 31, 59, 

70, 100). The use of the endearment /mijita/ is sprinkled 

throughout the Vargas tape. In the case of the Gomez 

family, the endearment is changed to "babe" and "honey". 

These substrates of Spanish exist in the English gloss in 

native-born households. 

Focusing on these microanalytical points, however, does 

not give an overarching view of regional patterns. other 

studies in language socialization in Mexican immigrant 

households have centered on reproductionist paradigms 

(Eisenberg, 1986; Vasquez, 1989). I would contend however, 

that immigrant children in the borderlands region, because 

of dense cross-border ties, are bound to a larger regional 

network which involves sustained and prolonged contact with 

their country of origin. Parents sometimes remarked that 

going back to live in Mexico was always an option. The 

child's sense of "Mexican-ness" is much more firmly cemented 
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on notions of selfhood. The language tapes reveal that the 

extraordinary use of the diminutive with children indicate a 

caregiver concern with the child's sense of childhood as a 

definable status. 

Because of the fewer number of immigrant families in 

this sample, I cannot present an exhaustive evaluative 

summary. What I do suggest, however, is that an 

investigation of language patterns within the u.s. Mexican 

community must define the issues inherent in an immigrant 

community vs. those in a native born population. 

The issues that emerge from this division can have far

reaching effects in the way that child language 

socialization is viewed. Clearly multivocality in the 

population must be addressed, and the sources and content of 

diversity investigated in an accounting of language 

socialization, not in terms of syntactic and prosadic 

variables, but in the context of genres, dominant and 

subordiant hegemonic regional relationships and functions of 

language within the landscape of linguistic exchange. 
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How can a whole people share a single subjectivity? 

v. Crapanzano (1986) 

CONCLUSIONS 

LANGUAGE SOCIALIZATION AS MULTIVOCALIC AND CONSTITUTIVE 

PROCESS 

This manuscript has attempted to convey one overarching 

point: that the process of language socialization must be 

viewed as a multi-vocal, polysemic and synergistic 

enterprise which encompasses and interlocks cognitive, 

affective, psychological, linguistic and socio-historical 

interfaces. The action of "socialization" is too 

multifaceted, too on-going, to be reduced to discrete units 

or reified by particularistic constructs. The term itself 

is indicative of the problematic nature of the study of 

socialization. "socialization", in its original and current 

usage, implicitly assumes the integration of a child into 

"sociality", that is, into a social world, as if they were 

outside the social world, or inept participants in one. 

What is not implicit, however, is that no two children 

experience exactly the same social world, nor that social 

worlds can be fraught with contradictions, ambiguities and 
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competing ideologies within which human agents contest and 

negotiate fluid domains. 

As noted previously, the literature on language 

socialization has tended to focus almost exclusively on 

caregiver speech to children. Drawing on work by Alfred 

Schutz (1971), studies assumed that typifications reflected 

in schemata or interpretive frames provided by adults formed 

the basis for·a child's initiation into the world. 

caregivers were seen as imparting to children, through 

language, a shared knowledge of the world, a view of "what 

everyone knows" (Ochs, 1984). The stated goal of language 

socialization was an understanding of how persons become 

competent members of their social groups and the role of 

language within this process. A tacit underpinning of this 

approach assumed that collective representations of a group 

would enable an aspirant learner to acquire a set of 

practices that would capacitate him/her to live competently 

within a "culture:" "In the process of socialization, 

worlds and world views are created through speech. In 

becoming communicatively competent, one comes to know and 

experience in culturally specific ways. The ability to 

participate in speech activities enables children to create 

additional ways of knowing about the world" (Schieffelin 

1990) . 
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This view of language as an "enabler" has inherent 

shortcomings. First of all, the approach rests largely on a 

functional paradigm, which views different aspects of a 

social system as contributing to the maintenance of 

equilibrium or the status quo. It does not take into 

account notions of language as a form of resistance and 

opposition. Thus, as I have attempted to convey, the 

backdrop for processes of language socialization may be 

neither consensually agreed upon, nor collectively implicit. 

Neither does it discern that language is as much "personal 

invention as it is social convention" (Goodman 1991) and 

that by separating language out as a tangible aspect of 

behavior, the holistic developmental process of the child is 

stripped of its integrity. Linguistic, affective, 

cognitive, physiological r and developmental formations do 

not evolve in unison with children. 

In the preceding chapters, an effort has been made to 

illustrate that an approach which assumes a monosemic 

univocality in interactive processes is at odds with the 

self-evident ambiguities of multiple perspectives. The 

pressure to provide a unified "voice" betrays the 

multiplicities which can underlie an apparently shared 

commonality. I have endeavored to illustrate the active 

constructions that parents generate, the bricollage of old 

and new forms which both reproduces and resists, through 
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parental narrative and transcriptions of naturally occurring 

discourse. Multivocality within multiple interactive 

spheres is evident on a number of levels. Early in the 

fieldwork process, I found that the tenor of discourse 

shifted when the households relocated. Later, I encountered 

altenations when parental interaction focused on homework. 

Religious transformation within the household radically 

altered previously held views on child-rearing. 

Heteroglossia between English and Spanish within 

differential linguistic domains constructed semiotic 

variations. Clearly, a uniform and homogenized "external 

world" was not presented to the children in this sample. 

But what does "language socialization" mean then, if 

there is no organizing principle behind it? Is it a mere 

collection of variations and diversities? I have argued 

that for u.s. Mexican children, the process of language 

socialization takes on the function of the construction of 

selfhood. Miller et al. (1991) note " ... the consequences of 

routine participation in semiotic practices may well extend 

into such affective domains as emotion management and the 

creation of social identity ..•. By taking part in narrative 

mediated social practices, children develop tools for self 

construction that transform how they function inter- and 

intrapersonally." Through a plurality of constructs: 

music, kinship networks, heteroglossia, spiritual 
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transformation, language diminutives, and/or overt dialogue, 

I argue that a notion of self-hood is the result of an 

active constitutive and synergistic interplay between 

caregivers and children. Language socialization I would 

propose, should not be seen as a reproduction of homeostatic 

worlds and relations, but as an open-ended and emergent 

process, constitutive of selfhood for children, and of 

ontological recreation and redefinition for adults. 

Implications of language socialization as constitutive 

process: 

A current controversy rages at institutional, policy 

and governmental levels over the multicultural "disuniting 

of America. II (cf. Schlesinger, 1992). The ideal of the 

melting pot is seen to be in a state of chaos as dissolution 

into ethnic identity is carried forth. Schlesinger (1992) 

laments this trend, and bemoans his perception that 

lIThe ethnicity rage in general ... not only divert 
attention from the real needs, but exacerbate the 
problem. The recent apotheosis of ethnicity, 
black, brown, red, yellow, white, has revived the 
dismal prospect that in happy melting-pot days 
Americans thought the republic was moving safely 
beyond--that is, a society fragmented into ethnic 
groups. The cult of ethnicity exaggerates 
differences, intensifies resentments, and 
antagonisms drive ever deeper the awful wedges 
between races and nationalities. The end game is 
self-pity and self-ghettoization. 1I 
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If language socialization is viewed as a resource for 

the construction of selfhood, then the deeper structural 

functions of ontological discourse do not fragment or 

disunite. ontological discourse, (Kapferer 1985), 

"positions human beings in the world, is constitutive of 

their being in reality, and influences the way human beings 

look out upon the horizons of their experience." In this 

sense, ontologies await their meaning, and the "meaning 

which they realize is always emergent, and perhaps never 

really exhausted, in their conjunction with lived experience 

through the action of human beings." (ibid.) Rather than 

exacerbation of differences, the diachritica of ethnic self

identity provide the instruments which can bind together and 

span the ambiguities and discontinuities of existence. They 

offer a formative and ongoing definition of selfhood which 

is actively constructed and continuously transformed. These 

instruments, e.g. music, family and kinship networks, etc. 

are non-threatening to the fabric of society and need not be 

obliterated in the name of Americanization. Rather, the 

more appropriate question becomes, "What can White America 

learn from the Hispanic strategies for survival?" A 

construction of ethnic selfhood does not perforce breed 

wedges between groups. In the neighborhoods where I worked, 

house after house displayed yellow ribbons during the Gulf 

War, dozens more than in any other neighborhood in Tucson 
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which I visited during this time, a silent testimony to the 

thousands of Hispanic servicemen and women enlisted to 

combat. The ribbons waving in the air, sometimes alongside 

of outdoor niches or shrines of the Virgin of Guadalupe bore 

witness to the harmonious and parallel coalescence of "self" 

and "other." strong and effective ontological constructs of 

identity, invigorate rather than diminish, fortify rather 

than curtail the connections between peoples. It is the 

opposite tendency, the need to obliterate what is foreign or 

nonconventional, which erects barriers between groups. 

