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ABSTRACT

This interactional ethnographic study addresses a major gap in
the educational research literature—the development of academic
literacies with linguistically diverse elementary students. It examines
how students in a third-grade bilingual classroom are provided with
opportunities for learning academic content and becoming
academically literate.

This year-long study builds upon previous work done from an
academic literacies perspective by using both ethnography and
discourse analysis to investigate how literate practices and
opportunities for learning were socially constructed by the teacher and
students in this classroom. An exploration of the significant aspects of
this classroom culture, as seen from the students’' perspectives, (i.e.,
working together, being bilingual, and iearning differently)
demonstrates how each of these became cuitural resources that the
students drew upon and utilized for gaining academic literacies.
Through detailed ethnographic and sociolinguistic énaiyses of
particular literate practices (identifying and constructing patterns and
making predictions and using evidence) and how these were
introduced and developed across the school year, what counted as
academic literacies in this classroom became visible. Examination of

the social construction of intertextual ties demonstrated how students

xviii



learned to use these literate practices both within and across
academic content areas and how they understood both the situated
and general nature of their use.

Findings from this study have implications for theory as well as
classroom practice and professional development. Findings suggest
that an expansion of an academic literacies approach is needed to
make visible the opportunities for acquiring academic literacies and
learning academic content that are constructed and available to
students, as well as to better understand how access to academic
literacies is provided or denied. They also suggest that professional
educators need to think about their classroom practice and
implementation of content area curricula with linguistically diverse
students in new ways. By making visible how the teacher in this
classroom provided students with the academic support that they
needed to become academically literate, this study presents a positive

case of what is possible in bilingual classrooms.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

In today’s society, literacy is seen as key not only to success in
school, but to effective participation in the workforce, the community
and society (Braunger & Lewis, 1997). Failure to achieve “acceptable”
levels of literacy is the single most important contributor to low
academic achievement (Applebee, Langer, Jenkins, Mullis, and
Foertshe, 1990; Reyes & McCollum, 1992). However, as Pearson and
Stephens (1994) demonstrate in their historical review of research on
literacy, literacy can no longer be viewed as an independent isolated
event [or level]. Instead, they suggest that literacy events are shaped
by the contexts in which they are constructed. In other words, it is no
longer possible to speak of literacy as a generic process located
solely in the heads of individuals or a process that is the same for all
people (Baker & Luke, 1991; Bioome, 1985; Cook-Gumperz, 1986;
Street, 1984). Nor is it a state of being at which one arrives (Santa
Barbara Classroom Discourse Group, 1992). Rather, literacies are
socially constructed and situationally specific (Green & Meyer, 1991;
Heap, 1991).

If literacy can no longer be viewed as generic (in other words, is
not the same in all settings or for all subjects or types of literature), it
follows that one needs to become literate in each of the academic

content areas or disciplines in order to be “successful.” For culturally



and linguistically diverse students, failure to become academically
literate has been well documented by national assessment data,
dropout and graduation data, and patterns of placement in remedial
and special education programs (Gutierrez, 1990). However, as will
be shown in Chapter 2, little attention has been paid in the literature to
the development of academic literacies with linguistically diverse
students and with elementary students.

One purpose of this dissertation is to generate grounded
theoretical constructs that can be used in future work to understand
the ways academic literacies are socially constructed and situationally
defined. The study is an interactional ethnography of a bilingual
classroom and how the teacher and students in this classroom
constructed a particuiar culture. By focusing on how this culture used
language to shape literate practices, and what counted as being
academically literate, this study examines the practices of the
members of this classroom and how these practices provided
opportunities for acquiring academic literacies and learning academic
content. ltis intended that this study will contribute to the discussion
in the current research literature, and extend it in ways that will be

useful to the educational community.

Educational Problem and its Significance
Given the increasing ethnically and linguistically diverse

student population in this country1 and given their continued



academic underachievement, providing equal educational
opportunities and access to the curriculum has become both a state
and national issue (Macias & Garcia Ramos, 1995). Reform efforts
attempting to address equality of educational opportunity have
included integrated schools, affirmative action, and high standards for
all students (Pearson, 1996). While standards movements continue to
promote communicative practices and becoming “literate” in each of
the disciplines (i.e., math, science, social science) as central aspects
of reform (Hicks, 1995), the practical application in schools often takes
the form of predetermined curriculum and standardized testing
(Cummins, 1986; Pearson, 1996). Most recently, equal access to the
curriculum has been addressed through opportunity to learn
standards, which are intended to ensure that all students are being
exposed to the learning opportunities necessary to prepare them for
high academic (content) standards (Porter, 1993). An underlying
assumption of these standards and previous reform efforts is that
equity is achieved through exposure to the same curriculum with the
same instruction (Pearson, 1996).

However, if we are to successfully prepare all of our students for
the future (i.e., to develop literacies required of 215! century
“knowledge workers™ (Drucker, 1994, as cited in Green & Dixon,
1996), we must move beyond the traditional guiding principle of

“sameness” in achieving equity (Pearson, 1996). A “one size fits all”



approach does not meet the needs of linguistically and culturally
diverse students (Cummins, 1986; Ohanian, 1999). We must begin to
further understand the complexity of linguistically diverse classrooms,
to consider what constitutes teaching and learning in such settings,
and to understand how academic literacies are socially constructed
and situationally defined, as it is here that students begin to learn how
to negotiate academic discourses.

Marshall (1992) argues that many of the recent reform efforts in
education have overlooked the role of the learner and have not
reconceptualized learning as a process that occurs when the
members of a classroom interact over time. She contends that in
order for educational reform to succeed, we must begin to redefine
learning and to rethink how students learn. This dissertation furthers
that argument. Not only do we need to rethink how students learn, we
need to understand how to provide them with the academic support in
order for them to be successful. While academic literacy has long
been a focus of the “academy” (e.g., colleges, universities), this
dissertation argues that it also needs to become a focus in elementary
school. As will be discussed further in Chapter 2, linguistically diverse
students have a history of failure in American schools. While there are
various explanations and reasons for this “failure,” | contend that part
of the issue is that younger students (particularly linguistically diverse

students) have not been provided access to academic literacies. That
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is, they have not been provided opportunities for learning how to use
literate practices in both general and situated ways across academic
content. By investigating how knowledge is socially constructed, and
what it means to be literate in science, social studies, and math (for
example), educators may be able to further understand how to provide
meaningful opportunities for linguistically diverse students to
successfully acquire such literacies.

