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TRANSLANGUAGING AND EMERGING BILINGUALS’ ACADEMIC SELF-EFFICACY 
IN MATH AND ELA: AN INITIAL INVESTIGATION  

 

ABSTRACT 

 The population of Emergent Bilinguals (EB) in schools continues to rise annually in the 

United States (García et al., 2008) and with this consistent increase comes the question of how to 

best educate these students. Currently EBs are reporting lower levels of academic self-efficacy 

than their native English speaking peers (LeClair et al., 2009), which can lead to lowered 

academic performance (Bandura, 1993; Fan et al., 2012; Raoofi et al., 2012). Translanguaging is 

a revolutionary concept that rejects the classic perception of languages as separate entities within 

the brain. Instead, TLG views a person’s multiple languages as part of one united linguistic code 

(Celic & Seltzer, 2012; Otheguy et al., 2015; Velasco & García, 2013). The purpose of this study 

was to determine the level of academic self-efficacy in math and ELA of EBs enrolled in a 

bilingual program that uses translanguaging in class. Furthermore, this study investigated if there 

was a difference in the academic self-efficacy of EBs who use translanguaging in class and EBs 

who do not. The results indicated that EBs who use translanguaging in class have a high level of 

academic self-efficacy in math and ELA. This group of participants reported slightly higher 

academic self-efficacy than the participant group that does not use translanguaging. However, 

the results of a t-test found this difference to be statistically insignificant. The results of this 

study were intended to add to the small body of literature on the academic self-efficacy of EBs to 

inform best practices for this population of learners.  
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Introduction 
 

 The cultural, linguistic, and social fabric of the United States is constructed and enriched 

by the diversity of its citizens. An analysis of the student populations enrolled in public 

education provides an insightful snapshot into recent demographic trends illustrating the 

exponential growth of emergent bilinguals (EB) compared to the population of monolingual, 

native English speaking students across the country (García, Kleifgen, & Falchi, 2008). This 

swift increase of EBs in schools raises the question of how to best educate this population. 

Educational policymakers have grappled with this issue for years, especially in terms of 

appropriate language programming (Menken & Solorza, 2014; Rolstad, Mahoney, & Glass, 

2005). 

While the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation ensured that EBs could no longer be 

ignored, it failed to end their marginalization in school. General trends illustrate that EBs are 

performing poorly on the high stakes math, ELA and English language proficiency assessments 

put in place after NCLB. The severe consequences associated with poor test performance, such 

as school closure, fuel schools’ hesitancy to serve this population (Menken, 2010; Menken & 

Solorza, 2014). However, this rampant test and punish mentality raises concerns as to the valid 

instruction and assessment of EBs’ academic progress. Appropriate and effective education for 

EBs is multi-faceted and complex. It requires thoughtful and strategic consideration of multiple 

factors such as students’ home language, culture, personal and educational experiences, and 

current level of English language proficiency. 

Problem 
 
 The current narrow-minded focus on testing and accountability has distracted educators, 

administrators, and policymakers from leveraging other viable and more organic sources that 
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influence scholastic achievement, such as students’ academic self-efficacy. Academic self-

efficacy is defined as individuals’ confidence in their abilities to successfully complete a task in 

a given domain (Bandura, 1997; Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Ferla, Valcke, & Cai, 2009; Wang & 

Pape, 2009; Phakiti et al., 2013). There is a strong and recurrent theme in the literature 

suggesting that self-efficacy is a powerful predictor of future academic performance (Bandura, 

Barbaranelli, Vittorio Caprara, & Pastorelli, 1996; Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Chun & Dickson, 

2011; Ferla et al., 2009; LeClair, Doll, Osborn, & Jones, 2009; Multon, Brown, & Lent, 1991).   

Even if students possess the skills required to successfully complete academic tasks, low 

self-efficacy can undermine and diminish actual performance (Bandura, 1993; Fan et al., 2012; 

Raoofi, Tan, & Chan, 2012). Therefore, academic self-efficacy is a critical component to 

students’ academic performance and overall academic development. Current research suggests 

that EBs report lower levels of academic self-efficacy compared to their native English-speaking 

peers (LeClair et al., 2009). However, there is very little research on the academic self-efficacy 

of EBs, thus providing justification for the proposed research study (LeClair et al., 2009; 

Lockwood Hewitt, 2008).  

Over time, poor academic performance can result in the lowering of one’s academic self-

efficacy (Bandura, 1993). Generally speaking, EBs are not performing as well academically as 

their native English speaking peers (García et al., 2008; LeClair et al., 2009; Lockwood Hewitt, 

2008; Wang & Pape, 2007; Zychinski & Polo, 2012). In New York State, all students are 

required to pass the English and Math Regents in order to graduate. Menken (2010) found that 

only 41% of EBs were able to fulfill the English Regents requirement compared to 76% of native 

English speaking students, while 52% of EBs met the Math Regents requirement compared to 

77% of native English speaking students. However, EBs are faced with the task of learning 
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content and language simultaneously, which augments the challenge of maintaining achievement 

parity with peers in predominately monolingual English environments.  

Purpose  
 

Bilingual education is supported by the research as an effective program model for EBs 

(Baker, 2011; Rolstad et al., 2005). However in bilingual education, the two languages are kept 

separate from one another during instruction and the extent of this separation is dependent upon 

the program type. In recent years, a new concept called translanguaging (TLG) has emerged in 

the field of second language acquisition. According to TLG, a bilingual’s two languages are 

represented as one integrated linguistic code (Celic & Seltzer, 2012; Otheguy, García, & Reid, 

2015; Velasco & García, 2013). Consequently, TLG shatters the expectation that EBs’ multiple 

languages should be kept separate during instruction.  

Used pedagogically, TLG strategies in the classroom provide EBs with the ability to use 

both of their languages to accomplish academic tasks. Bandura (1977, 1997) posits that of the 

four sources from which self-efficacy is derived, previous experiences and performances are the 

most powerful. In other words, people’s previous performance experiences shape how they 

appraise their self-efficacy in the given context. Therefore, if the use of TLG strategies in school 

liberates students from linguistic restriction in their ability to participate and perform 

academically, then perhaps they will experience more successful performance accomplishments 

in school, and ultimately better perceptions of their academic self-efficacy.  

Based on these assumptions, this research will conduct an initial investigation of EBs’ 

self-reported academic self-efficacy. The purpose of this research is to determine the level of 

EBs’ academic self-efficacy in math and ELA in a classroom where TLG is used. In addition, the 

purpose of this research is to determine if EBs who use TLG strategies will report higher levels 
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of academic self-efficacy in math and ELA compared to EBs who do not use TLG strategies in 

class. Based on the discussion above, my research questions are: 

1.) What is the extent of 5th grade EBs’ academic self-efficacy in math and ELA 

in a bilingual classroom that uses translanguaging? 

2.) Is there a difference in academic self-efficacy in math and ELA between a 5th 

grade bilingual class using translanguaging strategies (BLE-TLG) and a 6th 

grade bilingual class not using translanguaging strategies (BLE-no TLG) 

based on perception of performance? 

Significance 
 

The influence of academic self-efficacy on academic performance provides a valid 

justification for educators and policymakers to cultivate a deeper understanding of academic self-

efficacy. This research is significant because if the EBs exposed to TLG strategies report higher 

levels of academic self-efficacy in math and ELA than those who do not use TLG in school, then 

there is reason to believe that TLG may be an effective pedagogical strategy for all EBs, not just 

those enrolled in a bilingual program. Such findings would also indicate this is a fruitful area of 

inquiry, thus demanding more research be done to expand this initial research. 

 Moreover, if the findings suggest that the students exposed to TLG strategies report 

higher levels of academic self-efficacy, then there is initial evidence supporting the 

recommendation of TLG as an effective instructional strategy to policymakers and educators to 

not only improve language instruction, but to also enhance and improve students’ academic self-

efficacy. Educators equipped with this knowledge can design interventions and instruction 

aligned with TLG strategies with the specific purpose of increasing students’ academic self-

efficacy, and ultimately improving their academic achievement (Lane, Lane, Kyprianou, 2004). 
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This research will also contribute to the existing, but very limited, collection of research on the 

academic self-efficacy of EBs.  
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Literature Review 

Emergent Bilinguals  

 The term emergent bilingual (EB) pertains to students who are learning English as a 

second language in school. Thus, they are in the process of becoming bilingual (García et al., 

2008; Mahoney, in press). Previously referred to as Limited English Proficient (LEP) and 

English Language Learner (ELL), the term EB more aptly embodies the fluid language practices 

of those who are bilingual or becoming bilingual. While previous terminology focused on what 

these students lack linguistically, it is critical for educators, administrators, and policymakers to 

realize that EBs are not deficient in any regard. In fact, they are poised to become bilingual and 

able to perform at high levels in two languages (García et al., 2008). In support of this shift in 

terminology this literature review will utilize the acronym EB to bring attention to the unique 

needs of this growing student demographic.  

Demographic Trends of Emergent Bilinguals  

 EBs are a growing population in public schools across the United States (García et al., 

2008; LeClair et al., 2009; National Center for Education Statistics, 2015; Wang & Pape, 2007; 

Zychinski & Polo, 2012). In fact, from 1995-2005, the population of EBs increased by 56% 

while the overall student population grew a meager 2.6% (García et al., 2008). While EBs are in 

no way a homogenous group, general trends appear in demographic characteristics. For instance, 

the majority of EBs are Spanish speakers, many are of low socioeconomic status (SES), many 

live in urban settings, almost half are immigrants, and few have parents who completed formal 

schooling (García et al., 2008). Although Spanish speakers are the largest group of EBs 

accounting for 62% of non-native English speakers (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011), there are an 

estimated 460 languages spoken by all EBs throughout the United States (García et al., 2008).  
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 The linguistic diversity of this population is truly incredible thus highlighting the unique 

skill set and background knowledge these students bring to the classroom. However, providing 

effective education for EBs has and continues to be an uphill battle. The estimated dropout rate 

among Latino EBs is at 59% while the dropout rate for English proficient Latinos is at 15% 

(García et al., 2008). Menken (2010) reported that the dropout rate of EBs in New York City 

increased following the requirement that EBs participate in New York State Regents. EBs who 

drop out typically display lower levels of academic self-efficacy than their peers who completed 

their education (Kettler, Shiu, & Johnsen, 2006). Statistics such as these are disheartening but 

reflect the pivotal role that language plays in the effective education of EBs. Regardless of 

philosophy and ideology, it is apparent that something needs to be done to affect positive and 

lasting change for these students in their academic journey.  

The Education of Emergent Bilinguals  

 The distinction between additive and subtractive language contexts appears in most 

discussions on education for EBs. Simply stated, additive language contexts are environments in 

which the home language of the EB is seen as an asset and is encouraged to develop alongside of 

the new language. Within this construct the new language will not replace the home language. 

However within a subtractive language context the new language generally replaces the home 

language due to little emphasis being placed on the continual development of the home language 

(Baker, 2011; García & Sylvan, 2011; Wright, 2010). There are devastating consequences to 

subtractive language contexts that can alter the course of EBs’ lives, which include but are not 

limited to: EBs’ inability to communicate with their family in the home language, 

intergenerational tension, and identity issues (Wright, 2010). 
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No child left behind. Although NCLB increased national awareness of the EB 

population in schools, the legislation required that EBs take the same annual high stakes 

assessment in math and ELA as their monolingual native English speaking peers in addition to 

standardized tests measuring English language proficiency. Devastating repercussions such as 

grade retention or withholding of diplomas await those students who fail these high stakes 

assessments (Menken, 2010). Not only are these assessments inaccurate indicators of EBs’ 

progress because they are normed for native English speakers, they also force educators to 

reframe instruction to prepare students for these tests rather than providing instruction 

appropriately aligned with EBs’ actual needs (Menken, 2010; Menken & Solorza, 2014).  

Schools are also required to show that EBs make adequate yearly gains in English 

language proficiency. A truly valid standardized test measuring language proficiency is very 

difficult to create due to the complexities involved in language acquisition. Giving EBs tests in 

the language that they are in the process of acquiring creates issues in determining if the test is 

measuring their content or language knowledge (Mahoney, in press; Wolf, Farnsworth, & 

Herman, 2008). Naturally, EBs are not performing well on these high stakes content and 

language assessments and as a result, schools with high populations of EBs are more likely to 

find themselves labeled as failing or in need of restructuring, creating little incentive for schools 

to welcome these students who need effective instruction most (Menken, 2010; Menken & 

Solorza, 2014).   

NCLB was not intentionally meant to influence language policy. However the high stakes 

assessments embedded in NCLB perpetuated an implicit English only language policy in schools 

aimed at raising test scores. Over time this created an inhospitable environment for development 

of bilingualism and biliteracy (Hornberger & Link, 2012; Menken & Solorza, 2014). NCLB did 
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not purposely seek to dismantle bilingual education programs, yet bilingual education was an 

unforeseen casualty of this legislation. NCLB was reauthorized just before the end of 2015 with 

new legislation titled Every Student Succeeds Act. President Obama signed this legislation on 

December 10, 2015, with the hope of addressing the fundamental issues identified after years of 

operating under NCLB. One area of NCLB that the Every Student Succeeds Act stands to amend 

is the accountability and one size fits all approach to instruction and assessment, which holds 

particular salience for EBs and their teachers (U.S. Department of Education, n.d).  

 Language programming. Language programming for EBs continues to be a highly 

contentious and often misinformed debate in both political and public discourse (Menken & 

Solorza, 2014; Rolstad et al., 2005). The achievement gap between EBs and English majority 

students in the U.S. public school system has become highly politicized, with the media and 

politicians neglecting years of research in favor of implementing inappropriate policy based on 

misinformation and personal beliefs. Unfortunately, the consistent underachievement of EBs is 

commonly blamed on the program model, the individual student, and differing language 

practices at home and at school. These misinformed assumptions perpetuate deficit framing and 

undermine years of research on effective language programming for EBs (Baker, 2011). 

Researchers have countered that in reality the achievement gap is more of an opportunity gap. 

The opportunity gap accounts for the fact that many EBs are of low SES status and attend urban, 

underfunded schools where they are not afforded the same educational opportunities as their 

more privileged peers (Kelly, 2011). There are a number of factors involved in the success or 

failure of EBs in schools and neglecting the sociocultural, political, and economic context 

surrounding EBs and their education is a disservice to this population and society at large.  
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Language program models for EBs range from what is called submersion (or sink of 

swim) to strong forms of bilingual education such as dual immersion. Submersion resembles a 

subtractive context where the goal of the program is to shift students away from the use of their 

home language towards dominant English use. In contrast, a dual immersion program is 

considered additive because it focuses on developing both languages simultaneously and equally 

(Baker, 2011, García et al., 2008). While the ESL program model has become quite popular 

across the United States, the literature suggests that bilingual education is more effective in the 

long-term education of EBs than other program types (Baker, 2011; Rolstad et al., 2005). Despite 

the data demonstrating the benefits of language programming that includes home languages, 

bilingual education actually decreased in the wake of NCLB (Menken & Solorza, 2014). 