There is a saying that states that the road to Hell is 

announced at its entrance with the axiom "Standardize, 

Homogenize, Desensitize." I would argue that the 

construction of selfhood for children is an integral part of 

the developmental trajectory of maturation, and that this 

semiotic process must grapple with the inconsistencies of an 

equivocal and contested world. When viewed as a necessary 

component of sound child development, the specter of 

fragmentation into corporate ethnic identities is de-fused. 

As children acquire "roots", the branches that can span 

ontological discourse will burgeon in a continuous self-

creation of existence: 

My ancestors talk 
to me in dangling 
myths. 



Each word a riddle 
Each dream 
heirless 

On sunny days 
I bury 
words. 

They put out roots 
and coil around 
forgotten syntax. 

Next spring a full 
blown anecdote 
will sprout.' 

Diana Der Hovanessian 
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APPENDIX A 

HUMAN SUBJECTS PEP~ISSION 



The University of Arizona 
Human Subjects Committee 
1690 N. Warren IBJdg. 526B) 

Tucson. Arizona 85724 
(602) 626-6721 or 626-7575 

8 February 1989 

Norma E. Gonzalez 
1331 W. Placita Hojalata 
Tucson, Arizona 85745 
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RE: A88.162 CHILD LANGUAGE SOCIALIZATION IN TUCSON MEXICAN-AMERICAN HOUSE
HOLDS: AN E."l'HNOORAPHIC APPROACH 

Dear Ms. Gonzalez: 

~ received the rneroc>randum from your major professor and a copy of your permission 
letter from TOSD. The procedures to be followed in this study pose no IOOre than 
minimal risk to participating subjects. Regulations issued by the u.S. Depart
ment of Health and Human Services [45 CFR Part 46.110 (b)] authorize approval of 
this type project through the expedited review procedures, with the condition(s) 
that subjects' anonymity be maintained. Although full Committee review is not 
required, a brief surrmary of the project procedures is submitted to the Corrmittee 
for their endorsement and/or comment, if any, after administrative approval is 
granted. This project is approved effective 8 February 1989. 

The Human Subjects Committee has noted the possible enrollment of some research 
subjects at sites other than at the University of Arizona and/or under irrrnediate 
supervision of non University of Arizona personnel. Please be reminded that you 
as the Principal Investigator are conmitted by reason of t..'e CoITlllittee's approval 
of this protocol to insure that all basic elements of protection from research 
risks are extended to all subjects wherever located at cOll1l1Ul1i.ty sites and 
attended therein by non-University of Arizona personnel. The Institutional 
Review Board is in compliance with the requirements of Part 56 Subchapter 0, 
Part 312 of the 21 Code of Federal Regulations published January 27, 1981. 

Approval is granted with the understanding that no changes or additions will be 
made either to the procedures followed or to the consent form(s) used (copies of 
which we have on file) without the knowledge and approval of the Human Subjects 
Committee and your College or Departmental Review Committee. Any research related 
physical or psychological harm to any subject must also be reported to each 
committee. 

A university policy requires that all signed subject consent forms be kept in a 
permanent file in an area designated for that purpose by the Department Head or 
comparable authority. This will assure their accessibility in the event that 
university officials require the information and the principal investigator is 
unavailable for some reason. 

Sincerely yours, 

1h~" ... It,h-:::-~k. 
Milan Novak, M.D., Ph.D. 
Chairman 
Human Subjects Committee 

MN/ms 
cc: Departmental/Colleqe P..eview ':cmmittee 
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HOUSEHOLD DATA AT TIME OF INITIAL CONTACT 

TARGET CHILD HOUSEHOLD FATHER'S HOTHER'S BARRIO 
FAHILY AGE/SEX COKPOSITION OCCUPATION OCCUPATION HON-BARRIO 

1. Escobedo 5 yr. old Male Mo FA Auto Part-Tille School Barrio 
4 Male Children: mechanic Employee 
ages 5, 6, 8, 10 

2. Linares 4 yr. old FeEale MoMo, MaFa construction HOlleEaker Barrio 
Mo, Fa 
3 FeEale children: 
Ages, 2, 3, 4. 

3. Gallardo 5 yr. old Male Mo, Fa, Driver HOllellaker Barrio 
2 children: 
5 yr. old Male 
8 yr. old FeEale 

4. Acosta 5 yr. old Fellale Mo, Fa, Carpenter store clerk Han-Barrio 
2 children: 
8 yr. old Male 
5 yr. old Fellale 

5. Cisneros 4 yr. old Fellale Mo, Fa, Roofer Cook Barrio 
6 children: 
Males: 18, 16, 8 
Fellales: 17, 15, 
4 

6. Aguilar '!Wins Mo, fa Teacher Office Horker Non-Barrio 
7 yrs. old 3 children: 
1 Male 2 Males: 9,7 
1 Fellale 1 FeEale: 7 

7. Salazar 4 yr. old Fellale Mo, Fa Parts HOlleEaker Non-Barrio 
3 children: Salesllan 
2 Hales: 8, 1\ 
1 Female: 4 

8. Robles N/A Mo, Fa Self- Self-Employed Hon-Barrio 
3 adult children EIIployed 
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HOUSEHOLD DATA AT TIME OF INITIAL CONTACT 

PILOT STUDY 

TARGET CHILD HOUSEHOLD FATHER'S MOTHER'S BARRIO 
FAMILY AGE/SEX COMPOSITION OCCUPATION OCCUPATION NON-BARRIO 

1. Gomez 7 yr. old Male Mo, Fa Retail Student Hon-Barrio 
2 Dal e chi! dren: 
9, 7 

2. Gamboa 7 yr. old Fellale Mo, Fa Miner Bank Teller Hon-Barrio 
2 children: 
7 yr. old female 
9 yr. old lIale 

3. Ramirez 4 yr. old Female Mo Absent Clerk Barrio 
4 yr. old 

4. Vargas 6 yr. old Female Mo, Fa Parts Driver Barrio 
2 children: Salesllan 
Fellales: 3, 6 



DISCOURSE DATA 
(HOURS) 

ClIILD-REARIlG Dft'ERVIEWS HOOSEHOLD DISOOORSE 

FAJlILY rAPIID IOIH'APIID IlRALTIHE BIID'l'IHE 1IOIIEI«)l!K 

1. Escobado 8 2 5 

2. Linares 4 4 

3. Gallardo 4 6 1 

4. Acosta 3 3 1 

5. cisneros 4 5 1 

6. Aquilar 10 5 1 1 

7. salazar 7 2 

8. Robles 3 5 HjA HjA 

PILOT STOnY: 

1. Gomez 3 3 1 

2. Gamboa 10 33 1 

3. Ramirez (wjGrndprnts) 10 1 

3. Vargas (wjGrandprnts) 2 
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OO'HER 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

5 

2 
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HOUSEHOLD HISTORY 

HOUSEHOLD NAME __________________________________ __ 

FATHER, ________________________________________ __ 

MOTHER, __________________________________________ __ 

Where were you born? 

How many years did you live there? 

If born outside U.S., How long have you lived in the U.S? 

Why did you come to the U.S.? 

Have you lived any place outside of Tucson? 

What neighborhoods in Tucson have you lived in? 

Where were you parents born? 

Father --------------------------------
Mother ______________________________ __ 

If outside U.S., when and why did they come to the U.S.? 
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What was your father's occupation? 

Did he work in any other jobs? 

What was your mother's occupation? 

Did she work in any other jobs? 

Does your father speak English? 

Read/Write English? 

How many years of schooling does he have? 

Does your mother speak English? 

Read/Write English? 

How many years of schooling? 

Where do your parents currently reside? 

Do you see them often? 



How many brothers and sisters do you have? 

Where do they live? 

Do you see them often? 

What is your age category? 

What is your occupation? 

Have you worked in other jobs? 

25-30 
30-40 
40-50 

How long have you worked at your present job? 

If mother, Did you work when your children were born? 

How long? 

How many years of schooling do you have? 

Where did you attend school? 
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How many people live in your household? 

Where do your children attend school? 

Did they attend pre-school? 

LANGUAGE USE: 

Do you speak Spanish (English)? 

Read/Write Spanish (English)? 

What do you enjoy reading in Spanish? 

What do you enjoy reading in English? 

Which language do you feel more comfortable in? 

Do you ever mix languages? 

Do you think that it is appropriate to do so? 



On a typical day, do you speak more English than Spanish? 

When do you speak only Spanish? 

When do you speak only English? 

When do you speak both? 

Did your parents speak to you in English while you were 
growing up? 

Did your grandparents speak English? 

When you started school, did you speak English? 

Did your parents speak English when they started school? 
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During your childhood, do you remember speaking Spanish? 

When, and to whom? 