This study offers a reconceptualization of iearning (as called for
by Marshall, 1992), and addresses Hick’s (1995) call for educational
researchers need to focus more on “situationally specific ways in
which teachers and children in particular classroom settings . . . draw
upon diverse discourses as they engage in the construction of
disciplinary knowledge” (p. 21). It examines how academic literacies
are socially constructed and situationally specific. In particular, it
explores the relationships between literate practices and opportunities
for learning academic content in a third-grade bilingual classroom,
and how these students are provided with multiple and diverse paths
to becoming academically literate.

The theoretical orientation brought to this study provides a set
of underlying assumptions or premises that guide my view of
academic literacies (Strike, 1974). As Zaharlick and Green (1991)
and Green, Dixon, and Zaharlick (in press) argue, the theoretical

“lens” of the researcher influences what can be seen, and the methods



used for conducting their investigation (e.g., the questions explored,
the data collected, the types of tools used, the analysis procedures).
For this reason, it is important to understand the conceptual framework
that shapes the theoretical lens utilized in this study. The relationship
between this theoretical orientation and the methodological decisions

made in this study will be discussed in Chapter 3.

Conceptual Approach to the Study of Academic Literacies

The conceptual approach for this study is drawn from two
bodies of work: the social construction of literacy, (Barton, 1994;
Bloome, 1989; Cook-Gumperz, 1986; Fairclough, 1993; Gee, 1990;
Green & Harker, 1982; Heap, 1991; Lea & Street, 1998; Santa
Barbara Classroom Discourse Group, 1992; Street, 1984, 1993, 1995;
Wells & Chang-Wells, 1992); and interactional ethnography in
education (Castanheira, Crawford, Dixon, & Green, 1998; Green &
Dixon, 1993).

To conceptualize literacy as socially constructed is to
understand that literacy is both a product of, and a cultural tool for a
social group (Castanheira et al., 1998). From this perspective, literacy
is situationally defined through literate practices constructed by and
made available to members in and through their everyday actions and
interactions (Barton, 1994; Bloome, 1989; Gee, 1996; Green & Harker,
1982; Heap, 1991; Street, 1993, 1995). Thus, learning to be literate



can be viewed as an ongoing process in which members of a group
construct particular understandings and situated perspectives of
reading and writing along with the discourse practices and processes
through which reading and writing are talked or acted into being
(Green & Dixon, 1993). Further, literate practices develop as the
collective (e.g., classroom, reading group) develops and serve the
goals and purposes of both the collective and the individual within the
collective (Souza-Lima, 1995). Members of a group are afforded
and/or denied access to particular opportunities for constructing and
acquiring the repertoire of literate practices needed to participate in
socially and cuiturally appropriate ways (Kantor, Green, Bradley, &
Lin, 1992; Rex, Green, & Dixon, 1997; Tuyay, Jennings, & Dixon,
1995). Therefore, what constitutes an individual's repertoire within as
well as across collectives depends on which opportunities she or he
has had access to and which opportunities he or she takes up (Alton-
Lee & Nuthall, 1992; Floriani, 1993; Heras, 1993; lvanic, 1994;
Prentiss, 1995). '

This view of literacy as literate practices constructed by
particular groups, requires a methodological approach that makes
visible how this occurs. | purposefully chose to use an Interactional
Ethnographic approach to guide the theoretical and methodological
decisions (e.g., what data to collect, points of view to use in data

collection, etc.) in carrying out this study. This framework is comprised



of mutually informing theories ground-ed in cultural anthropology
(Geertz, 1983; Spradley, 1980) and interactional sociolinguistics
(Gumperz, 1986; 1992). Using an ethnographic perspective provides
a macro-level view of classroom life and a way to describe the
classroom culture through the identification of patterned practices.
Interactional sociolinguistic analyses of classroom discourse provide a
micro-level focus to see how these practices were socially constructed
in and through moment-to-moment interactions of members. This
approach allows me to investigate how academic literacies are
socially constructed and it provides coherence between the theoretical
orientation and methodological considerations, thereby enhancing the
expressive potential (i.e., what can be said) (Strike, 1974) of this
research.

Underlying this approach and guiding this investigation, are a
series of premises about classroom life derived from work of the Santa
Barbara Classroom Discourse Group. These premises serve to
ground this dissertation in the theoretical framework that supports it,
and form the basis for the methodological decisions presented in
Chapter 3.

» A classroom acts as a culture in which members construct
common knowledge and patterned ways of engaging with
each other through moment-to-moment interactions (Collins &
Green, 1992; Edwards & Mercer, 1987; Green & Harker, 1982;
Green & Meyer, 1991).



* Through interactions, patterns of life are constructed over
time, which become ordinary and thus often invisible to
members (Green & Harker, 1982; Heath, 1982; Santa Barbara
Classroom Discourse Group, 1992).

« Discourse processes and practices (oral, aural, visual and
written) are cultural tools that members of a group use to
construct knowledge (Bloome & Egan-Robertson, 1993;
Gumperz, 1982; Hicks, 1995).

« Living in particular classroom leads to particular ways of
communicating and acting which in turn, lead to particular
ways of being, ways of doing, and ways of knowing (Fernie,
Davies, Kantor, & McMurray, 1993; Green & Dixon, 1993;
Lemke, 1990).

« Through discourse processes and practices, members
construct local definitions of what counts as academic content
(Kelly & Crawford, 1996) and shape particular opportunities
for learning (Tuyay, Jennings, & Dixon, 1995).

» The actions of members shape the events of everyday life
along with roles and relationships, norms and expectations,
and rights and obligations that define membership (Green &

- Dixon, 1993; Green & Meyer, 1991).

