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ABSTRACT
In this dissertation, the participation of 5-year-old Spanish speaking children in a
kindergarten classroom community was explored. The school was located in a working
and middle-class community in Southern Arizona, where pursuant to state law; the
language of instruction was English. Student participants spent four hours every day in
an English Language Development classroom, segregated from their native-English
speaking peers.
The purpose of this qualitative multiple case study was to explore factors that
affected the participation of kindergarten English Language Learners (ELLs) in
knowledge construction in their classroom community. Research questions were
addressed by examining ways teacher questioning strategies and evaluation responses
enabled or constrained the participation of ELLs in mathematics, as well as the role of
peers in the classroom. Data were analyzed through participant frameworks, which
illuminated the process of identity negotiation through positioning strategies.
Questions were investigated through the theoretical framework of communities of
practice, in which learning as apprenticeship in knowledge distribution among experts
and novices is emphasized.
Results indicated that teachers apprenticed ELLs into academic language in three
ways: (a) using predictable, consistent language; (b) using choice and process elicitations
in questioning strategies; and (c) repairing communication by revoicing student
responses. In math table groups, ELLs participated by talking about resources,
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procedures, and initiating and extending topics. Results also showed how Englishproficient peers apprenticed ELLs into negotiating inclusion and exclusion requirements,
which were necessary to build an argument.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Teachers face many challenges in educating students today, due to the nation’s
changing demographics reflected in the classroom. As the United States continues to
encounter a wave of immigration, the proportion of English language learners (ELLs) in
U.S. schools continues to increase more rapidly than the overall student population. In
the 2004-2005 school year, five million students in public schools were students learning
English, representing an almost 80 percent increase over the previous decade (National
Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition, 2008). Congress indicated that ELLs
present multifaceted challenges in referral, assessment, and instruction in schools (Artiles
& Ortiz, 2002; Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Amendments, 1997). As a
result, teachers must make complex pedagogical, instructional, and evaluative momentto-moment decisions concerning ELLs.
Some students learning English as a Second Language do well in school, while
others experience obstacles (Banks & McGee, 2001; Garcia, 2000; Genesee, et al., 2005;
Short & Echevarria, 2005). For example, ELLs have experienced underachievement in
academic tasks, illuminated by the testing mandated by the No Child Left Behind Act.
On nearly every measure, ELLs tend to lag behind their native-English-speaking peers
and demonstrate significant achievement gaps on state and national assessments (Snow &
Biancarosa, 2003). One reason for the underachievement of ELLs on state assessments
in Arizona is due to the state mandated English-Only laws. Proposition 203 revoked
bilingual instruction, and established English-Only curricula, instruction, and assessment
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for all students. Researchers have consistently discovered that the most effective way
students learned English was by participating in high quality bilingual instructional
programs (Cummins, 2000). Furthermore, the passage of Bill 2064 led to ELLs being
educated by separate curricula, and segregated from their native-English-speaking peers
four hours per day.
Ortiz (1997) found that educators were faced with difficulties resulting from lack
of knowledge about Culturally and Linguistically Diverse (CLD) learners, including
inappropriate referrals for special education (SPED) services (Ortiz & Yates, 2002;
Abedi, 2000; Reyes & Bos, 1996). In viewing students learning English in the light of
these data, emphasis must be shifted to the climates in which students are successful.
These data suggest a great need for research to discover ways ELLs are successful in the
classroom, and how students participate in their classroom communities. Research is also
needed in how teachers recognize ELLs’ participation in the construction of knowledge.
The purpose of this multiple case study was to explore factors that affected the
participation of ELLs in knowledge construction in the classroom. Participation was
defined as a process through which separate parties demonstrated to each other their
ongoing understanding of the events they were engaged in by building actions that
contributed to these events (Goodwin, in press). Examples may include sharing or
receiving ideas, attending to a topic, or joining in an activity or interaction nonverbally or
verbally. Student-teacher and student-student interactions were examined for ways
cognition was distributed.
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Research Questions
1.

How do teacher questioning/engagement strategies affect the participation of
ELLs in a kindergarten classroom community?

2.

How do ELLs access participation in the classroom?
Rationale
Poplin & Cousin (1996) suggested that general and special educators focus too

narrowly on content, pedagogy, and the ideology of schooling, while ignoring
sociocultural factors affecting educational outcomes. Students learning English enter into
unfamiliar classroom activities, which require multiple skills in navigating within a
classroom culture. One of these skills is to gain an understanding of the participation
norms in the classroom, for academic learning cannot be separated from the social
processes it is intertwined. Not only must students learn the language of instruction and
academic content, they must also learn to participate in the classroom community. As
newcomers in the classroom community, the necessity of assistance from a competent
other (i.e., teacher or peer) is important in developing competence in the classroom. All
academic tasks include both subject matter and social participation (Erikson, 1996), and
“all higher mental functions are internalized social relationships” (Vygotsky, 1981, cited
in Wells, 2000, p. 54).
Although ELLs may take between six and eight years to develop cognitive
academic English language proficiency (Cummins, 2000), they still participate in the
classroom in many ways. Research is limited on (a) the features of language and
participation that an ELL must exhibit to be a successful student, and (b) the processes of
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socialization into the literacy practices of the classroom (Hawkins, 2005). A few
researchers have examined factors contributing to socialization of ELLs in the classroom
(Hawkins, 2005; Rymes & Pash, 2001; DaSilva Iddings, 2005; Toohey, 2000). However,
very little research has been about (a) participation of ELLs in math classes, (b) ways
teachers recognize ELLs’ knowledge construction, and (d) how recognition (or lack of)
of ELLs’ knowledge construction influences ways teachers make decisions about
children being “at risk” for failure in kindergarten.
Overrepresentation of CLD students in special education has been addressed by
researchers recognizing the following factors contributing to the problem: (a) Lack of
primary prevention; inappropriate language and educational assessment; (b) duration of
enrollment in language support services (i.e. English as a Second Language instruction);
and (c) lack of cultural and linguistic knowledge by K-12 teachers, specialists, and
administrators (Artiles & Ortiz, 2002). Four reasons given for ELLs being referred to
special education were (a) poor/ low achievement, (b) oral language related problems, (c)
low attention, and (d) inability to understand and or follow directions (Ochoa, RoblesPina, Garcia, & Breunig, 1997).
Oral Language
Approximately one-third of school psychologists reported that oral language is
one of the top reasons for referral of ELLs to special education (Rhodes, 2005).
Developing oral proficiency in English includes acquiring vocabulary, gaining control
over grammar, and developing an understanding of the subtle semantics of English
(Saunders & O’Brien, 2007). Researchers found that an ELL may appear to understand
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directions, but lacks conceptual knowledge to comprehend certain ideas (Hoover &
Collier, 1985). Students may exhibit “passing” (Goffman, 1981) behaviors that may look
like other students’ on-task behaviors, by taking cues from peers and teachers. As well as
learning vocabulary, oral language proficiency consists of the ability to interact
successfully with native English speakers (Saunders & O’Brien, 2007). A great
challenge lies in accurately assessing ways that ELLs interact with native-Englishspeakers, which is compounded by a considerable gap in research within this context.
Diverse views about the minimum level of oral English proficiency necessary for
successful participation in classrooms with English reading and writing (Krashen, 1996);
however, agreement exists about the central importance of English oral language
development for students’ success in all aspects of learning. In spite of the significant
value oral language is afforded, the literature is very small (Saunders & O’Brien, 2007).
Most research on oral language acquisition was focused on question formation
(Lindholm, 1987) and vocabulary development (Snow, et al.,1987) in the context of
highlighting correlations between oral language and reading development. In order to
place research on oral language development in context, the role of the teacher in
structuring interactions and opportunities must be examined.
Teachers’ Roles
The effect of teachers’ roles in providing effective instruction to help develop
cognition must be examined in teacher-student interactions at a micro-level. Research on
how teacher-student interaction affects referral decisions is severely limited, including
moment-to-moment decisions teachers must make regarding academic competency.
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Teacher instruction may be insensitive to the stresses surrounding learning English, and
may be responsible for creating what may mistakenly be viewed as a behavioral or
learning disability in a student (Baca & Cervantes, 2004; Artiles, Harry, Reschly, &
Chinn, 1999).
In many classrooms, students were severely limited in their opportunities to use
language in meaningful ways (Cazden, 2001). Specialized discourse patterns occur in
literacy practices such as quizzing (Rogoff, 1990), questioning patterns (Mehan, 1979,
Cazden, 2001), narrative styles (Michaels, 1981), and read-alouds (Katz & Champion,
2009). Students must acquire the discourses of the school, and be able to communicate in
them fluently for their performances to be perceived by others as successful (Hawkins,
2004). Classroom texts and the teacher are often in the position of centrality, and
determine acceptance of the “right” answer (Mehan, 1979). Every question comes with
layers of sociocultural history, and knowing how to answer involves sifting through those
layers (Rymes & Pash, 2001). Students must align themselves with the knowledge
teachers possess to answer the question correctly, whether or not their background
knowledge informs them of a different answer.
Teachers play a pivotal role in determining the quality of opportunities,
experiences, and outcomes students receive in schools (Gay, 1997). They must examine
their expectations of ELLs, for their expectations have a profound effect on student
performances (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968; Brophy & Good, 1974); especially among
students from stigmatized groups (Jussim & Harber, 2005). Research shows that
teachers’ degree of concern about an ELLs’ needs is an important factor in referral to
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special education (Ysseldyke & Algozzine, 1981). The current study was focused on
how ELLs participate in both large and small groups in a math class, and how teachers’
recognition of this participation affects moment-to-moment decisions about competency.
Theoretical Frameworks
Qualitative research is informed on many levels by Vygotsky’s (1978) influential
work on Sociocultural Theory. One premise of Vygotsky’s theory is that language is the
primary vehicle for intellectual development. Thinking is developed and maintained
through social experiences, which involve communication. Therefore, language
development occurs in the context of functional communication (Rogoff, 1990).
Through this lens, one views understanding learning and development in a way that takes
culture as a core concern (Cole, 1996; Rogoff, 1990). One assumption is that
understanding learning requires a focus on how individuals participate in activities, and
how they draw on artifacts, tools, and social others to solve local problems. Social and
cultural practices are central to learning, and educators must recognize the importance of
local activity settings in children’s learning. The individual is viewed in the context of
social interactions constantly in flux from moment-to-moment interactions with the
teacher, other participants, the environment, and the activity itself. Thus, the context
becomes the unit of analysis.
Similarly, communities of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998) is
based on the premise that knowledge is distributed across the community, rather than
being completely in the possession of any one single member. New language and
identities are acquired through apprenticeships to new discourse communities (Lave &
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Wenger, 1991; Rogoff, 1994). Rogoff (1994) views a community of practice as a
context in which knowledge is not a commodity in the head of an individual, but
distributed among the heads of experts and novices in an ongoing process of coconstruction of meaning through interaction. Membership in a community of practice
involves mutual engagement, with overlapping forms of competence. Individuals in
social contexts negotiate meaning through an on-going active process that is both
dynamic and historical (Wenger, 1998).
Participation is a source of identity that is created through actions and
relationships. At the same time, individual participation shapes the social context in
which it is located, thus shaping the community. Participants’ relationships are not
always equal, but are part of the negotiation. The community of practice’s shared
resources includes words, gestures, routines, symbols, actions, or stories (Wenger, 1998).
Wenger (1998) stated, “Communities of Practice are neither beneficial nor harmful, but
because of their mutual engagement, interpersonal relationships, and negotiation of
meaning, they hold possibilities for real transformation” (p.85). Apprenticeship, or
guided participation among experts and novices is central to a community of practice. In
her framework for guided participation, Rogoff (1990) emphasized children’s active role
in making use of social guidance and the importance of tacit and routine arrangements of
children’s activities. Experts “must provide supportive structures for novices’ efforts,”
(p.39) and participation may vary in the extent to which experts are responsible for the
arrangement of activities.
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As membership changes, newcomers are integrated into the community, engage in
its practice, and then perpetuate it. Lave and Wenger (1991) describe newcomers to an
activity as Legitimate Peripheral Participants, novices observing from the periphery and
learning from students who are in the center of full participation. Legitimate peripheral
participation is a valid, but temporary phase on the way to potential full participation
(Gee, 1992). Wenger (1998) stated that for new members to participate, they must gain
access to the history they want to contribute to and add to their own identity, thus seeking
continuity. Legitimate peripheral participants may exhibit “passing” (Goffman, 1981)
behaviors that may look like other students’ on-task behaviors, by taking cues from peers
and teachers. Inclusion of new members creates opportunities to renegotiate meaning,
shifting back and forth between stability and chaos, continually emerging and adapting.
Practice is a continual process of reproduction, and incorporating newcomers is already
inherent in the practice (Wenger, 1998). Discourse is one resource of a community used
to negotiate meaning and emerging identities.
A focus on the hybrid nature of activity systems and their language practices help
make visible developmental spaces that may previously have been ignored (Gutierrez,
Baquedano-Lopez, & Tejada (2000). One way to illuminate these spaces is through
using participant frameworks (Goffman, 1981; Goodwin, 1990) examining how children
take on particular roles and discourse forms that are most often valued in schools. By
using this lens, researchers can examine issues of power and position in human
interactions, especially in the natural settings of concern in qualitative research (Denzin
& Lincoln, 1994).
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Children bring their abilities for complex thinking from home to school, but often
teachers are not aware of this ability unless students can display it in a form recognizable
as school discourse (O’Connor & Michaels, 1996). For students to gain access to these
discourse patterns, teachers must scaffold opportunities for entry into complex thinking
and problem solving. Therefore, teachers are engaged continually in language
socialization directed at bringing children into school based practices evidenced in ways
of talking (Erickson, 1982; O’Connor & Michaels, 1996). In the context of schooling,
teachers are viewed as “experts,” and students as “novices.” In student-to-student
interactions, roles are negotiated through language and positioning of competence. In
this study, the researcher viewed students’ fluid movement between expert and novice
indexed by their participation. However, when examining word by word utterances,
temporary positions were located.
One assumption underlying participant frameworks is that complex thinking is
learned from repeated experiences in taking on various roles and stances within recurring
social contexts, which requires that students take positions or stances in response to other
participants. Goffman (1981) explained that within this framework, those present at the
time an utterance is made have a particular status related to their participation in the
event. The ways that participants are aligned with or against each other, and the ways
they are positioned relative to topics and utterances are examined (O’Connor & Michaels,
1996). The framework of communities of practice was utilized as a macro-lens to
interpret the broader factors that contribute to the socialization of participation. The lens
of participant frameworks provided a micro-analysis of this socialization process through
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language. Together the two lenses provided important ways to explore identity as a
negotiated experience in the classroom.
Positioning was recognized within both theoretical frameworks, which was a
starting point for reflecting on interactions in the social aspects of learning. This
methodological framework is based on three features: (a) participants have rights and
duties; (b) the conversational history and sequence of what has been said lays part of the
basis for the micro-context; and (c) the words spoken have power to shape aspects of the
present social world (Harre & van Langenhove, 1999). Two types of positioning were
recognized. On an interactional level, Goodwin’s (2006) view of positioning illuminated
turn-by-turn speech utterances by participants. When viewing the larger context, Harre &
van Langenhove’s (1999) view of positioning based on a psychological model was used
to locate positioning patterns by participants and central discourses (e.g., English-Only).
Many possible forms of positioning can occur in discursive practices. In the
current study, focus was on the degree to which a participant was capable of positioning
himself, imposing positions on others, and accepting/ rejecting those to which s/he was
assigned. In the research context, students can be positioned in institutions as fulfilling
expected roles, or deviating from them (Harre & van Langenhove, 1999). Positioning of
oneself and others can occur naturally, deliberately, or forced, and differs in moment-tomoment interactions.
Organization of Study
The research was organized in six chapters. In the introduction, the context of
educational issues surrounding the research questions was presented. The context
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included challenges educators face in the absence of research on ELLs’ oral language
development and how this affects referral for special education services. The rationale
for the study provided the groundwork for the significance of the research, and
established the connection between the micro-level and macro-context of the study. The
theoretical frameworks were explored as lenses in which to view participants’
interactions. Implicit in these perspectives was the goal of understanding how teachers
interpreted student participation, and how this related to decisions about student learning
and ability.
Chapter two was a review of the existing literature on participation of ELLs in the
classroom. Both student and teacher understanding of participation in different contexts
were examined. In chapter two, the researcher established an understanding of the
complexity of knowledge construction and the negotiation process in which teachers and
students participate. This chapter also provided a rationale for the methods chosen for
the study.
In chapter three, the methods and analyses employed in the study were described.
An overview of the research design was provided, with arguments and rationale for
chosen data collection techniques. The participants and setting of the study were
presented, including both classroom and school contexts. The specific context of
mandated English-Only instruction was described, in combination with details on the
district and school culture.
In chapter four, results were presented separately by research question. Results
included documentation (e.g., transcripts) of student participation in both large and small
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groups through positioning within participation frameworks. Teachers’ positioning of
students within the question-answer sequence was reported, and student participants’
positioning of themselves and others.
In chapter five, data analyzed through the theoretical framework of community of
practices were reported. Data were examined through ways students negotiated
knowledge and identities. Ways cognition was negotiated in both teacher-student and
student-student interactions were discussed. Teacher apprenticeship of cognitive models
in mathematics was also discussed. Cognitive models in small groups were discussed by
examining student-to student discourse and behaviors. The discussion then turned to
factors affecting teacher decision-making about student ability. Next, interventionfocused language and practices were examined in the context of Response to Intervention
models. In chapter six, implications from the results of the study and limitations were
discussed, which include the categories of teacher training needs and recommendations
for oral language assessment practices.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
Using the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) and the EBSCO
databases, I began the review with a broad search with the intent of locating potentially
relevant research viewing ELLs’ participation in the classroom. The following subject
headings yielded two results: Legitimate peripheral participation or communities of
practice AND English language learners or Limited English Proficient or Culturally
Linguistically Diverse (CLD) students. In a second search, the subject headings were
broadened to key descriptors of matching synonyms that follow Vygotskyan principles of
apprenticeship, which yielded three additional articles. In subsequent attempts, the
descriptors ELL or CLD were omitted in an effort to include studies in which authors did
not include language or cultural analyses. The results of this search process alone
identified a gap in interdisciplinary research in which authors viewed ELLs’ participation
in classroom communities and analyzed the social and cultural contexts of learning.
In this literature review, classroom communities were defined as places in which
participation varies from observer to full participant, occurring at many levels.
Participation was defined as a process in which separate parties demonstrated to each
other their understanding of the events they were engaged in by building on these actions
(Goodwin, in press). Students can be actively participating in the construction of
knowledge through discourse, or legitimately participating from the periphery of the
classroom community non-verbally. Students also can be ignored or marginalized in the
classroom depending on how participants use discursive positioning strategies. Many

29

terms were given in the literature to describe the different forms of student participation.
The terms Full Participant (FP), Legitimate Peripheral Participant (LPP), and
Marginalized Participant (MP) were used in an effort to create consistency. When
students participated in a classroom discussion, their participation was acknowledged,
ratified, or marginalized through positioning strategies.
Selection of Studies
Case studies and group studies were selected in which authors examined ELLs’
changing participation through different contexts in classroom communities. Studies were
ethnographic qualitative case and group studies with data collected between one and five
years. The case studies included participants in grades K-8 in American and Canadian
schools and were based on a sociocultural model of understanding learning in the context
of social interactions. Participants were observed in Language Arts classes or in social
contexts (e.g., play area, free time).
Studies chosen were those about the movement of students among all levels of
participation in inclusive classrooms (FP, LPP, MP). The individual was viewed in the
context of social interactions constantly in flux from moment-to-moment interactions
with the teacher, other participants, the environment, and the activity itself. By observing
the classroom community over time from the periphery, the researchers in each of the
studies earned roles as legitimate peripheral participants themselves. Researchers
analyzed videotapes of classrooms and conducted interviews with teachers, students, and
in some cases, parents.
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Authors of the case studies focused on a variety of factors influencing the
participation of students in U.S. and Canadian classrooms. Participants ranged from
kindergarten to third grade with English language proficiency levels ranging from
beginning to proficient, or not reported. All authors examined participants within
interactions with both peers and teachers across contexts. All participants in the case
studies were enrolled in English-Only programs. Authors observed ELLs interacting
with English-proficient students as well as with other ELLs.
Participants in the group studies ranged from grades one through twelve, with
sample sizes ranging from six to fourteen. The elementary groups were enrolled in
Spanish/English bilingual classrooms and observed in language arts classes, or in social
(e.g., play) situations. Authors observed interactions between ELLs and Englishproficient students in both small and large group academic settings. Three additional
studies were included in preschool settings in which students’ home languages were not
reported.
Organization of the Review
In the two research questions, different perspectives were assumed; therefore, two
sets of studies were reviewed. To answer the first research question, how do teacher
questioning strategies affect the participation of ELLs, the unit of analysis was the
teacher’s questioning strategies in a whole-class context. Studies in this section were
selected to match the unit of analysis (See Table 1). To answer the second research
question, how do ELLs access participation in the classroom, the unit of analysis was the
student’s behavior indicating participation in small group contexts (See Table 2). In a
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few studies in this category, the small group context was teacher-led, but others focused
on student-student interactions. Several authors chose one participant structure as the
setting of the study, which facilitated the organization of the review. However,
interaction between teachers and students was complex and could not be separated into
different categories. Attempts to classify studies according to the two research questions
were made, although some studies overlapped and applied to both questions. Most
authors used a sociocultural lens in which to view results, but only a few used the lens of
positioning. Review of studies addressing research question one were presented first,
followed by those laying foundations for question two.
Findings
Several themes emerged that revealed hidden aspects of classroom communities.
Review criteria consisted of sociocultural factors affecting students’ participation in
knowledge construction. Findings suggest that students’ ability to participate in the
classroom was influenced through teachers or peers’ positioning strategies; however, the
extent or type of participation did not necessarily relate to their overall academic success
(DaSilva Iddings, 2005).
Research Question One: How Do Teacher Questioning Strategies Affect the
Participation of ELLs?
Teachers defined contexts and establish and supported social patterns of lessons.
All academic tasks included both subject matter and social participation (Erikson, 1996).
Content was evident, but social participation was not always visible. Research
demonstrated that the teacher’s role was crucial in the movement of ELLs from the
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periphery to the center of knowledge construction (Rymes & Pash, 2001; DaSilva
Iddings, 2005; Berry, 2006; Verplaetse, 2000; Hawkins, 2004; Delgato-Gaitan & Trueba,
1985; Yoon, 2008). In most studies, teachers brought their own beliefs into the
classroom and attempted to encourage students to conform to their own perceptions and
values (Hollins, 2008). A view of community created by the teacher’s belief system also
had the potential to marginalize students who did not share the same beliefs
(Winkelmann, 1991).
A familiar classroom discourse sequence IRE (initiation, response, evaluation),
was a cultural specific model that implied one speaker at a time. In this sequence, the
information requested was already known by the teacher (Mehan, 1979), thereby
positioned the teacher as an expert, and student as novice. This sequence was one of the
cultural classroom practices in the classroom investigated by Rymes & Pash (2001).
Rymes & Pash (2001) analyzed teacher questioning strategies used by a general
education teacher in whole-class interactive dialogues. The participant was a second
grade beginning ELL in a rural Southwest classroom. Teacher-questioning was the unit
of analysis, which built on the assumptions that language routines between teacher and
student mediated social identity. The researchers investigated how routine-related
questioning contributed to reading difficulties. Findings indicated that even when asking
open-ended questions, the teacher was still looking for an expected answer, and
marginalized diverse perspectives. They found that teachers’ questioning strategies
affected the participant’s ability to participate in the construction of knowledge, and
limited meaningful participation.
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Table 1
RQ 1: Effects of Teacher Questioning in Whole-Class Settings
_________________________________________________________________
Study
Participants Context of
Teacher Questions
Social Identity
observation

Positions

Rymes &

Rene

EO

IRE

“Passing” LPP

Pash,

Grade 1

Rural

one “right”

Took clues from

2001

HL:Spanish

Georgia

answer

peers

L. Arts

Hawkins,

Shoua

EO

Teacher A:

Teacher A: LPP

2005

Grade K

L. Arts

Mediated

Teacher B: MP

interactions

Free play: LPP

Teacher B:Did not

“Parallel Play”

HL:Hmong

recognize bids

(continued)
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(continued)

Berry,

67 students

EO

Teacher A:

Teacher A: Expert,

2006a

23 w/LD

Urban

Procedural

Students: novices

Grade 3

Inclusive

Teacher B:

LPP

HL:English

Co-teaching

Involvement

Teacher B: Peers
support
Students: FP
Cooperative
groups

Yoon,

8 students

EO

Teacher A: All

Teacher A: FP

2008

Grades 5,6,7

Urban

students- CRP

Teacher B: MP

HL: Various

Across content

Teacher B:

Teacher C:

subjects

Mainstream

FP/LPP/MP

Students-US pop

Based on student

content

ability

Teacher C:
Content skills

(continued)
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(continued)

Edelsky

7 students

et.

Grades 5,6

Al.,

HL: Spanish

2002

Absence of “E”

FP Student-

Urban

Apprentice-style

initiated topics

After-School

strategies

Used academic

EO

Program

discourse

____________________________________________________________________
Note. EO=English Only. RP=Ratified Participant. LPP=Legitimate Peripheral
Participant.MP=Marginalized Participant. HL=Home Language. LD=Learning
Disabilities.

Academic competence can be compromised by students’ desire to develop social
competence in understanding the multiple ways of participation (Rymes & Pash, 2001).
An example occurred when the participant exhibited passing (Goffman, 1963) behaviors
by mimicking other students’ answers through gestures (e.g., nodding) and agreeing “me
too.” His strategy of choosing from his own experiences selectively and taking cues from
his peers showed the formation of his social identity within the classroom, but
compromised his oral language and academic development. He remained dependent on
group interaction for language opportunities, which reduced his language expression. He
became a LPP in whole-class settings by looking to his peers’ cues instead of drawing on
his own experiences. When observing student-teacher interaction, he received the signal
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that his experience was not the “right one.” The case study student did not have the same
background experience as the teacher, and as a result, was positioned as a MP by the
teacher.
Berry (2006a) also examined teacher questioning and engagement strategies used
by general education teachers in whole-class interactive dialogues. Discursive strategies
intended to scaffold verbal participation of all students in a writing lesson were analyzed,
for discourse provides a window to see how teachers support student involvement at
different levels of participation (Palinscar, 1998 as cited in Berry, 2006a). Participants
included 67 students; 23 with identified learning disabilities. Berry’s study built on
previous work in which she examined collaborative interactions referred to as
Instructional Conversation (IC, Goldenberg, 1993). Researchers investigating IC
examined engagement strategies that encouraged high level of participation through
extended discussions in which topics were picked up on, developed, and elaborated.
Researchers studying teachers implementing Instructional Conversations with
ELLs found favorable outcomes in language development, reading comprehension, and
concept development (Berry 2006a; Echevarria 1995). Classroom discussions involved
unpredictable contexts, in which students with special learning needs had difficulty in
choosing appropriate linguistic responses (Lapadat, 1991 as cited in Berry, 2006a). Some
researchers have recognized the need for teachers to help students develop “group
process” (Berry & Englert, 2005) skills to engage in conversation. Novices entering the
conversation were LPPs, and learned by observing from the periphery first, but what was
the teacher’s role in the process?
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Both teachers positioned students as equally deserving of attention, but
implemented different teaching approaches. The first teacher viewed students’ (with a
Learning Disability) deficits as “breakdowns” (Berry, 2006a, pg. 218) that needed to be
repaired through a structural approach with a remedial curriculum to build writing skills.
The teacher was positioned as an expert, with her role in providing explicit and direct
instruction, and students as novices with their role as following directions. She used
procedural strategies (i.e., naming, modeling, overlapping) to support students’
participation. These included explanations, think-aloud, repeat, restate, paraphrase,
manage behavior, direct attention to task, and offer choices.
The second teacher participant positioned students with learning disabilities as
novices and vulnerable, requiring protection. She viewed this context as one to empower
students to take risks. This interactional approach encouraged collaborations, and
positioned peers as a support. Writing was also teacher directed, but included peer
conferences and writing at their own pace. She used involvement strategies (i.e.,
encouraging, orchestrating, scaffolding) to support verbal participation. These included
acknowledgment and acceptance of all efforts, praise, shared authority, encouraging
ownership of process, making connections to experiences, and graduated assistance.
Both teachers repaired interactions in different ways, and differentiated
instruction and support as needed. Teachers’ use of strategies related to their
pedagogical perspectives, but both planned steps, monitored progress, repeated and
paraphrased student contributions, coordinated students’ ideas, and used call and
response patterns. Berry’s study illustrated how both involvement and procedural
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strategies were complex, but effective in apprenticing hesitant students’ verbal
participation in whole-class contexts.
Teachers’ use of strategies relating to their pedagogical perspectives also was
evident in Edelsky, Smith, & Wolfe’s (2002) study. Authors found that teachers who
shared power in discussions were more effective in apprenticing academic discourse.
Edelsky et al. (2002) studied students in a teacher-directed small group engaging in
literacy practices. Participants were fifth and sixth grade students, and members in an
after-school enrichment program in urban Phoenix. They were predominantly Latino
with near-native proficiency in a non-standard variety of English. Authors discovered
themes of academic discourse in the literature lessons, which consisted of several
features: (a) an absence of triadic structure, replaced by a two part structure; (b) episodes
in which students had topic initiation rights; (c) varied turn-taking options; and (d)
teacher discourse style mirroring apprenticeship into a community of practice.
The teacher participant in this study was one of the authors; therefore data were
analyzed through an emic perspective. The teacher positioned students as experts by
facilitating literature discussions of student initiated topics. One motive to conduct the
study was to illustrate atypical teacher engagement strategies that did not follow the
typical Initiation, Reply, Evaluation pattern (see Mehan, 1979). Edelsky analyzed the
data in response to Cummins’ (1989) argument of ELLs facing great difficulties in
learning Cognitive Academic Language, with the purpose of illustrating students’
abilities to engage in academic discourse with a knowledgeable guide (Edelsky class
notes, 9/10/09).
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In the beginning of the study, teachers initiated literacy discussions; later,
however, students initiated topics of discussion independently. Authors found that
teachers who shared power in discussions were more effective in apprenticing academic
discourse. Smith did not offer explicit evaluations, but merely moved the discussion
from one phase to another rather than eliciting student participation. The third slot
comments (i.e., traditional Initiation, Reply, Evaluation sequences) were usually
confirmations of students’ thinking, and were not used to judge the students’ elicited
responses. Third slots were also filled with “hedges,” which were responses intended to
align students with instruction (e.g., I’m just gonna kinda; Am I right?) These responses
occurred in response to the absence of traditional first slots of teacher initiation.
The teacher’s discursive strategies were intended to apprentice students into a
community of practice that valued literacy. Apprentice-style teaching strategies (e.g.,
Tourguiding, Lifting the Level, Spotlighting, Setting it Up, Unpacking, Lowering the
Level) fit the teacher’s view of herself as an expert facilitating students into a community
of readers. This study is another example of how teachers’ pedagogical beliefs influence
their perceptions of students’ ability to participate in knowledge construction, which
influences their positioning strategies. Smith created an experience for students by
offering both demonstration and practice of academic discourse in the classroom.
For many years, research has been focused on ELLs’ language development
(McKay & Wong, 1996), but not on their sociocultural needs. In addition, limited
research exists on the influence of classroom teachers’ pedagogical approaches on ELLs’
participation in the classroom (Yoon, 2008). Through positioning theory (Harre & van
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Langenhove, 1999), Yoon (2008) examined how teachers’ pedagogical beliefs affected
students’ participation and positioning. She also examined how students perceived their
own positioning. Three teachers in a suburban school participated in the study, and two
students in each of their classes.
Yoon (2008) found that teachers’ views of their roles directly influenced
positioning of ELLs. The first teacher believed she was a teacher of all children by using
culturally relevant teaching to support students’ diverse needs. She positioned the ELLs
as part of the classroom community by providing them with opportunities to share
cultural differences (FPs). Peers also positioned ELLs as learning partners and cultural
resources (LPPs). Through student interviews, Yoon found that the ELLs viewed
themselves as ratified FPs in this class, contributing to a positive identity.
In a second class, a different teacher defined his role as a teacher for regular
education students, and did not play an active role in meeting the needs of ELLs. By
setting up competitive games based on popular American television shows, he positioned
ELLs as MPs due to their unfamiliarity with the content. The American peers in this
class did not position the ELLs as knowledgeable participants (MPs), thus recreated the
positioning strategy of their teacher.
In a third context, the teacher viewed herself as a content teacher and focused on
the language needs of the ELL students. She expected the ESL teacher to take care of the
ELLs’ social needs. The content teacher positioned ELLs who worked well
independently as FPs, and those who were struggling as MPs. Yoon’s (2008) study
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demonstrates how teachers position students based on perceptions, which influence
moment-to-moment positioning of ELLs.
Summary research question one. In all studies presented in the context of the
first research question, findings indicated that teachers’ pedagogical beliefs influenced
their perceptions of students’ ability to participate in knowledge construction. These
perceptions directly influenced teachers’ positioning of students. Throughout the school
day, teachers organized students for learning in various grouping patterns, with power
structures attached to each grouping. In the whole-class context, teachers’ roles were
emphasized as the holder of knowledge.
In the majority of studies, researchers focused on the participant structure of
teacher-led whole-class discussions. Participants were constrained in the types of turns
they took according to their roles, known as turn-type pre-allocation (Atkinson & Drew,
1979). This pre-established format involved question-answer sequences, in which the
teacher asked the question, and the students were expected to respond. This practice reenforced the model of teacher as holder of knowledge, and student as a passive receiver.
Only in one study selected researchers focused on small group contexts in which
teachers shared power with her students (Edelsky et al., 2002). In this context, the
teacher was able to shift power dynamics and allow students to lead their own
discussions. The teacher did not evaluate student responses; therefore, students
monitored their own learning. One powerful variable in determining how educators
develop their pedagogical beliefs is identifying how teachers were socialized with diverse
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populations (Hollins, 2008). Researchers did not include data about teachers’
background experiences or training with ELLs.
Research Question Two: How do ELLs Access Participation in the Classroom?
The second research question was built on a second body of literature in which
students were the focal participants. In the first two studies authors viewed the broad
perspectives of children’s experiences in the larger community, without analyzing their
experience as a member in a cultural or linguistic group. After these two studies, the
reviewer examined children’s experiences of being a member in a distinct cultural and
linguistic group.
The majority of early research about early literacy learning had a Piagetian
perspective, in which authors described what children knew about concepts of print (e.g.,
Clay, 1973, 1991), spelling (Henderson & Beers, 1980 as cited in Rowe, 1994) and
understanding the purposes of reading and writing (Goodman, 1990), with the focus on
the individual child. However, in more recent studies, scholars followed Vygotsky’s
(1978) sociocultural view of cognition, and supported the theory of literacy assuming
children actively construct knowledge through negotiating social interaction with adults,
or more proficient peers.
Rowe (1994) studied the ways preschoolers constructed notions of literacy in a
suburban classroom. The ways children initiated and extended talk with each other, as
well as other adults in both author and audience roles in self-selected literacy activities
were explored.
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Table 2
RQ 2: Ways Students Participate in Classroom Communities
Study

Participants

Context of

Teachers’

Observation

Questions

Social Identity

Positions
DaSilva

6 Students

EO

Product and

LPP

Iddings,

Grade 2

Reading

Choice questions;

Interdependent

2005

HL: Spanish

Skills- based

group

curricula

Expert/novice
Parallel group

Berry,

Marta

EO

“Helping ethic”

LPP in whole-

2006b

Grade 3

Urban

Answers accepted

class

HL:English

Inclusive

through proxy

MP by peers in

LD

small group

Delgado-

7 students

Bilingual

Teacher A: Student

Gaitan,

Grades1-3

Suburban

copying “handicap”

Trueba,

HL:Spanish

L. Arts

Teacher B:

1985

Teacher A: MP

Teacher B:LPP

Allowed copying

(continued)
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(continued)

Toohey,

Harvey

EO

Free choice

LPP by peers if

1996

Grade K

Suburban

Peers

stayed on

HL:Eng/

Free Choice

periphery

Chinese

Rowe,

10 students

EO

Writing table

Talk about

1994

Grade: PreK

Suburban

groups

social

HL: Not

Writing

Author, co-author

relationships,

roles

resources,

Reported

personal
experiences

Goodwin,

Peer group

EO

Peer games:

MP=Failed to

2006

Grades 4,5,6

Urban

Hopscotch, jump

access middle

HL: Not

Playground

rope, storytelling

class symbols

reported

FP=leaders
used directives

(continued)
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(continued)

DaSilva

Grade: K

EO

Expectation for

LPP=Quiet

Iddings,

HL: Spanish

Suburban

procedural

Mouse game

2008

Immigrant

L. Arts

knowledge

MP=Academic
ability
FP=Procedural
ability

_____________________________________________________________________
Note. EO=English Only. FP=Full Participant. LPP=Legitimate Peripheral Participant.
MP=Marginalized Participant. HL=Home Language. LD=Learning Disabilities.