Did you speak Spanish to your friends at school? 

Do you speak Spanish to your bilingual friends now? 

When you argue, or are angry, are you more likely to use 
spanish? 

Do you talk to your children in Spanish? 

About what? 

Do you scold your children in Spanish more often than in 
English? 

Do you praise your children in Spanish or English? 

What songs in spanish do your children know? 
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Were his/her first words in spanish or English? 

Does your child have a nickname in Spanish? English? 

How much Spanish does your child speak now? 

To whom does he/she speak Spanish? 

Does your child translate for anyone? 

Do you want your child to speak spanish? 



CHILD AND HOUSEHOLD ACTIVITIES 

HOUSEHOLD NAME ______________________________________ __ 

FATHER, ________________________________________________ _ 

MOTHER, ________________________________________________ _ 

On a typical day, what does your child do? 

What responsibilities does your child have in the house? 

Does your son have the same responsibilities as your 
daughter? 

Do you think children should make their own breakfast? 

On a typical day, what do you do for your child? 

On a typical day, what do you do with your child? 

334 



335 

What activities does your child participate in? 

What kinds of friends does he/she have? 

Do you know the parents of your child's friends? 

Who cares for your child after school? 

How often do other relatives interact with your child? 

When? 

Do you have any activities that take place on a weekly 
basis? (Sports, music lessons, religious activities, etc.) 

Do your children babysit your younger children? 

Do they have pets? 

Do your children help you cook? 



CHILD QUESTIONNAIRE 

Can you tell me your full name? 

Were you named after anyone? 

How old are you? 

When is your birthday? 

How old are your brothers and sisters? 

What kinds of games do you play with your brothers and 
sisters? 

Who is your best friend at school? 

Who is your best friend in the neighborhood? 

What kinds of games do you play with your friends? 

Do you go over to your friends' house very often? 

Do you like to play inside or outside? 

What do you like to play inside? 
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What do you like to play outside? 

Do you like your school? 

What is your favorite subject? 

What subject don't you like? 

Who is your teacher? 

Does she/he talk with you a lot? 

Were you nervous about starting school? 

How do you feel about it now? 

Tell me what you do after school? 

What do you do before school? 

What do you do on Saturdays? 

On Sundays? 

What do you like to do most with your parents? 
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with your mom? 

with your Dad? 

Do you like to sing? 

Do you ever sing songs with your Mom or Dad? 

Do you ever play games with your Mom or Dad? 

Do you have to help out around the house? What do you have 
to do? 

Do you like doing it? 

When you grow up and have kids, what kinds of things are you 
going to do with them? 

Do you like sports? 

Nintendo? 

Video Games? 
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What programs do you like to watch on television? 

Do you ever watch programs in Spanish? 

Do you understand Spanish? 

Who do you speak it to? 

Does anyone ever tell you that you should learn it? 

Do you want to learn it? 

What do you think of when someone says the word "Mexican"? 
What does it mean to you? 

How about the word "gringo" What does it mean? 

Do you like being Mexican? 

What does it mean to be Mexican? 

Do you have friends who are Mexican? 

Who? 

How do you know that they're Mexican? 
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Does your Mom or Dad ever talk to you about being Mexican? 

What kinds of things do you talk about with your Mom or Dad? 
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CHILD REARING IDEOLOGY 

HOUSEHOLD NAME __________________________________________ ___ 

MOTHER~ __________________________________________________ __ 

FATHER. ______________________________________________________ _ 

Before you became a mother/father, did you have any idea of 
what it would be like? 

Is your present experience as a mother/father similar to 
what you expected? 

In what way? 

What do you find most stressful about being a parent? 

What do you find most joyful? 

Do you ever feel you are in need of advice in rearing your 
children? 

Where do you go for advice in rearing your children? 

What is your religion? 



Has your religion influenced the way you raise your 
children? 
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Do you feel that the way you raise your children is similar 
to how your friends/relatives raise their children? 

What do you want your child to value? 

What do you NOT want your child to value? 

What do you appreciate most about your child? 

Not appreciate? 

Do you have nicknames for your children? 

In what way do you interact most with your children? 

Does your child translate for anyone in the family? 
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How does your child get what he/she wants? 

What kinds of things do they ask for? 

How do you discipline your child? 

Do you talk to your child about how you want him to behave? 

What do you think is the most important thing to consider in 
raising children? 

How is being raised in the u.s. different from being raised 
in Mexico? 

How are the schools different? 

Do you ever talk to your child about being Mexican? 

What do you say? 
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Is it important to you to talk to them about being Mexican? 

Do you think parents should talk to their children about it? 

Are your children in a bilingual program? 

Have they ever been? 

Is that important to you? 
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HOMEWORK SESSIONS 
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HOMEWORK SESSIONS 

ESCOBEDO FAMILY: HOMEWORK SESSION WITH MOTHER AND FOUR SONS: 
MANUEL ELEVEN YEARS OF AGE, SERGIO, NINE YEARS OLD, ANTHONY, 
SEVEN YEARS OLD, AND RICHARD, SIX YEARS OLD. 

1. MO: 

2. R: 

3. MO: 

4. S: 

5. MO: 

6. R: 

7. MO: 

8. S: 

9. MO: 

10. R: 

1I. MO: 

12. R: 

13. MO: 

14. R: 

15. MO: 

16. S: 

17. MO: 

OK. Before you read me your story, .•. is 
this your new book? It's your old book. 

I haven't do my test yet. We were the last ones 
to get our test 'cause we were the first. 

You were the first one? OK, Richard, I put 
sergio's stuff in here, too. 

Yeah, are we gonna get more books and stuff? 

Yeah, because I wanna, no •.• I wanna ..• the only 
thing is I don't know where your notebook 
is at. 

Notebook? 

Nuh-huh. 

This one is mine. 

Yes. You're supposed to do this. OK, it says, 
•.•. uhhh •.• five fat turkeys sitting on a gate ..•. I 
want you to draw me .•. five fat turkeys sitting on 
a gate. And Richard, I'm going to give you 
something else to do. 

I need crayons. 

Let me see what we got in here. 
OK, and you can draw me five Santa Clauses. 

I don't know how to .... 

You don't know how to do turkeys? 

Turkeys? 

Uh-huh. So how about ... 

I've got a turkey. 

Elephants .•. Oh, well, OK. How 



18. R: 

19. MO: 

20. R: 

21. MO: 

22. R: 

23. MO: 

24. R. 

25. S: 

26. MO: 

about you draw this? 

Hearts! How 'bout hearts? 

It's not Valentine's Day, yet. 
How about drawing me that. Can 
you do me that one? 

Yeah, Mom, I got my {UI} 

That's cheating, little boy. 
But that's fine. Go ahead and use it. 

Mama, I need a pencil. 

OK, well get a pencil up there. Are you 
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going by the numbers? No, I think you messed up 
somewhere. Where's number two? 
OK, what are you supposed to do now? 
Right. 

You're supposed to go like •.. 

I'm going do is this. 

USE AN ERASER ... NO, NO NO. I don't like you 
to do {UI}. Sergio, hush up now. You've got a 
pencil? 

(General simultaneous conversation) 

27. R: Shut up! 

28. MO: OK! What money •.• Anthony, it's his work. 

29. S: 

30. MO: 

31. R: 

32. MO: 

33. R: 

34. MO: 

Serg ... Anthony .•. Richard. 
What .•• what did ... ? 

Where's my pencil? 

What did you mess up on? 

On this, on here, then ... 

No. Where are yo supposed to go? 

Every single ••• 

Where's number two? 



35. R: Look, Morn! 

36. MO: There, OK, now .•• 

37. S: I want a pencil 

38. MO: Take a pen and color it. You've got one. 
It's awright. You don't have to erase nothing, 
all I have to do is sign it. 

39. s: But Ma, I don't wanna ..• 

40. R: Huh, Morn .•• 

41. MO: Richard, give me your pencil so I 
can shapren it. OK, what is the name of your 
book, Anthony? 

42. A: You want it? 

43. MO: What's the name of the story you're 
gonna read. 

44. R: "You Look Ridiculous". 

45. MO: start reading it to me. 
(To sergio) Well, it's your money. You 
want to use your money? 

46. s: Yeah. 

47: MO: You have thirty-seven? OK. Take from that. 
HMMM. I'm going to take from your money. Then 
you'll have thirty-two. 

48. s: Ma, Lookit. 

49. MO: Well, that's fine if you want to use your money 
for that, fine. OK, but I'm going gonna 

50. A: 

51. S: 

52. A: 

54. S: 

use your money. Not mine. 
Read me the story. 

(Anthony begins to read story) 

Ma, Can I just draw a turkey up here? 

(Anthony continues reading story) 

Mine got five little turkeys! Mine got 
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five little turkeys! Mine got five little 
turkeys! 