» The class has a history that cannot be ignored. This history
becomes visible by considering:

- the referential system that members construct to
conduct the everyday events and processes of

classroom lif he ilan f the classroom (Lin,
1993);

- the patterns of interaction within and across events and
time—the cycles of activity (Green & Meyer, 1991);

- the occurrence and recurrence of events and themes—
the intertextuality (Bloome & Egan-Robertson, 1993);
and,
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- the occurrence and recurrence of contexts or ways of
interacting with texts-the intercontextuality (Floriani,
1993)

« It is understood that members of the local group are also
members of other groups. As such, they bring culitural
knowledge to the local group, including experiences, beliefs,
values, expectations, and practices (Green & Harker, 1982;
Mehan, 1979; Santa Barbara Classroom Discourse Group,
1992). '

This approach and these premises served to inform the
questions that guide this study. They also informed decisions about
how to collect data and for what purposes to analyze it (Collins &

Green, 1992).

Guiding Research Questions
The goal of this study was to examine what counted as being
academically literate in this third grade bilingual classroom, and how
this was situationally constructed and defined over the school year.

With this goal in mind, this study addressed the following questions:

. What does it mean to be a member of this classroom
culture?

- How is this classroom different from others as seen
frorn the members’ perspective?

- How are these aspects of classroom life (as identified
by the students) introduced and established during the
first 3 weeks of school?

- How do these aspects of classroom life form the basis
for what counted as academic literacies?
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« What counts as academic literacies?

- What counts as academic literacies from a national
perspective?

- What counts as academic literacies from the classroom
perspective?

- How are the two views similar and different?

- What are the relationships between literate
practices and opportunities for acquiring academic
literacies and learning academic content within a
planned cycle of activity?

- How do these literate practices support/constrain
access to academic content?

- How do students take up (or not take up) these
opportunities for learning and becoming academically
literate?

- How are literate practices that are not the focus of a
particular cycle of activity introduced and
developed?

- What are the relationships between these literate
practices and opportunities for acquiring academic
literacies and learning academic content?

- How do the students take up (or not) these
opportunities for learning?

These questions form part of the Ethnographic Research Cycle which

consists of an iterative cycle of asking questions, collecting data,

making ethnographic records, and analyzing data (Spradiey, 1980).

The interactive responsive nature of ethnographic research (Zaharlick

& Green, 1991) is reflected in the logic of inquiry (Birdwhistell, 1977)
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utilized by the researcher. The logic of inquiry used for this study is
further described in Chapter 3. It shows how each phase of analysis
served to inform the next. It also demonstrates the deliberate
movement between levels of analyses, moving from a macro
presentation of life in this particular classroom to a micro view of how
opportunities for learning and becoming academically literate were
socially constructed in and through the interactions of classroom

members.

Overview of the Dissertation

This study investigates the social construction of literate
practices in a bilingual third-grade classroom and how these practices
support and/or constrain opportunities for acquiring academic
literacies and learning academic content. Through this investigation,
the issues of academic underachievement of linguistically diverse
students are addressed by examining how access to academic
literacies can be provided through engagement in particular literate
practices. Additionally, this study explores the ways students in this
classroom took-up the opportunities for learning provided for
becoming academically literate.

The dissertation is organized into seven chapters. Chapter 1
introduces the purpose of the study and the theoretical framework

guiding it. Chapter 2 includes a conceptual review of related research
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literature. It discusses reasons for the academic underachievement of

linguistically diverse students and examines how academic literacies
have been traditionally defined and researched. It argues for the need
to investigate academic literacies as socially constructed and
situationally defined by members of a culture. Chapter 3 describes the
methodological approach taken in this work. In Chapters 4, 5, and 6
analyses of the data are presented. Chapter 4 examines what it
meant to be a member of this classroom culture from the students’
perspectives and how particular aspects of classroom life were
introduced during the first 3 weeks of school. Chapter 5 investigates
what counts as academic literacies from perspectives of the National
Content Standards and the classroom which is the focus of this study.
It also explores the literate practices of identifying and
constructing patterns and how these were introduced and
developed in math and writing. Chapter 6 examines the literate
practices of making predictions and using evidence and how
students were provided opportunities for learning how to use these
practices across content areas (e.g., language arts, science, and
social studies). Finally, Chapter 7 summarizes the analyses and
proposes educational implications and directions for future research.

This study contributes to the limited body of research that exists
on academic literacies and linguistically diverse students. It also

begins to answer Hick's call for more research (1995) that investigates



14
how what counts as academic knowledge is situationally constituted
and socially constructed by teachers and students in and through
classroom discourse. By further understanding how students and
teachers engage in the co-construction of disciplinary knowledge, it is
my hope that we will then be able to provide all students with mulitiple

and meaningful opportunities for becoming academically literate.

1 By the end of this century, language minority students will comprise almost
42% of the total United States public school enroliment (Waggoner, 1994).

20rucker defines knowledge workers as though who “have a good deal of
formal education and the ability to acquire and to apply theoretical and analytical
knowiedge. They [have] a different approach to work and a different mind-set. Above
all, they require a habit of continuous fearning” (p. 62).
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CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Overview

In this chapter, | present a conceptual review of the literature in
three parts. Because this study focuses on the social construction of
literate practices and opportunities for acquiring academic literacies
and learning academic content in a bilingual classroom, it was
necessary to consider research related to the acquisition of academic
content as well as academic literacy in relationship to linguistically
diverse students. When considering this focus, much of the literature
dealt mainly with the academic underachievement of linguistic
minorities in this country. Therefore, that literature is reviewed in part
one of this chapter. This first part is divided into three sections, each
addressing a particular explanation (i.e., inadequate English
proficiency, grouping and instructional practices, different patterns of
language use) for the academic underachievement of linguistically
diverse students.

The second part of this chapter conceptualizes academic
literacies. It focuses specifically on the literature that addresses
academic literacies and linguistically diverse students. However,
because of the limited research in this particular area, the review alsoc
considers other work that has been done (e.g., acquisition of

academic content, literacy development and est’ students,



16
biliteracy). The second part of this chapter is comprised of three

sections. The first section addresses the acquisition of academic
content, while the next two focus on particular aspects of literacy
development as it relates to linguistically diverse students (i.e., literacy
development and ESL students, biliteracy).

in the third part of this chapter, a theoretical framework for the
study of the social construction of academic literacies is presented. it
conceptualizes classrooms as cultures and provides an overview of
key constructs and conceptual understandings that frame this study.