Rowe (1994) followed the perspective that learning must be seen as
intersubjective, and as a joint negotiation of meaning through social interaction.
Children’s actions were interpreted through Halliday’s (1986) theory stressing language
development as a complex process in which learning language, learning through
language, and learning about language are three aspects of a single action.
Preschoolers shifted their attention back and forth between their own text
production and ongoing activities, both verbally and nonverbally monitoring progress,
both their own and others. Students shifted topics often but consistently focused on four
themes: (a) social relationships; (b) negotiations about access to space and resources; (c)
personal experiences; and (d) text production. Rowe (1994) found that only adults used
evaluative statements (e.g., mostly positive), tag questions (e.g., you see one right?),
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requests for joint actions, and clarification requests. Only children used requests for
behavior, and responded to their peers’ requests for evaluation with both positive and
negative feedback.
In one literacy activity, at the art table, Rowe (1994) discovered that for students
to become literate as writers and authors, children must experiment with markers, paper,
all kinds of pens, scissors, tape, and glue. Exchanging drawings or notes was an
important part of maintaining social relationships with teachers and peers. In interactiondominated events, children learned the social function of literacy.
Similar to findings as authors of individual texts, co-authors spontaneously
described the progress of their work as a means of keeping others informed. Coauthoring also allowed less experienced authors to experience the construction of written
texts that were beyond their ability to produce alone. As students formed hypotheses
about the content, processes and purposes of the events, they checked their
understandings through conversation.
Rowe (1994) found that most of the children’s talk focused on establishing
friendship relationships and that literacy processes were only secondary topics of
discussion. Both the teachers and researcher were surprised at such a finding. When
adults were not present, children’s interactions with one another were directed mainly at
building social relationships rather than at discussing texts. Children traded information
about their developing understandings of the event by using a high number of
information statements.
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Rowe (1994) used Corsaro’s (1985) work on the development of friendships in
peer-dominated activities as a lens through which to view the phenomena. Corsaro
concluded that friendship served specific integrative functions, including building
solidarity to protect the interactive space. Conversations served indirectly and directly to
highlight the commonalties in experiences and preferences among participants.
Acknowledged solidarity increased the chances that children received positive responses
when asking for resources or evaluation of their work.
Goodwin (2006) also examined friendships and the ways children built solidarity.
A group of girls from grades three to five in an urban elementary school was studied for
over three years. The playground was selected as the context for observation because
little research has been conducted on how children interact when they are not under adult
supervision. The language practices girls use in building their local social organizations
in interactions with peers in same-and mixed age, and same-and mixed sex groups were
examined. The ways in which participants came to inhabit certain continuously shifting
positions in situated activity systems through interactive work were investigated. In
videotapes of more than eighty hours of talk at lunch and play (during lunch),
information about the engagement and orientation of space of participants was examined.
Actions that were built through semiotic gestures also were analyzed. Goodwin (2006)
examined how girls disputed actions in the games of hopscotch and jump rope, and how
they positioned themselves during storytelling. Evaluations of other girls who attempted
to place themselves above others or failed to demonstrate knowledge of or access to
symbols of middle class identity also were examined.
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Goodwin (2006) found that through conflict, girls found harmony, and that the
negotiation of status was necessary to create identities in peer groups. She built on key
work in social theory that stressed the importance of the pursuit of conflict for the
organization (White & Watson-Gegeo, 1990 as cited in Goodwin, 2006). In the midst of
going about their work of creating social organization, girls made explicit the criteria they
used to evaluate one another, elaborating for themselves as well as others the tacit norms
underlying their social order. Directives were used with the purpose to orchestrate
activity in the middle of a game, and gender and level of skill affected the organization of
the activity. Girls’ games provided visible alignment of those who were ratified and
those who were excluded.
Goodwin (2006) also examined how children made use of the symbols of the
larger culture and how knowledge of consumer culture was used to construct marginality.
One participant used a form of cultural capital (e.g., a digital toy) to position herself
above others, as well as to index ethnic identity. Bourdieu’s (1984 as cited in Goodwin)
view on commodities as the primary currency of middle class life was used to analyze the
way participants positioned themselves by class membership. The ways girls “indexed
social status with reference to objects in bids to assert their position in the group and
define the boundaries of the group” (p. 5) also were examined. Goodwin’s work
demonstrated that through disputes about rules in games and storytelling, children
worked out problems without the help of adults.
When students were a member of a Culturally and Linguistically Diverse (CLD)
group, they faced unique challenges in the classroom. In a study of a newly immigrated
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Spanish speaking student, DaSilva Iddings (2008) conducted research in a mainstream
kindergarten classroom in the Southeastern U.S. A student undergoing the “silent
period” (Krashen, 1982) was studied, along with his participation across three contexts.
Through an ecological approach, Tomasello’s (1999, 2003 as cited in DaSilva Iddings,
2008) model of communicative intentions was used to argue that routine classroom
practices provided contextual cues for understanding participation. The student was
participating intentionally in classroom practices, but this participation was not
recognized by the teacher. The student’s ability to follow procedures in literacy
activities granted him FP status in his classroom community, but was not a measurement
of his academic success.
DaSilva Iddings (2008) examined how learners’ actions were socially situated in
relationships among others (e.g., peers, teacher), artifacts, and the activity itself.
Teachers’ positioning strategies were not analyzed; however, both teacher participants
had limited experience in working with ELLs. In following English-Only guidelines,
both teachers believed that the main goal in kindergarten was “to socialize students in the
school culture by helping children learn how to follow procedures and how to act as a
student” (p. 14); therefore, teachers positioned the student as a FP in his ability to meet
this goal.
In a classroom practice performed during transitions (e.g., the Quiet Mouse
game), the mouse served as a mediator in drawing students’ attention to, and in engaging
in the practice. The case study student appeared to understand the intentions signaled by
the mouse, and performed appropriate actions in the game. In this case, the mouse
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positioned the student as a FP in his ability to understand the purpose of, use for, and
social consequences affecting possession of the artifact.
In a different context (i.e., learning centers), teachers positioned the case study
student as an independent learner, or LPP, by providing daily opportunities to practice
skills individually. The case study student observed teacher and peer cues and followed
all procedures in the classroom. In doing so, he positioned himself as an FP. His actions
were deemed to be passing (Goffman, 1981) by looking to others for cues in
demonstrating accepted behaviors. Teachers verified his ability to follow procedures,
thus also positioned him as an FP in following procedures. In a third context, teachers
positioned him as a successful student (FP) when he performed testing actions
successfully, even when he gave incorrect answers. With this ratification, the student
positioned himself as a successful student in testing contexts; even when giving incorrect
answers. The teachers’ praise was directed at his procedural actions, not at his academic
success. The student participated in the procedural ways that were expected of him, yet
his participation was not recognized as academic success.
DaSilva Iddings’ (2008) study was another example of how academic competence
was compromised by the requirement to demonstrate social competence. The study
demonstrated the ways (a) that teachers position students ambiguously, (b) expectations
for participation were complex, and (c) communicated implicitly. The case study student
was positioned as an FP on a procedural level; however, was marginalized (MP) as an
unsuccessful student due to his lack of linguistic and academic competence, and retained
at the end of the year.
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Hawkins (2005) also identified a context in which an ELL was marginalized.
Ways an ELL in kindergarten participated in literacy practices and strategies that enabled
participation were examined. The researcher did not examine teacher positioning
strategies; however, self-positioning and peer positioning became apparent. Students’
personalities played a large role in bidding (Fairclough, 1992) for participant status, in
which they invited other participants to take on specific identities in an interaction.
Hawkins examined how making bids for participant status affected self-positioning and
identity.
According to Hawkins (2005), participants must have a sociocultural awareness to
assess what is appropriate in the specific context. Socially constructed identities may
influence access to participation in classroom activities. The participant in Hawkins’s
study consistently made bids for participation status in literacy activities. Because she
was an ELL, the language barrier excluded her from being a FP, as well as placed a social
barrier between her and her peers. Her bids for participation were rejected when she used
inaccurate vocabulary to describe peers’ families; therefore, peers positioned her as a MP.
In a different context, the participant was positioned as an FP by peers when sharing
pictures they valued.
Academic competence can be compromised by students’ desire to develop social
competence in understanding the multiple ways of participation (Rymes & Pash, 2001).
An example of this compromise was documented when the participant was observed
doing “parallel play” by mimicking other students’ cooking in the play area. Hawkins
(2005) observed the student talking, but she was speaking to herself or a make believe
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other, using a string of disconnected words. She was enacting performances accepted by
other children, which proved her participation, but she remained on the periphery (LPP).
Her peers accepted this behavior, but did not seek her out as a playmate. This “passing”
(Goffman, 1981) behavior looked like other students’ behaviors, and allowed her to earn
LPP status, but compromised the development of her emerging oral language skills.
In a second context in another classroom, the participant repeatedly volunteered to
perform tasks and answer questions, thus conforming to the participation norms of the
classroom. However, she was never once selected. In one instance, a teacher physically
positioned herself with her shoulder blocking the student, positioning her as a MP. This
example represented one way messages were conveyed to children about their status in
the school community, and identities available to them, regardless of participation. The
study also demonstrated how teacher positioning strategies directly affected students’
access to the curricula.
The failure to learn involves multifaceted dynamics such as deliberate social
positioning (Harre & van Langenhove, 1999), exclusion from aspects of community life,
teacher perceptions of a child’s learning potential as static and unchanging (Kaniel &
Feuerstein, 1989, as cited in Berry, 2006b), and power relationships (Fairclough, 1989).
As a result of their marginalized status, access to participation was denied to students in
the cases of Hawkins (2005), Rymes & Pash (2001), Toohey, (1996) and Berry (2006b).
Berry (2006b) studied the social context and interactions in an urban elementary
inclusive classroom to determine participation patterns of student-teacher and studentpeer interactions in whole-group and small-group contexts. She also examined how these
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patterns affected power relationships and positioning of students. Teachers used
discourse and participation frameworks in lessons to encourage participation and a
collective responsibility. Berry found that the teacher’s language of inclusion (e.g.,
accepting answers as having equal value) contributed to equitable positioning strategies
in a whole-class setting.
Berry (2006b) investigated the process of positioning and implicit attempts at
positioning in social relationships in the classroom. She drew from Harre & van
Langenhove (1999) in examining students’ differing levels of expertise in positioning
techniques, in their intentions to position or be positioned, and in their power to achieve
positioning.
In Berry’s (2006b) study, the classroom teacher focused on discourse strategies
that supported academic achievement and enabled social participation; this positioned
students with disabilities as FPs. The experienced teachers were sensitive to student peer
relationships and took responsibility for instructing all students. They used tools that
enabled students to be self-directed and provided an environment of building community.
Teachers expected participation, even if the contribution was not one’s own. They also
removed themselves as final authorities and emphasized that knowledge was contestable
and need not be defined by the teacher. Students who were ELLs or who experienced
disabilities participated by designating a proxy to answer.
In the whole-class setting the case study student designated a proxy to answer,
thus was a LPP. In this context, she accepted her LPP position, but resisted being a MP
in a small-group setting. Even with the teacher supporting a strong community ethic,
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peers excluded the case study student and positioned her as a MP because she could not
spell the desired words correctly. The peers used the teacher’s discourse of participation
to harass the student, “It’s your turn to participate…now participate!” (p.17). Berry
examined data through the lens of disability inquiry, seeking to shift the view to society’s
definition of disability, and recognize inclusion and exclusion as a larger societal
problem. Berry noted that the teacher’s strong expectations of equity did not ensure
compliance in her absence when children were aware of power differentials that exist in
the larger society. This study demonstrated the power of peer positioning in the absence
of the teacher, and how students imitated larger contextual power structures.
Toohey (1998) analyzed two ELLs’ participation through the sociocultural lens of
communities of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991) in a kindergarten classroom in Canada.
Research questions about the process of ELLs moving from the periphery toward full
participation in the classroom were investigated. The role of peers in this process also
was examined. Students’ personalities played a role in positioning themselves and how
they were positioned. Students who had an “open face” had the potential to learn
language more rapidly than learners who were timid (Wong-Fillmore, 1979). However,
Toohey (1996) found that a female ELL’s timid personality was advantageous for her
entering into FP status. Toohey reported that when the newcomer ELL student
submissively observed from the periphery first, her peers seemed more willing to
redistribute power and draw new boundary lines to include her. The peers described a
need to mother the participant and take care of her, confirming her new status of FP. The
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ELL did not threaten to take away power from her peers, but shared their power. In turn,
she mentored other ELLs who were earning their LPP status.
In contrast, a male participant attempted the same strategy, but was unsuccessful,
and denied FP status. Toohey (1996) discovered that his domineering and demanding
personality cost him FP status. When he threatened to shift power away from the FPs
(e.g., when playing with trucks) by demanding to play too, the boys tightened the
boundaries, which kept the ELL on the periphery. He was excluded from being a FP in
playing with trucks; however, he was allowed to be a LPP only if he helped by fixing the
trucks. The boys in Toohey’s study shared resources (e.g., trucks) more readily with the
participant, but only if he maintained distance as a LPP.
DaSilva Iddings (2005) also analyzed data through the lens of communitiy of
practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991). The ways second grade ELLs gained access to
classroom activities and ways they participated were investigated. DaSilva Iddings
examined ways participants acquired the norms of the new social group, specifically
through the process of guided participation. She studied second grade Spanish speaking
participants who were attending a school in the Southwest region of the U.S. that had
recently eliminated its bilingual program. Teachers were monolingual, did not hold
Teaching English as a Second Language endorsements, and lacked resources to address
the needs of ELLs effectively in their school. A goal for placing ELLs in English
dominant classrooms was to establish meaningful participation though interactions
between “novices” and “old timers.” Transcribed data illustrated the instructional and
curricular differences between two reading groups in the classroom.
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DaSilva Iddings (2005) found that complications existed for ELLs in (a)
differential participation in language activities, (b) ambiguous general purposes of
instruction, and (c) implicit forms of communication. The most salient problem identified
was the difference between the ELL reading group’s access to information and quality of
discussions compared to the native English speaking reading group. The main tasks of
the ELL reading group were to track print, match words, circle letters in a pre-primer
book, and cut and paste them on sight word activity sheets. The classroom teacher
believed these activities were beneficial for ELLs because they were “effective for low
learners” (p. 173). The ELLs were positioned as MPs by the teacher who chose these
linguistically reduced language arts activities, used language in isolation from daily
experiences, and gave ambiguous instruction. By emphasizing connections between life
experiences and discussions in the native-English-speaking groups, teachers positioned
English Proficient (EP) students as FPs in the construction of knowledge.
Students can accept their lower level positioning status (MP) in some contexts as
did some students (Hawkins, 2005; Rymes & Pash, 2001; Toohey,1996; Berry, 2006), or
continue to access participation in other contexts by making bids to other participants. If
they accept their marginalization and have peers who are also in lower level positions,
parallel communities may emerge.
By increasing ELLs’ interaction opportunities with English-proficient (EP)
students, the teacher increases opportunities for student academic development and
second language acquisition (Verplaetse, 2000). Discrepancies in participation levels
between ELL and EP groups contributed to the development of differential identities of
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competence between the two groups (DaSilva Iddings, 2005). However, DaSilva Iddings
found that the ELL group did develop identities of competence among themselves.
Different roles emerged in the ELL group with a stratified division of labor. When faced
with a task in a small group, a more proficient student (expert) took a leadership role and
organized the group (novices) to accomplish the task. She discovered that when
interacting with each other in a parallel community, the ELLs worked interdependently to
gain access to valued resources. With pooled resources, the parallel community was able
to negotiate LPP status with the adjacent EP group.
A parallel community also developed in Delgado-Gaitan and Trueba’s (1985)
study. Similarly, students in the study who were allowed to use their native language
negotiated knowledge and FP status among themselves. The discrepancies between
expectations of classroom and home participation norms influenced teacher perceptions
of acceptable participation behaviors.
First, second, and third grade participants from Mexican-origin families in
Northern California were observed in both home and family environments. DelgadoGaitan & Trueba (1985) argued that cultural differences demonstrated in interactions
disguised conflicts between social and institutional structures (i.e., between home and
school; see Heath, 1983). Collective behavior was represented in participants’ homes in
which children were willing to apprentice each other in performing tasks. Children
collaborated in school by apprenticing each other in completing their worksheets, thus
positioning each other as equal participants in the construction of knowledge. Teachers
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believed that children should work independently and that collaborative work was
allowed only in specific contexts, although this was not stated explicitly.
The case study students received mixed messages from teachers about acceptable
participation norms. Some teachers allowed copying of work and some did not. Most
teachers did not believe that cooperation on a task could result in productive work, and
that copying indicated low academic ability. One teacher established an Englishproficient student assistant as the “expert” and the only person children could check
answers with. In doing this, the teacher positioned the assistant as the FP and others as
“novices”. Teachers perceived students who copied as lacking cognitive ability and
perhaps having a “handicap,” thus MPs.
English Language Learners in the study viewed copying as a legitimate activity
that was one way of being apprenticed into new knowledge in a group. With this, they
were enacting the sociocultural perspective that knowledge was distributed among the
community of learners. Students positioned themselves as FPs in the construction of
knowledge. More proficient students (experts) delegated answers to less proficient
students (novices) in classrooms in which the teacher gave students permission to help
each other. Researchers found that when teachers adopted the sociocultural lens of
learning, students were positioned as FPs and created an identity of a successful learners.
Summary research question two. Studies were based on Vygotsky’s (978)
sociocultural view of cognition, and supported the theory of literacy assuming children
actively construct knowledge through negotiating social interaction with adults, or more
proficient peers. Results indicated that talk among children tended to focus on the
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progress of their work as a means of keeping others informed, and developing
friendships, which highlighted the commonalties in experiences and preferences among
participants. Talk among older students focused on conflict, and that girls found
harmony through negotiating status, which was necessary to create identities in peer
groups.
In the context of the classroom, teachers believed that the main goal in school was
to socialize students in the school culture by helping children act as a student. However,
ambiguous definitions of what constituted a successful student resulted in students being
marginalized. “Cultural scripts” exist that define “what counts” and what is valued in the
learning community (Hawkins, 2005). Students who can access these cultural scripts
often are more successful in gaining ratified status. Marginalization occurred when
students failed to learn due to teachers’ deliberate social positioning strategies (Harre &
van Langenhove, 1999). As a result of marginalized status, parallel communities
emerged, further segregating ELLs from English-proficient students.
In all studies, researchers found that little value was placed on the identities of
competence that ELLs did gain as students (DaSilva Iddings, 2005). Teachers
interviewed were hesitant to give ELLs FP status, which was defined as being recognized
as contributing to the construction of knowledge. Teachers did not recognize the
knowledge that students did bring to the classroom, applying a deficit perspective of
students learning English. Toohey (2000) suggests that instruction in English and the
inferior status of one who cannot comprehend classroom content are factors that limit the
full participation of ELLs in classroom communities. English language learners must
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accomplish three learning tasks simultaneously: (a) the social rules of participation (i.e.,
often implicit), (b) the language of instruction (i.e., implicit or explicit depending on
teacher training); and (c) academic content. Several studies showed that the latter two
tasks were compromised in favor of the first. All studies indicated that the teachers’
pedagogical belief had a direct impact on their positioning of ELLs as Full Participants,
Legitimate Peripheral Participants, or Marginalized Participants in knowledge
construction in classroom communities.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODS
Research Design
The research questions were best addressed in a natural setting, which was
necessary for qualitative research on many levels (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In
performing qualitative research, the emergent cultural description of the classroom was
gained by eliciting multiple realities and tacit understandings of participants (Marshall &
Rossman, 2006). A theoretical construct that guided the present study was the premise
that social interaction was the space in which learning is negotiated, thus a necessary
place for situating research. Teacher-student interactions were influenced by the setting
in which they occurred, and were best studied in the context in which they were created.
The study must be conducted in the classroom, where layers of institutional and student
cultural complexities (e.g., social setting, notions of norms, traditions, rules) intersect,
and were captured during face-to-face interaction over time.
A multiple case study design served as the strategy of inquiry guiding the
research. The case study design was selected by the nature of the research questions,
which required exploration of literacy activities in classroom interactions among
participants. The case study strategy entailed researcher immersion into the setting,
focusing on understanding the meanings the participants brought to the interaction
(Creswell, 2009). The multiple case study design allowed examination of the same
phenomena across two cases. A microethnographic approach was chosen, due to the
research focus on language, allowing for a detailed examination of how participants were
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using language over time. The focus on language use by participants was viewed at the
micro-level, but embedded in the larger institutional and cultural context. This strategy
allowed the researcher to frame the study by placing boundaries around it, and to
characterize the analytic focus (Marshall & Rossman, 2006).
The researcher relied on the intersection of multiple sources of data of these to
provide insight into themes for understanding phenomena. Inductive data analysis was
used to organize patterns, categories, and themes that emerged from the data (Creswell,
2009). Member checks occurred in collaboration with participants to interpret data. The
research design was emergent, and allowed for flexibility adapting to the participants’
needs.
Data Sources
For this study, the primary sources of data include (a) classroom observational
field notes, (b) video recording, (c) interviews, and (d) artifacts (e.g., lesson plans, work
samples, curricula, see Table 3). The data collection was focused on capturing the
literacy practices the student participants were engaged in. When student participants
entered the room to participate in a math lesson, I attempted to document the context,
language used by students and teacher, and interactions that took place.
Participant Observation
One way I sought to answer research questions was by being a participant
observer at the school site in Ms. Smith’s kindergarten class for ten weeks. Every time I
was in the classroom I composed systematic ethnographic field notes during math
activities for 55 minutes, from 12:55 p.m. to 1:50 p.m., three times per week. As a
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participant observer, I was immersed in the setting, which permitted me to hear, see, and
experience the classroom as the students do (Marshall & Rossman, 2006). I observed in
both large and small groups, with observations focused on teacher- student interactions.
The field notes consisted of writing exactly what students and teachers said. In a column
adjacent to participants’ language, I wrote possible themes of interest, noting the time
counter on the video recording as well. Field notes composed were emerging analytic
insights based on the contextual moment-to-moment interactions, which may be lost in a
later video viewing. These insights were used as clues to focus data collection, as well as
to provide important questions for additional interviews (Marshall & Rossman, 2006).
Video Recording
First, I gained participants’ consent in English (teacher) and Spanish (students and
their parents) (See Appendix A and B). After becoming familiar with schedules and
classroom procedures, I began video recording student-teacher and student-student
interactions in the classroom. I requested time from the teacher to explain to students the
purpose of my study, why I was in the classroom, and why I was videotaping them. I
allowed students to look through the camera lens and become familiar with my physical
presence as well as the cameras. In the first week of video recording, students made
funny faces for the camera, and asked many questions. By the second week, they seemed
more comfortable with the camera and my presence, and did not approach me as often.
The observations were video-recorded, which were preferred over audio recording to
allow for better analysis of the physical elements of the observed settings.
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Table 3
Data Sources/Analyses
Data Collection
Participant

Video

Observation

Audio

Interview

Artifacts

Data
Analyses

Field notes

Work samples
Curricula
Lesson plans

Research Questions

Coding
Themes

__________________________________________________________________________
How do ELLs

Communities

gain access to

of Practice

participation in classroom
communities?

Participant

(large and small groups)

Frameworks

How do teacher

x

questioning

x

x

x

Communities of
Practice

strategies affect the
participation of ELLs?

Participant
Frameworks

___________________________________________________________________________
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Interviews
Interviews were used to address all of the research questions, with a different
focus for each research question (See Appendix C). Much research has been performed
on schooling in the U.S.; however, very little has included the perspective of teachers,
whose individual and collective experiences constitute schooling (Seidman, 2006). The
lived experiences of teachers and the ways they made sense of them were of utmost
interest to the research because they were of worth
The process of (a) selecting constitutive details of teachers’ experiences, (b)
reflecting on them, (c) and making sense of them is a meaning-making experience
(Seidman, 2006). I also interviewed students to gain understanding of their perspective
on events. Students were focus participants in the study, and their perceptions and
experiences were valid and important to the study.
The three part interview was used to place the teacher’s experience in context
(Schuman, 1982). The interview was semi-structured, with questions about the
participant’s past experiences with diverse populations, classroom practices, and
expectations for students (See Appendix C).
In the first interview, the teacher’s experiences were contextualized by asking her
to tell about life as a teacher and provide specific details about her instruction. Questions
were about math curricula, planning, assessment, collaboration with other staff members,
and extra committee participation. The first interview gave me insight into the structures
and duties of a typical day for Ms. Smith, and her beliefs on discipline. The conversation
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also allowed me to place her participation in her current job in the context of the research
study.
The second interview was about Ms. Smith’s beliefs about language policies,
parent roles, and mathematics curricula. Questions were about skills needed to be
successful in kindergarten and what makes a child “at risk” in kindergarten for math.
These answers provided insights into expectations she held and how she organized
students into categories of difference.
The third interview was about interactions with people from different language
backgrounds. By asking Ms. Smith to reconstruct her early experiences in family,
school, and at work, I was able to understand factors influencing Ms. Smith’s present
understandings and experiences (Seidman, 2006). By exploring the combination of past
and present experiences, one can establish conditions for reflecting on present practices,
aimed at uncovering beliefs and perceptions held (Seidman, 2006). By asking questions
about expectations of ELLs, I hoped to gain insight into her perceptions of ELLs’
abilities to participate in knowledge construction. Interviews were audio-recorded to
ensure validity. Additional interviews occurred based on recursive analyses of categories
and themes found in data transcriptions, and as needed to clarify understanding of events.
The interview method had a different level of analysis than the other data sources.
First, I listened to the interview data multiple times and transcribed them verbatim, this
time ignoring beginning and end points of turns and duration of pauses. After reading the
transcripts, I divided data into substantive (e.g., descriptive) and theoretical (e.g.,
conceptual) categories (Maxwell, 1986). These categories were then organized into
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themes about how teachers view students’ participation. I accomplished this by looking
for clues to the tacit nature of the teacher’s understanding of participation (Quinn, 2005).
A winnowing technique (Quinn, 2005) was used to sort and classify data into categories
that connect to each other and are of importance in the face of other data (Seidman,
2006).
Conceptual memos were written in this stage, for “recording reflections in the
form of notes, reflective memos, thoughts, and insights is invaluable for generating the
unusual insights that move the analysis from the mundane, and an obvious to the
creative” (Marshall & Rossman, 2006, p 161). I recognized the importance of the
analysis process as non-linear and reiterative (Heath & Street, 2008). Combining
interviews with transcripts and artifacts ensured that data were triangulated. By
analyzing the data through the theoretical frameworks I had chosen, I found confirming
and disconfirming evidence to illustrate discovered themes (Rubin & Rubin, 1995).
Negotiating Entry
Several attempts to gain permission from school officials to contact teachers were
made before gaining entry into the research site. Initial negotiation with gatekeepers
(e.g., the superintendents and principals) was difficult and participants were reluctant to
commit to the study. Four principals cited too many programmatic changes were being
implemented in their district, and denied site access. When the principal at Bayside
school (pseudonym) was approached, he stated the purpose of the project was in
alignment with the school district’s research agenda, so granted access. Details were
discussed including expectations of the project, feasibility, privacy of participants,
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reciprocity, methods of reporting results, and expectations for follow-up activities. When
presenting the project to potential teacher participants at a staff meeting, the researcher
offered reciprocity by volunteering in the classroom sites following the project. This
offer was accepted by one willing teacher participants; for she believed she needed
additional assistance with a district adopted reading program, and welcomed the offer of
service.
The researcher demonstrated sensitivity and flexibility when the recruitment
process proved longer in duration than planned (Marshall & Rossman, 2006). A goal of
the study was to receive truthful accounts from interviews; therefore, building
relationships between the researcher and teacher participant was of utmost importance.
Time for classroom observations and researcher-teacher interactions was allocated in the
beginning of the study to fulfill this purpose, but needed to be truncated. The researcher
entered the research site open to learning, remembering limitations the role as observer
occupied, as well as cultural identities and life experiences that prevented one from fully
knowing “the other” (Heath & Street, 2008).
District Context
Bayside school district educators served students and their families with eleven
elementary schools, three middle schools, two K-8 schools, and three high schools. The
district covers 109 square miles, crossing three counties, with an average enrollment of
16,000 students. As shown in the most recent school district report approximately 36%
of students are Hispanic, 54% are White, 5% Black, 3% Asian, and 2% Native American.
District support services include alternative education in the high schools, interscholastic
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opportunities, Native American education, English language acquisition resources,
counseling and psychology resources, and gifted and special education services.
The district Language Acquisition Department offered financial support to
teachers by reimbursing them for their Sheltered English Immersion (SEI) endorsement.
The department also created a webpage with English language resources available to
parents and teachers. Parent resources included support groups, information and access
to special education laws, online resources for improving children’s academic success,
and access to school psychologists and speech-language interventionists. The special
education department offered self-contained classrooms and resource programs at each
school. The district had two behavior programs, one for students with severe Emotional
Disorders or autism, and one for students with mild behavior disorders such as
oppositional defiance.
Language Context
State Language Policy
In the fall of 2000, Arizona voters authorized the passage of Proposition 203,
which is a mandate for English-Only curricula in Arizona public schools. Teachers must
teach reading and writing in English, with instructional materials only in English:
All children in Arizona public schools shall be placed in English language
classrooms. Children who are English learners shall be educated through
sheltered English immersion during a temporary transition period not normally
intended to exceed one year. Once English learners have acquired a good
working knowledge of English and are able to do regular school work in English,
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they shall no longer be classified as English learners and shall be transferred to
English language mainstream classrooms (Arizona Revised Statutes 15-751-756).
Staff of the Arizona state Department of Education (ADE) identified the instructional
method in which teachers are to instruct ELLs as Sheltered English Instruction (SEI).
This was an umbrella term used to describe instructional strategies for students who have
already attained intermediate fluency in English. Sheltered English Instruction was
designed to be a bridge to link English language to academic content (Echevarria &
Graves, 2007; Combs class notes, 10/14/09). Educators in Arizona classrooms must
receive their SEI endorsement, which consisted of taking forty units of coursework in a
higher education credentialing program.
Developments in 2006 led to the passing of Bill 2064, which created an ELL task
force charged with reviewing research based models of SEI. The task force encouraged
members to view many types of SEI models; however in 2009, they adopted a four-hour
English Language Development (ELD) block in grades Kindergarten through fifth grade.
The four hour block is broken down into time increments that dictated how much time
was allocated for each skill (i.e., oral English, grammar, reading, vocabulary, and
writing).
At the end of the 2008-2009 school year, the Arizona Department of Education
task force attempted to enforce the new ELD model; however, school principals were
unsure how to deliver the new instruction. Due to the urgency and complexity of this
specific programmatic change, confusion existed at the school level about how to achieve
this colossal schedule and curriculum change.
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School Context
Bayside School Setting
Bayside school was located in the crossroads between a suburban and urban
district in the Southwest, and 1.5 miles from a large university. Children of Culturally
and Linguistically Diverse families with a wide range of socio-economic status attended
the school. Families lived in apartment buildings or in single family homes neighboring
the school. A shopping center was located around the corner with a grocery store, pet
store, print shop, and a popular café. Bayside school’s weekly schedule consisted of four
eight-hour days, and one four-hour day. On the half-day, grade level teams met or a staff
meeting was held. Enrollment fluctuated throughout the year, and was 440 students on
October 28, 2009 (Parent-Teacher Organization meeting notes, 10/28/09). Bayside has
not had a researcher at the school for five years, although the principal was open to
forming a relationship with the research community. The school district was involved in
one project with the university, which offered math training for intermediate teachers
(grades 3-5). The principal was disappointed with the trainings because he had not seen
any concrete benefits from it yet (principal interview notes, 11/16/09).
Several specialists serve Bayside school including two Title 1 teachers, one for
kindergarten to third grade, and one for grades three to five. Two special education
teachers divided their time between elementary and intermediate grades. Depending on
the definition of Least Restrictive Environment in a student’s Individual Education Plan,
teachers assisted students in general education classrooms, or provided pull-out resource
services. Bayside school had two Cross-Categorical classrooms; one for students in
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elementary and one for students in the intermediate grades. A preschool was located
across the street from Bayside’s campus.
School Language Context
The staff at Bayside school reflected the needs of its language community. In the
front office, four out of six staff members were bilingual in Spanish and English.
Bilingual staff members included a student/family advocate who was a liaison between
the school and community, a behavior specialist, and the registration/attendance clerk.
The principal was also a fluent speaker of Spanish and viewed the current English-Only
legislation as “unfortunate and punitive” (interview notes, 11/16/09). His parents told
stories of being punished at school for speaking their native language, which greatly
influenced his perspective on language use (interview notes, 11/16/09).
In 2008, Bayside school was audited by the Arizona Department of Education
(ADE). The staff was mandated to take down the classroom labels that supported
bilingual literacies in environmental print, and now adopted a policy encouraging
students to speak in English. If students speak in Spanish, the principal encourages
teachers to say, “now tell me in English” (interview notes, 11/16/09).
The desk in the front office was laden with bilingual materials with information
connecting the school community to the community at large. Materials available
included resources for school age children (i.e., after school programs, Head Start
programs, drama/theatre classes, mentoring projects), as well as pamphlets detailing
support services for parents (e.g., Emergency Family Assistant Programs, English as a
Second Language Programs, safe housing options). All materials sent home were in both
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Spanish and English including calendars, the Parent/Child/Teacher Handbook, menus,
and information about immunizations or medical assistance.
Participants
Two students (Maria and Carolina- pseudonyms) and one teacher participant (Ms.
Smith) in the school’s kindergarten were selected for the study. Language and literacy
are complex social processes (Dworin & Moll, 2006; Halliday, 1975; Street, 1997), and
are of great interest to the educational community. Due to the complex, yet rapid
language and literacy acquisition that occured in the primary grades, the kindergarten
context was considered of critical importance. Once the teacher participant was selected,
she identified students in her classroom who met participation criteria.
A score of one, two, or three (pre-emergent, emergent, basic) on the Arizona
English Language Learner Assessment (AZELLA) served as the criterion for inclusion of
student participants, which identified them as English Language Learners (ELLs). Once
identified as ELLs, student participants were tested in both content knowledge and
English grammar questions on the AZELLA. According to their scores, students were
placed in one of four categories of English language proficiency: (a) pre-Emergent; (b)
emergent; (c) basic; (d) intermediate; and (e) fluent. Both student participants scored in
the first three levels on the AZELLA; therefore, were placed in a segregated English
Language Development (ELD) classroom. Students in the ELD class were instructed in a
specific language curriculum four hours a day, which was a different curriculum from the
curriculum of their English-proficient peers (see ELD curriculum this chapter).
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Ms. Smith
Ms. Smith’s teaching experience included one year in first grade, and one year in
kindergarten. When the study began, Ms. Smith was in her second year teaching
kindergarten at Bayside school. She was young, energetic, and usually in good spirits.
She showed respect and care to her students, which was reciprocated to others, both
adults and children. Ms. Smith was happy to work at Bayside, which had a collegial,
professional, and collaborative staff. She was focused on her lessons, ran an orderly
classroom, and held high expectations for her students. Ms. Smith was monolingual,
from the Midwestern region of the U.S., and possessed a Sheltered English Instruction
(SEI) endorsement.
Ms. Smith held a strong belief in the importance of an effective classroom
management system in kindergarten. To remain consistent, all four kindergarten teachers
subscribed to a similar rewards system. If a child was not following directions, his/her
name was written on the board. After a second infraction, a check was placed by his/her
name. At the end of the day, Ms. Smith led a discussion of students’ behavior and
reviewed the day with each child. If a child did not get his/her name on the board, then
s/he earned one penny to put in the bank. With the money, the children “bought” toys
and school supplies. This practice allowed students to practice math skills and learn to
link incentives to behaviors (teacher interview, 10/1/09). As an observer, I was
impressed with how quiet the students in Ms. Smith’s class were. She worked hard at
school and preferred to plan at home, where she found many ideas from the internet
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(teacher interview, 11/2/09). Ms. Smith was technologically competent, and taught
interactive online lessons using a Smartboard (large computer screen) in her classroom.
The teachers in grades K-3 used Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy
Skills (DIBELS; Good & Kaminsky, 2002), and running records (Clay, 1991) as
assessment measures to evaluate phonemic awareness and reading fluency. These
measures were administered during the first six weeks of school, and again in the second
semester. Ms. Smith’s assessment of students was ongoing, and often included cognitive
brain-based strategies (e.g., “touch your nose if you said 2”). Assessment was
administered more often in literature than in math, for Ms. Smith’s pedagogical beliefs
included allowing time for students to process knowledge before expecting them to
reproduce. Formal assessment in math occurred at the end of every quarter in the form of
a report card. Grades on Report cards were based on the district adopted math standards
in which teachers marked a child’s progress as (a) below the standard, (b) making
progress, (c) met the standard, or (d) exceeded the standard.
Carolina
Carolina was a tall, thin, beautiful girl who was very serious most of the time.
She was the youngest child in a Spanish speaking family, although her sisters were
proficient in English. Carolina knew all 26 letters and sounds in the alphabet, and
according to her classroom teacher, was a “perfectionist.” Recently, Carolina took a
physical exam and received glasses. She wore the glasses regularly, but occasionally
forgot to bring them to school. Ms. Aguilar, Maria’s homeroom English Language
Development (ELD) teacher, reported that Carolina’s two older sisters were high
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achievers. Neither one was identified as an ELL, nor received ELD instruction. Carolina
reported that she spoke Spanish to her parents and English to her sisters. Sometimes
when playing Barbies, she and her sisters spoke in Spanish (student interview, 1/25/09).
In the first two months of school, Carolina played mostly with Maria (other
Spanish speaking participant), a peer she knew before entering kindergarten. Carolina
and Maria were often seen sitting next to each other at the lunch table, and often sat next
to each other on the carpet in Ms. Smith’s class. Carolina was shy and rarely initiated
conversation with others in social interactions. Carolina did not attend pre-school, and
was born in the United States. She received a score of 499 on the AZELLA, which
placed her in the Basic category of English proficiency (level 3). Carolina rote counted
to fifteen for the initial math assessment (August), and at conference time counted to 29
(November).
Maria
Maria was a small, happy girl who appeared to be curious about her world. Maria
was small for her age, and always had a smile on her face. She was the third child in a
Spanish-speaking home, and did not attend preschool. Maria showed some signs of a
beginning ELL going through the “silent period” (Krashen, 1982), frequently using
nonverbal gestures in communication. However, she was atypical in that she was quite
outgoing, confident and had an “open-face” (Wong-Fillmore, 1979) while participating in
interactions. She often was smiling and sought out peers, as well as being sought out by
others. She received a score of 482 on the AZELLA, which placed her in the Basic
category of English proficiency (level 2). On the initial kindergarten assessment in
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August (i.e., phonemic awareness and math skills), Maria could not identify any colors,
letter sounds, or numerals, nor could she rote count. Ms. Aguilar told Maria’s parents
that she would be retained if she did not make sufficient progress by the end of the first
quarter (teacher interview, 12/2/09). In the second assessment, Maria identified 26 letters
of the alphabet, and could rote count to 29. She made major gains in phonemic
awareness, but only identified a few numerals. Ms. Aguilar was still concerned about
Maria’s slow progress, but decided not to retain her. She recommended that Maria attend
summer school, although Maria will not qualify as meeting the criteria to attend due to
her enrollment in the ELD program. Even though Maria made gains in phonemic
awareness, she was still “at risk” for referral to special education testing due to her lack
of progress in gaining number sense. Ms. Aguilar’s concerns also included Maria’s lack
of ability to initiate or engage in conversation (teacher interview, 12/2/09).
Maria and Carolina were selected because of their language histories that offered
many possibilities for an in-depth study of early literacy learning within the classroom
(Hornberger, 2003). Of particular interest to the study was Maria, who was identified by
her classroom teacher as “struggling,” based on the initial evaluation of her skills. Using
this criterion, Maria was viewed as a “sensitive case,” (Patton, 1989) and at risk for grade
retention or referral to special education.
Kindergarten Context
Physical Space and Routine
Bayside school had four kindergarten classrooms, with the average number of
students ranging from 17 to 25 students per classroom. Ms. Smith had 18 students, and
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Ms. Aguilar had 25 students. All kindergarten rooms were in the same building, across a
small plot of grass from the office. The classroom doors opened into an outside
courtyard with a playground used by both kindergarten and first grade students. The
playground had a climbing structure with swings, and connected to a larger field that was
shared by students in all grades. The school grounds were attractive and well kept. Two
central doors on each end of the kindergarten building granted access to a long hallway
where the classrooms connected. Restrooms and coat racks were located in this hallway.
The four kindergarten teachers met weekly to plan lessons and discuss student progress.
They all used similar content curricula, and had similar teaching styles (teacher interview,
10/23/09).
The classroom where the study was situated was bright, open, colorful, and filled
with environmental print (See Figure 1). Ms. Smith’s classroom was the largest of the
four kindergarten rooms and was separated into three main sections. The first section
was located adjacent to t outside door, which consisted of a playroom with playhouse,
sand table, and an open space for kinesthetic activities. In the playhouse were aprons,
dishes, plastic food, and a play oven. A small bathroom also was located here, with a
sink outside the door. This section was separated from the larger room with a clear
plastic wall, lined with children’s cubby holes and books.
The central section of the classroom was open and very spacious, where the
students spent approximately 40% of their day. This section had five round tables with
chairs for students, and two kidney tables used for centers. On one wall were student
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work, poems, the alphabet, word wall, and a white board. On the opposite wall were a
large white board, cabinets, and a chalk board.
The space was arranged neatly, with ample room for different paths of movement.
On each round table was a hand held carrier filled with resources arranged in colored
containers. Scissors and glue sticks were kept in plastic hand held carriers on top of a
shelf located in the back of the central section.
The third section, or front area, was where students spent approximately 30% of
their day. In the front of the room was a large Smartboard (large screen computer),
where various internet websites or DVDs were projected. In the corner next to the
Smartboard was the teacher’s desk and a computer. The teacher’s area was separated by
a partition composed of a pocket chart and easel. The set up was intentional, creating a
space where she accessed multiple sources of media literacy during instruction.
In front of the Smartboard was a large oval rug with the alphabet surrounding the
perimeter. Students sat around the rug during instruction. On the front wall was a
bulletin board to display student work. Next to the teacher’s area was a student computer
and audiovisual center. On the other side of the Smartboard was a bookshelf with large
laminated books, a majority created by students. On the far end of the classroom were
student cubbies, which were personalized with children’s names.
Kindergarten Daily Schedule
The kindergarten school day began at 7:45a.m., and ended at 2:25p.m. (See
Figure 2). The daily schedule was written on the white board accompanied by the
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Figure 1. Physical Arrangement of Ms. Smith’s Classroom
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language arts and math objectives. During the study, the schedule remained the same
except when buddies visited from a second grade classroom in the afternoon.The first
four hours of the day were dedicated to literacy centers and phonemic awareness. Special
classes occurred on a rotating basis after recess, including library, physical education,
music, art, and computers. The four Kindergarten classes occupied two long tables on
the side of the cafeteria, and students usually sat in assigned seats. Children had forty
minutes to eat lunch and play on the playground.
When students returned from lunch, the afternoon agenda consisted of writing and
math activities. Writing activities usually took the form of journal writing, with the
teacher modeling a short sentence used as an advanced organizer for the afternoon.
Students made the transition from writing to math by reading quietly on the carpet. At
12:50 p.m., seven students from the ELD classroom entered Ms. Smith’s room to receive
math instruction. At the completion of math, students returned to their homeroom, and
the day ended with a closing activity.
In an effort to provide for the state mandated four-hour English Language
Development (ELD) block, the principal designated one class per grade level as ELD
classrooms. Students in the ELD classes were segregated from their English-proficient
peers for most of the day. Ms. Smith did not have identified ELLs in her classroom.
Although several of her students spoke Spanish at home, they were not identified as
in Ms. Aguilar’s ELD class, but went to Ms. Smith’s room for math four days per week.
Time spent in math and specials (library, physical education, music, art, and computers)
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Figure 2: Kindergarten Daily Schedule

Kindergarten Daily Schedule
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Morning message
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9:45-10:00
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10:10-11:00
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11:00-11:20

Story, Phonemic awareness

11:20-12:05pm Lunch, recess
12:05 -12:15

Handwriting

12:20-1:00

Writing

1:00-1:55

Math

1:55-2:10

Phonics activities

2:10-2:20

Closure; Dismissal

was the only part of the instructional day that Maria and Carolina interacted with their
native English speaking peers.ELLs by the Home Language Survey. Ms. Aguilar was the
designated ELD teacher for kindergarten. Students who scored below the intermediate
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level of English proficiency (i.e., score of 4 on AZELLA) were placed in her class.
Maria and Carolina were students
Kindergarten Math Curriculum
Bayside school used the Harcourt Brace series for teaching kindergarten
mathematics. This series is supplemented with an additional program, Math Their Way,
in which manipulatives are used extensively. Teachers using the curriculum built the
foundation for later success with formal algebra courses (Maletsky, 2007). Advanced
organizers and chunking were two strategies suggested by authors for organizing
information and focusing student attention (Howard, 2000 as cited in Maletsky, 2007).
The scope and sequence had a progression of skill building: Sort and Classify; Numbers
0-5; Patterns; Numbers 6-10; Geometry and Fractions; Numbers 10-30; Number Patterns;
Money and Time; Measurement; Data, Graphing, and Probability; and Addition and
Subtraction. Ms. Smith reported that authors introduced concepts in the curriculum “too
quickly, progressed too fast, and covered too many concepts for kindergarteners” (teacher
interview, 1/1/3/09). In her experience, students were not able to develop foundations in
numeracy, and could not retain math concepts necessary for success in second grade. Her
philosophy was to move at a slower pace than suggested, and teach a number thoroughly
before moving on. During the time frame of this study (October-January), Ms. Smith
covered the following chapters: Sort and Classify, Numbers 0-10, Patterns, and Graphing.
English Language Development Curriculum
In the current 2009-2010 school year, educators were better equipped to
implement the four-hour ELD block. Bayside school adopted On Our Way to English as
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its ELD curriculum. This series is an integrated curriculum with goals of developing oral
language and literacy skills in the context of a theme. Teachers focus on re-using and
recycling vocabulary and concepts by bridging the spoken to the written word (Freeman,
Freeman, Stack, Garcia, McCloskey, Silva, and Gottlieb, 2004). Support included
manipulative charts, chant posters, Total Physical Response cards, newcomer books,
language practice games, and big books. The authors realized that literacy learning and
oral language development are two separate developmental processes, yet can be
acquired at the same time (Freeman et. al, 2004). The central components of the program
included phonics, guided reading, and thematic units based on Teaching English to
Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) standards.
I observed an ELD lesson in November, 2009. The pace of the lesson was quick
and students appeared engaged. The lesson’s theme was food. In the beginning of the
lesson, students cut out pictures of food (e.g. spaghetti, chicken, pizza, carrots, pancakes)
at the table, and then sat on the floor arranging pictures in front of them. The activity was
teacher-centered and was delivered in a Direct Instruction approach. When a student
offered a connection to personal experience, the teacher acknowledged the connection,
and then revoiced the student’s answer to model a complete sentence (Michaels, 1981;
see example 1). The following transcript was taken from the lesson observed.
Example 1
T:

hold up pizza (4.0) say pizza

S:

PIZZA

T:

show me pancakes (3.0) say pancakes
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S:

PANCAKES

T:

look at the picture (2.0) who likes to eat pancakes?