55. MO: OK, wai't a second Anthony, let me go on. 

56. s: 

Ok, what does it say? 
The first one says, "Oh my, it's getting late." 
And it's getting late, so what do you do? 

Draw a turkey and it's getting late. 
Draw it? 

57. MO: OK, well, I guess. Wouldn't 
that be it? 

58. S: Yeah. 

59. MO: Well, draw me a turkey and draw me it 
getting late. Richard, that's the 
silliest jack-o-lantern I've ever seen. 

60. S: I always draw something silly. 

61. MO: You always draw something silly? 

62. S: Yeah. 

63. MO: How about, SSSHHHHH. How about putting 
your name up on the to and I'll 

64. R: 

65. A: 

66. MO: 

67. A: 

68. MO: 

69: S: 

70. MO: 

71. S: 

give you another one. 

You mean like mine. 

(Anthony begins to read story again). 

What is this word here? I saw you skip 
over it. Glorious. 

(Anthony continues reading) 

Draw me a mouse on there, too. 

I see a muscle man up there. 

I know, but you're gotta make a brown 
mouse down there eating the cheese. 

Copy that muscle man. LOOKIT, Mom! 

72. MO: Wait, Anthony. 

349 



73. s: That's how you do it. That's the one 
he said, you gotta draw a ... a ••• 

74. MO: OK, it says draw a picture, make a brown mouse. 
You have to make a brown mouse down 
at the bottom. Use your pencil first. 

350 

Where's your pencil? Didn't Mama give it to you? 

75. s: You left it in the .•. 

76. MO: Anthony has it. 

77. A: C'MON, RICHARD! 

78. MO: It's not yours, either. Yours doesn't 
have an eraser. 

79. R: WELL, I had this one in my ... bag. 

80. MO: No. Yeah, but where did you put the other 
one? Where's your other pencil? 

81. R: I don't need the pencil. 

82. MO: Here it is. 

82. A: I don't need the pencil no more. 

83. MO: OK, fine. Then go on and read. 

84. s: The turkey say, "Oh my, it's getting 
late." 

85. (Anthony continues reading) 

86. S: 

87. MO: 

88. S: 

Ma, I said "Oh my, it's getting late." 
What's next? 

Draw a picture of it getting late. 

Oh! 

89. (Anthony continues reading) 

90. MO: 

91. S: 

Use crayons, Sergio. 

I'm going to draw up there and then 
I'll color it. 



92. MO: 

93. 8: 

OK. 

I'm gonna, I'm gonna play it. 
OK, Ma, I'm done. 

94 (Anthony continues reading) 

95. 8: 

96. MO: 

The second one says .•• Thanksgiving 
is near. 

VERY GOOD! You read that. "The second 
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one said, Thanksgiving is near." Where's the 
mouse, Richard? Oh, that's cute, but you didn't 
color it brown. 

97. R: 

98. MO: 

99. R: 

I didn't like it •.. color it brown. 

Well, I like a brown mouse. It says 
to draw a brown mouse. 

I don't wanna. 

100. MO: Where's the color brown? Yes, you do. 
There's a big old brown crayon there. Now tell 
me another story, huh? 

101. (Anthony reads) 

102. MO: You better listen to this story while he's 
reading it cause I want you to tell me all 
about it when he's done. 

103. R: I don't know it. 

104. MO: OK, well, we won't worry about it right 
now. 

105. 8: Hey Mom! 

106. (Anthony is heard reading in the background) 

107. MO: That makes .•. what's the [-e] sound? 
We shake with fear. 80 draw me a {UI} 
shaking with fear. 

108. R: Can I draw a hippopotamus? 

109. (Anthony is reading in the background) 

110. MO: wait a minute, Anthony. 



VERY GOOD, RICHARD! You wrote in these 
letters, numbers, you knew the numbers 
all by yourself, ? WOW! 

110. MO: Wait a minute Anthony. Very 

111. S: 

good Richard! You wrote in these 
letters, numbers, you knew the 
numbers all by yourself? Wow! 

I counted all those things. 

112. MO: You counted them! Oh, guy, 

113. S: 

114. MO: 

115. S: 

116. MO: 

117. A: 

118. MO: 

Richard, that's really good! I 
didn't know you could do that. He's 
good, yeah, he knew the numbers, the 
numbers, himself, he didn't ask me 
for help, he didn't ask me for help. 
He did it himself. Okay. You can 
color the pictures now, okay. 

This one is hard. 

You don't wanna color them? 

I wanna do something else, Ma. 

Okay, here's another one. 

Oh, that's bad! 

Okay, but he's gotta do that 
himself. That's his paper work. 
Okay. 

119. S: I could do that. 

120. (Anthony reads.) 

121. S: You go anywhere you want. 
You don't have to say the whole 
thing. You gotta find the way to the 
house. You don't need to cover all 
of it. NOW, make a thing over the 
door. Make {UI} •.. Mom, here you 
go. (Whines) 

122. MO: Sergio, I'm trying to 
listen to Anthony right. Okay, Richard, 
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I'm gonna give you that little round 
thing and you can make me a story on 
it okay? And then, you're gonna tell 
me about it, draw me a story and then 
mommy will write in the words for you 
Okay? 

123. S: I don't want to. 

124. MO: Think of something really 
neat. Make pretend you're one of the 
Mario Brothers. How do you think 
he'd feel going through that, okay? 
Draw me a picture of that and then 
when you come over you can tell me 
all about it and I'll write the words 
down okay? 

125. s: I don't knew all of this 
Mario ..• 

126. MO: start on the first page. 

127. s: This page? 

128. MO: Uh, huh. Well he's just a 
little man. Sergio, we have chairs 
to sit on. Okay Anthony. 

129. (Anthony reads.) 

130. s: Ma look at it! 

131. (Anthony reads.) 

132. s: Ma, what does it say about 
this? NOw, this one says ... 

133. MO: There's a farmer with his 
gun. 

134. (Anthony reads.) 

135. MO: Sergio!, sit on the chair! 

136. (Anthony reads.) 

137. S: Momma, what does it say? 
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138. MO: Let's have turkey dinner, 
they heard the farmer say. Sergio, 
if you don't sit on the chair, I'm gonna 
spank you! 

139. S: I'm just gonna draw, I'm 
just gonna draw ••• 

140. MO: Shh .•• 

141. (Anthony reads.) 

142. R: What are you making him 
study about .•• about Mario? 

143. S: I know, right there, right 
there, he's jumping on the mat ... they 
should make you ... um, urn, on the 
video game ... make him do wrestling 
noise. 

144. MO: No, no. 

145. S: Ma, I'm the fighter {UI} 
Hey, leveL •. 8. 

(Anthony continues reading.) 

146. MO: Okay, now, tell me about the 
story. What do you think the moral 
of this story is. Make pretend you're 
that hippopotamus and you're going to 
everybody. And, how many people at 
school do you like the way they look. 
Huh? 

147. A: I don't know. 

148. MO: Is there anybody at school 
that you like the way they look. 
Who? 

149. A: I don't know. 

150. MO: No, tell me. This is a part 
of the story. Who do you like the 
way they look at school? One of your 
friends. Who? 
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151. A: 

152. MO: 

153. A: 

154. MO: 

155. A: 

156. MO: 

Fernando. 

You like the way Fernando 
looks? 

No. 

What do you like about 
Fernando? 

My friend. 

I know, but what do you like 
about him that you would want for 
you? Don't kick it. 

157. A: Good at soccer ... 

158. MO: Yeah, but a physical thing 
cause she's not trying to take 
something ... don't kick the table. 

159 A: I'm not kicking it. 

160. MO: Who's kicking it? 

161. A: Richard. 

162. MO: Don't kick the table 

163. S: I wonder what we draw on 
the last page? 

164. MO: Oh, I don't know cause you've 
gotta tell me the story right now. 

165. S: Mom, the fights that turkey. 

166. MO: What do you like about him? 
Could you imagine, could you imagine 
being big like mommy, the way you are 
right now in school. Wouldn't you 
feel ridiculous with all your friends 
in school? You'd be bigger than all 
of them. What about if you wanted 
long curly hair, like, who's got long 
curly hair in you hair .. in your 
classroom? Elizabeth? 
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167. s: Celeste. 

168. MO: Who's that girl that has all 
that curly hair, blond curly hair? 
What's her name? 

169. A: Which one? 

170 MO: The one that sits over here 
by Cecilia. The one that sits over 
here. No, it's Ricardo kicking the 
table. 

171 A: I sit by Cecilia. 

172. FA: Did you find the tape. 

173. MO: I'll look right now dear, 
let me finish this ••. 

174. FA: Where's the screwdriver at, 
Anthony? 

175. MO: It's in the room on top of 
the desk, the table. It should be 
there. 

176. S: Ma, look and the ... 

177. A: Ma, and the .•• 

178. S: And the fights that 
turkey ..• flew far away. 

179. MO: Very good Sergio. You read 
that all by yourself. 

180. S: Now, what can I do? 

181. MO: Right now you're gonna read 
me the story. Okay, so what do you 
think the moral of the story is? 
Remember I told you that in every .•. 

