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ABSTRACT 

This study was designed to provide an in-depth examination of biliteracy 

development among students in a bilingual, second and third grade classroom over the 

course of one academic year. Biliteracy refers to children's literate conq)etencies in two 

languages. 

This qualitative study focused on understanding biliteracy among diildren ^o 

were already bilingual in EngUsh and Spanish, and those i^o were monolingual in 

Fnglish The three basic questions guiding this study are the following; (1) Can children 

become biliterate in this setting? (2) What kinds of classroom cultural practices foster 

biliteracy development? and (3) What are the theoretical and practical hnplications of 

these dual literacy practices for the development of a biliterate pedagogy? 

Three case studies of students provide insights into the processes of dual literacy 

learning. These case studies higUi^t significant a^ects of eadi student's developing 

biliteracy, and are intended to demonstrate that there are multiple paths to and contexts 

for biliteracy development in Fnglish and Spanish. 

The results of this inquiry suggest that biliteracy development in classrooms is 

feasible, but that teachers and students must create ''additive" conditions for learning that 

make both languages "unmarked" for classroom work. The study provides insights into 

the relationsh^s between student characteristics and classroom dynamics, the ^ecific 

contexts, processes, and content of English-Spanish biliteracy within the classroom. This 
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study also raises issues for fiuther researdi and pedagogy in this inqiortant but neglected 

area of study. 



16 

CHAPTER 1 

BDLITERACY DEVELOPMENT IN THE CLASSROOM 

This study provides an in-depth examination of biliteracy development among 

students in a bilingual, second and third grade classroom over the course of one 

academic year. Biliteracy is a broad, inclusive term that refers to children's literate 

competencies in two languages, often developed more or less shnuhaneousfy. 

This qualitative study focused on understanding biliteracy among children ^o 

were bilingual in Fuglish and Spanish at the beginning of the school year, as well as those 

who were monolingual in Fnglish The central research question guiding this study is the 

following; What can be leamed about English-Spanish biliteracy development among 

students in a classroom context? Three related questions were addressed in this study: 

(1) Can children become biliterate in this setting? (2) What kinds of classroom practices 

foster biliteracy development? and (3) What are the theoretical and practical inq>fications 

of these dual literacy practices for the development of a biliterate pedagogy? 

The study describes the classroom (known as the 'Tree Room") in detail, 

discusses its curriculum and social dynamics, presents a portrait of the teacher, Ms. 

Kathy Lohse, including her teaching philosophy and practice, and provides information 

about the school and neighboifaood as the broader contexts for the students' e7q)eriences. 
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I also conducted three case studies of students to provide insights into their 

processes of literacy learning. Hie case study method allowed me to study several 

a^ects of literacy development in two languages among students within the same 

classroom. These studies also include background information on students' Amities, 

Mends, and interests. I provide documentation that there are mult^le paths to literacy 

development in F.ngtish and Spanish, and that these paths are influenced by the students' 

characteristics and by the sodocultural practices that constitute classroom life. 

The goal of the study, then, is to provide insights into the contexts, processes, 

and content of English-Spani^ biliteracy development within a classroom setting. These 

insights win advance our theoretical and practical understandings of literacy 

development, in this instance, in two languages, and raise issues for further research in 

this inoportant but neglected area of study. 

Statement of the Problem 

The view that students can learn in two languages with the goal of developing 

their literacy m both is not a conmion one in this country. Most bilingual programs in 

the U. S. have as their overall goal the development of English proficiency for 'language 

minority" students. In these programs, commonly referred to as "transitional" bilingual 

education, literacy development in the native or first language is not a priority. In fitct, 

Spanish retains its status as a "marked" language in society and the programs lack any 

serious commitment to develop the students' Spanish literacy. Instead, Spanish is used 
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primarily as a "bridge" to learning FngKsh. That is, Spanish is used as the predonmiant 

language of instruction temporarily (and sporadical^) ^lile the students are learning 

Ftiglish. Once students have transitioned into aH-Fnglish instruction, there is no longer 

any instruction in the students' first language (IQolseth, 1973; Lambert & Taylor, 1987; 

Moll & Dworin, 1996). In arguing against this approach, f^olseth (1973) has written: 

The school's poficy is essentially a "burnt bridges" approach; the ethnic language 
is seen onfy as a bridge to the non-ethnic language—one to be crossed as rapidly 
as possible and then destroyed, at least as a legitimate medium of instruction, 
although some voluntary classes in it as a foreign language may be maintained, 
(p. 13) 

A number of other researchers in the field of bilingual education have offered 

gtmilar critiques, including Lambert (1974), ^o coined the term "subtractive 

bilingualism" to refer to the process vsdiereby students' native language is replaced 

through the school experience by the majority language. This "subtractive" approach 

contrasts greatly with the goals and orientation of bilingual programs that seek to 

develop language abilities in both the native and second language of their students. 

Lambert has described these programs as "additive" because a second language 'Is 

added" to children's repertoires and their native language abilities are also developed, bi 

other words, these programs foster bilingualism (Lambert, 1974, 1987; Landry & AOard, 

1991; Otheguy, 1991). 

One of the main concerns with the "subtractive" approach to bilingual education 

is that children lose (or do not develop fiirther) their native language and literacy. A 

related concem is that their academic progress is often constrained because sdiool 
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instmction is in their second language, in this country, English, >^ch may not be 

sufficiently developed after only a few years of classroom e}q)osure (Collier, 1989, 1992, 

1995; Cummins, 1989; Cummins & Swain, 1986; Lambert, 1974, 1987; Landry & 

Allard, 1991; Thomas & Collier, 1995). Recent findings suggest that it may take as few 

as five to seven years and as long as seven to ten years for ESL students to become 

academica% conqietent in English (Collier, 1992, 1995; Cummins, 1989). Deq)itethe 

different time firames, there is agreement regarding the main reason that FngKsh for 

schooling purposes takes so long to learn: native ^eakers of English are not standing 

stin (in their language development) waiting for ESL students to catch up with them 

(Colfier, 1995; Thomas & Colfier, 1995). Thus, language minority children may get little 

or no siq)port for their native language development, e^edalfy in terms of their literacy 

development and academic learning, and insufficient time and support to fiilfy develop 

their second language capabilities. Furthermore, it may also be the case that some 

children mtemafize the negative societal attitudes towards Spanish, bifingualism, and 

their ethnic groups, and that transitional bilingual programs may embody these attitudes 

(see Griego-Jones, 1994). 

An important initiative developed in a limited number of locations in this country 

is the advent of "two-way' or dual innnersion bilingual programs (see Christian, 1995). 

Although each program may be diverse in its approach, they have in common three 

important characteristics that differentiate them fi'om most transitional bilingual 

programs: (1) The student populations are '̂ mixed," that is, they deliberately include both 
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language minority" students and language majority" or native ^eakers of English in 

the same classrooms; (2) The minoTity language is used for at least half of the day; and 

(3) the goal is bilinguafism for all students (Crawford, 1989; Undhofan, 1987, 1990). In 

contrast to transitional bilingual programs, students do not "exit" from this program 

model An underlymg premise of these types of programs is wiiat Ruiz (1984) has 

described as a '1anguage-as-resource" perfective: both the native ^eakers of English 

and those of the minority language are viewed as bringing in^)ortant linguistic and 

cultural resources to the classroom and these are utilized to develop biUngualism for both 

groups of students. However, even the "two-way" bilingual or dual immersion programs 

may seek to develop biUngualism but not necessarily biliteracy as an e?q>licit goal of 

instruction (Crawford, 1989; Dolson & Mayer, 1991; Lindholm, 1987, 1990; Thomas & 

Coffier, 1995; Valdes, 1991). 

Bilingual education programs, then, e^ecialty those described as "two-way" and 

"maintenance" programs, that purport to develop the children's conq)etencies in both 

languages, are relative^ rare, yet, these are the settings within \^cdi biliteracy would be 

expected to flourisL Nevertheless, despite the lack of these programs, it is possible to 

find mdividual classrooms with such an emphasis. In these classrooms there is a 

deliberate effort by the teacher to create conditions for both first and second language 

literacy learning. These classrooms are, in this reject at least, at the cutting-edge of 

bilingual education, and represent 'literacy labs" where one can study childrrai becoming 

fluent and literate in two languages. One such classroom was the setting for this study. 
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Ilieoretical Framework 

There are two mqiortant per^ectives that provide the theoretical foundations of 

this study. One is sociocultural theoiy, as developed by Vygotsky, Luria, and others 

(see, e.g., Vygotsky, 1978, 1987), and associated in this country with researchers such as 

Cole (1990), MOH (1990), Wertsch (1986) among others. The other is the transactional 

theory of language and literacy, as developed by the Goodmans, Rosenblatt, and others, 

(Edelslgr, 1991; Goodman & Goodman, 1990; Goodman, Smith, Meredith & Goodman, 

1987; Rosenblatt, 1978) and influenced by the work of Halliday(HaIUday, 197S). 

Although differences certainty exist among scholars within these traditions, there is much 

common theoretical ground that supports a unity between them For exan^le, a holistic 

perspective is shared by both theories, and a recognition of the importance of social 

context and its centrality to meaning-making. Both views, therefore, seek to understand 

literacy practices within the social and historical contexts in v^ch they occur, and view 

readers and writers as creating meaning through transactions with texts and with others 

(Goodman, Smith, Meredith & Goodman, 1987; MOH 1988, 1989). hi >^at follows, I 

elaborate briefly on each theoretical perfective. 

Sociocultural Theory 

This dissertation was informed by sociocultural per^ectives, those theoretical 

positions that place central in:q)ortance on social and historical contexts and processes as 

key to understanding the relationsh^ among culture, activity, and thwilring (Moll, 1990; 
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Scribner & Cole, 1981; Vygotslgr, 1978). Hie basic elements of this perfective are 

well-knovvn, and will not be repeated here (see, e.g., Moll, 1989, 1990; Vygotsky, 1978; 

Wertsch, 1986), except to highlight its en^hasis on mediation, how human beings 

interact with their environments indirect^, through the use of cultural tools and symbols, 

as wen as social practices. The uses of literacy represents one major exanq)le of the use 

of mediational means to interact with the social world. 

For present purposes, a sociocultural perfective is meant to be inclusive of three 

aspects of study. Urst, how literacy in two languages is used as a tool for 

communication and thinking. Following Vygotsky (1978), among others, I sought to 

document the mediational potoitial of biliteracy, ef ecialfy ia ^dlitating mult^le and 

flexible ways of fostering and supporting students' academic development (Moll & 

Dworin, 1996; Moll, Dworin & Saez-Vega, 1995). Integral to this perfective is the 

concept of'1anguage-as-resource" (Ruiz, 1984), because it re-positions the roles of 

languages and cultures, considering bilingualism to be a vital linguistic and intellectual 

resource within classrooms. 

Second, I am interested in studying biliteracy in relation to the social organization 

of classroom activities; that is, to examine the students' uses of literacy within the 

contexts created by the f ecific social practices of the classroom under study. This 

approach is influenced by the work of Scribner & Cole (1981). Of particular importance 

was their conception of literacy as practice, understanding Hterac^ in relation to f edfic 

forms of sociocultural activity. As Scribner & Cole (1981) wrote: 
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By practice we mean a recurrent, goal-directed sequence of activities using a 
particular technology and particular systems of kno^edge.... Whether defined 
in broad or narrow terms, practice always refers to sodalfy developed and 
pattemed ways of using te^ology and knowledge to accon^lish tasks, (p. 236) 

From this sociocultural perfective, then, literacy and its consequences must be 

understood as practice that is socialfy organized and involving ^ecific uses of 

technology and kno>^edge: 

Literacy is not sin^fy knowing how to read and write a particular script but 
applying this knowledge for ^ edfic purposes in q)ecific contexts of use. Tbe 
nature of these practices, including of course, their tedmological a^ eas, will 
determine the kinds of sfaHs ("consequences") associated wfth literacy. (Scribner 
&Cole, 1981, p. 236) 

Third, I take up the study of classroom biliteracy in relation to broader social and 

cultural dynamics; that is, there is also an atten^t to situate children's classroom 

transactions within larger institutional and societal contexts (Moll & Dworin, 1996). 

These broader contexts he^ define and control the e7q>erience of schooling for the 

students and teachers (MoD, 1992a). 

A sociocultural orientation, then, considers children's language and literacy 

development as situated within mult^le interactional contexts and enq)hasizes the social 

practices of learning as key for understanding literacy uses and their consequences 

(Kamberelis, 1995; Moll & Dworin, 1996). 

Transactional Perspeg^a«^ ftn Tr^^guage and Literacv 

A transactional, or ^diole language, perfective of language and literacy 

development has also greatly influenced this study (see, e.g., Goodman, 1986; Goodman 
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key concqjts that make up a transactional view and I win onfy outline them brie% here. 

One basic concept is that language, both oral and written, is learned best through its use 

within authentic, meatiingfiil contexts and activities. Thus, in a ^ole-language 

classroom, such as the one featured in this study, the teadier atten^t to retain the 

authenticity of literate activities through such practices as reading literature for meaning 

and pleasure, and writing for real purposes, avoiding the more artificial drills and 

worksheets. 

Another enq)hasis prevalent in the transactional perfective is that learners 

themselves create meaning through active, purposefiil transactions with texts, in contrast 

with other paradigms that en^hasize the role of the teacher and texts in controlling 

meaning. Within this transactional perspective, the teachers and studoits co-construct 

theme studies and other &cets or practices of classroom life. The goal is to create a rich 

literate environment for students and to fiidlitate their mult^le uses of literacy through 

repeated and varied engagements with texts. 

This last point is based on a belief that students bring important knowledge to 

school and that it is a primary responsibility of the teacher to build upon this 

knowledge by facilitating increased involvement with texts within a literacy-rich 

classroom. As Goodman & Goodman (1990, p. 225) have put it: 

The school can be an even richer literate environment than the world outside 
of school. The teacher can serve as mediator between the learners and this 
literate environment. Each school experience can be an authentic speech or 
literacy event, "a complex cultural activity" (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 118). The 
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teacher invites the participation of the learners and supports their transactions 
with language and the world. 

In summary, I find that transactional theory is con^atible with a sodocultural 

perfective, both en^hasize the active learner usmg the cultural resources available 

within their environments. These resources may inchide texts as well as peers and 

adubs, and specific social practices, that he^ fiicilitate their uses of literacy SOT a variety 

of purposes. 

Overview of the Dissertation Chz^ters 

This chapter has introduced the purpose of the study, to document and analyze 

children's biliteracy development in a bilingual, second/third grade classroom. It also 

discusses of some key issues regarding biliteracy within bilingual educational programs, 

and a discussion of the theoretical framework iq}on \^ch the study is based. The 

remainder of this dissertation will be presented through the following seven chapters. 

Giapter 2 is a review of the literature relevant to this study. Its purpose is to 

examine prior research on biliteracy, eq>ecially studies of classrooms. 

Chapter 3 identifies the methodological procedures for this study. In it, the 

methods of data collection and anafysis are presented, including the roles of the 

researcher, teacher, and students, and the scope of the study. 

Chapter 4 discusses the classroom as social system of instruction. The 

neighborhood, and school are also described in order to place the classroom within a 
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broader social context Hie diapter presents a number ofkey characteristics of the 

classroom, teacher, and students. 

Chapter 5 initiates the case studies by presenting Brenda, a third grader, and her 

writing in FtigKsh and Spanish. Althou^ Brenda was bilingual, she mostfy read and 

wrote in Spani^ This chapter highlights individual choice, as Brenda chose not to 

"di^Iay" her English-language abilities in the classroom, but elected to write almost 

exclusively in Spanish. 

Chapter 6 is a case study of Daniel, a second grader wiio read in both English 

and Spani^ for academic and other purposes. The study highlights his reading. He is an 

interesting example of a child m^o was bilingual from an early age and apparently used 

these abilities to become an avid reader. He also wrote hi both languages, but mostly in 

Spani^ 

Chapter 7 discusses Kyla, a third grader and how her efforts to learn Spanish led 

her to become biliterate. Kyla is particular^ interesting because of the inq)]ications for 

"two-way biliteracy"; that is, the possibilities for a pedagogy whose goal is the 

development of literacy m two languages mchiding that of monolingual, 

English-Leaking students. 

Chapter 8 is the final discussion of the study. I summarize the findings of my 

research and discuss their significance. I also review some theoretical themes that 

emerge from this work because of then: in^ortance for a biliterate pedagogy, and offer 

suggestions for fiuther researdt 
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Definitions Of Tenns 

la this section I offer definitions of some of the most common terms used in this 

dissertation. 

Bilingualism: BilinguaHsm is the condition of'Icaowing two languages" rather than 

one. What is a matter of concern here is that there is knowledge present (in \^atever 

degree) m more than one language, not the degree of knouiedge possessed in each of 

the two languages (Valdes, 1991, 1994). In other words, the skill or abilities in one 

language may not match the other. This uneven development, the norm in bilingualism, 

reflects the circumstances in \^ch one language or the other is learned and used. As 

Valdes (1994) has put it, 'It is important to view biliagualism as a continuum and 

bilingual individuals as &lling along this continuum at different points relative to each 

other, depending on the varying strengths and cognitive characteristics of their two 

languages" (p. 8). 

Biliteracy: A broad, inchisive term used to describe literate conqietencies, to M^tever 

degree, in two languages, developed either simultaneous^ or successively. In this study, 

EngH^ and Spanish are the two languages. 

Development: Children's abilities to self-regulate and use literacy in progressively more 

complex ways and in a variety of genres. Development becomes evident by children's 

partic^ation in more conq)lex literate practices in the classroom. Development is 

uneven, Le., different languages based on the circumstances for learning. 
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Appropriation: Refers to the social and individual processes by viiich language (and 

culture), both oral and written, is made one's own or internalized (appropriated) by 

students; in contrast with tenn acquisition (a "subconscious" process), or learning 

(un^edfied mdividual consequences of classroom participation), appropriation refers to 

children's active "take-over" of a once social process or practice. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

In this chapter, I review the literature on biliteracy, outlining both theoretical and 

practical issues in the field. Li addition, I address iiiq)0itant differences betweoi literacy 

research within monolingual and bilingual settings. Although one might expect to find 

research on biliteracy in areas of study such as bilingual education, immersion education 

programs, or second language learning, a review of the literature in these areas indicates 

that this is not necessarity the case. Ironicalfy, even in the field of literacy research, 

\^ere attention to how different "literacies" are related to social contexts and cultural 

practices has become a prominent feature of study (see, e.g., John-Stemer, PanoMy & 

Smith, 1994; Scribner & Cole, 1981), the topic of biliteracy has not received much, if 

any, attention (but see, Ferdman, Weber, & Ramnrez, 1994; Walsh, 1994). Iliis neglect 

is the case even though bilinguaHsm is such a common world-wide phenomenon and the 

obvious relevance of the topic for studying how literacy is constituted in different 

contexts. 

Similarly, most of the studies in bilmgual education are concerned with 

instructional features, assessmg the effectiveness of bilingual programs, or \^ether 

students develop spoken proficiency in English as a second language. Second language 

acquisition studies toid to focus on reading or writing in students' second languages (and 

the second language is almost always English), but do not consider the study of literacy 
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development in two languages. The same situation even holds for the study of 

hiKngiiflligfti a field which has tended to ignore the study of literacy. As Valdes (1991) 

has remarked, "In general, the research on biUnguaHsm has concerned itself primarily 

with the study of the ^oken language. Most studies have focused on bilingualism as 

opposed to biliteracy" (p. x). For exan^le, none of the earfy work in bilingualism (e.g., 

Haugen, 1950, 1956; Leopold, 1939-49; Weinrich, 1953) exammed issues of biliteracy. 

And two mfiuential books on bilingualism (Hakuta, 1986) and second language 

acquisition (Bialystok & Hakuta, 1994) do not address biliteracy to any extent. 

To be sure, there is a significant body of research concerned with bilingual 

education in US classrooms, and the present study has been ioformed by many of these 

studies, particularly those that used qualitative methods to study classroom life (e.g., 

Diaz, Moll & Mehan, 1986; Montiel, 1992; Quintero, 1988; Whitmore, 1992). In 

addition, there are many studies of bilingual children's reading (Barrera, 1983; Faltis, 

1986; Garcia, Pearson & Anraez, 1995; Hudelson, 1981; ^oiez, Garcia & Pearson, 

1996; Mramontes & Commins, 1989, among others) and bilinguals and writing 

(Ammon, 1985; Hudelson, 1988) that will not be covered in this review because they do 

not address biliteracy m classroom contexts. These and other studies have been an 

inq)oitant source for understanding both theoretical per^ectives on bilingual education 

and the pedagogical practices in bilingual classrooms. For purposes of this study, 

however, the review of the literature is limited to major work that ^ecificalfy addresses 

issues in biliteracy development. 
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Issues in Biliteracy Research 

A key assun^don of the present stu(fy, and that disdnguishes it from most studies 

of bilingual classrooms, is that biliteracy is a fecial form of literacy learning, one that 

must be understood as distinct from literacy learning by monolinguals. The bilingual 

person may e;q)erience a range and variety of literacy practices through, for exanqile, 

their partic^ation in di£ferent social networks than the monoliterate, that could amplify 

the potential mtellectual consequences of literacy beyond wiiat can be accon^lished by 

the monolingual m one language or the other. In addition, there are the potential 

metalinguistic and cognitive benefits, intuitive or conscious, of reflecting upon two 

languages in reading and producing text that are not present in monolingual programs 

(Moll & Dworin, 1996). 

Much of the work in bilingual education suffers from applying to bilingual 

situations research and mstructional practices drawn from work conducted with English 

monolinguals with littie appreciation that there may be in^ortant differences (MOH & 

Dworin, 1996; Valdes, 1991). Grogean (1989), for exan^le, has discussed this 

monolingual view of bilingualism and the negative consequences of this perfective. I 

would suggest that much, if not all of his discussion also applies to biliteracy and 

biliterates. Grogean suggests that because monolinguals have been the models of the 

"normal" ^ eaker-hearer (and writer-reader), the methods of investigation developed to 

study monolingual ^ eedi and language have been iised with littie, if any, modifications 
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to study biHnguals. He discusses a number of consequences of this "monolingual" 

approach. For presoit purposes, the most relevant ones are as follows; 

1. According to the monolingual perfective, the "real" bilingual must be equally 

and iu% fluent in two languages; all others are "not realV bilinguals or are "fecial 

types" of bilinguals, "hence the numerous qualifi^ found m the literature: 'dominant,' 

'unbalanced,' 'semilingual' 'alingual,' etc.... All others are somehow less bilingual' and 

are put mto an indeterminate category" (p. 4). 

2. Language assessment of bilinguals (both the approach and the instruments 

used) is viewed in terms of monolingual standards and usually do not take into account 

the bilingual's differential needs for the two languages or the different social fimctions of 

these languages. 

3. The monolingual perfective considers bilingualism as the exception, although 

more than half of the world's population is bilingual (Cardenas, 1995; Conldin & Louiie, 

19S3; Valdes, 1995). Because of this perfective, some have held that the knowledge 

and use of two languages will have profound (negative or positive) effects on a person's 

psychology and cognitive functioning. Grogean argues here that def ite "innumerable 

studies," no research has been able to demonstrate a "direct, unambiguous, causal 

relationsh^ between using two (or more) languages in one's everyday fife and various 

cognitive or developmental effects" (p. 5) (but see Diaz, 1983; Diaz & Klinger, 1991; 

Hakuta, 1986; Reynolds, 1991). 
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4. There is no real acceptance that a bilingual's language conq)etence can change 

v^en another language is acquired and begins to dominate. This last point is of great 

inqiortance for developing per^ectives on biliteracy because it suggests that terms like 

"first language" or "second language" may not adequate^ represent the dynamic 

conq)lexities of bilingualism and literacy. These terms ignore that language and literacy 

always take place within ^ ecific social contexts and domains, and the diversity of 

language and literate con^etendes that may be tied to each (Flores, 1982; Moll & 

Dworin, 1996). The key point is that a monolingual perfective does not sufBce for 

xmderstanding bilinguals and bilingualism, or biliteracy, and yet this is the guiding 

perfective of much of the research in this area. 

Valdes (1991), among others (e.g., Dodson, 1985; Moll & Dworin, 1996; Walsh, 

1991), also subscribes to the view that the study of bilinguals and biliteracy requires a 

different research lens. She calls for a rethinkmg of assuof tions about first and second 

language writing in English, supportmg the need to develop research that views these 

practices firom a "bilingual perfective." Dodson (1985), in turn, has argued that for any 

given interaction or function, bilinguals have a momentarify stronger language. Whether 

it is possible for them to choose to fimction m that "stronger" language for that particular 

mteraction depends on the circumstances in which th^ find themselves. 