S:

mickey mouse

T:

say my mom makes mickey mouse pancakes

S:

mom makes mickey pancakes

T:

say spaghetti

S:

has two t’s (1.0) like Brittney

T:

yes! Spaghetti has two t’s like in Brittney’s name

T:

Why does this not say turkey?

S:

cuz no have the t cuz it’s chicken

S:

it has two c’s

T:

what two letters make /ch/?

T:

like in cherry and church?

((makes two zoo phonics signs for /c/ and /h/ ))

(Field notes, 12/10/09)

Ms. Aguilar followed the same pattern for 40 minutes, with students repeating the
teacher’s language. She made several connections to the Zoo-phonics program students
are familiar with (see Kindergarten Literacy Nights this chapter).
Parent involvement. The principal at Bayside strongly believed that forming
relationships with parents was a key factor in academic success of children. Parent
involvement was one of the five action areas in the School Improvement Plan:
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In a Title 1 school, parent involvement is almost always a priority. Teachers want
to try a lot of new ideas and parents want to support, so a leadership team was
created to work on this centered around research-based strategies to support
parent involvement, most specifically those that support parents helping their
children learn at home. We want the supports that have the most efficacies in
populations like we have at Bayside. Not just the nebulous read to your child at
home, but how to help learn basic facts (principal interview notes, 11/16/09).
A staff meeting was held addressing parent involvement in November. After
introducing key statistics about the efficacy of parent involvement, the principal solicited
teachers’ ideas for student success including resource fairs, kindergarten literacy nights,
bilingual office staff, translators on call, carnivals, and one-to-one relationships with
families (Fieldnotes, 11/12/09).
Kindergarten literacy nights. In support of the belief in the importance of
forming school and home relationships, kindergarten teachers organized three literacy
nights for parents to give tips about ways to help their children at home. In the first
event, teachers focused on teaching parents about a phonics program used at Bayside
called Zoo-phonics. The Zoo-phonics Language Arts Program was a kinesthetic, multimodal approach to learning aspects of language arts, including vocabulary development
and articulation, based on phonics and phonemic awareness. Zoo-phonics was a method
developed to make children solid readers and spellers using a “phono” (hearing), “oral”
(speaking), “visual” (seeing), “kinesthetic” (moving), and tactile (touching) approach
(www.zoo-phonics.com, retrieved 1/1/10). Teachers physically demonstrated each letter
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and asked parents to participate by repeating the movement, and then handed out concrete
materials for parents to use to practice with their children at home. On the second
literacy night, teachers focused on encouraging students to write at home. When children
asked parents how to spell a word, parents were told not to worry about correct spelling,
but help children to sound out words using Zoo-Phonics sounds (Field notes, 12/1/09).
Student Assistance Team
If a child was struggling in the classroom, a teacher sought out help from the
Student Assistance Team (SAT). Bayside had a process similar to common pre-referral
processes, in which a designated team assisted classroom teachers with struggling
students before a formal referral to special education was made. The team consisted of
the classroom teacher, special education (SPED) teacher(s), Title 1 teacher, and one
interventionist. The first step was to compile formal assessments administered to the
student. For students in kindergarten and first grade, the Dynamic Indicators of Basic
Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS; Good & Kaminsky, 2002) test is used as baseline data.
If a kindergarten teacher had concerns about a student, informal discussions were
held with the Speech-Language Pathologists or SPED teacher before completing the SAT
documents. Usually these specialists advised the teacher to wait and give the student
extra time for development before making a referral (teacher interview, 10/21/09). If a
disability was apparent, parts of the SAT process were truncated or bypassed. Students in
kindergarten who were identified with a Specific Learning Disability or Communication/
Articulation disorders usually were identified before kindergarten, such as in Head Start
preschool.
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After formal assessment results were compiled, the classroom teacher presented
the results to the SAT team. Then the team documented accommodations or
modifications that were implemented in the classroom, and if student progress was made.
Based on the student’s level of performance, the team made suggestions for additional
interventions. Most suggestions were general correlates to effective learning, but did not
address specific goals (meeting notes, 12/8/09). This step was important because
teachers needed outside perspectives from specialists. A time line of approximately three
weeks was set to reconvene and discuss student progress. If a student did not made
progress with the suggested interventions, the student was referred to the Student Study
Team (SST). The members of the SST discussed the possibility of evaluation, both
academic and psychological for suspicion of a Learning Disability.
Response to Intervention
The staff at Bayside school was moving toward implementing a Response to
Intervention (RTI) model, which is one way to provide early intervention to struggling
readers. Response to Intervention is an alternative to the discrepancy-based model of
identifying learning disabilities, by providing a more valid comprehensive approach
(Hoover, 2006). One premise of RTI is to provide high quality instruction and
intervention to match the needs of students. Another principle of RTI is to use
information about students’ learning rate over time to make instructional decisions
(Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003).
Bayside school received a grant from the Arizona Department of Education
(ADE) to implement RTI. An ADE representative came to Bayside to give on-site
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evaluations and recommendations. At this meeting (December, 2009), participants
discussed goals for interventions and evaluated the existing SAT process. The ADE
representative presented a documentation form that was similar to an Individualized
Educational Plan. Team members discussed the problem of defining the differences
between accommodations, modifications, and interventions on the form.
When the discussion moved toward choosing appropriate reading interventions,
the topic of school demographics was brought forth. Bayside school had a high mobility
and ELL population with varying needs. One assumption underlying the RTI model is
that “Learning to read in one’s second language is similar to learning to read in one’s first
language; therefore, instructional approaches effective with English speaking students are
appropriate for serving ELLs” (Klingner, Hoover, & Baca, 2008). The principal
commented that most effective reading strategies were developed for typical readers.
“Culturally and Linguistically Diverse students are part of a larger population that is
reluctant readers. Educators must change strategies if they are not working. One cannot
always ask, “What makes sense here?” as a reading strategy” (meeting notes, 12/8/09).
Data Analysis
Data were analyzed at both micro and macro-levels through a combination of
conversation and discourse analyses. Using both analyses, moment-to-moment
interactions situated in institutional discourses were analyzed, as well as making
connections to broader social contexts. To select key interactional segments, data were
described, transcribed, and analyzed for recurring themes. Data were organized around
the two research questions, using all data sources.
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Data Analysis Level One
At the micro-level, the theoretical framework, participant frameworks (Goffman,
1981; Goodwin, 1990) was applied to data to analyze the linguistic structure that showed
how participants filled relevant roles, and how they were positioned with respect to
utterances. The first step was to watch the video recordings in combination with a review
of the field notes, coding data into themes centered on each research question. Careful
transcription of data was required for a micro-analysis, which was a process of
documenting as closely as possible what was occurring.
The first phase of transcriptions was to document direct speech. When an
interaction was found to illustrate themes, transcriptions included the precise beginning
and end points of turns, duration of pauses, and vocalizations found in individual words
and syllables (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998; Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974). The
purpose of such detailed transcriptions was to help understand how students managed and
accomplished the sequential order of talk-in-interaction; therefore, the transcription was
an attempt to capture talk as it occurred naturally. Specific features that were transcribed
were turn-taking units with minimal gaps, pauses, vocalizations such as laughter, and
aspects of speech such as stretched syllables and intonation (Jefferson, 1986). Actions
that accompanied speech were written to the right of a turn taking unit. The researcher
relied on contextualization clues (Gumpertz, 1982) to mark off boundaries of
interactions, which consisted of pauses or silence, increased vocalizations, sighs, or eye
gazes that provided evidence of the sequence being over. Mehan (1979) deemed these
episodes topically related sets, to which students occasionally returned, sometimes days
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later. Topically related sets then were interpreted as an event, which was defined as a
“bounded series of actions and reactions that people make in response to each other at the
level of face-to-face interaction” (Bloome, Power Carter, Morton Christian, Otto, &
Shuart-Faris, 2005, p.6)
The second step of data analysis was to locate an utterance that had similar
features to a second utterance. In determining the similarities of utterances, attention was
given to the sequential contexts, which included the types of turns that preceded and
followed it. After two similar utterances had been identified, they were then analyzed
for similar contexts or motivations, and were coded in similar categories. After data were
coded, they were analyzed for two types of student positioning patterns: How positions
were produced in activities, and how claims to positions were negotiated. Positioning
theory was used to highlight how talk created alliances and oppositions at both levels of
analyses. Observations of interactions illustrating participant positioning was
documented by features such as (a) topic initiation, (b) topic shifting, (c) uptake of topic
(or lack of), and (d) techniques of repair including revoicing. An example of a context in
which revoicing occurred was when Ms. Smith aligned students’ contributions with other
previous contributions in discussions through validating students’ participation
(O’Connor & Michaels, 1981 see chapter 4 for examples).
The third step of data analysis was to return to the data to check if other instances
of the identified occurrence could be coded with similar boundaries. These codes were
then categorized into themes. The themes were refined to illustrate sequential patterns
found to address the research questions about participation and positioning. If patterns
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were located, then analytic accounts were generalized to interactions (Hutchby &
Wooffitt, 1998; Sacks, Schegloff, & Jefferson, 1974).
Perspectives from sociolinguistic studies of classroom interactions (e.g., CookGumpertz, 1986; Erikson, 1982) to investigate the fusion of culture and cognition by
examining face-to-face interaction in social structures were drawn upon. This current
study was built on the tradition of viewing the ways language is used to construct
meaning, and how participants’ roles influence the rules and procedures for emerging talk
and action. Gumpertz (1986) described this ethnographic approach as identifying key
speech events in the classroom, and then microanalyzing verbal and nonverbal cues to
understand how students use conversational inference as context for classroom talk.
Viewing data through this lens allowed researchers to analyze how participants made
sense of what a prior speaker was saying, produced talk building from one turn to the
next in a trajectory of action, and in the process, worked to construct local identities
during a particular activity (Goodwin, 2006).
Data Analysis Level Two
The macro-level of data analysis was on the negotiation of roles and positioning
that occurred among participants in a classroom community, and the different levels of
participation (e.g., Full Participant, Legitimate Peripheral Participant and Marginalized
Participant). The theoretical framework of communities of practice (Lave & Wenger,
1991) was used to examine the roles experts and novices played through apprenticeship
in knowledge construction. Interactions that showed evidence of participation in a
community of practice were documented. Documentation of participation occurred by
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locating evidence and illustrating recurring patterns, including routine ways of engaging
in discourse; specific tools or artifacts used; discourses; and shared stories, jokes, or
gestures (Lave & Wenger, 1991). The sequential patterns were analyzed for connections
to broader social contexts, including how ability was constructed through the current
Response to Intervention discourse. Research in this line provided clues to the roles
students and teachers negotiated, and how abilities were evaluated. One goal was to
identify the behaviors of teachers, students, and peers that provided or denied access to
knowledge. How ability was viewed by the teacher was elicited in interviews as well as
analyzing positioning moves she orchestrated.
The social construction of relationships among contexts, past and future, also was
analyzed. “Part of the creation of an event involves the construction of relationships
between the event and other events. A connection among events has to be ratified by
others; the participants have to acknowledge and recognize the connection, and the
connection has to have some social consequence” (Bloome et al., 2005, p. 34).
Vygotsky (1987) described cognition as the process of drawing on artifacts (e.g., words,
signs, tools, mnemonics) to make connections. Based on this idea, events were analyzed
according to ways participants used a cognitive model (e.g., connections from past to
present) in order to make an inference to the particular context (Wortham, 2006).
Data were examined to show the moment-to-moment social construction of
identities and their evolution over a four month time span. Researchers must understand
social identities in motion as a part of process of continuity within and across events.
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The formation of student identities and the connection of participation in knowledge
construction to power and positioning also were analyzed.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
After coding the data, several themes were found for both research questions.
Three themes were reported for the first research question, ways teacher questioning
strategies affect the participation of ELLs in a math class (See Table 6). Three themes
were reported for the second research question, How ELLs access participation in a small
math groups (See Table 7). Descriptions of the math context were reported first, and then
results for each research question.
A traditional math lesson in Ms. Smith’s classroom had four different participant
structures: (a) warm-up game/story; (b) directions for activity/centers; (c) activity/centers
at table groups; and (d) individual assessment (See Table 4).
Participant Structures
Warm-up Game/Story
Warm-up activities were used to introduce and reinforce numeric concepts,
including games, math story read-alouds, or math games on the Smartboard (i.e., large
touch screen computer). The goal of an activity chosen was to direct students’ attention
to the new subject of math. Students received one hour of math instruction each day,
compared to four hours of reading development activities. During the transition from the
previous content class (writing) to math, students either read a book on the carpet, or
finished a writing task at their tables.
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Table 4
Participant Structures in Math Class
Parts of

Participant

Total

Math Lesson

Structure

Time in

Interaction

Language/Questions

Minutes
Warm-up

Whole class

5-10

Activity

Teacher-Student

T= Choice and Product

Student-Student

S= Choral and
Individual
Responses

Directions

Whole class

10

for Centers

Teacher-Student
Direct Instruction

T= Formal Directives
Focus on Procedures
and Resources
S= Choral Responses

Centers

Small Table

20-25

Groups

Student Directed

Student Initiated Topics

Student-Student

(4-6 students)
Assessment

Individual

5-10

Teacher Directed

T= Product, Process,
Use of math register
S= Individual responses

Note. T=Teacher. S=Student. Total time=55 minutes
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Table 5
Transcription Key
T= Teacher
C= All students in class chorally in first five examples, then changes to Carolina
S= Individual student until example 5; then changes to Steven
CAPITALS= loud
C= Carolina (after example 5)
M= Maria
Z= Zia
S= Steven (after example 5)
(1.0)= number of seconds
((nods)) = nonverbal gesture accompanying utterance, placed to the right of utterance
Oh::: = elongation of syllable
[

] word(s) said at the same time as other word(s)

= no pause; immediate utterance
Xxxx = inaudible

Four days a week, at 1:00 p.m. seven students from the ELD classroom entered
Ms. Smith’s room. Ms. Smith chanted a rhyme to signal transition, “Tootsie roll, lolly
pop, we’ve been working, now let’s stop.” All children were expected to freeze and set
their eyes on the speaker. Ms. Smith then continued her transition by saying, “You’ll
have your books put away and sitting on the carpet by 10, 9, 8, 7, 6, 5, 4, 3, 2, 1.”
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Transitions were smooth and seamless due to this consistent, predictable pattern of
focusing students’ energy in a time efficient manner. Depending on students’
understanding of the rules and expectations of the game, the interactions were intended to
be balanced between teacher and student input in a “playful” manner.
On the first four days observed in the study (October), students played a circle
count game for a warm-up activity. The purpose of this game was to count from one to
three (i.e., number of the day) individually around the circle. This pattern was repeated
until only one child was left standing. When a child reached the number of the day, s/he
sat down. The following excerpt from a transcript illustrated interactions in the number
game (example 1).
Example 1
T:

We’re gonna play the number three game (.3)
Remember how to play the number game?

C:

YA

T:

We need to count to THREE
and the person who says THREE (.5) needs to do WHAT?

C:

SIT DOWN

T:

Everyone stand up (2.0) okay (.3) ready let’s start wi::th: (1.5) Steven (1.2)
are you ready?

S:

1

T:

louder

S:

1
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T:

good

S:

3

T:

what comes after 1?

S:

2

T:

say 2

S:

2

T:

good

S:

3

T:

sit down

10.28.09
Ms. Smith played the games along with the students. In doing so, she ratified her
membership in the classroom community of practice. When she was the one to sit,
members of the class often laughed. Students’ eyes intently watched other members as
the numbers were said aloud around the circle. As the circle became smaller, sounds of
nervousness or delight were heard. When one student was left standing, s/he was “the
winner,” and was rewarded with a small cheer (example 2). The game usually was
played twice.
Example 2
T:

Good job Jeffrey!

T:

Now everyone clap for Jeffrey!

T:

Build a mirror

((draws a rectangle))

T:

Now say ooh ahh looking good

((with hand movements))
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10.19.09
Ms. Smith used the warm up activity to activate, build, and assess student prior
knowledge of math concepts. If the warm up activity was a read-aloud, students were
expected to participate by listening quietly. When the teacher asked a question, students
were expected to verbally answer the question, thus creating an interactive storytelling
experience. Student bids for participation were almost always recognized if students
followed the classroom rule of raising hands, although occasionally those who called out
also were recognized.
Directions for Activities/Centers
The second part of the math lesson consisted of teacher instructions detailing
expected actions for student to perform in the following 40 minutes. In this time slot Ms.
Smith also modeled steps in the process of completing the task, which resulted in an end
product. Ms. Smith subscribed to the Vygotskian method of scaffolding instruction, and
followed the “I do, we do, you do” model. The directions were viewed as the “I do, we
do” part. Prepared materials/resources were placed in the middle of the circle. Students
prepared for listening to directions by finding their seats on the carpet following the
warm-up activity. They did not have assigned places on the carpet, but chose similar
spots every day. A few students who were distracted easily sat next to the teacher.
Teacher language for giving directions was similar to that in the warm-up activity;
However, language was made more formal by activating a register that consisted of
specific math vocabulary. The main objective of the centers/activity was stated first.
The language that was used in the directions emphasized procedures and/or resources
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(e.g., “After you cut, what comes next?”)
Centers/Activities
Students spent the majority of the math period in small table groups, with
expectations to perform an individual task. The task was to explore a math concept or
skill, and resulted in a tangible artifact. Table groups were assigned by Ms. Smith in the
beginning of the year. Seven students from Ms. Smith’s class went to Ms. Aguilar’s
room (ELD class), and seven students from Ms. Aguilar’s room went to Ms. Smith’s
class for math. Most seating arrangements at table groups were not planned; however,
Maria and Carolina were placed at the same table to support each other in the transition to
a new classroom. Ms. Smith also kept them together because she knew they both spoke
Spanish and could help each other (teacher interview, 1/13/09).
Ms. Smith did not give specific instructions on the purpose of the table group.
She did not instruct students in how to interact with neither each other nor what to talk
about. Maria and Carolina sat at a table with two native English speakers from the
beginning of the year, and will continue to for the duration of the year. Ms. Smith
believed in avoiding changing what worked well (teacher interview, 1/13/09).
Usually Ms. Smith spent the first day or two of the week explaining the centers
using a direct instruction approach. When students were familiar with the procedures for
each center, she allowed them to explore the centers, shifting to a child-centered
approach. Most centers involved hands-on tasks requiring movement of manipulatives
(e.g., unifix cubes, beans, dice) to perform the math skill(s). Other centers consisted
of teacher-made worksheets in which students traced, repeated, or wrote numbers or
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patterns.
Individual Assessment
Ms. Smith enacted student assessment in different ways. Sometimes she sat at
one table, called individuals to her, and then asked questions about their finished product.
At other times she circulated throughout the room and stopped at a table group to ask
individual questions. Either way, assessment was always oral and took place in front of
other students. Ms. Smith often used choice elicitations, which required a yes or no
response (e.g., Does it say AAB? Is this a B? ), and product elicitations (e.g., Which
letter should it be? All the As are what color? Mehan, 1979). Process and metaprocess
elicitations also were employed during the final phase of the math lesson. Process
elicitations were used to ask students to express opinions or interpretations. When
answering metaprocess questions, students were required to formulate the grounds for
their reasoning (e.g., How do you know that? Mehan, 1979).
Research Question One: How Do Teacher Questioning Strategies Affect the
Participation of ELLs?
Ms. Smith’s questioning strategies facilitated participation of Carolina and Maria
in the two participation structures of whole class and small group. In the whole class
setting, Ms. Smith encouraged participation by using three strategies: (a) predictable,
consistent language with repeated academic vocabulary and sentence frames; (b) Tell a
Friend Strategy; and (c) using the third slot of a traditional triadic Initiation-ResponseEvaluation (IRE) for repair to revoice students’ language (See Table 5).
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Table 6
Results Question One
How do teacher questioning strategies affect the participation of ELLs (in both large and
small groups)?
1. Predictable, consistent language with repeated academic vocabulary
2. Tell a Friend strategy
3. Using Evaluation (in IRE) for repair to revoice student language

Teacher Language
Ms. Smith used predictable, consistent language with repeated vocabulary to
apprentice students into academic discourse. She believed that students’ emotional,
physical, and social needs must be met in a safe environment, and that teachers should be
resourceful and persistent (Cartledge & Kourea, 2008; teacher interview, 1/13/09).
Pedagogy included in her instruction was (a) early intervention, (b) providing clear,
measurable learning objectives, (c) holding high expectations, (d) frequent progress
monitoring, (e) quick instructional pace, (f) immediate feedback, and (g) structuring
activities with active student responding (Fuchs et. al., 2001). She believed in being fair,
firm and consistent as possible in discipline. Ms. Smith’s language reflected her beliefs.
She used predictable, repeated sentence frames to scaffold academic language. Her
strategies included Total Physical Response (TPR), choral response, and frequent
opportunities for repetition (See examples 3, 4).
Example 3
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T:

Hit your head five times
Give yourself one giant hug
Touch your toes three times
Count to six in Spanish
Touch your nose seven times
Clap quietly eight times

10.28.09
Through discussion frameworks, Ms. Smith tried to create systematic, orderly
learning environments, but often ended up using improvisation leading to unruliness
(Erickson, 1996). Classroom discourses do not always follow speaker-hearer routines,
but are tied to contextual variations, and often are indeterminate. Children in
kindergarten are not socialized to the rules of participation in classroom discourse yet,
often complete each other’s sentences, interrupt, and take turns away from each other
(Erickson, 1996).
Ms. Smith believed in socializing formal interactions in school that
focused on form over content in turn-taking systems. Participants were constrained in the
types of turns they took according to their roles, known as turn-type pre-allocation
(Atkinson & Drew, 1979). This pre-established format involved question-answer
sequences, in which the teacher asked the question, and the students were expected to
respond. Classroom turn-taking rules were tacit (Garfinkel, 1967), and rarely were
explained. Ms. Smith often used directives in explaining ways to make bids for
participation in whole-class contexts (e.g., raise your hand). Decisions for choosing
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participants often were based on positive behavior (e.g., sitting quietly). Data suggest
that both teachers and students most often participated in the communication pattern of
adjacency pairs (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973; Schegloff, 2007), in which a reflexive
response mirrored the initiation move (i.e., a product question received a product
answer).
The familiar IRE pattern was one of the cultural classroom practices in Ms.
Smith’s classroom. When Ms. Smith introduced the warm-up activities, she used mostly
directives until the students understood the game. When checking students’
comprehension of the directives, she used both choice and product elicitations. In her
choice elicitations, required the student to agree or disagree (Mehan, 1979), usually
asking for a non-verbal response of “Give me a thumbs up if you agree” (See example
4). She also used display questions for product elicitations, which required students to
provide a factual content response (e.g., “What number comes after 1?”), or related to
the procedures of the game (e.g., “The person who says three needs to do what?)
“Tell a Friend” Strategy
When initiating an interaction, Ms. Smith opened up a slot for a student response,
to which she gave an evaluation. The function of Initiation was to govern the talk that
followed, and the structure allowed the teacher to advance the topic of learning, and
check the status of student knowledge (Cazden, 2001). When Ms. Smith asked display
questions (to which she already knew the answer), she was testing students’ listening
skills, memory, and comprehension (Cazden, 2001). However, for English Language
Learners, knowledge of language structure and vocabulary also were being tested.
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In a whole-class setting, the teacher must orchestrate group discussions by
aligning students with each other and the content, and at the same socializing them into
academic ways of speaking (O’Connor & Michaels, 1993). To provide opportunities for
students to participate in whole group discussions, as well as practice oral skills, Ms.
Smith varied her engagement strategies to initiate an interaction. After introducing a
topic, one strategy that she used was to direct students to repeat a specific sentence frame,
or give a “tell a friend” response.
By asking students to tell their friend(s) (i.e., person sitting next to student) a
response, Ms. Smith facilitated the participation of both Maria and Carolina in whole
group participation structures. This strategy was used throughout the directions for both
warm- up activities and directions for centers. The content of the initiation varied, but
usually included choice and product elicitations. In the “tell a friend” strategy, an
expected response was modeled by the teacher (e.g., I do), practiced by both teacher and
students (e.g., we do), and another turn for individuals to verbalize the desired answer
(e.g., you do). This strategy allowed Ms. Smith to provide extra opportunities for
students to practice oral language in a sheltered context (examples 4, 5, and 6).
Example 4
T:

You’re gonna count them (.5) say count them

C:

COUNT THEM

T:

You’re gonna put them (1.6) [down]

C:

[down]

T:

((puts the beans down))

Then you’re gonna sort them (1.6) I need to do what with them?
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T:

[Sort them]

C:

[SORT THEM]

T:

Turn to your neighbor and tell him what you do with them

C:

individual whispering

T:

First I put them in my (1.8)

T:

[hand]

C:

[hand]

T:

I shake them four times (.8) open my hands (.6) and count the red beans

T:

How many red beans do I have?

C:

Various answers

T:

If you said two, kiss your brain

C:

students make motions of kissing brains

T:

Am I gonna color in three?

T:

[No]

C:

[NO]

T:

Am I gonna turn over the beans?

C:

No

T:

Say count the beans

C:

COUNT THE BEANS

T:

Do you want to see how soft they are by putting them in your mouth?

C:

NO

Ms. Smith passes out 4 beans to each student
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T:

If you have four beans give me a thumbs up

C:

slowly give thumbs up

T:

I see 1,2,3….19 people who are ready to play with me

Teacher shakes own beans
T:

Look (2.0) how many red beans?

C:

1,2,3

T:

Turn to your partner and tell them how many red beans

C:

whispering

T:

Paul (1.0) how many red beans do you have?

P:

three

10.28.09
Example 5
T:

You need to extend the pattern with the next 2 things (1.0)
You need to make an ABC pattern (1.0) what kind?

C:

ABC

T:

How many different kinds of patterns can I make?
Whisper to your friend how many things will be in my pattern if I make an ABC
pattern

S:

3

12.14.09
Example 6

((whispers))

109

T:

Tell me a sentence with the word fewer (2.0) fewer or less (1.0) turn to your
friend and tell them

C:

um yellow brown are little bit and [yellow] red is a lot

M:
M:

[red is a lot]
there’s a lot yellow and brown there’s a lot

12.1.09
Using Evaluation for Repair
Ms. Smith facilitated participation of Carolina and Maria by using evaluation (in
the triadic I-R-E pattern) to repair communication. With the notion that IRE sequences
provide apprenticeship into discourse communities through repeated socialization
practices, results indicate that the evaluation move has far-reaching consequences. The
evaluation move is an assessment of how close the student came to reaching the teacher’s
desired target (O’Connor & Michaels, 1996). The content of the evaluation move has the
possibility to allow the teacher to advance the discussion and learning, and can be
effective for collaborative assembly of ideas (Wells, 1993). Ms. Smith offered traditional
evaluation responses (e.g., great job) for answers that met her expectation, as well as
repair strategies to guide students closer to the target.
Ms. Smith used the evaluation slot for repairing interactions in both large and
small math groups. Most examples with case study participants occurred in the final
phase of the math lesson during individual assessment. Many terms have been given to
the concept of revoicing a student’s utterance, each with a slightly different focus (e.g.,
reconceptualize, recast). For this study, the term revoice will be used to encapsulate the
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different ways Ms. Smith reformulated students’ contributions. Revoicing occured when
the teacher aligned a student’s utterance with other previous contributions or topics
through validating students’ participation (O’Connor & Michaels, 1993). By revoicing
Carolina’s and Maria’s utterances to the rest of the class, Ms. Smith positioned them as
ratified participants in the construction of knowledge.
Ms. Smith revoiced participants’ utterances in two ways. The first way was by
expanding on responses or “recasting” them by putting into words what the child omitted
(Cazden, 2001). For Ms. Smith to expand on a response, the response was on or close to
the target answer. By modeling the desired response, she was teaching students ways to
express the correct meaning (examples 7, 8, 9).
Example 7
T:

why did you put one elephant on this page?

M:

cuz this one is a one

T:

you see the number one right?

M:

((nods))

((holds up one finger))

11.18.09
In example seven, Mrs. Smith initiated an interaction with Maria by asking a
process question. To respond to process elicitations students must to make their thinking
explicit by explaining how they arrived at an answer (e.g., “how do you know that?”
Mehan, 1979). Maria proffered an answer, but it was incomplete, and therefore, was not
one of the responses Ms. Smith desired. Maria responded both verbally and nonverbally,
using both linguistic and nonlinguistic resources. Ms. Smith expanded on Maria’s
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response by modeling an expected response “you see the number one,” which made
Maria’s thinking explicit. By adding the tag question, “right?” Ms. Smith positioned
Maria as an expert, a ratified participant, and able to evaluate the response. The use of
tag questions influences students’ answers in the way the questioner desires, and limits
the possibility of being wrong to very low odds (Shuy, 1988). By using a tag question,
Ms. Smith guided Maria closer to the target, and increased her chance of being
successful. Maria agreed with a nod, and symmetry was achieved.
Evaluation as apprenticeship into cognitive models of mathematics. Discourse
provided a window to see how teachers support student involvement at different levels of
participation (Palinscar, 1998 as cited in Berry, 2006). Rogoff’s (1990) framework for
guided participation includes the notion that experts “must provide supportive structures
of novices’ efforts” (p.39). In example eight, Ms. Smith used a product elicitation to
initiate an interaction. In receiving the correct answer, she then expanded on the response
by using a process elicitation (line 4).
Example 8
1

T:

This graph shows that orange is the most common color of butterfly (1.0)

2

T:

How many orange butterflies are here?

3

M:

u::h 3

4

T:

how do you know that?

5

M:

because there’s 3 [butterflies]

6

T:

7

T:

[because you counted them right?]
everyone say great job Maria!
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8

C:

GREAT JOB MARIA

11.29.09
When asking a process question (line 4), Ms. Smith engaged Maria into a
metacognitive model of learning by prompting the act of discovering how Maria knows
what she knows (Brown, Bransford, Ferrara & Campione, 1983). To be able to answer
the process question in line 4, Maria must make an inference from her background
knowledge of counting objects and relevant context (i.e., other contexts in which she
counted, and when a teacher asked her to explain an answer), to interpret the immediate
event (i.e., explain how she knows there are 3 butterflies). By making the connection
from past experiences of counting other objects to the immediate context of counting the
butterflies, Ms. Smith modeled the ability to verbalize the cognitive model used for
problem solving (line 6).
When Maria offered a correct answer (line 3), Ms. Smith probed Maria’s response
by asking a process question about the problem solving strategy Maria selected (line 4).
In line 6, Ms. Smith used the evaluation move to remind Maria of a repetitive activity she
used every day, counting. A routine classroom practice was rote counting aloud, and
counting both concrete and abstract objects (e.g., students eating hot lunch, days of the
week). By using repetitive practices, Ms. Smith built Maria’s experiences of counting
objects, which became background knowledge. By reminding Maria of how she arrived
at the answer (e.g., counting), Ms. Smith built the cognitive model of connecting one
context to another (line 6).
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By making Maria’s cognition explicit (through revoicing), Ms. Smith positioned
Maria as a full participant in her community of practice. She also ratified Maria’s
contribution by telling classmates to give Maria a positive evaluation (line 7). Ms. Smith
also acknowledged and ratified the class members as Legitimate Peripheral Participants
(LPP) in the interaction by allowing them to join in the evaluation process (line 8).
After mastering the content mathematical skills in Getting Ready For
Kindergarten, children began studying patterns. Patterns were connected to functions in
lessons that directed students to find a missing number or discover a rule for a pattern.
During the majority part of the study, Ms. Smith taught students about patterns.
“Students should know patterning, graphing, and definitely academic vocabulary. They
should know how to do patterns. Not just AB patterns, but AAB and ABB” (teacher
interview, 11/2/09).
In example 9, Ms. Smith scaffolded Maria’s discovery of a rule to a pattern. Ms.
Smith began with a product elicitation (line 99), and then expanded on Maria’s answer.
Example 9
99

T:

Maria what kind of pattern is that?

100

M:

red red (1.0) orange (2.0) brown red red

101

T:

can you tell me with your letters?

102

M:

A A B (2.0) C A A

103

T:

good (1.0) how did you know that is a B? the orange one

104

M:

because they’re not the same as this one

105

T:

oh it’s not red right?

((pointing))

((pointing))

114

It’s orange so it’s a B right?

106
107

M:

ya

108

T:

good girl

12.8.09
Just as in example eight, Ms. Smith began with a product elicitation (line 99), to
which she received a correct answer (line 100). She then extended Maria’s thinking by
asking her to connect the colors to letters representing the pattern (line 101). Maria was
able to do this correctly and was rewarded with a positive evaluation (line 103). After a
positive evaluation, Ms. Smith probed Maria with a process question (line 103). Maria
demonstrated the ability to make her own reasoning explicit by indicating that orange
was not the same color as red (line 104). She did not name the colors in the explanation,
but was still able to express that B is different from A (104). Ms. Smith’s revoicing
moves (lines 105-106) positioned Maria as a Full Participant in the construction of
knowledge by drawing out the significance of her learning (Cazden, 2001).
105
106

T:

oh it’s not red right?
It’s orange so it’s a B right?

By modeling problem solving through a think-aloud strategy, (e.g., if it’s not red, it’s not
an A), Ms. Smith apprenticed Maria into task analysis. As a result of analyzing the tasks
involved in discovering the correct letter, Ms. Smith concluded that orange must be a B
(line 106). By ending the statement with the tag question, Ms. Smith positioned Maria
as an expert, able to evaluate the path of cognition.
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The context of example 10 was whole-class instruction in which students were
sitting on the carpet watching an activity in front of the classroom. Ms. Smith physically
arranged a human graph in front of the class to demonstrate the mathematical skill of
graphing. Immediately before example 10 occurred, Ms. Smith had arranged a graph
showing girls and boys wearing long sleeves. In example 10, the topic was students
wearing glasses. In this interaction, Ms. Smith used the evaluation move two ways: (a)
to extend Carolina’s thinking; and (b) to position both Carolina and class members as
experts. Prior to line 1, Ms. Smith modeled a sentence with the word more about the
graph, and students practiced a response by telling a friend.
Example 10
1

T:

Carolina can you tell me a sentence using the word more about our graph

2

C:

there are more girls than boys (2.0)

3

T:

who are wearing what? (2.0)

4

C:

um long long (1.0)

5

T:

who are wearing what

6

C:

glasses

7

T:

very good stop please

8

T:

Carolina tell me a sentence using the word more about our graph

9

N:

there are more girls using glasses than boys

10

T:

very good

((laughing))

11

everyone give her a round of applause

((leads class in clapping))

12

she said there are more girls wearing glasses than boys

((points to glasses))
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13

and is she right?=

14

C:

=YEAH!=

15

T:

=YEAH cuz how many girls in our class are wearing glasses? Let’s count

16

C:

1,2,3

17

T:

and how many boys?

18

C:

1

19

T:

now I want you to do the opposite

20

I want you to tell me a sentence about our graph (2.0) using the word less
or fewer

21

C:

um (3.0) there um are (2.0) little boys wearing glasses (2.0)

22

T:

there are less boys wearing glasses [than] girls

23

N:

[there are]

24

C:

there are less boys wearing glasses than girls

25

T:

very good tell Ramon

12.1.09
In lines 2-4, Carolina responded with information she retrieved from the previous
context (e.g., graph with long sleeves), so did not reach the target. In line 3, Ms. Smith
asked Carolina to expand her response to include the complete topic of the graph.
Interactions in lines 1-7 were a personal exchange between Ms. Smith and Carolina,
while the other students were telling a friend their responses. Ms. Smith drew Carolina’s
attention to the current context by adding a nonverbal cue (e.g., pointing to glasses). In
line 8 Ms. Smith asked Carolina to repeat her answer publicly to the whole class, to

117

which Carolina hit the intended target (line 9). Ms. Smith evaluated Carolina’s response
positively (line 100), and did not correct Carolina’s choice of the verb “uses.” By not
correcting her, Ms. Smith demonstrated flexibility in accepting Carolina’s own form of
language, and focused on content rather than form. Ms. Smith then directed the class to
repeat her positive evaluation move (lines 11). Ms. Smith positioned Carolina as an
expert publicly, by leading students in verbalizing one way of giving a positive
evaluation.
Ms. Smith shifted the intended recipient of the message from Carolina to the other
students by using the pronoun “she” (line 12). By shifting recipients of her message, the
teacher positioned Carolina in the same group as the other students as “hearers” of the
speech event (see Goffman, 1981). Ms. Smith accomplished addressing both audiences
simultaneously, the class (and Carolina) in the foreground, and Carolina in the
background. By repeating Carolina’s response, Ms. Smith publicly ratified her
contribution to the construction of knowledge. The contents of the revoicing move
contained the correct lexical item (e.g., “wear” rather than “use”), which was one way of
apprenticing contextually appropriate English vocabulary selection and academic
discourse indirectly.
12

She said there are more girls wearing glasses than boys

13

And is she right?=

14

C:

=YEAH!=

15

T:

=YEAH cuz how many girls in our class are wearing glasses? Let’s count

16

C:

1,2,3

118

17

T:

and how many boys?