The review of the literature in this chapter is designed to be
conceptual and analytical. It is not intended to be a comprehensive
review of each of these bodies of literature. Rather, it is intended
provide a view of what typically counts as academic literacies in
relationship to linguistically diverse students and to provide an
alternative lens through which to view and study how academic

literacies are socially constructed in classrooms.

Part One: Explanations for the Academic
Underachievement of Linguistically Diverse Students

The research reviewed in this section considers the
explanations and theories that have been offered to explain the
underachievement of linguistically and culturally diverse students. in

the following sections, three of these are explored in greater depth:
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Inadequate English proficiency, grouping and instructional practices,
and different patterns of language use between the home and the
school. While there are certainly other plausible factors that can be
identified (e.g., economic status, societal issues, etc.), | have chosen to
highlight those over which teachers have some degree of control,
since | hope to be able to encourage changes in practice with this

study.

Inadequate English Proficiency

The lack of English proficiency is considered the primary
reason for academic failure among language minority students
(Cummins, 1989). Because they are not yet fluent in English, students
are often seen as “deficient” or “defective.” In the 1960s, knowledge of
standard English was viewed as essential for logical thinking and
educational progress. It was often assumed that children’s low scores
on IQ tests were caused by their “deficiency” in standard English. This
view can be captured by such statements as the “language of
cuiturally deprived children . . . is not merely an underdeveloped
version of standard English, but is a basically non-logical mode of
expressive behavior” (Berieter, Engelmann, Osborn, & Reiford, 1966,
p. 113). A more recent example of this deficit view comes from Lloyd
Dunn (1987). He argues that “Latin pupils on the U.S. mainland, as a

group, are inadequate bilinguals. They simply don’t understand either
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English or Spanish well enough to function in school” (p. 49). He

suggests that this is because these students “do not have the
scholastic aptitude or linguistic ability to master two languages well, or
to handle switching from one to the other, at school, as the language
of instruction” (p. 71). While these deficit theories have been
challenged and critiqued extensively (Cazden, John, & Hymes, 1972;
Cummins, 1989; Diaz, Moll, & Mehan, 1986; Kamin 1974) and are
now largely viewed as inadequate, the view of English proficiency as
the key to academic success still pervades educational practice. This
is not to suggest that English proficiency is unimportant, rather to
propose that it is not the sole cause of the academic
underachievement of linguistically diverse students.

The popular assumption is that language minority students
need to be immersed in English as quickly as possible if they are to
succeed in school (Reyes, 1992; Wong-Filimore, 1991). However,
research conducted over the past 20 years suggests that bilingual
students attain higher achievement levels when they are allowed to
develop literacy skills in their primary language before transferring to
English literacy (Collier 1989; Cummins, 1979; Hakuta, 1986; Krashen
& Biber, 1988; Reyes, 1987; Skutnab-Kangas, 1981). Cummins
(1981, 1989) also maintains that students who learn academic
concepts in their primary language can more readily transfer those

concepts to a second language. Ramirez, Yuen, and Ramey (1991)
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showed that limited English proficient (LEP) students, when provided

with more than 40% of their instruction in L1, continued to successfully
increase their content area achievements while acquiring English.
Students who were quickly transitioned into English only classrooms
tended to grow slower in their understanding of academic concepts
than the norming population.

Some research suggests that language minority students
frequently develop conversational skills in the school language, but
their academic skills are below grade level norms as determined by
standardized tests (Collier, 1995; Cummins, 1979, 1981; Hakuta,
Butler, & Witt, 2000; Skutnabb-Kangas & Toukomaa, 1976). This early
work led Cummins (1979, 1981) to suggest that there existed two
dimensions of language proficiency, which he termed Basic
Interpersonal skills (BICS) and Cognitive Academic Language
Proficiency (CALP). He defined BICS as those skills necessary for
face-to-face conversation and everyday survival and CALP as those
skills needed to be academically successful in school. This distinction
between BICS and CALP was highly criticized by Edelsky (1991);
Edelsky, Hudelson, Flores, Barkin, Altwerger, & Jibert (1983); Rivera
(1984); and Troike (1984). These researchers argued that such a
distinction was based on misconceptions of language and an
oversimpilification of the complex and multifaceted nature of language

and language competence. Because Cummins portrayed reading
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and writing as “skills” and doing well on “skill based” activities as what

constituted CALP, these researchers proposed that this presented a
limited view of literacy and what constitutes academic knowledge.
Further, they suggested that bilingual students’ language
competencies are influenced by a number of factors (e.g.,
environment, motivation, etc.) which are constantly interacting and
evolving; they are not simple dichotomies.

In response to this criticism, Cummins (1986, 1989)
incorporated this distinction into a two-dimensional model that
integrates language proficiency with context and level of cognitive
difficulty. He proposed that in face-to-face conversations, one is able
to use contextual cues (e.g., gestures and intonation) provided by the
other speaker(s) and situational cues for meaning. For this reason,
Cummins identified these skills as not very cognitively demanding. He
found that it generally took 2 years to master native-like basic
communication skills. On the other hand, CALP involves language
that is context-reduced and highly demanding cognitively. He
suggested that context-reduced communication relies on linguistic
cues alone and involves abstract thinking. Cummins found that when
language minority students work academically only in English (their
second language), it took them from 5 to 7 years to achieve age-grade
norms in context-reduced aspects of English proficiency. Additionally,

skills in context-reduced language developed in the first language
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automatically transfer to the second language. Recently (1994),
Cummins has utilized the terms conversational language and
academic language. However, the basic definitions still remain intact.

It is important to note that there is continued debate about this
model; however, it is still widely used in the field of Bilingual
Education. Cummins’ (1986, 1989, 1994) work forms the basis of
much of the theory and its application in classrooms. This, of course,
raises issues about what counts as language proficiency.