182. S: You wait so long to reach 
the {UI} 

183. MO: /story/ there's something that 
you need to know, what do you think 
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the hippopotamus learned at the end. 
You think she looked ugly? Remember 
the dream that she had, and she say 
what she really looked like? Didn't 
she think she looked ridiculous? (To Father) 
There underneath the counter. Way in 
the corner. In that metal thing ••• in 
that round thing that I was ... way 
over here Raul. Ay, Raul! 

184. A: What page are you on? 

185. R: The last one. 

186. A: How many pages you got? 

187. MO: Where I always put them (still talking to FA) 
dear, you just don't look. 

188. s: What are you doing? Heh, 
heh, they only gave you a 
bun .•. {UI} 

189. MO: (still talking to FA) There's these 
things I gotta do all the time. 

190. A: It's when he ••• {UI} 

191. MO: Isn't it though? Shh, be 
quiet. Remember you said you were 
gonna give a raise. Okay. Um .. what 
do you think the moral of the story 
is, Anthony? Do you think you like 
yourself the way you are or would you 
like to be like everybody else is? 
That's what she learned, right? That 
she was just happy being big, fat and 
a wonderful hippopotamus. 

192. A: She was being a big 
hippopotamus. 

193. MO: Well, she was trying to be 
something she wasn't huh? It's like 
you trying to be ••• let's say like 
Manuel. Think you could do a good job 
of that? What about Richard? What 
about sergio? Okay give me this' 
page 8 then. Richard, come here and 
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tell me your story so I can write it 
down. 

194. R: Let's all have turkey 
dinner! 

195. MO: What about your spelling 
book? You brought it home, for why? 

196. s: I was gonna show this now 
anyways. 

197. MO: Okay, well let me see the 
spelling words. 

198. S: Ma, me first, me first, I, 

199. MO: 

200. R: 

201. FA: 

202. MO: 

203. FA: 

204. MO: 

205. FA: 

206. MO: 

I know all the story ... I wanna do it 
with the book. 

Okay, come here. Come over 
here and read me the story. 

Fight that turkey! 

{UI} how' come? 

Nuh, huh, cause I've been 
wearing a coat all day. 

All day? 

I had a coat on all day. 
Cause it's been cold! 

(Laughs). 

You think it's funny? stay 
around more often. 

207. S: Ma, {UI}. 

208. (Sergio reads.) 

209. MO: Very good. 

210. A: Ah, look at how he's ... 

211. s: Ah, he's kissing ... 
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212. MO: That's okay. 

213. (Sergio reads.) 

214. R: There mom, I'm done. I'm 
done mom. I'm already done. 

215. MO: Very good! 

216. s: I'm already done. 

217. MO: Okay, go do your number 4. 

218. S: 

219. MO: 

220. A: 

221- S: 

222. A: 

223. MO: 

224. R: 

225. MO: 

226. R: 

227. S: 

228. MO: 

229. R: 

Come here, Richard. Move Anthony. Let 
me do Richard's and then you can show 
me. Those are your words for this 
week right? sergio, if you 
don't ••• I'm gonna say something, 
okay? 

Ma, can I just rolled outa 
sight, rolled out a sight? 

Huh? 

Look at him. 

Slug that turkey •.. 

I forgot. 

Okay, Richard, now tell me 
your story. What's going on here? 
Who is this? 

That's Mario and ... 

And who's that? 

That, um .•. 

You! Huh, huh. 

Shh. 

No, he's running over, 
jumping over that thing, square thing 
but I need it like that. 

230. MO: What square thing? 
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231. S: He said he .•• 

232. MO: Sergio, it's Richard's 
story. 

233. S: He said he ••. 

234. MO: Sergio! 

235. R: That square thing gets the 
thing •.• 

236. MO: Okay. That's Mario •.. 

237. S: Oh, peanut, peanut butter, 
yeah! 

238. R: Jumping over that ... 

239. MO: Anthony, just use a little 
piece of paper, I don't need a bi ... 

240. R: {UI} give me the three 
coins. 

241. MO: Jumping, shh, here's Mario 
jumping over .•• 

242. R: The square .•. 

243. MO: The square .•• 

244. R: That's red. 

245. MO: That's red. 

246. R: And they're going to get 
those coins. 

247. MO: And, he's going to get •. 

248. R: To get those coins ... 

249. MO: Okay, now tell me the next 
page. What's he doing here. 

250. R: Is Mario um ... 

251. MO: The turkey, he said, let's 
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run and run and run. Okay, this is 
Mario and he's doing what? 

252. A: He's doing one of those ... 

253. MO: Anthony, it's his story. 

254. S: I'm gonna do it on a 
mushroom this time! 

255. R: He's running, he's jumping 
on that red thing. 

256. S: Mom, can I do one turkey 
running ••• Ma, can I do one turkey 
running .•• 

257. MO: Aren't those green? Jumping 
on the ..• 

258. S: They're red and, they're 
red and green, so I drawed one of 
them. 

259. MO: The red and green, what do 
we call those little guys? 

260. R: Birds. 

261. MO: No it's not bird faces. 

262. R: Mom! 

263. MO: Ay, Anthony, please don't get 
in my wayl And, red and green faces, 
okay now what's going on? What's on 
the next story? 

264. R: Let's see. 

265. MO: What's that one? 

266. R: He's shooting one of those 
red things. 

267. MO: Mario is shooting ... 

268. R: He's shooting one of those 
red ... shooting one of those red 
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birds ••• 

269. MO: Is shooting one of those red 
birds ..• 

270. R: Face. 

271. MO: Face, with what is he 
hitting, is he shooting it with? 

272. R: Those fire things. 

273. MO: Those fire things .•. 

274. S: Fire balls! 

275. R: Fire balls, that's what you 
call them. 

276. MO: Fire balls. Okay, now what? 

277. S: They look like fire things 
but they •.. 

278. MO: Okay, they 

279. S: Can we make a turkey momma? 
I wanna draw one. 

280. A: Write a turkey running. 

281. S: Fire eggs .. 

282. A: I'm gonna ... 

283. S: Fire eggs ..• fire eggs ... 

284. MO: I did, I put down, they look 
like flower eggs, eggs, but they 
{ } ... fire eggs. What's this one? 

285. S: This one, it gets one of 
those ... 

286. MO: Shh. 

287. S: /big things that you like/. 

288. MO: Oh, that's fire that the 
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dragon's shooting right? 

289. S: No, he's shooting that! 

290. MO: This has got a big fire 
thing. 

291. S: Ball! 

292. MO: Fire ball, shooting at who? 

293. A: At the dragon, remember? 

294. S: The dragon, the dragon on 
the waist. On the, on the fire 
level. 

295. R: I'm gonna break up ... 

296. MO: Don't touch that. 

297. R: And ... 

298. MO: And what? 

299. R: And urn ... 

300. MO: Now what? 

301. R: That's the end Ma. 

302. MO: That's the end? Let me put 
the end right here, then. 

303. S: That is the end ... heh ... 

304. MO: Everybody knows there's no 
more story. 

305. S: Momma, what do I wri .•• can 
I just write one turkey running? Can 
I do some of those things? 

306. MO: Some of what things? 

307. S: Some of those things that 
you write, you copy, copy this, you 
copy those things ... 
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308. MO: What things? 

309. s: Those things you color. 
Like in books, you copy coloring ..• 

310. MO: I don't understand what you 
mean. 

311. S: These little things. 

312. MO: Anthony, would you sit ... 

313. A: It's only two legs on one now. 

314. MO: Okay, Anthony, I'm gonna say 
it. 

315. A: What? 

316. MO: What you're doing. 

317. A: What am I doing? This? 

318. MO: Uh, huh. 

319. A: Who's is that? 

320. MO: Okay, read me your words 
here. 

321. Anthony reads spelling word list.) 
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1. MO: 

2. S: 

3. MO: .. 

4. S: 

5. MO: 

6. A: 

7. MO: 

8. R: 

9. MO: 

HOMEWORK SESSION II 

Wait, wait, wait, wait. 
Alone. Don't touch it, okay? 
There's nothing on it. Nothing on it 
now, no. Okay? Understand? Do your 
homework. Okay then, work time. 
Richard, Get these flowers off of 
here. 