18

C:

1

In line 13, Ms. Smith again recruited students’ assistance by asking them to evaluate
Carolina’s contribution, thus ratifying their status of Legitimate Peripheral Participants
(LPPs). This move differs from line 11, because she asked students as individuals to
evaluate Carolina’s response, compared to the earlier group activity of clapping. In line
11, Ms. Smith used a directive (e.g., “give her”) to tell the class how to evaluate Carolina
(e.g. positively by clapping).
Ms. Smith provided an opportunity for class members to evaluate what constitutes
knowledge. By giving students a vote in determining knowledge, Ms. Smith recognized
their voices in a classroom democracy. More importantly for Carolina, Ms. Smith’s
positioning of students directed unified peer support and recognition. In line 15, she
ratified class members’ voices by repeating their decision. Ms. Smith’s positioning also
kept students involved and reinforced their own learning. Line 15 was an example of
how Ms. Smith apprenticed the academic discourse of math problem solving. By using
the word “Let’s,” Ms. Smith aligned herself with students in initiating the first step to
verifying Carolina’s answer, ratifying her own membership in the community of practice.
The word “let’s” also signals a proposal rather than either a command or a request, and
does not claim special rights over the others as a command does (Goodwin 1990). The
students followed her lead, and participated in counting orally the number of girls
wearing glasses (line 16). Ms. Smith then continued directing students in the steps to
solve the problem (i.e., counting, lines 15-18)
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19

T:

20

now I want you to do the opposite
I want you to tell me a sentence about our graph (2.0) using the word less
or fewer

21

C:

um (3.0) there um are (2.0) little boys wearing glasses (2.0)

22

T:

there are less boys wearing glasses [than] girls

23

C:

there are less boys wearing glasses than girls

24

T:

very good tell Ramon

12.1.09
After Ms. Smith asked Carolina to change her sentence and use the word less (line
20), Carolina had some trouble beginning (line 21). When Carolina used the word “little”
instead of “less,” Ms. Smith again did not correct her in a direct way, but revoiced the
response by using the expected word “less” (line 22). In line 24, Carolina was able to
reach the intended target by following Ms. Smith’s apprenticed academic discourse. Ms.
Smith then gave Carolina another opportunity to practice the academic discourse by
repeating it to a classmate.
The second way Ms. Smith repaired communication was marked by her feedback
to a lack of response (e.g., silence) (examples 11, 12), or one that is too far from the
intended target.
Example 11: Patterns
1

T:

Maria you need to draw a what color flower or leaf do you need to draw
next?

2

M:

((shrugs))
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3

T:

look you have how many purple leaves and then a black one?

4

M:

(2.0)

5

T:

How many purple ones? Count em

6

M:

1, 2, 3

7

T:

so after a black leaf you have 3 purple ones right?

8

M:

yeah

11.3.09
In example 11, Ms. Smith initiated the interaction by asking a question requiring
Maria to provide the name of the color that came next in her pattern (line 1). The syntax
of Ms. Smith’s elicitation was unclear. She began the elicitation with a directive (“you
need to draw”), next changed to a product elicitation (“a what color flower or leaf”), and
then repeated the directive (using “need”) in a question format. Maria indicated she
either did not know the answer, or did not understand the question by shrugging (line 2).
Ms. Smith then changed her product elicitation to direct Maria’s attention to the pattern
(“Look” line 3). Ms. Smith embedded another product elicitation in the next utterance,
“How many?” But again she may have confused Maria by adding “and then a black
one?” The confusing syntax of this question isolated Maria from participating in the
interaction, and she was again silent (line 4).
3

T:

look you have how many purple leaves and then a black one?

4

M:

(2.0)

5

T:

How many purple ones? Count em
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After two seconds of silence (line 4), Ms. Smith realized she must repair the interaction
again. She restated the question by itself instead of embedding it in a statement. Her
question now changed to a directive which required Maria to only count the purple ones
(line 5). After Maria counted the purple leaves successfully, Ms. Smith ratified her
response by restating Maria’s answer. Ms. Smith then positioned Maria as a Full
Participant for the second time by asking her to confirm the answer with a tag question
(line 6). Maria agreed and the negotiation was complete (line 7).
In Example 12, Ms. Smith’s elicitations again were met with silence. In the
following interaction, Ms. Smith allowed children to have free play during math time,
which was a rare occasion. She set up four activities around the room including (a) the
sand table, (b) miniature horses and people, (c) legos, and (d) the playhouse. In example
12, several students were in the playhouse and Carolina was one of three who were
“cooking.” After Ms. Smith organized everyone into groups, she sat down near the
playhouse.
Example 12: Carolina brings Ms. Smith a sandwich.
1

T:

What kind of sandwich did you make me?

2

(3.0)

3

What kind of meat’s on here?

4

Cuz I’m hungry I need some meat to make me strong

5

(3.0)

6

Is there turkey on there or did you forget the turkey?

7

C:

I forget
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In this interaction, Ms. Smith began with asking what kind of sandwich it was
(line 1), and was met with three seconds of silence. She then narrowed her question to
one possible type of sandwich, and asked what kind of meat it was (line 3). This question
was the first attempt to renegotiate the question to facilitate Carolina’s participation. Ms.
Smith did not wait to hear an answer, but built on the topic by adding a reason why she
needed meat (line 4). By stating that meat made her strong, Ms. Smith was attempting to
scaffold the content for the second time to help Carolina make sense of the interaction.
She was again met with three seconds of silence. In line 5, Ms. Smith scaffolded the
original question for the third time by changing the content and structure.
5

Is there turkey on there or did you forget the turkey?

Ms. Smith signaled that the question now will be a choice elicitation by changing the first
word from “What” to “Is.” She then provided an answer to the kind of meat (e.g.,
turkey) but added a new question with the conjunction “or.” The structure of the final
elicitation was complex, because now she asked two questions: (a) Is there turkey on
there? And (b) Did you forget the turkey? In line 5, a response of yes or no was required
for both questions, but the answers could be different. To figure out how to respond, a
student must use a logic strategy. If the first part was answered yes, then the second part
had to be answered no. Carolina could not follow the adjacency pair rule of providing a
choice response to a choice elicitation since either a “yes” or a “no” could have been a
contradiction, she wisely opted out by claiming ignorance. A few seconds later, Carolina
went back to kitchen, made more food, and brought it to Ms. Smith (example 13).
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Example 13
6

T:

you brought me more food? You’re so sweet thank you
what’d you make me this time?

7
8

C:

here’s your nakin (napkin)

9

T:

oh there’s my napkin I need one cuz I’m a messy eater

10

Carolina what did you make me this time to eat?

11

(2.0)

12

I’m a picky eater so I need to know what’s inside

13

(5.0)

14

what’s inside?

15

(4.0)

16

what kind of sandwich is this?

17

(4.0)

18

T:

is it a grilled cheese?

19

C:

yeah

20

T:

thank you

11.5.09
In example 13, Ms. Smith followed the same interactional pattern as she did a few
seconds earlier (example 12). This time, in response to the product elicitation of
“What’d you make me?” (line 7) Carolina was not silent, but enacted a different strategy
of participation by shifting the topic to a napkin. She positioned herself as a ratified
participant in the exchange by interacting with Ms. Smith, but again elected not to follow
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the adjacency pair rule. Ms. Smith uptakes Carolina’s topic shift and added context clues
for comprehension (line 9). Ms. Smith shifted the topic back to her original product
elicitation (line 10), but was met with silence. Ms. Smith did not scaffold the question,
and continued the same line of elicitation in lines 10-18. The content of the questions
shifted by changing the demands from general (line 10) to specific (lines 12,13), and back
to general (line 16). Finally, met with silence after four questions, Ms. Smith changed
from a product to a choice elicitation, “Is it a grilled cheese?” (line 18) To which she
received the response, “yeah,” and the interaction was complete.
Summary Results Research Question One
Ms. Smith revoiced participants’ utterances in two ways. The first way was by
expanding on responses or “recasting” them by putting into words what the child omitted
(Cazden, 2001). If a student response was close to the target answer, Ms. Smith
expanded on the response by making the student’s thinking explicit. By modeling the
desired response, she was teaching to students ways of expressing the correct meaning.
For ELLs, this technique is important for teacher’s to model correct language usage and
academic English. By revoicing Carolina’s and Maria’s utterances to the rest of the class,
Ms. Smith positioned them as ratified participants in the construction of knowledge. By
using a tag question, Ms. Smith guided the student closer to the target, and increased the
chances of success.
The second way Ms. Smith repaired communication was marked by her feedback
to a lack of response (e.g., silence), or one that was too far from the intended target.
When met with silence, Ms. Smith negotiated the child’s Zone of Proximal Development
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by leading the child into an analysis of the task(s). She did this by breaking the question
down into smaller steps, leading the student to discover the answer through deduction.
The two ways Ms. Smith used the evaluation move of revoicing were explicit examples
of how negotiation of knowledge occurred for an interaction (i.e., filled with questions
and answers) to be repaired, or achieve symmetry.
Research Question Two: How Do ELLs Participate in a
Kindergarten Math Class?
Both Maria and Carolina participated in math table groups in three ways: (a)
talking about resources; (b) talking about procedures; and (c) initiating, extending, and
shifting topics (See Table 6). Carolina and Maria made bids for participation in different
ways in the beginning of the study, and then near the end of the study used similar
participation strategies. The four students at their table group developed a microculture
with a script, enacted every day, which consisted of ways to express their competence or
ability in understanding the purpose of the task.
Math Table Group as a Microculture
Table group members positioned each other through discourse in negotiating the
purpose of the task. In Ms. Smith’s math class, four students made up one math group,
consisting of two native English speakers (Steven and Zena) and Carolina and Maria
(native Spanish speakers). Small groups form their own idioculture (Fine, 1987 cited in
Smagorinsky & O’Donnell-Allen, 1997) that functions within the classroom.

126

Table 7
Results Question Two: How do ELLs access participation in small groups?
1. Talk about resources
2. Talk about procedures
3. Using language to initiate, shift, extend, or uptake topic(s)

The microculture diversity provided a view of the subgroups in a classroom as complex,
dynamic, and difficult to predict from knowledge of the context alone (Smagorinsky &
O’Donnell-Allen, 1997). A salient theme found in the data was student talk centered
around glue sticks, scissors, pencils, crayons, containers for crayons, and erasers.
Goffman (1967) argued that participants work actively to maintain social
solidarity and avoid conflict in a notion of “face.” Part of the microculture script was to
signal alignment (examples 14,15), often verbalized with the word “too.” Indexing
alignment also consisted of parroting, mimicking, or imitating each other’s utterances
(example 14, 15). These words became resources for students to draw upon in later
contexts.
Example 14
S:

I got 4 red beans!

Z:

Not again!

S:

I did it again

C:

Again?

S:

I got one red bean
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M:

Me too

S:

Not again!

C:

Not again

Z:

Not again!

S:

Not again (1.0) not again

Example 15
36

C:

my favorite color is pink

37

C:

my favorite color is every color

((smiles and sticks her tongue

out))
38

S:

oh mine too

39

Z:

mine too

40

M:

mine too

41

Z:

Oh I guess we’re all going to my party

42

S:

yeah

43

Z:

everybody’s going to my party

----T:

dot dot not a lot

S:

dot dot not a lot

Z:

just a dot and not a lot

S:

I got one dot

((referring to glue))

Carolina and Maria participated in constructing, extending, and regulating
discourse about resources and procedures in their math table group, which constituted a
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microculture script. The script consisted of students taking turns verbalizing descriptions
of resources, steps in procedures, and evaluating their own and others’ work. One of the
first topics children proffered when they sat down at the table was about glue sticks
(example 16), scissors (example 17), or procedures (example 18).
Example 16: Glue sticks
Z:

I got light blue

S:

I got dark

S:

what color you got?

((asks Maria))

M:

light blue

((shows Steven glue stick and smiles))

11.2.09
Example 17: Scissors
C:

No I want blue::::

((really big smile))

S:

what color you got? Mine are blue (7.0)

S:

hey scissors (4.0) I need scissors

11.2.09
Example 18: Procedures
Z:

Do we have to write our name?

C:

ye:::s of cour:::se

((asks teacher))

11.2.09
Case Study of Carolina
Carolina was a Full Participant in developing the math group microculture script
containing rules and procedures that the table group members followed every day. She
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was confident in her language skills and did not hesitate to express her competence as
well as evaluation of the way others in the group followed the microculture script.
Examples of the ways Carolina participated in following the script include stating what
her favorite color was, stating the color crayon she was using, stating the pattern she was
making, counting aloud, telling the group she was finished, and directly telling the other
members to look at her work. Carolina participated in the group through demonstrating
her competence in a task by (a) positioning herself as an expert in procedures and
resources, and (b) initiating, extending and shifting topics. By being an active member in
developing the group script, Carolina helped to apprentice Maria into the rules of
participation in their table group.
Self-Positioning as an Expert
At the beginning of the study, Carolina used the shared resource of Spanish to
apprentice Maria into negotiating the task (example 19). Just as Ms. Smith scaffolded
content and expectations, Carolina used Spanish to scaffold content for Maria.
Example 19: Spanish
M:

xxx

C:

yes this is este mi nombre

M:

porque

C:

oh you little girl

((smiles big))

C:

quiere pintar su chaquettas?

((making movement with hand on cheek to

Maria))
((Do you want to paint her cheeks?))

((in Spanish))
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quiere pintar su chaquettas?

((making movement with hand on cheek to

Maria))
((Do you want to paint her cheeks?))
M:

smiles and nods

10.20.09
Carolina participated in the microculture script by demonstrating her competence in the
task (e.g., identifying colors) by publicly showing solidarity with Maria (examples 20,
22).
Example 20
35

T:

what color is this?

((to Carolina))

36

C:

pink

37

T:

good to match your shirt

38

T:

what color is this Maria?

39

M:

pink

40

C:

Us two has pink and you green and you blue ((to Z & S))

10.20.09
Carolina participated in both creating and extending the script of demonstrating
competence in procedures by positioning herself as an expert, thereby apprenticing Maria
into the script (examples 21, 22).
Example 21
C:

I winned you

M:

I winned you

((looks at Z))

131

Z:

I winned you and I’m writing my name

Z:

Do we have to write our name?

C:

ye:::s of cour:::se

C:

I winned you

((asks teacher))

-------S:

write your name

C:

I KNOW::::

11.2.09
Example 22
1

C:

Hey hey you have to you have to

((looks around))

2

(6.0)

3

M:

SCISSORS

((pointing to S))

4

C:

La dijos

((with big smile))

5

C:

First you have to write your name

6

C:

I remember I remember
and you don’t and Maria too remembered

7

((in singing voice to

Z))
8

Z:

I remembered

9

C:

No you doo::d no you doo::d

10

Z:

Yeah (1.0) I just I just xx

11

C:

you you supposed to tell (1.3) that he
paper))

((in singing voice))

((stands up and looks at Z’s
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12

C:

Oh you already write your name

13

C:

here let me show da:::ng

((sits back down))

11.2.09
In example 22, Carolina used language to position herself as expert in every turn slot in
which she participated. She self-positioned herself as an expert in procedures several
times (lines 1, 5, 6, 7, 9, 11, 12, 13) by using many directives (e.g. “you have to,” lines 1,
5, 7, 9, 11). However in line 1, Carolina was not able to verbalize her complete directive,
and abandoned the attempt, signaled by a six-second pause.
5

C:

First you have to write your name

6

C:

I remember I remember

7

and you don’t and Maria too remembered

((to Z in singing

voice))
By using the word “first” (line 5), Carolina demonstrated she knew the order of
procedures for the task, and knew how to verbalize them, thereby imitating Ms. Smith’s
academic language. She then responded to her own directive by taking the next turn slot
and publicly displaying her expertise in knowledge of procedures (line 6). In line 7,
Carolina positioned herself as an expert a third time by shifting the audience of her public
display from the table group to a specific recipient (i.e., Z) by using the singular pronoun
you. She then used the directive “don’t” to position Z explicitly as incompetent in
following procedures. In line 7, Carolina combined her directive with the conjunction
“and,” signaling two ways to position Z. Carolina used the second part of her utterance
(in line 7) to call upon a resource (e.g., Maria) as leverage to further position Z as

133

incompetent. By calling on an outsider, Carolina demonstrated solidarity with Maria,
which solidifies their joint competence, and Z’s incompetence. No silences or pauses
existed in this interaction, indicating that Carolina was able to express complete
sequences of thought verbally with intention. Lack of pauses also signaled that Carolina
did not want to give up the floor and allow a turn slot to Z (Goodwin, 2006). Another
point of interest was the way she positioned herself as an expert in procedures. By
delivering the message through a singing voice, Carolina directly taunted Z as being
incompetent and attempted to marginalize her.
8

Z:

I remembered

9

C:

No you doo::d no you doo::d

((in singing voice))

In line 8, Z took a turn slot by attempting to position herself as competent in knowledge
of procedures. However, Carolina again continued her own self positioning as evaluator
of Z’s competence and for the second time used a negative directive positioning Z as
incompetent. This utterance signaled Carolina’s stage of English language acquisition,
indicating she had not internalized the rule of negating the past tense of the verb to do yet
(e.g., she used it correctly in line 7). Carolina continued to deliver her message in a singsong voice, this time elongating the vowel, a strategy that added strength to her taunting
and self-positioning move as an expert.
10

Z:

Yeah (1.0) I just I just xx

11

C:

you you supposed to tell (1.3) that he
paper))

12

C:

Oh you already write your name

((stands up and looks at Z’s
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13

C:

here let me show da:::ng

((sits back down))

In line 10, Z makes a second bid to demonstrate her competency in knowledge of
procedures by providing a reason, which was not audible. Carolina responded with a
directive that lost clarity when she stood up and saw Z’s paper. When Carolina saw that
Z did in fact write her name, she concealed the loss of her one up-manship by
acknowledging Z already wrote her name (line 12). Another point of interest was how
Carolina quickly covered her loss of face, by continuing to position herself as expert and
volunteering to show Z how to do it (line 13). The final word uttered by Carolina,
“dang,” was proffered as a public display of competence in using English slang, and an
added attempt to publicly save face (see saving face this chapter).
Carolina often positioned herself as an expert and other members as incompetent.
However, in the guise of apprenticing Maria, Carolina often positioned Maria as a novice
in need of guidance, in front of the other table group members (see example 23).
Carolina demonstrated solidarity with Maria by evaluating Maria’s work and
apprenticing her to become more competent in the task (lines 4-6).
Example 23
1
2

C:

Look Maria (6.0) how beautiful forest
I gonna color this more better
paper))

3

because I color it more better

-------Maria is coloring hard with her pencil

((points to Maria’s
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4

C:

Maria Maria don’t color so dar:::k (2.0)

5

All of their skin they’re not dark (1.0)

6

you can erase it (1.0) you can erase it

((C hands M an

eraser))
11.18.09
In example 23, students were sitting at their table group performing a task. Part
of group script was to make verbal statements detailing how they were proceeding with
the task. These statements were made throughout the 25 minute activity/centers
participant structure. In the beginning of the year, Carolina most often directed her
comments to Maria by calling her name (line 1). She told Maria what she planned to do
(line 2), and why she was doing it (line 3). Carolina’s apprenticeship of Maria included
evaluating Maria’s work to help her become more competent in the task (e.g., by offering
her an eraser; lines 4-6). Carolina initiated the microculture script of competence
(example 23), as well as responded to other students’ participation in the script (examples
24, 25, 26). In examples 24 and 25, she again competed with Z, positioning herself as an
expert, and Z as incompetent.
Example 24
Z:

I’m doing good coloring (5.0)

C:

I’m gonna color more better

----Z:

I’ll take care of it

C:

you’re not the teacher

((collecting counters))
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Example 25
Z:

I need some yellow

C:

so akts aks aks ask somebody

C:

Steven can I use your yellow?

11.2.09
Carolina also positioned herself as an expert regarding resources (examples 25, 26).
Example 26
1

S:

I got dark

((referring to glue stick))

2

S:

what color you got?

((asks Maria))

3

M:

light blue

((shows S glue stick and

smiles))
4

C:

let me see (1.0) let me see yours first (1.3)

((to Z))

5

C:

let me see yours

((points to Steven))

6

C:

let me see yours

((points to Maria and smiles))

11.2.09
In example 26, Steven initiated the table group script by reporting the color of
scissors he had (line 1), and then asked Maria about her color of scissors (line 2).
Carolina uptakes the topic, but did not follow the script of asking members what color
they had, but instead used an indirect request (e.g., “let me see”) to elicit action (e.g.,
show color of glue stick). By shifting the conversation structure from question/answer to
enacting a request requiring proof, Carolina was redefining the structure of the group’s
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microculture script. She enacted an authoritative voice, thus changing her role from
equal member to judge. The action of shifting recipients and asking in a “round,”
demonstrated Carolina’s ability to sequence requests contingently, produced in a similar
manner (Sacks, 1995). By using the resources of nonlinguistic clues (e.g., smile) in the
final utterance (line 6), she was showing solidarity with Maria. Other examples of
Carolina enacting an authoritative voice included evaluating Steven’s claim to having an
eraser (example 27), and Z’s ability to remember Maria’s name (example 28).
Example 27
N:

I have eraser

S:

I got eraser too

N:

A little bit

((makes exaggerated smiling face))

11.2.09
Example 28
Z:

Can I use your yellow again Carolina?

((asks Maria))

M:

Ahhh again?!

((laughing))

N:

she name is not Carolina it is Maria reme::m::ber??

11.2.09
Shifting and Extending and Topics
Carolina also participated in the group through demonstrating her competence in a
task by initiating, extending and shifting topics. The following interaction occurred on a
day when the class had a substitute teacher. This example showed how Carolina (and
Maria) negotiated a social interaction regarding a fictitious party. One of the purposes of
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the microculture script about resources (e.g., glue sticks) was to compare similarities and
differences with each other. This comparison was a starting point for negotiating
opposition or alignment with each other (or the purpose of the task). In example 29, the
color of glue stick served as a criterion for inclusion and exclusion requirements to attend
the party.
Example 29
1

S:

If you get dark you get to go to my party (1.5)

((referring to glue

stick))
2

S:

you get to go to my party

((to Carolina))

3

C:

but I don’t know where’s your house

((smiles and puts head back))

4

Z:

we we (1.0) you guys have to go to Steven’s party (1.9) and we have to go
to my party

5

C:

but we don’t know what who you hou::::se is

6

Z:

oh I’m having um my birthday party at Chuck E. Cheese’s

7

C:

Anyways I’m not gonna go

8

S:

hey Maria you know where my house is?

9

Maria smiles at Steven and shakes her head, Carolina is watching her.

10

S:

If you come to my house you’ll know

11

Z:

she never came to your house

12

M:

here’s my house

((showing Steven with her hand))

13

C:

she goes to my house

((pointing to Maria and smiling))

14

T:

everyone make sure your name is on your paper
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15

Z:

I do

16

C:

I do

17

M:

I do

18

T:

this table is good (1.0) you all have your names

19

C:

you already glued this one

20

Z:

you don’t get to go to my party cuz xxx

21

Z:

but but (1.3) but you will if you have blue scissors

22

C:

Maria and me we not gonna go to your party (3.0)

((pointing to Z’s paper))

11.2.09
In example 29, Steven initiated a topic about his party, providing a very clear
criterion to whom gets to attend (line 1). By stating the requirement of having the same
color glue stick as him, Steven set the inclusion criterion to attend the party. He then
acknowledged Carolina’s similar resource and granted her admission to the party (line 2).
Carolina did not hesitate to state the obstacle (e.g., use of word “but”) of not knowing
where he lived (line 3).
4

Z:

we we (1.0) you guys have to go to Steven’s party (1.9)
and we have to go to my party

5

C:

but we don’t know what who you hou::::se is

In line 4, Z controlled the topic of party, by expanding on Steven’s inclusion criterion to
consist of an exclusion requirement, now citing two different parties (line 4). Z began the
utterance with the word “we,” but changed it to “you guys,” indicating Carolina and
Steven “have to go” to Steven’s party. Z created alliance with Maria (e.g., saying “we”),
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but opposition to Carolina and Steven, who now “have to go” to different parties. By
using a direct command, Z enacted an authoritative voice to divide the group’s alliance.
In line 5, Carolina responded similarly to her last bid by using the word “but” again, and
now changed the pronoun “I” to “we,” indicating alliance presumably with Maria.
Carolina continued to express her problem of not knowing where either Z or Scott lived.
In line 3, the recipient was Scott, and now it’s Z, changing with the interlocutor.
Carolina elongated the vowel in the word “house,” which emphasized the severity of the
problem.
6

Z:

oh I’m having um my birthday party at Chuck E. Cheese’s

7

C:

Anyways I’m not gonna go

In line 5, Z began her utterance with “oh,” which gave her time to think about the
location of the party. By controlling the topic of the party, she now had the freedom to
decide its location, which was not to be at her house after all (line 6). After Z stated
where her party was, Carolina changed the form of her previous responses from citing the
reason she cannot go (e.g., not knowing location of house) to explicitly stating “I’m not
gonna go” (line 7). By using the word “anyways,” Carolina made evident that regardless
of where the party was to be held, or what inclusion/exclusion requirements existed, she
made up her mind not to go.
8

S:

hey Maria you know where my house is?

9

Maria smiles at Steven and shakes her head, Carolina is watching her.

10

S:

If you come to my house you’ll know

11

Z:

she never came to your house
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In line 8, Scott took back the topic and asked Maria directly if she knew where his house
was. Maria nodded and smiled, indicating alliance with Steven. Steven confirmed
Maria’s agreement by providing evidence that by coming to his house, she would know
where it was (line 10). In line 11, Z extended the topic of Maria going to Steven’s house
by making a direct claim that Maria has “never” gone to Steven’s house. Z did not
redirect the topic to her party, but instead responded to Steven and Maria’s aligning
moves, and trying to interfere. Z enacted an authoritative voice by expressing her
complete knowledge of Maria’s house trips, emphasized with the word “never.” Up until
line 8, alliances have not been made, only oppositions.
12

M:

here’s my house

((placing her hand on table

purposefully))
13

C:

she goes to my house

((pointing to Maria and smiling))

In line 12, Maria attempted to mediate the dispute by taking control of the topic and
speaking for herself. Up until now, she had only participated as a LPP. By nonverbally
showing the group members the location of her house, Maria made a bid for participation
to mediate the growing dispute. However, showing the location of the house did not fit
into the argument and her bid for participation was ignored. Carolina uptakes the topic of
knowing whose house Maria has gone to by citing evidence that Maria went to her house
(line 13). By stating this fact, Carolina invoked their past history as a resource to
demonstrate alliance with Maria. She uptakes the topic, but shifted it to position herself
as a full, ratified participant and holder of knowledge in the topic (e.g., which houses
Maria has gone to). When the teacher reminded students to put their names on papers,
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they all answered “I do.” By following the script of demonstrating competence in
procedures, they were back in symmetry (lines 15-17).
18

T:

this table is good, you all have your names

19

C:

you already glued this one

20

Z:

you don’t get to go to my party cuz xxx

21

Z:

but but (1.3) but you will if you have blue scissors

22

C:

Maria and me we not gonna go to your party (3.0)

((pointing to Z’s paper))

In line 19, Carolina evaluated Z as not following procedures. Z responded to Carolina by
bringing the topic of parties back to the table and stating that Carolina did not get to go.
Unfortunately, the evidence she presented was inaudible. Immediately following her
reason for exclusion, Z changed her stance from total exclusion to citing a criterion for
inclusion (e.g., having blue scissors). Carolina responded to Z’s new inclusion
requirement with the same stance as she took throughout the interaction, but this time
added Maria’s name to show their solidarity in the decision (line 22).
Example 30
22

C:

Maria and me we not gonna go to your party (3.0)

23

M:

I have 2 brothers

((holding up 2 fingers to Steven and

smiling))
24

C:

I I I have 3 sisters one big one big and one

25

Z:

I have an older sister and I’m gonna have a little brother wait my brother’s
gonna be a baby so

26

S:

I got 2 brothers too
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27

C:

I got 3 sisters

28

M:

I got 2 brothers

29

S:

my my 2 brothers are Mark and Pedro

30

C:

Pedro!

31

C:

3 Pedros my dad and and the him in my class and 3 Pedros and he

((smiling in surprise))

brother dang
32

C:

this one you have to glue um in the fa::t one

11.2.09
In example 30, Maria shifted the topic away from parties and made a bid for
symmetry by initiating a new topic (line 23). Carolina uptakes the new topic and
reported the status of her siblings two times (lines 24, 27). All members reported the
gender of their siblings, indicating they were cooperating in achieving symmetry.
Carolina then demonstrated her ability to connect the present context to the past by
naming all the Pedros she knew (lines 30, 31). Next, she proceeded to position herself as
an expert in procedures (i.e, glue, line 32).
In example 31 (occurred one minute after example 30), Steven shifted the topic to
favorite colors. Carolina uptakes and extended the topic, which then was used as another
criterion for attending the party.
Example 31
33

S:

Maria what is your favorite color?

34

M:

[Purple]

35

C:

[um]
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36

C:

my favorite color is pink

37

C:

my favorite color is every color

((smiles and sticks her tongue

out))
38

S:

oh mine too

39

Z:

mine too

40

M:

mine too

41

Z:

Oh I guess we’re all going to my party

42

S:

yeah

43

Z:

everybody’s going to my party

44

C:

no we don’t (2.0) we no have to

45

Z:

oh fine then no one’s coming to my party (2.0) not you two not Steven

46

M:

I’m going to your party

((pointing to Z))

47

S:

hey you get to go to my party

((pointing scissors at Maria))

48

C:

nu uh nu uh if if we if we if we want to we no have to go

49

S:

if if if you have blue scissors like me (1.5) you will go to my party

50

C:

but we but we not have to go if we if we if not have to

51

M:

we don’t want to go huh?

52

C:

yeah

11.2.09
In example 31, Steven asked Maria a question about her favorite color, but
Carolina answered it at the same time as Maria (line 35). Carolina reported her favorite
color as pink (line 36) then changed her answer to “every color” (line 37). The group
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members engaged in the table script by demonstrating their alliance with each other as all
having the same favorite colors (lines 38-40). Z interpreted this alliance as everyone
meeting the criterion (e.g., same favorite color) to be included at the party (line 43), and
was verified by Steven (line 42). Steven affirmed his alliance with the whole table group
by agreeing they all will go. Seemingly, Steven and Z abandoned their efforts to create
inclusion/exclusion requirements for the party, and now want everyone to attend. Z
repeated her statement (line 43), clarifying alliance with all members, only to be
positioned in opposition by Carolina who responded in a negative declaration (line 44).
44

C:

no we don’t (2.0) we no have to

45

Z:

oh fine then no one’s coming to my party (2.0) not you two not Steven

46

M:

I’m going to your party

((pointing to Z))

47

S:

hey you get to go to my party

((pointing scissors at Maria))

In line 44, Carolina repeated her earlier claim that they don’t have to go (in example 15,
line 22), using the plural pronoun “we” again, claiming authority to speak for Maria. Z
responded in opposition to both Carolina and Maria, countering Carolina’s total refusal to
go by withdrawing the complete invitation (line 45). Now no one gets to go to the party,
not even Steven. Z interpreted Carolina’s voice (e.g., decision) to represent the whole
table group. In line 46, Maria used her voice again to mediate the negotiation (e.g., see
example 16, line 23) by rejecting Carolina’s claim to speak for her by announcing that
she will go to Z’s party. Steven protested by beginning his utterance with “hey,”
attempting to bring Maria’s attention back to him and his party (line 47). His choice of
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using the phrase “get to go” granted Maria access to the party based on a criterion, which
had an implied meaning that some students might not get to go.
48

C:

nu uh nu uh if if we if we if we want to we no have to go

In line 48, Carolina continued her thread of refusal, continuing to use the pronoun “we.”
An interesting change in her argument was that it was the first time she used the word
“want” in her refusals. By citing the reason that she did not “want” to go, she shifted the
argument to “we don’t have to go if we don’t want to go.” This was a subtle but
important shift in Carolina’s ability to express the reason for her refusal. From the
beginning of the interaction, meeting the criteria (e.g., having blue scissors, all favorite
colors) constrained her ability to attend parties by both Steven and Z separately. Up until
line 48, Carolina’s attempts to express her refusal contained the negative declaration of
“don’t have to go,” which was a response linked directly to the admission criteria. Both
Steven and Z made the logical argument that if you met the criteria (e.g., having blue
scissors, all favorite colors) you “had” to go to the party. Carolina’s response repeated
their logical claim, but negated it (e.g., “have to go” vs. “don’t have to go”). Goodwin
(2006) deemed this move format tying, in which one move is closely tied to the previous
move. The form of a tied next move remained closely parallel to the prior utterance with
minimal semantic shifts. Format tying constitutes a “publicly available apparatus” (p. 12)
for tying talk in one turn into another. By maintaining the shape of the prior utterance,
the new element becomes salient, and stands out in opposition.
In line 48, Carolina changed the grounds for her argument. Now, she based her
refusal on the condition that if she didn’t want to she didn’t have to. She exited the
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format tying sequence, and framed her argument based on her own desire not to go. This
change in logic marked Carolina’s ability to express an individual choice. Her ability to
exit the format tying sequence indicated she was creatively choosing a different argument
structure to solve a problem. In line 49, Steven attempted to recreate another criterion to
attend the party (e.g., blue scissors).
49

S:

if if if you have blue scissors like me (1.5) you will go to my party

50

C:

but we but we not have to go if we if we if not have to

51

M:

we don’t want to go huh?

52

C:

yeah

In line 50, Carolina again attempted to express her refusal. Finally, Maria spoke in line
51. She had been listening to the interaction and was convinced by Carolina’s argument.
She adopted the pronoun “we” to express her acquiesced refusal, joining with Carolina to
state their alignment in the decision. Maria agreed with the reason of not wanting to go
and solidified their decision by explicitly stating that “we don’t want to go.” She
delivered the statement in combination with a tag question to Carolina, which invited
Carolina’s final approval. Carolina agreed with Maria (line 52) and solidarity was
achieved between them.
Saving Face
Carolina demonstrated her ability to sustain symmetry in the group several times
by saving face. In example 32, Carolina demonstrated her ability to evaluate her own
work both positively as an expert, and then negatively, positioning herself in opposition
to a task in the same utterance.
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Example 32
C:

look mine is more better but this one is so ugly

11.2.09
When opposition occurred, attempts were made to bring the group back in
alignment. When students demonstrated opposition to a task or to each other, often one
or more participants found themselves in an “established state of ritual disequilibrium,
and attempts were made to re-establish a satisfactory ritual state for them” (Goffman,
1967; p. 304). Goodwin (2006) discussed how a preference for agreement is related
closely to practices of face-saving. Goffman (1967) described four classic moves that are
involved in the corrective process of face-work: (a) challenge; (b) offering; (c)
acceptance; and (d) gratitude. Carolina often positioned herself as an expert, but in
example 33, she engaged in performing face-work by negotiating a situation.
Example 33
Teacher is talking to a student (at different table group) about birthdays
53

Z:

I’m gonna be I’m gonna be my birthday is my birthday is May third (3.0)

54

C:

my birthday’s past

55

Z:

my birthday is on May third

56

C:

my birthday my birthday’s past but I’m six

57

C:

an you five

58

S:

I’m five

59

C:

an an an she’s six

60

S:

I’m five
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61

M:

I’m six

62

C:

me too I’m six but she’s uh

63

Z:

I’m seven

64

C:

na uh uh (3.0) [mm huh]

65

M:

66

S:

why are you seven?

67

Z:

cuz my birthday passed three

68

C:

uh huh she’s kidding

69

Z:

No I’m kidding

70

C:

Yeah she’s kidding

71

C:

Yeah yeah Maria she’s kidding

((shaking head))

[shakes head]

11.2.09
In example 33, Z initiated the topic of birthdays, stating the exact date of her
birthday (line 53). Carolina did not state the date of her birthday, but claimed her
birthday had passed (line 54) and declared her age was six (line 56). She then proceeded
to claim that she knew the ages of both Z and Maria (lines 57, 59), acting as an
authoritarian. In line 62, Carolina positioned herself in alliance with Maria by using the
word “too,” and in opposition with Z by using the word “but.” Z stated her age was
seven (line 63), which Carolina challenged verbally and nonverbally (shaking her head).
63

Z:

I’m seven

64

C:

na uh uh (3.0) [mm huh]

65

M:

[shakes head]

((shaking head))
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66

S:

why are you seven?

67

Z:

cuz my birthday passed three

When Z declared she was seven years old (line 63), she committed a “misconduct.” In
line 64, Carolina challenged Z’s response (stage one), calling attention to the
“misconduct” (Goffman, p. 305). Maria demonstrated her alliance with Carolina’s
challenge nonverbally by shaking her head. Steven followed Carolina’s lead by also
challenging Z’s age by asking her to explain her response (line 66). The participants
created the conditions for the second step of offering to occur, by giving Z a chance to
correct for the offense and re-establish order. “An attempt can be made to show that
what admittedly appeared to be a threatening expression is really a meaningless event,
unintentional act, or a joke not meant to be taken seriously” (p. 305). Z attempted to
offer a reason for her age being seven, but did not complete a comprehensible response
(line 67). Carolina’s response (line 68) indicated engagement in “the ritual dance of
repairing discord (Goffman, 1967, p. 305). First, Carolina stepped in and made the offer
for Z by proxy.
68

C:

uh huh she’s kidding

69

Z:

No I’m kidding

Carolina’s hinted communication was a warning to Z that she will lose face if she did not
repair the misconduct. Carolina also modeled to Z one way she can repair the
misconduct. After the challenge and offer have been made, the third move of
acceptance can occur. “The persons to whom the offering is made can accept it as a
satisfactory means of re-establishing the expressive order and the faces supported by that
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order” (Goffman, 1967, p. 305). Carolina’s offer by proxy erased the offense and gave Z
a way out of the public apology/acceptance ritual. The purpose for Carolina’s response
was to establish symmetry within the group, which was marked by the absence of
additional challenges. By directing her offer to the group members (e.g., using “she”),
Carolina acted on behalf of Z in making the offer. Their alliance decreased Z’s chances
of being caught in a lie.
Carolina saved face for Z, so that Z did not have to follow the necessary steps to
establish equilibrium with the group. Z did follow the last step of showing gratitude
implicitly to Carolina. “In the terminal move of the interchange, the forgiven person
conveys a sign of gratitude to those who have given her the indulgence of forgiveness”
(Goffman, 1967, p. 305). By repeating Carolina’s response (line 69), Z confirmed
Carolina’s offer was accepted, and in a sense, expressed gratitude to Carolina for
rescuing her. In parroting Carolina’s utterance, Z confirmed alliance with Carolina in an
effort to maintain equilibrium in the group (line 69).
69 C:

Yeah she’s kidding

70 C:

Yeah yeah Maria she’s kidding

Carolina cemented her alliance with Z by repeating their agreed upon answer, and then
proceeded to address Maria by name as the intended recipient for the message of alliance
(line 70).
Summary of Carolina
Carolina exhibited complex behaviors and demonstrated multifaceted social,
cultural, and linguistic knowledge. She was a Full Participant in developing the math
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group microculture script containing rules and procedures that the table group members
followed every day. Carolina was confident in her language skills and did not hesitate to
evaluate of the way others in the group followed the script. Carolina participated in the
group through demonstrating her competence in a task by (a) positioning herself as an
expert in procedures and resources, thereby positioning others as incompetent (Zia) or as
a novice (Maria), (b) extending and shifting topics, (c) exiting format tying sequences, (d)
dominating talk by taking all possible turn-slots, (e) invoking authority by using
directives, and (f) saving face.
Carolina dominated talk at the table, but rarely initiated topics. The topics she did
initiate were related to procedures and resources, but she was not able to initiate talk
about the party. Carolina defined and ratified her own role in the table group publicly as
an authority, rarely positioning herself as an equal member. However, her ability to save
face for others suggested she had complex knowledge in interpreting contexts with vast
interpersonal skills.
Case Study of Maria
Maria began the study as a Legitimate Peripheral Participant (LPP) following the
microculture script of rules and procedures that the table group members followed every
day. She began the study relying mostly on nonverbal gestures and Spanish to
communicate her competence to the group. However, she quickly gained confidence in
her English language skills and did not hesitate to express her competence as well as
evaluation of the way others in the group followed the script. Examples of the ways
Maria participated in following the script include (a) stating her favorite color, (b)
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counting aloud, (c) telling the group she was finished, and (d) using nonverbal gestures to
demonstrate competence.
Self-Positioning in Alliance and Expert in Procedures and Resources
Maria participated in the group by demonstrating her competence in a task in two
ways: (a) aligning herself with others in procedures and resources; and (b) initiating,
extending and shifting topics. Maria relied on the resource of Spanish (example 1) and
nonverbal gestures to participate in the group script (example 2).
Example 1
Carolina is helping Maria erase her letters
M:

Thank you

M:

don’t erase it (5.0) wait for me
pono eso alla (3.0) mes ami

C:

I erased it

M:

aver
The way you ahhh

((frustrated yell))

dos
M:

il lo otro
I messed up
xxx ((Spanish))
done

-----Carolina shows Maria 2 colors

((throws pumpkin on table))
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M:

eso

M:

mira:::

11.3.09
Example 2
T:

Ok Maria let’s see is this a pattern or are you just coloring them in? (2.0)
Tell me your pattern

M:

AAAB

T:

kay what color is this one gonna be?