This collection of research challenges the common practice of
immersing students in English so that they will succeed academically.
It also raises questions about what constitutes English proficiency.
However, while this work allows us to begin to see the complexity of
issues surrounding language proficiency and its potential relationship
to academic achievement, how these terms are defined and
“measured” is problematic. For the most part, the above work (with the
exception of that done by Edeisky et al., 1983) does not consider the
complexity of how language is used in daily interaciions between
teachers and students in classrooms, nor does it address how these
discursive practices are related to discipline-specific literacy demands.
Academic achievement, in the above studies, is being able to meet
“the norm” on standardized tests, which is a limited view. These
studies do not address how academic knowledge is co-constructed in

classrooms and how it varies within and across disciplines.
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r ing and Instructional Practices

The effects of teachers’ expectations on students’ performance
in the classroom are well documented in the literature (Irvine, 1990;
Marshall & Weinstein, 1988; Rist, 1970; Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968;
Rosenthal, 1973). These teacher expectations are often transiated
into instructional practices such as tracking and ability grouping, which
are common in many classrooms/schools. Both of these practices
have repeatedly been shown to be detrimental to students from
cultural and linguistic minority backgrounds (Collins, 1986; Oakes,
1986). Not understanding cultural and/or linguistic differences,
teachers may underestimate the academic potential of these students
(Irvine, 1990; Moll, 1986). Students in “low-ability” groups receive
different kinds of instruction than do those in the “high” groups. For
example, they are called on less often in class, given less time to
respond, given less feedback and more criticism, praised less
frequently, and lose more time in interruptions and management of
routines (Collins, 1986; McDermott, 1977; Oakes, 1986). In addition,
the curriculum for these students typically focuses upon “basic skills”
(Anyon, 1981; Oakes, 1986). Eder (1982) found that students in “low”
groups were socialized to different communication styles than those in
“high” groups, resulting in their being viewed as “less competent.”
Once students are placed in a “low” ability group in elementary school

(often as early as kindergarten or first grade), they seldom change
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groups or advance in instructional level (Rist, 1970). This raises

questions about the kinds of opportunities for learning and access that
students are provided to academic literacies and academic content.

In a “best evidence synthesis” of the research on ability
grouping, Slavin (1987) analyzed all studies of ability grouping in
grades one through six that used achievement data from standardized
achievement tests, occurred for at least one semester, and included at
least three control and three experimental teachers. Four grouping
plans were examined: ability-grouped class assignment, regrouping
for reading and/or mathematics, the Joplin Plan and within-class
ability grouping. In the ability-grouped class assignment, students are
assigned to one self-contained class on the basis of achievement or
ability. Regrouping for reading and/or mathematics occurs when
students are assigned to heterogeneous classes for most of the day,
but are “regrouped” by achievement or ability for one or more subjects.
The Joplin Plan is a particular form of regrouping for reading where
students are placed in heterogeneous classes for most of the day, but
are regrouped across grade lines for reading. Finally, within class
ability grouping involves students being placed in groups according to
their “level.” The most common form of this kind of grouping is reading
groups, where teachers assign students to one of a small number of

groups on the basis of reading level.
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There were several trends that emerged from this review.
Evidence supported (i.e., there were positive achievement effects) the
use of within-class ability grouping in math in the upper grades and
the Joplin Plan in reading. There was no support for assigning
students to self-contained classes based upon achievement or ability,
the evidence for the regrouping of students for reading and math was
unclear, and there was no adequate evidence regarding the use of
reading groups. From this evidence, Slavin (1987) concluded that for
practical purposes, educators should “use those methods that have
been found to be effective (within-class ability grouping in upper-
elementary mathematics, Joplin Plan in reading), and avoid those that
have not been found to be effective” (p. 321). He further suggested
that ability grouping may be more important in subjects in which skills
are organized in a hierarchical fashion, which he considers to be
reading and mathematics.

As Elfrieda Hiebert (1987) argues, one needs to view Slavin's
(1987) conclusions with caution, especially since we know very little
about what was happening in the classrooms from which the evidence
came. It is also important to recognize that there were several
problematic assumptions underlying this review. First, it is assumed
that grouping practices directly affect student outcomes. Although
Slavin acknowledged this to be an issue, the studies selected for

review were based upon this direct relationship. What was not
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considered was all of the other potential influences (i.e., context, role
of teacher). Another assumption had to do with reading being viewed
as sequential sets of skills that are arranged hierarchically, which is
contradictory to much of the more recent research in reading (Baker &
Luke, 1991; Ruddell, Ruddell, & Singer, 1994; Street, 1995).
Therefore, application of his recommendations needs to be carefully
considered.

Collectively, this research demonstrates that high and low
academic tracks or ability groups usually constitute different
instructional contexts. Given the sorting and tracking practices that
occur in most schools, both explicit and implicit, and given that
linguistically and culturally diverse students are over-represented in
the “low” groups (Oakes, 1986), a large percentage of these students
are separated early on from opportunities for acquiring academic

discourse and academic literacies.

Different Patterns of Language Use

In contrast to the work reviewed in the previous two sections,
other research in anthropology, education, psychology, sociology, and
sociolinguistics has challenged the deficit perspective and examined
the broader social and cultural contexts of learning and their
relationships to the schooling of linguistically diverse students
(Cummins, 1986, 1989; Diaz et al., 1986). This work suggests that
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academic difficulties experienced by minority students may be the
result of differences in cultural practices related to how language is
used in the home and school (Au, 1980; Au & Mason, 1981, 1983;
Cazden, 1988; Gilmore & Glatthorn, 1982; Heath, 1983; Michaels,
1981; Moll, 1986; Philips, 1972). Three examples, which are
representative of this body of work, will illustrate this point.

The first example is Philips’ (1972) study of American Indian
children on the Warm Springs Reservation. She examined the
reasons that these students were reluctant to participate in classroom
instruction. Her findings revealed that the children were less likely to
talk during whole class or teacher directed small group lessons, where
students were asked to speak in front of their peers. When working
independently, students occasionally volunteered to speak with the
teacher. However, when working in small peer groups, the American
Indian students spoke freely with their peers. To further understand
the participation patterns of these students in school, Philips studied
how learning occurred in the Warm Springs community. She found
that children in the community were used to working by themselves
with little direction from aduilts. Children learned from other children
within a system of sibling caretakers. When learning from adults, they
were expected to do so through observation rather than receiving
verbal instruction from them. Philips findings suggested that students

were more likely to participate in small peer group projects in school
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because this interactional pattern was consistent with what they knew
from their community culture. However, because teacher directed
lessons dominated much of the school day, American Indian children
were effectively silenced.