Mom 

Put them, put them away. 
You do it Sergio, because Richard's in 
a bad spot. Antonio, go get some 
paper. Here, get this outa here. I 
don't want to see this bunched up 
like this again. Go on Sergio. 
Antonio, you put you chair all the way 
over there. 

I need a fork. 

Do it. 

What is that for? 

Never mind Anthony. 

{UI} wants to. 

Yeah, she wants to. 

10. A: When do I start? Now? 

11. MO: Just a minute. Let me get 
these guys started and then you can 
read. Over there. 

12. A: I don't wanna copy yours. 

13. MO: Yes you do. 

14. S: I wanna do ... 

15. MO: Are we gonna start that? 
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16. S: I wanna do my ABC's. 

17. MO: No, you need to ••• okay, your 
ABC's? 

18. R: I wanna do, what about my 
A B ..• Ma, I want you to help me. 

19. MO: Okay, I will. Anthony, just 
read silenty for a little while. 

20. R: How come you {UI} 

21. MO: Oh, dad gonnet, I keep 
forgetting. I think I doing it for 
Anthony, and I'm doing it for you. 
Richard, I need you to sit down. 
Did you get a pencil? 

22. R: No, I didn't get one. 

23. s: I have to get a pencil. 

24. A: Get me one. 

25. R: Here. 

26. MO: Go ahead Anthony, start 
reading. 

27. S: Man, just gimme anyone. 

28. A: Now? 

29. MO: Uh, huh. 

30 A: All of it? (starts reading) 

31. R: Why'd you gimme a small 
thick pencil? 

32 MO: Anthony, when there's a period, 
that means you pause. 

33. R: You only get one of them, 
that yellow book. 

34. (Mother helps Anthony with his reading.) 
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35. (Anthony reads.) 

36. MO: Richard, do your homework. 

37. R: I don't got, I don't got ... 

38. MO: Well, do your letters. 

39 . R: ABC mom ••• 

40. (Anthony reads) 

41. R: Ma, if you went up there, 
it'd be night already, ha? 

42. MO: Huh? 

43. R: If you went up there, it'd 
be night already ha? Into the clouds. 

44. MO: Okay, once you pass thru the 
atmosphere, it starts getting dark, 
right. Let's see, this is a ten 
story right? 

45. (Anthony reads.) 

46. S: I made it too small again. 
Even my H, I made it too, too small. 
Man, not again .•• 

47. MO: SERGIO! 

48. S: You can write it, if you 
don't •.. laugh •.• 

(Sergio and Richard are laughing and 
whispering in background.) 

49. MO: Sergio and Richard 

50. S: Richards, quit it. 

51. R: I'm not even quit ... 

52. (Anthony reads.) 

53. A: I can't find my shoes, only this. 
54. (Anthony reads.) 
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55. R: Everybody keeps messing me 
up. Man .•• everybody messing me up! 
Ma, I need an eraser! (U.I) if I 
don't have one ••. 

56. (Anthony reads) 

57. s: Ma! 

58. MO: sergio ••• 

59. s: Huh? 

60. MO: On your own. 

61. S: I'll do my own, I'm done. 

62. R: Momma says, do all of them 
ourselves. Mom, mom. 

63. MO: Richard, be quiet. 

64. (Anthony reads.) 

65. MO: I want you guys to listen 
carefully to what Anthony is saying 
cause I'm gonna ask you questions. 

66. (Anthony reads.) 

67. MO: Okay, Anthony, gimme your book. {UI} 
What did Jack do with the cow 
he was supposed to sell? 

68. A: He got stuff instead of money. 

69. MO: Okay. Why do you think 
Jack's mother was angry when she saw 
her beans? 

70. A: Because, because he didn't get 
money instead of umm, he didn't 
get ... he didn't, he didn't get money 
but he got a beanstalk, beans, magic. 

71. MO: Yeah, but she didn't believe 
they were magic did she? So, she got 
angry, right? What kind of plant 
grew from the bean. 
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72. R: A beanstalk. 

73. MO: How do you think Jack felt 
when he saw the giant? 

74. A: Scared. 

75. R: Scared. 

76. MO: What did the heart do when 
Jack tried to take it? 

77. A: It said, Master, Master. 

78. MO: It said Master, what, what, 
did, what did the 

79. S: (In a crying voice) It keeps 
passing over the other ones. 

80. MO: Well, skip a few lines. You 
don't have to do it on top of the 
other ones. What did the heart do 
when Jack tried to take it? 

81. A: It yelled. 

82. MO: Very good. Cause if it 
said, said Master, Master, it doesn't 
tell me what it did, it just said it 
said something. It yelled Master, 
Master. Pretend that you found some 
magic beans and planted them. What 
would you like to see them grow to 
be? 

83. S: A, B, C, 0, E ••• 

84. A: Car. 

85. MO: A car? 

86. A: Nuh, huh. 

87. MO: No, if that's what you feel, is that what 
you wanna do? Okay, watch. 

88. A: A new house. 

369 



89. MO: A new house, okay. Why? 

90. A: Cause. 

91. MO: Cause why? 

92. A: Because ••• 

93. S: Ma, I can't {UI} anymore. I 

94. MO: 

95. S: 

96. MO: 

97. S: 

don't know what goes after eight. (In 
a whining voice.) 

(Laugh.) Eight is where? 
Down there? Here, let me write them 
across the top where your name is. 
I'll put ••• 

No, no, no. 

On another piece of paper. 

No, no, no, I ... 

98. MO: Okay wel,l. Okay, now you do 
them all by yourself on this piece of 
paper here. 

99. S: I don't know how to do that. 

100. MO: Yes, you do, that's the only 
way you're gonna learn. Okay, Anthony 
that was good. 

101. A: I did better than you, Serge. 

102. MO: Did you ever hear the silly 
old joke about the chicken, shh. It 
goes like this. Why did the chicken 
cross the road? Can you guess the 
answer? 

103. A: He wanted to go to the other 
side. 

104. MO: Okay. The chicken crossed 
the road because she wanted to go to 
the other side. The sentence that 
gives the answer tells you two 
things. It tells you what the chicken 
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105. S: 

did and it tells you why she did it. 
The word because is a clue. Okay, 
that tells you something is gonna 
happen. [ ] 
Five times nine is ••. no. 
Three times nine is twenty seven, 
four times nine is thirty six, four 
times nine is thirty six. 
Five •.• forty five yes. Well add them 
together. (She is helping Manuel with 
his math homework). Okay Anthony, write 
me something about the story. 

Ma, lookit. I finished the page. 

106. MO: Very good. Week two. Anthony, 
go over there and tell me the third 
week of, what are we in right now? 
Where is it. 

107. A: Twenty-fifth. 

108. MO: And it's a Tuesday. Twenty
fourth is Monday, twenty-third was 
Sunday, twenty-second was Saturday, 
twenty-first was Friday, twenty, 
Thursday ..• Wednesday ... Tuesday, 
Monday was the seventeenth, okay. 

{UI} 

109. A: I know how many more days 
until Halloween, but we're not going. 

110. MO: Why aren't we going? 

111. R: Cause {UI} 

112. MO: The day that all of the 
spooky ghosts and everything comes 
out. 

113. A: For reals? 

114. S: Nuh, huh. 

115. MO: Well that's what the .•. 

116. S: When Halloween, at that 
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place, it's spooky mom, where, umm, 
where uh, where, where cu ••• where 
umm that place is at when we were, 
when we were gonna go to Toys R Us to 
get that game Chance, for us, for me 
and Richard •.• 

117. A: I'm gonna get that ... 

118. FA: Where are the keys? 

119. MO: Urn? 

120. FA: Gimme the keys, I'm going to practice. 

121. MO: I don't know. I don't 1mow 
who had em. 

lUI} 

122. A: P. P you dumb head. P 

123. S: P, after P ..• Ma, this go 
after P? Ma, this Q? P, Q, Q, Q, Q. 
Q,D, you dumb head, Q, D. 

124. MO: Q, ... T. 

125. S: I'm doing that one, I'm 
barely on my Q. Not even on my A, 
lookit. I'm almost there (laugh). 
After Q ..••. R? R ... after R ... 