M:

shows teacher black crayon

T:

oh good

M:

black

T:

good girl (2.0) very good

11.3.09
Maria participated in the group by demonstrating her competence in a task by aligning
herself with others (example 3) and positioning herself as an expert (example 4)
knowledge about resources.
Example 3
1

M:

6 I have 6 (1.0) I need colors (1.0) colors

((singing))

2

C:

I’m making I’m I’m making Christmas tree (1.0) Christmas tree a reindeer
and a person

3

M:

a,b,c,d,e

((sings beginning of ABC song))

4

C:

no I’m not gonna make I’m gonna do the same thing as Ms. Smith
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5

M:

me too!

6

C:

I’m not gonna make A,B,C.

7

Z:

I need some red

8

M:

red?

9

Z:

yes I got

10

M:

I was gonna give you some

11

S:

I need brown

12

M:

you need which one?

13

Z:

red yellow=

14

M:

yellow (3.0) here

((gets yellow for her))

white? Do you need white?

((to Steven))

15

((to Z))

16

S:

I got 6 right now

17

C:

I need brown

18

S:

I need blue

19

M:

hey I don’t need green (2.0) hey somebody give me green

12.8.09
In example 3 Maria demonstrated her competence in participating in the table group
script by talking about resources (e.g., stating how many unifix cubes she has in line 1)
and showing her knowledge of the alphabet song (line 3). Carolina echoed the script by
telling the group publicly what type of pattern she was making (line 2), and repeating Ms.
Smith’s directions (line 4, 6). Maria showed alliance with Carolina by agreeing, which
also was part of the script (line 5). Maria responded to Z’s request for the red crayon by
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stating she was going to help her (lines 7-10). Steven’s request was ignored temporarily
(line 11) in favor of clarifying the specific color Z needed (line 12). After Maria granted
Z’s request, she returned to Steven’s request with clarification (line 15). In lines 16-19,
members of the table group participated in the script by talking about resources. Maria
also positioned herself as an expert in knowledge about resources (example 3, 4) and
procedures (example 5, 6).
Example 4
M:

you guys need 11 no 11

((unifix cubes))

S:

she’s got 9

M:

no 11

S:

I don’t got 11 watch I got 1,2,3,4,5,6

12.14.09
Example 5
Z:

Ask Maria (1.0) Did you raise your hand to cut?

M:

((nods))

-------M:

you didn’t

((mimics the act of stapling))

11.3.09
In example 6, Maria, Carolina and Z negotiated one of the procedures of the activity.
They had just finished graphing holiday items independently. The directions were to
circle the column with the most items, and then to circle the column with the least items
in the graph.
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Example 6
1

C:

hey you have to color it in

2

M:

NO:::

3

C:

ya you have to color it

4

M:

No:: I don’t want to

5

Z:

circle the least?

6

M:

the least?

7

C:

ya you have to color the least

8

M:

this one?

9

Z:

circle it

10

M:

this one (4.0)

11

M:

this one at the top

12

S:

circle the least

13

M:

least

((to Z))

12.2.09
In example 6, Carolina began the interaction with a directive to Maria regarding
one of the procedures in the task (line 1). Maria responded by expressing her refusal to
Carolina’s directive (line 2). Carolina repeated her directive, reinforcing her message
with an authoritative voice (e.g., “you have to” line 3). Maria repeated her refusal, citing
a reason (line 4). Z, a bystander to the dialogue became a participant by asking Maria an
indirect clarification question about her refusal (line 5). Z was not asking Maria why she
was refusing, but clarifying which part of the task she was refusing to do. Z’s response
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reframed the immediate previous interaction (lines 1-4) in two ways: (a) by changing the
action verb from “color” to “circle;” and (b) changing the command to an indirect
question with rising intonation. Maria responded by mimicking Z’s question verbatim
(line 6), which halted her automatic refusal pattern.
8

M:

this one?

9

Z:

circle it

10

M:

this one (4.0)

Maria responded with a clarification question regarding which specific column to circle
(line 8). This response indicated her focus was redirected to the purpose of the task by
identifying the column with the least, and away from the procedures of circling an item.
Her response also indicated her movement from positioning herself as an expert in the
procedures, to positioning herself as a novice in negotiating the purpose of the task. Z
replied with an affirmative command (line 9), and Maria repeated her response from line
8, changing it from a question to an affirmative (line 10). This response indicated
Maria’s affirmation of her own learning.
11

M:

this one at the top

12

S:

circle the least

13

M:

least

((to Z))

In line 11 (after four seconds), Maria sought further clarification from Z, but instead,
Steven, a bystander, affirmed his understanding of the task by repeating the purpose of
the task (line 12). Maria repeated the key vocabulary word necessary for understanding
the purpose of the task, and abandoned the negotiation of procedures.
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Maria Extending Topics
In addition to negotiating social competence, Maria was able to negotiate
academic competence. In example 7, Maria was able to switch back and forth easily
between identifying letters and stating an inclusion criterion for a party. Maria
participated in her math table group by extending (example 7) and initiating topics
(examples 8, 9, 10, 11). The following interaction occurred the day after the initial talk
about parties (11.2.09). In example 7, prior to line 1, negotiation already had occurred
about changing criteria to attend a party. All the girls did not want to go to Steven’s
party because it was going to be a Spiderman party. Most of the decision-making
regarding going to the party mirrored the previous day’s talk about parties, with Carolina
being a lead participant in stating reasons she and Maria were not going to go to the party
(e.g., our moms won’t let us go). In this excerpt, Maria used her own voice for the
second time to negotiate inclusion and exclusion requirements to attend the party.
Example 7
1

S:

if your mom says your gonna go to my house cuz my

2

C:

no=

3

M:

=no:

4

C:

we don’t know where is you house

5

M:

our house my house the school’s right here and
down))

6

my school are right my house the school right here

7

my house right here (2.0) it’s pretty close

((putting her hand
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9

C:

my house is really close

10

S:

I I got a Cinderella movie (3.0) it’s the blue guy

11

M:

if you have a blue (1.9) a blue is goin to my party

12

Z:

what what?

13

M:

if you have a blue=

14

T:

=What number is this Maria?

15

M:

3

16

T:

3 (1.0) find me the one that says three (2.0) what letter does it start with?

17

M:

T-H-R-E-E

18

T:

good (6.0)

19

M:

if you have blue scissors you’re goin to my party

20

C:

we all have blue scissors

21

M:

everybody’s goin to my party! (4.0)

22

S:

tomorrow I’m not gonna watch that princess video

23

M:

this is three

24

C:

the buddy letters t and h

25

M:

yeah:: t and h are buddy letters

26

M:

like th th Thursday th th Thursday

27

C:

yeah

28

Maria nods and smiles

-----((to Carolina))

((points to word))
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29

M:

my
30

if you have (2.0) like Carolina and me are going all the girls are coming to
party

C:

yeah the party if you like if you like princess you gonna come to my party
(3.0)

31

M:

I like princess

32

C:

you like princess? I really don’t like xxx

33

S:

those guys could go to my party

34

C:

who’s Miguel?

35

M:

[all the boys?]

36

S:

[that guy ]

37

M:

we don’t care (1.0)

38

yeah we don’t care (2.0)

39

all the girls are going to my party

((pointing to Miguel))

11.3.09
In line 1, Steven uptakes Carolina’s argument of not being able to go to the party (e.g.,
Carolina’s and Maria’s moms will not let them go). Steven responded directly to the
voice of authority (e.g., moms) with the beginning of a conditional statement (e.g., “if”).
Both Maria and Carolina answered with a refusal (e.g., no; lines 2,3). Carolina reinstated
her previous argument of not knowing where he lived in line 4 (e.g., she used this reason
the previous day).
5

M:

our house my house the school’s right here and
down))

((putting her hand
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6

my school are right my house the school right here

7

my house right here (2.0) it’s pretty close

9

C:

my house is really close

Maria uptakes Carolina’s topic of location by adding support to “their” argument by
providing specific details of where her house was in relation to the school (lines 5-7).
These statements were an extension of her previous bid for participation the day before
(example 15), but now she was able to express her house’s location more accurately. In
doing so, she positioned herself in alignment with Carolina by contributing support for
their refusal. In line 7, Maria made an assessment of the location of her house (e.g.,
pretty close), and Carolina built on and personalized the statement (line 9).
10

S:

I I got a Cinderella movie (3.0) it’s the blue guy

11

M:

if you have a blue (1.9) a blue is goin to my party

12

Z:

what what?

13

M:

if you have a blue=

14

T:

=What number is this Maria?

15

M:

3

Steven shifted the topic away from their reason for refusal to the topic of movies. Maria
built on the last word she heard from Steven (e.g., blue) and used it as a criterion for
inclusion to attend her party (line 11). Z asked for clarification (line 12), and Maria
began to restate her now clearly defined criterion for attendance (line 13), but was
interrupted by Ms. Smith (line 14). Maria was able to identify the desired number
correctly (line 15).
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16

T:

3 (1.0) find me the one that says three (2.0) what letter does it start with?

17

M:

T-H-R-E-E

18

T:

good (6.0)

In line 16, Ms. Smith extended Maria’s answer by asking Maria to demonstrate her
ability to connect numeracy to orthography in print (e.g., phonemic awareness) by
identifying the word three (e.g., “find”). After two seconds, Ms. Smith enacted a method
of repair by scaffolding her question to phonological awareness (e.g., identify the initial
sound of three orally). Maria was able to spell the word “three” (line 17), which Ms.
Smith evaluated positively (line 18). After six seconds, Maria returned to the topic of
parties and picked up exactly where she was when interrupted.
19

M:

if you have blue scissors you’re goin to my party

20

C:

we all have blue scissors

21

M:

everybody’s goin to my party! (4.0)

In line 19, Maria was able to express her criterion clearly and completely. Carolina
uptakes the topic by evaluating all members’ ability to meet the criterion (line 20). Maria
responded by declaring that because everyone met the criterion, they all will go to her
party. Symmetry was achieved momentarily. A few seconds later, Steven announced
his future plan (line 22).
22

S:

tomorrow I’m not gonna watch that princess video

23

M:

this is three

24

C:

the buddy letters t and h

25

M:

yeah:: t and h are buddy letters

((to Carolina))

((points to word))
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26

M:

like th th Thursday th th Thursday

27

C:

yeah

28

Maria nods and smiles

Maria did not uptake Steven’s topic, but extended the table group script by demonstrating
her academic competency in identifying the word “three” (line 23). Carolina uptakes and
extends the topic by demonstrating her academic competency in verbalizing the clue to a
classroom reading strategy (line 24). Carolina made a connection from her background
knowledge of “buddy letters” to the present context of the word “three.” (line 24).
Models have cognitive use only if they are contextualized in events (Cole, 1996). A
cognitive model must be altered to fit specific events to allow inferences appropriate to
that context (Wortham, 2006). The appropriate unit of analysis for cognition is not the
individual mind alone, but how individuals connect to tools, the setting, and the activity.
Maria demonstrated alliance with Carolina by confirming the strategy (line 25),
and then built on Carolina’s knowledge by citing a word that began with the “buddy
letters” (line 26). Carolina and Maria solidified their agreement by confirming each
other’s thinking in their community of practice (lines 27 and 28).
29

M:

if you have (2.0) like Carolina and me are going all the girls are coming to
my party

30

C:

yeah the party if you like if you like princess you gonna come to my party
(3.0)

31

M:

I like princess

32

C:

you like princess? I really don’t like xxx
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With the confirmed alliance, Maria returned to the previous subject of parties and
changed her inclusion requirement to include only girls (line 29). She began to state the
new criterion with a conditional statement (e.g., if), but did not express the complete
thought. Instead of describing the criterion, she cited alliance with Carolina as an
example (e.g., having the same, “like us”) of the criterion. She then extended the
criterion from just the two girls to include all the girls. Carolina uptakes and extends the
topic by adding her own criterion (e.g., princess) and own party to the dialogue. This
attempt by Carolina to shift the floor away from Maria to herself was successful. Maria
responded by declaring that she met the inclusion requirement because she likes
princesses (line 31). Carolina reflected Maria’s answer back to her in an attempt to share
the floor, but then continued on with her own feelings about princesses (line 32).
33

S:

those guys could go to my party and Miguel

34

C:

who’s Miguel?

35

M:

[all the boys?]

36

S:

[that guy ]

37

M:

we don’t care (1.0)

38

yeah we don’t care (2.0)

39

all the girls are going to my party

((pointing to Miguel))

Steven took back the floor by extending the topic to his own party and stated an indirect
criterion to attend (e.g., specific boys). Carolina uptakes the topic of which boys are
going to attend and questioned who is Miguel (line 34). Maria questioned the criterion at
the same time that Steven answered Carolina’s question by pointing to Miguel (lines
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35,36). Maria reclaimed the floor by stating her evaluation of Steven’s criterion for
attendance. She demonstrated alliance with Carolina by using the pronoun “we,” and
restated her own criterion of all the girls coming to her party (lines 37-39). This
interaction was very similar to the discourse of the previous day. However, on this day,
Maria played the dominant decision maker, and Carolina offered the support. Carolina
apprenticed Maria into the discourse of establishing inclusion and exclusion criteria for a
party.
Initiating Topics
Example 8 is an excerpt from a larger transcript about another party. This was the
second time that Maria initiated a new topic (siblings) by shifting the topic away from the
party topic. The first time Maria initiated a topic about the number of brothers she had,
she contributed two utterances. In example 8, she added specifics to the topic of siblings
by including their names and ages, contributing 6 utterances.
Example 8
1

M:

my name starts with the “A”

2

M:

Alex (2.0) my baby brother’s Alex

3

Z:

my brother’s name Alex

4

M:

ALEX?

5

Z:

yeah my brother’s named that

6

M:

that’s my baby brother’s name too!

7

Z:

my brother’s sixteen

8

M:

wait (2.0) my brother’s this

((says while cutting))

((holds up six fingers))
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9

C:

SI:::X?

((laughs holding head))

10

M:

like this

((holds up 7 fingers))

11.2.09
In example 8, Maria initiated the topic of siblings’ names. She was experimenting with
letters and sounds and attaching them to familiar people. In several other interactions,
Maria inquired how to spell group members’ names. She was accessing personal family
history as a resource for topics to initiate conversation. Maria initiated and verbalized the
topic without an intended audience (lines 1-2). In line 1, Maria demonstrated her
competency in phonemic awareness by stating “my name begins with A.” Immediately
she corrected her claim by stating that her brother’s name was Alex (line 2).
3

Z:

my brother’s name Alex

4

M:

ALEX?

5

Z:

yeah my brother’s named that

6

M:

that’s my baby brother’s name too!

((smiling))

Z uptakes the topic of brother’s names and positioned herself in alignment with Maria by
stating that her brother’s name is Alex too (line 3). Maria built on the topic in line 4 by
repeating their brothers’ name in a loud surprised indirect question. By using the word
“too,” Maria positioned herself in alignment with Z by confirming that they both have
brothers with the same name. Maria’s response included additional details about her
brother by adding the descriptor “baby.”
7

Z:

my brother’s sixteen

8

M:

wait ( 2.0) my brother’s this

((holds up six fingers))

168

9

C:

SI:::X?

((laughs holding head))

10

M:

like this

((holds up 7 fingers smiling))

Z built on the narrow topic of age by responding with the specific age of her brother (line
7). Maria attempted to respond to the specific topic of exact age nonverbally (line 8).
Carolina, a bystander, uptakes the topic by indirectly questioning the age of Maria’s
brother (line 9). The way Carolina asked the question (i.e., with a laugh) indicated she
was interested in the topic and probing Maria to continue. Her indirect question mirrored
Maria’s earlier indirect question (line 4) because they both were stated in a similar tone
and pitch, and both accompanied by smiles. Maria responded to her question by
changing the number of fingers she was holding up (line 10). Participants were
demonstrating their alignment with each other and preference for symmetry with the
absence of three behaviors: (a) direct questions; (b) positioning in opposition; and (c)
asking for evidence to support a claim. Their community of practice achieved symmetry.
In example 9, students began the interaction by negotiating academic competence. This
time, Maria initiated the inclusion requirement for a party.
Example 9
1

S:

S-T-E-V-E-N

2

M:

that’s an “A?”

3

S:

that is a S that’s a A (1.0) or that’s a S (2.0) no that is a O that is a O

4

M:

S-O-T-V-N

5

1-2-3-4-5

6

I want the blue one

((whisper counting the letters in her name))
((to girl handing out scissors))
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7

C:

8

Girl gives Carolina green scissors

9

C:

oh!

10

S:

dark light (2.0) I got dark light

11
12

I want the blue one (5.0)

((looking at glue stick))

Zia Zia I got dark light (3.0)
M:

13

you an you (1.0) an you got the same so (1.0) nobody can (1.0)
if someone has blue like me ya gonna go to my party

14

C:

no xxx

15

M:

but how but

16

S:

let’s see what you got (2.0) dark light you got dark light

17

M:

dark ?

((pulls off lid to glue stick))

O::h!!

((makes motion with hand disappointed))

18
12.2.09

In example 9, Steven began the interaction by initiating the microculture script of
demonstrating academic competency by spelling aloud his name (line 1). Maria uptakes
the topic by seeking clarification about a letter from Steven (line 2), which was also a
display of academic competency. Steven responded by attempting to clarify all the letters
in his name (line 3). Maria then stated aloud the letters in Steven’s name (line 4),
followed by counting the letters in her name (line 5). By counting the letters, Maria was
seeking either alliance or opposition to Steven by finding similarities or differences in the
number of letters in their names. She was interrupted by a student handing out scissors,
to which she requested a specific color (line 6). Carolina sought alignment with Maria by
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requesting the same color of scissors (line 7); however, the student did not give Carolina
the requested color (line 8). Steven initiated the microculture script of stating aloud the
color of his glue stick (lines 10-11).
12

M:

13

you an you (1.0) an you got the same so (1.0) nobody can (1.0)
if someone has blue like me ya gonna go to my party

14

C:

no xxx

15

M:

but how but

In line 12 Maria initiated her own inclusion requirement for a party and ignored Steven’s
bid for participation (which may have lead to establishing inclusion requirements). Even
though Steven’s last utterance was about glue sticks (lines 10-11), Maria built on her own
last contribution about scissors (from line 6). She began her inclusion requirement by
singling out people who had the same of something (e.g., assuming scissors), but
hesitated. Maria changed her plan for describing an inclusion requirement by stating total
exclusion requirements by using the word “nobody” (line 12). She again hesitated
briefly, followed by a statement of possibility for inclusion (e.g., using the word “if” line
13). Maria was mimicking the previous day’s interaction about parties, but did not use
directives (e.g., you have to go). Carolina immediately refused, abandoning her previous
alliance with Maria from the day before. Maria attempted to continue her argument for
attending her party but did not express a complete line of reasoning (line 15).
16

S:

let’s see what you got (2.0) dark light you got dark light

17

M:

dark ?

((pulls off lid to glue stick))

O::h!!

((makes motion with hand disappointed))

18
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Steven took Maria’s turn to talk by shifting the topic away from Maria’s bid, and back to
his own agenda of using glue sticks to seek out group similarities. Maria abandoned her
own attempt at making inclusion requirements and uptakes Steven’s topic shift. The way
Steven indirectly took the floor was nuanced by his choice of words “let’s see,” which
implied everyone wanted to see Maria’s glue stick, and that Maria was still holding the
floor. Steven’s subtle way of topic shifting repositioned group members in symmetry to
the table group script of exploring similarities and differences through resources. Seen in
this light, Steven’s topic shifting was a method for repairing their communication. Maria
uptakes Steven’s topic shift by pulling off the lid to her glue stick and continuing with the
group script (lines 17-18).
In example 10, Maria initiated a new topic. She did not follow the established
microculture script of demonstrating competence in procedures or steps in a task.
Instead, she asked Z a personal question about her after-school routine. Previous to line
1, Maria and Z had demonstrated alliance by discussing which color they were using to
color their worksheet.
Example 10
1

M:

no this is I’m gonna color this one this one

2

Z:

and then the bottom red?

3

M:

((nods))

4

Z:

ok

5

M:

you can copy me

6

are you going to other school or (2.0)

((to Z))
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7

parent pick up (2.0)

8

or (2.0) over there

9

Z:

((makes motion with arm to Z))

no I only go to parent pick up (2.0)

10

cuz that’s what my mom choosed (2.0)

11

that’s what Ms. Smith choose

12

C:

you go to bus?

((making movement with hand to Z))

13

Z:

no parent pickup

14

M:

I go to I go to I I went to sometimes I go to bus and sometimes (1.0)
I go to

15

Z:

parent pick up?

16

M:

no

17

Z:

after school?

18

N:

my sister too goes to after school and bus

12.9.09
In line 6, Maria initiated the topic of after school routines with a question to Z. She asked
a choice elicitation, which required the production of more than one possible response, in
this case three choices. Her first choice offer was unclear (line 6), but the second one
was very clear (line 7). Maria continued to offer a third choice with an incomplete
description, but used a nonverbal gesture to aid in describing the location (line 8). Z did
not ask for clarification, which indicated she was in complete understanding of Maria’s
inquiry. Z’s response specified she only went to one of the three choices (line 9), and
then offered two reasons to support her response (line 10,11). Z’s response mimicked the
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structure of Maria’s previous utterance in that it was broken into three parts, divided by
pauses, and each one building on the first. Z invoked authoritarians (e.g., mom and
teacher) as evidence to demonstrate her after school destination was decided for her (line
11).
12

C:

you go to bus?

((making movement with hand to Z))

13

Z:

no parent pickup

14

M:

I go to I go to I I went to sometimes I go to bus and sometimes (1.0)
I go to

15

Z:

parent pick up?

16

M:

no

17

Z:

after school?

18

N:

my sister too goes to after school and bus

In line 12 Carolina, a bystander, entered the dialogue by asking Z a clarification question.
Z answered by specifying her after-school destination, but did not offer additional details
about the decision (line 13). Z’s truncated answer confirmed Carolina’s role as an LPP in
the interaction. Maria took back the floor by offering details about her own after-school
destination, as if Z and Maria were going to continue their dialogue before being
interrupted by Carolina (line 14). Maria attempted to continue her answer (line 14), but
Z finished it for her. Z finished Maria’s sentence for her in a question form, indicated
by a rising intonation (line 15). Z inhibited Maria’s attempt to express a complete
thought by offering her another choice (line 17). Carolina then took the floor by making
a bid to participate in the topic by invoking the resource of family (line 18). She was
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attempting to position herself in alliance with both Z and Maria by using the word “too.”
In example 11, Maria initiated the topic of after school destinations again. This
time she engaged with a new member of the table group, Fred. For the second time Ms.
Smith has added an additional member to Carolina and Maria’s table group (the first
was Ena). Maria attempted to apprentice Fred into ways of talking at the table.
However, this was not part of the traditional script, for only on rare occasions did
members talk about personal routines.
Example 11
1

M:

2

Go to here? Go to all the way here?
Ms. Smith go to all the way here?

((pointing to end of paper strip))

3

T:

well do as much as you can until you start running out of room ok?

4

M:

Hey Fred do you go a after school? (2.0)

5

Do you after school? Do you go after school?

6

Fred? Fred? Fred?

7

Fred!

8

T:

((looks at teacher))

Fred when someone’s talking to you it’s polite for you to look at the
person

9

M:

Do you go after school or (1.0) parent pickup?

10

T:

Fred she asked you a question (3.0)

11

she wants to know if you go to after school program

12

Tell her where you go

13

F:

PAL
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14

M:

huh?

15

F:

PAL

16

M:

PAL oh

17

Z:

I go to parent pick up

18

C:

I go to to I go to [bus]

19

M:

20

M:

[bus] I KNOW:: CAROLINA!!
I’m almost close to the end
I’m almost close to here

21

((to Fred pointing to end))

12.14.09
Maria began the interaction by asking Ms. Smith procedural clarification
questions about the stopping point of the activity (lines 1, 2). Ms. Smith offered an
ambiguous reply and then asked Maria if she understood (e.g., ok? Line 3). Maria did not
respond to Ms. Smith, but changed her attentional frame to Fred by asking him about his
after school destination (line 4).
4

M:

Hey Fred do you go a after school? (2.0)

5

Do you after school? Do you go after school?

6

Fred? Fred? Fred?

7

Fred!

((looks at teacher))

Maria proceeded to ask him the same question three times (lines 4, 5), but did not receive
a response. Both the sudden topic shift and fragmented question structures contributed to
the lack of response (and Fred not paying attention). In the first question (line 4), Maria
could be asking a product question (e.g., where do you go after school?) or a choice
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elicitation (e.g., do you go to the after school program?). She proceeded to call his name
four times to gain his attention (lines 6-7). On the fourth call, Maria used her
nonlinguistic resources (e.g., eye gaze) and looked at Ms. Smith.
8

T:

Fred when someone’s talking to you it’s polite for you to look at the
person

9

M:

Do you go after school or (1.0) parent pickup? (1.0)

10

T:

Fred she asked you a question (3.0)

11

she wants to know if you go to after school program

12

Tell her where you go

Ms. Smith accurately interpreted Maria’s eye gaze as a plea for help and spoke directly to
Fred by calling his name (line 8). She instructed him in the social rules of participation in
conversation by telling him the polite place for his eye gaze. Maria repeated her original
question. Ms. Smith waited one second and then reminded Fred that he has been called
to the floor by Maria. Maria’s role has now shifted to passive (e.g., use of “she,” line 10)
and Ms. Smith’s role now was to mediate or repair the interaction. After three seconds,
Ms. Smith narrowed her previous utterance to include the first part of Maria’s choice
elicitation (line 11). Finally, she used a directive to get Fred to respond to Maria (e.g.,
“tell her..” line 12).
13

F:

PAL

14

M:

huh?

15

F:

PAL

16

M:

PAL oh
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17

Z:

I go to parent pick up

Fred finally responded to Maria (and Ms. Smith) by naming a specific program
(acronym) he attended after school. Maria was unfamiliar with the program, indicated by
“huh?” and its absence in the choices she offered (e.g., after school or parent pick up).
Fred repeated the answer (line 15) and Maria parroted his response, followed by an
ambiguous sentence marker of “oh” (line 16). Z, a bystander, took the next turn slot and
the floor to announce her after-school destination (line 17).
18

C:

19

M:

20

M:

21

I go to to I go to [bus]
[bus] I KNOW:: CAROLINA!!
I’m almost close to the end
I’m almost close to here

((to Fred pointing to end))

Carolina, another bystander, interpreted Z’s turn-taking as permission for anyone to enter
the conversation. Therefore, she announced her after-school destination too (line 18).
Maria overlapped Carolina’s last word, repeated it, and yelled loudly “I know!” (line 19)
Maria was frustrated by the two interruptions (e.g., Z and Carolina) of the conversation
with Fred. Ms. Smith was a ratified participant in all contexts and interrupted whenever
she desired, but student participants did not possess that privilege. Maria held the floor
by shifting topics and recipients in line 20. She enacted the microculture group script by
announcing her competence at near completion of the task twice, with Fred as an
intended recipient (lines 20-21).
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Summary Maria
Maria learned complex language in her math table group. She learned to talk
about resources and procedures, and initiate and extend topics about both personal and
fictitious topics. In the beginning of the study, Maria demonstrated nonverbal behaviors
indicating she was passing through the “silent period,” yet not for long. Results indicate
that she was apprenticed by the English-proficient students at the table, indexing her role
as a novice and a Legitimate Peripheral Participant.
Maria learned the rules of the microculture and became an active, Full Participant
in contributing to the table group script of declaring competence in procedures and
resources. Maria also demonstrated her academic competency in phonemic awareness by
experimenting with letters and inquiring about how to spell group members’ names.
Maria was creative in initiating topics by accessing personal family history as a
resource for topics of conversation. Her ability to initiate inclusion and exclusion
requirements to the “party” was a sign of her complex linguistic knowledge. She also
apprenticed newcomers into the community of practice, indexing her role as an expert.
By analyzing line by line interactions, data demonstrate Maria’s changing roles of
participation in her community of practice within and across contexts.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION
Research Question One: Teacher Language/Questions
In the whole-group context, Ms. Smith orchestrated the direction of talk,
dominated, allocated, and then brought it back to completion (Mehan, 1979). Through
analysis of transcripts in both contexts of warm-up activities and directions for centers,
Ms. Smith’s language was found to foreground rules of classroom procedures over
academic content. This discourse with explicit emphasis on procedures was one of the
most salient classroom cultural practices. By creating and extending a routine discourse
including gestures, words, and mnemonics, Ms. Smith indexed her membership in the
classroom community of practice. Mnemonics can help a student recall steps in a task,
and aid in retrieval (Mather & Wendling, 2009). Examples of mnemonics for materials
include “dot dot not a lot; and cut, glue, color.” Another routine practice was counting
aloud. By using repetitive language, Ms. Smith built students’ experiences of counting
objects. The act of counting was used in a cognitive mathematical model. Repeated
experiences in counting strengthened students’ background knowledge of counting to
make future connections with other contexts.
Ms. Smith’s focus on form over content was effective in apprenticing language
about materials and procedures to Carolina. Rowe (1994) found that for students to
become literate as writers and authors, children must experiment with markers, paper, all
kinds of pens, scissors, tape, and glue. “It is by playing with the tools of literacy that
children learn the potentials of those media for later message-focused projects” (p. 33-
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34). Understandings were built through cultural tools (Wertsch, 1991), and identities
were mediated through classroom resources. Carolina was concerned with her own and
others’ ability to hit the intended target in following procedures for tasks (e.g., “write
your name first”) and materials (e.g., glue sticks, crayons, scissors). Ms. Smith’s
attempts to import procedures into teacher-child interactions, and then into the child’s
independent activity were successful (Cazden, 2001). By building linguistic resources of
procedures and materials, Ms. Smith strengthened students’ background knowledge for
math problem solving.
By participating in the “tell a friend” strategy, Maria and Carolina were engaged
actively in reproducing classroom practices as well as developing English language skills.
When teaching students who are learning English, the opportunity to repeat and rehearse
terminology and sentence structure has been shown to improve English language skills
(Good & Brophy, 1991 cited in Echevarria & Short, 2007; Saville-Troike, 1984). By
enacting the “tell a friend” strategy, Ms. Smith ratified the roles and responsibilities
students had in their community of practice. Teacher-prompted verbal communication
among students confirmed the notion that knowledge was distributed among all members,
and not possessed by one person (Vygostsky, 1978; Rogoff, 1990). By viewing the
interactive events of negotiating math activities as inherently dynamic, students were
active in their efforts to learn from participating with peers in developing skills to handle
culturally defined problems with available tools (Rogoff, 1990). Ms. Smith apprenticed
students in the tasks of problem solving by providing them with the tool (e.g., linguistic
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resource) of whispering. Both Carolina and Maria were active participants in telling a
friend their solutions to mathematical problems in large group instruction.
Another cultural practice in Ms. Smith’s classroom was turn-taking routines.
Shared expectations among participants for patterns of turn-taking protocols exist in Ms.
Smith’s classroom (Philips, 1972). In the participant structure of large group, the teacher
determined whether she talked to one or all, received responses individually or in chorus,
and voluntarily or with choice. She also determined who would talk. Student
participation was passive, but students were required to pay attention to turn-slots given.
When a student spoke out of turn or about an unrelated topic, Ms. Smith was faced with
choosing between maintaining the continuity of cultural classroom practices, or
recognizing the child’s bid to demonstrate content knowledge. By enforcing rules
governing turn-at-talk, Ms. Smith apprenticed turn-allocation effectively, including ways
to make bids for participation and the types of turns one can take according to their roles.
The rules governing adjacency pairs and Initiation-Reply-Evaluation sequences
were also apprenticed in large group structures. Verbal and nonverbal modalities were
learned as patterns of the culture and that they are systematic (Cazden, 1972).
Communication required the participation of people who had learned the required
cultural codes with some degree of code competence. A person’s competence in using
the cultural patterns or codes was her ability to participate in society’s life (Cazden,
1972). By producing classroom cultural practices, Ms. Smith apprenticed students into
the norms of participation of the classroom, and in larger societal contexts such as
educational institutions. With the goal of apprenticing students into the contexts of
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“school,” Ms. Smith’s pedagogical beliefs directly influenced her positioning of all
students.
The Initiation Reply Evaluation sequence has been documented as a common
classroom practice for over 30 years. This Initiation usually consists of a product
elicitation, or display question, in which the teacher already knows the answer. These
types of questions are beneficial as a beginning ESL teaching technique, but much
critique exists of such teacher-centered talk. Children must learn how to answer display
questions and recognize them as directives to perform, displaying their knowledge and
understanding and practicing language/explication. A disadvantage includes the
insincerity or inauthenticity of teacher-student interactions when navigating students’
Zone of Proximal Development.
Building Experiences with Numeracy
“Schools rarely actualize pure academic learning, but they succeed in
decontextualizing academic knowledge” (Wortham, 2006). The concepts and skills
taught in a kindergarten mathematics lesson contained language students may never have
heard before. Therefore, Ms. Smith had to build student’s background knowledge of
math-related vocabulary she could draw from in similar contexts. The first skill to
develop concepts of numeracy in the kindergarten math curriculum was rote counting.
Children were expected to count orally to 20. Poems were used to teach rote counting,
but the skill of rhyming was the prerequisite. Ms. Smith’s language included rote
counting throughout the day. When saying, “I see 1,2,3….19 people who are ready to
play with me,” Ms. Smith was apprenticing the skill of rote counting, which became a
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resource for students to later draw on in similar contexts. Also, when signaling
transitions, Ms. Smith counted backwards as a variation of rote counting. The practice of
counting aloud was apprenticed to Maria, who often counted aloud as part of her
participation in the table group microculture script.
Cognition in a classroom is constrained by decontextualizing knowledge from
practical activities (McDermott, 1997; Rogoff, 2003) and providing inauthentic
objectives (Wortham, 2006). The teacher’s responsibility is to build math registers, and
then connect them to related concepts and strategies. When doing so, a model of
cognition is created. Bakhtin (1981) suggested that each use of a word or phrase included
the diverse contexts and meanings that the student has encountered with it before. A
student relies on past experiences both in and out of the classroom to interpret words or
events by creating links between immediate events and other events, stories, or
experiences to form meanings for names, forms and functions. First, learners build
vocabulary of meanings and associated meanings for frequently encountered interactive
contexts, and then use this knowledge to narrow the range of potentially applicable
meaning to make predictions about the past and present contexts (Rowe, 1994). “The
successful learner is constantly reconstructing such contexts in her mind” (Cazden, 2001,
p. 75).
Students must make inferences from background knowledge and relevant contexts
to interpret the immediate event (Wortham, 2006). Therefore, educators must organize
experiences for students to explore building blocks of numeracy, to retrieve later in
problem solving. For example, when Ms. Smith instructed children to clean out their
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cubbies, she provided an experience to investigate the concept of sorting what does and
does not belong there. When children sorted white and red beans in math, their task was
to draw upon the previous experience of cleaning out their cubbies to help them do the
present task of sorting the beans.
Three hours every day in kindergarten were dedicated to stringing together and
pulling apart letters, in an attempt to build phonological awareness (See Figure 2 chapter
3: Classroom Schedule). However, only one hour every day was dedicated to building
cultural models of cognition to support the development of numeracy. One way Ms.
Smith supported students was by structuring experiences that helped contextualize the
language of mathematics and using manipulatives.
Visual representations (e.g., manipulatives) are used to help provide students clear
mental pictures which aids in a more permanent understanding of concepts (Englert &
Sinicrope, 1994). Almost every day that I observed a math lesson, students were engaged
in an activity using some type of manipulatives. When exploring the concept of
patterning, students used unifix cubes daily. Learning was accelerated when students
were physically engaged in the process of making the abstract concrete. However,
simply using manipulatives is not enough, teachers must apprentice children in ways to
develop thinking skills (Heddens, 1986). Most research in the use of manipulatives is in
the intermediate grades (5-8), with limited research in the early grades (k-4) (Englert &
Sinicrope, 1994). Research also is limited about how English Language Learners acquire
the language and concepts of mathematics. Learning difficulties in classroom discourse
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are due to the many implied, yet often unstated, references to another kind of context: the
words of other systems of related meanings (Cazden, 2001).
Evaluation as Apprenticeship into Cognitive Models of Mathematics
Discourse provided a window to see how teachers supported student involvement
at different levels of participation (Palinscar, 1998 as cited in Berry, 2006). Rogoff’s
(1990) framework for guided participation includes the notion that experts “must provide
supportive structures of novices’ efforts” (p.39). Several interactions in chapter four
demonstrated how Ms. Smith’s use of the evaluation move apprenticed students into
developing a cognitive model for problem solving in mathematics. In example 1, Maria
was able to express her path of cognition when determining a pattern.
Example 1
99

T:

Maria what kind of pattern is that?

100

M:

red red (1.0) orange (2.0) brown red red

101

T:

can you tell me with your letters?

102

M:

A A B (2.0) C A A

103

T:

good (1.0) how did you know that is a B? the orange one

104

M:

because they’re not the same as this one

105

T:

oh it’s not red right?

106

((pointing))

((pointing))

It’s orange so it’s a B right?

In example 1, Ms. Smith began the interaction with a complex product question (line 99).
By drawing on her previous experiences with patterns, Maria identified her pattern
correctly (see figure 3). After a positive evaluation, Ms. Smith negotiated the Zone of
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Proximal Development (Vygotsky, 1978) by increasing the task demand by asking a
process question (line 3). In line 4, Maria’s response demonstrated the ability to make
explicit her own reasoning by activating a model of cognition to differentiate between
same and different (see Figure 3). Piaget (1954, as cited in Papalia, Olds, & Feldman,
2008) labeled the stage of development in which one can distinguish objects that are the
different from another categorization. Sorting objects that belong and do not belong in
children’s cubbies was an activity that built numeracy for categorization, which led to
developing understanding of patterns.
Students are faced with the indeterminancy of relevant contexts in academic
cognition (Wortham, 2006). Statements, signs, problems, and events can be understood
in many ways, depending on how one interprets them as being relevant. Wortham (2006)
questions the process of how one determines relevant background knowledge from all
other knowledge. How did Maria select the cognitive model of determining same and
different, and use it to make an inference to the particular context? When Maria
struggled to make sense of the pattern, she did not have an infinite number of cognitive
models to choose from to help her solve the problem, but gained resources gradually (i.e.,
tools, experiences, words, models) that helped her select the relevant one to make sense
of the problem. As a result of repeated experiences, Maria was apprenticed into the
academic discourse of mathematics. For students to gain access to these discourse
patterns, teachers must scaffold opportunities for entry into complex thinking and
problem solving. Therefore, teachers are engaged continually in language socialization
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directed at bringing children into school based practices evidenced in ways of talking
(Erickson, 1982; O’Connor & Michaels, 1996).
Ms. Smith followed Maria’s choice of model, and led her to the next step in
solving the problem. She asked a question to determine the difference (line 105). This
question was actually a revoicing of Maria’s cognitive model of determining difference
(i.e., that “it”–orange- is not red). Now that the difference of one color from another was
established, Maria must name the correct color of the cube in question (orange).
105
106

T:

oh it’s not red right?
It’s orange so it’s a B right?

