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Ryan M. Bessett, Katherine Christoffersen, Ana M. Carvalho,
Isabella Calafate, Mayte Vega Mudy

Developing Community-Based
Sociolinguistic Corpora to Promote
Social Justice

Abstract: This chapter explores the many components that are involved in creating
a student-based sociolinguistic corpus. Sociolinguistic corpora can be used as
tools for social justice in that they promote local (or often stigmatized) varieties
of language and students who speak said varieties often experience heightened
language pride or greater esteem for their own language. Using the Corpus del
Español en el Sur de Arizona (Carvalho 2012-) and the Corpus Bilingüe del Valle
(Christoffersen and Bessett 2019-) as models, this chapter first details how to
build the corpus, including the documents needed, the interview protocol, the tran-
scription protocol, and the creation of a website. Next, since the most daunting and
time-consuming task is transcription, we report the results of field trials with vari-
ous technologically-aided transcription methods to help improve the process. Lastly,
we explore the ways in which the corpus can be used to promote social justice and
how to incorporate the corpus into the classroom. By providing and explaining the
tools necessary to create a corpus, we hope this chapter inspires others to create
student-based semi-open sociolinguistic corpora throughout the United States and
around the world.

Keywords: Corpus, corpora, sociolinguistics, community-based

1 Introduction

The importance of sharing sociolinguistic data has been the subject of workshops
(Nagy and Lyskawa 2016), included in publications (Mallinson 2013), and encour-
aged by funding agencies (NSF 2016). In line with these initiatives is the creation
of student-based corpora of U.S. Spanish. For example, in the Spanish in Texas
corpus project (Bullock and Toribio 2013), students take part in building sociolin-
guistic corpora. Student-based corpora not only offer important linguistic data,
but also promote social justice in the classroom by providing students with train-
ing in sociolinguistic methods and enhanced sociolinguistic awareness, and by
fostering an appreciation for local language varieties. Using the Corpus del Espa-
ñol en el Sur de Arizona (CESA) (Carvalho 2012-) and the Corpus Bilingüe del Valle
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(CoBiVa) (Christoffersen and Bessett 2019-) as models, this chapter discusses the
process of creating a sociolinguistic corpus, provides an analysis of different tran-
scription methods to ease the transcription process, and discusses how the cor-
pora can be used as a social justice tool.

Inspired by Labov’s (1984) model of neighborhood studies, students in gradu-
ate and undergraduate classes in two border communities in the U.S. Southwest
participate in developing CESA in Southern Arizona and CoBiVa in South Texas.
Students who speak Spanish as a heritage language collect data in their communi-
ties and document and analyze their home dialects, while students who speak
Spanish as a second language are able to be in contact with the dialect spoken in
the communities where they live, instead of the idealized monolingual standards
still commonly presented in L2 classes. Students are trained in best practices for
conducting sociolinguistic interviews, are provided with sample questions to ask
participants, and create a sociolinguistic plan. After conducting sociolinguistic in-
terviews with local Spanish-English bilinguals, they transcribe the interviews for
inclusion in the corpora.

The resulting corpora are useful to scholars and are also used to incorporate
social justice and sociolinguistic diversity in classes (Schilling 2013; Wolfram
2013). One way in which sociolinguistic corpora accomplish these goals is by coun-
tering pervasive standard language ideologies, which present one form of a lan-
guage as correct or true. In the context of the U.S.-Mexico border, bilinguals often
face damaging standard language ideologies which disparage individuals’ linguis-
tic varieties (Christoffersen, 2019). By documenting bilingual language practices
and teaching students about their highly sophisticated nature, these corpora com-
bat standard language ideologies and the linguistic insecurity they often cause. In
this way, community-based corpus building projects contribute to the mainte-
nance of heritage languages (Martínez 2003; Leeman 2018). The corpora are also
used to present grammar lessons in Spanish courses, thus positioning the corpora
as alternatives to textbooks and delegating prestige to bilingual language varieties
on the U.S.-Mexico border. As such, we hope that this chapter will encourage fur-
ther development of local community-based, community-driven corpora.