Sociociihural Diflferences Between MonoKnpial and Bflinpial Contexts 

The table on the following page (Table 1) highlights some of the fecial research 

conditions that scholars &ce in the study of biliteracy development, e^eciaOy in the 

Southwest. The reader should keep in mind that the table is not intended to depict aU of 

the diverse language groiq)s of the region, e^ecialty Native American languages. The 

table merefy highlights some of the key sociocultuial differences between the two areas 

of research: monolingual and bilingual Taken as a ^ole, the 12 areas identified in 

Table 1 represent two very different sociocoltural e7q)eriences in the classrooms, thus 

two different conditions for research as well English monolinguals, because their native 

language is the dominant one in society, will be viewed and treated differently in school 

In addition, the bilinguals will &ce pressure regarding attitudes about themselves, then: 

language use, and then ethnic group that are unknown to monolmgual (Anglo) students. 

One important example of differences between monolingual and bilingual 

students in school settings is language choice. Bilingual children who are using both 

Spanish and English in school settings make choices about which language they want 

or need to use at any given moment and for particular functions. And these choices 

are not "neutral" nor value-free: the children begin to appreciate very early in their 

school career that Spanish is the "marked' language in US society and that English is 

"unmarked." Decisions regarding language use, therefore, are bound up with issues 

of ethnic and individual identities (e.g., Ferdman, 1990), solidarity and power, (e.g.. 
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English Monolingiul Schoolmg EngHsh-Spanish. Bilingual Schooling 

1. No choice re which language to iise for 
learning/literacy. 

1. Choices re languages to use for 
learning/literacy. 

2. No advantages to knowing only one 
language. 

2. Some cognitive advantages to knowing 
two languages. 

3. Knowledge of one language is used to 
develop literacy in one language. 

3. I^o^edge of both languages used to 
learn literacy in two languages, with each 
in^acting the other. 

4. Literacy in smgle language pennits 
access to one culture and language 
system. 

4.1jtency in two languages permits 
access to two culture and language 
systems. 

5. Literacy developmoit evaluated 
utiliznig Imowledge of conventions for 
monolingual readers/writers. 

5. Literacy development evaluated 
utilizing knowledge of convention for 
bilingual readers/writers. 

6. Native language and culture valued in 
classroom; English dominant and majority 
language. 

6. Native language often targeted to be 
discarded from the classroom; a low 
status, minority language. 

7. Language and culture reinforce one 
another in school contexts. 

7. Language and culture often discordant 
with school curricula and practices. 

8. Social class may/may not be major 8. Social class probably will be major 

negative &ctor that influences qu^Kty of fiictor that influences quality of schooling 
schooling. 

(Table continues) 
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Ffiglish Monolingual Schooling English-Spanish Bilingual Schooling 

9. Language of school is native language 9. School language is second language, 
and developed Krl2. onfy few years of native instruction and 

even in that case FngKsh gets piivileged. 

10. Teachers comfortable communicating 10. Teachers may/may not be comfortable 
in HngHsh. communicating in minority languages. 

11. Anq)le print resources m English in 11. Limited print resources in minority 
school and society. languages. 

12. Students viewed as coming to school 12. Bilingualism often seen as problem, 
"reading to learn." bilingual students are "deficient" 

Walsh, 1991), not to mention instructional and programmatic differences. These are 

phenomena that are virtua% nonexistent among monolingual (eqiedally Anglo) students 

in all-English instructional settings (except as they involve Afiican-American students 

and issues of bidialecticalism) and suggest that there are major literacy research issues 

among Spanish/English bilinguals that differ considerabfy fi'om shmlar research among 

English monolinguals (MoM Dworin, 1996; Walsh, 1991). 

Studies of BiUteracy 

One of the earliest articles to explicitly address the topic of biliteracy was the 

monograph, Reading in the Bilingual Classroom: Literacy and Biliteracy by Goodman, 
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Goodman and Flores (1979). Although it was published 17 years ago, the concerns 

raised in this woric regarding bilingual education and literacy development remain with us 

as key issues today. Hie monognq)h is notable because it examined issues related to 

bilingual education from a coherent theoretical perfective on language and literacy 

development Goodman et aL challenged the view that language and literacy learning 

must take place in a prescribed sequence (listening, peaking, reading, writing) and that it 

must be taught in a part-to-whole ^shion. Instead, they argued that language is learned 

best within authentic, relevant and meaningfiil contexts, and that the learner is always an 

active partic^ant m making meaning with texts, rather than one \^o passive^ learns 

vsdiat is taught (see, e.g., Goodman, 1986). Building on this perfective, the authors 

then examine literacy learning within bilingual contexts and provide an inqiortant 

foundation towards a biliterate pedagogy (see also Edelsky, 1986, 1991; Freeman & 

Freeman, 1994; Whitmore & Crowell, 1994). 

Another earfy work, by Fishman (1980), examined the development of biliteracy 

in private schools located in several different ethnic communities in New York City. 

Most of the students (85-90%) were native f eakers of English, and learning either 

French, Giinese, Greek, Hebrew, or Armenian as their second language bi five different 

schools. Fishman identified three types of biliteracy, each of which originates from 

different socio-cuhural contexts: (1) language-of-wider-communication (LWC) based 

biliteracy, Le., the wideq>read learning of English or French internationally as a second 

language; (2) traditional biliteracy, where the "other language" has been mdigenized to 
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such an extent that it has become a well established vdiicle of intragroup literacy; and (3) 

"(im)niigration based biliteracy," which differs from the traditional biliteracy in that h 

includes a newiy acquired literacy, rather than an indigenized one, and differs from the 

LWC biliteracy "in that instead of a language having moved or ^read to a new ^eech 

community, a q>eech community has moved to a new language environment" (p. 50). 

Although brie^ this is one the few "typologies" of biliteracy in an urban U. S. context. 

Hshman's article is also noteworthy for its discussion of the "naturahess" of biliteracy in 

these schools: 

. . .  N o n e  o f  t h e  s c h o o l s  v i e w s  b i l i t e r a c y  a s  p a i t i c d a r f y  d i £ S c u l t  o r  p r o b l e m a t i c ,  
and none of them reports experiencing drop-outs, conq)laints, or tears in 
connection with its pursuit Nothing less than biliteracy is wanted, pursued, or 
achieved. Biliteracy is viewed as normal in both senses of the woid, norm as 
conmion, and norm as desired, (p. 54) 

This finding is in^)ortant because, even though the schools are prr '̂sto and do not 

therefore "represent" the same conditions we might find in pubfic schools, it does 

provide evidence of how biliteracy may be a well-accepted, regular a^ect of learning 

within classroom contexts (see also, Garda & Otheguy, 1985). 

Fishman concludes with the following observation about these schools and their 

communities that also addresses some concerns often raised about bilingual educational 

programs and the learning of Engli^ literacy; 

Certainly, it does not seem to be at all necessary for non-English language 
using/valuing parental communities in New York City today to consider 
foregoing their non-English language or the goal of literacy therein in order to 
foster greater attainments in English literacy among their children, (p. 59) 
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A more recent study is the work by Edelsky (1986; see also, 1989). She studied 

hiKngiifli children's writing in an early bilingual program, one that began in the late 1970s. 

An in^ortant contribution of her work (Edelsliy, 1989, 1991) has been to critique some 

common &llacies about literacy learning in bilingual contexts. Most of them are 

adaptations of befie& common in monolingual settings (see also Cummins, 1989). These 

&llacies include the following: 

1. Oral proficiency precedes literacy learning: Edelsl^ observed a number of 

children during the course of her research \^o were writing in their "second language" 

(English) prior to having oral abiUty in that language. This questions the common 

assunq)tion that literacy is always dependent on progress m the ^oken language. 

2. Reading develops before writing: This sequence maybe a result of classroom 

routines, but Edelsky observed children >^o can write better than they can read their 

"second language" (see also Moll & Dworin, 1996). This same pattern may also be 

found among monolingual learners. 

3. The first language must serve as a base for litera(^ It is not uncommon to 

find children who are more proficient q)eakers in Spanish, but better readers in English. 

Clearly, with some assistance, many of these children could use their Fnglish reading 

proficiency to develop their ("first language") Spani^ literacy. 

4. A fixed sequence for learning is desirable in a second language: This is a 

very common bias, but as Edelsky and others have observed, there are multiple paths 
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that are possible for becoming biliterate and no single sequence is best for all (see 

Barrera, 1983; Goodman et al., 1979; Hudelson, 1986,1987; Moll&Dworin, 1996). 

As Edelsky (1989) has written, it is necessary to particularize our pedagogical 

approaches to the specifics of each context: 

The picture for writing in bilingual programs is indeed conpficated. What 
happens in any given classroom will be influenced by a host of loca% varying 
&ctors arising from many larger contexts. This means that there can be no 
uniform, highfy ^edfied written language policies or programs that will be 
effective everyv^ere (p.xx). 

Another recent study of biliteracy is by Homberger (1992; see also 1989, 1990). 

She studied two very different classroom situations in Fhilade^hia leading to different 

strategies for teaching biliteracy: a bilingual classroom with Puerto Rican students, and 

an ESL classroom with Cambodian students. She identified four critical a^ects of 

contexts for teaching biliteracy: motivation, purpose, text, and interaction. Motivation 

referred to the teachers making membersh^ m the classroom community desirable for 

the students "through affective and experiential bonds vMe at the same time maintaining 

the execution of literacy tasks as the criterion for membersh^" (p. 216). Purpose 

referred to the reasons for developing biliteracy, firom broad social and personal identity 

concerns, to task or classroom-^ecific fimctions. Text had to do with ^^t types of 

materials are available within each classroom, and how these he^ define i»^t the 

children do with literacy. Both classrooms in her study used a basal reader, 

siqiplemented by trade books and other readings. Interaction referred to the range of 
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"participation structures" found within each classroom, and how these &cilitate a variety 

of ways of talking about text or for communication. 

Although Homberger (1992) labeled these classrooms as "successfiil learning 

contexts for bilingual literacy," I found both, however, to be rather constrained settings 

within vsMdi to develop biliteracy. She describes one classroom as follows; .. By 

third grade, all instruction for all students is in English, except for 1 1/4 hours a day of 

Spanish reading instruction" (p. 204). 

The other classroom consisted of ESL instruction and regular instruction m 

F.nglish for Cambodian children and contained: 

. . .  N o  K h m e r - q i e a k i n g  E S L  t e a c h e r ;  n o r  i s  t h e r e  a n y  m t e n t i o n  t o  u s e  t h e  
students' first language in the ESL instruction; rather the ESL program is 
designed to bring students up to the level of English that will enable them to be in 
the regular program, (p. 205) 

Homberger does o£fer a critique of the lack of commitment towards fiiU 

biliteracy development in these programs, but apparently considers them good exaII^)les 

of the status quo. More inqiortant, however, is that Homberger is not examining 

biliteracy in this study; rather, the early-exit, transitional nature of the school programs 

(with then imderlying assumption that students' native language, at least m the case of 

the Puerto Rican children, was used sniffy as preparation for altEnglish instruction) 

belies any commitment to biliteracy development nor offers students any extensive 

opportunities to use two languages in their academic work. 

In an article that has inqiortant inq)]ications for biliteracy research, Landry and 

AUard (1991) discuss "additive bilingualism" within classroom settings, examining the 
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role of schools ia promoting bilingualism. Refying iq)on Lambert's (197S) t>pology of 

bilingualism, the authors suggest that i^en bilingualism is additive, the learning of LI 

and L2 are complementary processes that can lead to positive cognitive consequences. 

They also note, drawmg from the work of several researchers in the field, that the effects 

of schooling on the "acquisition of bilingualism" will differ depending upon the type of 

bilingual program and on M^ether the children are from minority or majority language 

groups. They assert that for majority groiq)s, most forms of bilingual education lead to 

an additive type of bilingualism (Cummins & Swain, 1986; Genesee, 1983, 1987; 

Lambert & Tucker, 1972; Swain & Lapkin, 1982) and that for mmority groups, many 

forms of bilingual education lead to a subtractive type of bilingualism (Cummins, 1984; 

Hamers & Blanc, 1983; Skutnabb-Kangas, 1983, 1984). 

Landry and AUard suggest that to create additive conditions it is essential to 

provide "siqiport via instruction in the language \^ch otherwise less likefy to develop" 

(Skutnabb-Kangas, 1983, p. 130) and e?q)lain that this princ^le applies to both minority 

and majority group students, but in quite different ways; 

For majority groups, stronger bilingualism is obtained wiien (Mdren are 
instructed via their second language as in total immersion prognunmes; for 
minority groups, however, sdiooling should be predominantly in the first 
language, since it is less likely to develop through general society support, 
(p. 199) 

Landiy and AUard propose that it is highly unlikely to obtain additive conditions with 

language minority students unless there is a fecial, conscious effort on the part of the 

school to support the marked language. 
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Two studies from the research in US "two-way" bilingual (or dual immersion) 

programs discussed the attitudes of the students themselves as an iii:q)ortant 

consideration for the success of these (or any) educational programs. The first was 

conducted by Gtiego-Jones (1994) in a kindergarten classroom in Pennsylvania. The 

second is by McCollum (1993), vs^o studied Mexican-background and Anglo students 

through their three years of middle school in a large Southwest dty. Both studies 

provide in:^)ortant exanq)les of how the attitudes of students are affected by the context 

of the larger society. In both studies students preferred to iise English rather than 

Spanish. Griego-Jones found two reasons for this preferoice: (1) Students received 

messages about the worth and value of themselves and their native language from a 

variety of sources, including home and fiimify, community, schools, and the larger 

society; (2) If society devalues a students' language and/or doesnt value bilingualism, 

students cannot be blamed for being ambivalent about developing two languages 

(Griego-Jones, 1994). In addition to these &ctors, McCollum offered a third 

e}q)lanation for the extensive use of English: the de-valuation of the Spanish qioken by 

the students by their Spanish language arts teacher, AA^O ^oke and permitted onfy a 

"high" dialect of Spanish in her classroom and regular^ corrected her students' speech. 

As a result, the studaits avoided peaking Spanish as much as possible, qieaking Engfi^ 

instead (McCoIhim, 1992). 

These findings suggest that to successfii% develop the theory and practice of a 

pedagogy for biliteracy, sdiools must serious^ consider relations of power among 
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language groups in the US and plan the creation of fecial additive conditions that 

support the development of bilingualism and biliteracy (see Landry & Allard, 1991, for 

fiirther discussion of this issue). 

Vald^ (1983) has taken the position that biliteracy is a desirable goal for U. S. 

Latino communities and discusses three areas where efiforts in that direction ^ould be 

made: (1) teaching Spanish as a subject in high sdiooi and college to Ifi^anic bilinguals; 

(2) training bilingual teachers; and (3) developing community activities for out-of-school 

bilingual aduhs. An interesting omission from Vald^ discussion is that of biliteracy 

development as a goal for students in grades kindergarten through grade eight. This 

omission inches that Spanish or other languages are either not appropriate for "bilingual 

ICspanics" or other students before high school, or that biliteracy is already being 

promoted within the existing bilingual programs. In addition, there is no mention of 

courses beyond Spanish as a subject, for these classes might be limited to developmg oral 

fhiency and peihaps, literature. However, learning other school subjects in Spanish 

(science, math, social sciences, etc.) is a possibility not considered (by Valdes) for high 

school or college curricula. 

In a subsequent article, Valdes (1992) takes the position that teaching writing 

effectively to diverse students of non-English background will require an examination of 

existing views about the nature of writing and a critical examination of the profession's 

ability to work with bilingual students of different types. She reviews the general 
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directions of research on bilinguals and biliteracy and stresses that most research has 

examined bilingualism and schooling, and to some extent, reading in two languages. 

For the most part, however, regardless of the researdier's preference with reject 
to language choice, work on biliteracy has focused on the development of 
reading skills. few exceptions (e.g. Ammon, 1985; Edelslgr, 1982, 1983, 
1986; Hudelson, 1981), researchers have onty recently begun to examine the 
development of abilities related to the production of written language by bilingual 
children, (p. 6) 

Valdes made a k^ contribution for understanding biliteracy and to the 

development of a biliterate pedagogy with her recognition of the need to understand 

bilingualism: "Attempts to sunmiarize and review current knowledge relating to literacy 

and bilingualism tend, unfortunately, to be based on a superficial and inconq)lete 

understanding of the nature of bilingualism" (p.x). She identifies two types of 

bilingualism: elective bilingualism and ckcumstantial bilingualism. The basic distinction 

between the two types is that elective bilinguals choose to become bilingual and then: 

first language is the majority or societal language; circumstantial bilinguals, on the other 

hand, find that they must leam another language in order to survive and reside within 

contexts where their ethnic language is not the majority, prestige, or societal language. 

Valdes also discusses some of the inq)ortant differences between elective and 

circumstantial bilinguals, including that elective bilingualism is characteristic of 

individuals, >^Me circumstantial is genera% characteristic of groups of people (Valdes, 

1992). 

For present purposes, one of the most salient points made by Valdes is her 

identification of bilinguals wiiose language abilities have developed beyond the point of 
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"incipient bifinguaUsm," or the mitial period of acquisition of the second language. She 

iHentffies these biKnguals as "fimctional bilinguals" and raises a con^lex set of issues for 

educators, e^edalfy within the area of writing: 

What is clear, however, is that the English of very few of these bilinguals will be 
identical to the Fnglish nfFngKsh-iyealring mnnnKngiials Their non-native 
origms may be evident at a number of different levels. Nevertheless, the 
inq)ortant point here is that no matter how many features remain that are 
non-natrve-like, there is a point at whidi an individual must be classified as a 
fimctional bilingual rather than as an inc^ient biHnguaL (Valdes, 1992, p. 12) 

She goes on to describe the dilemma for those in mainstream composition 

professions, because the field is not structured to address the needs of "diverse" learners 

outside the con^artments designated for them. In other words, there is not sufBcient 

appreciation of the situation of bilingual students who are outside the formal ESL 

conq)onent. Some of these bilingual students will be considered basic writers \^ose 

non-native quality of writing "win be interpreted as signaling inexperioice with writing 

(p. X);" others wiU seem to lack mastery of standard English and will be placed in the 

conq)artment that is designed to he^ non-standard ^eakers to write mainstream 

English; a third group will be placed among regular con^osition students (Valdes, 

1992). 

Valdes makes several additional pomts that should be highlighted. First, she 

claims that we have not yet developed criteria for evaluating ^en a given individual can 

be considered to have passed from the inc^ient or learning stage of bilingualism to the 

fiilfy developed stage of bilingualism. Partfy because of this limitation, she criticizes the 
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cnmpnsitinn profession for not being trained to evaluate the writing of non-English-

background students and to determine ^n^t kinds of instruction th^ need. Second, 

Valdes criticizes comparisons of bilinguals with native speakers, stating that it is not 

usefiil, nor does it take into account \^t we know about second language learning. She 

mentions that many non-native-like features (she calls them "fossils") may remain in 

bilinguals' second language production even afier many years of e7q)osure and use of a 

second language. Hnalfy, Valdes argues for a developmental approach to the study of 

bilinguals and writing, in part because some conclusions about second language writers 

may be based sinq)ly on the product of begimiing writing devdopment. 

Her work suggests that we must understand bilinguals and biliteracy in ways that 

are different from mainstream, monolingual, EngUsh-^eakers. Valdes also enq)hasized 

that research of bilinguals and biliteracy must include questions and directions of 

relevance to the two different populations that she identified above; elective and 

circumstantial bilinguals. Hna%, she made the important point that educators (and 

researchers) need to take on a qualitatively different perfective toward bilinguals and 

other "minority" students: 

hi order to break down compartments now existing within the profession, 
con^osition medalists must begin to see the "new" student population not as a 
spedal group destined to disappear quickly into the mainstream but as a 
population that will significant^ change the character of the entire students 
community in this country. Tomorrow's mainstream student group will be made 
up of \^^at we consider today to be diverse" students. (Valdes, 1992, 
p. 31) 
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There is also in the research literature the relative^ unexplored area of the 

cognitive consequences of biliteracy. Studies by Diaz (1983), among others, (see Bild & 

Swain, 1989; Diaz & Klinger, 1991; Hakuta, 1986; Hakuta & Diaz, 1985; Malakoff & 

Hakuta, 1991), suggest that there are differences in cognitive processes between 

monolingual and bilingual students, and that bilinguals may have significant cognitive 

advantages over monolinguals. Although there has been considerable research done m 

this area, (see e.g., Biafystok, 1991) less work has been done on biliteracy psi sg and the 

cognitive advantages that may result, e^ecialfy from its use in classrooms. For exanq}le, 

relative^ little is also known about the process of how knowledge in one language 

a£fects (and &cilitates) the learning of another language (see Biafystok & Cummins, 

1991), Le., how and in A^t ways do language and literacy development in our first or 

native language assist and mfluoice becoming literate in our "second language"? 

Bialystok (1991) has suggested the following consequences: 

Becoming literate in a second language... forces the language learner to 
examine the structure of the second language through the process of ana^^ so 
hat the language is represented as a formal system This means that bilingual 
childrai vdio are also biliterate have had the experience of analyzing two 
linguistic systems, the result of ^Mch must translate into a more powerfiil and 
anafytic conception of language in general (p. 130) 

Although Bialystok's point about biliterates possibly having "a more powerful and 

analytic conception of language in general" is well taken, her psychoHnguistic approach 

does not address the sociocultural conditions that give rise to and support bilingualism 

and biliteracy, and that may lead to the positive cognitive outcomes she mentions. M 

order to understand these processes, we must also study the broader social and 
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institutional contexts. These social fiictors, usually neglected in the analysis of 

hiKngiialigm or literacy, he^ define and control the experience of sdiooling (inchiding 

language and literacy learning) and the consequences for students in bilingual situations 

(MoQ & Dworin, 1996). 

There is also much that we do not know about the use and development of 

Spanish literacy among Latino students in the U. S., in part, because of the particular 

system of bilingual education in schools, as already discussed, but also because it is an 

area that has received little attention by researchers (Vald^ 1983; Zentella, 1985; but 

seeMacias, 1988, 1994; Wiley, 1988). My review suggests the in^ortance of a 

language-as-resource perfective, (Ruiz, 1984), ^ere instead of using Spanish only as a 

means of transitioning "LEP" students into FngHsh instruction, the two languages could 

be used and developed by students in bilingual educational programs. Findings fi'om 

biliteracy studies could play an invahiable role in our understanding of biHngual programs 

that are not conq)ensatory in their nature, but rather, "enrichment" programs with 

biliterate environments that value the language and cultural resources that 

Spanish-Leaking students bring to school Teachers, utilizing knowledge fi-om biliteracy 

researdi, could develop their teadiing practice informed with pedagogical per^ectives 

that include an appreciation of the process and power of knowing two languages; 

bilingual students and their comnmnities would no longer be viewed (as much) as 

"deficits" or problems because of their ]anguage(s), but instead, as capable learners v«^o 

bring valuable linguistic and intellectual resources to their classrooms. 
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CHAPTERS 

STUDYING BILITERACY IN THE CLASSROOM 

To imderstand biliteracy in a classroom setting, it was in^erative to utilize 

methods that would illuminate the setting as a social system. Because I was interested in 

how the classroom fimctioned as an environment ^ere biliteracy would likefy be a 

routine practice, and how the students developed their biliteracy in the contexts created 

by those practices, I relied on a case study approach to document ^ecific students' dual 

language and literacy processes in the classroom (Merriam, 1988; 1984). 

In this chapter, I first descibe the research questions that I addressed, and then 

e^lain the selection of the setting and the selection of the case study students. The 

specific data collection procedures follow. 

Research Questions 

Although there have been many studies of language minority students learning 

English in classroom contexts, there has been very little attention given to examining 

students Mdio are becommg literate in two languages within schools, bi addition, few 

scholars have researched both reading and writing in an eflfort to better understand 

biliteracy development in a school setting. Therefore, the main research question guiding 

this study is; What can be learned about English/Spanish biliteracy development among 

students in a classroom context? 
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The key additional research questions guiding this study inchide the following: 

(1) Can children become biliterate in this setting? (2) What kinds of classroom practices 

foster biliteracy development? and (3) What are the theoretical and practical inq)]ications 

of these dual literacy practices for the development of a biliterate pedagogy? 

Selection of Setting 

The q)ecific characteristics of the classroom were critical for this study. The 

classroom needed to be a setting where biliteracy was fostered and valued and \^ere 

children were encouraged to explore literacy in either language and in a variety of 

genres. It seemed, based on my previous research (Moll & Dworin, 1993; MoD, 

Velez-Ibmez et aL, 1990), that the best classroom in >^ch to observe biliteracy 

development would need to have at least some of the following elements:. 