The next skill Ms. Smith required Maria to do was to attach a letter to the color. The
letter was not a random alphabetic letter, but a specific letter used in combination with
other letters to define the type of pattern.
Most math processes include the attachment of an abstract symbol to a concrete
figure. Students must develop cognitive models that facilitate this connection. Piaget
(1952 as cited in Paplia et. al., 2008) argued that children’s thinking in the concrete
operation stage is concrete and closely tied to context. Piaget emphasized that students
cannot readily transfer what they have learned about one type of conservation or category
to another type, even if the principles are the same. However, many math skills needed
in kindergarten require the ability to think abstractly. Ms. Smith asked Maria to access
her background knowledge of registers (e.g., meanings and associated meanings) for
determining patterns (see Figure 3). Maria’s past experiences with the types of patterns
must be activated (i.e., ABAB= red, blue, red, blue; ABC= red, blue, green).
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Figure 3. Maria’s Cognitive Task

"Tell me your pattern"
patterns in home contexts: clothes, toys,
food, shoes, games

patterns in school contexts: letters,
blocks, unifix cubes, calendar

Relevant Contexts
similar language and content demands in
small groups; observing teacher, peers

creating own ABC, AABB, ABAB
patterns

Immediate Context
contextualization clues, social
competence

classroom cultural norms of participation
verbalizing product publicly

Next, past math activities that involved identifying and creating types of patterns
must be activated (e.g., Maria’s participation in centers using unifix cubes to create ABC
patterns). Finally, Maria must use her knowledge to narrow the range of potentially
applicable meanings (e.g., which type of pattern it is) and make connections to the
present task.
106

It’s orange so it’s a B right?

After the type of pattern has been established, a method of delivery must be chosen. In
line 106 Ms. Smith scaffolded the cognitive model of logic: X, therefore Y.
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In example 1, Ms. Smith asked Maria to make explicit her path of cognition;
however, Maria was not given the chance to respond because Ms. Smith verbalized it
herself (line 106). Ms. Smith did not allow wait time between questions, thereby
reducing Maria’s risk of making an inappropriate response (Vaughn, Hughes, Moodly, &
Elbaum, 2001). Wait time was absent in both examples two and three. If the purpose of
evaluation is to assess a student’s path of cognition (i.e., higher order mental functioning;
using process questions), then a teacher must allow adequate time for a student’s
response. By dominating the interaction, Ms. Smith did not allow Maria to demonstrate
her path of cognition. Wait time varied in negotiating individuals’ Zone of Proximal
Development in moment-to-moment assessments. If a teacher models a method of repair
that includes domination without wait time, then she is modeling it to students in the
Community of Practice.
The math skills in the curriculum progressed quickly, building concepts
necessary to understand and perform the skill of graphing. The ability to identify
information displayed on a graph required several steps. One prerequisiste necessary for
children to participate in math activities was to know how to “read” a picture. Skills
involved in this task included identifying the terms: top, middle, bottom; above, below,
over, under; and left and right. Theoretically, mastering these skills will aid in
foundations for algebraic thinking. Later in the curriculum, the vocabulary words less
and more were introduced briefly. A limited amount of time was dedicated to providing
students with experiences of less and more before they were expected to describe a graph
using these terms. Prior to line 1 in example 2, Ms. Smith modeled a specific math
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academic register (O’Conner & Michaels, 1981) of using the terms less and more. She
expected students to repeat the same register (e.g., correct sentence using more).
Example 2
12

She said there are more girls wearing glasses than boys

13

And is she right?=

14

C:

=YEAH!=

15

T:

=YEAH cuz how many girls in our class are wearing glasses? Let’s count

16

C:

1,2,3

17

T:

and how many boys?

18

C:

1

Ms. Smith scaffolded the steps needed to verify an answer by asking students to evaluate
a claim of knowledge (e.g., Carolina’s answer, line 13). She then apprenticed students
into the cognitive process of verifying a math solution by breaking down the complex
problem (i.e., involves 3 steps) into individual steps (lines 15-18). In line 15, Ms. Smith
linked students’ evaluation “yeah” to the first step in the verification process with the
word “because.” This link is indirect, but significant. Using the sentence frame “yes,
because” signaled a specific model of cognition to activate. This model included the
necessary act of providing evidence to support an answer. Ms. Smith apprenticed this
model of cognition, which was also a norm of participation for academic success.
Students invoked the model of providing evidence for an answer in math table groups. In
line 15, Ms. Smith scaffolded the first step in solving the cognitive model of verification
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by asking a process question. She was apprenticing the metacognitive discourse of math
problem solving.
15

T:

=YEAH cuz how many girls in our class are wearing glasses? Let’s count

16

C:

1,2,3

17

T:

and how many boys?

However, Ms. Smith did not give wait time for students to solve the question of how
many girls individually. She immediately told students which cognitive model to use
(i.e., counting) through a directive, “Let’s count.” The students followed her lead in the
next step of the verification model by counting the number of girls wearing glasses (line
16). Ms. Smith then continued following the problem solving steps by directing students’
attention to the second row on the graph, and counted the number of boys. When doing
so, she identified the two parts of the problem needing to be solved (i.e., number of girls
AND boys). Both numbers were needed to evaluate which number was more. By
indirectly asking them to count the number of boys, she was scaffolding the ability to
make a connection from the previous utterance to the immediate context. She did not
actually ask students to count the boys, but relied on the previous skill of counting (i.e.,
background knowledge) to complete the same task (i.e., counting girls) with a separate
group of data (e.g., boys).
Evaluation as Problematic
Ms. Smith sought symmetry with her instructional approaches in her community
of practice. Symmetry is defined as a balanced interaction between teacher questions and
student answers (Mehan, 1979). When a student did not respond, or gave an incorrect
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answer, the interaction was assymetrical. By revoicing student answers, Ms. Smith
sought symmetry. Her positive evaluation marked that symmetry was achieved. The
reflexive character of sequences are social acts that require cooperative completion of an
activity by participants involved (Mead, 1934 as cited in Mehan, 1979); thus the actual
meaning of an act is not known until the entire sequence is complete. The evaluation
move contributed information about the initiator’s intended meaning to the negotiation of
a mutually acceptable reply (Mehan). With a positive evaluation, students knew that
meanings were understood and symmetry was achieved. However, in seeking symmetry,
Ms. Smith did not allow adequate wait time for students to negotiate the interaction.
When a student gave an incorrect answer, Ms. Smith’s negotiation of the repair
was the only model students were given to demonstrate ways to negotiate meaning.
When students did not know how to formulate a response, the teacher had an ideal space
in which to apprentice repair in communication. These negotiation skills are necessary
for students to generalize to social situations in peer groups. Ms. Smith negotiated
symmetry through evaluation; however, consistent, explicit evaluation without space for
true negotiation can be problematic.
Edelsky et al., (2002) found that teachers who shared power in discussions were
more effective in apprenticing academic discourse. The teacher did not offer explicit
evaluations, but merely moved the discussion from one phase to another rather than
eliciting student participation. The third slot comments (i.e., traditional Initiation, Reply,
Evaluation sequences) were confirmations of students’ thinking, and were not used to
judge the students’ elicited responses.
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In several studies, teachers who focused on discourse strategies that supported
academic achievement and enabled social participation; positioned students who were
ELLs or experienced disabilities as Full Participants. They used tools that enabled
students to be self-directed and provided an environment of building community. By
removing themselves as final authorities, they emphasized that knowledge was
contestable and need not be defined by the teacher (Berry, 2006b). When teachers allow
students to evaluate each other and themselves as members of a community of learners,
students are more likely to take control of their own learning (Edelsky et al., 2002).
Students were dependent on Ms. Smith to ratify their contribution of knowledge;
therefore, remained as LPPs on the periphery of participation in the classroom.
Summary Question One
As is demonstrated in example two, Ms. Smith (a) modeled the expected
sentence, (b) scaffolded how to repeat it, and (c) verified the answer, all in less than one
minute. Although apprenticing students into the cognitive model of verification was
analyzed as effective math instruction, the instruction was (a) implicit, (b) teachercentered, and (c) simplistic (i.e., did not include exploration of underlying concepts of
lesser and greater). Because Ms. Smith was the holder of knowledge, she determined
Carolina’s social identity in that interaction (Bloome, et al., 2005).
Children need explicit instruction and numerous experiences to build
understanding of complex math concepts. One week Maria and Carolina were tracing
numbers, and the next they were graphing data. Children like Carolina and Maria, who
did not attend preschool and were learning English, needed additional language
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experiences with concepts such as less and more. Both general and special educators
take few methods courses for teaching math and are inadequately prepared to teach math
(Maccini & Gagnon, 2006), much less in a second language learning context (Troike,
personal communication 5/10/10).
Wait time is culturally dictated (Cazden, 1988). With a focus on a quick
instructional pace, Ms. Smith’s implicit instructional message was that symmetry is
achieved in a simplistic, pre-determined three-part structure. “Cultural scripts” exist that
define what counts and what is valued in the learning community (Hawkins, 2005).
Students who can access these cultural scripts often are more successful in gaining
ratified status. Ms. Smith viewed her job to apprentice students into the culture of
“school,” which focused on procedures. Ms. Smith’s language was inauthentic, and
emphasized procedures more than concepts. When instruction focuses on procedural
knowledge, students often fail to develop conceptual understanding (Wendling & Mather,
2009).
Research Question Two: Table Group as Microculture
Small groups form their own idiocultures (Fine, 1987 cited in Smagorinsky &
O’Donnell-Allen, 1997) that function within the classroom, yet negotiate their own
purposes in ways that may take a direction different from the larger classroom
community. The social setting was negotiated and meaning constructed by its
participants to suit their own ends. Carolina, Maria, Steven, and Zia participated in
creating a microculture in the classroom, different than all the other microculture table
groups in Ms. Smith’s math class. With unique personalities and experiences, members
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of the group developed their identities every day they sat face to face and negotiated math
tasks.
Cognition in a classroom is constrained when teachers remove teamwork, division
of labor, and authentic objectives (Wortham, 2006). The actual purpose of the group was
never explained to participants. Ms. Smith did not give specific instructions about the
purpose of the table group, nor did she make suggestions of topics to talk about. She
hoped that they “would be so engaged in their work that they would want to talk to each
other about it” (teacher interview, 1/13/09). Without explicit instruction, students must
interpret the context of the table group. If they have never been a participant in a similar
structure, they have little background knowledge in which to interpret their role in the
group. Some researchers have recognized the need for teachers to help students develop
the “group process” (Berry & Englert, 2005) skills to engage in conversation. Teachers
need to scaffold conversations for younger students who have different levels of
proficiencies, for whom knowledge building is difficult (Brophy, 2002, cited in Berry,
2006).
Rogoff’s (1990) framework for guided participation includes children’s active
role in making use of social guidance and the importance of tacit and routine
arrangements of children’s activities. Rogoff stated that experts “must provide
supportive structures of novices’ efforts,” (p.39) and that participation may vary in the
extent to which experts are responsible for the arrangement of activities. Ms. Smith did
not provide supportive structures for novices in the participant structure of small table
groups. Researchers studying the effectiveness of cooperative learning groups show that
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students who are taught how to work cooperatively make greater progress than those who
are not given any instruction on how to work together (Fuchs et. al, 1997). In
cooperative learning groups, students are expected to help each other learn (Slavin,
1983), which also develops social skills (Fuchs, Fuchs, Mathes, & Martinez, 2002, cited
in Mather & Wendling, 2009). Peer-mediated instruction is a powerful influence on
academic motivation and achievement (Wentzel, 1999).
The four students at the math table group were positioned deliberately (e.g., by
Ms. Smith) face to face around a circular table every day. This type of arrangement in
schooling is typical, but an inauthentic context for social interactions to occur. When a
person begins a mediated or immediate encounter, he already stands in some kind of
social relationship to the others concerned, and expects to stand in a given relationship to
them after the event ends (Goffman, 1967). The four students at the math table group
had to negotiate the purpose of their membership, thus negotiating their identity.
Cooperative groups can promote problem solving by allowing students to share among
themselves (Klingner & Vaughn, 1996). However, without instruction to the group as to
its purpose, challenges existed in defining “cooperative.” Challenges included
negotiating whether tasks required (a) a division of labor, (b) equal contributions from
each member, or (c) individual work. Another challenge in shifting participant
frameworks in negotiating new roles and responsibilities knew when a task was
completed.
During large group participation structures, Ms. Smith explicitly evaluated
students’ contributions, which was one way of achieving symmetry in communication.
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In the small group, the evaluation move was absent, so how did students determine which
marker notes that communication has occurred (Mehan, 1979)? How did students know
that what they were contributing was “correct?” Participation in the microculture script
was students’ attempts at receiving some sort of evaluation for their competence. Do
students evaluate each other? Students knew how to evaluate each other in their use of
resources and procedures, but not in giving positive feedback about competence or
ability. Data show that students more frequently evaluated themselves as experts than
novices.
One perspective in interpreting the math table group as a microculture comes
from anthropology. By collecting cultural forms produced by children for children, Opie
and Opie’s (1959, 1969, cited in Goodwin, 2006) foundational work demonstrated ways
children create their own culture. Through studying 5,000 children’s songs, games and
lore, the researchers documented riddles, rhymes, pranks, epithets, jeers, intimidations,
ways of getting even with a bully, and codes of oral legislation (e.g., bets, bargain
making). This work was built on changing the traditional models of child development
from assuming a unidirectional flow of cultural information from competent adult to
passive children, to viewing children as active agents in building and continuing culture
(Goodwin, 2006; Bucholtz, 2002). If people are the context for each other (Erikson &
Shultz, 1977), then children provide contexts for each other too. How are children
cultural producers? How did the math table group create or repeat a cultural pattern?
How did they develop their own models of cognition by working together? Under the
dominion of institutional practices, students in the microculture built a cognitive model
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for negotiation by sharing experiences and language; therefore, shared a specific cultural
schema (Quinn, 2006).
Community of Practices
Membership in a community of practice was indexed by shared resources that
included words, gestures, routines, symbols, actions, or stories (Wenger, 1998). Table
group participants developed a microculture script, enacted every day, consisting of ways
to express their alignment/competence/ability in understanding the purpose of the task.
Conversations served indirectly and directly to highlight the commonalties in experiences
among participants. Acknowledged solidarity increased the chances that children
received positive responses when asking for resources or evaluation of their work
(Corsaro, 1985).
Using positioning theory, analysis consisted of identifying how participants in a
community of practice used language to position themselves and others in alignment or in
opposition to the task/purpose. Of utmost interest was how participants “attentively
monitored their social landscape, continuously commenting on the moves others’ make.
In the process of this talk, participants made visible for each other their perspectives on
events, categorizing their behavior, and displaying their alignments towards events”
(Goodwin, 2006, p. 3). The general purpose of the microculture was to monitor one’s
own, as well as others social landscape through talk. By verbalizing their actions,
participants were attempting to check in with each other to see how similar (e.g., alliance,
agreement, alignment) or dissimilar (e.g., opposition) they really were. This process also
was found in Rowe’s (1994) study in which preschoolers spontaneously described the
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progress of their work as a means of keeping others informed. They also shifted their
attention back and forth between their own text production and ongoing activities, both
verbally and nonverbally monitoring their own and others’ progress. Students shifted
topics often but consistently talked about (a) social relationships, (b) negotiations about
access to space and resources, and (c) personal experiences.
Classroom microcultures that have successful inclusive attributes include a sense
of belonging and a collective concern for individuals (Noddings, 1996). Linehan and
McCarthy (2001) used community as a metaphor representing normative patterns of
practice that view collaboration as a product of learning, and are unproblematic as long as
participants align themselves with normative practices. Linehan and McCarthy (2001)
argued that community as normative practices produced certain student identities,
enabling participants to take on different roles in different contexts. This view is similar
to Wenger’s (1998) lens of community as a negotiation, both complex and conflictual.
Both Carolina and Maria were apprenticed into the discourse styles of the school,
the classroom, and their math table group. They were active members in producing the
rules that govern this discourse. Data suggest that both participants learned the rules to
participate in both academic discourses in large group instruction, and in conversations
with peers in small table groups.
Carolina’s Role in Apprenticeship
The notion of apprenticeship can be a synonym for situated learning, in which the
intent is “learning by doing” (Lave & Wenger, 1991 p. 31). With the notion of
apprenticeship, roles, rights and responsibilities are assumed to be passed from an expert
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to a novice. Carolina, a self-positioned “expert,” explicitly apprenticed Maria on several
occasions into the microculture script of competence (examples 7, 8). By using Spanish
to suggest indirectly that Maria should color the woman’s cheeks, Carolina was affirming
her role as an expert.
Example 7
C:

quiere pintar su chaquettas?

((making movement with hand on cheek to

Maria))
((Do you want to paint her cheeks?))
M:

smiles and nods

Maria, a novice, was being apprenticed by Carolina, an expert, into the rules of
participation. Because Carolina knew both languages, she drew on the funds of
knowledge (Moll & Gonzales, 2004) she possessed to make language decisions. Carolina
monitored her social landscape and evaluated the context to make decisions. Possessing
an intermediated level of English-proficiency, she had the choice to apprentice Maria in
both languages.
Carolina knew that Maria’s dominant language was Spanish, so she changed to
this language to deliver her apprenticeship. With this decision, Carolina enacted her
position as “expert” by invoking the method (language) in which she apprenticed Maria.
Carolina positioned herself as an “insider” in two ways. First, she was an insider for the
institution because of her competence in understanding the language demands of the task.
Second, she was an insider for other Spanish speaking children (e.g., Maria), and can
help translate the accepted norms of participation into students’ native language. With
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the language of instruction being English, Carolina was negotiating her identity of expert,
and roles and responsibilities attached to that role.
In example 8, Carolina indexed her role as an expert in resources when she
responded to Steven’s request. Steven participated in the microculture script by
verbalizing his needs. Carolina (expert) apprenticed Steven (novice) into procedures for
getting his need met.
Example 8
Z:

I need some yellow

C:

so akts aks aks ask somebody

C:

Steven can I use your yellow?
By increasing ELLs’ interaction opportunities with English-proficient students,

teachers increased opportunities for students’ academic development and second
language acquisition (Verplaetse, 2000). By viewing interactions between Englishproficient students and ELLs, opportunities for language acquisition can be examined.
One lens to examine how these learning opportunities occurred was through the lens of
apprenticeship.
Legitimate Peripheral Participation
After a closer look at the language Carolina used to apprentice Maria, I could see
that Z was the first apprenticed Carolina into the language of participation. The
apprenticeship involved a complex use of negotiating stances and identities tied to
competence. In example 9, Z and Scott were participating in an interaction negotiation
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about rules regarding scissors. Z invoked an authoritarian voice by citing evidence from
both the teacher and peers in supporting her claim that Scott did not follow directions.
Example 9
Z:

These are other beans where are your beans?

S:

I put them away cuz I’m cutting

Z:

Why are you cutting?

S:

Cuz Ms. Smith said I need to

Z:

Did you raise your hand and ask?

S:

I don’t know

1

Z:

You didn’t raise your hand

2

Z:

Ask Maria (1.0) Did you raise your hand to cut?

3

M:

nods

4

Z:

Did you?

5

C:

nods

6

S:

If you be mean to me again I’m not gonna be your friend

7

Z:

You can’t just go without raising your hand

8

S:

You can’t come to my house

9

Z:

Are you coming to my house?

10

S:

I don’t know

11

Z:

Ask your mom if you can come to my house and I’ll give you one of my

horses
10.28.09

((to Carolina))
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Example nine occurred the second day I gathered data (in October). Both
Carolina and Maria were LPPs in the interaction, observing the negotiation from the
periphery. Lave & Wenger (1991) argued that peripheral participation is “both absorbing
and being absorbed in the culture of practice” (p. 95). Z accessed both Maria’s and
Carolina’s peripheral status to help build her argument. Maria and Carolina actively
watched Z accuse Steven of not following procedures (line 1), and then cited evidence
(line 2). When Z called on both Maria and Carolina to provide evidence of following
procedures, they were ready to answer (lines 3,4). They were attentive to the ways in
which Z was building her argument. First Z accused Steven, then Z accessed outside
resources to build her argument. By accessing Maria and Carolina, Z was constructing
additional evidence by citing two other students’ competency in procedures to further
marginalize Steven. “Legitimate peripherality is a complex notion involving relations of
power” (Lave & Wenger 1991, p. 36). Before line 1, Maria and Carolina were LPPs, or
bystanders, observing from the periphery. In line 1, when Z called upon them as
resources, she assigned them different roles, duties and obligations. Z’s move positioned
Maria and Carolina as ratified, Full Participants (FPs), and Steven as a Marginalized
Participant (MP) in his ability to follow procedures. In lines 8-11, Z and Steven modeled
one way in which to repair opposition to align members in symmetry.
In subsequent interactions about a party, first Carolina, then Maria, participated
in initiating and extending topics about requirements to attend. By observing and
participating from the periphery first, Carolina and Maria were apprenticed into the rules
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of building an argument. They also were apprenticed into methods of repair used by the
two English-proficient speakers at the table.
In example 10, evidence can be found in which Z first apprenticed Carolina into
the norms of coloring (on 11.2.09). Two weeks later (11.18.09), Carolina invoked the
same language (e.g., hard, dark) to apprentice Maria into the norms of correct coloring
(example 11).
Example 10
N:

hey this crayon brokes

Z:

oh I’m telling

N:

I just colored an

Z:

Don’t color hard

N:

I don’t color hard (8.0)

((looks at Z))

In the beginning of the study, Carolina explicitly apprenticed Maria into the norms of the
table group, which indexed Maria’s status as a novice in her community of practice.
Carolina often directed her comments to Maria by calling her name. Carolina also
evaluated Maria’s work as not following classroom norms, and then offered to help her
become more competent by offering her an eraser (example 11).
Example 11
Maria is coloring hard with her pencil
C:

Maria Maria don’t color so dar:::k (2.0)
All of their skin they’re not dark (1.0)
you can erase it (1.0) you can erase it

((C hands M an eraser))
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Carolina explicitly apprenticed Maria on several occasions, and then an additional
member (Ena) into the rules of participation (example 12).
Example 12
1

C

you gotta sha::::::re

2

C:

Maria::: we have to share like you were sharing like with me now you
have to share with Ena

3

M:

why?

4

C:

Ena Ena if you need help aks me (2.0)

5

or ask her

((points pencil at Maria))

6

You have to erase something?

7

Maria erases something on Ena’s paper

8

C:

9
10

you need something?

((to Ena)) (10.0)

I do good drawing (3.0) look (1.0) look at me (15.0)
Carolina stands up twice to look at Enas’s paper

12.1.09
Carolina began the interaction of apprenticing Maria into the norms of
participation with a directive about procedures (line1). She explicitly made a connection
from a past shared experience to the present context, which now includes Ena (line 2).
Carolina invoked a schema that both Maria and Carolina shared from experiencing
similar cultural practices at the table group. When Carolina offered help to Ena, she was
indexing her role as an expert, and Ena as a novice (line 4). When she included Maria as
a helper (line 5), Carolina indexed both their roles as experts. Example nine was the only
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time observed that Carolina shared her role as an expert. She was negotiating Maria’s
growing competence and new identity of expert. Can they both be experts? Maria
embodied her role as expert by physically erasing something on Ena’s paper (line 7).
Carolina’s next response indexed her as an expert in drawing (lines 10,11). Then she
continued to assert her role as an expert by physically monitoring Ena’s work. Carolina
allowed Maria to be co-expert in apprenticing a new member into the group, but
continued to position herself as an expert in drawing.
Carolina’s Preference for Disagreement/Opposition
Complex thinking is learned from repeated experiences in taking on various roles
and stances within recurring social contexts, which requires that students take positions
or stances in response to other participants (Goffman, 1981). In the current study, I
explored how Carolina imposed positions on others, and accepted or rejected those to
which she was assigned. Students can be positioned in institutions as fulfilling expected
roles, or deviating from them (Harre & van Langenhove, 1999). Carolina fulfilled
expected roles by demonstrating her competence as a student, but also deviated from
them by deliberately positioning others as incompetent.
In several examples, Carolina displayed a preference for disagreement, which
contrasted the ritual social order of maintaining symmetry (Goodwin, 2006). “The virtual
dance of discord and accord, of dissafirmation and affirmation…is critical to the
comprehension of development” (Shantz & Hartup, 1992, p.11). Through analysis of
transcripts of talk in interaction, evidence of the practices through which children
constructed difference can be identified (Goodwin, 2006).
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Example 13
Z:

I’m doing good coloring (5.0)

C:

I’m gonna color more better

----C:

let me see yours

((points to Scott))

C:

let me see yours

((points to Maria and smiles))

----C:

I have eraser

S:

I got eraser too

C:

A little bit

((makes exaggerated smiling face))

In example 13, Carolina invoked an authoritative stance both in demonstrating
competence and in monitoring others’ competence. In the midst of going about their
work of creating social organization, Carolina and Zia made explicit the criteria with
which of which they evaluated one another, elaborating for themselves as well as others
the tacit norms that underlied their social order (Goodwin, 2006).
Zia first invoked Ms. Smith as an authoritary who evaluated students compared to
a “norm” of expected classroom behavior. Both Steven and Zia used Ms. Smith’s name
during several interactions as a central part of their arguments. They modeled the use of
an authoritarian to build an argument. Carolina learned the weight this evidence held in
an argument, and invoked it several times throughout the study. She invoked an
authoritative voice when positioning herself as an expert by shifting her role from equal
member to judge requiring physical evidence (e.g., must see glue sticks, example 13).
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She learned that the conversational history and sequence of what has been said lays the
basis for the context, and that her spoken words have power to shape aspects of the
present social world (Harre & van Langenhove, 1999).
Building an Argument
Participation in negotiating inclusion and exclusion requirements provided a
context in which students learned how to build an argument. Peer interactions showed
organization in which both agreement and disagreement sequences occurred. Children
often sought opportunities to realign the social organization of the moment through
opposition (Goodwin, 2006). When viewing how students take moment-to-moment
turns, researchers can examine how an argument was built. Questions considered
included, Do the students use equitable turn-taking routines? Who gets the floor? Who
gets heard?
The party topic was more frequent than any other topic at the table group, and
was an ideal forum in which to practice building an argument. Carolina was an active
participant in building an argument for why she could not attend the parties; however, she
rarely initiated criteria for attending. When using the evaluation move to scaffold the
cognitive process of verifying a math solution, Ms. Smith apprenticed students into the
rules of building an argument.
15

T:

=YEAH cuz how many girls in our class are wearing glasses? Let’s count

In line 15, Ms. Smith linked the claim “yeah” to the first step in the problem solving
model with the word “because.” This link is indirect, but significant. Using the sentence
frame, “yes, because…” signaled a model for providing evidence to support a claim. Ms.
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Smith apprenticed this model of cognition to students, which was also a norm of
participation for academic success. Students in the table group drew on this model to
serve as the frame for providing evidence in building their own arguments.
Some statements Carolina cited in building her arguments included not knowing
the location of the house, and desire not to go (example 14). Some structural moves she
produced in building an argument were taking the floor from others, and not giving up
turn-slots. The evidence Carolina cited most often in building an argument was
demonstrating solidarity with Maria (example 14).
Solidarity with Maria
The kinds of topics speakers introduce can position those present differently in an
argument. They are aligned in one of two ways: (a) as parties who were present at the
past scene being recounted having rights to comment; and (b) participants who by virtue
of their exposure to particular types of experiences (congruent with the speaker) have
standing to participate (Goodwin, 2006). In one interaction, Carolina augmented new
evidence of solidarity with Maria to her original argument of not knowing the location of
the house to increase the strength of her argument. She accentuated their solidarity with
the paralinguistic cues of smiling and pointing (example 14).
.Example 14
C:

but we don’t know where you house is

C:

she goes to my house

C:

Maria and me we not gonna go to your party

((pointing to Maria and smiling))
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When Carolina used “we,” she invoked a shared experience with Maria,
activating a cultural schema. “Those schemas built on repeated experiences of a similar
sort become relatively stable, influencing our interpretations of subsequent experiences,
thus become cultural” (Quinn, 2005, p. 38). Carolina internalized connections to Maria
(e.g., coming to a new class from their homeroom, speaking Spanish, and their
relationship in apprenticeship) as claims to their solidarity. Maria also began using “we”
in arguments she built. When exploring friendships among young children, Corsaro
(1985) found that acknowledged solidarity increased the chances that children would
receive positive responses when asking for resources or evaluation of their work. The
current work demonstrates that acknowledged solidarity also increased the strength of an
argument.
On 10.28.09, Z modeled the strategy of calling on outside resources (e.g., Maria
and Carolina) to help build an argument (example 15).
Example 15

1

2

Z:

Ask Maria (1.0) Did you raise your hand to cut?

M:

nods

Z:

Did you?

C:

nods

((to Carolina))

10.28.09
Later, Carolina called upon an outside resource (i.e., Maria) to position Z as incompetent.
By providing an example that another group member remembered the procedures,
Carolina added evidence to support her argument (example 16).
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Example 16
6

C:

I remember I remember
and you don’t and Maria too remembered

7

((in singing voice to

Z))
Within a single utterance, a child can “invoke a coherent domain of action, a small
culture, one that includes identities, actions, and biographies for the participants within it,
in addition to a relevant part that warrants the current accusation, and makes relevant
specific types of next actions” (Goodwin 2006, p. 7). In example 16, Carolina positioned
Z as incompetent in procedures, thus a Marginalized Participant. Carolina used the same
strategy Z used earlier in building an argument with Steven (example 9 this chapter), that
included calling on outside resources as evidence to strengthen an argument. In example
16, Carolina assigned Z an identity of incompetence, which included a biography that
dictated Z’s next move.
8

Z:

I remembered

9

C:

No you doo::d no you doo::d

((in singing voice))

In line 8, Z stated that she did remember the procedures, but Carolina continued to further
position Z as a MP. In positioning Z as an MP, Carolina positioned both herself and
Maria as experts in following directions.
In example 17, Maria used the pronoun “we” to express her acquiesced refusal,
joining with Carolina to state their alignment in the decision not to attend the party. She
delivered the refusal in a statement combined with the tag question, which invited
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Carolina’s final approval. Carolina agreed, cementing their solidarity as strong evidence
for the argument.
Example 17
50

C:

but we but we not have to go if we if we if not have to

51

M:

we don’t want to go huh?

52

C:

yeah
Carolina as a “Leader”

Carolina was an active member in her table group by co-constructing rules for
participation in the table group script. However, by using directives, she emerged as a
leader. When children establish their social order, they use directives primarily to
organize their play with one another (Goodwin, 2006). Directives are “utterances
intended to indicate the speaker’s desire to regulate the behavior of the listener(s) that is
to get the listener to do something (e.g., provide information, perform an action” (Becker,
1982, p.1 as cited in Goodwin, 2006). When Carolina participated in turns to position
herself as an expert, she made use of imperatives and statements of her own needs rather
than those of the group. Children who position themselves as leaders, utter directives,
contradict requests of others, and take the turn-space of others without sanction
(Goodwin, 2006). Carolina’s moment-to-moment oppositional positioning moves built
asymmetrical relationships over time.
One principle for indexing signs of identity has been called contextualization
(Gumpertz, 1982) or “emergence” (Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970), which identifies the
indeterminate relation between signs of identity and relevant context. As participants
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give off more signs of identity across an event, the signs tend to cluster around one model
as the most appropriate for interpreting an individuals’ identity (Wortham, 2006).
Carolina invoked an authoritative voice by using a large number of directives in
procedures and resources. Across time, table members neither responded nor announced
their compliance, but rarely resisted or challenged her identity of authoritarian.
Carolina demonstrated a unique ability to sustain symmetry in the table group by
saving face for Zia, and was able to repair the interaction (example 18).
Example 18
63

Z:

I’m seven

64

C:

na uh uh (3.0) [mm huh]

65

M:

66

S:

why are you seven?

67

Z:

cuz my birthday passed three

68

C:

uh huh she’s kidding

69

Z:

No I’m kidding

70

C:

Yeah she’s kidding

71

C:

Yeah yeah Maria she’s kidding

((shaking head))

[shakes head]

11.2.09
Carolina’s response to Z’s “misconduct,” (line 68) indicated engagement in “the ritual
dance of repairing discord (Goffman, 1967, p. 305). In line 68, Carolina stepped in and
made an offer to repair the misconduct for Z. This well-placed conversational move
showed tacit cooperation in participating in careful face-to-face work. Carolina’s
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response showed tacit agreement that relied on the language of hint (e.g., innuendo,
ambiguities, carefully worded jokes, well-placed pauses, Goffman, 1967). Hinted
communication does not need to be acknowledged, but is a warning that the current
situation is leading to a loss of face.
Carolina’s hinted communication was a warning to Z that she will lose face if she
does not repair the misconduct. Carolina established equilibrium publicly within the
group. Carolina’s ability to interpret and use language in this example demonstrated her
competence in right-hemispheric language activities such as using contextual information
to interpret discourse, drawing inferences, and interpreting unspoken meaning
(Genesee,1988). Example 18 also showed how Carolina departed from the ritual
behavior of face-work by assuming another participant’s roles and responsibilities to
repair the dance of discord. Goffman (1967) concludes:
Lack of effort on the part of one person induces compensative effort from
others; a contribution by one person relieves the others of the
task…resolution of the situation to everyone’s apparent satisfaction is the
first requirement… A person’s performance of face-work, extended by his
tacit agreement to help others perform theirs, represents his willingness to
abide by the ground rules of social interaction (p. 307).
Carolina’s Changing Identity
Carolina demonstrated complex linguistic and cognitive abilities
throughout the study. She was innovative by challenging norms of the adjacency
pairs rule, and was able to exit the argument structure of a format tying sequence.
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Her ability to exit the format tying sequence indicated she was creatively
choosing a different argument structure to solve a problem. Carolina was able to
shift and uptake topics in order to participate in interactions by using cultural and
linguistic resources. She also chose creatively from her background knowledge
when approaching a task, and was able to repair interactions. Carolina also
demonstrated a unique ability to sustain symmetry in the table group by saving
face for Zia.
Carolina’s complex sociocultural and linguistic awareness contributed to
her success in kindergarten. Because she accessed multiple resources, her
teachers’ perceptions included both competence and independence. She was able
to master knowledge and behaviors regarding procedures and resources. Because
of her ability to stay on task, complete assignments, and be a leader at her table,
she was considered a successful student (teacher interview, 11/5/10).
Maria’s Communicative Competence
Classroom competence is not limited to academic subjects. To be successful in
the classroom students must know the content and learn the appropriate form to
demonstrate their academic knowledge. They must know with whom, when, and where
they can speak with acceptable recognizable forms of behavior and speaking, by
interpreting implicit classroom rules (Cazden, 2001).
Maria learned to negotiate the differences between normative procedures in both
whole class and small group participation structures. In the whole class setting, she
practiced roles of listening and speaking, thus developing communicative competence
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(Cazden, 2001). Communicative competence includes recognizing the turn-allocation
procedures, getting the floor, holding the floor, producing an utterance (e.g., stating
competence), uptaking the topic of another, initiating a new topic, and responding
appropriately (e.g., adjacency pairs).
Philips (1972) stated that a student’s use of speech in the classroom is a
communicative “performance” (p. 371). The performance involves “sociolinguistic
competency, a complex combination of linguistic and social competency involving
knowledge of when and in what style one must present one’s utterances” (p. 372).
Analysis of transcripts shows that Maria demonstrated some communicative competence.
Even when Maria did not possess the language skills to reach the desired target, she still
showed competency. In example 19, Ms. Smith asked Maria about her pattern. The
expected response was to name a color verbally, but Maria answered nonverbally. Ms.
Smith accepted Maria’s answer, and it indexed her LPP status.
Example 19
T:

Tell me your pattern

M:

AAAB

T:

kay what color is this one gonna be?

D:

shows teacher black crayon
The classroom rules were tacit and implicitly communicated; therefore, students

must engage in active interpretation (Cazden, 2001). In the small table group, rules were
implicit. Turn-slots were rarely given, and had to be taken. There was no third slot, just a
continuous two-part structure. Transcripts showed that Maria demonstrated both
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communicative and interactional competency by making moment-to-moment decisions
about form and content in small groups.
Interactional Competence
Maria was absorbed in monitoring the social landscape of the class through eye
movement, body language, nonverbal gestures, and short utterances. She made bids for
turn-slots and responded appropriately when engaged. Mehan (1979) described this
competence as interactional in the sense that it is a competence that is available in the
interaction. The first time Maria took a turn slot amidst the party negotiation, she
contributed one line (example 20, line 12). Her bid to enter the negotiation was a
demonstration of interactional competency.
Example 20
8

S:

hey Maria you know where my house is?

9

Maria smiles at Steven and shakes her head, Carolina is watching her.

10

S:

If you come to my house you’ll know

11

Z:

she never came to your house

12

M:

here’s my house

((making hand motion to show

Steven))
13

C:

she goes to my house

((pointing to Maria and smiling))

In example 20, prior to line 8, Steven and Z were in the middle of negotiating criteria to
attend their separate parties. In line 8, Steven addressed Maria individually to inquire if
she had been to his house. In line 11, Z attempted to break their emerging solidarity. In
line 12, Maria took a turn-slot and attempted to mediate the growing conflict by
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providing information about her house. By using a hand gesture to aid in describing the
location of her house, Maria made use of the resources in which she held competency.
Maria used her knowledge of the activity to participate as if no language barrier
existed (Ervin-Tripp, 1986). Mehan (1979) argued that students do not always know how
to synchronize display of competence with normative procedures (act/speak
appropriately). Once students have gained access to the floor, they must know what to do
with it. When following the argument closely and taking the available turn slot, Maria
demonstrated interactional competence by combining form and content in the interaction.
Maria was “being absorbed in the culture of practice” (Lave & Wenger, 1991 p. 95).
Halliday (1975) emphasized the importance of children’s oral language
development as “the process of intersubjective creation of meanings” (p.93). He stressed
the notion that the meaning of an utterance is potentially social. This meaning potential
is a resource available to participants to interpret new situations of language use, and
used to construct meaning in a new event (Rowe, 1994). Maria’s utterance held social
consequences for all participants. In later interactions about the party, Maria returned to
the topic of the location of her house. The next time the party was negotiated, Maria used
her interactional competence to bring the group back into symmetry (example 21).
Example 21
22

C:

Maria and me we not gonna go to your party (3.0)

23

M:

I have 2 brothers

((holding up 2 fingers to Steven and

smiling))
24

C:

I I I have 3 sisters one big one big and one
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25

Z:

I have an older sister and I’m gonna have a little brother wait my brother’s
gonna be a baby so

26

S:

I got 2 brothers too

27

C:

I got 3 sisters

28

M:

I got 2 brothers

29

S:

my my 2 brothers are Adam and Francisco

30

C:

Francisco!