Bilingual education. There are several types of bilingual education commonly found in 

the U.S. that include: transitional bilingual programs, developmental bilingual programs, and two 

way bilingual programs (Baker, 2011; García & Sylvan, 2011). Transitional bilingual programs 

temporarily utilize students’ home languages with the underlying intent to transition them from 

the minority language to the majority language over the course of several years. Initially, 

students receive more instruction in their home language than English but as students progress 

through the program the percentage shifts and students receive more instruction in English than 

their home language (Baker, 2011). Developmental bilingual programs attempt to foster both the 

home language as well as English acquisition. This program type begins with more instruction in 

the home language that gradually levels out to a more balanced 50/50 use of the home language 

and target language (García et al., 2008). Rolstad et al. (2005) conducted a meta-analysis of 

program models and found transitional bilingual programs were less effective than 

developmental bilingual programs. The third form of bilingual education is called two-way 
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bilingual programs. These programs recruit both language minority and majority students and 

educate them using both languages (García & Sylvan, 2011). Both languages are used for 

instruction with the minority language being used for up to 50% of the school instruction with 

the goal of achieving bilingualism and biliteracy. These programs are generally concerned with 

keeping language boundaries within classes by encouraging that only one language be spoken 

during each class period. Additionally, these programs strive to create bicultural students through 

the interaction of both language minority and majority students. Daily bilingual interactions 

assist the students in developing cultural sensitivity towards others through learning a second 

language (Baker, 2011). 

Although bilingual education includes the use of two languages in instruction, it must be 

noted that the two languages are rarely, if ever, used simultaneously. Generally speaking, most 

bilingual education classrooms require a clear separation of the two languages for specific 

purposes and functions. The languages may be separated according to the subject, the teacher, 

class period, or day of the week. Justification for this language separation has been described as 

being in the best interest of the child and to ensure proper language allocation based on program 

type (Creese & Blackledge, 2010). Researchers argue that strict language separation as a 

framework of bilingual education extends from monolingual ideologies and monolingual 

perspectives on language learning (Creese & Blackledge, 2010; García & Sylvan, 2011). The 

languages are being learned and developed separately, reflecting the underlying monolingual 

assumption that a bilingual individual is the sum of two internal monolingual beings. However, 

this dichotomous representation of the home language and target language is not representative 

of EBs’ true linguistic practices. These researchers call for a restructuring of bilingual pedagogy 

that reflects the actual linguistic practices of EBs. This notion of validating fluid language 
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practices in school is a fundamental basis to a relatively new strategy called translanguaging. 

Translanguaging may be the key to providing instruction that is reflective and supportive of EBs’ 

linguistic practices. 

Translanguaging 

Translanguaging (TLG) challenges the pervasive monolingual conceptual framework of 

bilingualism. Historical views of language learning considered each language to be a separate 

entity or code within the brain designated as the first language or second language. The concept 

of TLG contends that a bilingual’s two languages are in fact part of an integrated system without 

boundaries (Celic & Seltzer, 2012; Otheguy et al., 2015; Velasco & García, 2013). This idea is 

called dynamic bilingualism and has been conceptualized as an all-terrain vehicle, capable of 

maneuvering through any communicative terrain. Dynamic bilingualism has shifted perceptions 

of language from being a static entity to an active, evolving practice (García & Sylvan, 2011). 

TLG is more representative of how language is used as a verb (Sayer, 2013).  

García (2009) defines TLG as the “multiple discursive practices in which bilinguals 

engage in order to make sense of their bilingual worlds” (p. 45). In other words, TLG embodies 

the dynamic, fluid, and natural language practices of bilinguals (Creese & Blackledge, 2010). 

Therefore, TLG demands that the communicative repertoire of an EB is treated as a resource and 

also the norm, rather than something that needs to be corrected (Celic & Seltzer, 2012; 

Hornberger & Link, 2012). Although TLG includes both codeswitching and translation, it 

extends far beyond these two skills because it embodies the ways in which EBs interpret, 

interact, and make sense of their environment (García & Sylvan, 2011).  

The versatility of TLG accounts for its ability to be used as both a pedagogical strategy 

and a natural communicative tool utilized by EBs (Celic & Seltzer, 2012; Hornberger & Link, 
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2012; Velasco & García, 2013). It creates spaces for integrated language development at all 

points of a bilingual spectrum. By validating EBs’ linguistic practices in school, TLG allows EBs 

to use their home language practices in school to facilitate the development of their school 

language practices that includes academic language development (Celic & Seltzer, 2012). García 

and Sylvan (2011) agree with this premise and state that it is, “important to view translanguaging 

as complex discursive practices that enable bilingual students to also develop and enact standard 

academic ways of languaging” (p. 389). 

Translanguaging as part of bilingual pedagogy. As a pedagogical tool, TLG requires 

the use of both languages to explain, clarify, and summarize instructional activities so that all 

members of the class can actively participate and construct knowledge. This fluid use of 

language is necessary so that teachers and students understand the expectations associated with 

their role (Creese & Blackledge, 2010; Sayer, 2013). Neither teacher nor student is under 

restriction to conform to the language practices prescribed by a third party or policy. They can 

use the language skills at their disposal to construct meaning on a situational basis to suit their 

needs. After analyzing interactions in a bilingual classroom where the teacher utilized TLG to 

include English, Spanish, and TexMex, Sayer (2013) found that even though a lesson may be 

delivered in predominantly one language, the teacher encouraged students to draw from their 

entire linguistic repertoire to understand and access the content. Sayer (2013) concluded that, “a 

translanguaging lens is less focused on language per se, and more concerned with examining 

how bilinguals make sense of things through language” (p. 84).  

This notion of using TLG so that all students can access the content is of paramount 

importance. García and Sylvan (2011) studied classrooms at International High Schools in New 

York City that utilized TLG. These schools catered to newcomer immigrants, who often require 
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more than four years to graduate high school. However, these schools boasted graduation rates 

that were 13% higher than other schools serving EBs in New York City. Through the use of 

TLG, these students were able to use their home language, in addition to the target language, to 

access the content and develop the literacy skills needed to complete high school. They were not 

restricted in the home language use, but rather encouraged to use it as a resource, aiding in their 

academic performance.  

Teachers and administrators are not required to be fluent in their students’ home 

languages in order to effectively implement TLG strategies. In fact it would be impossible to find 

teachers fluent in all of their students’ languages. Celic and Seltzer (2012) authored a guide 

titled, “Translanguaging: A CUNY-NYSIEB Guide For Educators,” which is filled with 

numerous strategies that educators can use to promote TLG in their classroom. The guide 

includes recommended adaptations of the strategies at elementary, middle, and secondary grade 

levels. However, for proper implementation in schools, translanguaging must trump the classic 

monolingual approach to language learning.  

Translanguaging outside of school. TLG is said to reflect the natural communicative 

language practices of EBs. Outside of school, TLG often manifests in the lives of EBs as 

language brokering. Language brokering describes children’s role in interpreting cultural and 

linguistic scenarios for their parents who do not speak the majority language (Buriel, Chavez, 

DeMent, Moran, Perez, 1998; Dorner, Orellana, & Li-Grining, 2007). Language brokering is a 

very common practice for EBs. The cognitive demands involved in language brokering have 

been well documented in the literature. Researchers recognize that young children are not only 

required to interpret between two languages and two cultures, but they are also exposed to adult 

situations and involved in important decision making situations (Buriel et al., 1998). Examples of 
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situations in which children are employed as language brokers include discussions of family 

finances, medical appointments, and meetings with school officials (Dorner et al., 2007). Due to 

their functional role in both cultural and linguistic worlds, they acculturate rather than assimilate, 

thus enhancing their biculturalism. Within these various situations, EBs are exposed to 

vocabulary typically uncommon in the home. Therefore from the time they are able to broker 

these children develop the skills and strategies that will become useful as they begin to learn the 

academic language necessary to succeed in school (Buriel et al., 1998). 

Buriel et al. (1998) studied the relationship between language brokering and multiple 

factors, including academic self-efficacy among EBs. The researchers hypothesized that 

students’ previous experiences as language brokers would positively influence the students’ 

academic self-efficacy. Self-efficacy, which will be explored in the following section, is 

essentially a person’s perception of their ability to achieve certain outcomes (Bandura, 1997). 

Buriel et al. (1998) thought that previous experiences as language brokers might empower 

students and heighten their perceptions of their self-efficacy. Of all the variables tested, they 

found academic self-efficacy to be the most powerful predictor of academic performance. In 

terms of language brokering, they found that, “affective dimension of the brokering construct, 

feelings (about brokering), was related to academic self-efficacy” (Buriel et al., 1998, p. 289). 

The results of this study are noteworthy because if EBs’ integrated communicative language 

practices in their personal lives are connected to their academic self-efficacy, then perhaps TLG 

can be used in school to promote positive experiences with the potential to influence students’ 

academic self-efficacy.  
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Deconstructing Self-Efficacy 

 Self-efficacy, as part of Bandura’s social cognitive theory, is defined as an individual’s 

perception of his ability to successfully accomplish a task or goal (Bandura, 1997). Self-efficacy 

emphasizes the functional role of human agency in the pursuit of desired outcomes. Human 

agency describes personal control of behavior that includes the ability to set goals, to self-

regulate, and to evaluate performance (Bandura, 1993; Woolfolk, 2014). An individual with high 

levels of self-efficacy will display increased levels of confidence in their ability to accomplish a 

task, even those tasks which appear most challenging. Conversely, individuals with low self-

efficacy will experience self-doubt and even frustration and stress when confronted with a 

difficult task or situation (Bandura, 1993).  

The extent of individuals’ belief in their capabilities, or efficacy expectations, will 

determine the amount of effort and persistence they will apply to a situation (Bandura, 1997; 

Lane et al., 2004). Efficacy expectations determine if an individual will even venture to confront 

a situation at all, resulting in either engagement or disengagement in the situation, thus 

illustrating the role of self-efficacy on behavioral functions. Interpretation of effort and ability 

are used in the construction of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Lane et al., 2004). People who 

easily complete a task that is difficult for others are more likely to experience higher self-

efficacy than if they had been required to work intensively to accomplish the same task. The 

former situation implies higher levels of ability than the latter. Failure resulting from a perceived 

lack of effort rather than ability is less likely to impact self-efficacy (Lane et al., 2004). 

As part of his theoretical framework for self-efficacy, Bandura (1977, 1997) cited four 

major sources from which individuals derive their sense of self-efficacy that include: 

“performance accomplishments, vicarious experiences, verbal persuasion, and physiological 
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states” (Bandura, 1977, p. 195). Individuals weigh the input from these four sources in 

conjunction with their assessment of the context in which they find themselves to determine self-

efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Lane et al., 2004).   

Performance accomplishments. Performance accomplishments are deemed the most 

powerful source of self-efficacy due to the experiential component, which draws on the 

cognitive, behavioral, and self-regulatory skill set. Those who experience success on a regular 

basis are more likely to develop a durable sense of self-efficacy that can withstand intermittent 

failure in addition to shaping how they approach challenging situations. It may seem intuitive to 

declare that positive performances will generally increase self-efficacy, whereas negative 

performances will decrease self-efficacy, but it is much more complex than that. There are 

situational factors that need to be accounted for, however, the most critical factor in determining 

the relative success or failure behind a performance experience resides in the individual's 

perception, interpretation, and reflection of the experience in question. Other factors involved in 

assessing performance success or failure stem from an individual’s perception of task difficulty 

and the amount of effort required during task completion. Task difficulty is assessed through 

evaluation of familiarity with the task, the need for assistance in completing the task, or 

perception of others’ performance on the task (Bandura, 1997).  

The implications of personal reflection of a performance experience cannot be 

understated. Two people with the same performance on a given academic task may draw 

conclusions that assess their self-efficacy in different ways (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003). Self-

efficacy is derived from both positive and negative performance experiences, whichever a person 

chooses to fixate on. Therefore, if a person remembers their performance experiences early on in 
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the acquisition of a skill, they will most likely remember the growing pains associated with the 

early stages of learning (Bandura, 1997).  

 Vicarious experiences. Vicarious experiences are rooted in people’s comparison of 

other’s performance and experiences in relation to their own. These comparisons serve to 

contextualize the relative success or failure of one’s own endeavors. Generally speaking, people 

choose to compare their experiences to those with whom they have consistent interaction or with 

whom they share similar characteristics. The degree to which self-efficacy is altered due to 

vicarious experiences will be based on the perceived success or failure of those in the 

comparison group. Members of the comparison group can serve as leaders by maintaining a 

positive, resilient demeanor in the pursuit of a challenging task. To improve the chances of 

positively influencing self-efficacy, individuals chosen as models should be more inspirational 

and informative rather than solely rooted in comparison (Bandura, 1997). In school this practice 

is referred to as peer modeling, and has been cited as a way to enhance self-efficacy. It is most 

beneficial if the peer models explicitly share the steps and strategies they employed to serve as a 

guide to other students (Margolis & McCabe, 2003). 

Interestingly, positive vicarious experiences may even serve to cushion the blow of a 

negative or unsuccessful performance experience. This is even more likely if there is a plethora 

of individuals to look to because, “similar attainments by many individuals carry persuasive 

force” (Bandura, 1997, p. 99). The current high stakes testing environment of public education 

provides an interesting context to analyze the relative force of vicarious experiences in action. 

Typically, EBs perform lower than native English students on these mandated assessments by 

20-50 percentage points. Researchers have documented an increase in the dropout rate of EBs in 

New York City following the requirement that EBs participate in New York State Regents 
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(Menken, 2010). It is logical to question if EBs consistent underperformance on these high stakes 

tests compared to their English proficient peers is negatively impacting their self-efficacy curated 

from both vicarious experience and perception of performance.  

Verbal persuasion. The key element to verbal persuasion resides in its authenticity. 

Disingenuous comments are transparent to the recipient, ultimately undermining the recipient’s 

self-efficacy. Authentic verbal persuasion helps people persevere during challenging trials and is 

often packaged in the form of feedback. People in a position to provide feedback must be aware 

of the impact their words can have to raise or lower self-efficacy. Interpretation of feedback is 

directly influenced by how it is delivered. For example if it focuses on progress made towards a 

goal or task rather than harping on what remains to be done, it can foster self-efficacy. Therefore, 

constructive feedback is more productive than negative, nitpicking feedback. When processing 

verbal feedback, recipients assess numerous characteristics of the person giving feedback that 

include the person’s knowledge of the subject and their overall authority in the matter (Bandura, 

1997).  