1. A mix of students: that is, both native English and native Spanish q)eakers; 

this combination is in^ortant because the students themselves are a key resource for 

leaming language and literacy. 

2. A holistic approach to leaming: a classroom where language and literacy are 

used in a variety of authentic, purposefiil ways, and in varied contexts that involve 

collaboration among students. This approach may be optimal for biliteracy because 

learning is organized to legitimate children's languages and cultural backgrounds and, at 

the same time, realize the benefits of literate experiences for communication and 

intellectual development. 
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3. An "additive" bilingual setting: this diaiacteristic is in^oitant because 

classrooms of this type promote the learning of both English and Spanish literacy, thus 

e?q)anding the possibilities for this study. 

4. A cooperative teadien a teadier >^o would discuss her or his philosophy and 

instruction with me and was willing to have a researdier in the classroom; this kind of 

collaborative relationsh^ is inq)ortant because the teacher is a valuable informant and 

potential co-researdier. 

5 .  Opportunities for prolonged observations: a setting where I could observe 

and interact with students for one year, \^ch would provide me with an understanding 

of their language and biliteracy development over time. 

The ^ecific characteristics of the classroom selected are discussed in detail in 

Giapter 4. 

Selection of Students for Case Studies 

The selection of students for the case studies was a deliberate one. First, I held 

several discussions with the teacher to find out about the students and their bilingual and 

biliterate abilities. We identified a number of potential case study students, taldng into 

consideration the likelihood of each becoming biliterate over the school year. Then I 

conducted mterviews with 11 students to find out more about each one and to begm to 

develop a "working" relationship with them. Next, I observed these students in 

classroom activities and experiences. I was particular^ interested m their writing and 



reading in FngK.di and Spanish, so ^en it appeared that some of them were not writing 

or reading in one of these languages, I narrowed down the number of students. One 

student vs^o may have been an interesting case study, Raquel, moved to another school 

in the middle of the first semester. I identified sbc potential case study students by the 

end of the first semester. 

For the next five months, I focused most of my attention on these six students. 

By the end of the year, I selected three students for the case studies. Th^ were chosen 

because th^ repesented three different kinds of biliterates and flhistrated some of the 

different processes involved in bihteracy development. Hie case studies, therefore, are 

meant to highlight in^ortant &cets of biliterac^, not to be exhaustive studies of each 

child, nor of their many literate arti&cts or products that I have collected. 

This selection strategy is similar to \^t GSaser (1978) calls "theoretical 

sanq>lmg." The students were selected not so much for then: "representativeness" but 

because they revealed inq)ortant theoretical and practical dynamics of biHteracy. I 

^ecify these dynamics in each of the case studies presented m Chapters 5, 6, and 7. 

Data Collection 

During the course of the study, the following data collection procedures were 

utilized. 
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Patticipant Qbservatioii 

Paitic^ant observation was the primary method of data collection for this study. 

This method has been discussed anq)^ in the literature (see e.g., Ely, 1994; Spradley, 

1980). It included observing the teadier and students in activities in the classroom and 

the writing of fieldnotes to record these events. It also included interactmg with 

students, more or less in the role of an assistant to the teacher, in various kinds of 

classroom activities, particulaify those invotvmg the use of literacy. 

I began participant observation in the Tree Room at the beginning of the school 

year. At this point in the study, I was e^ecially interested in understanding the ^stem 

of mstruction in the classroom (see Chapter 4). I initial^ ̂ ent one week observing (all 

day) in the classroom, mostfy observing teacher-and-student and student-to-student 

interactions as they occurred within the broader activities that made iq) the everyday 

classroom routines. In doing so, I began to develop an understanding of the muh^le 

ways in vdiich learning activities, and literacy in particular, were organized. This 

provided me with a sense of the classroom as a \^^ole and enabled me to better 

appreciate individual students' e7q)eriences within this larger classroom community. 

Once I was fiuniliar with the classroom as a social system, I began to ^end time 

getting to know individual students and their work. During this phase of the study, I 

started to partic^ate more with the students, e^ecialfy during academic activities that 

required writing and reading, vviiere I would assist them or just share a story. I ^ent 

two to three days per week in the classroom, each visit for the entire school day. I then 
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began the process of identifying a handful of students ^o would be appropriate for case 

studies, and vs^ose work would inform me theoretical^ and enqiiricalfy about biliteracy. 

After I had identified a group of students for case study inclusion, the number of 

days spent in the classroom was gradually lessened to once or twice per week by the end 

of the ftill semester. The rationale for this shift was that I had sufScient data collected to 

provide me with an understanding of the i^em of instruction in the classroom and 

could now focus more spedficalty on the case study students within the overall 

classroom environment. 

Given the naturalistic approach to studying biliteracy, I ^ent a great deal of time 

in the classroom as a partic^ant observer to mderstand both the conditions for literacy 

development and the case study students within those conditions. The following table 

(Table 2) includes the number of day-long visits to the classroom by month and the 

average number of visits per montk As the table indicates, I visited the classroom 68 

times during the school year and averaged two visits per week. Most visits, with only a 

few exceptions, were for approximate^ five to six hours. Therefore, I q)ent 

approximately 350 total hours in the classroom. 

Role of Researcher 

During the first several weeks of the school year, I became acquainted with the 

students in the classroom. I did this through conversations with students, discussions of 
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Table 2 

Data Conectinii-->JiimW of Dav-Lony Visits to the Classroom. 

1993-1994 School Year. Bv Month/Average Nimiher of Visits Per Week 

Average Number of 
Month/Year Number Of Visits ^sits Per Week 

August, 1993 5 2.00 

September, 1993 8 2.00 

October, 1993 10 2.50 

November, 1993 9 2.60 

December, 1993 5 1.66 

January, 1994 6 1.50 

February, 1994 7 1.75 

March, 1994 7 1.75 

April, 1994 2 0.50 

May, 1994 9 3.60 

Total and Average Number 68 2.00 
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their work, rehouses to questions that the teacher asked me in front of the class, 

occasionally assisting them with academic activities, reading students work, and 

.̂ ending time with them diuing hmdi recess. Hiroughout, I conscious^ tried to 

accommodate mysdf to the classroom system of insruction and "fit in" with \^^tever the 

students and teacher were doing. 

One reason for my careM approach had to do with the specific conditions in 

\^ch I found myself as researdier. The classroom as both ^rstem of instruction and 

community ofleamerswasjust being instituted and negotiated. Setting up ways of 

doing many different social and academic activities, from weekly classroom jobs to 

student-created rules for the Tree Room were extremely inq)ortant projects for the 

teacher, Kathy, and her students in the first month of school 

I often assisted the students with their work, e^edalty during writing, centers, 

and theme studies. Rather than just visit for a couple of hours to take field notes, I 

atten^ted to become a "real part" of the classroom environment in the roles of informal 

teachers' aide and researcher. For this reason, afanost all of n^r visits were for the entire 

school day, and the students (and teacher) seemed to be very comfortable with this 

arrangement. 

Audio-Tape Recording and Transcription 

I made audio-tape recordings in the classroom and transcribed them for use in 

analysis. These recordings were made for the fi)llowing reasons: (1) To better 
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understand the classroom system of instruction by recording the teacher and student 

interactions in academic activities; (2) To collect natural ^eech as it occurs in classroom 

contexts to be able to understand the ggnificance of discourses in literacy development; 

(3) To record discussions/conversations with students, teadier, and others as classroom 

informants. 

bteivigws 

I conducted at least one mterview with case study students during the school year 

in an effort to get information about them, their attitudes towards Spanish and Englidi, 

and some of their likes and dislikes about school, and other subjects. Some of this 

information was con^ared to statements made by the teacher about the students, and 

when possible, to statements students made about themselves or other students. 

I also formalfy interviewed the teacher to obtain information about her 

background, philosophy of instruction, views of her development as a teacher, and 

insights about classroom life as it relates to students' learning and literacy development in 

general, and the case study studoits in particular. The formal interview was done m a 

series of three meetings with the teadier and was tape-recorded usmg a Sony cassette 

recorder. 

The following questions were the core set questions that I used in the interview 

with Kathy Lohse, the teacher. 

1. What is Borton Primary Magnet Sdiool? 

2. What is the bilingual strand at Borton? 
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3. What led you to select teaching as a profession? 

4. What is your philosophy of instruction? 

5. How do you teach reading? 

6. How do you teadi writing? 

7. Discuss biliteracy development in your classroom. 

8. What are some inq)ortant accon^lishments in your classroom this year? 

9. What roles do parents/caretakers have in the Tree Room? 

10. How does the Borton School environment affect you and your students? 

11. What would you like to do better as a teacher? 

12. What advice would you offer someone y/bo wanted to become a bilingual 

teacher here in Tucson? 

I also interviewed the teacher mformaDy during the course of the study. 

Throughout eadi day's visit and immediately after school, I talked mforma% with the 

teacher to understand her views, opinions, or belief regarding the work of her students, 

her role as teadier, and the successes and difScuMes in her classroom. We also 

discussed the case study students, with a ^ecific focus on thek developing literacies in 

Fngtish and Spanish. 

ReaHing Sampleg 

I collected at least two saiiq)les of reading m English and two saiiq)les of reading 

in Spanish from case study students during the school year in order to understand their 

development as readers over time. These sanqples were gathered in the first half of the 
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academic year and at the end of the year. The students were asked to select a book that 

th^ had not read. Each reading sanq)le inchded audiotaping the students reading and 

retdling the story. 

Writing Samples 

I collected various kinds of writings san^les from all members of the class. 

These san^les were collected to assist in developing insights into the literacy and 

biliteracy development of students. Samples consisted of the different kinds of writing 

done by students in the classroom as part of their everyday work, rather than writing 

elicited at nQT request. I collected them when they were available. On a number of 

occasions, circumstances required that the students' writings be reproduced on a copy 

machine in the school office and then returned to the teacher or students. Special efforts 

were made to collect samples from students who were identified as potential case study 

students. 

Smdents as TnfonrMnts 

I conducted numerous conversations with all students in the classroom about the 

classroom activities and their roles in those activities. Some of these were spontaneous 

and others were driven by particular issues, e.g., when do students write in Spanish and 

for wtiat purposes, to document students' percqptions and attitudes. At times I 

tape-recorded conversations and other times I recorded them through the use of 

handwritten fieldnotes. The purpose of these investigations was two-fold; first, I was 
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not able to discuss on-going classroom activities with the teacher as they occurred 

because she was engaged in working with students; second, these conversations could be 

informative in developing an understanding of how the students themselves view their 

work, Le., to obtaia an "emic" perfective on learning and literacy in the classroom. 

Anafysis Of Data 

Data from three distinct, yet iaterrelated conqponents were analyzed: (1) the 

classroom as a social system of iostmction; (2) the teacher's role within the classroom; 

(3) the three case study students. This approadi reveals the inq)ortant relationsh^s 

among the three conq)onents that create the classroom conditions for the three case 

study student's biliteracy development. It also provides a more holistic perfective that 

underscores the social nature of learning in general and the role of mediation within 

literacy learning in particular. 

The anatysis of the classroom was done utilzing the following methods. 

Fieldnotes frompartic^ant observations were coded and analyzed for themes, with a 

focus on content. Some mitial areas examined nichided: how leamiag m the classroom 

was organized, \^t students did during the different segments of their school day, how 

literacy was learned, the languages that were used and in ^at contexts. This process 

culminated in the emergence of several k^r themes and lead to both a general 

understanding of the "classroom culture," as well as the classroom as a context for 

biliteracy development (see Chapter 4). 
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fid addition, to understand accurately the role of ^oken language in the 

classroom, selected cassette recordings of students and their teacher in classroom 

activities were transcribed and examined for patterns and themes. These recordings 

provided an additional a^ect of the "classroom culture," although they were 

siq)plemental, rather than the tnain focus of the study. 

I also used discussions and interviews with the teadier about her teaching, 

students, and philosophy to create a profile of the classroom. These were coded by 

themes and conqiared and contrasted with other data on the classroom. Lastly, I utilized 

information reported to me by students about their work, classroom environment, 

teacher, etc. to enhance my understanding of the classroom 

Case studies: I utilized several methods of anafysis to construct three case 

studies of students and their bihteracy development over the course of the school year 

(1) miscue analyses of reading san^les; (2) holistic anafysis of selected writing sanq>les; 

(3) coding for content of transcribed interviews with students; (4) examination of coded 

fieldnotes describing case study students in activities in the classroom; (5) coding by 

themes/topics transcribed cassette recordings of informal conversations with the students 

and the teacher. 

AfifllygiQ nf Reading 

The reading samples were analyzed usmg a method known as miscue anafysis 

(Goodman, Watson & Burke, 1987). There are three main reasons for udfizmg this 
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method; (1) to gain insist into the reading process; (2) to anafyze the oral reading of 

individual students to understand their reading ability, particular^ their strengths as 

readers; and (3) to evafaiate the texts, or reading materials themselves, ia addition, I 

wanted to be able to understand how the case stu(fy students negotiate texts in both 

FngKfih and Spanish. Hieir anafyzed reading san^les in both languages provided insights 

into processes of biliteracy devdopment, and in particular, how these students utilize 

their bSinguaUsm as a resource for then* intellectual growth in two languages. 

Analysis of Writing 

Writing san:q)les were anafyzed by examining the semantic, ^tactic, 

orthographic, and pragmatic systems represented in each work. This is essentially a 

>^ole language approach, e^edalfy because it also includes the pragmatic system. 

Because of this inclusion, the analysis inchides an understanding of the social context in 

\^Mch it was written ^\4iich may provide additional insights into the author's purpose and 

meaning. The anafyses also focus on the writing strengths of the children, rather than 

only focusing on their "weaknesses" or shortcomings in the text. 

Lastly, I was influenced some^^t in understanding of each text by my 

knowledge of and relationsh^ with each of the students. 



CHAPTER4 

IHE CLASSROOM AS SOCIAL SYSTEM OF INSTRUCTION 

This chapter presents a general profile of the school and classroom as a 

collaborative, bilingual learning community. It provides an understanding of the 

classroom as social system of instruction, and how the dynamic relationsh^s between 

teacher, pedagogy, and students created contexts that mediated and supported biliteracy 

development. 

The school as a v^ole is discussed first, providing an introduction to the 

educational setting, as well as a general desct^tion of the neighborhood in vsddch it is 

located. This discussion provides the background for a more conq)lete view of the 

classroom as social system of instruction because it situates the Tree Room within 

broader social, economic and educational contexts to it is connected. 

A portrait of the teacher, Ms. Kathy Lohse, and her assistants, Ms. Rodriguez, 

and Aifr. Jaime, is presented next. This section will introduce the teacher as instructional 

leader of the Tree Room. It will provide background into her professional and personal 

history, as well as her philosophy of instruction. 

Hiis win be followed by a section on curriculum and instruction that examines 

and anafyzes key conq)onents of the Tree Room. This discussion will provide insights 

into three ^edfic areas regarding the classroom: (1) the classroom as social system of 
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instruction; (2) the roles that the teacher and students played as co-constructors of that 

system; and (3) how these practices mediated and influenced the development of 

biliteracy among students. Fina%, I summarize the main points in the chapter, with 

particular emphasis on the classroom as a social system for biliteracy development. 

Borton Primary Magnet School and Its Nei^borhood 

I view it as a place v^ere diildien are the con^>lete focus. I view it as a real 
children's school... M^ere kids go and th^ feel safe and they feel acceptance. 
... Even though all of the staff are different, we all have this deep regard for 
children and we all feel that we are here for the children.... (Kathy Lohse, 
1994) 

Borton Primary Magnet School is located in the southwest part of the city, not 

&r from downtown Tucson, a medhmirsized dty (pop. 500,000) in the State of Arizona. 

The sdhool is located in a "mixed-usage" area, >with a number of light industrial 

businesses situated directly across the street from the school grounds: an alummum 

recycling plant, a beer distribution comnany, and a manufiicturing plant for construction 

materials. There is a block of single feinily homes adjacent to the school on another side. 

The surrounding neighborhood is also of this character, with a used car lot, a 

convenience store, a metal processing plant and other light industrial busmesses, vacant 

lots, single &mify homes, and apartment buildings. About two blocks from Borton is a 

city park, with a number of baseball diamonds that are used by local youth and adult 

leagues. A small number of homeless people regularfy ^end time in the park. There is 

a neighborhood soup kitchen a few blocks from the sdiool that serves hundreds of meals 
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daily. Hie railroad tracks that historically have divided the city by class and race are 

about SK blocks to the north of the school (See Ilgure 1.) 

f 

-  XL 

Figure 1. The Borton Neighboriiood. 

The neighborhoods nearby Borton include predomman tly working class, 

Mexican-American populations; however, the neighborhoods are mixed and also include 

African-Americans and some Native Americans. The neighboiliood east of Park Avenue 

and south of 22nd Street mcludes many African-Americans and some 

Mexican-Americans. 
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The front of the school bufldmg faces 22nd Street, a major East-West artery that 

cuts across the length of the city. It was built in 1929. like many of the older schools 

and other buildings in town, it is made of adobe brick, has a red tiled roof and a large, 

open-air courtyard, with arched pillars in the center of the building, reflecting the strong 

influence of Spanish architecture. (See Figure 2.) 
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Boiton Primaiy Magnet Sdiool is in the largest school district in the county, 

Tucson Unified School District. It is a "magnet" school, part of a 1979 federal 

court-ordered desegregation plan for the district Borton en^hasizes earfy childhood 

development with strong art and music conqionents. The school includes grades 

kindergarten through third, and has a bilingual "strand" for each grade level Some of 

the classrooms are multi-grades, Le., grades 1-3,2-3. There are a total of 12 

classrooms, each with fiillrtime teaching assistants. In 11 of these classrooms, the 

teaching assistants are bilingual in English and Spanish. 

Given its "magnet" designation, Borton has more siq>port personnel and 

resources than non-desegregation sdiools in the district. This is because of the fimding 

received through the federal desegregation program. For exan:q)le, in addition to the 

classroom teachers, there is a fiill-thne fine arts teacher, a physical education teacher, and 

a libratian. In addition, there is a Child Study Team, \^ch deals with issues for 

individual children, and includes a ^eech and language therapist, a school p^chologist, 

and a counselor. Borton also has a con^uter lab, in addition to individual computers 

and printers in every classroom, an excellent music and fine arts program, and many 

guest artists that visit the school, including an artist in-residence program where artists 

work with students and teachers for a semester at a time. The artist in-residence 

program is fimded by the Borton P. T. A. University support is available through 

student teadiing programs and an on-site pre-service block that focuses ^edficalfy on 

vsdiole language teaching is taught on the Borton canq)us. 
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^proxiinatefy one-half of the students x^o attend Borton are from 

neighbodioods near the school The remainder of the children that attend Borton are 

bussed from Aaglo, middle- and iqiper-middle class, eastside neighborhoods, where the 

diildren leaving their neighborhood schools did not upset the ethnic balance in those 

schools. According to the school's enrolhnent figures. Latinos (predominantly 

Mexican-Americans) make up about 38% of the students, Afiican-Americans 7%, Native 

Americans S%, and Anglos around 50%. There are approximate^ 260 students emrolled 

at the schooL 

The school has a reputation for providing high quality, n^ole language 

mstruction for its students. This is due, in no small part, to the leadersh^ provided by its 

princ^al. Dr. Robert WortmaiL He is a well-kno^ educator and has written 

professional^ and presented across the country. Because of this outstandmg reputation, 

visitors to the school are almost a daily sight The school has won numerous awards, at 

the state and national levels, tachiding the 1986 Center of Excellence Award from the 

National Council of Teachers of English and the 1991 Exenq>lary Reading Program 

Award from the International Reading Association (Crowell, Crites, & Wortman, 1991). 

The Tree Room 

The classroom is known as "The Tree Room" ("el salon de los Arboles" in 

Spanish). It is located on the south side of the main building, in one of of the seven 

"portable" classrooms at Borton, which are clustered together by the playground (see 
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Figure 2). The Tree Room is in the same "portable" as the Sahuaro Room, a second 

grade classroomi, but they are separate rooms with no connecting doors. 

The Tree Room was a dynumic, collaborative community of second and third 

grade students. Most of the students in the class were bilingual in EngHsh and Spani^ 

Their teacher, Ms. Kathy Lohse, and their assistant teacher, Ms. Irene Rodriguez, 

organized the curriculum and activities in the classroom so that a great deal of the 

learning was done by the children in small groups working together and assisting eadi 

other. It was a classroom i^ere students were encouraged to discuss their work, move 

around the room, and have "ownersh^" over their own learning. The curriculum itself 

was co-constructed by the teadier and her students. 

For ICathy, creating positive social relationships among her students was not an 

"afterthought" to promoting their academic work, but was a key conq)onent of her 

teaching goals. In other words, the social and emotional concerns of students were 

equally important, in their own right, as well as crucial considerations for academic 

success for children in the Tree Room. For these reasons, "community-building" was a 

significant feature in this classroom and the students and their teacher expended much 

time and effort to mediate conJSicts and to develop harmonious social relations with each 

other. 

The physical environment of the Tree Room was created to provide maximum 

interaction between the students, their teacher and siqiport sta£ The three tables and 

the carpeted area (see Figure 3) were the main sites of activity. Students utilized these 
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Figure 3. Diagram of physical arrangement of the classroooa, "The Tree Room" 



areas for reading, writing, vdiole class and small group discussions, and other academic 

pursuits, Le., science ejqieriments. Seats were not assigned, so students could sit 

wherever th^r chose. There was always a great deal of movement between and around 

these areas because of the en^hasis on collaborative learning. 

The carpeted area in the northwest comer of the room was the hub of planning 

and action hi the classroom. Each day began with all of the students congregating on the 

floor there (after an aOrsdiool gathoing in the main courtyard) to discuss the day's 

schedule and take care of other class business, and to hear Kathy read a story to them 

aloud. Whole class discussions, projects, ejqilanations of assignmraits, and other 

activities took place m the carpeted area, with the students sitting on the floor in a 

semi-circle &cing ICathy. She and her students often used the dudkboard, or butcher 

paper taped to the board, \\Me working in this focal area of the classroom. 

The classroom library was centralfy located underneath the reading loft, which 

was almost in the middle of the classroom. Although the majority of books were in 

English, at least 30% of the books were in Spanish. Kathy purchased most of the the 

books and collected some from relatives. She is engaged in an on-going effort to 

purchase more books in Spanish. The classroom library collection included a variety of 

genres, from children's literature, fiction and poetry, to non-fiction books on many 

different topics. The students read these books in class and also checked them out to 

read at home. They rotated the use of the loft for indepoident reading by using a list of 

names that ICathy kept for each day of the week. 
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An interesting (and changing) variety of student woric covered the walls of the 

Tree Room. A glance at the walls ofien provided the viewer with a good sense of the 

topics that were being studied or were recently completed by the class. Some of the 

lands of items on the walls included: reports, stories and letters, some with illustrations; 

art that was influenced by the current theme study topic, Le., aboriginal dreamtime 

paintings or a cave mural; fiill color paintings that were created as part of a study on 

Bunous artists; a pictorial graph d^icting students' birth order using large, self-portraits; 

and webbings: charts that focused on children's conflicts and their possible resolutions. 

In addition, the Fast Words/Palabras In^ortantes lists were posted on the walls. 

These were student-generated words, I e., amable (Spanish), curious (English) and were 

used as resources by the children for writing, to check gelling, etc. They were also a 

valuable resource for second language writing in the Tree Room. These lists grew in 

length during the school year as the students continued to generate new words during 

varioiis classroom activities. 

It is important to note here that almost all of the woric put on the walls was done 

entirely by students. By contrast, in many classrooms it is the teacher who will write or 

draw the conventional graphs, charts, lists, etc. that go up for di^lay. And these usualfy 

win be without inq)erfections and with corrected mistakes to provide a "flawless" 

di^lay. 

Kathy informed me that she thought it was very in:q)ortant for the children m her 

class to have "ownership" over their work. This was e^edalty the case for things that 
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were intended for wall di^lay. One way that Kathy demonstrated to her students that 

she rejected and valued their woric was by encouraging them to do their best work and 

to be proud of it. In other words, she ejqtected the duklren to do their work, and 

wanted them to show the parents, teachers, and numerous other visitors to the Tree 

Room the work that the students created in her classroom 

Thg Tgacher 

Fm really trying to become more the teacher I want to be, 
and rm getting closer.... (Kathy Lohse, 1994) 

Kathy Lohse was 35 years old at the time that I began this study. She began her 

twelfih year of teaching at the start of the 1993-1994 school year. She has taught the 

last five of those years at Borton, and ^ent three years each teaching at Fort Lowell 

Elementary School and Lawrence Elementary School In addition, she took a one year 

leave of absence to take care of her twin girls. Kathy received her bachelor's degree in 

elementary education firom the University of Arizona m 1982. She is a certified bilingual 

teacher and weQ-re^ected by her peers and others within the profession. She has given 

professional presentations on numerous occasions for school district m-services, national 

workshops, and conferences. 