To accomplish this aim, the chapter will detail the elements involved in build-
ing a corpus, providing examples from CESA and CoBiVa in section 2. Later, sec-
tion 3 outlines our findings on how to make the most difficult part of corpus
building, the transcription process, less time-consuming by employing technologi-
cally-aided transcription methods. Finally, section 4 will explore the ways in
which the corpus can be used as a tool for social justice.
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2 Building the Corpus

Creating a student-based sociolinguistic corpus with semi-open access involves
many considerations which can be separated into the following dimensions: the
factors to consider before creating the corpus, the creation of protocol for collect-
ing interviews, the development of protocol for transcribing the interviews, and
finally, the creation of a website and infrastructure for housing the data. Since
students will be collecting interviews, it is important to have all procedures and
protocols thoroughly documented before starting the project. In this section we
will detail these many considerations using the CESA (Carvalho 2012-) and CoBiVa
(Christoffersen and Bessett 2019-) corpora and protocols as models.

2.1 Preliminary Considerations for Corpora Development

Before starting the corpus, it is important to consider factors such as the popula-
tion to be included, the data collection methods, and the ethical considerations
involved. It is essential to identify the population that will be included in the cor-
pus and to determine the geographic limits, the minimum length of residence and
any linguistic requirements (for example, do participants need to be bilingual,
and how will bilingualism be defined?). After identifying the population that will
be included in the corpus, the next step is to complete the Institutional Review
Board (IRB) approval process. Before submitting the IRB application, it is recom-
mended to have a sit-down or phone/Zoom meeting with a member of the IRB to
discuss the possibility of having the project exempt, or at least to minimize the
annual review process, which can be time-consuming and complex. One way to
achieve exempt status is by emphasizing the fact that in order to ensure privacy
and confidentiality, all names and identifying information will be silenced in the
audio file and left unidentified in the transcript, where they will be represented
by the placeholder (for example, “XY”). While this may convince the IRB at some
institutions to exempt the project, others will still require an annual review or
continual review process. Additionally, all personnel (including students) working
on the corpus will need to have current Collaborative Institutional Training Initia-
tive (CITI) training to further ensure ethical compliance. When creating the actual
website for the corpus, in addition to deidentifying the participant information,
since the corpus consists of interviews with members of the community, we
highly suggest making the website semi-open. Both CESA and CoBiVa require po-
tential users to create an account and to request access by providing their Curric-
ulum Vitae and briefly describing how they plan to use the corpus. This is to
ensure people access the corpus for legitimate research and educational pur-
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poses. Especially in the case of CESA and CoBiVa which house samples of stigma-
tized language varieties (bilingual speech), it is important to protect the speakers
and the community from potential bad actors. For example, in both CESA and Co-
BiVa we have had applicants specifically state intentions like they “wish to docu-
ment the errors bilinguals commit”, and these have not been granted access.

2.2 Interview Protocol

Once the population is established and the IRB approves the project, the next
phase is to begin collecting interviews and determining what will be collected
from the participants. This subsection is dedicated to the interview protocol and
will discuss how to train students as well as the process we use in CESA and Co-
BiVa. For more detailed descriptions and specific examples of how to train stu-
dents to participate in the corpus, please visit the “Researcher Resources” section
of the CoBiVa website (www.utrgv.edu/cobiva) under the “ReSourses” tab where a
link is provided for “The CESA and CoBiVa Training Handbook” (Bessett, Car-
valho, and Christoffersen 2021). On the same page, there is also a link to other
materials, including all forms discussed in this section.