The second example of differences in the patterns of language
use between the home and school is from Heath (1983). In Ways with
Words, she presented an ethnographic study with an analysis of
language, literacy and associated values in a “mainstream”
community of Black and White families and of two non-mainstream
communities, Roadville and Trackton, White and Black working-class
communities from the Piedmont area of the Carolinas. One focus of
this study was the use of questions in the home and in the school, as
Heath was interested in understanding why the children from Trackton
were having difficulties with the questions asked of them in class.

Both the teachers and the parents were also concerned with this.
Heath found that in Trackton, aduits did not view children as
conversational partners until they were old enough to communicate
effectively. When addressing children, the adults tended to use
directives rather than questions. When questions were asked, they
were either “real questions” to which the adult was seeking
information that s/he did not have, or analogical questions, calling for

nonspecific comparisons (of one item, person, or event to another).
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In the classroom, the Trackton children faced very different

communicative environments. Questions dominated teacher-student
interactions, and there were few directives used. The questions that
teachers asked most often required the students to display their
knowiedge (e.g., what is this color?) of a particular topic being
discussed. From the students’ perspective, they found it difficult to
understand why the teachers would ask questions to which they
already knew the answers. This aspect of Heath’s (1983) study
showed that the communicative demands placed on the children in
the classrooms often clashed with the rules for language use in their
communities, thus making them seem academically incompetent.

A final example demonstrates how the conventional classroom
recitation (initiation-response-evaluation) script creates difficuities for
Native Hawaiian students (Au, 1980; Au & Jordan, 1981; Au &
Kawakami, 1985; Au & Mason, 1981; Boggs, 1985; D’Amato, 1987;
Jordan, 1985; Tharp & Gallimore,1985). In their wo_rk with the
Kamehameha Early Education Project (KEEP), these researchers
have shown that while observations of Hawaiian children in their
homes showed them to be capable learners, they appeared to be
unresponsive at school. They found that the rules for participation in a
recurrent speech event (talk story) in the community were different
from those in the classroom. During talk story, children present

rambling narratives about personal experiences often embellished
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with humor and teasing. A main characteristic of talk story is joint

performance by two or more individuals. Those who are the leaders,
get others involved in the conversation. They do not hold the floor for
themselves. This joint construction and turn taking was very different
from the one-speaker-at-a-time rule common in conventional
classroom recitation. Thus, Hawaiian children were being perceived
as having academic difficulties because they did not know how to
participate in their classroom interactions.

This body of research suggests that to succeed academically in
school, students not only need content knowledge, they aiso need to
understand the culturally appropriate ways of participating in
instructional conversations and displaying academic knowledge in
order to be seen as literate. While this work has contributed
significantly to our understandings, there is still more to be done.

One of the criticisms of this body of work is that it stops short. It
identifies cultural differences, which are often viewed as “deficits,” but
does not explore how such differences are “tied to inequities in social
structures nor how the actions and interactions between teachers and
students may contribute to successes and failures of ethnically and
linguistically diverse students” (Ernst-Slavitt, 1997, p. 29). It also does
not examine how what counts as academic knowledge in classrooms
is socially constructed and situationally defined through the moment-

to-moment interactions of teachers and students (Brilliant-Mills, 1993;
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Floriani, 1993; Green & Dixon, 1993; Hicks, 1995). In order to

accomplish this goal, a particular kind of research is needed.

Part Two: Conceptualizing Academic Literacy

How academic literacy is defined and conceptualized depends
upon the kind (i.e., approach) of research being conducted, the
level(s) of the students/class being studied, and the setting. Work in
this area has usually been done at the college or university level and
frames academic literacy as “a specialized form of reading, writing,
and thinking done in the ‘academy’™ (Zamel, 1993 as cited in Zamel
and Spack, 1998, p. 187). When looking specifically at writing, Lea
and Street (1998) suggest that educational research can be
considered from three different perspectives or modeils: study skills,
academic socialization, and academic literacies. The study skills
approach views literacy as a set of discrete skills which, once students
have mastered, are transferable across disciplines. The focus of this
work is how to fix the student, which privileges a deficit view. From an
academic socialization perspective, the emphasis is acculturating
students into academic discourse. This view assumes that the
“academy is a relatively homogeneous culture, whose norms and
practices simply have to be learnt to provide access to the whole

institution” (p. 159).
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However, some current work in this area argues that it is no
longer possible to assume one type of literacy or one culture in the
academy (Lea & Street, 1998; Rex et al., 1998; Zamel & Spack, 1998).
Rather, these scholars argue for an academic literacies approach.
Such a view considers literacies as social and cultural practices
shaped by the interactions of members of a group. From this
perspective, literacy is not viewed as an individual possession (Gee,
1990), nor a state of grace at which one arrives (Santa Barbara
Classroom Discourse Group, 1992). Rather, it is seen as the social
accomplishment of a group (Baker & Luke, 1991; Bloome, 1986; Gee,
1990; Street, 1984, 1995) in a particular setting. As members of a
classroom interact, they construct situated ways of being literate, and
through these literate practices, they define what counts as literacy.
Literate actions and practices are not givens, but are interactionally
shaped and constructed across events of classroom life (Santa
Barbara Classroom Discourse Group, 1992). From this perspective,
literacy is continually being defined and redefined in the social life of a
group (Santa Barbara Classroom Discourse Group, 1992). Therefore,
it is not appropriate to speak of a single definition of literacy, but rather
to consider the multiplicity of literacies that students face as they
become members of a classroom.

What counts as literacy in any group is visible in the actions
members take, what they orient to, what they hold each other
accountable for, what they accept or reject as preferred
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responses of others, and how they engage with text. (Santa
Barbara Classroom Discourse Group, 1992, p. 120)

Academic literacies, from this perspective, is more than learning
how to read and write and applying those skills to specific content
areas such as science and social studies which Street (1984) calls the
autonomous approach to literacy.2 It is understanding both the
general and situated nature of the co-constructed literate practices
and how to utilize them within and across disciplines in appropriate
ways. It is also understanding how to use the same practice in
particular ways for particular purposes in particular content areas
(Brilliant-Mills, 1993). Given this, academic literacies will be
investigated in this study from an ideological perspective (or
approach) which views the meanings of literacies as dependent upon
the social context is which they are constructed (Street, 1984).