When she was growing iq>, Kathy worked a great deal with children, and it was 

these e7q)eriences, m large part, that led her to want to become a teacher. As Kathy 

explained; 
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I have always worked with childreiL I did a lot of babysitting, my mother was a 
pre-sdiool teadier. And thai, [I woiked as] a counselor.... 1 always thought I 
would be a good teacher and it wasn't because I was a good student, I always fek 
that I was understanding. (Kathy Lohse, 1994) 

Kathy gave some thougjit to becoming a professional clown, rather than a 

teacher, at the age of 18. She wrote to Ringfing Brothers Circus for an application, but 

decided that the application was too hard and gave the idea, "When I looked at that 

application, it was much more involved than anything I had ever filled out... it was 

amazing!" She also considered becoming a lawyer, but said that she didnt think she 

could stand talking in firont of a jury. 

She was bom and raised in Tucson, the second of four siblings and the only one 

to obtain a college degree. Kathy is married and has three children. Her twin girls were 

five years old and in kindergarten at Borton during the 1993-94 academic year. Her son 

was ten years old and in the fifth grade at another school He attended Borton fi)r four 

years. 

When Kathy began attending the University, she already knew that she wanted to 

be a teacher. She had studied Spanish in school m Tucson and in Mexico. IDuring her 

sophomore year, afier getting to know one of her bilingual education professors, she 

decided to become a bilingual teacher. 

Kathy began graduate work towards her Master's degree at the University of 

Arizona with a course in Children's Literature during the Fall semester, 1993. Since 

then, die has taken the following courses: Literacy in the Multicultural Classroom, and 

Literature Discussion, and literature and the Young Child. In the Fall semester, 1995, 
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she continued her graduate studies by enrolling in a course in Language Acquisition and 

Development. 

Kathy feh that she was becoming the teacher she wanted to be at the start of the 

school year. She reported that she has been developing as a teacher and is more 

confident now than m previous years. She has a holistic and humanistic philo^hy of 

instruction, one that views understanding children as being extreme^ iiiq>ortant for good 

teaching, and \^^ere affect plays a role in learning, hi her classroom, children work 

collaborativej^ to leam, and learn to work collaboratively as a community of learners, 

where being a good student includes positive relationsh^s with others in the classroom 

I met Kathy in the Spring of 1993. I had heard about her teaching firom a 

graduate student \^diose opinions I valued a great deal My colleague suggested that I 

might be interested in conducting my dissertation research in Kathys classroom Kathy 

and I met over coffee. We talked about ourselves, some experiences we had in college, 

and people we knew in common. I described ^^t I wanted to do for my study and 

Kathy was interested. She said that I should come to visit her classroom I spent several 

days as a visitor in the Tree Room and, as a result, Kathy told me that I was welcome to 

do my research in her classroom 

The Assistant Teachers 

Kathy is siq)ported in her teaching by &ene Rodriguez, the classroom teacher 

assistant, and by Marcos Jaime, ^o also worked as a classroom teacher assistant but on 
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a pait-time basis. She is also siq)poited occasionafiy by students from the university 

methods block and student teaching program. 

bene had worked with Kathy for five years, and in various capacities in the 

public sdiools for 13 years. Irene had a key role in the Tree Room, working closely with 

Kathy in the planning, development, tmplementatimi and evaluation of activities. She is a 

biling;ual^iliterate Mexican-American and a native Tucsonan. 

Marcos worked as a teacher assistant three mornings per week. He was in his 

early twenties and had worked at Borton for the past two years. He is bilingual but was 

still developing his literacy in Fnglish Marcos came to Tucson from Sonora, Mexico 

two years ago. He was well-liked by students and admired for his athletic abilities, 

eq)ecialfy in soccer. 

Tbg StttdgfltS 

The Tree Room was a second/third grade bilingual classroomi There were 27 

students in the Tree Room at the beginning of the school year 14 second graders and 13 

third graders. There were 18 Mexican-Americans, 8 Anglos, and 1 African-American in 

the class. Twenty of these children were from neighboihoods near the school; the others 

were from different parts of the city and attended Borton as part of the desegregation 

program of the school district. Twelve of the 27 students in the Tree Room were girls: 

seven second graders and five third graders. Nine of the 15 boys were third graders. All 
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but one of the second graders attended Borton last year, and most of the third graders 

were in this class last year as second graders. 

There was a diverse range in the children's language and literate abilities at the 

begmning of the school year. Ten of the children were English monolinguals, in 

speaking, and 12 used only FngKsh for their in reading and writing. One of the students 

was a Spanish monolingual, in peaking, reading and writing. Of the Mexican-American 

students, three were "English dominant" in peaking, reading and writing, but they also 

spoke Spanish. The rest were, to varying degrees, bilingual ^eakers m English and 

Spanish, with a broad range of abilities in reading and writing in both languages. Two or 

three of the Anglo students knew a little Spanish and understood some phrases used on 

the playground. 

The figures on the following page (Figures 4 and 5) illustrate the range, 

accordmg to the teacher and my observations, of oral and literate abilities of the children 

in Engli^ and Spanish at the beginning of the 1993-1994 school year. For example, 

Jettse was the only child, at the beginning of the year, ^o did not understand ^oken 

English; all of the other students were able to communicate, to varying degrees, in 

English. Students v/ho were proficient bilinguals at the start of the year included 

Graciela, Daniel, Lance, Brenda, Juan Carlos, Pablo M., Andrea, Roberto, and 

Magdalena. Nfiranda, Elise, Kjie, Elizabeth, Sean, K)da, Jose, Zachaiy, Steven, and 

Jason were monolingual, English-Leaking studoits. 
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English Bflingual Spaiusli 

Miranda Andrea Gradela Roberto Nallely Jetsse 
Efise Magdalena Daniel Cristina Andres 
Kyle Lance Fernanda Ismael 
Elizabeth Brenda Pablo L. Veronica 
Sean Jiian Carlos 
Jose Pablo M. 
Zachary 
Steven 
Kyla 
Jason 

Figure 4. Continuum of oral language abilities of students at beginning of the 1993-94 

school year. 

Eiislish BOiterate Spanisli 

Miranda Lance Juan Carlos Fernanda 
EHse Brenda Andres 
Kyle Daniel Nallefy 
Elizabeth Pablo M. Gradela 
Sean Veronica 
Jose Roberto 
Zachary Jettse 
Steven Ismael 
K^da Cristina 
Jason Pablo L. 
Andrea 
Magdalena 

Figure 5. Continuum of written language abilities of students at begiiming of the 

1993-94 school year. 
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The informatioii represented by these two continua of language abilities (Figures 

4 and 5) &cflitates a better understanding of the classroom as social ^em of 

instructioiL Unlike most other bilingual classrooms, \^^ere the students have been 

designated as bemg "Limited in English Proficiency," and where the teacher may be the 

only proficient EngUsh weaker, the range of language abilities fi>und in this a classroom 

was uncommon. Given the collaborative approadi to learning in this classroom, the 

students themselves became primary resources for learning language and literacy fi'om 

and with eadi other (Wells & Chang-Wells, 1992). Both the number of monolingual 

English students and the bilingualism of most of the native Spanish ^eakers represented 

key resources for bOingual/biliterate development. These language resources created 

positive conditions not only for biliteracy development among the native 

Spanish-Leaking students but fi)r the monolingual RngHsh ^eakers as well Therefore, 

the language abilities of the children at the beginning of the school year provided the 

foundation for potential "two-way" bilingualism and biliteracy development. This is \^^y 

it is in^ortant to appreciate the range of language abilities of the children i^en the 

school year began. 

The Tree Room Cuiricuhmi 

ICathy organized instruction her classroom utilizing the following key 

conq)onents: (1) a student-directed approach to choice of language, v^ere each student 

may use either English or Spanish and both were equalfy legitimate; (2) a theme study 
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cunicuhim; (3) collaborative learning, ^ere students were resources for each other's 

leaioing; and (4) conmnmity-building as an in^ioitant a^ect of the system of instruction, 

la addition, the ''Tree"mendous Person of the Week was a key institution that inchided 

a^ects of both community-building and collaborative learning, and also &ci]itated 

bifiteracy development for some of the students. 

Taken as a v^ole, these a^ects of the curriculum represent both the positive 

"affordances" as well as the constraints for literacy development in English and Spanish 

for the students in this class. They also provide insights into Kathys philosophy of 

instruction and practice in the Tree Room. 

The above aspects of curriculum and instruction are of particular importance in 

developing a theoretical and practical understanding of the dynamics of biliteracy 

development within classroom settings. The Tree Room, as a ^ecific social system of 

instruction that supported biliteracy development for students, provided a number of 

ii]:q)ottant insights into the role of language in that development that may have 

iisplications for other classrooms as well 

Language. Discourse and Learning 

The Tree Room, unlike many other bilingual classrooms, was part of a bilingual 

program that was not of the "transitional" type. Instead, the Borton bilingual program 

had many more of the characteristics of the "maintenance" type of programs. At Borton, 

Spanish was used as the co-language of the classroom and students were not pressured 
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to learn EngHsh at the e^qiense of Spanish. In other words, it was not a "subtractive" 

program (IQolseth, 1982; Lambert, 1974) v^ere the goal is to replace Spanish with 

FngK.di as the sole language of instruction. Instead, it could be considered an "additive" 

bilingual program n^ere students were encouraged to use and develop their Spanish 

along with their English. 

The teacher's overall language goal for the students in her classroom was for 

them to become active, self-motivated learners. Kathy took her language cues from each 

student regarding vsiiich language th^r wanted to use for interactions with her, other 

students, and with literacy in their academic work. This was the essence of the 

"student-directed" language approach that she took in the class. Therefore, biliteracy 

development was not an ejqificit instructional goal of the teacher, and this is an inq)ortant 

consideration to bear in mind w^en examming biliterate dynamics in this classroom. 

Because the main instructional goal was for the students to develop their abilities as 

leamers, (and not on learning English) the focus was not oawhich language, but aahaw 

to use language to achieve students' intellectual goals. Ahhouglh Kathy encouraged her 

Spanish-q)eaking students to "take risks" by attempting to use English at times, it was 

never a requirement that students begm to "transition" to FngKsH At the same time, 

however, many of the students were developing biliteracy in English and Spani^ to 

varying degrees, by the end of the school year, according to their teacher (see Figures 4 

and 5). 
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Fnglish and Spanish were used, therefore, in more or less "natural" ways in the 

Tree Room. There was generally no strict separation of languages by time or type of 

activity, although officiality, the sdiedule altenuted between languages, with one week of 

Spanish followed by one week of EnglisL An exception to this occurred at the 

beginning each day, v\dien the >^ole class congregated in the carpeted area and one 

student would read the class schedule for the day, and another wrote the day and the 

month on the calendar. Hiese two activities were always conducted in the "language of 

the week." 

The teacher and the bilingual students often code-switched between English and 

Spanish during their classroom discussions. This discourse strategy, a common practice 

among biUnguals in many different kinds of settings outside of schools, seemed to be 

viewed as appropriate within the classroom. Code-switching represents an in^ortant 

departure from language practices in many U.S. bilingual classrooms, which discourage 

it, and it was significant here because it is an crucial exan^le of Kath^s more natural 

approach to bilingual discourse. To be sure, English was used more than Spanish, but 

Spanish was used and valued for all academic and social activities in the Tree Room. 

Stwjgnts-as-LanevMgg-Rgsowrws 

The students themselves were the key mediators of language use in this 

classroom, and a crucial support for biliteracy development. Although there were 

various kinds of positive influences for biliteracy development, no smgle a^ect of the 
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classroom promoted dual language learning more than the language resources that the 

children themselves brought to, utilized, and developed in the Tree Room on a daily 

basis. 

Theme Studies 

if language is learned best and easiest ^en it is whole and in natural context, 
then integration is a key piinc^le for language development and learning through 
language. (K. Goodman, 1986, p. 30) 

One of the inqiortant a^ects of the curriculum within the Tree Room was the 

integrated study of a topic, known as "theme studies." This is an approach that draws 

from the v^ole language philosophy of iostruction, where subjects sudi as social studies, 

math, and language arts are not separated and studied in isolation from one another, but 

instead, they are form part of a broader topic or theme. Through the study of a theme, 

students may also utilize and study mathematics or literacy to leain more about those 

topics. The previous year, students in the Tree Room conducted theme studies in the 

areas of chemistry, community, opera and geography. 

Theme studies, as e?q)erienced in the Tree Room, may be distinguished from 

theme units, m that th^ resemble more what have been termed "theme cycles." Theme 

cycles are processes A^ereby subjects and strategies (science, math, reading, etc.) are 

used for investigating a topic. In theme units, on the other hand, the topics are used for 

teadiing subjects or skills. As Edelsky, Altwerger and Flores (1991) wrote, 

la thematic units, music, art, and literature are e^^loited for nonmusical, nonart, 
nonliterary ends, bi theme cycles, th^ appear as \\^t they are-aesthetic. 
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cultural (and therefore, ideological) phenomena, created under particular social, 
political, and economic conditions. Paintings, syn^honies, scu^ture, dance, and 
literature are not vdiicles for teaching fiactions or geometric shapes or commas 
in a series. The M^ole language theoretical premise bdiind this contrast is this: 
symbolic skills and tools serve content, not the other way around, (p. 65) 

Theme Studv: Neyotiating t)i^. niirrirailiini During the first week of school, the 

teacher initiated the process wiiereby students selected topics that they wanted to study 

during the school year. She did this by first assigning as homework for all students to 

write her a letter in wUch the students were to write about two things: (I) their summer 

e?q)eriences, and (2) topics they would like to study. They had the wiiole week to write 

the lettra*. Next, on Friday morning, the oitire class assembled in the carpeted area by 

the chalkboard and "brainstormed" subjects of interest to them. These could be fi'om 

their letters, >^ch they had in their hands, or just any ideas that th^ came up with at 

that moment. While they offered topics, Kathy wrote these on the dialkboard in front of 

them. Then, all the students "voted" on them, and Kathy wrote down the number of 

votes on the board next to each item. One subject that she said they would study was 

Australia, wiiich she had been wanting to teach for a number of years. "It was our first 

theme because I am part Australian and I wanted to share story," e7q)lained Kathy. 

The themes/temas, the number of votes cast for each, and the names of the 

students wdio suggested them were as follows: 

a) animals/animales, 14 votes (Juan Carlos); 

b) geology/geologia, 9 votes (Lizzie); 

c) ^ace/espacio, 8 votes (Brenda); 
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d) airplanes/aviaddn, 6 votes (Zachaiy); 

e) ocean fife/el oc^o, 5 votes (Kyla); 

Q jokes/chistes, 5 votes (Graciela); 

g) caves/cavemas, 5 votes (Sean); 

fat) human body/el cueipo humano, 4 votes (Daniel); 

I) histoiy/historia, 3 votes (Magdalena); 

j) aitists/aitistas, 1 vote (Andrea). 

The brainstorming and voting on themes took about half an hour, so the teacher 

conchided by asking the students to hand in then: letters, and suggested that th^ get iq) 

to take a water break. After the break, it was time for music, when the Borton music 

teacher came to teach in the Tree Room (Music instruction, like art instruction, wMch 

was taught by the same teacher, was integrated with theme studies w^ien feasible. For 

exaii^)le, during the Australian theme study, the art/music teacher taught aboriginal and 

other Australian music and songs to the students.) 

The process of selecting themes in the Tree Room continued the following week. 

Through extensive discussions followed by a second round of voting, Kathy and her 

students were trying to narrow down the number of possible topics so they could identify 

then* theme studies for the school year. A similar process of brainstorming took place, 

but this time, the students began brainstorming in two different groups, and then later 

came together agaia as a ^ole class. In one groiq), there were 10 students with 

Rosalie, the student teacher, and Marcos, the teaching assistant. M the other group. 
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there were fourteen students with. Kathy. As the groiq)s were forming, Kathymadea 

point to mention to me that she rarefy separates the students by language. While one 

groiq) brainstormed topics, tried to offer more ^ecific themes, and groi^ various topics 

under single themes, the other groiq> discussed classroom dynamics in order to develop 

common understandings among the students about how to get along well with each 

other. Afier about 30 minutes, the groins switched leaders and activities. 

When the v\diole class re>united, Kathy wrote the results of this second round of 

selecting topics for theme study on the dialkboard. Although there were a number of 

specific themes within larger categories, the general themes and the number of votes for 

each were as follows: 

a) ocean life/el oc^o - 21 votes; 

(specificalfy combined with afitmals/animaleR) 

b) geology/geologia - 15 votes; 

c) ^oits/deportes - 13 votes; 

d) entertainment/entretenimiento - 12 votes; 

e) science/ciencia - 11 votes; 

f) transporation/tran^orte - 4 votes; 

g) manual work/trabajo manuales - 3 votes; 

h) artists/artistas - 3 votes. 

The selection process of theme study topics continued over the next few days. 

Students provided reasons to sqpport the selection of their fivorite subjects. Kathy 
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guided the discussions and made suggestions. More voting took place and it indicated 

some shifts in the popularity of some of the themes and the creation of new combinations 

of themes. Knalfy, the Tree Room was able to select the followmg themes for the sdiool 

year, in addition to the Australia theme stuify; (1) geology/geologia; (2) ocean life/el 

oceano combined with animals^animales; and (3) games^egos. 

The con^licated process of selecting theme studies was an exan^le that reflects 

Kathys holistic philosophy of instruction and the inqiortance she places upon the 

co-construction of curriculum in this bilingual classroom With her guidance, the 

students were able to make vital decisions about their learning through discussing, 

thinking, listening, persuading, writing, and reading about the proposed themes. 

Through this "zone of proximal development," the Tree Room children also learned that 

each member of the class had the re^onsibility to work together as a community of 

leamers. 

Theme Studv—Australia. Australia was the first of the theme studies taken iq) m 

the Tree Room. Kathy brought in 30 to 40 books about Australia from the library and 

her home. These became part of the classroom library and were placed on the book shelf 

where theme study books were kept. About eight or nine of the books were in Spanish. 

Kathy invited her students to browse books, view videos, and listen to read-alouds to 

help them frame their questions regarding Australia, and the art/music teacher introduced 

them to music from Australia and aborigmal painting. 
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In qnall groiqis, the childrea oiganized "K-W-L" diaits we Know, 

we Want to know, and ^^t we Learned). They were encouraged to formulate research 

questions that did not have "y^" or "no" answers. The wdiole class and centers were 

planned to he^ students answer their questions and to learn how to find information, 

how to use an index, write notes, etc. 

The Tree Room students investigated Australia for about five weeks. As a 

closing experience, Kathy asked th«n to close their Q'es and think of all the things th^ 

had studied. She wrote "Australia Study" at the top of a sheet of butcher paper taped on 

the chalkboard and the students offered statements about >^t they did. Kathy wrote 

the children's statements verbatim on the paper as follows: (1) Research; (2) 

Dibujos/Pictures (chalk pictures, dreamtime, and bark paintings); (3) McBungle Down 

Under/Tree Room Down Under; (4) mural de Bahia de Sydney (Sydn^ Bay mural); (5) 

legends/leyendas; (6) Mem Fox books; (7) conflicts study; (8) videos about the outback 

and Aborigines; (9) Time/tienq)o; (10) Expeiimento con lana/wool e?q>eriment; (11) 

Experimentos de flotar/Float smk e?q)eriment; (12) La loba poem dianged to Australia 

(the structure of the poem used with an Australian theme); (13) The Clecer Rabbit; (14) 

digeridoo music; (IS) Songs: Waltzing Matilda, Kookaburra, Sheepshearefs Song; (16) 

Maps/Mapas. 

The students also created a class book of paintings, with personal narratives, that 

demonstrated the aborigmal concept of Dreamtime. This book became part of the 

classroom library's permanent collection. 
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Then the children began a chss project that Kathy assigned to them. They were 

asked to select one of the areas of study firom the Australian theme study and write an 

article about it for a class newsletter about Australia. Most of the students wrote their 

articles in pairs; a few did them as individual efforts. 

Collaborative Learning 

Another aq)ect of the Tree Room curricuhmi was the collaborative nature of 

learning. Instruction was based iqion the perfective that learning is a social process, 

and, therefore, much of the academic work was done in collaboration with other 

students. This is not necessarify the case in many other classrooms, ^ere the norm is to 

"do your own work," and working together may not be the usual approach to learning. 

Most of the academic practices in the Tree Room involved some form of 

collaborative effort on the part of the students, including "individual" writing for various 

purposes, buddy reading, and small groiq> problem solving through discussion, reading 

and writing. One process that illustrates this collaborative atmof here was the 

"Tree"mendous Person of the Week, an activity described in the next section. 

The "Tree"mendous Person of the Week. Each week a student was designated 

by the teacher to be the "Tree"mendous Person. This student had the opportunity to 

present her/himself and their &mify to the \^ole class. It is an in^ortant activity in the 

Tree Room, and it highlights the k^ role that Kathy placed on affect in creating a 
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classroom community. &i addition, it also turned out to be a crucial "affordance" for 

biliteracy development for a number of students in this class, as I shall e^qilain. 

The basic purpose of the "Tree"maidous Person was to provide students a forum 

whereby each student could be made to feel fecial by sharing their personal story with 

others, and also to build more of a community by focusing on similaritities among all the 

children. In addition, many of the parents of these diildren were impressed and proud of 

the comments written about them by their school peers. Each child could discuss their 

&mify and Mends—their lives—in a comfortable, safe context. Ofien, inqiortant a^ects 

of the students knowledge and background (or of their fimifies) would come to the fore 

for the first time during these activities, and these he^ed to develop positive social and 

academic relationsh^s in the Tree Room 

The routine began with a presentation by the "Tree"mendous Person about 

his/her life to the >^ole class. Tbe student stood in front of the bulletin board covered 

with pictures and with a pointer e?q>lained \A^t each represented. This could be done in 

Fnglish or Spanish, or botL After the applause, students in the audience would raise 

their hands and ask questions about the "Tree"mendous Person. Next, the teacher would 

then "take the floor" to lead a discussion about the child of the week She would solicit 

words from her students that described the "Tree"mendous Person and list them on a 

sheet of paper attached to the bulletin board. Kathy commented on the inqjortance of 

this process and mentioned that she had been influenced by the work of Lucy Calkins: '1 
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used it as a time to introduce and discuss vocabulary. Many 'mini-lessons' were done to 

teach mechanics, ^effing princ^les, etc. in FngHsh and Spanish." 

Once there were six to ten words on the list, the students moved to various 

places within the room to write a draft letter to the "Tree"mendous Person. Kathy 

would then take a picture or two of the ''Tree"mendous Person while th^ stood in front 

of their pictures. Finaify, the "Tree"mendous Person joined her/his classmates to write a 

letter to their parents or to someone q)ecial in their life. 

The students were encouraged to make personal connections to the child in their 

letters. The concept of "audience" had been introduced to the students by Kathy so that 

the letters were revised and edited before they were hung tq) on the tree in the comer of 

the carpeted area. Then the letters were made into a book for the child to take home to 

share with their fiunify. 

There were usua% three different kinds of letters, in terms of A^ch language(s) 

were written by students: English. Spanish and bilingual letters. 

The "Tree"mendous Person process was extreme^ vital for providing a comfortable, 

collaborative setting v^ere the children could choose to write in their "second language." 

A "Tree"mendous Person Presentation. The student teacher told all of the 

students to go over to the "Tree"mendous Person area by the bulletin board to listen to 

Lizzie, that week's "Tree"mendous Person. Next, the teacher explained to the class, 

"We're doing it earfy today because Peggy is here." (Peggy is Lizzie's mother). 
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T iyrift had ahready put iq) her pictures on the ''Tree"mendous Person 

bulletin board and stood in front of the pictures, as the rest of the class took their places 

on the floor, on the table nearby and on chairs to Usten to her presentation. Her mother 

was sitting on a chair by the middle table. Lizzie followed the "routine" that others have 

done in their presentations. She brie% described each photograph, telling \i^en the 

picture was taken, how old she was (in most cases) and ^o was in the picture, Le., 

"That was last year on the car with nqr sister." (Hiere were no translations by the 

teacher or other aduhs into Spanish during her presentation.) 

Early on during her presentation, Kathy told Lizzie that she needed to speak up 

so that all of the students could hear her, because she was peaking so sofify. Lizzie then 

continued with her presentation, usmg a sBghtfy louder voice than before. 