Before beginning the interview process, it is important to set up the specific
protocol that will be used for all interviews that will make up the corpus. In addi-
tion to the interviews themselves, this includes what demographic information
will be collected and when that information will be collected. In both CESA and
CoBiVa, several sets of information are collected from both the person being in-
terviewed and the person conducting the interview. First, there is a Bilingual Lan-
guage Profile, modified from Birdsong, Gertken, and Amengual (2012), which asks
participants about their linguistic background, language use, language profi-
ciency, and language attitudes. For this part, it is important that the interviewer
pays attention to the way the interviewee answers the questions to avoid miscal-
culations of percentages of self-reported language use, such as when the sums for
the languages exceed 100%. A second form collects demographic information of
the participant including year and place of birth, years in United States, educa-
tion, languages spoken, ethnicity, religion, and other information that may be use-
ful to future investigators. In addition to the information collected about the
participant, demographic information of the interviewer is also included and re-
ports the age, ethnicity, languages and proficiency, dialect, and education. Lastly,
a fieldnotes document asks the interviewer to record when and where the inter-
view took place and anything that stood out about the interview (i.e., formality,
attitude the participant had, interruptions) or the language used.
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After creating the documents that solicit the desired demographic informa-
tion, the next step is to train the students on how to conduct a sociolinguistic in-
terview. Several reference readings help future interviewers understand the
concepts behind the interview process (Tagliamonte 2012; Becker 2013; Myerhoff,
Sschleef, and Mackenzie 2015, for example). For the purpose of CESA and CoBiVa,
students are taught semi-structured interview methods, loosely based on Labov
(1972), in which they ask participants to sit for an interview for approximately 60
minutes to discuss themselves and their community. Students are supplied a list
of potential questions to ask the participant, with categories that include describ-
ing their childhood, work, dates, family traditions, and life events. These ques-
tions are meant to be a guide in case the conversation slows, but students are
encouraged to hold a natural conversation as much as possible. This effect is usu-
ally achieved when students choose to interview their friends or family, people
that they know rather well. However, for some, especially those who are not from
the community included in the corpus, the bank of questions is helpful.

While training students on what to expect during the interview process, we
separate the procedure into three main parts: before arriving to the interview,
when arriving at the interview, and ending the interview. Before arriving to the
interview, students need to decide who they will interview and create a tentative
plan (a selection of questions they can ask the participant during the interview).
It is important here to emphasize that while questions about language use and
language attitudes can be interesting, they should be asked only at the end of the
interview so that participants do not modify the way they speak. Another issue to
consider is the recording device students will use. For the purpose of CESA and
CoBiVa, we have found that cellphones are more than adequate. We do have stu-
dents record an hour of background noise and then attempt to transfer the file
from their phone before they conduct the interview in order to ensure that a file
of that size and type is easily transferrable. When arriving at the interview, we
ask students to have a conversation with the participant until they feel comfort-
able, especially if they do not know the person they are interviewing well. This
helps to keep the formality of the interview low, so as not to affect how the partic-
ipant speaks. The consent form is given to the participant during this initial con-
versation. We advise students to avoid giving undue attention to the consenting
process, and to explain briefly the content of the consent form. While we do not
suggest that the students hide the consent process or have participants sign some-
thing they do not understand, it is important to avoid making the process overly
formal. In fact, when possible, the students may ask participants to sign the con-
sent form before they meet to conduct the interview to further lessen the formal
frame for the sociolinguistic interview. After the interview, we ask students to
thank their participant for their time and to fill out the Bilingual Language Profile

Developing Community-Based Sociolinguistic Corpora to Promote Social Justice 199



and the Demographic Information of the Participant forms mentioned above. Fill-
ing out these forms at the end of the interview allows for a more natural conver-
sation and one in which the participant is not hyper-aware of the way in which
they speak. However, it is important for the interviewer to ensure that the inter-
viewee does not rush through these documents and that their answers are as ac-
curate as possible. For more details on the specifics of the interview protocol for
CESA and CoBiVa, please refer to Bessett, Carvalho, and Christoffersen (2021: 5–22).