Verbal persuasion has a better chance of effecting positive change in self-efficacy if it 

strikes a balance between realistic expectations and inspiration, residing just beyond the person’s 

current level of ability (Bandura, 1997). While the influence of verbal persuasion is promising, it 

can be swiftly discredited by negative performance experiences (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003). It 

cannot compensate for a lack of skill nor can it appear intermittently and without purpose. 

Therefore, verbal persuasion should be a strategic, long standing campaign with a focus on 

individual improvement rather than competitive performance with others. Activities should be 

structured to enhance and develop skills because skill development coupled with strategic 
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feedback has the potential to effect real change in self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Margolis & 

McCabe, 2003).  

Physiological and affective states. The level to which physiological and affective 

symptoms can influence perceived self-efficacy is dependent upon interpretation of the 

emotional arousal and the value or meaning associated with this arousal (Bandura, 1997; Bong & 

Skaalvik, 2003). Based on emotional reactions to external situations or demands, people learn 

under which conditions certain physiological or affective symptoms will manifest. People who 

consider their emotional reactions as useful to successful performance will be positively inclined 

to these feelings while those who feel shackled by their emotional and physiological reactions 

will have negative associations. Therefore, affective feelings dictate an individual’s emotional 

response to a situation. For example, a person with high self-efficacy is less likely to be derailed 

by feelings of anxiety or stress in a challenging situation, whereas a person with low self-efficacy 

might be (Bandura, 1993; Wang & Pape, 2007). Ideally, emotions should provide enough 

stimulation to demand careful attention to the task at hand, but not enough to overwhelm the 

person and derail their performance. Therefore, teachers should consider limiting activities that 

are known to cause severe anxiety or stress to students (Margolis & McCabe, 2003). In addition, 

affective states include mood, which alters perceptions of self-efficacy in various situations and 

how memories of past performances are reconstructed. In general, negative moods are associated 

with negative memories of previous events while positive moods are associated with positive 

memory reconstruction (Bandura, 1997). 

While the above mentioned sources of self-efficacy serve to explain the manner through 

which self-efficacy is constructed and interpreted, not every source of self-efficacy will hold 
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equal influence in every situation. Self-efficacy is the result of complex intellectual processing of 

the sources relevant to the situation at hand (Bandura, 1997).  

 Evaluation of ability and skill. Perceived ability is central to self-efficacy. If an 

individual believes in their ability to perform a task, achieve a goal, or successfully deal with a 

situation, they are more likely to experience success on account of their positive self-efficacy 

(Bandura, 1993). The literature distinguishes between two types of ability. For some people, 

ability is viewed as a fixed entity within themselves. This perception of ability often initiates 

lower self-efficacy because when individuals fail, they attribute and internalize the failure as 

their lack of intelligence and ability. Alternatively, individuals who view ability as a malleable 

quality that can be developed over time through experience are more likely to display higher 

levels of self-efficacy because to them, all opportunities, especially those that are challenging, 

are a chance to increase their knowledge base and grow intellectually. There is no scorecard or 

constant comparison between peers according to this type of ability. It is very much an individual 

journey (Bandura, 1993). 

 The construct of self-efficacy, while very important, does not set out to undermine the 

importance of personal skill or knowledge. However, self-efficacy appraisal places more value 

on perceptions and beliefs of skills rather than the skills themselves (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; 

Wang & Pape, 2007). Interestingly, research suggests that even those with adequate skills may 

experience undesirable or even subpar results due to high levels of self-doubt resulting from low 

self-efficacy (Bandura, 1993; Fan et al., 2012). This observation holds particular salience in the 

field of education because even if a student learns the requisite skills involved in successfully 

mastering coursework, they may never reap the benefits of this knowledge due to low self-

efficacy.  
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Academic Self-Efficacy  

 Academic self-efficacy takes the construct of self-efficacy as discussed above, and 

contextualizes it within a school setting. Therefore, academic self-efficacy is defined as self-

perceived confidence and ability to successfully accomplish or perform academically (Bandura, 

1997; Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Ferla et al., 2009; Phakiti, Hirsh, & Woodrow, 2013). Research 

suggests that academic self-efficacy can be domain or subject specific (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; 

Ferla et al., 2009; Wang & Pape, 2009); therefore, students’ academic self-efficacy may vary 

from subject to subject or from task to task. Consequently, questions used to measure academic 

self-efficacy tend to include students’ perceived confidence in their ability or expectation to 

perform within a certain subject or on a specific task (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003).  

 The domain specific element of the self-efficacy construct is observable within the 

domain of language learning. For example, children in a study conducted by Wang and Pape 

(2007) reported high self-efficacy in speaking and listening in English yet low self-efficacy in 

reading and writing, which is an interesting mix of productive and receptive language skills. It is 

important for teachers to account for this when planning strategies to improve self-efficacy. Self-

efficacy is a multifaceted construct and its potential impact on students’ performance is a 

reasonable cause to further explore this critical component to academic success. 

Appraisal of academic self-efficacy draws primarily from previous performance 

experiences much like general self-efficacy as discussed earlier. Yet academic self-efficacy is 

also evaluated based on comparison to others or vicarious experiences (Bandura, 1997; Bong & 

Skaalvik, 2003). Due to the domain and task specific focus of academic self-efficacy, application 

of appraised academic self-efficacy has particular utility in predicting performance on future 

tasks or within future situations (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Ferla et al., 2009). Academic self-
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efficacy influences how an individual approaches academic tasks, accounting for goal setting, 

strategy selection, applied effort, and evaluation. These skills are often referred to as self-

regulatory skills (Bandura, 1993; Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Phakiti et al., 2013; Velasco & García, 

2013).  

 Self-regulatory skills. Self-regulatory skills are central in the discussion on academic 

self-efficacy because students’ appraised level of academic self-efficacy will influence how 

students regulate and approach their learning (Bandura, 1993; Phakiti et al., 2013). Self-

regulatory skills are an important component to students’ overall academic self-efficacy because 

it accounts for the students’ role as the active agent of their own learning (Bandura, 1993; 

Velasco & García, 2013; Woolfolk, 2014). Self-regulatory skills include planning or goal setting, 

the selection of appropriate strategies to achieve the set goal, the ability to monitor behavior, and 

self-evaluation of performance. In other words, self-regulatory skills account for students’ 

strategies in self-monitoring and self-evaluation (Bandura, 1993; Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Phakiti 

et al., 2013). Teachers should explicitly teach learning strategies to enhance students’ confidence 

in facing academic tasks and improving their ability to self-regulate their learning (Margolis & 

McCabe, 2003).   

Winstead (2013) investigated how English learners and Spanish learners in a dual 

language program worked to self-regulate their language learning and how they viewed their 

participation during this process. Three stages of student language development were identified. 

During the first stage students experienced levels of anxiety and frustration. By the third stage 

students were experiencing confidence and capability in their language skills. By teaching other 

students, they became aware of skills that would assist them in learning their second language.  
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Velasco and García (2013) analyzed EB writing samples to ascertain how TLG helped 

students to self-regulate their writing from the initial planning to the editing stages. Self-

regulatory skills are important to the writing process because they require reflection and goal 

setting as students plan what they will write about. Through the use of TLG during the planning, 

revising, and writing, the EBs in the study were not constricted by rigid English only rules, but 

rather they were able to draw on their full linguistic repertoire during all stages of the writing 

process resulting in effective communication with the reader and successful completion of the 

writing task. The analysis of the progression of writing samples completed by EBs illustrates that 

TLG is so much more than just a pedagogical strategy because it is intuitively and independently 

used by EBs to self-regulate their academic development (Velasco & García, 2013). 

Baleghizadeh and Masoun (2013) found that students who were taught to use regular 

self-assessment skills demonstrated increased self-efficacy in language learning. They contend 

that self-assessment requires students’ awareness to select and apply effective strategies in their 

academic endeavors, thus increasing confidence in their abilities. Strong and consistent use of 

self-regulatory skills provides the most beneficial effects (Bandura, 1993). Moreover, research 

shows that students’ self-regulatory efficacy does in fact influence both their motivation and 

academic performance (Alivernini & Lucidi, 2011).  

 Motivation. Academic self-efficacy is a fundamental component to motivation because 

self-efficacy influences academic engagement and the amount of effort and perseverance applied 

in the pursuit of a task or goal (Bandura, 1993; Margolis & McCabe, 2003). Therefore, students 

with low academic self-efficacy are less likely to be motivated to engage in school. In response 

to academic demands in school, students with low academic self-efficacy may be more prone to 

experience anxiety, stress, or even depression. Research suggests that students with low 
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academic self-efficacy would benefit from activities that reside just beyond their current level of 

independent skill ability yet will not induce insurmountable stress and anxiety. A thorough 

understanding of self-efficacy and its influences on motivation allows educators to structure 

appropriate class settings where students can experience success. When students do experience 

success it is advised that teachers encourage them to analyze their success to bring awareness to 

the strategies and skills used by the student in order to build self-efficacy (Margolis & McCabe, 

2003).   

Academic Self-Efficacy and EBs 

There is a wealth of research documenting the relationship between academic self-

efficacy and academic performance and achievement (Bandura, 1993; Bandura et al., 1996; 

Chun & Dickson, 2011; LeClair et al., 2009; McMahon et al., 2008; Multon et al., 1991; Wang 

& Pape, 2007). The discussion thus far has established that academic self-efficacy is a worthy 

subject of inquiry within the field of education. However there is a limited body of research on 

the academic self-efficacy of EBs. Unfortunately, the research that has been conducted on EBs’ 

academic self-efficacy indicates that EBs report lower levels of academic self-efficacy than their 

native English-speaking peers (LeClair et al., 2009).  

The numbers of EBs in public school continues to grow with each academic school year. 

During the 2002-2003 school year, EBs represented 8.7% of the public school population in the 

United States but in the 2012-2013 school year EBs grew to 9.2% (National Center for Education 

Statistics, 2015). Despite this demographic trend, there still appears to be a gap in academic 

performance between EBs and non-EBs (García et al., 2008; LeClair et al., 2009; Lewis et al., 

2012; Lockwood Hewitt, 2008; Wang & Pape, 2007; Zychinski & Polo, 2012). The Office of 

English Language Acquisition (2015) reported that in 2013, EBs’ scores in both math and 
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reading on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) tests were significantly 

lower than non-EBs, with an increase in score differential from 4th to 12th grade. Furthermore, 

Latino students’ high school graduation rates are significantly lower than African American and 

Caucasian students with an almost 30 percentage point discrepancy (Zychinski & Polo, 2012). 

Due to the powerful impact of prior performance accomplishments on academic self-efficacy 

(Bandura, 1997; Lane et al., 2004), perhaps EBs’ previous poor academic performance has lead 

to lowered sense of academic self-efficacy, thereby negatively influencing achievement. 

Furthermore, the literature posits potential long-term implications of low academic self-

efficacy. For instance, self-efficacy in early school years has been linked to students’ perceived 

future career opportunities. Those with higher confidence in their abilities imagined more 

opportunity for themselves resulting in increased engagement and investment in the necessary 

steps to fulfill these goals (Bandura, 1993; Bandura et al., 1996). Current research illustrates that 

academic self-efficacy is a force to be reckoned with in relation to academic achievement. There 

is strength in the argument that supports its direct effect on achievement; therefore schools 

should be actively working to create a scholastic environment that nurtures students’ academic 

self-efficacy.  

Given the intense focus on achievement and accountability after NCLB (Menken, 2010), 

investigating ways to improve EBs’ academic achievement is more prevalent now than ever. Due 

to the empirical links founds between academic self-efficacy and academic achievement 

(Bandura, 1993; Bandura et al., 1996; Chun & Dickson, 2011; LeClair et al., 2009; McMahon et 

al., 2008; Multon et al., 1991; Wang & Pape, 2007), this research serves to investigate the impact 

of TLG strategies on academic self-efficacy, which has never been done before. Thus, it is 

important to review the researched factors the literature suggests are related to the development 
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of EBs’ academic self-efficacy to paint a more comprehensive picture to inform this study and 

future research.  

Factors related to EBs’ academic self-efficacy. There tends to be a natural myopic 

focus by educators, administrators, and policy makers on how EBs’ English language proficiency 

influences their academic performance and achievement. However, English language proficiency 

constitutes just one variable in the overall formula of EBs’ academic success (Phakiti et al., 

2013). Research has established that perceived academic self-efficacy impacts performance on 

tasks within certain domains or subjects (Bandura, 1997; Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Ferla et al., 

2009; Wang & Pape, 2009) and is one of the most powerful predictors of performance (Raoofi et 

al., 2012). Under this assumption, the influence of academic self-efficacy can extend to EBs’ 

performance in content and language learning endeavors. Therefore, it seems that further 

investigation of EBs’ academic self-efficacy is a fruitful and justified area of inquiry. While little 

research has been conducted on the academic self-efficacy of EBs, the current body of literature 

suggests several factors appear to be related to the development of EBs’ academic self-efficacy. 

These include parents, teachers, the school environment, and peer relationships. Although the 

purpose of this research is to investigate the relationship between the use of TLG strategies and 

EBs’ academic self-efficacy, the role of these additional contextual factors cannot be ignored if 

educators aspire to truly understand how to not only increase students’ academic self-efficacy, 

but also leverage it to promote academic success.  

Parents. Research indicates that parents who embody the belief that they can assist their 

children in attaining academic success are more likely to positively influence their children’s 

academic self-efficacy and ultimately, their children’s academic achievement (Bandura et al., 

1996). Interestingly, researchers discovered that socioeconomic status (SES) was not a 
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determining factor in children’s self-efficacy. In other words, even parents of low SES were 

capable of displaying high academic aspirations for their children and positively influencing their 

children's academic self-efficacy by creating a supportive environment at home that values 

education and academic progress (Bandura et al., 1996).  

Research shows that EBs who reported higher levels of academic self-efficacy had 

parents who were involved and invested in their education (Chun & Dickson, 2011; Fan et al., 

2012). Parental involvement can manifest in different forms and it is important to acknowledge 

the plurality of the term because different types of parental involvement can result in different 

outcomes for students. Chun and Dickson (2011) found that parental assistance with homework 

and parental presence at school functions seemed to have the largest impact on student self-

efficacy. Fan et al. (2012) analyzed the effects of five forms of parental involvement on students’ 

self-efficacy across four ethnic groups in both math and English. These five forms of parental 

involvement included: “parental educational aspiration for their children’s post-secondary 

education, parental advising, parental participation in school functions, parent-school contact 

concerning student problems, and parent-school contact concerning benign issues” (Fan et al., 

2012, p. 24). The results interestingly illustrated that the included forms of parental involvement 

were found to influence the academic self-efficacy of students from the four ethnic groups in 

various ways. Therefore, while parental influences have been cited as an influential factor on 

EBs’ academic self-efficacy, schools must understand the potential variance in results across the 

different ethnic groups in order to avoid the use of culturally inappropriate or ineffective 

strategies of parental involvement.  