This is vsiien I was one years, one year old, I think, on my Mom's bed and that's 
my dog.... That was Halloween ^en I was P^py Longstocldng. 
. . .  T h a t  w a s  l a s t  y e a r  \ ^ e n  w e  w e n t  t o  M e s a  V e r d e .  M y  s i s t e r  i s  w e a r i n g  my 
Mom's jacket. 

At this point, Kathy interrupted Lizzie's presentation by saying, "Lizzie, I'm going 

to stop you for just a second; we're going to do surgery." The teacher stepped forward 

from the audience and put a band-aid on Lizzie's bleeding knee. (The teacher told her 

again to ^eak up and added, "That's something that teachers have to learn: how to 

speak up and \^ere to stand.") Uzae resumed her presentation. When she finished, the 

class members gave her a round of applause. 

Immediate^ following the applause, Kathy began the question/answer period by 

asking Lizzie, "Can you tell us something about playing the violin?" 
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T irzie le^onded, "I started playing at five years old...." Lizzie told the class 

that both her mother and &ther play piano and her sister plays violin. She said that they 

sometimes accon:^any each other at home. 

The teacher then asked her, "Could you explain 'accon^any*? You used a word 

that I dont think everybody knows." 

"It's when you play instruments together, Lizzie explained." 

Next, class members began asking Lizzie questions. [AH questions were in 

Fngligh ]... "What would you wish for?" 

Lizzie answered: "That I could fly. That I could stay a kid." 

Other questions followed, many of them typical of the "Tree"mendous Person 

process and asked in previous sessions. The diildren asked Lizzie about her fitvorite 

foods, games she liked to play, her &vorite color and the type of clothes she liked. One 

of the last questions was by Andrea. 

"What are you gonna be wlien you grow up?" 

Lizzie replied, "I want to be a teadier." 

Afier all questions had been asked and answered, the audience gave Lizzie 

another round of applause. Then Kathy had a request for Lizzie, "I would really like to 

hear you play your violin. Would you play for us? I know Fm twisting your arm." Lizzie 

replied, "Yes." Kathy asked her to bring in the instrument to play w^en she wants. 

Then Kathy stepped forward to the bulletin board and Lizzie moved to find a 

place to sit with the rest of her class. As was the custom with all "Tree"mendous Person 



sesaons, Kathy then began the "words that describe the "TFee"inendous Person" 

segment of the activiQr. She wrote "talent" and "musical" on a sheet of paper attached to 

the board with a black markmg pot 

"What are some other words that describe Lizzie? Kyla, you know her well" 

Kyla replied, "Humorous!" Then Kathy added "humorous" to the list of words. 

Next, Kyla offered, "Pretty," and Kathy wrote "pretty" on the list. 

Then Cristina said, "She's cute." 

The teacher was seeking personality, rather than physical, traits and suggested, 

"Okay. Let's have some more inside ones... 'sensitive.' I think Lizzie cares a lot about 

other people." Kathy added "sensitive" to the list. 

Steven observed, "I think she's rambunctious!" 

Kathy asked him, '"Rambunctious'. What does that mean?" She wrote it on the 

list. 

Steven; (hiaudible). 

The teacher remarked, "That looks like another word" and underlined "ous" m 

humorous, \^ch was already on the list. Then, Magdalena described Lizzie as, 

"self-directed." 

Kathy wrote it, adding it to the list and then said, "Children here wdio read and 

write in Spanish, I haven't heard from you. Are you planning to write m English? That's 

okay if you are, but I haven't heard from you." Graciela offered, "Artista." "*artista" 
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and "aitisdc" were put on the list and Kathy noted, "One is a noun, the other an 

adjective." 

Ciisdna: "Sinq)atica." 

The teadier did not write this word, e^qilaining to Cristina, "It's on your list." (By 

this ^e meant the Palabras In^)ortantes/ Fast Words List that each student had in their 

writmg folder, and is also on the wall, and therefore, the word was not eligible for the Ust 

of words describing Lizzie). 

Then Andrea offered, "Curious." 

Kathy asked her, "How is she curious?" 

Andrea responded, "Because sometimes \^en she doesn't know something, sheH 

just ask somebody." The teacher added "curious" to the list of words that described 

Lizzie. 

Peggy provided, "Noisy," and e?q)lained that Lizzie is often noisy at home and 

that"... \^en she's noi^, that usually means she's happy." 

An of the "ous's" had been underlined on the words on the list. 

Then Zachary offered, 'Tolite." 

Kathy agreed with this descr^tor, re^onding, "I agree. I do consider her to be 

polite." 

Another student offered: "Giistosa." The teacher wrote it with an asterisk at the 

beginning of the word, signifying that it was a Spanish word, "*011151083." 
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At this point, Kathy moved away from the fist of words. This was A^ere the 

"Tree"mendous Person presoitation segment ended. She then signalled the students that 

it was time for them to begin writing their draft letters to Lizzie with the suggestion, "K* 

you'd like to write your letter in FngBsh^ you know, to do some risk taking, that'd be fine 

... it's your choice. Whatever language you use is fine. Fm looking for people to get 

started right away. Get your pencil boxes and go!" (See Chapter 5 for an account of the 

collaborative letter writing done by the children to the "Tree"mendous Person of the 

Week.) 

The "Tree"mendous Person as a classroom activity was significant for at least 

three different reasons; (1) It assisted in developing a sense of community among the 

teacher and students by highlighting w4io each student was and their inq>oitance as a 

member of the class through the sharing of stories and information about their &mify and 

life outside the classroom; (2) Biliteracy development was siq)ported through the writing 

of letters to class members. Literacy as a collaborattve activity for authentic purposes 

promoted risk-takmg among students and encouraged the children to con^ose letters 

usmg more than one language (see Chapters 5 and 7 for exanq)les); and (3) Students 

were resoiurces for their own literacy development and worked together to write drafts 

and final versions of their letters, often in two languages. 

Communitv-Building in the Classroom 

One key to teachers' success is building an atmo^here of mutual reject in their 
classrooms. These become social communities where teachers value each 
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learner, he^ the learners to value themselves and each other, and win the reject 
of their students. (Y. M. Goodman & K. S. Goodman, 1990, p. 235) 

A key component of the curriculum that reflected Kathys philosophy of 

instruction in this classroom was community-buHding. From her perfective, it seemed 

that positive social relations among the students was key for at least two reasons. The 

first was that children should learn to get along with others, reject each other, and that 

a sense of belongmg was important for eadi student. The second was that the academic 

work of the class as a \\^ole, and the individual students within the larger group, would 

be enhanced because the students work well together. This emphasis seemed to support 

the social nature of much of the learning that occurred in her classroom. 

Children in the Tree Room were encouraged to work together during much of 

their school day. That is, whenever they were working in their acadonic endeavors, it 

was rare that it would be strictly "individual work." The classroom was a place A^ere 

the children could get iq) from a table wiiere they were writing and walk across the room 

to find out \^at another student was doing, ask them for he^, or share \^^t they had 

written. Or, if they were working in "centers," this meant that there were four or five 

other students assigned to work together on a common project in a designated area of 

the room. Even something tike D.E.A.R. (Drop Everything And Read) was organized so 

that twice each week, students could read together as partners. 

Given this social system of mstrucrion, Kathy felt that assisting and supporting 

efiforts toward community-building was essential in her classroom. One illustration took 

place early on in the school year. During the theme study on Australia, Kathy planned to 
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have her students draw con^arisons of the Aboriginal peoples and Native Americans, as 

well as the settler populations of each country. Her students had difficulties with the 

concept of conflict, thinking of it solefy as a physical fight. As a result, she began \^t 

became a distinct study of conflict with her students, examining the concept in school 

and other settings. 

The conflict study inchided a number of small and large group discussions on 

kinds of conflicts and ^^t to do about theuL It became an authentic and usefiil process 

for Kathy and her students to discuss how to work and play together, \N^t kinds of rules 

should be established in the Tree Room, and how to deal with conflicts in their everyday 

lives. Students identified conflicts in literature discussions and in mathematics, v^^ien 

discussing data collection. The children were also able to mediate their conflicts before 

their situations became physical^ abusive. In addition, it seemed to enable the students 

to understand better the e?q)eriences of aboriginal and other peoples in Australia. Lastfy, 

the conflict study provided the basis for conmnmity practices in the classroom that 

continued throughout the year. 

Smmnary 

This chapter provided an understanding of the classroom and social system of 

instruction. It also discussed how the dynamic relationships between teacher, pedagogy, 

and students created context that mediated and siq)ported biliteracy development The 
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desci^tion of the neighboihood and school placed the Tree Room withm broader social 

economic and educational contexts to ^Mdi it is connected. 

The chapter discussed several conqionents of the classroom that served as 

afibrdances for biliteracy development and quality learning. They included a >^ole 

language approach by the teacher, community building as essoitial for learning, language 

choice for students, and the co-constniction of kno\^edge and the curriculum by 

students and teacher, fii addition, the role that the "Tree"mendous person activities 

played in biliteracy development was highlighted. And another key support for 

biliteracy, the collaborative nature of leaming, was examined. This social system of 

instruction provided the context in which students' literacy appropriation was mediated. 

Li the next chapters I focus on three students and their transactions with text in 

English and Spanish to provide more ^edfic understanding of the mult^le paths to 

biliteracy. 
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CHAPTERS 

BRENDA: FROM BUJNGUAUSM TO BIUTERACY 

This case study examines Brenda's biliteracy development, utilizing anafyses of 

selected wiiting sa]iq)les, and demonstrates her abilities to transact with written language 

in Fngligh and SpanisL It is particularly important to understand her development as a 

dynamic process, one in \^ch ^ecific sodocultural contexts were key mediators for 

siqiporting her dual language literacy. 

Brenda was bilingual at the begmning of the school year and q)oke English and 

Spanish in the classroom She was also bifiterate, but in written language she diose to 

be productive almost exchisivefy in Spanish. In other words, given the opportunity to 

choose wiiting or reading in F.nglish or Spanish (or both), Brenda chose SpanisL 

Although she did write in FngKsh in the classroom on several occasions, and she did read 

predictable books in English with me a few times during the school year, Spanish was 

Brenda's language of choice for literacy, hi indicating her preference, she marked one of 

many possible mult^le paths to biliteracy, one that started with Spanish literacy. 

Personal Background 

At the beghming of this study, Brenda Guadalupe Perez was eight years old and 

m the third grade. She had long, straight black hair that reached more than half-way to 

her waist. Her daric eyes often had a "knowing" twinkle in them and ^e smiled easily. 
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sometimes from happiness, occasioiialfy from shyness. She was in the same classroom, 

the Tree Room, for second grade last year. 

Brenda lived in the working class, predommantfy Mexican-American 

neighboihood in the vicinity of the school Her sister, Gradda, age seven, was in second 

grade in the same classroom. Her mother is from Casas Grandes, a city in the state of 

Chihuahua, Mexico, and her fimify goes there often to visit relatives. Brenda's &ther is 

self-en^loyed: he works as an auto mechanic from his home and her mother works as a 

house cleaner. The household consists of the two girls and their parents, and as pets 

they had a dog, a pi^py, and a goat 

Brenda's first cousin, Marisabel, also age eight, was in the Sunshine Room, the 

other bilingual, combined 2/3 grade classroom at their school Brenda and Marisabel 

were close friends: they talked and played during their hmch time recess, ^ent time 

together after sdiool, and saw each other on weekends at fimify gatherings. Maiisabel's 

mother and Brenda's mother are sisters. 

Brenda had many friends in the Tree Room and was viewed by other studoits as 

someone vMo was smart and well liked. At the beginning of the year, her closest friends 

in the class were Raquel, Fernanda, Veronica, and her younger sister, Gradda. 

It was through Kathy Lohse, the teacher in the Tree Room, that I first became 

acquainted with Brenda. I had discussed n^r desire to begm to identify students for 

possible inclusion in case studies. Kathy had ah:eady described the students in her class 

m terms of their English-Spanish language abilities, Le., v^o was bilingual, monolingual. 
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or literate in either language. She told me that Brenda was bilingual and Hkefy to 

become biliterate during the school year. 

My First Encounter with Brenda 

One morning in earfy September, Kathy and I were in the Tree Room talldng 

while her students were working in "centers." She began to teU me about Brenda and 

mentioned that during the previous school year, Brenda was very quiet and did not 

partic^ate much verbally in whole class discussions. She was shy but a good student 

wdio enjoyed learning. Kathy told me that this year Brenda is much more out^oken and 

often participates in class discussions. 

Kathy then related an exan:q)le to me that had occurred the same morning, onfy a 

few minutes before our conversation. Brenda was in a center with Zachary, one of the 

most verbal and aggressive boys in the class. She was arguing with 2^chary about their 

work, standing iq) for her own interests and being "very verbal" Kathy went over to 

talk with them and "refereed" the situation. She also told Brenda that it was good for 

her to stand up for herself and that she hadnt done that much last year. 

I went over to talk with Brenda. Zachary and Pablo, the other two students >^o 

were on the carpet, were building a model with her of the Sydney Opera House with 

wooden blocks as part of their theme study on Australia. I asked them, "What are you 

making?" They all re^onded, almost in unison, "Hie Sydney Opera House." I asked 

them how they knew \^t the opera house looked like and Brenda pointed to a large. 



fiill-color photo of the Sydn^ Opera House on the wall neaiby. 

I was curious about Bienda, so I changed the subject and we began a 

conversation about our pets. She told me that her dog recoitfy had eight puppies and 

that she wanted to sell them to get monQr to bi^ a pony. Zachary asked her, "What type 

of dog is it?" Brenda told him that she didn't know, and told Him she was "about this 

high," indicating with her hand that the dog's height was iq) to her waist. Zadiary then 

asked her ifthe dog was a poodle. Brenda told him ^e didn't know. Then Zachary said 

that poodles are good night dogs. 

Brenda told me, with Zachary and Pablo listenmg, that her mother doesnt like 

animals. She also told me that she wanted to get a cat so that it can have kittens and that 

she hoped to sell them, too. Brenda, with some excitemoit in her voice, informed me 

that she had a lot money saved already, and that she and her sister, Graciela, planned to 

put their savings together to buy the pony. I told her about the animals we had at my 

house: two dogs, a Vietnamese pot-bellied pig, two parrots, and tropical fish She said 

she wanted to get a pot-bellied pig, too, and asked me if I lived on a ranch. I told her, 

"No, but we do have a big yard with a fence around it." 

It was from that point on that I began to pay fecial attention to Brenda dming 

vay visits to the Tree Room for possible inchision as a "case study." There were three 

main reasons for this interest: 

1. She was bilingual and it appeared that she might develop her literacy in both 

English and Spanish over the course of the school year; 
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2. She was both fiiendfy and infoimative, and therefore, would be a good 

possible source of data; 

3. She was well Hked and rejected in the class, e^ecia% among the 

Spanish-q)eakers, and therefore, might be both an informant and social link to 

understand biUteracy among others in the Tree Room. 

I began to interact more with Brenda and a small group of other students that I 

thought of as potential "case study" (Mdren. In the process, I also became more 

acquainted with Brenda's fiiends in the Tree Room: Gradela, her sister, and also a good 

student, with a charismatic and dynamic personality; Raquel, at that time, Brenda's best 

Mend in the classroom; Fernanda, another fiiend \^o frequentfy tried to get nQ^ 

attention, have me read to her, and wanted to sit next to me during hmch; and Veronica, 

a good student and a pleasant girl, and also one of the shyest students in the Tree Room. 

For the most part, I observed that students in the Tree Room (Hke others in the 

sdiool) tended to segregate themselves primarily by gender. This was a social practice 

that was not restricted to any particular age or ethnic background. (Kathy and I, at her 

initiation, discussed this common practice among school children on several occasions 

and she stated that she wanted to try to teach in ways that involved more cooperation 

between boys and girls in her class). Therefore, Brenda and her close classroom fnends 

tended to be an alt-girls groiq), although she also had ties to boys in the class because of 

shared language and culture. 



It seemed to me that these ties were different than those that the Anglo girls had 

with their male comiteiparts. These classroom networks had subtle yet in^oitant roles 

m the development of literacy and biliteracy for Brenda and her peers over the course of 

the school year. There was more of a social and, therefore, an "academic" bond among 

these students. This took a number of different forms, including working together on 

writmg assignments in the classroom and other types of school work, having hmch 

together, reading books together during free reading time, translating and receiving 

translations of English, and others. In general, then, there existed a some\^^t more 

close camaraderie among the Mexican-American, Spanish-Leaking girls and boys than 

their monofingual English-Leaking peers. 

Brenda's First Letter of the School Year 

The first writing, at the teacher's request, for all the students in the Tree Room 

was a letter to Kathy (the teacher) in \^ch they were to relate v^diat they did over the 

summer and what topics they wanted to study this year. Unlike some "^^t I did over 

summer vacation" assignments, this one served an authentic and important purpose: it 

was an opportunity for students to think about subjects that they were mterested m, and 

it was assigned so that students would give some thought to topics they wanted to study. 

A few days later, the whole class discussed and voted on topics for study for the school 

year. 
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Brenda demonstrated with this first writing (see Figure 6), a first draft, that she 

was a capable writer in Spanish. This was in:q)ortant because it suggested that being 

literate in Spanish may become an inq)ortant resource for her in approadiing the 

challenge of writing in Fnglish and provided us with some understanding of her writings 

in Ftiglish Knowledge of one's "first" language is often used in the development of the 

"second" language, according to Cummins (1989, 1993), among others. 

Brenda tended to be a careful writer i^o avoided taking risks: she focused on 

the gelling of words a great deal and whether or not they were "right" and she wrote 

each letter very slo>^, taking pains to create neat, legible pieces of writing. 

Brenda wrote a letter (see Figure 6) on August 30, 1993. 

Semantic System 

Brenda showed her control over the meaning or semantic system. She wrote to 

inform her teacher that she enjoyed her trips to Mexico, wdiere the family often visits 

relatives. She also mentioned that she liked writing and that she liked how the class was 

organized and w^t the class was studying at the time, without being more specific. She 

did not write about any suggested topics for the class to study, unless the reader infers 

that Brenda would like the class to study writing because she wrote that she liked it. 
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biSi' I Plac/o /Lo^vSC; 

yo Pcx 6 c b '̂ fin] /'j>- lo aca s 'o Oes 

1U\ a ~]'rm\uU Ia6 a CCxeckS^Pcxncle 

Qp.envb 

y rne- ' e^s-cnl/r . Pie gu.̂ y 

Figure 6. Letter by Brenda to Mrs. Lohse, August 30, 1993. 

F.nglish Translation 

Dear Mrs. Lohse, 

1 had a good vacation. 
I went to Tamaulipas to Casas Grandes 
and I like to write. 
I like how they put the class I 
like what we are studying. 

Gu S'hu l.o C{U'S SS'Lomos ss-tcid'a/ic/o 

( J C ' B ' T N D A  

by Brenda 
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Syntactic System 

General^, the syntax in this letter is well structured and does not interfere with 

the meaning Brenda created. It appears that she omitted a conjunction ("y") between 

"tmaiiliPas" (TamaiiKpas) and "a casas grande." Also, Brenda continued the sentence 

instead of ending it after "casas grande." This makes for an a>^^cward statement: (in 

English) "I went to Tamaul^as to Casas Grandes and I like to write." It would have 

better as two sentences, Le., (in English) "I went to Tamaul^as and to Casas Grandes. I 

like to write." 

Orthography 

Brenda spelled most of her words conventional^. The few exceptions were; 

"bacasiones,"(vacaciones) "tniauliPas,"(Tamaul9as) "casas grande," (Casas Grandes) 

and "gust" (gusta). Her invented fellings of these words closely resembled the 

conventional fellings and are easily decohered by a reader. They did not seriousfy 

interfere with the meaning she created in her writing. There are 32 words in this letter; 

27 words (84%) were gelled conventionally. 

Brenda began her letter usmg convoitional punctuation: she capitalized all of the 

words in the initial salutation, included a period after "Mrs" and a comma after "Lohse." 

laterestingfy, she wrote "Mrs." (English) rather than Smora (Spanish). Brenda may have 

written it in English because she had often seen it written in Fngiish She also used 
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periods at the end of two of the sentences. Brenda closed the letter with a conventional 

phrase (de Brenda), indicating her knowledge of how to close a letter. 

Although there is some unconventional punctuation, and some omissions of 

punctuation in this letter, none interferes with reading it. The words at the beginning of 

an of her soitences start with small letters. Brenda capitalized the letter "p" in eadi of 

the three words that it is found, twice at the beginning of the words ('Tase" and 

"Pusieron") and once in the last sjdlable of a word ("tmauliPas"). 

Pragmatics 

I have no data on the social context in \^ch Brenda composed this letter. Sudi 

information may have revealed more about the meaning and her use of language. 

Brenda's letter indicates that she was a capable writer in Spanish. The letter is an 

exaiople of Brenda's first writing in this classroom, wiien she was just beginning the third 

grade. At this point, she had not yet written in English for school purposes. The 

analysis of the letter provided msights on Brenda's literacy development at the beginning 

of the school year. 

In the next exan^le, another letter that Brenda wrote about one month later, we 

can appreciate the in^ortance of knowing more about the social context in A^ch she 

wrote. 
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An Earfy Exaiiq)le of Brenda's Englisli Writing 

The class had just finished fistening to Lizzie's "Tree"mendous Person 

presentation, asked her questions about herself, and offered words in English and 

Spanish that described Lizzie for the teacher to write on the board. Then, the teacher 

moved away from the list of words, as if to indicate that it was time to go on with the 

next segment of the "Tree"mendous Person process (see Chapter 4). She announced, 

without specifically directing her words to the writers of Spanish, the following 

suggestion, "If you'd like to write your letter in English, you know, to do some 

risk-taking, that'd be fine. It's your choice. Whatever language you use is fine. I'm 

looking for people to get started right away. Get your pencil boxes and go!" 

Kathy began passmg out paper to the students and then said to the student 

teacher, "Rosalie, if youH pass out the wiitmg folders. Let's fill up this table first 

(gesturing with hand to round table by door) then the middle one...The students got 

up firom A^ere they were sitting to get their pencil boxes from their individual cubbies 

and started to find places to sit at the three tables (see map of classroom. Figure 3). 

I remained sitting at the middle table. Once they settled in at the tables, the 

students began to write their letters. At the middle table (clock-wise to my left) were: 

Brenda, Miranda, Graciela, Juan Carlos, Magdalena, Cristina, Daniel, Zachary, and Pablo 

L. Within a few minutes, Kathy came over to he^ Pablo with his letter. She paused for 

a moment to mention to Brenda that she could write a bilingual one if she wanted, or all 
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in Fnglish because Kathy thought she could do it. Before resuming her work with Pablo, 

she said: "Remember, if you need he^ you can ask another student." 

Almost immediate^ after the teacher said that students should he^ each other, 

Nfiranda picked up Brenda's paper, put it in front of her and with her pencil in her right 

hand poised to write, said to Brenda, "Brenda, do you need he^?" Brenda said, "No," 

and took back her paper from Miranda. Kathy was aware of >^t Miranda had just done 

and said to her, "Nfiranda, you have you own woric to do and sometimes people don't 

need your help." 

Afier less than five minutes, Brenda had already written: 

Dear Lizzie 

You are vary 

Miranda, A^O was watching Brenda write, then said to Brenda, "How about 

You are very intelligent because you do all your work."' Brenda then turned her head to 

&ce me and asked me, "How do you write "intelligent?" I req)onded with, "What are 

you going to write?" Brenda replied, "You are very intelfigent because you finish all 

your work." MSranda, vy^o was still observing Brenda closely, said to her "No, "because 

you do all your work.'" 

Brenda ignored Nfiranda. hi order to get her started with her writing, and so she 

wouldn't focus more on gelling than encoding meaning, I told Brenda how to ^ell 

"intelligent." She wrote it on her paper and then asked me, "How do you write 

'because'"? Brenda had already written "becaus." I told her that she had done well and 
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just needed to add an "e." rm not sure, but I think she got her initial ^eDing of this 

word either from looking at Miranda's p^er, or possibfy, firom Sfiranda's list of "&st 

words" in her writing folder. 

Nfiranda to Brenda: "Remember, if you don't know what a word means and it's 

up there, just ask me." (By "up there," Miranda was referring to the list of words offered 

by students about Lizzie that Kathy had written on the board.) The other students at the 

middle table were talking to each other \^e writing their letters to Lizzie. Some were 

using their "palabras in^ortantes" (Spanish word list) to he^ their work 

Brenda had written: 

Dear Lisie 
you are vary intelligent becaus you fanah 

ur wye. 

Brenda stopped writing to ask me if everything in her letter was "right." "This is 

your first draft. Es un borrador, Brenda. (It's a draft, Brenda). No te preocupes sobre 

la forma de las palabras. (Dont worry about the arrangement of the words). Keep 

writing, you're doing fine," I told her. She then wrote the second part of the first 

sentence, "and you are vary pretty." Nfiranda had settled in with her own letter and 

didn't appear to want to he^ Brenda any more. After a couple of minutes, Brenda 

seemed to get a little "stuck" in terms of >^at to write in the letter. 