2.3 Transcription Protocol

The next stage in the process is to transcribe the interviews once they have been
collected. In order to maintain the corpus, a standard transcription protocol must
be implemented to ensure consistency. First, establish the level of detail the tran-
scriptions will follow. In CESA and CoBiVa, the transcriptions are word-for-word
and include information for false starts and a few levels of pause lengths. For
interviews of this length, a phonetic transcription would add a considerable
amount of time. For common and salient phonological features that occur in
CESA and CoBiVa, students are asked to note them in the “Fieldnotes” form (i.e.,
the fricative [ʃ] in place of the affricate [tʃ]). Next, a standard form of signaling
turns in speech should be determined. For CESA, “E:” is used for the interviewer
(entrevistador/a) and “P:” is used for the participant. In CoBiVa, the participant is
represented with “<v PAR>” and the interviewer is represented with “<v INV>”. A
third consideration is the de-identifying of any identifying information, including
personal names, schools the participant attended, and street names where the
participant lived. In both CESA and CoBiVa, any identifying information is repre-
sented by “XY” in the transcript and a silence is added to the audio file using the
free program Audacity or any similar program. The last standardization that
needs to be determined is orthography and this includes, in addition to spelling,
how to mark unintelligible speech, lengthened vowels, false starts, comments
added by the transcriber, and how to identify borrowings and codeswitches. In
CESA and CoBiVa, other language words/phrases are marked as “OL” for “other
language” since it was often hard to be consistent with what counted as a borrow-
ing versus a codeswitch. More details about how to transcribe other linguistic fea-
tures are available in Bessett, Carvalho, and Christofferesen (2021).

Once there is a standardized protocol in place, the interviews can be tran-
scribed. This is by far the most time-consuming aspect of putting the corpus to-
gether. For an inexperienced transcriber, it can take longer than 10 hours to
transcribe a one-hour long interview. For best results, encourage transcribers to al-
ways wear headphones and to rest frequently (every 10 minutes or so). In order to
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facilitate the process, a transcription software program should be used, for example
Express Scribe, which offers a free version that works on both PC and Mac operating
systems. Express Scribe allows the user to set up “hot keys” which help to pause,
play, slow, rewind, and fast forward the audio. Several rounds of transcription help
to ensure accuracy. In transcribing, one must be careful to accurately include re-
peats and false starts. They are not correcting or changing the transcription but in-
stead writing exactly what was said in each interview. Inexperienced transcribers
often misunderstand this and need considerable mentoring and review of tran-
scripts. We usually have the course instructor and/or research assistants review stu-
dent transcripts and provide notes/feedback. For a complete list of transcription
conventions used in CESA and CoBiVa as well as the entire detailed transcription
protocol, refer to Bessett, Carvalho, and Christoffersen (2021: 36–41). Since transcrib-
ing the interviews is a cumbersome task, we looked to technologically-aided tran-
scription methods to improve the experience. Section 3 details our findings and
offers what we consider to be the best current option.

3 Technologically-Aided Transcription Methods

Transcribing sociolinguistic data is a very time-consuming process. Conservative
estimates suggest that one hour of audio may take at least 10 hours, and if the
transcription includes time stamps, bilingual data, and precise formatting, it will
take considerably longer. So, it is not surprising that scholars have for some time
been examining how technologically-aided tools may speed transcription. This
work has studied the usefulness of speech recognition software for conversation
analysis (Moore 2015), interview data (Matheson 2007), qualitative analysis (Math-
eson 2007), and embodied transcription (Brooks 2010) and has examined different
software including IBM’s Atilla (Moore 2015) and Dragon Naturally Speaking
(Evers 2011). However, when it comes to technologically-aided transcription tools
for bilingual data (in this case, Spanish/English bilingual data), there are fewer
options, and there is also less research on these options. This section outlines the
research and testing we undertook to determine the best software for our pur-
poses with CESA and CoBiVa.1

 The work outlined in this section was funded by the National Endowment of the Humanities:
Christoffersen, Katherine; Bessett, Ryan; & Carvalho, Ana. 2021. Bilingual Voices in the U.S./

Mexico Borderlands.
National Endowment of the Humanities Award. University of Texas Rio Grande Valley

and University of Arizona. https://www.neh.gov.
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3.1 Exploration of Technologically-Aided Transcription
Methods

We began the investigation into transcription software by gathering a list of avail-
able software and comparing them in terms of the following criteria: a) ability to
work with both Spanish and English data, b) sustainability, c) type, d) whether it
allows for a time-aligned clickable transcript (such as WebVTT format), and e)
possible concerns about data confidentiality. Figure 1 shows the results of this
preliminary research.