Teachers. The current literature cites teachers as related to EBs’ academic self-efficacy. 

Most prevalent in the literature was the role of teacher-student relationships (Alivernini & 
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Lucidi, 2011; Chun & Dickson, 2011; Lewis, et al., 2012). In the case of EBs’, who tend to 

perform lower academically than other student groups, the role of positive relationships with 

teachers is paramount (Lewis et al., 2012). To add salience to this assertion, Lewis et al. (2012) 

investigated the relationship between teacher caring and EBs’ perception of their self-efficacy 

and performance in math. Their findings suggested that teachers’ level of support and interest in 

students had a positive influence on students’ academic self-efficacy in math and that as students 

experienced elevated self-efficacy, their performance in math rose as well. Interestingly, they 

found teachers’ positive relationships to have a more pronounced impact on the Spanish-

dominant EBs compared to their fluent English-speaking peers.  

 Related to teacher-student relationships is culturally relevant pedagogy (CRP). CRP is an 

instructional theory aimed at creating an equitable learning environment for students from 

diverse linguistic, cultural, and racial backgrounds (Ladson-Billings, 1995). The essence of CRP 

resides in the fact that students do not need to change who they are in order to experience 

academic success (Kelly, 2011). Social and cultural isolation often occurs to racially and 

linguistically diverse students who feel the need to transform into a different, more “acceptable” 

person in order to succeed in school. CRP serves to build the bridge between students’ home 

lives and school lives by incorporating their culture and language into the school curriculum 

(Kelly, 2011; Ladson-Billings, 1995). Chun and Dickson (2011) found that teachers who 

employed CRP positively influenced EBs’ academic self-efficacy. Specifically, teachers’ use of 

CRP affirmed and welcomed students’ cultural and linguistic practices, which in turn increased 

students’ sense of belonging which will be covered in the following section. Teachers can 

strategically utilize this pedagogical tool to foster positive relationships with their students. 

Furthermore, EBs recognize when teachers hold lower expectations for them compared to other 
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students, which negatively affects their self-efficacy and performance in school due to the power 

of self-fulfilling prophecy (Chun & Dickson, 2011), reinforcing the power of teacher-student 

interaction on academic self-efficacy.  

 School environment. Research indicates that EBs’ perceptions of their school and 

classroom environment can influence their academic self-efficacy in addition to their levels of 

academic engagement (Chun & Dickson, 2011; LeClair et al., 2009; McMahon, Parnes, Keys, & 

Viola, 2008). It appears that the extent to which EBs feel welcome and appreciated in the school 

can influence their academic self-efficacy. This distinction generally questions whether EBs’ 

home language and culture are viewed as an asset or a problem within the school context. The 

term, “school belonging” appears in the literature to describe this feeling among EBs (Chun & 

Dickson, 2011; McMahon et al., 2008). Chun and Dickson (2011) found that EBs whose teachers 

appreciated their diverse cultural and linguistic practices felt more connected to the school, 

positively influencing their self-efficacy. McMahon et al. (2008) found that a strong sense of 

belonging, influenced primarily by positive relationships with teachers and other school 

personnel, was in fact positively correlated with academic self-efficacy.  

 LeClair et al. (2009) found that EBs perceive their classroom environment differently 

than their non-EB peers on two counts. First, EBs reported lower levels of academic self-

efficacy. In addition, they believed that their non-EB peers were better behaved and possessed 

greater ability to correctly follow classroom rules and procedures. The researchers proposed 

various justifications for the latter result, including cultural differences between school in their 

home country and the United States. However, to truly delve into the reason behind this finding, 

more research needs to be done.  
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Peer and comparative influences. Students with low academic and social self-efficacy 

tend to disassociate from peers who place a valuable premium on school and achievement. 

Conversely, children with high academic self-efficacy tend to display more positive social 

relationships with peers and higher levels of academic performance (Bandura, 1993; Bandura et 

al., 1996). The influence of the peer group is substantially more important in the development of 

school connection and self-efficacy for minority students than their English dominant peers. EBs 

tend to associate with fellow EBs with the purpose of building a supportive, connected peer 

group. This peer group provides guidance when parents who are unfamiliar with American 

schools and the English language cannot. Peer groups can either promote or undermine EBs’ 

academic self-efficacy (Kettler et al., 2006). Kettler et al. (2006) found that middle school Latino 

EBs enrolled in a high school AP Spanish class that strategically capitalized on students’ home 

language as a resource, had more friends in their peer group who also valued grades and 

academic progress. This observation supports the idea that peer groups can promote fellow 

members’ self-efficacy and motivation to persevere through academic demands.  

Over time, if people experience subpar performance compared to others, they will 

eventually develop a weakening of their self-efficacy (Bandura, 1993). EBs’ scores on high 

stakes assessments are being compared to the scores of their monolingual English-speaking 

peers, which is an inappropriate interpretation of scores. Consequently, EBs receive feedback 

about their performance, which is more often than not, worse than their native English speaking 

peers. The long-term effects of this practice on EBs are potentially frightening, as there is 

evidence that suggests that negative comparison over time results in a decrease in self-efficacy 

and performance (Bandura, 1993).  
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The analysis of the factors discussed above alludes to the importance of the use and 

inclusion of the home language in school as a way to improve students’ academic self-efficacy. 

However, TLG is more complex than just the inclusion of the home language in school. It is the 

embodiment and validation of bilinguals’ true linguistic practices and the use of these practices 

in academic endeavors. To date there has been no research conducted to investigate the use of 

TLG in schools and the academic self-efficacy of EBs. Therefore, this proposed research study is 

both significant and justified.  

Translanguaging and Academic Self-Efficacy  

 Bandura (1977, 1997) asserts that of the four sources of self-efficacy, previous 

experiences and performance exert the most powerful influence. Those who experience repeated 

success are more likely to have higher levels of self-efficacy than those who rarely experience 

success in their endeavors. Past performance and experiences have been cited throughout the 

literature as strong influences on self-efficacy, which suggests that teachers should be structuring 

opportunities for students to be successful in the classroom (Elias & MacDonald, 2007). 

This literature review has determined that TLG is representative of EBs’ natural linguistic 

and communicative practices (Celic & Seltzer, 2012; Creese & Blackledge, 2010; Otheguy et al., 

2015; Velasco & García, 2013). By incorporating TLG in the classroom, students are no longer 

restricted to using one language during designated time periods (Creese & Blackledge, 2010; 

Sayer, 2013; García and Sylvan, 2011). The use of TLG has been cited in the literature as 

helping students perform academic tasks. Velasco and García (2013) analyzed writing samples 

of EBs who used TLG during all stages of the writing process. TLG enabled the students to 

successfully complete the task because they were able to draw from both of their languages. 

Sayer (2013) found that the use of TLG in the classroom allowed all students to engage and 
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access the content. García and Sylvan (2011) found that a high school in New York City that 

utilized TLG in the classroom reported much higher graduation rates for EBs than other schools 

serving EBs. Based on these observations, it seems logical to question and investigate if using 

TLG strategies in the classroom would allow EBs to more fully participate in class and augment 

their opportunities to experience success, which in turn could have the potential to increase their 

academic self-efficacy and ultimately, their achievement.  

Therefore, this study serves to investigate the extent of 5th grade EBs’ academic self-

efficacy in math and ELA in a bilingual class that uses TLG. Furthermore, this research study 

serves to determine if there is a difference between the academic self-efficacy in math and ELA 

of EBs who are exposed to TLG strategies in class and those who are not exposed to TLG 

strategies in school. 

Math and ELA were chosen as the domain content areas due to the heavy emphasis on 

these subjects following NCLB (Menken, 2010). There is very little research on the academic 

self-efficacy of EBs (LeClair et al., 2009; Lockwood Hewitt, 2008). Therefore, this research 

serves to both fill gaps in the research and provide an initial investigation into this area of study. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



TRANSLANGUAGING AND ACADEMIC SELF-EFFICACY 34 

Methodology  

Research Design 

 Larger research study. This research study is part of a larger, more comprehensive 

study conducted by Mahoney, Kearney, Boun, and Kane. The larger study is a cohort analysis 

using a quasi-experimental research design to compare student and teacher factors in classrooms 

utilizing TLG to those without TLG. The primary difference between the two groups of students 

is that one group of students uses TLG strategies while the second group does not use TLG 

strategies in class. The research question guiding the larger study is, “How does the use of 

translanguaging strategies impact student educational factors (achievement, class participation, 

ability to produce written work, and academic self-efficacy) and teacher educational factors 

(pedagogy, ideology)?” 

 This research study (as part of larger study). The purpose of this particular study is to 

determine the extent of the academic self-efficacy in math and ELA of EBs who are exposed to 

TLG strategies in class. In addition, this study will investigate if there is a difference between the 

academic self-efficacy in math and ELA of EBs who use TLG strategies in class and EBs who 

do not use TLG in class. This research study utilized quantitative research methods that consisted 

of a cross-sectional survey that was administered one time to two groups of students. The survey 

measured participants’ academic self-efficacy in math and ELA, in addition to their perceptions 

of their ability to perform academically using both of their languages, which reflects TLG as 

related to academic self-efficacy. The research questions guiding this study are: 

1.) What is the extent of 5th grade EBs’ academic self-efficacy in math and ELA 

in a bilingual classroom that uses translanguaging? 
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5th Grade 
EBs in a 

TBE 
program 

Translanguaging 

Academic Self-
Efficacy in 

math & ELA 

6th grade 
EBs in a 

TBE 
program 

Academic Self-
Efficacy in math 

& ELA 

2.) Is there a difference in academic self-efficacy in math and ELA between a 5th 

grade bilingual class using translanguaging strategies (BLE-TLG) and a 6th 

grade bilingual class not using translanguaging strategies (BLE-no TLG) 

based on perception of performance? 

 Visual representation of this study can be found in Figure 1 below.  

                                 Focal Group    Comparison Group 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Basic quasi-experimental design for research study 

Setting 

 This study took place in one school within an urban school district in New York State. In 

the 2014-2015 school year, the total K-12 enrollment in this district was 32,165 students. 

Seventy-nine percent of the students in the district were considered economically disadvantaged. 

The ethnic breakdown of this district in 2014-2015 was as follows: White: 21%, Black or 

African American: 49%, Hispanic or Latino: 18%, Asian or Native Hawaiian: 8%, Multiracial: 

3%, and American Indian: 1%. Fourteen percent of the students in this district are classified as 



TRANSLANGUAGING AND ACADEMIC SELF-EFFICACY 36 

Limited English Proficient, or the more appropriately termed, English Language Learners (New 

York State Education Department, 2016).  

School A. The school in this study was chosen based on its student demographics and 

educational programming, specifically that it offered a bilingual program. This school provides a 

Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) program to its students. School A enrolls students from 

pre-K until 8th grade. During the 2014-2015 school year, the school enrolled 496 students total 

with the gender breakdown of the school population at 48% male and 52% female. The ethnic 

breakdown of the school was as follows: Hispanic/Latino: 73%, Black or African American: 6%, 

White: 17%, Multiracial: 3%, Asian or Native Hawaiian: 2%, and American Indian: 1%. Of the 

entire student population, 90% were considered economically disadvantaged. Forty-six percent 

of the students at this school are classified as Limited English Proficient or English Language 

Learners (New York State Education Department, 2016). Two classrooms from this school were 

used in this study: one was a 5th grade classroom and the second was a 6th grade classroom. Both 

of these classrooms were a part of the TBE program at this school but the major difference 

between the two classrooms was that the 5th grade teacher uses TLG strategies in class while the 

6th grade teacher does not. Therefore, the 5th grade classroom is the focal BLE-TLG classroom 

and the 6th grade classroom is the comparison BLE-no TLG classroom as represented in Figure 1 

above.  

Sample 

 This study aimed to include EBs enrolled in TBE programs within the same district. 

Based on the comparative nature of this study, the sample was decided through purposive 

sampling. Purposive sampling signifies that the prior knowledge of the chosen school district 

was used during the actual selection of the sample in order to select a sample that that would 
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provide the data necessary to answer the research questions (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2015). 

For example, School A was chosen due to the knowledge of a teacher in the TBE program who 

used TLG strategies in the classroom. The focal 5th grade BLE-TLG classroom was secured first 

and it was the researcher’s intention to find a 5th grade BLE-no TLG classroom as the 

comparison group. However a 5th grade BLE-no TLG comparison classroom was unavailable, 

leading to the securing of the 6th grade BLE-no TLG classroom from the same school.  

Participants 

The 25 participants in this study consisted of two groups of EBs enrolled in the TBE 

program within School A. The underlying intent of a TBE program is to transition students from 

their home language to the majority language (typically English) over the course of several 

years. The language allocation of a TBE program is structured to initially provide students with 

more instruction in their home language and to gradually shift the allocation percentages to 

provide more instruction in the majority language by the end of the program (Baker, 2011). The 

focal BLE-TLG group came from a 5th grade classroom that uses TLG strategies and the 

comparison BLE-no TLG came from a 6th grade classroom that does not use TLG strategies. 

From this point forward the 5th grade participants in the class that uses TLG strategies will be 

referred to as BLE-TLG and the 6th grade participants in the class that does not use TLG will be 

referred to as BLE-no TLG. Selection of these classrooms was purposive and strategic as every 

effort was made to ensure that the participants in these classrooms were similar in terms of 

demographics. The participants in these classrooms are similar in regards to age, ethnicity 

(Latino), language program type (TBE), school district, and home language. Both teachers from 

the BLE-TLG classroom and the BLE-no TLG classroom hold New York State Bilingual 

Certification.  
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Focal Group. There were 13 participants from the BLE-TLG focal classroom. Of the 13 

participants, two were boys and 11 were girls. The ages of the participants range from 10-12 

years old. All of the 13 participants indicated that their home language was Spanish.  

Comparison Group. There were 12 participants from the BLE-no TLG comparison 

classroom. Of the 12 participants, nine were boys and three were girls. The ages of the 

participants range from 11-13 years old. Six of the participants indicated their home language 

was Spanish, two indicated that English was their home language, and four indicated that both 

Spanish and English were spoken at home.  