((smiling in surprise))

In example 21, Carolina stated that she and Maria were not going to the party (line 22).
Maria interpreted Carolina’s statement of opposition as a potential conflict; therefore,
Maria shifted the topic to siblings. All members extended the new topic of siblings and
symmetry was achieved. In example 22, Maria attempted to establish symmetry with Z.
Example 22
44

C:

no we don’t (2.0) we no have to

45

Z:

oh fine then no one’s coming to my party (2.0) not you two not Steven

46

M:

I’m going to your party

((pointing to Z))

In line 44, Carolina repeated her argument for the second day in a row, using “we,” citing
alignment with Maria. Z responded in opposition to both Carolina (and Maria), by
withdrawing the complete invitation (line 45). In line 46, Maria used her voice to
mediate the negotiation between Z and Carolina by stating she will go to Z’s party.
Maria’s statement broke solidarity with Carolina and indexed her alignment with Z.
Maria’s statement communicated implicitly that she was not part of Carolina’s decision
and had an independent voice.
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Intercontextuality
By bringing up the topic of parties again and again, students at the table group
were attempting to establish intercontextuality (Heras, 1993; Bloome & Egan-Robertson,
1993) with each other. The first time the party was introduced, Maria was a LPP. When
she re-introduced the party topic as a Full Participant, she was reproducing the event
through a “speech chain,” (Bakhtin, 1953, 1986, as cited in Wortham, 2006), which
demonstrated intercontextuality. The social construction of relationships among
contexts, past and future, also includes the social construction of relationships among
social events. “Part of the creation of an event involves the construction of relationships
between the event and other events. A connection among events has to be ratified by
others; the participants have to acknowledge and recognize the connection, and the
connection has to have some social consequence” (Bloome et. al., 2005 p. 44). When has
intercontextuality been established? What interactional clues are available to participants
that signal the connection to a previous event? Words uttered in the microculture script
about resources were interactional clues that signal intercontextuality (examples 23, 24).
Example 23
S:

I got light

M:

look at me

S:

I got dark

M:

oo::h

C:

ah:: (3.0) oh

M:

oh::: yesss

((takes off glue stick lid and sees purple))
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C:

you got light and we dark (1.0) and and we got dark

C:

we not goin to your party

((to S and pointing to glue stick))

but you color or my color=
Z:

=I got dark

M:

dark? He’s going to (1.0) We’re goin to her party

((pointing to C then

Z))
C:

yeah (6.0)

For people to interact and communicate meanings and emotions, they must invoke some
type of general agreement about what is happening and what meanings are being
established. People can construct a working consensus that allows the event to run
smoothly, without the participants having to agree too specifically about what is
happening or what meanings are being created (Bloome & Egan Robertson, 1993). The
first few times the party was negotiated, participants were establishing a working
consensus of the context. Students could have been referencing different meanings, but
that did not impede communication. In example 24, Maria attempted to establish
intercontextuality with participants by nominating the previously discussed topic of
parties.
Example 24
10

S:

11
12
13

dark light (2.0) I got dark light

((looking at glue stick))

Zia Zia I got dark light (3.0)
M:

you an you (1.0) an you got the same so (1.0) nobody can (1.0)
if someone has blue like me ya gonna go to my party
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14

C:

no xxx

15

M:

but how but

In line 12 Maria ignored Steven’s bid for participation by citing the color of his glue
stick, which may have led to establishing inclusion requirements. She took the next turnslot available and initiated her own inclusion requirements for a party. She began her
utterance by singling out two individuals, “you and you,” but hesitated. After singling
out one more person, Maria verbalized the fact that these three individuals had the same
resource. By saying “so,” she was building an argument structure containing two parts:
a criterion (e.g., having the same of something), and a consequence (e.g., something will
happen as a result of meeting the criterion). However, Maria hesitated again and did not
continue with that line of reasoning.
12

M:

you an you (1.0) an you got the same so (1.0) nobody can (1.0)

As an English Language Learner, Maria was learning about language every day. As a
student in kindergarten, she was learning how to navigate participation norms in many
contexts. Halliday (1986) stressed that language development is a complex process in
which learning language; learning through language and learning about language are
three aspects of a single action. In the process of selecting strategies for communication,
children often must pause in the middle of a message to focus on the process of
communication itself. Maria not only hesitated to focus on delivering her message, but
was focused on delivering it in a specific type of argument structure (i.e., if__then__).
After a brief pause, Maria changed her plan for describing an inclusion
requirement and stated total exclusion requirements by using the word “nobody” (line
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12). She then hesitated again briefly, followed by a statement of possibility for inclusion
(e.g., using the word “if” line 13).
12

M:

13

you an you (1.0) an you got the same so (1.0) nobody can (1.0)
if someone has blue like me ya gonna go to my party

In line 13, Maria was able to make a complete statement with a clear criterion for
attending her party. She was able to deliver the statement in the intended argument
structure of an If__, then__ statement. The argument structure was delivered several
times before, first by Z, then by Steven. In line 13, Maria used the same cognitive model
in developing her inclusion requirement to attend the party. When using this cognitive
model, Maria applied the logic (a) if a Steven has green scissors, then he cannot attend
the party. Next, (b) if Steven has blue, then he can attend the party. Maria added the
contextual clue, “like me,” to aid in comprehension of her criterion. She concluded that
if you have blue scissors, you are going to go to her party.
14

C:

no xxx

15

M:

but how but

16

S:

let’s see what you got (2.0) dark light you got dark light

In line 14, Carolina opposed Maria’s inclusion requirement, which was a marker of their
decreasing solidarity. Maria responded by attempting to continue her argument for
attending her party but could not express a complete line of reasoning (line 15).
However, Maria’s utterance cannot be viewed in isolation, for Steven’s next bid (line 16)
influenced Maria’s ability to complete her sentence. Steven’s bid could be viewed as an
attempt to negotiate symmetry by bringing the script back to materials, as reported in
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chapter 4. His bid also can be viewed as an attempt to cut off Maria and take the floor.
Because Maria’s response to Carolina did not follow a clear line of argumentation (line
15), Steven interrupted Maria and did not let her finish her line of reasoning.
Tracking Messages
Some contexts for identity development are introducing, extending, maintaining,
resolving, and recycling a topic. They are of great interest in any verbal exchange, and
gaining interest by educators (Shuy, 1988). In example 26, Maria introduced the topic of
after-school destinations as a vehicle to learn more about her tablemate.
Example 26
5

M:

you can copy me

6

are you going to other school or (2.0)

7

parent pick up (2.0)

8

or (2.0) over there

9

Z:

((to Z))

((makes motion with arm to Z))

no I only go to parent pick up (2.0)

10

cuz that’s what my mom choosed (2.0)

11

that’s what Ms. Smith choose

In line 5, Maria positioned herself as an expert by telling Z she can copy her. Next,
Maria initiated the topic of after-school routines with a question to Z. Maria learned that
one way to ask a question was to provide choices of answers to the recipient; thus she
offered Z three choices (lines 6, 7, 8). Z chose one of the three answers, and then
provided two reasons to explain why she went to parent pick up (lines 10, 11). Z cited
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resources as outside evidence in explaining an answer. By providing evidence for her
answer, Z made explicit one model of cognition used in building an argument.
Social interactions influence learning each time learners call upon their
accumulated store of background knowledge. When members engage in conversation
they exchange and negotiate meanings about the world, and they are defining the world
for each other (Rowe, 1994). Each participant comes to the interaction with a different
set of background experiences that could be used to understand the event, as well as the
immediate context that was shared in part, with the past context. Language offers some
permanency to thought, which increases the availability for it to be retrieved at a later
time. Z has learned from her past experiences that providing evidence for an answer
reduced the chance of “being wrong.” Z was one of the highest achieving students in
Ms. Smith’s class.
14

M:

I go to I go to I I went to sometimes I go to bus and sometimes (1.0) I go
to

15

Z:

parent pick up?

16

M:

no

17

Z:

after school?

18

N:

my sister too goes to after school and bus

Maria began a response indicating her after school destination in line 14. She attempted
to explain that she does not have an after-school routine, indicated by the word
“sometimes.” However, she experienced difficulties in expressing the complete message,
indicated by beginning with phrase “I go” four times. Paying attention to verbal and
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nonverbal cues enables one to anticipate immediate chances to participate in the next
sequence at points of turn completion and turn exchange. Z interpreted Maria’s hesitancy
as needing repair; therefore, Z offered Maria one way to conclude her message. Z
inhibited Maria’s attempt at expressing her complete thought by offering Maria one
possible way of finishing her message (line 15) . Carolina saw the completion of a
question as an open turn-slot and took the floor.
Negotiation and Repair
In the conversation in example 28, participants were sharing their own
interpretation of events, responding to the interpretations of others, tracking and adjusting
their messages to others, assigning communicative roles to others and accepting or
negotiating roles assigned to them. Maria accepted the offer of repair and did not
continue with her message. This context, which is inherently social, naturally lent itself
to making new connections, in a sense, to learn (Rowe, 1994; Goodwin, 2006).
Participants were learning to track the content of each other’s utterances, while at the
same time formulating their own responses. They also were tracking the conversational
structure and calculating when to enter the interaction. Students cooperated in following
conversational rules, which was evidenced by very few overlaps, gaps, or immediate
responses (i.e., marked as = in transcripts).
When tracking Maria’s utterances, both Z and Steven did not allow Maria to
finish her messages. They interpreted her hesitations as needing repair, and offered
strategies of repair. Ms. Smith also offered repair strategies through the evaluation move.
Ms. Smith did not give wait time to Maria, and in examples 24 and 25, neither did Z and
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Steven. Were Steven and Z imitating Ms. Smith’s repair strategy of offering hesitant
speakers choices? When do speakers need repair? And when does cutting a speaker off
limit meaningful participation? Nonverbal responses are responses, and different than
silence. When is silence lack of response? How are the contextual clues different? In
many examples throughout the study, Maria was not given sufficient wait time by
teachers and peers in both large and small group participant structures. Data show that
Ms. Smith gave more wait time to Carolina than Maria.
Wait Time
Erickson (1996) found that timing and contextualization clues signal expectations
for participation at various levels. Individual verbal and nonverbal cues cluster together
in regular intervals of occurrence, and enable one to anticipate immediate next moments.
Paying attention to the cadence of speech enables interlocuters to anticipate chances to
participate in the next sequence at points of turn completion and turn exchange. Erickson
(1996) found that when students hesitated at the response frame to a teacher’s initiation,
“turn sharks” were there ready to take the turn. These “turn sharks” already had learned
the rules of participation and were experts in anticipating contextual cadence clues
signaling turn exchange. During teacher-directed whole-class lessons, learning the
cadence of classroom lessons was easier than during small group activities. In the small
group, context clues were less available. Erickson concluded that question-answer
routines in the classroom are patterned on a cadence organization, and crucial slots
appear to signal participation.
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Timing seems to be one component of lesson orchestration that allows coherent
ideas to flow in the process of knowledge construction (Erickson, 1996). Timing is an
interesting topic of debate in classroom instruction, with diverse viewpoints on the length
of time needed to formulate a response. Mainstream classroom teachers incorporate wait
time, to give students longer time to formulate answers (Rowe, 1974); However, too
much time disconnects cadence and pace. Language acquisition research shows that
allowing ELLs extra time for processing and comprehension is necessary (Krashen,
1983) but culturally responsive educators suggest a quick instructional pace (Cartledge &
Kourea, 2008). Limited research has been conducted on wait time in mixed groups of
English Proficient students and English Language Learners. One challenge for teachers
is to constantly negotiate a student’s Zone of Proximal Development in every interaction.
Ms. Smith allowed more wait time for Carolina than Maria. Was Ms. Smith allowing
more wait time for Carolina than Maria because Carolina scored higher on the state
English language assessment?
Maria’s Identity as a “Leader”
In repetitive cognitive activities, participants can create practices that change to
include an “expansive cycle,” in which people develop new ways of acting (Wortham,
2006, p. 104). As time went on Maria gained English language skills as well as social
competence. Maria resisted Carolina’s apprenticeship and sought to demonstrate her
individual identity as a competent member of the class (examples 27, 28).
Example 27
1

C:

hey you have to color it in
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2

M:

NO:::

3

C:

ya you have to color it

4

M:

No:: I don’t want to

In example 27, Maria resisted Carolina’s directives. Carolina’s directive was her bid of
participation in the microculture script of demonstrating competency in procedures. In
previous interactions, Maria did not react to Carolina’s bids of competency; however, in
this interaction Maria altered her cognitive tools (i.e., frame of reference), and expanded
her identity to include resisting Carolina. “Learning transforms who we are and what we
can do, it is an experience of identity” (Wenger,1998, p.215). Garfinkel (1967)
illuminated how participants create and accept categories of identity in day-to-day
interactions and how one must understand a specific case in a local context. In Berry’s
(2006b) study, the case study student accepted her identity as an LPP in the large group
context; however, she resisted the identity of MP in the small group.
Maria was not a LPP for very long, for she quickly learned the rules, roles and
responsibilities of the table group, and actively perpetuated its discourse and expected
behaviors. On one occasion, she apprenticed another member into the rules of
participation (Fred). Wenger (1998) stated that inclusion of new members creates
opportunities to renegotiate meaning, shifting back and forth between stability and chaos,
and continually emerging and adapting. Practice was a continual process of reproduction,
and incorporating newcomers was already inherent in the practice. In example 29, Maria
initiated the topic of after-school destinations for a second time. This time she engaged
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with a new member of the table group, Fred. Maria attempted to apprentice Fred into the
ways of talking at the table.
Example 29
4

M:

Hey Fred do you go a after school? (2.0)

5

Do you after school? Do you go after school?

6

Fred? Fred? Fred?

7

Fred!

8

T:

((looks at teacher))

Fred when someone’s talking to you it’s polite for you to look at the
person

9

M:

Do you go after school or (1.0) parent pickup?

15

F:

PAL

16

M:

PAL oh

17

Z:

I go to parent pick up

18

C:

I go to to I go to [bus]

19

M:

20

M:

--------

[bus] I KNOW:: CAROLINA!!
I’m almost close to the end

In example 29, Maria attempted to hold a conversation with one student, Fred. Because
the table group was inherently social, others sought to engage as well. By ignoring
others’ contributions, Maria was selecting the speaker (Fred) and topic (after school). By
closing participation to Carolina and Z (i.e., ignoring them), Maria ratified her own
leadership role by controlling the topic. She also made visible the different types of
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social order and ratified the types of participation available (Goodwin, 2006). In line 19,
Maria’s utterance was produced with loud volume and high pitch. The pitch and volume
were instances of “highlighting,” which makes salient for recipients a certain feature in
the exchange (Goodwin, 2004). Taken at face value, Maria was highlighting the fact that
she already knew the after-school destination of Carolina. On a deeper level, Maria was
highlighting her frustration with Carolina for interrupting her conversation with Fred.
Maria was implicitly and explicitly sending the message to Carolina that she violated the
participation norm of turn-allocation.
In the large group participant structure, Ms. Smith determined whether she talked
to one or all, and received responses individually or in chorus. She also determined who
would talk and how one was selected. In the small group, students had to negotiate the
turn-taking norms and leadership roles; thus re-creating the larger institutional practices.
Maria negotiated her role as “leader” in the interaction, and assumed rights and
responsibilities included in the role of speaker. By highlighting her message, Maria
indexed her individual status, and independence from Carolina’s apprenticeship. Maria
emerged as a leader, and publicly ratified her status. When Maria formulated a new
response to Carolina’s participation in the microculture script, she altered her cognitive
tools (frame of reference), and expanded her identity to be a leader. Maria shifted roles
from observer from the periphery (LPP) to Full Participant across events. One way of
explaining this shift is that Maria enacted agency by resisting following Carolina and
reproducing practices as they were always done (Artiles, 2007 class notes, 2/27/08)..
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Maria challenged her role of novice by using language to change the power structure of
the table group.
Emerging Identities in a Community of Practice
Wenger (1998) stated that for new members to participate in the community of
practice, they must gain access to the history they want to contribute to and add to their
own identity, thus seek continuity. Both Carolina and Maria participated in their
Community of Practice by using group members as contexts in which to develop their
identity.
At the beginning of the study, Carolina and Maria were five years old and in their
third month of kindergarten. They spoke Spanish at home and were learning English at
school. In the participant structure of small table groups, they engaged in negotiating
procedures, resources, tasks, and social spaces with native English speakers twenty
minutes a day.
Both Carolina and Maria invoked a variety of resources to help interpret their
social and academic context. They both used cultural, cognitive, social, and linguistic
knowledge, as well as prior experiences with similar activities. These resources
accounted for participants’ frames of references in the immediate lesson, in which teacher
and students negotiated to establish a common understanding of the purpose of a task or
activity (Frederiksen, 1981, as cited in Cazden, 2001). Due to the dynamic nature of
lessons, frames of references are not static, but continually change and develop uniquely
for each child. However, when students participate in common experiences and use
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similar frames, cultural understandings or schemas are built from the experiences that
have been shared (Quinn, 2005).
Carolina and Maria learned to build an argument by using directives, making
moves of opposition that were publicly witnessed, shifting topics, invoking past events
and decisions, and building solidarity with peers. My analysis illuminated the degree to
which participants were capable of positioning themselves, imposing positions on others,
and accepting/rejecting those to which they were assigned by peer interlocuters. I used
sociocultural theory to view ways individuals participate in activities, and how they draw
on artifacts, tools, and social others to solve local problems. Students in the math table
group demonstrated a community of practice as a context in which knowledge is not a
commodity in the head of an individual, but distributed among experts and novices in an
ongoing process of co-construction of meaning through interaction (Rogoff, 1994).
New language and identities were acquired through apprenticeships to new
discourse communities (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Rogoff, 1994). The language Carolina
and Maria demonstrated across time was complex, as were the identities they negotiated.
Participation in the small table group contributed to classroom literacy, in which students
applied their knowledge about structures and functions to themselves, both as learners
and social beings (Bloome, 1989).
One crucial factor factor was the role of Ms. Smith in recognizing both Carolina
and Maria’s cognitive and linguistic abilities. How do teachers account for language and
cognitive development in social activities? If all academic tasks include both subject
matter and social participation (Erikson, 1996), how are they evaluated?
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Teachers’ Roles in Assessment
Research demonstrates that teachers’ roles are crucial in the movement of ELLs
from the periphery to the center of knowledge construction (Rymes & Pash, 2001;
DaSilva Iddings, 2005; Berry, 2006; Verplaetse, 2000; Hawkins, 2004; Delgato-Gaitan &
Trueba, 1985; Yoon, 2008; Edelsky, Smith, & Wolfe, 2002). Teachers position ELLs
based on their background experiences, perceptions, and pedagogical beliefs (Yoon,
2008; Berry, 2006a; Edelsky, et. al., 2002; DaSilva Iddings, 2005, 2008). Teachers
make moment-to-moment decisions in classrooms about student performance both
formally and informally (Mehan, 1984). Informal assessment includes being able to
assess and build background knowledge, develop concepts, and provide additional
practice. Most of these decisions are made during question-answer sequences.
Rymes & Pash (2001) found that teachers’ questioning strategies affected
participants’ ability to be involved in the construction of knowledge, and limited
meaningful participation. For teachers to know when to build students’ background
knowledge, they must interpret the moment of interaction through the lens of their own
background knowledge. Teachers depend on knowledge they have gained through a
variety of experiences in developing their own model of cognition to “learn” about their
students. They must make inferences from these experiences and relevant contexts to
interpret an immediate event (Wortham, 2006). When interpreting the context of a
question-answer interaction with a student, Ms. Smith must draw from previous
experiences to inform her of a next response. Ms. Smith’s educational background, past
experiences with Culturally and Linguistically Diverse students and their families,
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behavior management philosophy, motivations, instructional paradigm, participation in
intervention trainings, beliefs about language, and commitment to social justice all have
an impact on her ability to create an inclusive environment of equity (see Figure 4).
Ms. Smith must interpret signs, events, and interactions occurring in the
classroom as different from one another. One interaction with a student is different from
another based on the student’s background knowledge. Maria and Carolina did not have
the same experiences as English Proficient students; therefore, they required different
strategies for building and accessing background knowledge. Ms. Smith’s focus on
procedures and resources was aimed at building background knowledge for learning;
however, to what degree was she building academic engagement? DaSilva Iddings
(2005) found that an ELL was participating intentionally in classroom practices, but his
participation was not recognized by the teacher. The student’s ability to follow
procedures in literacy activities granted him LPP status in his classroom community, but
did not contribute to his academic success.
Suarez-Orozco, Suarez-Orozco & Todorova (2008) explored the effects that
English language proficiency, academic engagement, cognitive engagement, and
relational engagement had on the long term success of immigrant youth. Upon
completion of a five-year study, researchers found academic engagement and English
language proficiency to be determining factors in students’ long term success. Academic
engagement was defined as completing tasks necessary to be successful in school,
including participating in discussions and classroom activities, and completing
homework.

236

Figure 4. Ms. Smith’s Background Knowledge Informing Decision-Making

Teacher Background Knowledge
educational background
behavior mgmt philosophy
SEI training
intervention training
beliefs about language
language law
institutional discourses
experiences w/CLD families
unknown

Academic engagement also is associated with relational engagement, which is
defined as the extent to which students feel connected to their teachers, peers, and others
in the school (Suarez-Orozco et al., 2008). To learn a language well, one must have
sustained interactions with native English speakers as language models (Suarez-Orozco et
al.,2008). One critical component in an effective learning environment for second
language learners is that interaction with monolingual English-speaking peers occur
(Rhodes, 2005).
Maria and Carolina need to be exposed to good English-language models in their
classes in order to learn English, and “same age peers are a crucial sources of the second
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language input” (Thomas & Collier, 1997, p. 51). Ms. Aguilar reported a difference in
her students’ interactions in the ELD class, compared to desegregated classes in previous
years. She did not like the fact that ELLs were segregated from their native-English
speaking peers. “This segregation limits talk and interaction among students. It seems
students don’t talk as much to each other in class as they did in previous years (i.e.,
before this year’s ELD class). Now students tend not to interact with each other as often
as they did before. Table groups are so quiet and I have to facilitate conversations.
Students in other classes shy away from my kids because they think they just speak
Spanish or don't understand” (Ms. Aguilar email communication, 12/16/09).
Researchers found that when ELLs were segregated from their native-English
speaking peers, parallel communities emerged (DaSilva Iddings, 2005; Delgado-Gaitan
& Trueba, 1985). Teachers held different expectations for the two groups of students,
which affected their educational outcomes. In DaSilva Idding’s (2005) study, separate
curricula resulted in different educational outcomes for the ELLs than the Englishproficient students. At Bayside school, Carolina and Maria were receiving a separate
English Language Development curriculum from their native-English-speaking peers’
language arts curriculum. Separate curricula and segregation may have far-reaching
consequences in the educational outcomes for Maria and Carolina. In Ms. Smith’s class,
Both Maria and Carolina participated in classroom activities; however, was their
participation acknowledged?
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Teaching Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Learners
One factor contributing to the overrepresentation of CLD students in special
education is that most general and special education teachers do not have adequate
training for working with CLD learners, nor understanding of the specific needs of
English Language Learners (Garcia, 1992; Kushner & Ortiz, 2000). Ms. Smith held a
Sheltered English Instruction endorsement and was in her third year of teaching. She
reported that the SEI training was not valuable and she did not use it in her instruction. “I
don’t use the Sheltered Instruction Observational Protocol (SIOP is one instructional
approach used in SEI training). It’s ridiculous, because good teaching is good teaching. I
think those trainings are a waste of time, some of it’s so obvious” (teacher interview,
1/13/09). Ms. Smith reported that she valued language diversity, and often used Spanish
in her assessment strategies (e.g., “Let’s jump four times and count in Spanish, uno, dos,
tres.”).
Ms. Smith realized that ELLs may go through a silent period when they first
arrive and “can’t be pushed too hard” (teacher interview,1/1/3/09). During the study,
Maria was evidently going through the silent period, demonstrated by her reliance on
using her native language and nonverbal gestures for communication (see examples 1, 2
chapter 4). According to Ms. Smith’s beliefs about Maria’s English language
proficiency, Maria can’t be pushed “too hard.” Based on analysis of several interactions,
one can conclude that Ms. Smith did not allow wait time for Maria to formulate an
answer. Past experiences with Maria’s silence informed Ms. Smith to eliminate pauses
when making an evaluation move. However, upon closer look, the ways Ms. Smith
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negotiated the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD Vygotsky, 1978) for Maria must be
examined. In example 3 (this chapter), Maria was able to identify her pattern in both
colors and letters. Then, Ms. Smith increased the task demand by asking a process
question (increasing ZPD, line 103).
103

T:

good (1.0) how did you know that is a B? the orange one

104

M:

because they’re not the same as this one

((pointing))

In line 103, Ms. Smith engaged Maria in a metacognitive model of learning by prompting
the act of discovering how Maria knows what she knows (Brown, Bransford, Ferrara &
Campione, 1983).

Ms. Smith stated that she does not believe in pushing Maria too hard;

however, she asked Maria several process questions. Process questions ask one to
explain how she knows that she knows, which is a task located in the highest cognitive
domain. Researchers and practitioners in the field of second language acquisition
recommend that teachers wait until students learning English have attained an advanced
level of English fluency before they ask process questions (Hearne, 2000). Debate exists
about when to introduce process questions in interacting with ELLs; however, discussion
must include the age of Maria and the appropriateness of using process questions for all
students in kindergarten. For discussions to continue, many variables need to be
considered: (a) what is the target answer Ms. Smith was expecting from Maria in line
103? (b) Is the task too far out of the ZPD? (c) Has Ms. Smith modeled ways of
explaining how one knows that one knows? (d) How many experiences have students had
with explaining how they know what they know?
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Beliefs about ELLs and SEI training influenced Ms. Smith’s moment-to-moment
assessment strategies of Maria (i.e., navigating the ZPD). Researchers studying the
effects of proposition 203 in Arizona found that teachers were not well trained in SEI
methods, and kids were traumatized from being immersed in a foreign language
environment (Combs, Evans, Fletcher, Parra, and Jiménez, 2005). “Children cried or
were traumatized by being instructed exclusively in a language they did not understand.
The teachers are not equipped or prepared by any of the guidelines for the SEI program to
teach or implement the program and meet its’ unrealistic expectations” (p. 710).
Ms. Smith did not deliver appropriate instruction to build Carolina and Maria’s
English language proficiency. One assumption among teachers at Bayside was that ELLs
were receiving effective language instruction in ELD classes; therefore, they did not need
to provide additional support. Yoon (2008) found that teachers’ views of their roles
directly influenced positioning of ELLs. In Yoon’s study, one teacher believed she was
a teacher of all children and used culturally relevant teaching to support students’ diverse
needs, and thus positioned the ELLs as ratified members of the classroom community. A
second teacher in Yoon’s study defined his role as a teacher for regular education
students, and did not play an active role in meeting the needs of ELLs. In the second
teacher’s class, peers did not position the ELLs as knowledgeable participants, and thus
recreated the positioning strategy of their teacher. Communication also was lacking
between mainstream teachers and ELD teachers at Bayside. Ms. Smith did not know
specifics about the ELD curriculum; therefore did not reinforce the language skills
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emphasized in ELD classes. Results indicate that larger macro-contexts affected
teachers’ pedagogical beliefs and positioning strategies at Bayside school.
Native Language Assessment
Due to state language policies, environmental print in classrooms that would have
supported bilingual literacies were absent in classrooms at Bayside. Differing attitudes
about language use existed among staff members. If students spoke in Spanish the
principal encouraged teachers to say, “now tell me in English” (interview notes,
11/16/09). Some teachers chose not to say anything, and others told students, “We only
speak Spanish outside” (Field notes, 10/23/09). The school language climate that Ms.
Smith was immersed in affected her ability to recognize Carolina and Maria’s language
abilities.
Students learning English in Arizona are assessed in English by one measure, the
AZELLA, and most educational decisions about ELLs are based on this one measure.
Several factors contribute to the overrepresentation of English Language Learners (ELLs)
in special education programs, with the most notable being the lack of appropriate
assessment instruments (Artiles & Ortiz, 2002). Comprehensive assessment should
always include multiple measures and never rely too heavily on one measurement
(Gottlieb, 2006). More valid forms of assessment are crucial to determine students’
strengths and needs.
Another contributing factor to overrepresentation is the lack of qualified
personnel administering and evaluating assessments (Artiles & Ortiz, 2002, Figueroa,
2002). Assessing a student in her native language is a crucial piece of comprehensive
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and non-discriminatory assessment, and also the best way of determining her strengths
and needs. Native language assessment was absent in Bayside school; therefore, Ms.
Smith and Ms. Aguilar were not aware of Carolina and Maria’s strengths and could not
practice strengths-based instruction.
Classroom management. Ms. Smith subscribed to a structured classroom
management approach. She believed in being fair, firm and consistent as possible in
discipline. “Students do not have structure at home and they will respect me if I give
them boundaries” (teacher interview, 1/13/09). Ms. Smith believed the school’s role was
to educate parents and show them how to work with their children at home:
We find if you give parents the resources and tools that they really want to work
with their children. They value education. It’s our job to show them how. If
students don’t have a basic foundation when they come to school; it takes a while
to build it. A lot of them don’t have it when they come. Everything starts from
there (teacher interview, 11/2/09).
The assumption that children in her class did not have boundaries at home
influenced they way Ms. Smith created the culture in her classroom. Ms. Smith reported
to value diversity, however, evidence of this claim was absent in her classroom. Parent
volunteers were absent in the classroom, as was talk about students’ homes and families.
Pedagogy that informed her instruction included early intervention, measurable learning
objectives, high expectations, quick instructional pace, and structured activities with
active student responding (Cartledge & Kourea, 2008). With this inflexible approach,
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Ms. Smith’s moment-to-moment assessment and teaching strategies did not allow for
individualized instruction.
Focus on Interventions
Ms. Smith was a member of several teams receiving training that focused on
delivering systematic intense interventions. During the 2007-2008 school year, Bayside
school was classified as an underperforming school. The following year, the school’s
status changed to that of a performing school. One goal of the Bayside School
Improvement Plan was to improve students’ math performance. Another goal was to
strengthen intervention programs for grades K-2. Seven committees existed to keep the
school’s rating at “Performing.” Ms. Smith was a member of the Academic Interventions
Team, which investigates the best way to monitor students who are having difficulty
meeting a standard. Ms. Smith helps to identify students who are approaching the
standard and need more support to meet it. Students who fall in this category are placed
on “Hotlists.” Ms. Smith stated:
I was in charge of the screener of all kids and looking at the data and trying to get
them all in different groups. We need to see what we have and what we need to
work on and look for trends. Our school is really focusing on interventions.
We’ve learned that if you give students small amounts of intense work, that’s
what they need. If students don’t meet the standards-based measure for this time
of year in numeracy, we put them on the “hotlist.” Numeracy is the basis for
everything, so if kids don’t have number sense they’ll become lost. Hopefully
being able to level students will help (teacher interview, 11//2/09).
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The team Ms. Smith was on also received training twice a month from the
Arizona State Department of Education (ADE). Trainings included targeting reading
interventions for students before they reach third grade. Team members will train the
remaining staff members throughout the year. The focus on interventions was part of a
larger district-wide shift to implement a Response to Intervention (RTI) model. Ms.
Smith was also a member of the literacy primary academic professional development, in
which she taught an after school program two times a week. Bayside had two
instructional coaches as resources; however, Ms. Smith rarely accessed these coaches
because she believed other people needed them more than she did (teacher interview,
11/2/09).
Ms. Smith’s leadership role on intervention-focused committees and attitude
about receiving assistance influenced the way she interpreted both moment-to-moment
and formal assessments. In Ms. Smith’s role as gatekeeper, she participated in
categorizing kids in ability groups for math and reading, thus further segregating children
from each other. Formal assessments usually included classroom-based assessments and
standardized assessments. Some potential consequences of both informal and formal
assessment include changing instruction, ability grouping, changing classrooms,
promoting to the next grade/ retain, or referral to Student Assessment Team (Mehan,
1984). The referral to SAT is the first step in the Special Education (SPED)
identification process.
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Effects of Formal Assessment
Several formal oral math assessments were administered at the beginning of
kindergarten. One assessment included the task of identifying many different colors. On
the initial assessment, Maria could not recognize any colors, so Ms. Aguilar put her name
on the hotlist. Maria was “at risk” for failure due to a suspected Learning Disability
because she could not identify names of colors nor could she rote count. Maria did not
attend preschool; therefore did not have school-related experiences.
Ms. Aguilar is the ELD teacher and homeroom teacher for both Maria and
Carolina. She holds an SEI endorsement and is a native-Speaker of Spanish. Receiving
SEI training is not equal to receiving training in Culturally Relevant Pedagogy, or critical
teaching. Critical teachers believe that the underachievement of CLD students is due to
environmental or curricular bias, and teachers need to change hegemonic practices to
include knowledge students bring with them to school (Gay, 1997). Neither Ms. Smith
nor Ms. Aguilar identified themselves as critical teachers, nor demonstrated evidence of
using Culturally Relevant Pedagogy.
Ms. Aguilar’s concerns included Maria’s lack of ability to initiate or engage in
conversation (teacher interview, 12/2/09). She also reported that Carolina had been
“babied” at home, and waited to be helped at school. Her concerns included Carolina’s
limited ability to communicate, and lack of assertiveness (teacher interview, 12/2/09).
Research shows that many teachers feel underprepared in delivering sheltered instruction
in English regardless of earning an SEI endorsement (Combs, et al., 2005). Limited
research has been conducted in exploring the preparedness of classroom teachers in the
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assessment of ELLs; especially in differentiating between language differences and
learning disabilities (Artiles & Ortiz, 2002). Informal assessment rarely occured unless
parents request observations, checklists, or other forms of anecdotal information.
Approximately one-third of school psychologists reported that oral language is
one of the top reasons for referral of ELLs (Rhodes, 2005). Results of this study clearly
show that both Maria and Carolina used language creatively and purposefully. They
communicated messages, demonstrated assertiveness, and participated in the expected
discourse of mathematics. Suarez-Orozco et al., (2008) found that higher oral academic
English language proficiency correlated with higher grades and was even more strongly
related to achievement test outcomes. But neither Ms. Aguilar nor Ms. Smith placed
value on students’ oral communication and negotiation abilities, but focused on academic
skills, measured by formal assessments.
Formal assessments in math were conducted at the end of every quarter for report
cards. Grades on report cards were based on the district adopted math standards in which
teachers mark if a child is (a) below standard, (b) making progress, (c) meets a standard,
or (d) exceeds a standard. If a child was assessed as below the state standard, s/he is
placed on the “hotlist,” and referred to the SAT team. Maria was on the hotlist when the
study ended.
When Ms. Aguilar completed the SAT form, she would document interventions
already in place in the classroom for Maria, and progress made (or lack of). Usually this
step of documenting progress was subjective, without a systematic way of monitoring
progress (interview, 12/10/09). Progress monitoring techniques usually were not

247

discussed at the SAT meetings, for teachers were trusted as experts and able to
differentiate progress from lack of progress. If the student was an ELL, very few changes
to the process used for Native English speakers were made. The only English Language
Assessment given to the child is the AZELLA, and the scores were documented, but not
discussed. The team does not use a bilingual administrator, and all progress monitored is
on standardized English tests. The SAT team discussed the need to modify parts of the
SAT process for ELLs. However, this concern was met with the argument that teachers
were qualified to make professional judgments about the progress of ELLs, due to their
SEI training.
Response to Intervention
The Student Assistance Team (SAT) team at Bayside school was moving away
from their current SAT process and toward an intervention-focused model of RTI. They
discussed current problems of teachers confusing interventions, modifications and
accommodations. “Teachers lump interventions and accommodations together, and see it
as differentiating instruction” (meeting notes, 12/8/09). The team expressed frustration
at using modifications, but not actually intervening. They decided that teachers must
learn to write specific goals for students, as in IEPs. Teachers also need to be explicit
about what skill was being measured by using the chart of national norms as a measuring
tool. Clarification was made that in using an intervention one should expect 80%
accuracy, with an implicit level of mastery (meeting notes, 12/8/09). Ms. Smith was
surrounded by intervention-focused discourse, which influenced how she made decisions
about students’ abilities.
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Response to Intervention (RTI) holds promise for ELLs, but even with this model,
Maria will still face the fact that many educators may not recognize her language
abilities. Response to Intervention is a way to reduce the disproportionate representation
of Culturally and Linguistically Diverse students in special education (Donovan & Cross,
2002). This approach offers a shift of perspective from a within-child deficit to evaluate
the ecological context of instruction (Hoover, 2006, as cited in Klingner, Hoover, &
Baca, 2008 ). However, some of the foundational beliefs of RTI may be flawed when
applied to ELLs (Klingner, Hoover, & Baca, 2008). One assumption of the RTI model is
that learning to read in one’s second language is similar to learning to read in one’s first
language; therefore, instructional approaches effective with English speaking students are
appropriate for serving ELLs (Klingner, Hoover, & Baca, 2008). Another assumption
that “evidence-based instruction” works for ELLs was not questioned at the ADE
meeting (meeting notes, 12/8/09).
Evidence-based instruction has been defined as “the integration of professional
wisdom with the best available empirical evidence in making decisions about how to
deliver instruction” (Whitehurst, 2002 as cited in Mather & Wendling, 2008). Many
assumptions exist in the discourse surrounding the term “evidence-based instruction.”
According to Whitehurst’s definition, educators must use professional wisdom when
making decisions about how to deliver instruction. Educators follow the same model of
cognition as students. When making decisions based on “professional wisdom,” one
must make inferences from background knowledge and relevant context to interpret the
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immediate event. Therefore, evidence-based instruction cannot be defined the same way
for all children.
Bloome et al., (2005) explained that one aspect of power is the naturalization of
discourse and a culture. Language and ways of doing things become a foundation of the
classroom and institutional culture, and becomes shared. Intervention-oriented language
is associated with targeting deficits, and teachers are encouraged to view students as
members of one of three tiers; thus the underlying discourse is based on deficit ideology.
This language focuses on categorizing students into having skills or lacking skills, which
creates far-reaching consequences for children (Bowker & Starr, 2000). The intervention
discourse at Bayside was a crucial factor in affecting the way that teachers made
decisions about students’ abilities and disabilities. Ms. Smith was a product of the
macro-context in which institutional discourses affect the moment-to-moment assessment
of children. Repeated behaviors become cultural practices across contexts and across
events.
Conclusion
My understandings of classroom practices in which Maria and Carolina
participated were grounded in the theoretical framework informed by sociocultural
theories of learning (Vygotsky, 1978). My review of the literature on classroom practices
included studies that examined the effects of teachers’ positioning of students, and the
effects of students’ positioning of themselves and peers in classroom communities.
Sociolinguistic studies of classroom interaction helped me investigate the participation
structures, roles adopted by the participants, and the uses of language to communicate
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meaning during classroom events. I employed a microethnographic multiple case study
approach to examine micro-and macro-contexts surrounding the classroom practices used
with two 5-year old English Language Learners in an English-Only classroom. Data
were collected through a participant observation methodology. I observed participants
six hours per week for three months. Data were collected in the forms of interviews,
videotapes, audiotapes, field notes, and work samples. The study included two levels of
analysis. In the first level I provided answers for the two questions that guided the study:
1.

How do teacher questioning/engagement strategies affect the
participation of ELLs in a kindergarten classroom community?

2.

How do ELLs access participation in the classroom?