As shown in Figure 1, 21 out of 27 transcription software had the ability to work
with both Spanish and English. Only 6 of the software met the criterion of sustain-
ability, or free access by researchers and institutions. Of these, only two had the
capacity to auto-generate a transcript upon uploading the file (labelled ‘auto’),
while another two were only able to generate the transcript as the audio is played
from external speakers or spoken into the microphone (labelled as ‘revoicing’). Fi-
nally, we identified two software options where the transcriber types the audio as
it is heard but with the inclusion of several features to aid the process, such as the
ability to adjust the volume or speed or set up “hot keys” (or foot pedals) to repeat,
rewind, fast forward, or insert timestamps. Manual transcription software has ex-

Figure 1: Initial exploration of transcription software.
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isted for quite a while, and this served as a relative control. We decided to select
one of each type of transcription software to test. We ruled out YouTube due to
concerns of privacy and data usage, chose SpeechNotes over Otranscribe due to
some additional user-friendly features, and chose ExpressScribe due to our famil-
iarity with this program. Having made these selections, we moved forward to pre-
liminary trials of the following three software programs: 1) Microsoft Stream (auto-
generated), 2) SpeechNotes (revoicing), and 3) ExpressScribe (manual).

Microsoft Stream is a platform within the Microsoft Suite, which many uni-
versities have access to. To use Stream, one needs to convert the audio file into a
video file first, and then proceed to upload it. The program also allows for the
choice between English and Spanish, but bilingual phenomena, such as code-
switching and lexical borrowings, need to be revised manually after the tran-
scription is produced. Importantly, the transcripts generated by Microsoft Stream
had several extra lines, extraneous letters, numbers, and dashes, all of which pro-
blematized their readability. (At the end of this section we describe how we devel-
oped a two-step process in R Studio to remove these unnecessary lines. For more
detailed instructions and the code, refer to the handbook at Bessett, Christof-
fersen, & Carvalho 2021). Although the Microsoft Stream software is not free to
all, it is available free of cost to all faculty, students, and personnel at the univer-
sities with agreements with Microsoft.

The second program assessed was SpeechNotes, a speech recognition soft-
ware application which is available as an app or in a browser. This program also
allows for the selection of one language, but the user can change the selection
during the transcription relatively easily. This program is meant to pick up voice
and dictations and convert them into a transcript. However, during the initial ex-
ploration of transcription software options, some tests had success using the
SpeechNotes software by playing audio from external speakers, which led us to
continue with this option in trials. Although there is a premium version available,
the free version was used for the trials and pilots in keeping with the goal of
sustainability.

Lastly, we tested ExpressScribe, a transcription software method that has ex-
isted for many years. As such, it served as a relative control for the trials and
pilot. All the principal investigators had prior experience with this method and
used the manual transcription method as a baseline for comparison with the
other methods. With ExpressScribe, the user uploads the audio and types the
words as they are played. However, it offers several features to ease and speed
transcription, including the ability to adjust the volume and speed of the audio.
Additionally, the program allows the user to set up “hot keys” and/or foot pedals
which are assigned different functions. As with SpeechNotes, the free version was
tested, again in keeping with the project’s goal of sustainability.
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3.2 Trialing Three Transcription Methods

In order to determine the functionality of the three selected transcription meth-
ods, we set up a preliminary trial among research assistants (RAs) working on
both CESA and CoBiVa. This allowed us the opportunity to problem-solve issues
with instructions and methods before later piloting the methods with a larger
group. Six RAs participated in these trials, including two incoming MA students
and one recently graduated MA student from the University of Texas Rio Grande
Valley and three PhD students from the University of Arizona.

The trials were set up virtually and were divided into six modules held over
the course of three weeks. The RAs first went through the training module with
various short instructional videos prepared by the investigators and a 30-second
transcript practice. During the next four subsequent modules, each RA tran-
scribed a two-minute audio file using each transcription method (Stream, Speech-
Notes, ExpressScribe). At the conclusion of each module of audio transcription,
the RAs completed a short survey on the use of each method with the specific
audio file. Two of these audio files were selected from CESA and two from CoBiVa.
After transcribing all four audio files using the three methods, the RAs filled out a
final survey where they detailed their experience with each of the methods. The
investigators met with the RAs via Zoom three times during this process, once
after the training module, once after the second module, and one final meeting
and focus group after RAs had completed the final overall survey. In this meeting,
the RAs discussed their overall experience with each of the three methods.