Procedure 

Obtaining consent. Verbal consent for this research study was received from the 

principal of School A. In order to fulfill the requirements of the State University of New York at 

Fredonia Human Subjects Research (HSR) application, verbal consent was obtained from the 5th 

grade teacher and the 6th grade teacher in School A to conduct research in their respective 

classrooms. Once the State University of New York at Fredonia HSR application was approved, 

an identical HSR application was prepared and submitted to the school district in which School 

A resides. Once the school district HSR application was approved, consent forms were sent 

home to the students and their parents in the BLE-TLG class and the BLE-no TLG in order to 

request permission for these students to participate in this study. This consent form included 

pertinent information describing the study to inform the participants and their parents of the 

purpose and procedures involved in this study. The consent form stated that their child’s 

participation in this study is voluntary and that their child’s participation in the study may cease 

at any time without repercussions if it is their wish. The consent forms can be found in 

Appendices B and C. 
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Distribution of survey. The survey was printed on different color paper for each 

classroom in this study in order to ensure no confusion during the administration, collection, and 

analysis of data. The BLE-TLG classroom survey was printed on white paper while the BLE-no 

TLG classroom survey was printed on blue paper. This color-coding system was implemented as 

a validity check to avoid any mixing of surveys between the two classrooms during the data 

analysis. Each set of surveys was sealed in an envelope and taken to the respective school. The 

surveys were administered during the participants’ normal class time and the survey was 

designed to take less than fifteen minutes to complete. The directions on the survey and the 

survey scale were reviewed with the participants prior to administering the survey. The 

demographic top sheet, the survey, and the four point Likert scale were translated into Spanish as 

well to ensure participant comprehension and to cater to students’ language preferences. Students 

were instructed to complete the survey in English or Spanish, whichever they preferred. The 

classroom teacher administered the surveys because the researcher was unable to do so due to 

student teaching obligations. The participants’ classroom teachers remained in the room to 

ensure the participants felt comfortable and at ease. Moreover, the teachers in these classrooms 

were bilingually certified; therefore, they were able to clarify any of the survey items in English 

or Spanish for participants to ensure total comprehension. Once the surveys were administered 

they were placed in two separate sealed envelopes and picked up by the researcher. 

Instruments 

One instrument was used in this study, which was an academic self-efficacy survey 

created by Midgley et al. (2000). This survey measuring academic self-efficacy was adapted by 

the researcher for this study (Appendix A). The adapted survey measured participants’ academic 

self-efficacy in math and ELA. In addition, the survey contained questions that measured 
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students’ academic self-efficacy when they are able to use both of their languages (Spanish and 

English) simultaneously, reflecting and incorporating the TLG component. Academic self-

efficacy is defined as individuals’ perception of their ability to successfully complete a task or 

perform within a given domain (Bandura, 1997; Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Ferla et al., 2009; 

Phakiti et al., 2013; Wang & Pape, 2009). While some researchers contend that self-efficacy 

measures should be task specific (Bong & Skaalvik, 2003), it is characteristic of self-efficacy 

items in educational research to be more representative of students’ perceived general ability to 

perform in a content area (Pajares, 1997). Pajares (1997) contends that the more general the 

survey item, the more the predictive utility is diminished. However, self-efficacy items at the 

general content level still retain explanatory power, which serves the purpose of this research 

study. He advised researchers to develop academic self-efficacy items that align with the purpose 

and scope of their research. Likewise, Pajares (1997) said:     

judgments of competence need not be so microscopically operationalized that their  

 assessment loses all sense of practical utility. Domain specificity should not be   

 misconstrued as extreme situational specificity, and there is no need to reduce efficacy  

 assessments to atomistic proportions. (p. 5) 

 Based on the review of the academic self-efficacy surveys in the literature, and taking 

into consideration Pajares’ (1997) discussion mentioned above, survey items were chosen at the 

math and ELA content level, rather than on specific tasks within these content areas. Moreover, 

this research study is comparing the academic self-efficacy of participants in two different grade 

levels. Therefore, it was deemed more appropriate for this survey to focus on participants’ 

perception of their capabilities to perform in the content area rather than on specific tasks, 

because of the grade level difference between the 5th grade BLE-TLG classroom and the 6th 
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grade BLE-no TLG classroom. While perhaps there is a chance these two classrooms were 

working on similar skills, these classrooms would be covering different material from their 

respective grade level curriculum. Consequently, it seemed more appropriate to focus on 

participants’ confidence to perform in the content area than to arbitrarily select standards and 

skills from the curriculum.  

 Survey items. The survey used in this study consisted of 15 items. The framework for 

this study is grounded in performance and academic self-efficacy, as these two components are 

underlying every survey item. Five survey items measure academic self-efficacy in math, five 

items measure academic self-efficacy in ELA, and five items measure students’ academic self-

efficacy when TLG is used or could be used in class. The survey framework is summarized 

below in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Framework for Survey 
Underlying Theme Domain Item number in survey 
Performance (all survey items) 
 

Math 1, 4, 9, 11, 15 

Academic Self-Efficacy 
(all survey items) 

ELA 3, 6, 8, 10, 13 
 

 Translanguaging 2, 5, 7, 12, 14 

The survey items used in this study were adapted from the aforementioned academic self-

efficacy survey created by Midgley et al. (2000). This survey has been used in the existing 

literature on the academic self-efficacy of EBs (Lewis et al., 2012) and is appropriate for 

students in elementary grades. The original survey by Midgley et al. (2000) consisted of five 

items. These original five items were adapted to measure academic self-efficacy in both math, 

ELA, and when using TLG resulting in fifteen survey items. The five items used to measure 

academic self-efficacy in math were: 1.) “I can learn the skills taught in math this year,” 2.) “I 

can figure out how to do the most difficult work in math class,” 3.) “I can do almost all the work 
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in math if I don't give up,” 4.) “Even if the work in math is hard, I can learn it,” and 5.) “I can do 

even the hardest work in math class if I try.” The five items used to measure academic self-

efficacy in ELA were the exact same as the math items; however, ELA was substituted in for 

math.  

The remaining five survey items in this study were used to measure students’ academic 

self-efficacy when they are able to use both of their languages simultaneously in class, reflecting 

TLG. For example, “I can learn the skills taught this year better when I use both Spanish and 

English.” The fundamental idea of TLG is that a bilingual’s two languages are actually part of 

one integrated linguistic code from which an individual can use to effectively communicate in 

given situations (Celic & Seltzer, 2012; Otheguy et al., 2015; Velasco & García, 2013). 

Therefore, the following phrases: “both”, “together”, and “at the same time,” were used when 

referring to Spanish and English use, in order to properly distinguish that it is TLG, and not 

bilingual education, where the two languages are kept rigidly separate (Baker, 2011; Creese & 

Blackledge, 2010). These items were included in order to connect performance and academic 

self-efficacy with TLG and to provide a set of survey items concerning academic self-efficacy 

when using TLG to conduct a subgroup analyses with the math and ELA academic self-efficacy 

survey items. All survey items contain an element of performance, which Bandura (1977, 1997) 

indicated was the strongest source from which individuals derive their sense of self-efficacy. All 

survey items were measured using a four point Likert scale (1= Strongly Disagree, 4= Strongly 

Agree). A neutral column was purposefully not included to guarantee that participants choose 

whether they agreed or disagreed with the statements. 
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Data Analysis 

 Immediately following the administration and collection of the surveys, the data was 

organized and compiled into an Excel spreadsheet with one sheet for the BLE-TLG participants 

and another sheet for the BLE-no TLG participants. Next, responses for each survey item for 

both groups were assembled in their respective Excel spreadsheets. Participant responses for 

each survey item using the four point Likert scale were converted to percentages and displayed 

in bar graphs. These bar graphs provide a visual of response percentages ranging from strongly 

agree to strongly disagree for each survey item number. Bar graphs were created for each survey 

item resulting in a total of fifteen bar graphs. The x-axis of each bar graph represents the four 

point Likert scale response options while the y-axis of each bar graph represents the percentage 

of responses for the BLE-TLG participants and the BLE-no TLG participants. The responses 

from the BLE-TLG group were coded in blue while the responses from the BLE-no TLG group 

were coded in red. Different colors were chosen to display each group's responses in a clear 

manner. In the Results section, each of the bar graphs was organized according to domain: math, 

ELA, and TLG.   

With all of the information organized into Excel, the mean response for each survey item 

within each domain (math, ELA, and TLG) was calculated. These scores were represented in a 

table for each group, BLE-TLG and BLE-no TLG. The table headings are Domain, Item, and 

Mean Response.   

Once the mean for each survey item within the three domains was calculated for both 

groups of participants, the overall mean of each of the domains (math, ELA, and TLG) was 

calculated by averaging the aforementioned means of the five individual survey items under each 

domain. These overall means represent both groups of participants’ overall academic self-
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efficacy in math, ELA, and when TLG is used. In other words, these means provided a general 

trend in the overall academic self-efficacy in math, ELA, and when TLG is used for both the 

BLE-TLG and BLE-no TLG participant groups.  

These domain level means were also represented in a bar graph. This bar graph allowed 

for sub group analysis of participant responses across the three domains. This sub group analysis 

provides an empirical link and interesting comparison between academic self-efficacy in math 

and ELA and participants’ academic self-efficacy when able to use TLG in class. In addition, it 

provided useful data on students’ perceptions of their ability to perform academically using both 

of their languages. Moreover, it provided the information necessary to answer the first research 

question for this study.  

Furthermore, this bar graph demonstrated any mean difference in the academic self-

efficacy in math and ELA of both groups of participants, which works towards answering the 

second research question of this study. With the raw data scores for both the academic self-

efficacy in math and in ELA for the participants from the BLE-TLG and the BLE-no TLG class, 

an Independent Sample t-test was run to determine if the mean differences between the two 

groups were statistically significant.  

Validity Considerations 

 Validity was considered throughout the course of this study in several ways. Linguistic 

simplification is supported by the research as an effective accommodation for EBs (Mahoney, in 

press); therefore, during the adaptation of the original survey items from Midgley et al. (2000), 

the language of each item was simplified to ensure the survey was at the appropriate linguistic 

level for 5th and 6th grade EBs. The demographic top sheet, the survey, and the four point Likert 

scale were also translated into Spanish to accommodate students’ language preferences and 
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proficiency in both of their languages. Lastly, the classroom teacher administered the survey but 

remained in the room to answer any questions that might arise as they took the survey. Perhaps 

more importantly, the teachers, who are bilingually certified, had the ability to clarify any 

component of the survey in either Spanish or English should students have requested assistance. 

Construct validity was addressed during the selection of the survey to be used in this study. The 

original survey from Midgley et al. (2000) measured academic self-efficacy and was designed 

for elementary age students. Hence, this survey was appropriate for the age of the participants 

and the purpose of this study, as it measures what it was always intended to measure: academic 

self-efficacy.   
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Results 

 There were twenty students in the BLE-TLG focal classroom. Of the twenty surveys that 

were distributed, thirteen were returned. This is a return rate of 65%. There were twenty-four 

students in the BLE-no TLG classroom therefore twenty-four surveys were distributed and 

twelve were returned. This produced a return rate of 50%. The combined total of returned 

surveys for both groups totaled twenty-five (n=25). The return rates are summarized in Table 2 

below.  

Table 2 
Distribution of Student Surveys According to Classroom  
 5th Grade BLE-TLG 6th Grade BLE-no TLG 
Surveys Distributed 20 24 

Surveys Returned 13 12 

 As mentioned in the Methodology section, the surveys were provided to students in both 

English and Spanish. The participants were instructed to complete the survey in whichever 

language they preferred. Of the thirteen participants in the BLE-TLG classroom, seven chose to 

take the Spanish survey while six chose to complete the English survey. In contrast, nine of the 

twelve participants from the BLE-no TLG classroom chose to take the English survey and only 

three chose to take the Spanish survey. While nothing for this study can be conclusively drawn 

from this piece of data, it provides an interesting insight into the participants’ language 

preferences that is worthy of mention. 

 Based on the analysis of responses for each domain (math, ELA, TLG) of the survey, the 

BLE-TLG group reported higher academic self-efficacy in math, ELA, and when they can 

employ TLG in their academic endeavors. However, the reported academic self-efficacy levels 

within all three domains of BLE-no TLG group were only slightly lower than those of the focal 

BLE-TLG group. The results of the group means per domain will be discussed in further detail 
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later on. The analysis of the survey results begins with a percentage breakdown of participant 

responses to compare the frequency of responses for each survey item. This percentage 

breakdown will be grouped by domain: math, ELA, and TLG. The responses for the BLE-TLG 

group are represented in blue on the bar graph and the responses for the BLE-no TLG group are 

represented in red.  

Academic Self-Efficacy in Math 

 Overall, the percentage of responses for each survey item in the math domain suggest that 

both groups of participants generally agree or strongly agree that they can perform well in math, 

indicating high levels of academic self-efficacy. However, the BLE-no TLG group more 

frequently selected disagree on the four point Likert Scale than the BLE-TLG group for the five 

survey items pertaining to math. 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Item 1: I can learn the skills taught in math this year. 

 As shown in Figure 2 above, all participants agree that they can learn the skills taught in 

math this year. Over half of the participants from both the BLE-TLG and the BLE-no TLG 

selected agree while only 31% of the BLE-TLG group and 42% of the BLE-no TLG group 

selected strongly agree. The participant responses to this survey item indicate that students’ 
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believe they can learn the math material for their grade level. It is notable that none of the 

participants from either group disagreed with this statement.  

 
 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 3. Item 4: Even if the work in math is hard, I can learn it. 

 Figure 3 demonstrates the BLE-TLG’s strong sense of academic self-efficacy in the face 

of challenging material in math. An overwhelming 62% of the participants from the focal BLE-

TLG class strongly agree that they can learn the math material despite it being challenging, with 

the remaining percentage of responses being agree. Over half of the participants from the 

comparison BLE-no TLG class agree or strongly agree that they can learn the difficult material 

in math, however 8% of their peers disagreed with the statement. 
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Figure 4. Item 9: I can figure out how to do the most difficult work in math class. 

 
 The survey item represented in Figure 4 is a slight derivation from the survey item in 

Figure 3 above. Item 9 asks students if they can figure out how to do the most difficult work in 

math class. The wording of this questions taps into students’ perception of their ability to 

perform or solve problems when presented with challenging problems in math. Both the BLE-

TLG and the BLE-no TLG had students who selected that they disagreed with the statement. 

Interestingly, just under half of the BLE-no TLG class selected disagree for this item while just 

15% of the BLE-TLG class selected disagree. This indicates that a large portion of the BLE-no 

TLG group doubt their ability to solve the most difficult math material. In contrast, just over half 

of the BLE-TLG group reported that they strongly agreed with this statement, with an additional 

31% reporting that they agreed with the statement. This suggests that the majority of the BLE-

TLG participants have very strong academic self-efficacy beliefs in their ability to figure out the 

most challenging material in math. 
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Figure 5. Item 11: I can do even the hardest work in math class if I try. 

 The survey item reflected in Figure 5 taps into students’ perception of their ability to 

successfully complete the hardest material in math when they apply effort. An overwhelming 

62% of the BLE-TLG group reported that they strongly agreed with this statement. This suggests 

that they believe if they try hard enough, they can perform on even the most challenging of math 

work. Three quarters of the BLE-no TLG group agreed and strongly agreed with this statement, 

yet a quarter of them disagreed. The percentage of the BLE-no TLG group that disagreed is 

notable because it indicates that even if these students try, they do not believe they can complete 

the hardest work in math. 
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Figure 6. Item 15: I can do almost all the work in math if I don't give up. 
 