I asked her, "Well, what do you want to say to Lizzie?" 

Brenda: "I don't know." 

"Well, \^ '̂s something that you know she does well?" 
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"She's a good painter." 

"WeD, maybe you can use that" 

Broida thai wrote the following, some>»diat sloi^, "you are a vary god panter 

because you have a god," malchig sure each letter was neatfy printed. Hien she stopped 

writing to ask me how to ^eU "hand." I told her to try it herself She wrote "han" then 

asked me if it was right. I told her it was very good and that she should add a "d" at the 

end of the word; that it was sometimes hard to hear the "d" sound w^en people say the 

word. Soon after, she continued to write, often saying the words aloud as she wrote 

them (see Figure 7). I then turned n^ attention to Pablo L., \^o was asking me for he^ 

with his letter. 

Discussion of Brenda's Letter to Tjzzie 

It is obvious that Brenda was familiar with the genre of letter writing in English 

from this draft letter. The conventional format for letter writing is there. She began with 

"Dear Lizzie" on the first line and did not write anything else on that line. Also, she had a 

closing, appropriate for this genre, "De Brenda perez" and included her last name, 

although she wrote the closmg in Spanish. 

Semantic System 

Brenda showed her control over the meaning or semantic system in Hnglish. She 

wrote to inform her classmate that she was intelligent and pretty. She also wrote that 
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Figure 7. Draft of letter by Brenda in English to Lizzie, September 23, 1993. 

Lizzie was a good painter because ^e had a good hand. Brenda asked Lizzie if 

she liked plants and what she like to do after school. Finally, she mentioned that she 

liked how Lizzie played the violin. 
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Syntactic System 

Generally, the syntax in this writing is well structured and does not interfere 

with the meaning Brenda created. She wrote her letter in complete sentences that 

were grammatically conventional and readable. 

The syntax in the first sentence is acceptable but a bit a^^^cward. It would read 

better if the clause "and you are vaiy pretty." was a separate sentence (ie., "You are 

vary pretty") to distinguish it firom the statement about Lizzie being intelligent because 

she finishes her work. 

Orthography 

Brenda spelled almost half of her words conventionally in English. There are 

49 words in the letter and only 24 (49%) were spelled conventionally. This is not 

surprising, given that she was writing in English, a language that she had rarely, if 

ever, used for writing within a classroom setting, according to her teacher. What is 

remarkable about the spelling in this lettter is that Brenda used her knowledge of both 

the English and Spanish graphophonemic systems to produce this fu^t draft. From 

English, some examples include: "Dear" "you," "are," "pretty," "have" "how," and 

"hand." A few examples from Spanish include: "god,"(good) "Liaec" and "laec," 

(like) and "plae" (corrected to "play"). 

With her letter, Brenda did something that was not particularly a typical role for 

her in this classroom: she became a "risk-taker," and struggled to create meaning in 
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Fnglish^ without too much concern for >^ether or not all of her words were gelled 

"right." 

Although the letter lacks some punctuation (see Figure 7), Brenda used either a 

period or a question mark to end every one of her five sentences. This shows some 

growth since her letter in Spanish (see Hgure 6). She used capital letters to begin two 

sentences. There are only three words in this letter (of 49 total) that are capitalized 

imconventionalfy, the first letters of the first words in three of five sentences. The 

punctuation used adds to the meaning of this letter; for exan^le, Brenda used 

punctuation at the end of every sentence. Where there is lack of punctuation it does not 

interfere with meaning. It appears that Brenda has used her knowledge of letter writing 

formats to create this piece, A^ch is generally punctuated very well throughout. 

Pragmatics 

Brenda had much at stake in writing this letter \^en and wdiere ^e did. She 

chose to follow up on her teacher's suggestion that she write it in English. She could 

have chosen not to write in English at all Or Brenda could have started writing her 

letter to Lizzie in English, and stopped, pehaps telling her teacher that it was too hard for 

her to do. Apparently, Brenda did not want to sniffy refy on Miranda, an Anglo, 

monolingual English weaker, for he^ with the letter. She wanted to ^ow Miranda (and 

perhaps herself) that she could write in English without someone telling her almost 
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everything to write. Clearly, her letter writing was situated within the transactional 

dynamics of her classroom. 

This first writing of Broida's in English is also important from another 

perfective: she was beginning to control the conventions of literacy in two languages. 

In this sense, this letter represents a landmark in her intellectual development. Brenda 

was appropriating written discourse in two languages as an essential cultural tool for 

communication. 

Brenda's letter writing, m this instance, was socially mediated by several &ctors; 

(1) her knowledge of and past e^qieriences with the genre of letter-writing in Spanish; (2) 

the teacher's e;q)ectation that Brenda write it in English; (3) assistance by myseL^ and 

indirectly peihaps, by the other students in the class; (4) her audience, A^O is in this case 

was Lizzie and others in the class. 

As mentioned, this letter was the first one that Brenda had written in Fngiish in 

class. Interestingly, during the first interview with Brenda about one month later 

(October, 1993), ^e told me that she wrote stories in English at home about Barney, the 

dinosaur character on television. Subsequent^, I asked her on several occasions to bring 

in her Avritings from home, but she never did. It is difScuk to know with any certainty 

whether or not Brenda was writing any English at home. However, later in the school 

year, Brenda denied ever watching Barney, or writing about Him, saying it was a show 

only for little kids. When she told me this, there were several other children around \^o 

were part of the conversation, and it seemed to me that Brenda felt some pressure from 
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the other students to deny ever watching the show; they considered the Barney program 

hi appropriate to watch because it was a program onfy for much younger children. 

The story of Brenda writing this letter would be inconq)lete without mentioning 

that the writmg that she, with some assistance from other students, produced as the 

second and final draft of this letter was written conventional^. Although a copy is not 

available, the letter read something like this: 

Dear Lioie, 
You are very intell^ent because you finish 

your work and you are very pretty. You are 
a very good painter because you have a good 
hand. Do you like plants? What do you 
like to do after school? I like how you 
play the violin. 

De Brenda p 

Brenda used a combination of strategies to inqirove her first draft. Given that 

"social learning" is encouraged by the teacher in the Tree Room, Brenda was able to 

consult with other students students for assistance with her letter and also used both the 

"Fast Words" and 'Talabras Impoitantes" lists (see Chapter 4) as resources. 

From examining these two letters, both written in her classroom, we begin to 

understand Brenda as bilingual and biliterate. However, Brenda is particularly 

interesting for several reasons. Unlike some of the other native Spanish peaking 

students in her class, she did not choose to write mudi in Fnglish during the school year. 

Given the opportunity in this clssroom to to read and write almost exchisively in Spanish, 

if she so wished, Brenda chose to do almost all of her literate activities in Spanish. 
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Although this does not mean that she was not becoming more literate m English, it does 

mean that she did not produce many written English texts. 

The &ct that Brenda rarefy wrote in FngKsh, even in an environment \^ere we 

might expect it, is an indication of the complexities ofbiliteracy development among 

young children. Unlike many other children in transitional bihngual programs in whidi I 

have observed, Brenda did not "gravitate" towards English literacy, de^ite its status 

within society in general and the educational system in particular, hi the Tree Room, she 

did not have to make a fecial eflfort to write in English; in this classroom, the en^)hasis 

was on academic content through lAtdchever language(s) students wanted to utilize. In 

some ways, for some of the Spanish writers, the classroom has a^ects of an immersion 

program, yet there was always Fnglish literacy present in the classroom: on the walls, 

most of the books, m the writing folders of one-third of the students, etc. Kathy 

encouraged Brenda to use whatever Ianguage(s) she felt comfbrtable with, and was not 

"gently (or in any other way) pushed" into FugK.di literacy once it was clearfy her choice 

not to do so. 

We should note, also, that all of the studoits in the Tree Room were still in the 

relative^ earty history of their literate development—most of the children were seven or 

eight years old. This raises some questions for the "transfer" theories-that is, if young 

students are still leammg the conventions of literacy in their first language, will they be 

able to easify transfer this knowledge to literate practices in their "second language"? 

Brenda might be an exan^le of one \^4io did so with the conventions of letter writing. 
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but even this is not clear from the data. Given that she is bilingual, she may have used 

her knovsdedge of both FngKsh and Spanish to write her letters in Fnglish. In other 

words, she did not siiiq)ly "transfer" her kno^edge of Spanish writing to English 

writing, but used both language systems to write. This suggests that a more fluid and 

dynamic process may take place in bilingual children's writing than is assumed by the 

notion of transfer across languages. 

Summary 

This examination of Brenda, a bilingual third grader, examined her biliteracy 

development through an analysis of her writing in English and Spanish. Brenda's writing 

of her letter to Lizzie in English was an inqiortant landmark in her intellectual 

development—she began to control the conventions of literacy in two languages as 

essential cultural tools for communication. 

Ill her writing, it appeared that Brenda used her kno^^edge of both language 

systems, especially ^en she wrote in Fngtish (See Appendix A for two additional 

writiag saiiq>les.) This poses some questions about the concept of "transfer," wiiere 

knowledge leamed in a child's native language is "transferred" to a second language. 

Instead, literacy for bilingual children is perhaps a more fluid, dialectical process where 

knowledge of both languages is utilized and that social contexts play a key role in their 

shapmg thinkmg and fiteracy practices. 



Brenda's literate practices in the classroom were almost exclusively in Spanish. 

She did not openly present her written knowledge of English much, apparent^ because 

she had choices regarding her language use in the Tree Room, and chose to read and 

write most of the time in Spanish Li doing so, Brenda demonstrated one of the multiple 

paths to biliteracy. This issue of language choice is essential and one that must be 

addressed in the process of constructing a biliterate pedagogy. 
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CHAPTER 6 

DANIEL: "I WAS BORN WITH A LITTLE ENGUSH.. 

Ia September, 1993, \^^en Kathy discussed the oral and literate development of 

the students in her classroom with me, Daniel Serrano was one of those children that she 

described as "bilingual and becommg biliterate." This chapter will focus on Daniel by 

presenting exanqiles of his reading and writing in two languages, and discussmg the 

^ecific classroom dynamics that provided wiat Gibson (1977) termed "affordances" for 

his biliteracy developmoit. The focus will be on the following areas as they influenced 

Daniel: (1) the social system of instruction in the classroom, created by the interplay of 

teacher and students, and student-to-student relationsh^s; (2) the mediational role of the 

teacher in the development of children's literacy; and (3) the influence of mult^le 

language/literate social networks within the classroom 

Personal Background 

At the beginning of the school year, Daniel was seven years old and in the second 

grade. He had attended Borton the previous year. He was a good student, well-liked by 

his classmates, had a good sense of humor, and was very articulate. Daniel also tended 

to be something of a perfectionist, and because of this, he could be very self-critical at 

times. 
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He has one sister and two brothers. Daniel's sister, >nnsa, was three years old. 

His brother David was sbc years old, and his baby brother, Luis, was one year old. David 

was a student in the Kitty Cat Room, a first grade classroom at Borton. 

David and his &mify lived in one of the neighbodioods immediately adjacent to 

his school His &ther was a construction worker and his mother was a homemaker. 

Two second grade students in the Tree Room, Lance and Jettse, lived nearby, and Daniel 

sometimes went over to Lance's house to play soccer, his fivorite ^ort He also had 

been over a few times to ^end time with Jettse by the second month of school 

Each school day, Daniel and his brother, David, attended the after school 

program at Borton, \^ch is known as "extended day." It is staffed by teadiers and 

teacher's aides and is held from 2:30 until 5:30 in the afternoon. It is a place wiiere 

students can be >^Me their parents work. Extended day provided a wide range of 

activities for the students: eveiything from ^orts, art, drama, reading, games, videos, 

etc., were possible activities on any given day. 

Daniel ^ent much of his time in the after school program with two other diildren 

in his class, Pablo Martinez and Pablo Lopez, both third graders. Daniel's closest 

classroom fiiends included: Lance, Jettse, Ismael, Pablo Martinez and Robeito. Roberto 

was also in the third grade. Like the other children in the class, Daniel tended to ^end 

much more time with those of his own gender; however, the Spanish peaking students, 

because of common culture and language, and the need to use Spanish with one another 

for social and academic purposes, had more ties with one another that cut across goider 
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lines. Therefore, Daniel also interacted with the Mexican-American girls in the 

classroom. 

Daniel viewed himself as bilingual and biliterate in FngKdi and Spanish. The 

following excerpt, fix)m an interview that I conducted with Daniel in October, 1993, 

provides us with, some evidence of Daniel's perspective of himself as a person 

comfortable usmg both languages. 

R: Uh, what languages do you ^eak, Daniel? 
D: Um, English and Spanish 
R: What languages do you read? 
D: Engli^ Spanish. 
R: What languages do you write? 
D: Um, Fngiish, Spanish and... uh, that's it. 

A little later during the same interview, 1 asked Daniel which languages he 

used at home. He reported that he spoke Spanish at home and read mostly English at 

home; that his father spoke English and Spanish, and his mother spoke Spanish, but 

she was learning English. 

During the first week of school, Kathy asked all of her students to write a letter 

to her about two different topics: v^^t they did over the summer and w4iat they wanted 

to study during the school year. Daniel wrote his letter to Kathy in Spanish, limiting it to 

his activities during the summer vacation (see Figure 8). He also began to write another 

letter, in English, on the same topic, immediate^ after finishing the first one (see Hgure 

9). Although Daniel wrote only one line m his unfinished English letter, it established 

that he was literate (to some extent) in the two languages at the start of the school year. 



126 

Vo - f f«  L« tCi^St^de i 
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.0^0 Ivs^^'de )Y)'j' )]wO y  ̂ Otno y Vw^h 

io5 Vo Yo yL-Jylbehl' .  Y "f I (X kyo^tcs^ 

1" Pftv/^u 

Figure 8. Letter by Daniel to Nfrs. Lohse, August 30, 1993. 

DccLP^Mr^, ^0 h9Q /\7 SuljiiT^cr X 

Figure 9. Unfinished PngHsh Letter to Mrs. Lohse by Daniel 
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Daniel and Reading; The Teadiei's Mediational Role 

During the &11 semester of the school year, Kathy made observations of each 

student's reading using a technique that she described as "running record." On the same 

day that she had observed Daniel reading ii«ang this form of assessment, I had a 

discussion afier school with ICathy about Daniel and his reading. She described some of 

her thinlcing regarding this reading session. 

. . .  T h e n  I  h a v e  t h e s e  b o o k s ,  y o u  k n o w ,  t h e  k i n d  w i t h  r e a l  p r e d i c t a b l e  t e x t ,  b u t  I  
wanted to see if he could handle something harder. I had him read El Ratoncito 
del Canqio y el Ratoncito de la Chidad CTke Little Mouse from the Country and 
the Little Mouse from the City"). You know, it's an extended piece of text, it's 
got a lot of words. So, I wanted to see if he could do it. (Kathy Lohse, recorded 
discussion, November, 1993) 

She then described her discussion with Daniel about the inqiortance of "looking 

through the pictures" and "usmg picture clues" as a reading strategy. With some 

assistance from Kathy, but only with the beginning of the first page, Daniel was able to 

read the entire book. 

. . .  B u t  I  s h o w e d  h i m  t h i s  b o o k  a n d  I  s a i d ,  " Y o u  k n o w ,  ̂ e n  y o u ' r e  l o o k m g  a t  a  
book, there's nothing wrong with first just looking through the pictures and usmg 
picture chies. 1 said, "I still use picture clues wdien I read." So I showed this to 
him and said, "You know, Dani^ I bet you could read this (the Ratoncito book) 
to me." And so he kinda looked at me like I was nuts. I asked him to look at the 
pictures and then I Qefi the room] went to take some a^irin. When I came back 
he was just, like, frozen on the first page. And I said to him, "Quieres enq)ezar, 
mi|jo?" (Do you want to begin, son?) He looked at me. So I asked him, 'Tor 
que no enqiiezo contigo?" ("Why dont I begin with you?") He felt a lot better. 
So I showed him the title and we read it together. "Yo te voy a ayudar con la 
primera pagma." ("I am going to help you with the first page.") And we started 
reading, but actualfy I stopped afier tiie first sentence, i^d so he read the oitire 
book, doing real interesting things, you know, ^chiding] looking at the pictures. 



128 

I was really pleased because it was a long piece of reading for him. (Kathy 
Lohse, recorded discussion, November4993) 

As part of this reading assessment process, Kathy also asked Daniel several 

questions about the stoiy immediate^ afier he had finished reading it She did this to 

get a basic appreciation of the extent of Daniel's understanding of this text. Kathy told 

me that Daniel, "got the gist of it," and was able to make a statement about the overall 

theme or "message" of el ratoncito ("The Little Mouse"). He told her that the theme of 

the story was that you should be happy with what you have. Kathy was very pleased; 

she noted that while Daniel was a little tense during this process, he was not afraid to 

take on the challenge of reading difficuh text. 

Here, it appears that Kathy wanted to see how Daniel would transact with text 

that might have been just a little bit too difficult for jiim, but working with him to 

mediate and provide support for his reading. This is an exaii^)le of Vygotskys "zone of 

proximal development," >^ere activity that is assisted and supported by another 

eventually becomes learned and can be then be acconq)lished independent^. 

Daniel and Reading Strategies: Self-Regulation 

In a second interview with Daniel later on during the school year, I asked him a 

number of questions about his reading strategies, utilizmg Burke's Readmg Literview 

(Goodman, Watson & Burke, 1987). His re^onses provide fiirther evidence that he is a 

capable reader and conscious^ utilizes strategies to create meaning in transactions with 

text. Hie following is an excerpt from that interview. 
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R: Daniel, when you're reading and you come to something you dont know, 
\diat do you do? 
D: Wen, I slcip it and once I read the whole word— the w^ole line, and then I 
go— and then I come back to it and try and read it 
R: Do you ever do anything else? 
D: Uh, sometimes. 
R: Yeah? What else would you do? 
D: Wen, m try an read it or look at the picture and see wdiat thQ^e talking 
about 

Another in^ortant point that was revealed in this interview is that Daniel did not 

make any distinction between reading in English or in Spanish \^en talking about 

reading strategies. He seemed to be quite aware of his repertoire of reading strategies 

and able to discuss them easify with me. This lack of distinction is significant because it 

suggests that reading is a imitary process, one that is essoitialfy the same, regardless of 

language (Goodman, 1986). Otherwise, Daniel may have discussed his Spanish reading 

strategies in ways distinct from his English reading strategies. It also gives support to 

the "interconnected nature" of biUteracy development; that is, biliterates (and bilinguals) 

are not "monolinguals with two languages" (Grogean, 1989), but rather, a distinct entity 

whose use of two languages is much more interdependent (given certain conditions) than 

most have previous^ believed. 

So, earfy in the school year, Daniel had shown himself to be a good reader in 

Spanish. It is noteworthy, also, that in at least one qiecific instance, Daniel was 

influenced by his kno^edge of English graphophonics in his reading of el ratoncito. 

... "hombres" is hard because he, you know, has some influoices from English 
because he knows that "h" sound and he thought about it, and he didn't read 
"jombres," but you could tell that he was thinking about it. (Kathy Lohse, 
recorded discussion, November, 1993) 



130 

This exaiqile, along with other language transactions (see Chapters S and 7 for 

examples), provides support for a more fluid and dialectical perfective regarding 

bilingual and biliteracy development Thatis, kno\^edge ofdo/A the Spanish and 

FngHsh languages is used to create meaning, depending iqion the ^edfic social and 

cultural contexts in ^^ch text is used and for ^^t purposes. This suggests that 

children's knowledge and use of their "first language" can play a crucial role in the 

development of their "second language." However, language dynamics are also more 

dialectical in nature, e^ ecially within bilingual settings: children's knowledge and use of 

their "second language" can also mediate and provide support for the development of 

their "first language." 

Daniel Reading in English 

R: Do you read more in Spanish or in English? 
D: Both. 
R: The same? 
D: Uh-huh. Both. My first language was kinda— I was bom with a little bit of 
English. 
R;Yeah? 
D: Ub-hm. That's how I was bom. 
R: Your first language was English? 
D: No, it was Spanish, but I was bom with a little bit of English. 
(Excerpt firom recorded discussion with Daniel, March 2, 1993) 

Daniel was not only reading in English at the beginning of the school year, he 

also viewed himself as a capable reader in both English and Spanish. This kind of 

confidence is wapoitaat for reading generally, and especial^ cradal for bilingual children, 

as an affective tool that may &cilitate academic growth in either language. As we have 
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seen from Kathys desci^tion above, that Daniel was a "lisk-taker" and wilfing to read 

more con^ilex text in Spanish, suggests that he could also do the same in English 

reading. And this process was "accelerated" because Daniel already viewed himself as a 

reader of English. 

On a number of different occasions, he read self-selected books in English and 

discussed them with me after his reading. These reading sessions were usually 

tape-recorded. One example of his reading m English with me occurred at the beginning 

of March, 1993. I asked Daniel to select a book (or books) that he wanted to read. 

These were from a groiq) of books in English that his teacher recommended for native 

Spanish readers because they were relatively ea^ to read and also dealt with "everyday" 

themes that they might enjoy. He chose two books by Lorraine Wilson, The Day I Lost 

My Bus Pass, (1987) and The Costume Party, (1987). 

We sat at the imall round table in the area behind the loft. I asked Daniel to read 

aloud and to read "as if I were not there" to assist him with his reading. I told him I was 

tape-recording the session and the cassette recorder was right m front of him on the 

table. I he^ed Daniel with his reading only if he appeared to be having a great deal of 

difficulty; typically, he became sQent for a long period of time. In these situations, I 

sometimes told him \^t an individual word was, or assisted him with figuring out the 

word with suggestions or clues. When he was done reading each story, I asked him to 

retell the story to me. Then I asked him questions related to i^t he had just read to 

obtain some understanding of his reading con^rehension 
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Utilizing a methodolo^ from miscue analysis (Goodman, 1973; Goodman, 

Watson & Burke, 1987) to anafyze Daniel's reading of these two books revealed a 

nunbo^ of interesting insights into his reading strategies. In general, Daniel's reading 

strategies demonstrated that he was a good reader in FngKsh^ and veiy capable in his 

transactions with English text. He had a nmnber of different reading strategies and 

utilized them with finesse. 

One exainple is from The Dĉ  I Lost Pass. When reading aloud, Daniel 

changed the tense of the first veib in the sentence, from the present tense to the past 

tense. Then, he also dianged the tense of the second verb, from the present to the past. 

Ffis reading of the text, in both instances, made sense semantical^ and syntactical^ 

within the sentence. Below is the text as written and then Daniel's changes to the text in 

bold&ce. 

Tgxtaswrittgn: 

When I get on the bus, I show 
DQT bus pass to the driver. 

Text as Daniel read it: 

When I got on the bus, I showed 
my bus pass to the driver. 

So, in this instance, while Daniel's miscues changed the grammar and meaning of 

the text some>^at, the point is that he was able to use his knowledge of English to 

change the tenses of get and show so that they maintained appropriate grammaticality 
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across sentence boundaries. This shows strengths as a reader, not deficits, indicating 

that Danid was focused on creating meaning from the text. 

Another reading strategy that Daniel demonstrated in his Fuglish reading was 

self-correction. This is an in^ortant strategy used by proficient readers and provides 

powerfiil insights into a reader's concern for meaning, and effectiveness in creating 

meaning What follows are two examples of self'correction as a strategy taken from 

Daniel's reading of the same story. 

Text as written: 

I had to walk all the way home. 

Text as Daniel read it: 

I had to (3x) wait (then corrected to walk) all the way home. 

Text as written: 

I've been worried about you. 

Tgxtas Panijglread it: 

Tm been (then corrected) Fve been worrying about you. 

Goodman, Watson & Burke, (1987) have written about the significance of 

miscues like ones that Daniel made in this KngHsh reading. They wrote: 

When miscues result in sentences that are syntactically unacceptable and readers 
correct such miscues, this shows that readers are concemed with the linguistic 
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structure of their reading and diat they are concerned that their reading sound 
like language. Q). 72) 

Social Networks and DanieTs Literacy Development 

A good illustration of Daniel's confidence in himself as a reader of English was 

that he made arrangements to read a book for the students in his classroom of the 

previous year. To my knowledge, readmg books aloud to other classes within the school 

was not a common practice among students in the Tree Room. This was an activity that 

he chose to do on his own and his teacher gave permission for him to leave the room for 

the reading session. Daniel had been reading the book. The Diimh Rimnies by Sue 

Denim (1994). The book was one that Kathy had bought for the Tree Room library. He 

thought it was a funny book, and for this reason, he wanted to read it aloud to some 

other students. 