These preliminary trials measured speed, accuracy, and ease of use for the
three transcription methods. Speed varied across students and trial number (as
they got more familiar with the methods, the time was shorter), by order (as they
got more familiar with the transcript, the time was shorter), and by audio file
(which varied in sound quality, speed, and volume). When taken overall, the aver-
age time per audio file was greater for SpeechNotes, at 52.6 minutes, while the
average time for Stream and ExpressScribe were comparable at 45.2 and 45.3 re-
spectively. Next, accuracy was examined based on a comparison of the un-edited
transcript from the two voice recognition software methods to a corrected ver-
sion of the transcript for each audio file. In analyzing accuracy, we looked at the
three main issues: missing words, incorrect words, and accents. SpeechNotes
transcripts were only 5%-56% accurate, while auto-generated (Stream) was 44%-
86% accurate. Averaged over all four interviews, SpeechNotes had an average ac-
curacy rate of 26% while Stream had a 65% accuracy rate. Lastly, we assessed the
RAs’ perceptions of ease of use of the methods to compare their user friendless.
This data was derived from the surveys and focus groups. Across the board, all
RAs preferred ExpressScribe, probably due to the fact that four out of six had pre-
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vious experience with it as well as the fact that the audio files were very short,
only two-minutes long. On the other hand, all six RAs unanimously disliked
SpeechNotes. During a focus group that gathered RAs to discuss their experiences,
they described many problems with the program not capturing the sound, requir-
ing them to repeat the audio into the speaker. Revoicing raised concerns as it
does not capture the participant’s real speech. Not only can this process result in
an inaccurate transcription, it also implies taking the voice from the speakers
whose language we attempt to document. The RAs described many problems with
the program not capturing the sound, requiring them to repeat the audio into the
speakers. Based on low ratings for speed, accuracy, and ‘ease of use’, SpeechNotes
was discarded as a viable option. Stream and ExpressScribe were then further
tested on a larger group of students.

3.3 Testing Stream as a Technologically-Aided
Transcription Method

In order to determine if Stream was a better option for transcribing than Express-
Scribe, larger trials were conducted using students enrolled in a course at the Uni-
versity of Arizona and students enrolled in a course at the University of Texas Rio
Grande Valley. Altogether, 41 students were enrolled in the courses: 14 at UA and
28 at UTRGV. However, some students dropped the course and others didn’t com-
plete all portions of the pilot study, so they were excluded from the analysis.
Thus, the reported results below are from 13 UA undergraduate students along
with 14 undergraduate and 6 graduate students at UTRGV.

Each student conducted an hour-long sociolinguistic interview on Zoom due
to the Covid-19 pandemic, including the collection of accompanying demographic
and linguistic information from the community member. Then, students tran-
scribed 10 minutes of the interview each week over the course of six weeks. Dur-
ing the first three weeks, students used ExpressScribe, and during the last three
weeks, students revised the auto-generated Microsoft Stream transcript. All stu-
dents carefully tracked their time for the transcription and answered a final over-
all survey on the transcription methods.

Overall, students reported that 10 minutes of transcription took them approx-
imately three hours and 24 minutes for the manual (ExpressScribe) and two
hours for the auto-generated transcript revision (Stream). Figure 2 shows that
while this speed improved over time, Stream still proved to be a faster method
(83.6 minutes) after students became faster with ExpressScribe (130.1 minutes).
This and other quantitative results are descriptive and do not attempt to draw
generalizations beyond this sample.
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In the survey, students rated each method on a four-point scale for six different
characteristics: ease of use, speed, intuitiveness, accuracy, bilingual data, and
overall experience. For ease of use, the results were a bit more nuanced. Surpris-
ingly, students rated ExpressScribe more favorably for most of these categories,
except for intuitiveness and bilingual data, see Figure 3. However, note that the
actual data on speed (above) reveals that Stream is faster; so, the students’ per-
ceptions in the survey do not align with the analyzed time tracking data.
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However, when asked which method they preferred, 25 out of 33 students (75.8%)
preferred Stream (auto-generated) over ExpressScribe (manual), see Figure 4.