 The survey item in Figure 6 is similar to the item in Figure 5 in that it relates to student 

effort in the completion of an academic task. However, the survey item in Figure 6 more 

accurately embodies the concept of perseverance in an academic pursuit. While all students 

either agreed or strongly agreed with this statement, over three quarters of the BLE-TLG 

participants selected strongly agree with the remaining 15% choosing agreed.  Over half of the 

BLE-no TLG group agreed with this statement and 33% strongly agreed. The results of this 

survey item demonstrate that students’ believe that through perseverance they can successfully 

complete all of the material in math. Notably, no participants selected disagree or strongly 

disagree. 

Academic Self-Efficacy in ELA 

 Similar to the math section above, the percentage of responses for each survey item in the 

ELA domain indicate that both groups of participants generally agree that they can perform well 

in ELA, suggesting high levels of academic self-efficacy. Both groups reported instances of 
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disagreeing with the survey items; however, the BLE-no TLG group reported higher percentages 

of participants selecting disagree on the four point Likert Scale than the BLE-TLG group. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 7. Item 3: I can do even the hardest work in ELA if I try. 

 Like Figure 5, the survey item in Figure 7 taps into students’ perception of their ability to 

successfully complete the hardest material in a content area, in this case ELA, when they apply 

effort. Interestingly, the two groups reported almost identical responses to this item. Over half of 

each participant group agreed with the item, with a quarter or close to a quarter indicating that 

they strongly agreed. Both groups had 8% either disagree or strongly disagree with this item. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8. Item 6: I can figure out how to do the most difficult work in ELA. 
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 Figure 8 provides an interesting glimpse into the academic self-efficacy related to the 

most difficult material in ELA. Well over three quarters of the BLE-TLG group agreed or 

strongly agreed with this item, which suggests a high level of academic self-efficacy in ELA for 

the majority of this group. However, the BLE-no TLG group reported almost equal percentages 

spanning from disagree to strongly agree, which alludes to their varied level of academic self-

efficacy when presented with the most difficult material in ELA. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9. Item 8: I can do almost all the work in ELA if I don't give up. 

 This survey item in Figure 9 is the ELA counterpart to the survey item in Figure 6, which 

embodies the concept of students’ perseverance in an academic pursuit. All of the participants 

from the BLE-TLG class reported they either agreed or strongly agreed; with the majority of the 

group choosing strongly agree. While the majority of the BLE-no TLG agreed with this 

statement, 8% disagreed. Both groups reported strong self-efficacy for this item, but the BLE-

TLG group reported a much stronger response to this item than the BLE-no TLG group. 
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Figure 10. Item 10: I can learn the skills taught in ELA this year. 
 

 Notably, no participants from either group disagreed with this item in Figure 10, which 

reflects their strong sense of academic self-efficacy in ELA. They believe they can learn the 

skills taught in ELA this year. Over half of each group agreed with this statement while a smaller 

percentage strongly agreed. Both groups reported very similar responses to survey item 1 

represented in Figure 2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 11. Item 13: Even if the work in ELA is hard, I can learn it. 
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 Over three quarters of the BLE-TLG group selected strongly agree for the survey item in 

Figure 11, which demonstrates their strong academic self-efficacy when presented with difficult 

tasks in ELA. Conversely, only a little over a quarter of the BLE-no TLG group reported 

strongly agree for this item. However, half of the BLE-no TLG group agreed with this statement. 

Both groups had some participants disagree with this statement, but the BLE-no TLG group 

reported double the percentage that the focal BLE-TLG group reported. Although both groups 

had small percentages disagree with the statement, the general trend for this survey item points 

to students’ belief in their ability to successfully learn the difficult material in ELA. 

Academic Self-Efficacy with TLG 

 Similar to the math and ELA sections above, the percentage of responses for each survey 

item in the TLG domain indicate that both groups of participants generally agree that they can 

perform well academically when they are able to employ TLG, indicating a high level of 

academic self-efficacy when using TLG. Participants from the BLE-no TLG group reported the 

highest frequencies of selecting disagree on the survey items within this domain of the survey 

compared to their responses within any other domain. In fact, several survey items in this domain 

actually had a quarter of the participants from the BLE-no TLG group disagree with the items. 

This data suggests that a portion of these participants do not believe that using both of their 

languages on academic tasks helps them perform better. In contrast, a much smaller percentage 

of the BLE-TLG group selected disagree for survey items pertaining to using TLG in academic 

settings. The majority of the BLE-TLG group selected agree or strongly agree with items in this 

domain.  

 However, it is extremely noteworthy that for every survey item within this TLG domain, 

at least half of the BLE-no TLG group reported that they strongly agreed with the statements. 
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Moreover, three quarters of this group selected strongly agree for survey item 7. Neither the 

math nor ELA domain survey items garnered this strong of a response from the BLE-no TLG 

group. This group of participants’ strong response to using TLG in school raises the question that 

perhaps they would have a higher frequency of reporting agree or strongly agree in the math and 

ELA domains if they were able to use TLG in these content areas. It also suggests that they 

understand the potential utility in being able to use TLG in class to help them improve their 

performance. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

Figure 12. Item 2: When I use both Spanish and English together, I can figure out how to do the 
most difficult work. 

 
 The majority of both groups of participants agreed that using Spanish and English 

together helps them figure out how to do the most difficult work in school. This data suggests 

that the majority of the participants from both groups view both of their languages as an asset or 

tool that can be used to assist them to perform well in academic endeavors. Both groups reported 

comparable percentages of participants that disagreed with this item. 
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Figure 13. Item 5: I can learn the skills taught this year better when I use both Spanish and 
English. 

 
 Similar to the frequency of responses from Figure 12, in Figure 13 over half of both 

groups of participants agreed or strongly agreed that using both of their languages would help 

them learn the skills taught in the school curriculum this year. A quarter of the BLE-no TLG 

group disagreed with this statement while only 8% of the BLE-TLG group did. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 14. Item 7: Using Spanish and English together in class helps me try harder. 
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 Figure 14 provides a valuable insight into how both group of participants views TLG in 

academic settings. Three quarters of the BLE-no TLG group and over half of the BLE-TLG 

group strongly agreed that using both of their languages together in class helped them to expend 

more effort on academic tasks. This is an incredibly valuable piece of data for teachers of EBs. It 

corroborates the literature on TLG that indicates that TLG lifts the linguistic restriction on 

students and allows them to use all of the linguistic tools at their disposal to work through 

content and demonstrate their learning (García & Sylvan, 2011; Sayer, 2013). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 15. Item 12: If I don't give up, I can do almost all the work in class when I use English 

and Spanish at the same time. 
 
 The survey item in Figure 15 had a larger percentage of the BLE-no TLG group report 

that they disagreed with the item. However, over half of the group reported that they agreed or 

strongly agreed with the item. The BLE-TLG group had higher percentage of responses as agree 

and strongly agree, which suggests that a large portion of them believe that using TLG in class 

helps them to successfully persevere through academic tasks. 
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Figure 16. Item 14: If schoolwork is hard, I can learn it better when I have access to both English 
and Spanish. 

 
 Both group of participants reported almost identical percentages of responses to the 

survey item in Figure 16. Less than 10% of both groups disagreed with this statement and the 

remaining percentages agreed or strongly agreed with this statement, which suggests that 

students recognize the utility of being able to use TLG when faced with challenging academic 

tasks. 

Analysis of Mean Scores by Domain 

 The following two tables break down the average responses per item within each domain 

for both groups of participants. Table 3 summarizes the average response per item within each of 

the three domains for the BLE-TLG group, while Tale 4 summarizes the same data for the BLE-

no TLG group. The scale used in this survey consisted of a four point Likert scale with strongly 

disagree valued at 1 and strongly agree valued at 4. Based on the tables below, it is evident that 

the average responses per items were above average for all items throughout the three domains 
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for the BLE-TLG group. The average responses for the focal BLE-TLG group ranged from a low 

of 3.08 (Item 3) to high of 3.85 (Item 15). 

 The average responses per item within each domain were also above average for the 

comparison BLE-no TLG group, however this group reported one average response for survey 

item 9 at 2.92. This was the lowest average reported. The average responses for the BLE-no TLG 

group ranged from a low of 2.92 (Item 9) to a high of 3.50 (Item 7). The highest average 

response for this group was the item “Using Spanish and English together in class helps me try 

harder.” 

Table 3 
5th Grade BLE-TLG Average Likert Scale Response Per Item 
Domain Item Average Response for Item 
Math 
 

1 
4 
9 
11 
15 

3.31 
3.62 
3.38 
3.62 
3.85 

ELA 
 
 
 
 
Translanguaging 

3 
6 
8 
10 
13 
2 
5 
7 
12 
14 

3.08 
3.15 
3.62 
3.38 
3.69 
3.23 
3.31 
3.62 
3.46 
3.38 
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Table 4 
6th Grade BLE-no TLG Average Likert Scale Response Per Item 
Domain Item Average Response Per Item 
Math 
 

1 
4 
9 
11 
15 

3.42 
3.25 
2.92 
3.08 
3.33 

ELA 3 
6 
8 
10 
13 

3.17 
3.00 
3.17 
3.42 
3.17 

Translanguaging 2 
5 
7 
12 
14 

3.33 
3.25 
3.50 
3.17 
3.42 

 
 The average means per survey item displayed above in Table 3 and Table 4 were 

averaged together by domain to generate group level means per domain for both the BLE-TLG 

group and the BLE-no TLG group. These group level means are illustrated in Figure 17 below.  

 
  

 - 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

Figure 17. Group Mean Score Per Domain 
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 Figure 17 represents the group mean score for the BLE-TLG group and the BLE-no TLG 

group per domain. As evidenced by the graph, the BLE-TLG group reported a slightly higher 

group mean for each domain than the BLE-no TLG group. The mean academic self-efficacy 

score for math for the BLE-TLG group was 3.55±.43 and the mean academic self-efficacy score 

for math for the BLE-no TLG group was 3.20±.49. The mean academic self-efficacy score for 

ELA for the BLE-TLG group was 3.38±.38 and the mean academic self-efficacy score for ELA 

for the BLE-no TLG group was 3.18±.48. The mean academic self-efficacy when using TLG for 

the BLE-TLG group was 3.40±.43 and the mean academic self-efficacy score when using TLG 

for the BLE-no TLG group was 3.33±.70. 

 The group means per domain reflected a slight difference between the two groups, with 

the focal BLE-TLG group reporting a slightly higher mean for every domain. The difference in 

the group means for math was .35, the difference in the group means for ELA was .20, and the 

difference in the group means for TLG was a mere .07. It is interesting to note that the group 

mean for the TLG domain reflected the smallest difference between the BLE-TLG and the BLE-

no TLG group. It is noteworthy because it indicates that both groups are very similar in their 

perception of their heightened ability to perform academically when they can utilize both of their 

languages.  

 Although the BLE-TLG group reported higher group means for each domain than the 

BLE-no TLG group, a t-test was used as part of the data analysis to statistically compare these 

group means. In this study, an Independent Sample t-test was run using Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences (SPSS) to determine if the difference between the two group means was 

statistically significant. An Independent Sample t-test is utilized in situations where the scores of 

each group are completely independent (McMillan, 2012). In other words, the survey scores of 
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the 5th grade BLE-TLG group (n=13) are completely uninfluenced from the scores of the 6th 

grade BLE-no TLG group (n=12) and vice versa. 

 The results of the Independent Sample t-test are summarized below: 

 1.) There was no difference in the academic self-efficacy in math between the BLE-TLG   

      group and the BLE-no TLG group, t(23) =1.90, p=.07. 

 2.) There was no difference in the academic self-efficacy in ELA between the BLE-TLG    

       group and the BLE-no TLG group, t(23) =1.15, p=.26. 

 3.) There was no difference in the academic self-efficacy when using TLG between the    

      BLE-TLG group and the BLE-no TLG group, t(23) =.28, p=.77. 

 In order for the mean differences between two groups to be considered significant p<.05. 

When p<.05 one is able to conclude with 95% certainty that the null hypothesis is rejected. 

Based on the summary of the Independent Sample t-test above, the results for this study for all 

three domains indicate that p>.05, therefore these results fail to reject the null hypothesis. The 

null hypothesis for this study was that there was no difference in the academic self-efficacy in 

math and ELA of EBs exposed to TLG strategies and EBs who have never been exposed to TLG 

strategies in class. 
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Discussion  

 The purpose of this study was to gauge the academic self-efficacy in math and ELA of 5th 

grade EBs enrolled in a TBE program with a teacher who utilizes TLG strategies in class. In 

addition, the intent of the TLG domain items of the survey was to gauge how these students feel 

they can perform academically, in other words, their academic self-efficacy, when they are able 

to fluidly draw from their entire bilingual linguistic repertoire. TLG is a relatively new, but 

highly transformative, concept in the field of second language acquisition. The basis of this 

concept contends that a bilingual’s two languages are in fact part of an integrated system without 

boundaries (Celic & Seltzer, 2012; Otheguy et al., 2015; Velasco & García, 2013). Viewed 

through a pedagogical lens, TLG allows both students and teachers to use all of the linguistic 

tools at their disposal to communicate ideas and expectations, in addition to constructing 

knowledge of the content and developing academic language (Creese & Blackledge, 2010; 

Sayer, 2013).  

 The second purpose of this study involved a comparison group. The survey was 

distributed to a 6th grade group of EBs in the same TBE program at the same school as the 5th 

grade participants. This 6th grade comparison group does not use TLG strategies in the 

classroom. The purpose of this comparison group was to determine if there was a difference in 

the academic self-efficacy in math and ELA between these two groups of participants who are 

very similar, but differ in the fact that one uses TLG in class and the other does not.  

 The overarching goal was to establish a baseline understanding of the extent of academic 

self-efficacy of EBs enrolled in a TBE program that uses TLG in class. To date there has been 

very little research that analyzes the academic self-efficacy of EBs (LeClair et al., 2009; 

Lockwood Hewitt, 2008), despite the fact that EBs are and continue to be a growing population 
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in the United States (García et al., 2008). The research that has been conducted in this area has 

found EBs to report lower academic self-efficacy than their native English-speaking peers 

(LeClair et al., 2009). Therefore, the results of this study are an interesting and much needed 

addition to the current literature.  Moreover, the results of this study add to the even smaller body 

of research on academic self-efficacy and TLG. The goal of the comparative element of the study 

was to determine if there was a difference in the academic self-efficacy of EBs who use TLG in 

class and those who do not. A difference in favor of the BLE-TLG group in the self-reported 

academic self-efficacy levels would suggest the use of TLG as a pedagogical strategy to improve 

students’ academic self-efficacy and in turn, their academic performance. Overall the findings of 

this study indicate that the BLE-TLG participants did in fact report a slightly higher academic 

self-efficacy in math, ELA and when they can use TLG in class than the comparison BLE-no 

TLG group, but this difference was not found to be statistically significant by the t-test. The 

results for each research question are discussed below.  