I didn't have much warning that Daniel was going to read to another class. It 

was just after the Tree Room students had returned firom hmch. The class had begun 

their D.E.A.K time (Drop Everything And Read). I approached Daniel, >^o had a book 

m his hands, and asked if he wanted to read with me. He told me that we'd have to do it 

later because he was about to go to the Kitty Cat Room to read to the class. He then 

asked me if I would like to go to with him to hear his reading of The Dumb Bunnies. I 

told him that I would be happy to go with him 
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Daniel told Kathy that he was leaving and we walked out the Tree Room door 

together. He had the book in one hand. "Joel, do you know the stoiy of The Dumb 

Bunnies?" he asked as we approached the Kitty Cat Room. I told him that I did. 

We entered the room and Nfrs. CHenn greeted Daniel He retumed the greeting 

and she told him to sit in a chair at the front of the room. The teacher told her students 

to sit on the floor by Daniel's chair to listen to a stoiy. Once the students were settled on 

the floor in front of Daniel, she told them that Daniel was going to read them a story. 

Then he read The Dumb Btamies aloud, stopping after reading each page of text to 

show the pictures to the diildren. They laughed a lot during the reading of this book 

because it is a humorous stoiy. 

Daniel made a few miscues during his reading of the book and Mrs. Glenn he^ed 

him with these by offering words or phrases to him 

Although Daniel was both a reader and writer in English and Spanish, from nq' 

observations, as well as discussions with his teacher, he didnt write in English very often 

in the Tree Room. (See Appendix B for two additional writing san^les from Daniel). I 

offer three speculative reasons for ̂ y Daniel's writing in English was not as developed 

as his reading in EngUsh: (1) Daniel was something of a perfectionist, so he may have 

experienced more success by wiitmg in Spanish, and chose not to frustrate himself with 

trying to wiite veiy often m English; (2) Periiaps there was less need to write in both 

languages. In comparison to reading, where there were not as many books and other 

materials in Spanish as in English, there may have been more of a need to read in English 
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in order to access the literature in the classroom; (3) It was not an academic requirement 

in the Tree Room Kathy focused on learning and wasn't so concemed with the 

language. Biliteracy was a byproduct, rather than the main academic goal So, like 

Brenda, Daniel wrote mostly in Spanish. Unlike her, though, he was onfy in second 

grade. It certainfy would have been interesting to observe (and understand better) 

Daniel's biliteracy development over the course of several years and note the changes in 

his preference for text in one language or the other. 
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CHAPTER? 

KYLA: "TWO-WAY" BILITERACY DEVELOPMENT 

This case study represents an important dimension of bUiteracy development, 

one that was not present in either Daniel's or Brenda's case studies: English/Spanish 

literacy appropriation by a monolingual English-speaking (African-American) student. 

In other words, Kyla's experience in this bilingual classroom raises a number of 

theoretical issues regarding biliteracy development for "language majority" children. 

That is, unlike some of the pressures that are fiaced by students who are learning 

English in school as their second (or third, etc.) language, these students had already 

appropriated the unmarked language, English, as their native tongue, and therefore, 

understanding biliteracy with these children must incorporate these sociocultural 

differences. 

An important related issue is the sequence in which children develop literacy. 

In monolingual English instruction classrooms, a common theoretical perspective that 

guides pedagogy is that children's literacy development must take place in the 

following sequence: listening, speaking, reading, and then writing. This approach is 

but one aspect of the part-to-whole, behaviorist perspective that continues to influence 

teaching in many US schools (Edelsky, 1991). As discussed earlier (see Chapter 2), 

second language acquisition theory and bilingual education have borrowed heavily 
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from monolingual (English) language and literacy developmental theories for their 

pedagogical foundations. 

Kyla's language and literacy development, like that of many other students in 

the Tree Room, did not follow the linear sequence provided by monolingual English 

language arts theory. Instead of learning to speak Spanish first, then moving on to 

reading, and finally, to writing in Spanish, her appropriation of Spanish appeared to 

be much more complex and multidimensional, reflecting the classroom context. 

Through her case study, we see evidence of Kyla's learning Spanish as a 

written language system during the school year. She learned to write, and to some 

extent, read Spanish. She developed her abilities in speaking Spanish, although this 

was limited to vocabulary items and some simple phrases. While the bilingual 

education program at Kyla's school was not explicitly a "two-way" or immersion 

program, she made conscious use of the cultural resources within her classroom to 

mediate her Spanish language development, as I will show next. 

Personal Background 

Kyla Wells was a third grade student in the Tree Room. She is 

Afirican-American and lived in one of the neighborhoods near her school. Kyla was 

in her second year at Borton and was a student in the Tree Room the previous year as 

a second grader. She attended another elementary school for kindergarten and fust 

grade before her family moved to their present neighborhood. 



139 

Kyla's mother is from Michigan and her father is from Tucson. Her mother 

works as a city planner and her fother is a social worker. She has one sister, Ayana, 

who was six years old, and in the Butterfly Room, a kindergarten classroom at 

Borton. The femily regularly attends church. They had one pet, a dog named 

Calichee. 

Members of Kyla's family speak several languages. Bodi of her parents are 

bilingual: her mother speaks English and French, and her father is bilingual in 

English and Spanish. Kyla has an aunt (her mother's sister) who was bom in Africa 

and speaks five languages: Beofee, Spanish, French, English, and some Chinese. Her 

aunt lives in Los Angeles. 

Kyla enjoyed learning and was a good student who expressed herself well. 

Kyla liked writing and drawing a lot. She also enjoyed reading and had her own 

library at home. She reported reading "a whole lot" outside of school and that it was 

her "very favorite subject" in school "because it's fun and it entertains you." She 

could be outspoken, and was usually not afraid to speak her mind. In other contexts, 

however, she was sometimes shy, especially with people she didn't know well. 

At the beginning of the year, each student in the Tree Room completed an 

interests inventory to inform their teacher and each other about things that they 

enjoyed. Kyla reported that jazz was the kind of music she liked and that Africa was 

where she would like to travel. She also wrote that she played tennis. As reported in 
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an interview, her favorite movie was Jurassic Park because she liked scary and 

exciting movies. 

Kyla's closest fnend was Lizzie, also a third grader in the Tree Room. She 

and Lizzie spent a lot of time together in school. They also saw each other after 

school, and on the weekends, when Lizzie would go over to Kyla's house. Other 

close fnends in her class included Miranda, Elise, Andrea and Magdalena. When 

asked about other friendships, Kyla mentioned Lauren, Genevieve, and Amy (all 

Borton students); Anaese (a close friend from her church); and then added, "A lot of 

people are my friends." 

In the classroom, then, Kyla's closest collaborators would often be these five 

girls because the Tree Room students had frequent opportunities to work 

collaboratively with other children by choice. On the other hand, the teacher would 

also assign four or five students to work in centers together so they could learn to 

work with others. She also made other small group and partner assignments based on 

various academic/social considerations. The main point here is that Kyla had 

numerous occasions in which she worked together with these same five friends. 

Within the first two months of the school year, Kyla was becoming biliterate. 

Although she was definitely more literate in English, she wrote "Tree''mendous 

Person letters to students in her class in Spanish. Kyla told me, when I asked her 

how she learned to write in Spanish, that she wrote them in Spanish because many of 

the students read in Spanish and that they helped her with Spanish writing. 
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When I write letters to the Treemendous Person and I want to write in Spanish 
to them, because they read in Spanish, I just ask people to help me out. (Kyla, 
excerpt from interview December, 1993) 

An Early Example of Kyla's English Writing 

Kyla was a good reader and writer in English at the beginning of the school 

year. She liked to read for enjoyment at home. Her writing was lively and displayed 

Kyla's voice and her concerns. One example is the following letter that Kyla wrote to 

Kathy, her teacher. It was written on the second day of school, when Kathy 

requested that each student write a letter to her that addressed two different areas: 

their activities during the summer and topics that they wanted to study in her class. It 

is Kyla's second and final draft of the letter (I was unable to obtain the first draft) that 

is presented in Table 10. 

Semantic System 

Kyla understands the pragmatics of letter writing. She began her letter with an 

opening and ended it with a closing. She utilized a typical letter-writing convention 

by including questions for her teacher, inquiring about whether or not Kathy liked 

some of the same activities or areas of study. These inquiries demonstrated Kyla's 

high sense of audience and made die letter a very readable text. 

She began her letter by informing Mrs. Lohse that she thought it was a great 

class, indicating her enthusiasm for the Tree Room at the beginning of the school 

year. She wrote that she was very interested in learning Spanish, an early indication 
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Figure 10. Letter by Kyla to Mrs. Lohse, August 16, 1993. 



of her desire and openness to leam another language. Kyla focused mainly on 

activities that she enjoyed and wanted to do or leam in the Tree Room: Spanish, 

math, writing, soccer, and geography. 

Although she did not discuss her summer much, she did a good job of 

informing Kathy about her interests. Kyla also mentioned her sister's involvment 

with gymnastics, sharing a family member's activity and also using that fact to tell her 

teacher that she, too, had taken gymnastics. 

Syntactic System 

Kyla's syntax in this letter is appropriate to the genre and it is generally well 

strucmred. The syntax enhances meaning in her writing because it assists the flow 

and readability of the letter. The only awkward (unconventional) use of language is 

in the ninth sentence, where she used the term "took" instead of "taken," which is an 

irregular verb. "Have you ever took gimnastics?" However, this does not seriously 

interfere with the meaning that she wanted to communicate to her teacher. 

Orthography 

In this letter, Kyla spelled almost all of her words conventionally. The only 

exceptions were: "soker," "gimnastics," and "geagrafy." Her invented spellings of 

these words closely resembled the conventional spellings and did not seriously 

interfere with the meaning she created in her writing. Her use of invented spellings, 
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all low frequency words, demonstrated her desire to communicate about topics 

important to her and that she was willing to take risks in her writing by using difficult 

words in order to make her meaning clear to Kathy. There are 77 words in this letter; 

74 words (96%) were spelled conventionally. 

In general, Kyla utilized conventional punctuation throughout her letter. 

Kendra inserted an apostrophe between the letters "n" and "t" to indicate die omission 

of letters in the word "can't" at the beginning of her second sentence and to set a 

more informal tone to her personal letter to her teacher. She further demonstrated her 

knowledge of the conventions of letter writing by closing it with a phrase and a 

comma, followed by her first and last names. 

Although there is some unconventional punctuation, or lack of it, in this letter, 

none causes major difficulty in reading it. Kyla omitted the period mark after "Mrs" 

in her opening salutation. In the second sentence, she capitalized the first letter of 

"learning," and did not c^italize the letter "S" in Spanish. She also c^italized the 

letter "1" in the word "like" all six times that she used that word. Lastly, she omitted 

any punctuation between statements and questions that immediately followed them in 

four sentences and she didn't capitalize the letter "d" in each of them. For example, 

Kyla wrote; "I Like writing do you like writing?" She omitted a question mark in 

only one instance where it appeared necessary ("I Like soker do you."). 

She began using capital letters for each word in the salutation, and wrote a 

comma after her teacher's last name. Kyla also indented the first word ("I") of the 



145 

first sentence. All of the first words of the thirteen sentences in her letter begin with 

a capital letter. 

She is aware that sentences are ended with periods or question marks, 

depending on whether the the sentences are declarative or interrogative. Kyla uses 

those conventionally for the most part. She has some difficulty when she uses a 

complex conversational question-answer format in her writing. For each of the four 

sentences where she declares what she likes, she follows this with a "do you" 

construction. Although conventionally these could be separate sentences, some 

writers might use a semi-colon. Kyla uses question marks to end two of these 

sentences and periods to end two. She shows her risk taking abilities here too. She 

can use a complex writing device but she is not sure how to punctuate this stylistic 

feature. 

Pragmatics 

I have no data on the social context in which Kyla composed this letter, 

except that Kathy informed me that all the children in the Tree Room were asked to 

write a letter and that most of them did write them in the classroom on the second day 

of school. The letters marked the beginning of curriculum negotiations between 

Kathy and her students. 

In summary, Kyla's letter indicates that she was a good writer in English. She 

informed the teacher about several different topics that she enjoyed and wanted to 
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pursue during the year in her classroom: Spanish, math, writing, soccer, and 

geogr^hy. She also wrote that she thought it was a great class, that she had a great 

summer and that she had taken gymnastics. Her use of questions to her teacher was 

effective and demonstrated her sense of audience and knowlege of letter writing as a 

gera-e. 

The letter is an example of Kyla's first writing in this classroom, when she 

was just beginning the third grade. At this point, she had not yet written in Spanish. 

The high quality of her writing and her risk taking, too, suggests that her English 

literacy development may have played an important role in mediating the development 

of her Spanish writing abilities. 

Before examining Kyla's writing in Spanish, I will briefly discuss another 

document that she wrote to her teacher, because it reveals more about Kyla as a 

person and as a student. In particular, it provides a glimpse into the importance that 

she gave to learning Spanish. It also is an example of the culture of the classroom, 

where students' ownership of their own learning was encouraged by their teacher. 

Tree Room students were expected to develop their own social and academic goals 

and strive to achieve them over the course of the school year. 

The following piece by Kyla, entitled "My Goals," was written in response to 

her teacher's assignment. In October, the second full month of the school year, each 

student was asked to write their own goals, four behavior goals and four academic 

goals. The goals that Kyla wrote provide us with some insights into how she viewed 



147 

'-'t 

/• /u hOCils 
J 

b-i-hAji/lor- .. . 

... L. J_ . ujlLV t PL! not-.i'o. fe.--
tlQSob. 

._ ..r 

3;Kfe^apl!|rri:;: 
p>irrc . c(xr^6j.ziSL.u^ 

J 

t:h, b cco :US (f_. J- V )a_ MOCL-. .. 
_ Cjc^d CL^ Ca.rry.in.? hiii)iU'^ 

--'ilV ii^u to, have. 
0 'i ':• rLa-yic(dL' 

3 -L -.''"''i " '̂̂ 1 
' b c U ^ y -

>n\] (.! \ h. '̂ - \ i--^-^ 
, orL.Lr^ fO-y '-t î VlV ' • -
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how she viewed herself and areas in which she wanted to improve. They also 

demonstrate serious reflection and candidness on her part, a developed sense of 

herself-as-leamer within the social setting of her classroom, and her ability to 

communicate well in writing. 

It is instructive that, given a choice of any four academic goals that she might 

select, the one that Kyla chose was that she wanted to improve her Spanish-speaking 

abilities. This is especially important because children's attitudes toward new 

languages is a key mediating factor for biliteracy development. For Kyla, learning 

Spanish was one of her personal goals for the year, and this "pro-active" stance 

toward Spanish distinguished her from some of her monolingual English-speaking 

peers in her classroom. So, in addition to some other key aspects of the sociocultural 

context, the subjective factor was a necessary dynamic for Kyla's developing 

biliteracy. Others have reported similar findings in terms of biliteracy and bilingual 

development in classroom contexts (Griego-Jones, 1994; McCollum, 1993; Moll & 

Dworin, 1996; Whitmore & Crowell, 1994). 

Kyla Writing in Spanish 

Kyla's first writing in Spanish was a letter to Daniel, a second grader (see 

Chapter 6 for a case study of Daniel). Daniel had just given his "Tree"mendous 

Person presentation to the class a few minutes before Kyla sat down to write her letter 

(see Figure 12). It was written on October 15th and is the first of two drafts that she 
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English Translation 

Dear Daniel, 

You are very nice. 
Do you like to draw? I do. 
You are a good writer. 
Is Elise your friend? She is my friend. 
Is Miranda your amiga? She is my friend. 
You are kind because you help people when 
they need help. 

By Kyla Jade Wells 
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wrote (see Chapter 4 for the "Tree"mendous Person letter-writing process). I was 

not able to obtain a copy of the final draft. I do not have data on the social context in 

which the letter was written. 

Semantic System 

Kyla's first letter in Spanish includes several topics regarding her classmate, 

Daniel She wrote three different comments on Daniel's positive qualities, two inquiries 

about fiiends in common, and one inquiiy about a pastime. In general, the letter is 

similar m content to others that Kyla had written previous^ in English. 

She began the letter stating that Daniel was very nice and then inquired about 

v^ether Daniel shared an activity that Kyla enjoyed, drawing. She informed him 

explicitly that she liked to draw. Next, she writes that he is a good writer. Another 

interest of Kyla's is apparent when she wants to know if Elise and Miranda are Daniels' 

fiiends. (As mentioned previous^, K)4a was very fiiendfy with these two girls). She 

ended her letter with one more statement about Daniel, that he was kind because he 

he^ed others when th^ needed hei^. 

Syntagtig Systaa 

Generally, the ^tax in this letter is well structured and it is appropriate to the 

g»ue. The syntax is genera% very acceptable and it does not interfere with the meaning 

Kyla created. She used the same stjiistic device here in Spanish that she used in her 
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letter of August 16th in FngKsh Here it is a question-statement format. The use of this 

question-statement format suggests that K)da used her knoii^edge of writing in EngHsh 

to con^ose this letter. She also used her kno^edge of Spanish to write the letter and 

her proclivity to take risks as well 

Orthography 

Kyla speUed most of her words conventional^. There are 51 words in this letter; 

39 words (76%) were gelled conventiona%. The exceptions were the folUowing 

italicized words (with the conventional fellings m parentheses); dibijar, (dibujar)ace5, 

(liaces)a, (}m)bean, Qa\xeD)eskreve, (escritor)4ya, (EIla)/ud!c7, {zyvAd) qimda, 

(cuando)qvas (eUos) andsesesfZ/'an (necessitan). Her invented fellings suggest that 

she reUed upon her kno^edge of the FngKsh graphophonic system to ^eU some of her 

words, a common writing strategy for children learning a new language (Edelsky, 1989). 

Some of these words closely resembled the conventional Spanish fellings, {dibijar, 

aces, esessitan ), and therefore, did not seriously interfere with the meaning she created 

in her writing. Kyla's other invented ^eOiags might cause some difQcuhy in 

coroprehending the letter for people not ftmiliar with invented gelling in Spanish. 

Kyla used punctuation conventional^ throughout most of her letter. In two 

different sentences, ^e used two question marks, one at the begimiing of each 

interrogatory sentence and one at the end, following the conventions of Spanish 

orthography, but she wrote each of the first question marks backwards. She also 
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omitted a few accent marks where they were needed (pronouns): Tu and tu, waAmi, as in 

"A mi" Kyla's lack of conventional pmictuation in these instances does not cause 

cignificant difficulty in coiiq)rehending her text. 

This letter to Daniel represents a milestone in Kyla's intellectual development. 

She was beginning to control the conventions of literacy in Spanish and, therefore, 

appropriating written discourse in two languages. Hiese forms of biliterate practice 

were suppoited by the classroom contexts, ^ere the students themselves became 

resources for language use and learning. In this instance, Kyla's sense of audience was 

m^ortant, reflecting the coiqposition of the students and their literacy practices, 

including the collaborative process by the \^iiich the children wrote their letters. Her 

ability to take risks, reflected in her writing in Spanish in this setting for the first time, 

was also important, as was her desnre to learn and use SpanisL 

It is interesting to note that K>da was a good reader in English, but her reading in 

Spanish was fiir less developed. I did not observe her reading Spanish text much in the 

classroom and she did not report reading any books in Spanish. In this, Kyla was 

following her own path of biKteracy development, where, because of uneven 

development among (Mdren, there is no smgle path. Her becoming a capable writer in a 

new language before developing reading abilities demonstrates a natural development, 

given the sociocultural contexts in vMch she was appropriating literacy. 
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Summary 

This case study suggests that we need to re-examine some of our assuaq)tions 

about language and biliteracy appropriation for "majority language" children, particularly 

because of the pervasive influence of monolingual English frameworks. Kjda's writing 

demonstrates the key role of classroom siq)port for biliteracy development, where she 

was writing letters to her peers in Spanish after only two months of school and she 

continued to write to letters in Spanish over the course of the year (see Appendix C). It 

also suggests that biliteracy is a reafistic possibility for "majority language" students in 

school settings, given the proper circmnstances. This is an in^ortant concept that 

challenges teachers and researchers thinking and represents new vistas for bilingualism 

and biliteracy in classrooms. 
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CHAPTERS 

DISCUSSION: TOWARDS A BILITERATE PEDAGOGY 

The study of biliteracy is not common. \^thin bilingual educational settings in 

this country, the most likely place for children to become biliterate, this in^ortant 

phenomenon remains mostfy ignored. Beginning with a critique of transitional bilingual 

educational programs, and informed by my partic^ation as a researcher in other studies, 

I wanted to gain a better understanding of biliteracy development because of the 

possibilities that it represents for transforming language and literacy education, w^ere 

bilingual and biliterate education might become part of every child's e^qieiiences in 

school, rather than a chance or occasional occurrence. 

hi this study, I examined biliteracy development among students in a bilingual, 

second and third grade classroom in Tucson, Arizona. The central research question 

guiding this study was: What can be learned about EngH^Spanish biliteracy 

development among students in a classroom context? Three additional questions guided 

the study: (1) Can children become biliterate in this setting? (2) What kinds of classroom 

practices foster biliteracy development? and (3) What are the theoretical and practical 

implications of these dual literacy practices for the development of a biliterate pedagogy? 

I selected the Tree Room for study, because, given its "additive" characteristics, I 

expected to observe childroi's biliteracy developmoit there (for a discussion of the 
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classroom, see Chapter 4). The study was conducted over the course of one school year 

iitiliTing a number of qualitative methods, e^eciaOy a case study approach. This 

approach was chosen to provide an in-depth examination of q)ecific children's 

English-Spanish biliteracy development and the contexts that si^ported them. 

Findings of This Study 

There are several findings fiom this study regarding biliteracy development. The 

first is that biliteracy development can be si^orted in a classroom setting. This is 

significant for at least three reasons: (1) This understanding demonstrates that biliteracy 

in classrooms can be attained; (2) It provides a different lens with \^ch to understand 

and appreciate "language minority" students; and (3) Biliteracy development in 

classrooms is possible for language majority students under ^ecific circumstances. 

Feasibilitv of BiKteracv in Classroom Settinp 

A key finding of this study is that biliteracy can be developed in a classroom 

setting. This is iraportant for our appreciation of the possibilities for language and 

literacy education. It suggests that, under specific conditions, bilingual children's 

languages and cultures might become viable tools for learning and thinking in two 

languages. Biliteracy, then, as a pedagogical goal, could mediate possibilities for new 

intellectual and cultural consequences for students, becommg fluent, literate and 

academically proficient in two languages, that are not readify available within an Fnglidi 
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mnnnlmgual cuiricuhiiiL At the same time, however, providing ample siq>port for 

biliteracy involves dealing with the con^lex and difficult issues of both schooling and 

society. In addition to issues relating to the school's role in promoting an additive 

context and the in:q)ortance of linguistic vitality (Landry & Allard, 1991), there are 

formidable social and political influences (racism, national and cultural chauvinism, etc.) 

that must be taken into account as well (Walsh, 1991). These are concerns that need 

fiuther study and that must be addressed in developing a biliterate pedagogy. 

E)ifferent Lens for Understanding Bilinpial Students 

From this study, it appears that the teacher and students were successfiil in 

creating a different kind of learning community in their classroom; one that was holistic 

and collaborative, with a language-as-resource perfective mediating their transactions. 

Given this social ^rstem of instruction, there were also qualitative differences of a 

positive nature for the "language minority" students (Mexican-American children) ^o 

made up a majority of the class members (about 60 per cent of the students). Their roles 

and identities as bilingual children, of varying levels of competence, were supported and 

rewarded. Tliis support was, in part, because Spanish and bilingualism became necessary 

and valuable cultural tools and resources for learning in this classroom Therefore, 

instead of the deficit view of bilingual students (that equates lack of kno^edge of 

English with not being ready to learn) being operative, those children ^o knew Spanish 
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were viewed as bringing tremendous assets, not onfy for themselves, but for the entire 

classroom community. 

Hie teacher's holistic philosophy of instruction prec^itated these dynamics 

within the Tree Room. Her assun^tions were that all children are learners and that each 

brought their knowledge and abilities as resources to the classroom community. More 

spedficaljty, she valued Spanish-Leaking and Spanish literacy a great deal and, because 

of this orientation, many of her students did, too. Although this was e^eciaHy the case 

for the children who knew Spanish as a native language, several monolingual Fngh'sh 

students began to develop and use their Spanish (see Chapter 7 for an exan^le), another 

sign that Spanish was a desirable language in this classroom context. According to 

the teacher, eight students in the Tree Room were biliterate by the end of the school 

year. They were Brenda, Lance, Jiian Carlos, Kyla, Daniel, Pablo M, Graciela, and 

Lizzie. Although there certainfy was much variation among their biliteracy abilities, this 

was to be e}q)ected given the understanding that there are multiple paths (not a smgle 

path) to biliteracy development. 