In the literature, the terms academic literacy and content area
literacy are often used interchangeably. Content area literacy has
been defined as "the ability to use reading and writing for the
acquisition of new content in a given discipline” (McKenna &
Robinson, 1990). Because this study is concerned with more than
reading and writing, and considers how a teacher and her students,
through their literate and discursive practices, co-construct patterned
ways of interacting with academic content, | have chosen to use the

term academic literacies.
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Academic Literacies and Linguistically Divers uden
There is little debate among educators about the need to
ensure access to academic literacy for linguistically diverse students.
However, there is a paucity of research that addresses this topic. in am
ERIC search conducted in March 1999, the topic of academic literacy
had 823 citations. When limited to academic literacy and elementary,
the number of citations decreased to 300. When searching for
academic literacy and bilingual, the number of citations was much
fewer, 39. | also searched using academic literacy and English as a
Second Language (ESL), limited English proficient, linguistically
diverse students, second language learners, and English language
learners. Each of these resulted in zero citations. Upon perusing the
39 citations, | discovered that 11 of these were bilingual program or
project reports; 5 were resource materials or educational strategies; 5
dealt with computer literacy; 12 addressed the literacy development of
bilingual students (Spanish speakers); 2 addressed the literacy
development of speakers of other languages (Swedish and
Yugoslavian); and 3 dealt with miscelilaneous topics (Primary
Learning Record, Functional literacy in a community coliege, and
evaluation in moderate to small school districts). There was only one
study that addressed academic literacy specifically. When looking at

this article, it was clear that although the search terms included
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academic literacy, the content dealt with the development of policy in
science education.

What | found by doing this was that much of the research falis
under the broader categories of the acquisition of academic content
and literacy development, by language minority and ESL students.
Because of this, in this review, | have chosen to include work that has
been done in relationship to these categories (language minority and
ESL). While the focus of this study is bilingual students, | have had to
consider a wider range of literature since much of the research has

focused specifically on ESL students.

Acquisition of A mi ntent

In relationship to the acquisition of academic content, much of
the work reiterates that ESL students have not attained the same level
of “success” (e.g., achievement level) as native speakers of English,
and its goal is to determine why. Key factors examined are language
of instruction and time. For much of the last decade (1987-1995),
Thomas & Collier (1995) have been analyzing the length of time
needed to be academically successful in a second language and the
variables that influence language minority students’ academic
achievement. They have collected and analyzed data from
approximately 42,000 language minority students per school year (for

8-12 years). The data includes student background variables,
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achievement data as measured by standardized tests, performance

assessment measures, grade point average, and high school courses
in which enrolled. In a recent summary of their study progress Collier
(1995) concluded that it takes English Language Learners 4-10 years
to reach the 50th percentile on content area standardized tests
(including performance-assessment) in their second language. For
students who were schooled in the U.S. from kindergarten, the
program where students were the most successful, as measured by
standardized tests across content areas, was the two-way bilingual
program. These students were able to maintain grade level skills in
their first fanguage throughout their schooling and to reach the 40"
percentile in their second language after 4-5 years of schooling in
both languages. It is important to recognize that they were also able to
sustain these gains in secondary school. Characteristics of the

two- way bilingual programs they studied included: Schooling of all
students (language majority and language minority) in two languages
until sixth grade, perceptions of staff and parents tﬁat the program was
a “gifted and talented” program (as opposed to compensatory), parent
involvement, and continuous staff development. Students who took
the longest to reach the 50t" percentile on content area standardized
tests were those who arrived at a young age with little or no academic
instruction in their first language and who received no bilingual

instruction (7-10 years). Additional findings of this work indicate that
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students achieved significantly better in programs that taught

language through academic content in math, science, social studies,
and literature, and which included problem solving and highily
interactive activities. ESL (English as a Second Language) pullout in
the early grades was the least successful program model for students’
long-term academic success. To successfully acquire academic
content, this research suggests that students need to receive support
in their primary language while acquiring English. They also need
more than just basic communication skills; they need to learn the
academic languages of the content areas.

The work of Saville-Troike (1984) further supports the notion
that students need more than fluency in conversational English in
order to learn content area material. Her research found that students’
scores on the Comprehensive Test of Basic skills (an achievement test
covering the areas of reading, language, social studies, science, and
math) did not correlate with their scores on English proficiency tests
(The Northwest Syntax Screening Test, The Functional Language
Survey, and the Bilingual Syntax Measure). She concluded from her
study that what ESL (English as a Second Language) students
needed to be successful in content courses was what she termed
academic competence. While she provided instructional
recommendations for how to provide for this through ESL lessons, she

did not specifically define this term.
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Building upon this notion of academic competence, Adamson
(1993) conducted a study of 34 ESL students. Twenty-four of the
students were in grades 7-12 and 10 of them were in college. He
used case studies to examine how ESL students accomplish
academic tasks in content courses. Based upon his findings, he
concluded that “academic competence amounts to possessing a
critical mass of understanding and appropriate strategies” (p. 114).
For him, understanding consists of having both knowledge of specific
content areas and knowledge of the “scripts for school.” Strategies
included “study skills” such as reading, dictionary use, note-taking,
use of research tools, organization, and studying for texts. He also
included ways of “completing assignments without a high proficiency
in English” as academic strategies. He suggests that by using such
strategies, students were better able to understand material that they
did not understand well at first and to complete assignments. His
research led him to suggest five principles for preparing ESL students
for mainstream courses (p. 114):

1. Academic strategies should be explicitly taught on an
individualized basis.

2. Students can best learn strategies in a language through
content.

3. Teaching should be interactive in ways that are compatible
with students’ iearning styles and prior scripts for school.

4. Teaching should be experiential.
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5. The content subject should be one that the students will
need to know when they are mainstreamed.

While some of these principles may be useful to teachers, what is
apparent is that they are based on the assumption that teaching
causes learning. This raises questions about the nature of learning.
What is implied here is that learning means being able to successfully
do the assignments, especially ones that they will be given when they
are “mainstreamed.” This does not consider the constructed and
situational nature of literate practices and assumes that there is a
“singular cuiture” into which the students will be mainstreamed, much
like the assumption underlying the academic socialization approach
(Lea & Street, 1998).