Research Question #1 

 Based on the focal BLE-TLG group’s responses to the survey using a four point Likert 

scale, the focal BLE-TLG group reported above average academic self-efficacy in math, ELA, 

and when they are able to use TLG in class. This participant group reported the highest academic 

self-efficacy in math, with an overall group mean of 3.55. The next highest overall mean was for 

the TLG domain at 3.40 closely followed by the ELA domain at 3.38. These results suggest that 

the focal group has a high level of academic self-efficacy in the two selected content areas. In 

addition, the focal group’s responses to the questions about using TLG in class indicate that 

using TLG in class helps them feel more able to successfully complete the challenging work in 

school.  
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 The data collected from the focal group measuring their academic self-efficacy is logical 

based on the existing research that the use of TLG lifts the linguistic restriction of EBs, freeing 

them to draw from their entire linguistic repertoire to access the content in order to construct 

knowledge. With TLG, EBs are not hindered by language allocation dictated by a third party 

(Creese & Blackledge, 2010; Sayer, 2013). García and Sylvan (2011) found similar performance 

benefits to the use of TLG in their study of a high school in New York City that utilized TLG. 

This school generally enrolled newcomer students who often require more than the typical four 

years to graduate. Due to the use of TLG as a pedagogical tool, the students were able to access 

the content and use their fluid language practices as an asset in their academic endeavors. 

Consequently, this school boasted a higher graduation rate than other schools serving similar 

populations that did not use TLG strategies. The focal group’s responses to the questions about 

using TLG in class indicate they too understand the utility in using TLG in academic settings to 

boost their academic performance. 

Research Question #2 

 Based on the responses to the survey items in each domain, an overall mean was 

calculated for the three domains for both groups of participants. These overall means are 

illustrated in Figure 17. After calculating the overall group means by domain for both the BLE-

TLG and the BLE-no TLG group, the means were analyzed to determine if there was a 

difference. The results indicate that the BLE-TLG group reported slightly higher means for each 

domain on the survey. As mentioned previously, the BLE-TLG group reported the highest 

overall mean for math, the second highest mean for when they can use TLG in school, and the 

third highest mean for ELA. Conversely, the BLE-no TLG group reported their highest mean for 

the TLG domain, then for math, then for ELA. It is interesting to note that the highest group 
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mean for the BLE-no TLG group was the TLG domain of the survey. This suggests that these 

students feel they can perform better academically when they can use both of their languages, 

indicating a higher level of academic self-efficacy when using TLG 

 Academic self-efficacy in math. Both groups of participants reported above average 

academic self-efficacy in math as measured by the survey. The BLE-TLG group reported the 

higher mean of 3.55 while the BLE-no TLG group reported a group mean of 3.20 for math for a 

difference of .35 which was the largest difference between the group level means of the two 

groups. The BLE-no TLG group had a higher percentage of participants selecting disagree with 

the survey items for math compared to the BLE-TLG group. For item 9 in Figure 4, one can see 

that 42% of the BLE-no TLG group disagreed with the statement I can figure out how to do the 

most difficult work in math class. In contrast for four out of the five survey items pertaining to 

math, the BLE-TLG group had over half the participants select strongly agree. This strong 

response to questions about academic-self-efficacy in math from the BLE-TLG group is reflected 

in their overall group mean which was 3.55 and also the highest group mean out of the three 

domains for this group.  

 Academic self-efficacy in ELA. Similar to the results of the math domain, both groups 

of participants reported above average academic self-efficacy in ELA. Interestingly, the survey 

items regarding ELA produced the lowest overall mean for both groups, suggesting that both 

groups of participants are not as confident in their ability to perform in ELA as they are in math 

or when they are able to use both of their languages simultaneously. This result may be due to 

the heavy linguistic demands in English of ELA. The BLE-TLG group reported an overall group 

mean of 3.38 while the BLE-no TLG group reported a group mean of 3.18, for a difference of 
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.20. Much like the results of the math survey items, the BLE-no TLG group had higher 

percentages of its participants reporting that they disagreed with the survey items for ELA.  

 Academic self-efficacy with TLG. The results of the TLG domain survey items are 

perhaps the most interesting results of the entire survey. Again, the BLE-TLG group reported 

higher academic self-efficacy when using TLG in school than the BLE-no TLG group. The BLE-

TLG group reported an overall group mean of 3.40 and the BLE-no TLG group reported a group 

mean of 3.33, resulting in a mere difference of .07, which was the smallest mean difference 

between the two groups for all three domains. Over half of the BLE-TLG group selected agree 

or strongly agree for every survey item in this domain, reflecting their understanding that using 

both of their languages helps them perform successfully in academic endeavors. After a thorough 

analysis of the bar graphs used to display and compare response percentages for each survey 

item under the TLG domain, it was discovered that a minimum of half of the BLE-no TLG group 

reported strongly agree for every survey item within the TLG domain. This group of participants 

did not display nearly the same enthusiasm and strength in their perception of their ability to 

perform in math and ELA.  

 The most significant data is derived from Item 7, which stated Using Spanish and English 

together in class helps me try harder. For this survey item, an overwhelming 75% of the BLE-no 

TLG group selected strongly agree. Close behind was the BLE-TLG group with 62% selecting 

strongly agree. This piece of data holds incredible value for teachers of EBs because it supports 

the existing literature on TLG that indicates that TLG lifts the linguistic restriction on students 

and allows them to use all of the linguistic tools at their disposal to work through content and 

demonstrate their learning (García & Sylvan, 2011; Sayer, 2013). The strong agreement with this 

item, in addition to the other survey items in the TLG domain, suggests that both groups, but 
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especially the BLE-no TLG group, understand the utility and impact of using TLG as a tool to 

augment their chance for success in academic endeavors.    

 The BLE-no TLG group’s strong response to the TLG items on the survey raises the 

question of whether they might have reported higher levels of academic self-efficacy in math and 

ELA had they too been able and encouraged to use TLG in class like the BLE-TLG group. This 

insight proposes an interesting topic to be explored in future studies. 

 Mean differences. As stated above, the focal BLE-TLG group reported higher academic 

self-efficacy in all three domains compared to the comparison BLE-no TLG group. As part of the 

data analysis, an Independent Sample t-test was run to determine if the overall mean differences 

of each group per domain were statistically significant. The t-test results indicated that the mean 

differences were statistically insignificant. For each domain the p value was very close to .05, 

indicating a trend towards the attainment of p<.05. However, it is important to note that an 

insignificant result is often the default calculation of t-tests conducted with such a small sample 

size. Therefore, there is reason to speculate that the mean difference may have been significant 

had there been a larger sample. This speculation warrants replication of this study with a larger 

sample size to address this concern. However, due to this result, the answer to the second 

research question of this study is that although there was a difference in the group means of the 

academic self-efficacy in math and ELA between the BLE-TLG and the BLE-no TLG group, 

there was no statistical significance in this difference according to the results of the Independent 

Sample t-test.  

 There are several possible explanations for this result. First and foremost, the statistically 

insignificant calculation could have resulted from the small sample size in this study as 

mentioned previously. Second, even though the BLE-no TLG group does not use TLG in class, 
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they are still enrolled in a bilingual education program. There has been extensive documentation 

of the academic benefits of bilingual programming for EBs (Baker, 2011; Rolstad et al., 2005), 

therefore the BLE- no TLG group’s similar level of academic self-efficacy to the BLE-TLG 

group may be derived from their similar academic experiences in their TBE program. Lastly, 

perhaps the survey instrument alone was not comprehensive enough to capture the extent of the 

difference in academic self-efficacy in math, ELA, and when using TLG between both groups. 

Future research should consider triangulating data collection with surveys, interviews, and 

observations. Due to time constraints the researcher was only able to use the survey instrument in 

this study. Regardless, both the BLE-TLG and the BLE-no TLG’s survey responses to the TLG 

domain items support the proposition that TLG holds pedagogical value for EBs, however more 

research is needed to substantiate this claim. 

 As part of an extensive study of EBs in Texas, Lockwood Hewitt (2008) compared the 

academic self-efficacy of 8th grade EBs enrolled in a bilingual program to the academic self-

efficacy of 8th grade EBs enrolled in an English only program. Her t-test also found there to be 

no statistical significance between the academic self-efficacy of the two groups, but other 

components of her research suggest that students may not reap the benefits of bilingual education 

in terms of demonstrating higher academic self-efficacy until they have been enrolled in the 

bilingual program for an extended period of time, generally into their high school years. Perhaps 

the difference in the academic self-efficacy of the BLE-TLG group and BLE-no TLG group in 

this study might grow as the BLE-TLG group continues to use TLG and both groups matriculate 

through middle school to high school. However, more research should be conducted regarding 

the use of TLG as it relates to EBs’ academic self-efficacy to provide a more thorough 

understanding of the topic.  
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Limitations 

 There were several limitations for this study. First, this study used a self-reporting survey 

as its data-collecting instrument. With self-reporting instruments, there is the risk that the 

participant will answer in a way to please the researcher or their teacher (McMillan, 2012). In 

order to mitigate this phenomenon, the directions on the survey indicated to participants that no 

one, not even their teacher or their parents, would see their responses to the survey. Moreover, 

they were instructed to not write their name on the survey in order to protect their anonymity.    

 Second, this study had a small sample size, which possibly impacted the results of the 

Independent Sample t-test as discussed above. The difference between two groups is more often 

than not insignificant when the sample size is as small as the one used in this study (n=25). 

Furthermore, future studies interested in investigating this topic might consider increasing the 

sample size and coupling the academic self-efficacy survey with interviews and observations to 

allow students to elaborate and explain their perception of their academic self-efficacy.  

 The third limitation of this study pertains to the difference in grade level between the 

focal and comparison participant groups. It was the researcher’s intention to secure a 5th grade 

BLE-no TLG comparison group to match the 5th grade BLE-TLG focal group. After exhausting 

all possibilities it was determined that finding another 5th grade classroom in a TBE program that 

does not use TLG strategies was impossible in the allotted time frame. Therefore, the researcher 

secured a 6th grade classroom that does not use TLG strategies in the same TBE program as the 

focal classroom.  

 A fourth limitation of this study relates to the generalizability of the findings. Readers of 

this study should use their best judgment when applying the results of this study to their own 

classrooms. It is important to remember that the participants in this study were bilingual speakers 
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of English and Spanish and also enrolled in a TBE program. While Spanish speakers are the 

largest group of EBs in the United States (García et al., 2008), future studies may want to 

investigate how speakers of other languages besides Spanish and English feel about using TLG 

in school as related to their academic self-efficacy to create a more comprehensive body of 

literature on the topic.  

Conclusions and Implications 

 This study established that the focal BLE-TLG participant group reported above average 

academic self-efficacy in math, ELA, and when they are able to use TLG in the pursuit of 

academic endeavors. This is valuable information for educators, researchers, and policymakers 

because it is evident that the participants in this study recognize the utility of their fluid, natural 

bilingual practices in school in addition to their lives outside of school. This is positive data to 

offset findings of previous studies that indicated EBs reporting low levels of academic self-

efficacy (LeClair et al., 2009).   

 To the researcher’s knowledge, there have been no conducted studies that analyze the 

academic self-efficacy in math and ELA of EBs who use TLG in class nor has there been a study 

to compare the academic self-efficacy in math and ELA of EBs who use TLG in class and EBs 

who do not. Therefore this study holds particular salience in establishing the literature for this 

topic.  

 Moreover, there was a difference in the academic self-efficacy in math and ELA between 

the BLE-TLG group and the BLE-no TLG group. The BLE-TLG group reported higher 

academic self-efficacy within all three domains of the survey compared to the BLE-no TLG 

group. Although this difference was not proved to be statistically significant by the t-test, there is 

reason to believe this result could be attributed to the low sample size of this study. It was quite 
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clear from the analysis of the data that both the BLE-TLG group and the BLE-no TLG group 

have a heightened perception of their ability to perform academically, in other words they have 

high academic self-efficacy, when they are able to draw from their entire linguistic repertoire. 

Based on the findings of this research, there is reason to suggest that TLG is a powerful 

pedagogical tool that could be used to increase EBs’ academic self-efficacy.  

 This finding generates important implications for educators of EBs. Since both groups 

reported high academic self-efficacy when they can employ TLG, it seems advisable for teachers 

of EBs to incorporate TLG strategies into instruction to create an environment that is optimal for 

student performance and learning. Based on the results of the survey, all of the participants 

recognize the utility of drawing from both of their languages in the completion of academic 

tasks. If educators can cater to this strength, then perhaps students will increase their academic 

self-efficacy and experience enhanced academic performance. 

 Future research might consider increasing sample size, coupling survey with interviews 

and observations to allow students to elaborate and explain their perceptions of their ability to 

perform academically when they are able to use TLG. Based on the results of this study, the next 

steps in researching this topic would be to replicate this study with a larger sample to address the 

concerns about the reliability of the t-test result. In addition, it would be informative to conduct a 

study measuring EBs’ academic self-efficacy in a class where they use TLG coupled with an 

analysis of their academic performance and achievement. The previously mentioned larger study 

involving Mahoney, Kearney, Boun, and Kane includes an achievement component. The results 

of that study will provide further insight into the influence of TLG on academic self-efficacy and 

academic performance. In particular, it will determine if the high level of academic self-efficacy 

in math and ELA of the focal BLE-TLG classroom will translate into higher academic 
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performance and achievement as the current body of research indicates heightened academic 

self-efficacy should (Bandura, 1997; Bong & Skaalvik, 2003; Ferla et al., 2009; Wang & Pape, 

2009).   
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Appendix A 

Academic Self-Efficacy Survey  
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Directions: Do not write your name on this paper. Please read the following statements. Write an X in the 
box that best describes you and your abilities in math, ELA, and school. Please answer the survey 
honestly. This survey will not be graded and there are no wrong answers. Your teachers and parents will 
not see your answers.  