"Lanyuaye Mt^joritv" Students and Biliteracv 

This study demonstrates the potential for "language majority" students to become 

bilingual and biliterate within school contexts. This is an inq)ortant finding and highlights 

the key role that "language minority" bilingual dbildren played in creating siq)port for 

Spanish literacy. Without these students, it would likefy be more dif&cuh to create an 
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environment vs^ere monolingual FngKsh students like Kyla fek comfortable to write 

letters in Spanish and develop their biKngualism. 

One of the main difficulties in developing biliteracy for "language majority" 

students within classrooms is the influence of the broader social and linguistic 

environment outside of schools. There appears to be lictle Spanish-language 

sociolinguistic influence in the children's lives. Elective bilinguaHsm is predominantly an 

individual rather than groiq) process (Vald^ 1994). Di other words, the social climate 

supports Fnglish cmd it does not support Spanish. This means that biliteracy for 

"language majority" children is possible, but pediaps more conqilicated, in terms of 

providing sufficient support for it to be successfiil in classrooms. More research needs 

to be done within those schools where biliteracy is encouraged as an e?qplicit goal of 

instruction to understand ways to mediate and support biliteracy development so it may 

be a possibility for all children. 

The Case Study Students 

Bisnda 

Of the three case study students, Brenda's path to biliteracy was peihaps the most 

iUustrative of the need to appreciate the kqportance of Spanish as a medium of 

instruction and learning for shnilarly situated "circumstantial" bilingual 

Mexican-American students. In the Tree Room, there were several key siq)ports for 

biliteracy. However, Brenda apparent^ chose not to use English but Spanish literacy. 
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with some exceptions. This choice may miderstandable, given her age, her on-going 

appropriation of the conventions of literacy in Spanish and her tendency to be careM and 

not take risks in the classroom. It also raises questions regarding the uneven 

development of literacy across languages, students' individual agency, and the nature and 

amount of support for biliteracy that need to be examined within a biliterate pedagogy. 

At the same time, Brenda's writing in English did highlight a landmark in her 

mtellectual development. She was appropriating the conventions of English literacy 

^^Me doing the same with Spanish literacy, transforming her potential to transact with 

texts in both languages. It was clear from the situation Brenda &ced with the 

"Tree"mendous Person letter to Lizzie, that she wanted to write the letter in English and 

that the social context in the classroom provided her affordances to do so. Again, this 

situation highlights the social nature of literacy as practice in general, and of 

English-Spanish bilteracy in classrooms in particular. 

Daniel 

Daniel was an interesting student \^^o did not seem to think that his bilingual and 

biliterate abilities were uniisual or anything but natural And in the context of his 

classroom and community, this certainly was the case. He used his bilingualism to 

communicate with his teacher and other students in his class and m the school 

Daniel liked reading and read well in English and Spanish. He found writing to 

be some\^t difficult, depending on his purposes and audience. He tended to be a 
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perfectionist, so he wrote carefiiOy. He did not write often in English. From my 

observations, Daniel read much more than he wrote. 

Like many children in the Southwest who are bilingual from an earfy age, Daniel 

brought these abilities to his litera(^ development, inside and outside of school Like the 

other Tree Room difldren, he was able to use his bilingualism and was encouraged to 

read and write in both languages. He was only seven years old w^en I worked with him, 

but he had already become biliterate. 

For Daniel, and children like him, the question of which is the "first "and which is 

the "second 'language may become irrelevant. Given the status of English in U. S. 

society, and e^ecialfy its use in secondary schools, he may become a stronger reader and 

writer in Fnglish than in Spanish. Spanish could, therefore, become his "second" 

language for literacy. However, with sufficient si^port, he may continue to use and 

develop his biliterate abilities as he gets older. 

K)da 

One finding firom Kyla's case study was that it appears that a monolingual 

English-Leaking student may develop biliteracy, even without much bilingualism, with 

the proper social support. She had more receptive ability that peaking ability in 

Spanish, according to her teacher. And although I e?q)ected her to be able to read in 

Spani^ she had great difficulty reading it. 
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Her home is a positive influence for her efforts to learn Spanish. Both parents 

are bilingual; her &tfaer in Fnglish and Spanish and her mother in FngKsh and FrendL hi 

addition, she was planning to attend a bilingual school the next year that was moving 

toward a Spanish immersion approach. 

Kyla's strong desh« to learn Spanish and to communicate with her 

Mexican-American classmates gave her ample puipose to write letters in Spanish. The 

other students assisted her with this process, givoi the social system in place in the 

classroom. Her case study highlights the unique approaches that students take to 

become biliterate. Kyla used her knowledge of writing in English and her confidence in 

herself as a writer to her benefit and was proud of her ability to write SpanisL 

111 general, Kĵ 's path to biKteracy suggests that there are iiiq)ortant possibilities 

for monolingual English students, and though some of the constraints may be di£ferent 

than for "language minority" students, biliteracy development is certaiiLl^ feasible. 

Support for Biliteracy Development in the Classroom 

There were several key &ctors that supported biliteracy development in the 

classroom. They included the following general areas: (1) Certain positive a^ects of the 

sociolinguistic climate m the county and city in i^ch the classroom was situated; (2) 

The school and its instructional programs, including their bilingual strand; (3)The 

teacher's holistic philosophy of instruction and classroom practices, including her 

consistent use of Spani^ within classroom discourses and literacy instruction; (4) 
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Specific diaracterisdcs of the students; and (5) The students as resources for 

collaborative language learning. I discuss each of these fiictors in the sections that 

follow. 

The Sociolinpiisric Environment 

Stated brie%, it appears that there must be a sufficient^ viable community of 

Spanish-Leakers as part of the broader sodolinguistic environment to siqiport classroom 

bi&eracy. There must be a considerable interest in the maintenance and development of 

Spanish discourse and literacy, including opportunities outside of school, for this 

development to occur. On one level, this community might simpfy mean that there are 

sufficient numbers of native Spani^-^eakers to develop and maintain a school's 

bilingual/biliterate program. On another, it suggests that there must be a sufficient 

social, cultural, and intellectual institutions in place to support activities and interest in 

Spanish. Some exan^les include (but are not limited to); new^apers, aduk and 

children's books, fotonovelas, magazmes, environmental prmt, television programs, 

music, fihns, &mify social gatherings, fiestas, and other cultural events. 

In the Tucson metropolitan area, according to JaramiUo (1995), the Spanish 

language is generally bemg maintained, and may even be experiencing a slight "upswing" 

in its usage: 

The maintenance of Spanish in Greater Tucson looks promismg and appears to 
be fostered by the presence of certain macrosodolinguistic phenomena...T1ie 
intergene-rational loss of Spanish is occurring here as in other interior 
Spanish-speaking communities of the [Southwest]; however, smce Greater 
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Tucson also shares macrosodo-linguistic feature with border Spanish-Leaking 
conununities, the loss of Spanish is being stymied to a certam degree, (p. 85) 

Jaramillo (1995) discusses a number of ^ecific sociolinguistic fiictors that 

are operating in the direction of Spanish language vitality. Here I wiU only identify each 

of the seven &ctors: (1) close distance to Mexico, where Spanish is the common or de 

£icto language of the country; (2) the continual influx of visitors, immigrants and 

workers wiiose dominant tongue is Spanish; (3) the size, density, distribution, ingroup 

proportion, growth, and homogeneity of the ethnolinguistic population 

(Mexican-American); (4) the social and economic subordination and distance of 

Mexican-Americans from mainstream society;( 5) ethnolinguistic groiq) pride and 

language loyalty; (6) market value or status of Spanish in the wider community; (7) 

accessibility of oral and written linguistic models of Spanish. Hiis relative vitality of 

Spanish in the Tucson area he^s make it an unmarked language within certain contexts 

proxhnate to Borton Primary Magnet SchooL 

The most mq)ortant point here is not v^ether Jaramillo is accurate in her 

assessment of the status of Spanish in the Tucson area, but to acknowledge that the 

broader sociolinguistic community is a critical if not necessary support for the 

development of biliteracy in the classroom. This is eqiecialfy the case for monolingual 

English students struggling to become biliterate given that their main social contacts with 

Spani^-^eaking children may be onfy in the classroom. It is also the case for 

Spanish-Leaking students because the presence of a broader and vital Spanish-speaking 

community he^s establish Spanish as an unmarked language. In other words, the 
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Spaiiish-q)eakmg communities in Tucson fiidlitate both ethnolinguistic student groups 

in developing biliteracy in the classroom and appear to be a necessary pre-condition for 

diial language and literacy learning, given the ubiquity and power of English in the 

broader society. 

The School 

The school represented an in^iottant siq)port for biliteracy and several features of 

Borton Magnet Primary School warrant mention here (see Chapter 4 for discussion of 

the school). They inchide; (1) the ^ole language philosophy of instruction practiced by 

teachers and the princ^al; (2) the "maintenance" type of bilingual program; (3) the 

support by parents and the neighborhood community; (4) the resources and instructional 

support at the school; and (5) the small number of the students at the school 

Although all five of these features were in^ortant for biliteracy development, 

here I will focus on the two that were e^ecially key for biliteracy development: the 

A^ole language philosophy of instruction and the "maintenance" bilingual program. In 

many ways, these two features of the school were also features m the classroom. 

Learning at the school was supported by teachers and staff members ^o believed in and 

practiced whole language mstruction. Kathy Lohse's teaching in the classroom was, 

therefore, part of a larger community of teachers and learners with qmilar per^ectives. 

And because of the whole language approach, the bilingual program was essentially a 

maintenance one, wliere children were not "transitioned" mto all-English as quickfy as 
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possible. Instead, the students m the bilingual classrooms developed their language and 

literacy abilities in the language(s) of their choice, at their own pace, and for their own 

purposes. They were encouraged and sq)potted by teachers to become bilinguaL 

Therefore, both of these features of the school fiicifitated biliteracy development even 

though biliteracy was not an explicit goal of the bilingual program at Borton. 

The Teacher's Philosophv and Classroom Practices 

The teacher brought a dynamic, holistic philosophy and practice to her classroom 

that fiicilitated biliteracy. This philosophy en^hasized the active roles of learners m 

authentic, purposeM activities and >^ere students viewed literacy practices and learning 

as meaningful and as their own. Because of this approach and the siqiportive 

environment that it created, students were encouraged to "take risks" and to develop 

their biliteracy for authentic purposes. These included a number of activities, from letter 

writing and bilingual articles, to involvmg parents in sharing in either English or Spanish 

to reading a story for pleasure with a friend. 

Kathy Lohse &cilitated the building of a bilingual community in her classroom as 

an essential part of creating a learning environment. Hiis focus on teaching reject and 

caring for individuals was central in supporting the social system of instruction, \^erein 

students were encouraged and e?q)ected to work collaborative^ in ahnost all activities in 

their classroom. 
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Li addition, Kathys uses of English and Spanish, both oral and writtrai, in her 

teaching represented her positive attitudes toward the cultural backgrounds of her 

snidents and their ^milies. This was e^ecialfy the case with her use of Spanish, >^ch 

was frequent^ the medium of instruction and communication with parents, and her 

naturalistic discourse, which inchided and encouraged codeswitching from English to 

Spanish or vice versa. Approximately 30% of the materials in the class library were in 

Spanish. While this figure may not seem to be high, it is part of Kathys commitment to 

continue to make available as many books and other materials in Spanish as possible for 

her students. Lastfy, all instructional materials, items sent home to caretakers, 

homework, and other uses of print were available in English and Spanish in her 

classroom. 

The Characteristics of the Students 

Some of the characteristics of the students in this classroom played a significant 

role in their biliteracy development. Urst, it was of crucial inq>ortance that the majority 

of the students in the class were native ^eakers of Spanish (66 per cent or 18 of 27 

students). This majority of Spanish ^eakers provided a counterbalance, to some extent, 

to the oven^elming influence of English and enabled Spanish to become an unmarked 

language in the Tree Room. This eniphasis on Spanish created a context ^ere 

"language majority" students (Kyla, Lizzie) were also among those children >^o 

demonstrated biliteracy development m the classroom. It also suggests that a similar 
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ratio of native speakers to second language ^eakers may be desirable for "two-way" 

programs, v^ere the ratio is usualfy an even balance of Spanish and English ^eakers in 

the same classroom. 

Another impnitant characteristic was that many of the Spanish ^eakers were 

bilingual, ^^ch meant that within certain contexts they became the "language brokers" 

in the classroom-these students translated for both Fnglish- and Spanish-speaking 

children. They also assisted with FngKsh and Spanish in writing and reading activities, 

on the playground, etc. In short, the bilingual students were the ones ̂ o mediated 

much of the discourse and written language activities within the Tree Room. And with 

onfy a few exceptions, it was these students ^o became biliterate. 

Perhaps most important for bilitera(^ development was that the students 

themselves were resources for their language and literacy learning. Tlie classroom was a 

place A^ere the children worked in close collaboration with each other during most 

activities including reading and writing in a variety of genres (see Chapter 4). Through 

oral and written modes, the students assisted each other, mediating their language 

learning and creating zones of proxfanal development for their biliteracy development 

(Vygotsky, 1987). This close collaborative leaming was part of the classroom 

community, >^ere the teacher expected her students to become self-regulating and 

self-directed learners who could learn to work well with each other. 
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Constraints on Biliteracy Development 

There also several constraints on biliteracy development in this classroom that 

served as countervailing influences for dual language appropriation. Here, they will only 

be discussed in brief because most have been presented previous^. 

The classroom was not a place v^ere biliteracy (and even to some extent, 

bilingualism) was an explicit goal This means that although a number of students were 

becoming biliterate in this classroom, this was more a consequence of the classroom 

conditions, that the fiilfiDment of an e>9ected goal of instruction. In other words, the 

teacher permitted students to use onfy Spanish or only English at school While she 

invited and encouraged them to become bilingual and/or biliterate, it was not required of 

them, lb this sense, the Tree Room was a "maintenance" bilingual classroom. That 

some students became biliterate was a voluntary process. 

Brenda is an example of a student v^o was bilingual and chose to do almost all 

her reading and writing in SpanisL She was not pressured by Kathy, the teacher, to do 

otherwise, atthougih Kathy encouraged her to do more in RngH A because she thought 

that Brenda "knew a lot more than she thought she did." Therefore, the instructional 

goals of the teacher were that students learn, and the choice of language was for each 

individual student to decide. 

This condition constrained biliteracy because it was a not a central goal of the 

teacher nor of the bilingual strand at Borton. Hie Tree Room was not, for exanq)le, part 

of a "two-way" immersion program with the e;q)licit purpose of dual language literacy 
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for all students. Given these circumstances, biliteracy was essentially a byproduct, rather 

than the wiain focus of learning in the Tree Room. 

The materials in the classroom, and the school, were another constraint on 

biliteracy. Most books, magazines, and other forms of printed literature were in English. 

The &ct that almost one-third of the materials in the classroom were in Spanish was 

certainly important for Spanish readers (and indirectly, English readers, too), but it still 

represented limited reading opportunities and probabfy suggested to Spanish readers that 

Fnglish was the more iiiq>ortant language for reading and literacy in general The school 

library contained approxhnately 90% English language materials. This lack of Spanish 

books constrained biliteracy development by limiting literate e?q)eriences for students 

A^4IO read in Spani^ (and those monolingual English readers \^o might want to become 

biliterate). As discussed earlier, it appears that "additive" bilmgualism and biliteracy 

require specific supports to be successfiiL Written materials in Spanish were resources 

that were not as abundant as needed in this setting to more fully support biliteracy. 

Another constraint was the lack of support by the school district and state 

department of education for literacy development in two languages. With peihaps one 

exception, there are virtual^ no bilingual programs in the state that deliberate^ promote 

biliteracy in Engh'sh and Spanish. Most are of the "transitional" type, where the goal is 

early-exit to aOrEnglish instruction. This means that there is not fimding nor the 

necessary political support for resources, such as adequate written materials in Spanish, 

much less for two-way immersion programs that siq)port biliteracy. Until this situation 
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changes at both the state and district levels, the lack of financial and political support will 

continue to be a major constraint on biliteracy development. 

Lastfy, the sociopolitical climate of the broader society constrained biliteracy 

development. Despite the relative vitality of Spanish in the region, English is the 

dominant and unmarked language. Spanish is not an "equal" language in a 

sociolinguistic sense, nor is it considered a "prestige" language in Southem Arizona. In 

short, social and political relations in the US and the Tucson area in the 1990s are such 

that there are tremendous divisions among people. And these ways of living apart have 

created an unhealthy climate for the study of school subjects in Spanish, except m the 

case of bilingual/English-as-a-second language remedial programs or as a "foreign" 

language in high school Therefore, the sociolinguistic environment is not fiivorable for 

biliteracy, despite some indications of growing interest in a few places in the country. 

Biliteracy Is a Continuum of Cultural Practices 

It is in^ortant to understand biliteracy development as complex, sociocuhural 

processes that occur ofien in circumstances v^diere two languages are in contact over 

time and used for ^ecific literate purposes Thus, biliteracy should be conceptualized as 

a broad continuum of literate abilities and diverse cultural practices, not unlike 

bilingualism (Valdes, 1991, 1994). In If biliteracy is always mediated by diverse social 

practices and contexts, this suggests, among other things, that a "balanced biliterate" 

might be an in^ossibility and a concept that is unrealistic. It also suggests that need to 
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study the cultuial practices of vs^ch biliteracy is but one part, and that these practices 

are always situated in ^ecific contexts that provide definition and character to them, 

providing nmlt^le reasons that make biliteracy necessary or not. In other words, 

biliteracy (or biliterades) will be shaped by their origins and the nature of their uses, and 

the concept of a continuum of biliteracy suggests that there may be as many ways to 

define biliteracy as there are types of biliterates. 

The Role of Spanish Literacy in Mediating Literacy 

in Two Languages 

According to bilingual educational theorists, the process of EnglisJi language 

acquisition is assisted and accelerated, not hankered, by the use and development of 

their "first language" by "T .FP" students during their initial years in school (Biafystok, 

1991; Collier, 1989,1992; Cummins, 1981, 1989a, among others). This first-language 

support exists becaxise much of \^diat is learned by students about language, its 

structures, and its uses occurs m their first language, ^iiich can be then "transferred" to 

academic situations to develop their abilities and knowledge of English. Another 

rationale for providing several years of instruction in the "first language" is that LEP 

students will not "M behind" their English-Leaking peers in content area knowledge 

vsdiile th^ are m biHngual/English as a Second Language programs. In addition, 

knowledge appropriated by students in Spanish, for exaiiq>le, mediates children's' 
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learning of the same academic disc^Hnes when they begm to interact with them in 

FngKsh 

Little attention, however, has beoi ̂ ecificalfy focused on "first" language 

literacy development in bilingual education programs (for most students in the present 

study, Spanish). One reason for this neglect has to do with the underfying logic of most 

of these programs, de^ite many in:q)rovements over the past two decades: their main 

purpose is the preparation of students for aOrEnglish instruction. Because of this goal, 

the Tiifltn focus of researdi and instructional resources has not been on the dynamics of 

development nor how literacy may affect and assist in the continual language 

development and growth in both languages. Once we begin to e7q)and our appreciation 

for potential biliteracy development, especia% among Spanish-q>eaking students, the 

narrowness of transitional bilingual education becomes more apparent. 

Bilingual students have tremendous cultural and intellectual potential that may be 

realized within specific, classroom contexts that are not difBcult to create, but laborious 

to sustain. That is, "additive" conditions are "fragile" due to political and pedagogical 

factors, and must be handled with great care to maintain them 

New Perspectives on "Rrst" and "Second" 

Language Categories 

There is at least one important observation that we must, therefore, consider 

about biliteracy development, and it is one that suggests the need to develop new 
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theoretical per^ectives regarding bilingual education. The categories of "first" and 

"second" language may not adequate  ̂provide clarity regarding children's dual language 

development, eq)ecia% within bilingual classroom settings that foster bilingualism and 

biliteracy. Those who have argued against viewing biUnguals and biliterates from a 

monolingual perfective (Goodman, Goodman & Flores, 1979; Grogean, 1987; MoQ & 

Dworin, 1996; Valdes, 1991, among others) have highlighted important a^ects of this 

point; we need to understand the tremraidous mediating role that knowledge and practice 

of two languages plays in these (and other) settings. Only then can we appreciate that 

our understandings of language and literacy must be situated within the muh^le contexts 

of their use. For exaniple, a second grade student in a bilingual program may initially 

have Spanish as her or his first language. Onfy a few months later, however, this same 

student may only write in English for academic purposes. In \^t sense, then, would it 

be accurate to describe this student with the statement, "Spanish is his or her first 

language?" The "murkiness" of the "first" and "second" language categories become 

even more apparent \^^en we consider that many bilingual diildren, because of their 

English language abilities, begin their schooling in "regular" education programs, not in 

bilingual education/ESL programs (Valdes, 1994). A key illustration comes from 

Brenda and her writing in English. Brenda was a "fimctional" bilingual in English and 

Spanish; that is, her verbal abilities in Fnglidi were well developed and she was able to 

fiilly partic^ate in classroom discussions and other activities v\^en English was used. In 

other words, sbe was a productive bifingual, one who could  ̂eak and/or write in her 
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second language (Vald  ̂1994). When Brenda wrote in FngKgh  ̂ she may have relied as 

much (or more) on her knowledge of English (her "second" language) than Spanish. 

While in this case it is difficult to know with any certainty, the point here is she was still 

appropriating the conventions of Spanish literacy and, at the same time, she was 

developing her FngKsh literacy. It was not sin^fy a transfer process from her "first" 

language (Spanish) to her "second" language (English). As such, concepts such as 

transfer and LI or L2 seem madequate to ej^licate these (and other) biliteracy 

dynamics. 

Key Differences with Second Language Per^ectives 

It is essential to appreciate that the study of biliteracy raises a number of issues 

that not usually addressed when examining language development solety from a "second 

language acquisition" fiumework. The fundamental difference may be that the study of 

biliteracy development tends to focus on how both languages/literacies are used for a 

variety of purposes. This emphasis highlights the interconnected, mediational nature of 

the two languages m use. A second language acquisition framework, on the other hand, 

usually focuses much more on the "second language" learning and, to some extent, how 

it may be influenced by the "first." Hiis framework also does not fijcus on "bilingual" or 

"biliterate" as distinct (and therefore, iiiq)ortant) theoretical categories or concepts that 

might inform research in this area, nor does it attempt to understand the dialectical 
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relationshp between languages, wiiere development in a "second language" also 

mediates development in the "first language." 

Suggestions for Further Research 

With sufficient resources, it appears that a biliterate pedagogy, either for 

"language mmoiity" childrai, or for "language majority language" children, has the 

potential for expanding the cultural and language boundaries of learning in our sdiools. 

There is much needed in terms of research in biliteracy, given that it is a topic that has 

received little attention by scholars or by policy makers. It is, therefore, an 

interdisc^Iinaiy domain of study wiiere there is little basic understanding. 

There are a number of issues in biliteracy that must be addressed to advance 

theoretical knowledge of this topic, jb addition, we must also consider methodological 

issues as key to these efforts, because theory and methodology are integral to the 

process of research and the kinds of insists we might expect from it. There is a great 

deal of potential for a biliterate pedagogy, but these benefits cannot be reaUzed without a 

more profound appreciation of the con:q)lexities of the biliteracy. This appreciation may 

require new theoretical constructs, and even methods of research, to develop a theory of 

biliteracy capable of sustaining this ̂ ecific pedagogy. 

One major issue that requires mention is the need to construct a biliterate 

theoretical framework that is grounded in the study of biliteracy. To do so, I suggest that 

we study biKterates in schools and other community contexts. While this might appear 
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to be an obvious approach, it is not necessarily so. Much of the research on bilingualism, 

for exanq>le, (not unlike other areas of study related to education) is guided by a 

research paradigm that does not require that researdiers study bilinguals-in-activity; 

instead surveys, tests, and other static means are used to research biHnguals in school 

settings. We need to conduct research with those who are transacting with written texts 

in two languages in order to develop a theory of biliteracy that re^onds to the social 

contexts of its use. In addition, it is in^ortant to include areas of life outside of school 

to more fiiHy understand the roles of fiunfies, communities, and other social networks 

that influence biliteracy. Longitudinal research is necessary to understand biliterate 

children as they experience changing social contexts and new challenges in academic, and 

other settings. Certainly new theoretical constructs are necessary to appreciate how 

bilinguals are distinct from monolinguals and to grapple with the related sodocultural 

inq)lications of developing a biliteracy pedagogy. 
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