126. MO: Q ••• 

127. MO: Okay, what did we discuss 
in, on Monday about feelings. We did 
"I" feelings. 

128. S: And I know how ta, I know 
how ta fake crying. 

129. MO: You know how to fake cry? 

130. S: Yeah, I can do it best in 
there. 

131. MO: Who told you that? 

132. S: Nobody, .•• daddy. 
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133. R: I could do the best over here. 

134. S: (crying sounds.) 

135. A: I really cry, watch. 

136. R: Crying sounds. 

137. S: This is how I cry, look. 

138. MO: That's how you cry? 

139. R: This how I cry. Mom, this 
how I cry. (crying sounds) 

140. MO: Very good Richard. 

141. R: It's gonna need the y and 
the z on one. 

142. S: That's allright. 

143. MO: It still needs the y and the 
z? The y and the z of it? 

144. R: I know the z ... 

145. MO: What are you doing, Richard? 

146. R: Nothing, the y and the z. 

147. MO: Making a y and a z of it. 

148. R: Aaah! Look how I made it. 

149. MO: That's okay, Sergio. Let 
him do it. 

150. R: Ooh, bad. 

151. MO: You did yours, let him do 
his, okay. 

152. S: I'm gonna copy a little bit. 

153. R: Manuel could copy. 
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154. S: I wanna copy these two ... 

155. R: Who knows the abc's? 

156. MO: {UI} a little bit to get 
them to where they belong. 

157. A: Mom. 

158. MO: Hmm. 

159. R: I need a paper to draw. 

160. MO: You need a paper to draw on? 

161. R: Yeah, but I need two 
papers. 

162. MO: How about one paper to draw 
on? 

163. S: I'm gonna, dr ... Mom, can I'm 
gonna draw my Nina Dora some 
pictures. 

164. MO: Okay, it sounds like a good 
idea since ... {UI} 

165. R: I'm gonna draw my Nina 
Dora some pictures ... 

166. MO: You don't have a Nina 
Dora. Your Nina is Nina Bertha. 

167. R: I'm gonna draw her some 
pictures. 

168. MO: Okay, then go over there and 
get your papers out of the .•. 

169. R: Ma, gimme one of those 
papers that, that, that you got then. 
Ma, gimme a paper. 

170. MO: Just a minute mijito. 

171. R: Na, na, na, na ... 

172. MO: What mijito? 
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173. R: I want these many papers. 
You do it with me. 

174. MO: What? 

175. R: You put on the fire thing. 

176. MO: Sounds like a good idea. 

177. S: You sa ••• you say chicken. 

178. R: Chicken, chicken, chicken, 
chicken ••• 

179. MO: Counting ..• 
What are you doing now, Richard? 

180. R: Drawing some pic •.• drawing 
a picture for my Nina. 

181. MO: Drawing a picture for your Nina? 

182. R: Yeah. 

183. MO: Ah •.. Why? 

184. R: Cause I like her ... {UI} 

185. MO: You just feel like it. 
Well that sounds really nice of you. 
(Counting) there. 

186. S: Ma ..• Manuel's messing me up. 

187. MO: Is he really messing you up? 

188. S: I wanna draw a kitty for 
her. I'm gonna try to draw a cat. 

189. MO: A cat? 

190. S: Uh, huh. 

191. MO: Why do you want to draw her 
a ca .•. oh, yeah, she's got a cat. 
Well why don't you get your stencil. 
There's a kitty cat on there. 
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192. s: What's a, where's the 
stencil at? 

193. MO: Over there in the desk 
drawer. 

194. s: Which one? The one way 
down at the bottom? 

195. MO: Uh, huh. 

196. S: The one with the square at 
the bottom. 

197. MO: Yep. 

198. S: Way, way, on the bottom? 

199. MO: Way, way on the bottom. 

200. S: Ma, where is it now? 

201. MO: Ha? 

202. S: Where is it? 

203. MO: In the desk drawer, on the 
right hand side. The one Momma got 
you guys, remember? 

204. S: What stencil? 

205. MO: Sergio, don't play dummy with me. 

206. S: I can't find the stencil. 

207. MO: It's that one ... 

208. S: Please find me it. 

209. MO: It's the one that's got the 
whatchamacallit ... the ... where's those 
things momma got you from, from 
Tupperware one time? 

210. S: I see now, I see now. 

211. MO: Okay. 
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212. S: Do you want one of those or 
one of ••. 

213. R: Ah huh, I forgot them ... 

214. S: Ow! 

215. R: Sorry! You're moving me. 

216. S: You're moving me too. 

217. MO: What's the matter mijito? 

218. S: I wanna go pee! 

219. R: Not yet, well. 

220. MO: Well, go! 

221. S: Anthony's in there. 

222. MO: Just knock on the door and 
tell him to please hurry up. You 
don't need to cry about it now, son. 
Tell him to hurry up! 

223. S: No, you. 

224. MO: Sergio, I'm gonna go tell 
him to hurry up. You've got a lot left. 

225. MO: Hurry up, Anthony. Look at 
Manuel. Manuel's reading here, 
Richard, are you reading? 

226. R: What book is that? 

227. MO: Huh? 

228. R: What book is that? 

229. MO: What book is what? 

230. R: That, that Manuel's reading. 

231. MO: You're gonna knock down my 
plant, and guess what's gonna happen. 

232. R: You're gonna get angry at 
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233. MO: 

234. s: 

235. R: 

236. MO: 

237. R: 

238. s: 

us. 

Verry goood, Richard. 

I wanna draw. 

Very, very good. 

Veri, veri, good. 

Yellow, that's yellow. 

What color do you want me to 
color my kitty, mom? Well, where's 
the pencil that Manuel had? 

239. MO: What? 

240. S: Manuel took away that pencil 
that I had! 

241. MO: You don't need to be 
shouting. I'm just trying to figure 
out what you did here. I'm just 
trying to figure out what it was you 
colored. Let's see, .. (mumbling) 

What? 

242. S: He lost the eraser! He 

243. MO: 

lost the eraser ... the lines go like 
this! 

Where is the eraser? 
He needs one. Anthony, find Richard an 
eraser. 

244. R: I don't need one. I don't 
wanna erase that one. 

245. S: (Crying) I don't wanna get 
one. They always take the pencils I 
have from me ••• 

246. MO: Sergio, must we whine? 

247. FA: What do you want? 

248. MO: I have no idea what he's 
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talking about. 

249. (Sergio crying.) 

250. MO: Richard, you know what's 
going to happen? You're already 
knocking my plants over aren't you? 
Then sit down. What, Sergio? 

251. S: (Crying) This scratches the paper. 

252. MO: Give him an eraser from the 

253. R 

254. MO: 

255. S: 

256. R: 

little purse. Yeah, let him use it. 
He just wants to erase. Leave it on. 
He's not gonna use the pencil. He 
just wants to use the eraser. Use 
your pencil, Sergio. 

(talking, singing in 
background and counting) 

Ah, that's good. You're 
counting to eleven, twelve. 

Ma, I went pee all over. 

I'm trying to count to 
eleven and to twelve. 

257. MOTHER: No! 
{UI} 

258. R: One, two, three, four, 
five, six, seven, eight, nine •.. I'm 
not counting this one. 

259. MO: Oh, you're counting this 
one? Okay. 

260. R: One, two, three, four, 
five, six, seven, eight, nine, ten, 
eleven, twelve. 

261. MO: Very good. Now can you tell 
me in Spanish? 

262. R: Cuato ... 

263. MO: No, uno. 
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264. R: cinco. 

(Mother and Richard start counting 
together; 

265. s: 

266. MO: 

267. R: 

268. MO: 

269. R: 

Uno, dos, tles, cuato, cinco, seis, sete, 
ocho, neve .•• 

Diez~ 

Anthony, let him do it. 

ocho . .. 

No, once. 

Nueve. 

270. MO: No, doce. This was nueve 
down here, remember? That's very 
good, Richard. I didn't know you 
could write to twelve. That's very, 
very, very good. Okay. What else 
can you do? 

271. R: How'd you spell thirteen? 

272. MO: How do you spell what? 

273. R: A thirteen. 
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274. MO: Thirteen, is a one and a 
three. You're welcome. 
dog? 

You're making a purple 

275. A: Thirteen, and a fourteen, a 
one and a four. 

276. R: One and a three and a one. 

277. A: No, a one and a four. 

278. R: I don't mean a one and a 
three already Anthony. 

279. A: Now you do a one and a four. 

280. R: Nuh huh, I don't got 



anymore to write. 

281. A: Wanna do dem to a hundred? 

282. R: No. 

283. A: I could. 

284. R: Let me see. I draw the 
pictures and I need one of these. 

285. A: I draw all the pictures and 
I need one of these. 

286. R: No, but you need a zero. 

287. A: I'm gonna draw pictures for 
my Nino Rudy. 

288. R: No, for your Nino Giro. 

289. A: I gonna draw one for my ... 

290. MO: Rudy's. 

291. R: Nino Rudy. 

292. A: Nino Rudy. 

293. R: Nino Rudy? 

294. A: Yeah, I'm gonna draw one for him. 

295. R: Your, your, your, your Nina 
ah, Vera, gave you the money. 

296. A: I know but I'm gonna, I'm 
drawing both of em. (Pause) (In a 
sing-song way) Storybook story, 
storybook story, storybook story, 
storybook story 

297. S: Mom, what'd Manuel do that 
makes you want to kind of laugh? 
He did two of them. 

298. R: I'm gonna draw a, I'm gonna 
draw a dog. 
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299. A: Storybook story, storybook 
story, storybook story ••• 

300. MO: What? Wait! 

301. S: I have these. 

302. MO: Not finished, but they {UI} 
Richard! 

303. A: Storybook story, storybook 
story .•• 

304. R: Anthony, let's go ride the car. 

305. A: What car? 

306. R: Hey Ma, they won't ride my car ... Mal 

307. MO: What? 

308. S: Ma, look what Manuel got. 

309. MO: He's just looking at it. 

311. S: Him? 

312. R: He can't even see it. 

313. A: He could see it. Storybook 
story, storybook story ... 

Lookit. Look what I'm making momma. 