Students who preferred ExpressScribe said that it was fun, that they liked
having control over the formatting and transcription. They also stated that it was
frustrating to edit instances of code-switching, which represents a problem for
the language choice required by Stream. Students who preferred Stream appreci-
ated that it was quicker to edit transcripts. Lastly, five students mentioned that it
was helpful to combine both methods and use ExpressScribe as a tool to help re-
vise the autogenerated Stream transcript.

3.4 Final Considerations for Stream

It is clear that Microsoft Stream can be helpful as a first step in creating a transcrip-
tion, especially in shortening the time it takes to complete a first draft. Neverthe-
less, the transcriptions that come from Stream still require the time-intensive steps
of anonymizing the transcripts and audio files as well as additional rounds of
checks for formatting, spelling, grammar, accents, and switches from one language
to another. Additionally, as mentioned previously, the transcripts generated by
Stream have several extra lines, extraneous letters, numbers, and dashes, all of
which problematize their readability and need to be removed/revised. In order to
streamline these revisions, the team worked with a consultant to develop a two-step

Stream ExpressScribe

25

8

Figure 4: Preferred transcription method by
students.
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process using R Studio to clean up the auto-generated Stream transcripts.2 For de-
tailed instructions and code, refer to Bessett, Carvalho, and Christoffersen (2021:
42–52) and for a copy of the materials needed to run the two-step process, refer to
the “CoBiVa Handbook Resources” link on the “Researchers” tab under “Resources”
on the CoBiVa website (www.utrgv.edu/cobiva). Having explored all of the necessary
elements to creating a semi-open source sociolinguistic corpus, Section 4 explores
how this corpus can be used as a tool for social justice.

4 Corpora as a Tool for Social Justice

While creating student-based sociolinguistic corpora has direct applications for
research on the speech of the community in which the corpus is based, the exis-
tence and use of these corpora also have the potential to be implemented as tools
for social justice. Embodying the principles of student and community engage-
ment (Labov 1982; Schilling 2013; Wolfram 2013), the corpus provides the ability
for students to work with the Spanish (or language in general) of their community
and home for a university project which elevates the language and gives them
pride in their variety. Community engagement activities have been proven to bet-
ter academic outcomes of the students who participate in them (Schulzentenberg
2020; Scales et al. 2006; Maruyama, Furco, and Song 2018) and to increase overall
the participation of said students on campus (Patton et al. 2016). Students in both
the CESA and CoBiVa corpus have demonstrated positive attitudes towards their
experience working on the projects. Students at the University of Texas Rio
Grande Valley expressed that the project allowed them to not only gain research
experience and skills but to re-evaluate and attribute prestige to local bilingual
varieties as can be seen in examples (1) and (2) from Christoffersen, Villanueva,
and Bessett (In Press):

(1) . . . transcribing the interview allowed me to appreciate and value the interview even
more.

(2) I would love to further work with projects like CoBiVa because I believe that field expe-
riences are very important for students to gain more knowledge and confidence by en-
gaging with our community . . .

 This section of work was funded by the National Endowment of the Humanities and completed
by Jessica Draper:

Draper, Jessica; Christoffersen, Katherine; Bessett, Ryan; & Carvalho, Ana. 2021. Bilingual Voi-
ces in the U.S./Mexico Borderlands. National Endowment of the Humanities Award. University of
Texas Rio Grande Valley and University of Arizona. https://www.neh.gov.
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Bringing the corpus into the classroom also provides a natural opportunity to
bring bilingual varieties into the classroom through translanguaging pedagogies.
In a classroom-based study, Christoffersen & Regalado (2021) document how the
use of a translanguaging pedagogy in the corpus building classroom encouraged
students to use more translanguaging practices such as code-switching in both
spoken and written modalities, breaking down the tradition of English-only in
higher education. In one reflection paper, a student wrote the following:

(3) Otra cosa que me gusto y me pareció muy peculiar fue que la clase fue bilingüe, eso es
algo que nunca me había tocado ver en ninguna de mis otras clases antes, creo que eso
ayudo mucho a la dinámica de la clase . . . fue algo único que creo que de alguna man-
era termina por ser un formato algo futurístico.