In the first level of analysis I located classroom events in which the case study students
participated, and categorized them into the two participant structures in the classroom:
Whole-class math activities, and small table group activities. Whole-class instruction
included math games or warm-up activities, and directions for centers/activities. Small
table groups included student-centered independent activities or centers. Then I analyzed
the functions and content of these events, locating participants’ bids for participation.
After transcribing these interactions, I documented the ways (a) Ms. Smith positioned
students through language, and (b) both Maria and Carolina used language to make bids
for participation in the table group. I demonstrated how the teacher accomplished
symmetry through the IRE sequence. I also demonstrated how students accomplished
symmetry in their math table group. In this process, I described the ways symmetry is
valued in a community of practice.
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In the second level of analysis, I illuminated how a community of practice also
produced asymmetrical power relationships. I introduced the case studies of both Maria
and Carolina and the ways they negotiated their roles an experts, novices, and Legitimate
Peripheral Participants. In the second level, I extended analysis past structure and into
substance, and demonstrated how language was being used, by whom, when, where, and
for what purposes. Analysis included what importance and use language had to students
in the event. I demonstrated how the location of knowledge in whole group activities was
static, and knowledge was not constructed jointly, thus asymmetrical. I then
demonstrated how students negotiated the location of knowledge in small groups,
providing more opportunities to develop identities of competence. Were Carolina and
Maria’s background knowledge solicited? Results show that participants’ unique
language histories were not verified as ratified forms of knowledge production as part of
classroom practices.
In Ms. Smith’s classroom, students were evaluated and positioned by their level
of academic success, and by how well they participated in the cultural practices of the
school (Gee, 1996; Bloome, et al., 2005). For math, explicit content objectives and skills
were outlined for each grading period on a report card. Classroom achievement was
evaluated based on students demonstrating achievement on these pre-determined sets of
skills. A student who was recognized as demonstrating these sets of skills was viewed as
gaining power, and a student whose ability was not recognized was segregated into a
category of difference.
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Maria and Carolina attempted to position themselves as competent students;
however very little interactional validation of this social identity existed. Their identities
were based on social institutions and cultural ideologies that govern how academic
competence is defined (Bloome et al., 2005). When knowledge is constructed by both
students and teachers, students adopt moment-to-moment emerging identities. When the
teacher is the holder of knowledge, she determines students’ social identity in that
classroom event (and perhaps across events) Bloome, et. al.,2005). In the whole-class
participation structure, Ms. Smith determined students’ identities. In the small table
group, students had more opportunities to construct social identities of competence,
which is one aspect of academic performance.
Cognition depends on systems that include tools, the physical layout of the
environment (e.g., table arrangement), and the distribution of knowledge among
participants (e.g., Rogoff, 1990; Goodwin, 1995; Hutchins, 1995; Wortham, 2006).
These tools develop historically, emerging from sociocultural processes that take place
over a timescale of decades and centuries (Bowker & Starr, 2000). Wortham (2001)
described how cognitive problems emerge at the level of events over seconds, hours, in a
particular context to which people must adapt. Moment-to- moment social construction
of identities and their evolution over time have social consequences. The current study
documented participants’ social identities in motion as a part of a continual, emergent
process of learning.
Educators must realize that learning does not occur in a decontextualized realm of
pure cognition (Wortham, 2006). Sociologists and anthropologists have shown how
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power relationships, cultural beliefs, social routines and non-academic processes infiltrate
into all aspects of schooling. “If academic learning cannot be separated from social
processes, then cognitive activities depend in part on social structures…. Therefore, it is
human nature to draw on academic and non-academic resources to accomplish goals that
involve both cognition and social action” (Wortham, 2006, pg. 285-286).
Limitations
When collecting data over a short time span, many limitations exist. Four months
of data collection was not a sufficient amount of time to document student learning and
development of identities. Some limitations of the project include small sample size and
peripheral membership in the school community. As a peripheral member of the
community, I had limited access to rich histories and biographies of participants. The
focus on face-to-face event level cognition resulted in ignoring the longer timescale
processes of cognition, which must be viewed across events and contexts over a period of
time (Wortham, 2006). The inadequate time spent in the ethnographic context limited
my understandings of the complex relationships in which both teacher and student
participants were engaged.
I also recognize the limitations of the interview method in gaining teacher insights
into background experiences. Researchers cannot enter into teachers’ stream of
consciousness to understand actions and behaviors. When interpreting interview data, the
researcher must listen to teachers’ perceived realities and make sense of them. When
analyzing student-teacher data in combination with interview data, the researcher was
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limited in the depth of analyses made. Attempts to interpret interview data were balanced
by triangulating all data sources for accuracy.
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CHAPTER SIX
IMPLICATIONS
Theoretical Implications
The understandings of context, classroom cultural practices, and language use by
children in this dissertation were grounded in sociocultural theories of learning and
development. Through this perspective, I examined ways the three case study
participants interpreted the functions and forms of language and math literacies across
participant structures. The case studies of Maria and Carolina revealed that different
forms and functions of language use exist. In each case study, insights were revealed
about ways identities were negotiated through positioning strategies. Identity negotiation
was shaped by children’s unique language and cultural histories, the social organization
of the classroom, and the ideologies and political structures found in institutional
discourses.
Attention to narrow linguistic interpretations without accounting for political and
sociocultural and contexts would provide a limited understanding of children’s
development. Existing theoretical frameworks are challenged by documenting ways
participants negotiate knowledge across contexts in the study of early literacy in diverse
classrooms. When viewing ways students make bids for participation across contexts,
researchers can view the emergent cognitive models students use to make meaning. In
the context of social and cultural identity, researchers need to analyze data not only in the
classroom, but in relation to students’ past and future identities. A student’s culture
needs to be viewed not as “fixed traits to be controlled, but as interactions as multifaceted
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patterns of dynamic cultural practices, to view individuals’ development as participants in
cultural communities” (Rogoff & Angelillo, 2002, p.212). Researchers must interpret
student behaviors through a cultural lens by considering the (a) “historical trajectory of
the cultural group including the ecological forces that have shaped its relations to
mainstream society (e.g. discrimination, access to resources), (b) the life history of the
child which embodies a hybrid of her group’s traditions, and (c) the immediate
unpredictable social context in which goals emerge and are negotiated” (Artiles, 2007
class notes, 2/27/08).
Methodological Implications
Using ethnographic methods to study early language learning in the classroom
provide opportunities for researchers to construct detailed accounts of how children
acquire literacy skills. Relationships among linguistic, social, political, and historical
realities need to be studied to gain a comprehensive view of the child. Methodologically,
techniques require “Kid Watching” skills (Owocki & Goodman, 2002), which is the act
of carefully observing and listening to children in activities. By employing these
qualitative elements, researchers can provide insights for teachers to create supportive
learning environments.
Furthermore, methodological implications include employing sensitive interview
techniques with participants. Questions for teachers should elicit insights into
background knowledge and ways of decision making. Also of particular importance is
structuring conversations to uncover beliefs about experiences with people from different
language backgrounds, and how students are organized into categories of difference. By
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exploring the combination of past and present experiences, one can establish conditions
for reflecting on present practices, aimed at uncovering beliefs and perceptions held
(Seidman, 2006).
Pedagogical Implications
In this dissertation, several pedagogical implications for teacher training were
illuminated. Teachers need to be supported to critically examine their own beliefs about
language learning to understand the complex factors affecting the education of CLD
children. Most teacher education programs in the U.S. do not prepare teachers
adequately to work with CLD students and their families (Gay & Kirkland, 2003;
Ladson-Billings, 1999). First, teachers need additional training in recognizing students’
language and cognitive abilities. Limited research exists about both the development and
assessment of children’s oral language. Discussion about effective language teaching
strategies is beyond the scope of this study; however, results from this study suggest the
need for teachers to recognize in students both forms and functions of language. Similar
to Ms. Smith’s language focused on form over content, the current focus of English
Language Development curricula is also on the structural forms of English. Results
demonstrated how Maria and Carolina were using language for complex functions (e.g.,
forming an argument); however, these linguistic functions were not recognized. Classes
are offered in higher educational institutions to target instruction and assessment of
discreet forms of language (e.g., linguistics/SEI courses); however assessment of
students’ use of language to function in the classroom is not included.
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Teachers may be the best qualified to assess their students to determine if they
have a learning disability (Artiles, & Ortiz, 2002). Second, by becoming researchers in
their own classrooms, teachers can reflect on the effectiveness of their teaching strategies
by (Hollins, 2008). When observing how students respond to instruction in all
participation structures, teachers can record specific elements in the lesson that elicited
responses of interest, including silence. Time for recording what children are saying and
doing is needed, with respect for individuality. The pattern of individual variability
interacting with standard programs creates differential responsiveness and progress (Clay,
2001). A practical method of recording moment-to-moment interactions is needed. The
most effective way of capturing students’ language is by videotaping interactions. By
reviewing videotapes, teachers can identify verbal teaching and assessment practices that
constrain student participation.
Some elements to examine in both large and small groups include (a) wait time,
(b) types of questions asked (e.g., product, process), (c) number of questions asked, (d)
and the language used for assessment (e.g., evaluation move in IRE sequence). Elements
to examine in students responses include (a) method of response (e.g., nonverbal,
gestures), and (b) ways students are using language (e.g., to make requests, to give
directives, to provide evidence, to self-position as an expert, to apprentice others, to
position others in opposition, to ask for help, to agree/disagree).
Through analysis of student observations, teachers can evaluate the effectiveness
of instructional approaches for students; noting that some may be more effective for some
than others in different contexts. Results from observations will provide insights into
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students’ identities as learners, and their roles in communities of practice. When
recognizing students’ language abilities, teachers can develop interactional competence in
creating the Zone of Proximal Development. By monitoring the ways they use their own
language, teachers can support students’ language development. One suggestion for
building language forms and functions is to employ Instructional Conversations (IC).
When using IC, “the teacher knows when to draw out a student’s idea and when to ease
up, allowing thought and reflection to take over. She manages to keep everyone engaged
in a substantive and extended conversation, weaving individual comments into a larger
tapestry of meaning” (Goldenberg, 1993, p. 318).
A third implication of the study is the need to provide high quality opportunities
to teachers for guided self-reflection (Gay, 2000). By reflecting on their own schooling
practices, teachers can identify the source of their hidden cultural expectations and
values. Teachers also need to collect biographies of groups students are members of
from newspapers, libraries, community events, or home interviews to gain insight into the
practices, values, language, and expectations fundamental to the culture of their students
(Saville-Troike, 1978; Moll & Gonzales, 2004). By constructing a narrative of students,
teachers can reflect on how knowledge of the student both inside and outside the
classroom can enhance/support learning (e.g., Lee, 2007). The salient point of teacher
research is to inform instruction and make necessary changes to support student learning.
Often, we as teachers reproduce institutional practices without being aware of the
consequences for children. Therefore, taking a critical stance toward our pedagogical
foundations is essential to becoming change agents. Through reflexivity, which involves
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an active analysis of past situations, events, and products, teachers can critique and revise
existing information about CLD groups for the purpose of understanding, which leads to
changes in thoughts and behavior (Gay & Kirkland, 2003).
Research shows that language ideologies that promote diversity as a strength can
help all members of the school community expand on their personal perspectives
(Gutierrez et al, 1999). Viewing diversity as a resource offers opportunities to build an
enriching community of practice (Freeman & Y. Goodman, 1993 cited in Soltero
Gonzalez, 2007). Some ways teachers can create a supportive environment is by
purposefully organizing learning based on (a) an additive perspective on diversity, (b)
variety of participant structures in which children can shift roles, (c) an interaction-filled
environment in which children are taught to work collaboratively to support each others’
learning, and (d) a cognitively challenging and supportive environment in which the
development of children’s linguistic resources is nurtured (Soltero Gonzalez, 2007).
Future Research Directions
In the current political context of high stakes assessments and English-Only laws,
a great need for research to develop meaningful learning opportunities for ELLs exists.
Within the context of segregated schooling, ELLs receive separate curricula and limited
opportunities to interact with and learn from native English speaking peers. Research is
needed with a focus on the ways teachers (a) organize optimal participant structures (b)
provide meaningful learning in moment-to-moment interactions, and (c) differentiate
instruction for ELLs. Researchers also need to document the ways in which teachers
make decisions about a, b, and c.
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A great need for longitudinal data exists to examine the interplay between
institutional discourses and teachers’ individual agency in shaping the ways decisions are
made about children. Mehan’s (1984) model of Institutional Decision Making is one
frame in which to analyze factors affecting decision-making processes. Further
investigations also should examine how teachers negotiate the ZPD for students in ways
(a) repairs are made for ELLs compared to native English speakers, (b) the length of wait
time for individual students are affected by teachers’ assumptions of student ability, and
(c) teachers recognize ELLs’ linguistic and cognitive abilities across contexts.
Researchers need to inform teachers about ways to collect information about the
communities they teach in, which expands background knowledge needed to make
decisions (Ladson-Billings, 1999). By highlighting success models for underserved
groups, teachers can infuse culturally relevant pedagogy into current practices. Teachers
can become change agents by examining interactions with students at the micro-level,
one moment at a time. Due to their mutual engagement, interpersonal relationships, and
negotiation of meanings, Communities of Practices hold possibilities for real
transformation (Wenger, 1998).
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APPENDIX A
PARENT/LEGAL GUARDIAN CONSENT FORM
English Language Learners’ Participation in Classroom Communities

You are being asked to read the following material to ensure that you are informed
of the nature of this research study and of how your child will participate in it.
Signing this form will indicate that you have been so informed and that you give
your consent. Federal regulations require written informed consent prior to
participation in this research study so that you can know the nature and risks of
your child’s participation and can allow him/her to participate or not participate in
a free and informed manner.

What is the purpose of this research study?
The purpose of this study is to explore interactions that effect the participation of students
learning English in classroom communities. Participation is defined as ways that students and
teachers show to each other their understanding of events. Examples include sharing ideas
verbally or showing understanding through non-verbal gestures. The purpose of the research
is to identify how students learning English move from observer to full participant in
classroom discussions.

Why are you being asked to participate?
Some students learning English do well in school, while others experience challenges.
Teachers want to discover how non-native speakers of English are learning in the classroom.
If teachers recognize how students learning English contribute to classroom discussions, they
can help students learn. Your child is being invited to participate in the study because your
child is learning English. Your child is very important in the study because s/he can help the
researcher and teacher understand how your child is learning in the classroom. The researcher
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wants to identify how students signal to teachers they are learning. Approximately four
students and two teachers will be asked to participate in this study.

What will happen during this study?
The researcher will video record student participants and the teacher during literacy
discussions in the classroom. Your child will also be interviewed three times about key
interactions that occurred in the discussions. About 9 weeks will be needed to complete this
study.

Are there any benefits/costs/risks to me?
You will not receive any direct benefits from taking part in this study. Possible benefits to the
larger educational community include information that helps explain ways students learning
English are successful in classroom discussions. Aside from your child’s time, there are no
costs for taking part in the study. You or your child will not be paid for your participation.
The things that you will be doing have no more risks than participating in the routines of the
classroom.

Will video or audio recordings be made of me during the study?
We will make a video recording during the study so that we can be certain that your responses
are recorded accurately only if you check the first box below:

I give my permission for audio/video recordings to be made of me during my
participation in this research study.

I do not give my permission for audio/video recordings to be made of me
during my participation in this research study.
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APPENDIX A (continued)

Will the information that is obtained be kept confidential?
Your records will be confidential. You will not be identified in any reports or
publications resulting from the study. It is possible that representatives of the sponsor that
supports the research study will want to come to The University of Arizona to review
your information. Representatives of regulatory agencies including The University of
Arizona Human Subjects Protection Program may access your records. The only persons
who will know that you participated in this study will be the research team members:
Megan Farnsworth, Todd Fletcher, and your child’s classroom teacher.

May I change my mind about participating?
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may decide to not begin or to stop the study
at any time. Your refusing to participate or discontinuing your participation will have no
effect on your child’s education. Also any new information discovered about the research will
be provided to you. This information could affect your willingness to continue your
participation.

Whom can I contact for additional information?
You can call the Principal Investigator to tell him/her about a concern or complaint about
this research study. The Principal Investigator , Megan Farnsworth, Ph.D. Candidate can
be called at (520)309-8817. If you have questions about your rights as a research subject
you may call the University of Arizona Human Subjects Protection Program office at
(520) 626-6721. If you have questions, complaints, or concerns about the research and
cannot reach the Principal Investigator; or want to talk to someone other than the
Investigator, you may call the University of Arizona Human Subjects Protection Program
office. (If out of state use the toll-free number 1-866-278-1455.) If you would like to
contact the Human Subjects Protection Program via the web (this can be anonymous),
please visit http://www.irb.arizona.edu/contact/.
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APPENDIX A (continued)

By signing this form, I affirm that I have read the information contained in the form, that the
study has been explained to me, that my questions have been answered and that I agree that
my child can take part in this study. I do not give up any of my legal rights by signing this
form.

__________________________________
Name (Printed)

__________________________________

______________

Parent/ Guardian Signature

Date signed

Statement by person obtaining consent
I certify that I have explained the research study to the person who has agreed to participate,
and that he or she has been informed of the purpose, the procedures, the possible risks and
potential benefits associated with participation in this study. Any questions raised have been
answered to the participant’s satisfaction.

__________________________________
Name of study personnel

__________________________________
Study personnel signature

_______________
Date signed
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APPENDIX B
MINOR ASSENT FORM SPANISH

FORMA ASENTIMIENTO DE MENOR IMPORTANCIA
Yo sé que aprender inglés puede ser muy difícil a veces. A veces tú maestra o
amigos no comprenden que tu estás diciendo. Mucha gente quiere ayudarte. Tú maestra
quiere comprender tus palabras y ayudarte aprender. Yo quiero ir a tú clase y escuchar a
tú y tus amigos hablar. Después yo vi tú y tu maestra en la clase, posiblemente yo puedo
hacer cosas más fácil para ti. Voy a usar una cámara del cine en tú clase. Tus padres me
dijeron que está bien con ellos. Voy a pedir que tu hablas con migo a veces. Puedes ver el
video y vas a decir cómo te sientes durante los partes.
¿Está bien contigo que yo escucho en tú clase? Si no quieres, habla con tus
padres, maestro, o mi y no vamos a hacer más. No tienes que estar en este programa si no
quieres. ¿Tienes preguntas?
______________________
Nombre de niño
________________________________________________________________
Firma de niño

Fecha

__________________________________________________________________
Firma de testigo

Fecha

_________________________________________________________________
Firma de investigador

Fecha
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APPENDIX C
SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
Interview #1
How long have you been teaching kindergarten? What other grades have you taught?
Please describe a typical day of teaching: What actions must you perform during the
morning/ afternoon?
Describe your classroom management plan.
Describe the time when you get to plan, prepare or assess students.
Describe the time when you meet with or collaborate with colleagues.
Describe the roles of the interventionists and special education teachers at your school?
Language Specialist? Do you consult or collaborate with them?
Describe the “extra” committees you serve on.

Interview #2
Describe the training you have taken part in concerning the instruction or assessment of
ELLs (or a diverse population; Multicultural education; SEI)
Please describe your basic teaching philosophy? Assessment?
Can you talk specifically about math. What skills do children need to be successful in
math? When are they considered “at risk” for the Hotlist?
Do you employ specific strategies for ELLs? Assessment?
What do you believe the roles of parents are in their children’s education?

Interview # 3
Please describe past experiences in early socialization with your family, with friends, or
in your neighborhoods that you have had with people from different language
backgrounds?
Please describe past experiences in school/ work place that you have had with people
from different language backgrounds?

268

REFERENCES
Abedi, J. (2000, April). Confounding students’ performance and their language
background. Paper presented at the meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, New Orleans, LA.
Algozzine, B. & Ysseldyke, J. (1981). Special education services for normal children:
Better safe than sorry? Exceptional Children, 48(3), 238-243.
Arizona Revised Statutes 15-751 -15-756. Retrieved on February 12, 2010 from:
http://www.azleg.state.az.us/FormatDocument.asp?inDoc=/ars/15/00751.htm&T
le=15&DocType=ARS
Artiles, A.J.& Ortiz, A.A. (2002). English language learners with special education
needs. Illinois: Center for Applied Linguistics.
Artiles, A.J., Harry, B., Reschly, D.J., & Chinn, P.C. (1999). Placements of students of
color in special education classes, an overview. Nashville, TN: The Alliance
Project, Vanderbilt University.
Baca, L., & Cervantes, H. (2004). The bilingual special education interface (3rd ed).
Columbus, OH: Merrill.
Bahktin, M. (1981). The dialogic imagination. Austin, TX: University of Texas Press.
Banks, J.S. & McGee Banks, C.A. (2001). Multicultural education: Issues and
Perspectives (4th ed.). New York: Wiley.
Berry, R.A.W. (2006a). Teacher talk during whole-class lessons: Engagement strategies
to support the verbal participation of students with learning disabilities. Learning
Disabilities Research and Practice, 21(4), 211-234.

269

Berry, R.A.W. (2006b). Inclusion, power, and community: Teachers and students
interpret the language of community in an inclusion classroom. American
Educational Research Journal, 43(3), 489-515.
Berry, R.A. & Englert, C.S. (2005). Designing conversation: Book discussions in a
primary inclusion classroom. Learning Disability Quarterly, 28, 35-58.
Bloome, D., Power Carter, S., Morton Christian, B., Otto, S., & Shuart-Faris, N. (2005).
Discourse analysis & the study of classroom language & literacy events- a
microethnographic perspective. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Bloome, D. (1989). Classrooms and Literacy. Ablex: New Jersey.
Bloome, D. & Egan-Robertson, A. (1993). The social construction of intertextuality in
classroom reading and writing lessons. Reading Research Quarterly, 28(4), 304333.
Bowker, G. & Starr, S.L. (2000). Sorting things out: Classification and its consequences.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.
Brophy, T. & Good, T. (1974). Teacher-student relationships: Causes and consequences.
New York: Holt.
Brown, A.L., Bransford, J.D., Ferrara R.A., & Campione, J.C. (1983). Learning,
remembering and understanding. In P.H. Mussen (Ed.). Handbook of child
psychology; 3(77-166). New York: Wiley.
Bucholtz, M. (2002). Youth and cultural practice. Annual Reviews in Cultural
Anthropology, 31, 525-552.

270

Cartledge, G. & Kourea, L. (2008). Culturally responsive classrooms for Culturally
Diverse Students with and at risk for disabilities. Exceptional Children, 74(3),
351-371.
Cazden, C.B. (1972). Functions of language in the classroom. Teachers College,
Columbia University.
Cazden, C.B. (2001). Classroom Discourse: The language of teaching and learning.
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann
Clay, M.M. (1973). Reading: The patterning of complex behavior. Aukland, New
Zealand: Heinemann.
Clay, M.M. (1991). Becoming literate. The construction of inner control. Portsmouth:
NH: Heinemann.
Clay, M.M. (2001). An emphasis on prevention. The Journal of Special Education, 11(2),
183-188.
Collier, C. (1987). Comparison of acculturation and education characteristics of referred
and nonreferred culturally and linguistically different children. NABE Theory,
Research and Application: Selected Papers, 1987, L. M. Malare (Ed.), Buffalo,
NY: State University of New York at Buffalo, pp. 183-195.

Cole, M. (1996). Interacting minds in a life-span perspective: A cultural- historical
approach to culture and cognitive development. In P. Baltes & U. Staudinger
(Eds.), Interactive minds (pp. 59-87). New York: Cambridge University Press.

271

Combs, M. C., Evans, C., Fletcher, T., Parra, E., Jiménez, A. (2005). Bilingualism for the
children: Implementing a dual-language program in an English-only state.
Educational Policy, 19(5), 701-728.
Cook-Gumpertz, J. (1986). Introduction: the social construction of literacy. In J. CookGumpertz (Ed.), The social construction of literacy (pp. 1-15). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.
Corsaro, W.A. (1985). Friendship and peer culture in the early years. Norwood, NJ:
Ablex.
Creswell, J.W. (2009). Research design; Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods
approaches (3rd ed). Los Angeles: Sage.
Cummins, J. (1989). A theoretical framework for bilingual special education. Exceptional
Children, 56, 111-128.
Cummins, J. (2000). Academic language learning, transformative pedagogy, and
information technology: Towards a critical balance. TESOL Quarterly, 34(3),
537-548.
DaSilva Iddings, A. C. (2005). Linguistic access and participation. English Language
Learners in an English-dominant community of practice. Bilingual Research
Journal, 29, 165-183.
DaSilva Iddings, A. C. (2008). The mediational role of classroom practices during the
silent period: A new immigrant student learning the English language in a
mainstream classroom. TESOL Quarterly, 42(4), 567-582.

272

Delgado-Gaitan, C. & Trueba, H.T. (1985). Ethnographic study of participant structures
in task completion: Reinterpretation of “handicaps” in Mexican children.
Learning Disability Quarterly. 8(1), 67-75.
Denzin, N.K., & Lincoln, Y.S. (1994). Handbook of qualitative research. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.
Donovan, S., & Cross, C. (2002). Minority students in special and gifted education.
Washington, DC: National Academy Press.
Dworin, J.E. & Moll, L. C.(Eds.). (2006). Guest editors’ introduction. Journal of Early
Childhood Literature, 6(3), 234-240.
Echevarria, J. (1995). Interactive reading instruction: A comparison of proximal and
distal effects of instructional conversations. Exceptional Children, 61, 536-552.
Echeverria, J., & Graves, A., (2007). Sheltered Content Instruction. Teaching English
language learners with diverse abilities (2nd ed). Needham Heights, MA: Allyn
and Bacon.
Edelsky, C., Smith, K. & Wolfe, P. (2002). A discourse on academic discourse.
Linguistics and Education, 13(1), 1–38.
Englert, G.R. & Sinicrope, R. (1994). Making connections with two digit multiplication.
Arithmetic Teacher, 41(8), 446-448.
Erikson, F. (1982). Classroom discourse as improvisation: relationships between
academic task structure and social participant structure in lessons. In L. CherryWilkinson (Ed.), Communicating in the Classroom (pp. 153-181). NY: Academic
Press.

273

Erikson, F., & Shultz, J.(1977). When is a context? Newsletter of the Laboratory for
Comparative Cognition, 1, 5-12.
Ervin-Tripp, S.M. (1986). Activity structure as scaffolding for children’s second
language learning. In J. Cook-Gumpertz, W.A. Corsaro, & J. Streeck (eds.),
Children’s world and children’s language (pp. 327-357). Berlin: Mouton de
Gruyter.
Fairclough, N. (1989). Language and power. London: Longman.
Fairclough, N. (1992). Discourse and social change. Cambridge, MA: Polity Press.
Figueroa, R. (2002) Toward a new model of assessment. In A.J Artiles and A.A. Ortiz
(Ed.), English language learners with special education needs. Illinois: Center
for Applied Linguistics.
Freeman, Freeman, Stack, Garcia, McCloskey, Silva, and Gottlieb, M. (2004). On our
way to English. Rigby press
Fuchs, L., Fuchs, D., Hamlett, C.L., Phillips, N. B., Karn, S.K., & Dutka, S. (1997).
Enhancing students’ helping behavior during peer tutoring with conceptual
mathematical explanations. Elementary School Journal, 97, 223-250.
Garcia, G.N. (2000). Lessons from research: What is the length of time it takes limited
English proficient students to acquire English and succeed in an all English
classroom? In J. Echevarria & A.Graves (Eds.), Sheltered content instruction:
Teaching ELLs with diverse abilities. Boston: Pearson.
Garfinkel, H. (1967). Studies in ethnomethodology. New York: Prentiss Hall

274

Garfinkel, H. & Sacks, H. (1970). On formal structure of practical actions. In J.
McKinney & A. Tiryakian (Eds.). Theoretical Society (pp. 337-366). New York:
Appleton Century Crofts.
Gay, G. (1997). Curriculum for multicultural teacher education. In F.H. Klassen & D.M.
Gollnick (Eds.) Pluralism and the American teacher: Issues and case studies.
pp.31-62. Washington, D.C: American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education, Ethnic Heritage Center for Teacher Education.
Gay, G. & Kirkland, K. (2003). Developing cultural critical consciousness and selfreflection in pre-service teacher education. Theory into Practice, 42(3), 181-187.
Gee, J. (1996). Social linguistics and literacies: Ideology in discourses. London:
Routledge.
Gee, J.P. (1992). The social mind: Language, ideology, and social practice. New York:
Bergin & Garvey.
Genesee, F., Lindholm-Leary, K., Saunders,W., & Christian, D. (2005). English language
learners in U.S. Schools: An overview of research findings. Journal of Education
for Students Placed At-Risk, 10(4), 363-385.
Genesee, F. (1988). Neuropsychology and second language acquisition. In L.M. Beebe
(Ed.). Issues in second language acquisition: Multiple perspectives. Boston, MA:
Heinle & Heinle Publishers.
Goffman, (1981). Forms of talk. Oxford: Blackwell.
Goffman, E. (1967). Interaction ritual: Essays on face to face behavior, NY: Doubleday.

275

Goldenberg, C. (1993). Instructional conversations: Promoting comprehension through
discussion. The Reading Teacher, 46, 316-326.
Good, R.H. & Kaminski, R.A. (Eds.). (2002). Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early
Literacy Skills (6th ed). Eugene, OR: Institute for the Development of Educational
Achievement.
Goodman, Y. (1990). Discovering children’s inventions of written language. In
Goodman, Y (Ed.), How children construct literacy: Piagetian perspectives (pp.1-11).
Newark, DE: International Reading Association.
Goodwin, C. (1990). He-said-she-said: Talk as social organization among Black
children. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.
Goodwin, C. (1995). Seeing in depth. Social studies of science, (25) 237-274.
Goodwin, C. (in press). Interactive footing. In E. Holt, E. & R. Clift (Eds.), Voicing:
Reported speech and footing in conversation. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press
Goodwin, M. H.(2006). The hidden life of girls: Games of stance, status and exclusion.
Oxford: Blackwell Publishing.
Gottlieb, M. (2006). Assessing English Language Learners. Thousand Oaks, CA:Corwin
Press.
Gumpertz, J. (1982). Discourse strategies. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Gumpertz, J. (1986). Interactional sociolinguistics in the study of schooling. In J. CookGumpertz, J. (Ed.). The social construction of literacy (pp. 45-68). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

276

Gutierrez, K. Baquedano-Lopez, P. & Tejada, C. (1999). Rethinking diversity: Hybridity
and hybrid language practices in the third space. Mind, Culture & Activity: An
International Journal, 6(4), 286-303.
Halliday, M.A.K. (1975). Learning how to mean: Explorations in the development of
language. London: Edward Arnold.
Halliday, M.A.K. (1986). Three aspects of children’s language development: Learning
language, learning through language, and learning about language. Unpublished
manuscript.
Harre, R. & van Langenhove, L.( 1999). Positioning Theory. Oxford, England:
Blackwell.
Hawkins, M. (2004). Researching English language and literacy development in schools.
Educational Researcher, 33(3), 14-25.
Hearne, D. (2000). Teaching second language learners with learning disabilities.
Oceanside, CA: Academic Communication Associates.
Heath, S.B. (1983). Ways with words: Language, life and work in communities and
classrooms. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.
Heath, S.B. & Street, B. V. (2008). Ethnography; Approaches to language and literacy
research. New York: Teachers College Press.
Heddens, J.W. (1986). Bridging the gap between the concrete and the abstract. Arithmetic
Teacher, 33(6), 6-7.
Heras, A.I., (1993). The construction of understanding in a sixth grade bilingual
classroom. Linguistics and Education, 5, 275-300.

277

Hollins, E.R. (2008). Culture in school learning: Revealing the deep meaning. New
York: Routeldge.
Hoover, J.J., & Collier, C. (1985). Referring culturally different children: Sociocultural
considerations. Academic Therapy, 20, 503-509.
Hoover, J.J., Klingner, J.K., Baca, L. M., & Patton, J. M. (2008). Methods for
teaching Cuturally and Linguistically Diverse exceptional learners. Columbus
Ohio: Pearson Merrill Prentice Hall.
Hornberger, N. (2003). Continua of biliteracy. An ecological framework for educational
policy, research, and practice in multilingual settings. Clevedon: Multilingual
Matters Ltd.
Howard, P. (2000). The owner’s manual for the brain. Austin, TX: Bard press.
Hutchby, I. & Wooffitt, R. (1998). Conversation analysis: Principles, practices, and
applications. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Hutchins, E. (1995). Cognition in the wild. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Individuals With Disabilities Education Act Amendments of 1997. In A.J. Artiles.&
A.A.Ortiz, (Eds.) English language learners with special education needs.
Illinois: Center for Applied Linguistics.
Jefferson, G.(1986). Notes on latency in overlap onset. Human Studies, 9, 153-156.
Jussim, L. & Harber, K.D. (2005). Teacher expectations and self-fulfilling prophesies:
Knowns and unknowns, resolved and unresolved controversies. Personality and
Social Psychology Review, 9(2), 131-155.

278

Kaniel, S. & Feuerstein, R. (1989). Special needs of children with learning difficulties.
Oxford Review of Education, 15, 164-179.
Katz, L. & Champion, T. (2009). There’s no “1” way to tell a story. In J.C. Scott, D.Y
Straker, & L Katz, L. (Eds.), Affirming students right to their own language. New
York: Routledge.
Klingner, J.K., Barletta, L.M., & Hoover, J.J. (2008). Response to Intervention models
and English language learners. In Klingner, J.K., Hoover, J.J. & Baca, L.M.
(Eds.). (2008) Why do English language learners struggle with reading? (pp. 3756). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Klingner, J.K., Hoover, J.J. & Baca, L.M. (2008) (Eds.). Why do English language
learners struggle with reading? Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Klingner, J.K. & Vaughn, S. (1996). Reciprocal teaching of reading comprehension
strategies for students with learning disabilities who use English as a second
language. Elementary School Journal, 96, 375-293.
Krashen, S.D. (1996). A gradual exit, variable threshold model for limited-Englishproficient children. NABE News 19(7), 15-17.
Krashen, S.D. (1982). Principles and practice in second language acquisition. New
York: Prentice-Hall.
Ladson-Billings, G. J.(1999). Preparing teachers for diverse student populations: A
critical race theory perspective. Review of Research in Education, 24, 211-247.
Lave, J. & Wenger, E. (1991). Situated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

279

Lee, C. D. (2007). Culture, literacy, and learning. New York: Teachers College Press.
Lindholm, K.J. (1987). English language proficiency. Research in the teaching of
English, 21(1), 64-91.
Linehan, C. & McCarthy, J. (2001). Reviewing the “Community of practice” metaphor:
An analysis of control relations in a primary school classroom. Mind, Culture,
and Activity, 8, 129-147.
Maccini, P. & Gagnon, J.C. (2006). Mathematics instructional practices and assessment
accommodations by secondary special and general educators. Exceptional
Children, 72, 217-234.
Maletsky, E. M. (2007). Harcourt Math for kindergarten. Florida: Harcourt.
Marshall, C. & Rossman, G.B. (2006). Designing qualitative research. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.
Mather, N. & Wendling, B.J. (2009). Essentials of evidenced-based academic
interventions. NJ: Wiley & Sons.
McDermott, R. (1997). Achieving School Failure: 1972-1997. In G. Spindler, (Ed.). 3rd
ed. Education and cultural processes: Anthropological approaches (pp.110-135).
Prospect Heights, IL: Waveland Press.
Mehan, H. (1979). Learning lessons: Social organization in the classroom. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.
Mehan, H. (1984). Institutional Decision-Making In B. Rogoff & J. Lave (Eds.),
Everyday Cognition (pp. 41-66). Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

280

Michaels, S. (1981). Sharing time: Children’s narrative style and differential access to
literacy. Language in Society, 10, 423-432.
Miles, M.B. & Huberman, A.M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: A sourcebook of new
methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Moll, L. & Gonzales, N. (2004). Engaging life: A funds- of- knowledge approach to
multicultural education. In J.A. Banks & C.A. M. Banks (Eds.), Handbook of
research on multicultural education. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition. (2005). The growing numbers
of limited English proficient students: 1992/93-2002/3. Retrieved September
21, 2008 from
http://www.ncela.gwu.edu/policy/states/reports/statesdata/2005LEP/GrowingLEP
0506.pdf.
Noddings, N. (1992). The challenge to care in schools: An alternative approach to
education. New York: Teachers College Press.
Norton, B. (2000). Identity and language learning: Gender, ethnicity and educational
change. Essex, England: Pearson Education.
Ochoa, S.H., Robles-Pina, R., Garcia,S.B., & Breunig, N. (1999). School psychologists’
perspectives on referrals of language minority students. Multiple voices for
ethnically diverse exceptional learners, 3(1), 1-14.
Ochs, E. (1979). Transcription as theory. In E. Ochs, & B.B. Schiefflen (Eds.).
Developmental Pragmatics (pp. 43-72). New York: Academic Press.

281

O’Connor, M., & Michaels, S. (1996). Shifting participant frameworks: Orchestrating
thinking practices in group discussions. In D. Hicks, (Ed.), Discourse, learning,
and schooling (pp. 63-103). New York: Cambridge University Press.
Ortiz, A. (1997). Learning disabilities occurring concomitantly with linguistic difference.
In J. Dixon-Hearne (Ed.) Teaching second language learners with learning
disabilities. Oceanside, CA: Academic Communications Associates.
Ortiz, A. & Yates, J. (2002). Considerations in the assessment of English language
learners referred to special education. In A. A. Artiles, & A. Ortiz (Eds.), English
Language Learners with special education needs. Illinois: Center for Applied
Linguistics.
Owocki, G. & Goodman, Y.M. (2002). Kidwatching: Documenting children’s literacy
development. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.
Papalia, D.E., Olds, S.W., & Feldman, R.D. (Eds.)(2008). A child’s world: Infancy
through adulthood. (11th ed). Boston, MA: McGraw-Hill Higher Education.
Patton, M.Q. (1989). Qualitative Evaluation Methods. In I. Seidman (Ed.), Interviewing
as qualitative research. New York: Teachers College Press.
Philips, S.U. (1972). Participant structures and communicative competence: Warm
Springs children in community and classroom. In C.B. Cazden (Ed.), Functions of
language in the classroom (pp. 370-394). Teachers College, Columbia
University.
Pink, Sarah (2007). Doing Visual Ethnography. London: Sage.

282

Poplin, M.S. & Cousin, P.T. (1996). Alternate views of learning disabilities: Issues for
the 21st century. Austin, TX: PRO-ED.
Quinn, N. (2005). Finding culture in talk: A collection of methods. New York:
Palgrave/Macmillan.
Reyes, E.I., & Bos, C.S. (1996). Interactive semantic mapping and charting: Enhancing
content area learning for language minority students. In R.M. Gersten & R.T.
Jimenez (Eds.), Promoting learning for culturally and linguistically diverse
students (pp. 133-150). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.
Rhodes, R.L., Ochoa, S.H., & Ortiz, S.O. (2005). Assessing culturally and linguistically
diverse students: A practical guide. Guilford Press, New York: NY.
Rogoff, B. (1990). Apprenticeship in thinking: Cognitive development in social context.
New York: Oxford University Press.
Rogoff, B. (1994). Developing understanding of the idea of communities of learners.
Mind,Culture, and Activity: An International Journal, 1(4), 209-229.
Rogoff, B. (2003). The Cultural Nature of Human Development. New York: Oxford
University Press.
Rogoff, B. & Angelillo, C. (2002). Investigating the coordinated functioning of
multifaceted cultural practices in human development. Human Development. 45,
211-225.
Rosenthal, R. & Jacobson, L. (1968). Pygmalion in the classroom: Teacher expectations
and student intellectual development. New York: Holt.
Rowe, D.W. (1994). Preschoolers as authors. New Jersey: Hampton Press, Inc.

283

Rubin, H.J. & Rubin, I. (1995). Qualitative interviewing: The art of data hearing.
London: Sage.
Rymes, B. & Pash, D. (2001). Questioning Identity: The case of one second language
learner. Anthropology & Education Quarterly, 32(3), 276-300.
Sacks, H., Schegloff, E.A. & Jefferson, G. (1974). A simplest systematic for the
organization of turn-taking for conversation. Language, 50, 696-735.
Saunders, W.M., & O’Brien, G. (2007). Oral Language. In Genesee, F., Lindholm-Leary,
K., Saunders,W., & Christian, D. (Eds.), Educating English Language Learners.
A synthesis of research evidence. Cambridge University Press, pp. 14-63.
Saville-Troike, M. (1978). A guide to culture in the classroom. Arlington VA: National
Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education
Saville-Troike, M. (1984). What really matters in second language learning for academic
achievement? TESOL Quarterly, 18, 117-131.
Shantz, C.U. & Hartup, W.W. (1992). Conflict in child and adolescent development.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Slavin, R.E.(1983). Cooperative learning. New York: Longman
Schuman, D. (1982). Policy analysis, education, and everyday life. Lexington, MA:
Heath.
Seidman, I. (2006). Interviewing as qualitative research. New York: Teachers College
Press.
Short, D., & Echevarria, J. (2005). Teacher skills to support English language learners.
Educational Leadership, 62(4), 8-13.

284

Shuy, G. (1988). Identifying dimensions of classroom language in multiple perspectives
analyses of classroom discourse. Ablex: New Jersey.
Smagorinsky, P. & O’Donnell-Allen, C. (1997). Idiocultural diversity in small groups:
The role of the relational framework in collaborative learning. In C.D. Lee & P.
Smagorinsky (Eds.), Vygotskian perspectives on literacy research: Constructing
meaning through collaborative inquiry (pp. 51-85). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.
Snow, C., & Biancarosa, G. (2003). Adolescent literacy development among English
language learners. New York: The Carnegie Corporation of New York.
Snow, C.E., Cancino, H., Gonzalez, P., & Sriberg, E. (1987). Second language learners’
formal definitions: An oral language correlate of school literacy (Tech. Rep. No.
5). Los Angeles: University of California, Center for Language Education and
Research.
Soltero Gonzalez, L.A. (2006). Exploring the literacy practices of preschool bilingual
Spanish-English speaking children (Unpublished doctoral dissertation).
University of Arizona, Arizona.
Suarez-Orozco, C.,Suarez-Orozco, M.M. , & Todorova, I.(2008). Learning a new land:
Immigrant Students in American Society. Cambridge, MA: Belnap Press of
Harvard University Press.
Thomas, W.P. & Collier,V.P. (1997). School effectiveness for language minority
students. Washington, DC: National clearinghouse for bilingual education.

285

Toohey, K. (1996). Learning English as a second language in kindergarten: A community
of practice perspective. Canadian Modern Language Review, 52, 549-76.
Vaughn, S., Hughes, M. Moodly, S., & Elbaum, B. (2001). Instructional grouping for
reading for students with Learning Disabilties: Implications for practice.
Interventions in School & Clinic, 36, 131-137.
Vaughn, S. & Fuchs, L.S. (2003). Redefining learning disabilities as inadequate response
to treatment: the promise and potential problems. Learning Disabilities Research
and Practice, 18(3), 137-146.
Verplaetse, L. (2000). How content teachers allocate turns to limited English proficient
students. Journal of Education, 182(3), 19-35.
Vygotsky, L.S. (1987). Thought and Language. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
Wells, G. (2000). Dialogic inquiry in education: Building on the legacy of Vygotsky. In
C.D. Lee & P. Smagorinsky (Eds.), Vygotskian perspectives on literacy research:
Constructing meaning through collaborative inquiry (pp. 51-85). Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press.
Wenger, E. (1998). Communities of practice: Learning, meaning, and identity.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Wentzel, K.R. (1999). Social-motivational processes and interpersonal relationships:
Implications for understanding motivations at school. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 91, 76-97.
Wertsch, J.V. (1991). Voices of mind: A sociocultural approach to mediated interaction.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

286

Winkelmann, C.L. (1991). Social acts and social systems: Community as metaphor.
Linguistics and Education, 3, 1-29.
Wong-Fillmore, L. (1979). Individual differences in second language acquisition. New
York: Academic Press.
Wortham, S. (2006). Learning Identity; The Joint emergence of social identification and
academic learning. NewYork: Cambridge University Press.
Yoon, B. (2008). Uninvited guests: The influence of teachers’ roles and pedagogies on
the positioning of English Language Learners in the regular classroom. American
Educational Research Journal, 45(2), 495-522.