314. MO: What are you making? A cat and a cat? 

315. A: I messed up on the cat so 
I'm making him wild, I did this, 
lookit mom. He gets hit with the 
ball and with the dog ... I'm gonna do 
the cat allover again. (Soft singing sounds) 

316. R: Ma, Miss Valenzuela's class, 
they're lucky, they get to draw 
pictures and I don't. Mom. 

317. MO: Yes, son. 

318. R: In Miss Valenzuela's, boys 
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are lucky, they get to draw pictures 
and they get to {UI} 

319. MO: Huh? 

320. A: Mrs. Valenzuela with the 
brown hair, she teaches the first grade. 

321. R: I know, I know, I ]mow 
Serge, they get to draw pictures .•. 

322. A: Miss Valenzuela, their kids 
are lucky, they get to draw pictures 
and I just get writing in mine. 

323. R: I just do writing in mine, too. 

324. MO: In Mrs. Valenzuela's class they do what? 

325. R: They, they, they write and 
they, she keeps, she keeps apart with 
it, she keeps apart like this and it 
keeps the pic ••• and they keep drawing 
on it like that, and they could draw 
on it and we can't draw where we ... 

END OF TAPE 
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HOMEWORK SESSION 

GAMBOA FAMILY: MOTHER AND TWO CHILDREN: NINE-YEAR OLD 
GABRIEL AND SIX YEAR OLD VANESSA. 

They have just finished putting away some groceries and mother 
has made some initial preparations for dinner. 

1. VA: 

2. MO: 

3. VA: 

4. MO: 

5. VA: 

6. MO: 

7. VA: 

8. MO: 

] 

DONE, MOM! 

Now you're going to write a sentence using 
these spelling words. So you have to write a 
sentence wi th ••• which word do you want to use? 
Wet? Do you know how to make a sentence with /wet/? 

Think of a sentence with /wet/. 

Hot? 

No. WET. 
Make up ... make up a sentence with /wet/. 

How do you ••• how do you make up a what? 
A sentence? 

Remember I told you? Well, think. 

Wet and dry. 

Like, "outside it is wet." 
Think of a sentence. 

(G. is articulating independent words relating to homework 
assignment.) 

9. GA: MOM! 

(No response.) 

10. GA: MOM! 

11. MO: What. 

12. GA: How do you spell "done"? 



13. MO: d-o-n-e. 

(Mother turns attention to VA's sentences. UI) 

14. GA: Journals •..• Mom. 
15. MO: Huh? 

16. GA: How do you spell "journals"? 

17. MO: Huh? 

18. GA: How do you spell "journals"? 

19. MO: j-o-u-r-n-a-I-s. 

20. GA: After "R", what? 

21- MO: n-a-I-s. 

22. GA: What's cooking? 

23. MO: Nothing yet. 

24. GA: UHHHHHHH .(complaining). 

25. MO: WELL! I'M HELPING YOU HERE!. YOU SAID 
TO HELP YOU! 

[ ] 

26 • VA: Pet .... I ..... have ...... a ...... new ..... pet. 

27. GA: Journals. 

28. VA: Make? 

29. MO: Met. 

DO IT LATER, GABRIEL! THAT'S VERY SLOPPY! 

30. GA: Well, I don't got any pencils. 

31. MO: Well, you can do neat with pen, too, just 
as well as you can with a pencil. 

] 

(Mother goes back to preparing dinner.) 
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32. MO: Where did you put the hamburger meat, 
Gabriel? 

33. GA: In the refrigerator. 

34. (Both children continue to articulate sporadic 
words from homework. No interaction.) 

35. GA: Mom! How do you spell "every"? 

36. MO: Think it out. 

37. GA: Huh? 

38. MO: Think it out. 

39. GA: UHHHH. I don't know how to spell it. 
[ ] 

uhh. v-e-r-y? 

40. MO: Right. 
[ ] 

I told you you knew how. 

41. VA: My shoe came off. 

42. GA: ....... was .•..•. good . 

43. VA: 

44. MO: 

45. VA: 

46. MO: 

47. VA: 

48. MO: 

49. GA: 

50. MO: 

....... yesterday •.... yesterday ..... mmmm .... we 
lost .•••• a •.••• scrimmage ..... game. 

Mom, I'm on my second word, number two. 

O.K. 

h . • -a ... h ... -a 
Mom. Mom. 

What? 

Come over here ..... Mom, come over here. 

JUST A MINUTE, VANESSA! 

Mom, how do you spell "practice"? 

p-r-a .... think it out. 
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51. GA: I don't know .•. I can't think ... (complaining tone. ) 



52. MO: 

53. GA: 

54. MO: 

55. GA: 

56. MO: 

57. GA: 

58. MO: 
59. GA: 

60. MO: 

61. GA: 

62. MO: 

63. GA: 

64. MO: 

65. GA: 

66. MO: 

67. GA: 

68. MO: 

69. GA: 

70. MO: 

71- GA: 

72. MO: 

73. GA: 

74. MO: 
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GABRIEL! You've always wanted me to give you big 
words to spell out. Now think it out. 

uhhhh ... p-r-a-

Yeah. 

t-i-s? 

No. 

p-r-a-c-t-i-s. 

No 
Well, that's you spell practice. 

Yeah, but there's another letter that sounds like a 
/sssss/ besides "SHe 

C? 

Yeah. 

t-i-s? 

No. You just SAID what the letter was, Gabriel. 

p-r-a-s-c 

No. You said it right the first time, except 
for the "SHe Now spell it out again. 

p-r-a-c-e? 

You're not thinking, you're just guessing. 

NO! I'm thinking. 

Well, say it again. 

p-r-a-c- .•• k? 

You said it right the first time ... Now 
think how you said it the first time. 

I said: p-r- ••• a- •• s. 

No. That's not what you said the first time. 



75. GA: C? p-a-r •.. p-r-a-c ••.• 

] 

76. MO: I-tis/. 

77. GA: t-i-s. 

78. MO: I just finished telling you another letter ..• 

79. GA: H? 

80. MO: I just finished telling you another letter that 
sounds like "s". 

81. GA: 

[ ] 

82. MO: 

83. GA: 

84. MO: 

85. GA: 

86. MO: 

87. GA: 

88. MO: 

89. GA: 

90. MO: 

91. GA: 

92. MO: 

[ ] 
You said it, Gabriel. 
[ ] 
What other letter can make the sound of "s"? 
Besides "s"? 
[ ] 
You said it earlier. 

C? 

C what? There's a silent letter at the end. 

E? 

Now spell it again. 

p-r-a-c ... 

Not "z". 

C, I said. 

Oh, O.K. p-r-a-c ... what? 

E? But that's what I said. 
-t-i-s. 

There you go again, using the "s". 

But first you said .••.. 

Spell it again. 
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93. GA: 

94. MO: 

95. GA: 

96. MO: 

97. GA: 

98. MO: 

p-r-a-c-c ••• 

You're just guessing. You're not thinking. 

/But first I said/ ••• p-r-a-c-e. 

No, it's not c-e. 

/uh-huh/. 

Now think of the word. PRAc-tice. 
Now spell it out ... 
[ ] 
You're not thinking, you're just jabbering 
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off words ... letters. Try spelling it on the paper. 
If you see it on the paper, then you'll know it. 
Spell it on the scratch sheet of paper, there. 
Right there on one of those papers there. 

99. GA: One of these? 

100. MO: Yeah. You said you want me .•• you want to learn 
how to spell words, well, you have to think 
them out. 

101. GA: write the alphabet? 

102. MO: NO! 

103. GA: write what? 

104. MO: PRACTICE! See if you ca put it on there and see 
if you spell it right. Think it out. 
[ ] 
Sound out the word in your head. 

105. (Mother turns attention to Vanessa. UI) 

106. MO: You still haven't figured it out? 
PRACTICE. p-r-a-c-t-i-c-e. 

107. GA: Oh. 

108. MO: OH! 

kept on 
Now you know how you said it betore, except you 

saying "s". 

109. GA: p-r-a-c-t .•• 

110. MO: Yes. 
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