   
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

 

 
 

Disagree 

 
 

Agree 

 
 

Strongly Agree 

1.  I can learn the skills taught in math this year.   
 

    

2. When I use both Spanish and English together, I can 
figure out how to do the most difficult work. 
 

    

3. I can do even the hardest work in ELA if I try. 
 

    

4. Even if the work in math is hard, I can learn it.  
 

    

5. I can learn the skills taught this year better when I use 
both Spanish and English.   
 

    

6.  I can figure out how to do the most difficult work in 
ELA. 
 

    

7.  Using Spanish and English together in class helps me 
try harder.  
 

    

8.  I can do almost all the work in ELA if I don't give up. 
 

    

9.  I can figure out how to do the most difficult work in 
math class. 
 

    

10.  I can learn the skills taught in ELA this year.  
 

    

11.  I can do even the hardest work in math class if I try. 
 

    

12.  If I don't give up, I can do almost all the work in class 
when I use English and Spanish at the same time.  
 

    

13.  Even if the work in ELA is hard, I can learn it. 
 

    

14.  If schoolwork is hard, I can learn it better when I have 
access to both English and Spanish.  
 

    

15.  I can do almost all the work in math if I don't give up.  
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Instrucciones: No escribas tu nombre en este papel. Por favor lee las siguientes frases. Escribe una X en 
la opción que mejor te describa y a tus habilidades en matemáticas, ELA y en la escuela. Por favor 
responde a esta encuesta honestamente. Esta encuesta no será evaluada y no hay respuestas incorrectas. 
Tus maestros y padres no podrán ver tus respuestas. 

   
Definitivamente 

no estoy de 
acuerdo 

 
No estoy de 

acuerdo 

 
Estoy de 
acuerdo  

 

 
Completamente  

de acuerdo 
 

1. Puedo aprender las habilidades matemáticas que son 
enseñadas este año. 
 

    

2. Cuando utilizo el español y el inglés juntos, se me 
hace más fácil entender y hacer el trabajo más difícil. 
 

    

3. Puedo hacer fácilmente las actividades más difíciles 
de ELA si me lo propongo. 
 

    

4. Aunque el contenido de matemáticas sea difícil, 
puedo aprenderlo. 
 

    

5. Cuando utilizo el español y el inglés juntos, se me 
hace más fácil poner en práctica las habilidades 
aprendidas durante el año escolar. 
 

    

6.  Puedo hacer las actividades de ELA aunque sean muy 
difíciles. 
 

    

7.  Usar español e inglés juntos me ayuda a esforzarme 
más en clase. 
 

    

8.  Si no me rindo, puedo hacer casi todas las actividades 
de ELA. 
 

    

9.  Puedo resolver el contenido de la clase de 
matemáticas aunque sea muy difícil. 
 

    

10.  Puedo aprender las habilidades de ELA que son 
enseñadas este año.  
 

    

11.  Puedo hacer fácilmente el trabajo más difícil de 
matemáticas si me lo propongo. 
 

    

12.  Si no me rindo, puedo hacer casi todas las actividades 
en clase cuando uso el español y el inglés juntos. 
 

    

13.  Aunque el contenido de ELA sea difícil, puedo 
aprenderlo. 
 

    

14.  Si el contenido que aprendemos en la escuela es 
difícil, puedo aprenderlo más fácilmente si tengo 
acceso a recursos en español y en inglés. 
 

    

15.  Si no me rindo, puedo hacer casi todas las actividades 
de matemáticas. 
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Appendix B 

Parental Permission for a Minor to Participate in Research Study 
 

Dear Parent/Guardian: 
 
We are a team of researchers from SUNY Fredonia and University of Buffalo. We would like to invite 
your child to volunteer to participate in our research study. The purpose of this research is to investigate 
how using the home language (Spanish) impacts student outcomes and teacher educational factors. 
  
This study will provide a better understanding of how to teach students who are bilingual. We are inviting 
your child to take part in this research because he/she is a child who either speaks or is learning a second 
language in school. 
 
If you allow your child to participate in this study, the collection of information will occur during the 
regular class time and require a small amount of your child’s attention. If you consent, your child will be 
asked to answer a 15 item survey that will take approximately 15 minutes. He or she may also be 
selected to answer some questions about how they learn best. This will also take about 15 minutes. 
If you choose to participate in this study, that means researchers can review your child’s school work like 
test scores, to help us answer the research questions. We will never use your child’s name or identify the 
child in any way when the research results are reported. In other words, all information from this study 
will be kept confidential. Your child’s answers on the survey, your child’s test results, and examples of 
class work will not be shared with anyone. 
 
There are no risks in this study. Your child’s participation in this study is voluntary and all information 
about your child will be kept confidential. All information gathered during this study will be destroyed 
after one year. You or your child may stop your child’s participation at any time without penalty. 
If you grant permission for your child to participate in this study please sign and return this form. 
 
____________________________________________________ 
Child’s Name 
 
 
____________________________________________________   _______________     
Signature of Parent                                                                              Date 
 
Please contact us with any questions or concerns. 
 
Regards, 
 
Kate Mahoney, Ph.D.                                     Sovicheth Boun, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor                                         Visiting Professor 
State University of New York                        State University of New York 
at Fredonia, College of Education                    at Fredonia, College of Education 
E254 Thompson Hall                                     E282 Thompson Hall  
Fredonia, NY 14063                                       Fredonia, NY 14063 
716.673.4653                                                 716.673.4988 
kate.mahoney@fredonia.edu                           sovicheth.boun@fredonia.edu 
 
Erin Kearney, Ph.D.                                       Megan Kane 
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Assistant Professor                                         TESOL Graduate Student   
University of Buffalo                                      State University of New York                      
Learning and Instruction                                 at Fredonia, College of Education 
554 Baldy Hall                                                E230A Thompson Hall 
Buffalo, NY 14260                                         Fredonia, NY 14063 
716.645.4058                                                  megan.kane@fredonia.edu 
ekearney@buffalo.edu                                           
 
Judith Horowitz, Ph.D. 
Associate Provost for Graduate Studies 
State University of New York 
at Fredonia, Academic Affairs 
803 Maytum Hall 
Fredonia, NY 14063 
716.673.3335 
judith.horowitz@fredonia.edu 
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Appendix B cont.  
 

El Permiso de los Padres para un Menor de Edad a Participar en el Estudio (Español) 
 
Estimado Padre/Tutor: 
 
Somos un equipo de investigadores de SUNY Fredonia y la Universidad de Buffalo. Nos gustaría invitar 
a su hijo a participar voluntariamente en nuestro estudio. El propósito de este estudio es investigar cómo 
el uso de la lengua materna (Español) impacta a los resultados de los estudiantes y los factores educativos 
de los maestros. 
 
Este estudio producirá un mejor entendimiento de cómo enseñar a los estudiantes que son bilingües. 
Estamos invitando a su hijo a participar en esta investigación porque él/ella habla o está aprendiendo una 
segunda lengua en la escuela. 
 
Si usted permite que su hijo participe en este estudio, la recolección de información ocurrirá durante el 
tiempo de clase regular y requiere una pequeña cantidad de la atención de su hijo. Si usted da su 
consentimiento, se le pedirá a su hijo a contestar una encuesta de 15 artículos, que tardará 
aproximadamente 15 minutos. Él o ella también puede ser seleccionado para responder a algunas 
preguntas sobre cómo aprende mejor. Esto también tardará 15 minutos. La participación de su hijo 
en este estudio significa que los investigadores pueden revisar el trabajo escolar de su hijo como 
resultados de las pruebas, para ayudar a responder a las preguntas de investigación. Nunca vamos a usar 
el nombre de su hijo o identificar al niño de cualquier manera cuando reportamos los resultados de la 
investigación. En otras palabras, toda la información de este estudio se mantendrá confidencial. Las 
respuestas de la encuesta, los resultados del examen, y ejemplos de trabajo de la clase no serán 
compartidos con nadie. 
 
No hay riesgos en este estudio. La participación de su hijo en este estudio es voluntaria y toda la 
información sobre su hijo se mantendrá confidencial. Toda la información acumulada durante este estudio 
será destruida después de un año. Usted o su hijo pueden detener la participación de su hijo en cualquier 
momento sin penalización. 
 
Si usted concede permiso para que su hijo participe en este estudio por favor firme y devuelva este 
formulario. 
____________________________________________________ 
El nombre del niño(a) 
 
 
____________________________________     _______________ 
Firma del Padre        Fecha  
 
Póngase en contacto con nosotros con cualquier pregunta o preocupación. 
Saludos, 
 
Kate Mahoney, Ph.D.                                     Sovicheth Boun, Ph.D. 
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Associate Professor                                        Visiting Professor 
State University of New York                        State University of New York 
at Fredonia, College of Education                  at Fredonia, College of Education 
E254 Thompson Hall                                     E282 Thompson Hall  
Fredonia, NY 14063                                       Fredonia, NY 14063 
716.673.4653                                                 716.673.4988 
kate.mahoney@fredonia.edu                          sovicheth.boun@fredonia.edu 
 
Erin Kearney, Ph.D.                                       Megan Kane 
Assistant Professor                                         TESOL Graduate Student   
University of Buffalo                                      State University of New York                      
Learning and Instruction                                 at Fredonia, College of Education 
554 Baldy Hall                                                E230A Thompson Hall 
Buffalo, NY 14260                                         Fredonia, NY 14063 
716.645.4058                                                  megan.kane@fredonia.edu 
ekearney@buffalo.edu                                       
                            
Judith Horowitz, Ph.D. 
Associate Provost for Graduate Studies 
State University of New York 
at Fredonia, Academic Affairs 
803 Maytum Hall 
Fredonia, NY 14063 
716.673.3335 
judith.horowitz@fredonia.edu 
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Appendix C 

Consent Form for Child Participants 
Dear Participant, 
 
We are a team of researchers from nearby universities and we would like to invite you to volunteer to 
participate in our research study. The purpose of this research is to investigate how using the home 
language in school impacts school factors, like achievement. The benefit of this study is that the 
results will provide a better understanding of how to teach students who are bilingual. There are no risks 
to participating in this study. 
 
Your participation in this study will occur during your regular class time and require a small amount of 
your attention. If you agree to participate, you will be asked to answer a 15 item survey that will take 
approximately 15 minutes. You may also be selected to answer some questions about how you learn 
best. This will also take about 15 minutes. If you choose to participate in this study, that means 
researchers can review your schoolwork like test scores, to help us answer the research questions. We will 
never use your name or identify you in any way when the research results are reported. In other words, all 
information from this study will be kept confidential. Your answers on the survey, your test results, and 
examples of class work will not be shared with anyone. 
 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. If you do choose to participate, you may stop 
your participation at any time without penalty. Your signature on this document means you would like 
to participate in this study. If you do not wish to participate in this study, then you should not sign the 
form. 
 
I, ____________________ agree to take part in this research study. I understand that my participation is 
my choice and that I can stop participating at any time without any type of penalty. 
 
___________________________________              _________________________ 
Signature of participant                                                            Date 
 
Please contact us with any questions or concerns. 
 
Regards, 
 
Kate Mahoney, Ph.D.                                     Sovicheth Boun, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor                                        Visiting Professor 
State University of New York                        State University of New York 
at Fredonia, College of Education                  at Fredonia, College of Education 
E254 Thompson Hall                                      E282 Thompson Hall  
Fredonia, NY 14063                                       Fredonia, NY 14063 
716.673.4653                                                  716.673.4988 
kate.mahoney@fredonia.edu                          sovicheth.boun@fredonia.edu 
 
Erin Kearney, Ph.D.                                       Megan Kane 
Assistant Professor                        TESOL Graduate Student   
University of Buffalo                                     State University of New York                      
Learning and Instruction                                at Fredonia, College of Education 
554 Baldy Hall                                               E230A Thompson Hall 
Buffalo, NY 14260                                         Fredonia, NY 14063 
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716.645.4058                                                  megan.kane@fredonia.edu 
ekearney@buffalo.edu                                       
                            
Judith Horowitz, Ph.D. 
Associate Provost for Graduate Studies 
State University of New York 
at Fredonia, Academic Affairs 
803 Maytum Hall 
Fredonia, NY 14063 
716.673.3335 
judith.horowitz@fredonia.edu 
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Appendix C cont.  
 

Formulario de Consentimiento para Participantes Infantiles (Español) 
 
Estimado participante, 
 
Somos un equipo de investigadores de las universidades cercanas y nos gustaría invitarle a participar 
voluntariamente en este estudio. El propósito de este estudio es investigar cómo el uso de la lengua 
materna impacta a los factores escolares, como logros académicos. El beneficio de este estudio es que 
los resultados producirán un mejor entendimiento de cómo enseñar a los estudiantes que son bilingües. 
No hay riesgos para la participación en este estudio. 
 
Su participación en este estudio ocurrirá durante su tiempo de clase regular y requiere una pequeña 
cantidad de su atención. Si usted acepta a participar, se le pedirá que conteste una encuesta de 15 
artículos, que tardará aproximadamente 15 minutos. También se puede responder a algunas 
preguntas sobre cómo se aprende mejor. Esto también se tardará 15 minutos. Su participación en 
este estudio significa que los investigadores pueden revisar a su trabajo escolar, como resultados de las 
pruebas, para ayudar a responder a las preguntas de investigación. Nunca vamos a utilizar su nombre o 
identificarle de alguna manera cuando reportamos los resultados de la investigación. En otras palabras, 
toda la información de este estudio se mantendrá confidencial. Sus respuestas a la encuesta, los 
resultados de los exámenes, y ejemplos de trabajo de la clase no serán compartidos con nadie. 
 
Su participación en este estudio es completamente voluntaria. Si decide participar, puede detener su 
participación en cualquier momento sin penalización. Su firma en este documento significa que le 
gustaría participar en este estudio. Si no desea participar en este estudio, entonces usted no debe firmar el 
formulario. 
 
Yo, ____________________ acepta a participar en este estudio. Entiendo que mi participación es mi 
elección y que puedo dejar de participar en cualquier momento sin ningún tipo de penalización. 
___________________________________   _________________________ 
Firma del participante         Fecha 
 
Póngase en contacto con nosotros con cualquier pregunta o preocupación.  
 
Saludos, 
 
Kate Mahoney, Ph.D.                                     Sovicheth Boun, Ph.D. 
Associate Professor                                        Visiting Professor 
State University of New York                        State University of New York 
at Fredonia, College of Education                  at Fredonia, College of Education 
E254 Thompson Hall                                     E282 Thompson Hall  
Fredonia, NY 14063                                       Fredonia, NY 14063 
716.673.4653                                                 716.673.4988 
kate.mahoney@fredonia.edu                          sovicheth.boun@fredonia.edu 
 
Erin Kearney, Ph.D.                                        Megan Kane 
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Assistant Professor                                         TESOL Graduate Student 
University of Buffalo                                      State University of New York                    
Learning and Instruction                                 at Fredonia, College of Education 
554 Baldy Hall                                                E230A Thompson Hall 
Buffalo, NY 14260                                         Fredonia, NY 14063 
716.645.4058                                                  megan.kane@fredonia.edu 
ekearney@buffalo.edu                                       
                            
Judith Horowitz, Ph.D. 
Associate Provost for Graduate Studies 
State University of New York 
at Fredonia, Academic Affairs 
803 Maytum Hall 
Fredonia, NY 14063 
716.673.3335 
judith.horowitz@fredonia.edu 
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