Translation: Another thing that I liked and seemed very unique to me was that the class was
bilingual, this is something that I had never seen in any of my other classes before, I think
this helped the class dynamic a lot . . . it was something unique and I think that in some way
it ended up being an advanced format. (p. 65).

Likewise, students from the University of Arizona had positive experiences while
working with CESA that improved their attitudes towards the local variety of
Spanish, especially the bilingual phenomena present, as seen in examples (3) and
(4) from Bessett, Carvalho, and Kern (2016):

(4) Part of why our discussion was so enlightening was the fact that it completely changed
my perspective and attitude toward code-switching. It made so much more sense to me
afterward, and I actually embrace it as something cultural that both my family and my
region (border region) can take credit for as a positive contribution and cultural identi-
fier in our society.

(5) Something that I definitely came away with from this class was a deeper appreciation
of the consistency of grammatical rules in linguistic variation, even when those rules
may clash with the form of the language that formal prescriptivists say is correct.

The experience students have in conducting sociolinguistic interviews with com-
munity members improves their understanding of the language they speak and
creates new appreciation for their community.

To further the connections between the community and the university, using
the corpus in the language classroom also raises the prestige of the local dialect.
In addition, using the corpus in a heritage language classroom, raises the sociolin-
guistic awareness (Carreira 2010) of the student and allows an expansion of the
students’ linguistic repertoires instead of the replacement of them (Valdés 1981;
Potowski 2005). Furthermore, bringing the corpus into the classroom teaches stu-
dents to value different language varieties in different communicative contexts
(Zentella 1997; Potowski 2005). These actions promote linguistic pride in the stu-
dents (Martínez 2003) and encourage students to use their language outside of the
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classroom. Possibly one of the best formal examples of bringing corpora into the
classroom can be found in Potowski and Shin (2019) in which the authors create
grammar explanations by presenting data from Spanish corpora, including cor-
pora of varieties of Spanish spoken in the United States. Another notable example
is the Spanish in Texas (SpinTX) Corpus video archive (Bullock & Toribio 2013)
which provides a searchable database of grammatical points, language features,
topics, and lesson plan/teaching ideas based on excerpts from the corpus. Taking
a step in this direction, CoBiVa has a ‘Language Ideologies’ (DeAnda & Christof-
fersen 2022) module available in English and Spanish on the website under
Teacher Resources. The module provides background information on the topic of
language ideologies as well as example excerpts, explanations, discussion ques-
tions, and activities. The team plans to create additional modules and work on
tagging the corpus for relevant examples, topics, and grammatical features.3

5 Conclusion

In this chapter we provided the essential steps to creating a student-based semi-
open sociolinguistic corpus. In section 2 we outlined the process of building a cor-
pus which included determining the potential speaker population to be inter-
viewed, creating the materials for collecting demographic information, developing
an interview protocol, training students to conduct interviews, and establishing a
transcription protocol. In section 3 we presented the results of our work in attempt-
ing to streamline the transcription process, and based on these results, suggested
using Microsoft Stream as a tool for creating the initial transcription. For more de-
tailed information and to access a copy of all of the documents discussed in this
chapter, please visit the CoBiVa website (www.utrgv.edu/cobiva). Lastly, in section
4 we described how creating a corpus with students can be a tool for social justice
by benefiting the students and the community in which they live, in addition to
providing linguistic data for future research. Thus, building a student-based corpus
allows one to complete the full cycle of the sociolinguistic enterprise: data collec-
tion, data analysis, student engagement, and classroom practices targeted at raising
sociolinguistic awareness.

 This work will be funded by the National Endowment of the Humanities:
Christoffersen, Katherine; Bessett, Ryan; & Carvalho, Ana. 2023. Bilingual Voices in the U.S./

Mexico Borderlands Phase 2: Preserving, expanding, and elaborating sociolinguistic collections.
National Endowment of the Humanities Award. University of Texas Rio Grande Valley and

University of Arizona. https://www.neh.gov.
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