The consistent themes in this work suggest that language
minority students need time to develop academic skills and that these
skills are comprised of more than English proficiency. The length of
time needed depends upon students’ skills in their primary language,
which makes an argument for primary language instruction. What is
often overlooked, however, is that in many of these studies academic
success is defined as being able to achieve on standardized tests, or
to complete assignments, or to assimilate into the “mainstream”
classes, which assumes a particular view of learning. Such views
privilege a discrete skilis based model of teaching and learning (i.e.,
study skills model) or academic socialization perspective and fail to

consider how academic knowledge is constituted in the literate
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practices constructed through the interactions of teachers and

students in classrooms (academic literacies approach) (Lea & Street,

1998).

Liter Development and ESL Studen

Research on reading and learning to read in more than one
language has largely been an extension or an application of previous
work in first language reading (Grabe, 1991; Weber, 1991). For
example, given the popularity of the audiolingual method in the 1960s,
second language reading instruction focused on pronunciation,
grammar, and vocabulary (Silberstein, 1987).

As the view of reading changed and evolved, there were
attempts to reinterpret Goodman'’s psycholinguistic model specifically
for second language learners (Clarke & Silberstein, 1977; Coady,
1979). Clark and Silberstein (1977) highlighted instructional
implications that could be considered from a psycholinguistic model of
reading. Because reading was viewed as an active comprehension
process, they recommended that students be taught strategies to
make them efficient readers (e.g., using context, making inferences,
skimming). Coady (1979) reinterpreted Goodman’s model into one
specifically focused on second language learners. He proposed that
the reading process was comprised of three components: process

strategies, background knowledge, and conceptual abilities. He
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suggested that beginning readers focus on process strategies (e.g.,
word identification) while more proficient readers were better able to
utilize background knowledge and more abstract conceptual abilities
(e.g., using text information for predicting and confirming).
Additionally, several researchers have utilized miscue analysis
(Goodman & Burke, 1968) with various bilingual populations in order
to understand more about the reading process (Barrera, 1983;
Goodman & Goodman, 1978; Hudelson-L.6pez, 1975). Through an
analysis of readers’ oral responses, it is possible to determine how the
various language systems are used (graphophonic, syntactic, and
semantic).

One of the general goals of ESL reading theory and instruction
has been to understand what fluent English (L1) readers do and then
to utilize this information to teach ESL students (Grabe, 1991).
Cognitive and educational psychology have also strongly influenced
both the theories and instruction in ESL reading. There have been
attempts to understand the complexity of reading by breaking it into
component skills and knowledge areas that include: automatic word
identification, vocabulary knowledge, formal discourse structure
knowledge (how texts are organized), background knowledge
(content schemata), synthesis and evaluation skills, and metacognitive
skills (Grabe, 1991).
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The development of automaticity, particularly in word

identification, has been recognized by cognitive psychologists as
critical to fluent reading. It is also now being studied in relationship to
second language reading. In a study with both adults and children,
McLaughlin (1987) focused on the extent to which learners of varying
English proficiency levels achieved automaticity (i.e., when the reader
is unaware of and not consciously controlling the process) in their
reading skills. The study with children was done with both
monolingual and bilingual (Spanish/English) fifth and sixth graders
and sought to understand how poor bilingual readers differed from
poor monolingual readers. The participants were organized into four
groups based upon teacher judgement and CTBS scores:
monolingual good readers, monolingual poor readers, bilingual good
readers, and bilingual poor readers. They were given five passages
of increasing difficulty for which there were three responses: the
correct answer, a syntactically correct response that was lexically
inappropriate, and a lexically correct response that was syntactically
inappropriate. Not surprisingly, the findings indicated that good
readers performed significantly better than poor readers. However, it
was found that poor monolingual and bilingual readers made different
types of mistakes. For the poor monolingual readers, lexical and
syntactical errors occurred with equal frequency. Poor bilingual

readers, though, made significantly more syntactic errors. Itis
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suggested that this may have happened because the native speakers

had well developed and automatic syntactic knowledge and were less
likely to make syntactic errors.

In this study, as well as in others like it, reading is narrowly
defined as possessing a particular set of skills. Determination of
“good” and “poor” readers through the use of standardized tests fails
to consider what students are able to do in various classroom contexts
as they interact with one another, the teacher and academic content.
Such an autonomous view (Street, 1984) does not consider the
situated nature of “what counts as reading” (Heap, 1991), or literacy.

In addition to the research studies presented above, much of
the literature on literacy development and ESL students is replete with
ideas and suggestions for developing instructional programs and
creating lessons (Calderdn, 1994; Freeman & Freeman, 1992;
Hudelson, 1994; Pérez & Torres-Guzman, 1996; Rigg & Allen, 1989;
Sprangenberg-Urbschat & Pritchard, 1994; Tinajero & Silva, 1994).
While there are citations included in each of these resources, none
are research studies in and of themselves.

While it is evident that there has been much work in the areas of
acquisition of academic content and literacy development of ESL
students, what is missing is research that integrates the two or
considers them as linked. It is also clear that literacy is often defined

as the decontextualized ability to read and write, and that acquiring



43
academic content means being able to achieve on standardized tests.

Such definitions, in my opinion, offer a limited view and fail to consider
how knowledge, literacy, and academic content are socially
constructed and interrelated or what Street (1984) calls an ideological
view.

For the remainder of this selective review, | have chosen to
include research that considers sociocultural dimensions of literacy. |
recognize that the studies here come from various theoretical
positions, but they have one thing in common. They do not view
literacy as comprised of discrete skills. | have also elected to include
studies that were done in grade levels (elementary, K-6) with
language groups (Spanish, English) similar to this study. Additionally,
| selected those studies that were most often cited in the research
literature. To help guide this portion of the review, | have organized
the studies into the following two sections: Relationships between first

and second language (English) literacy, and biliteracy.

Relationships Between First and Second Language
(English) Literacy

One of the principle arguments for bilingual education is based
on the assumption that learning to read is a “single achievement”
transferable across languages (Cummins, 1981; Mace-Matiuck,
Hoover, & Calfee, 1989; Weber, 1991). Because most of the bilingual
programs in the United States are transitional (Crawford, 1995; Moil &



44
Dworin, 1996), research has examined the issues related to how
literacy development in the second language (English) is related to
literacy in the first language. For example, Edelsky (1986) analyzed
the writing development of first, second, and third graders in a “whole-
language program.” She found that students applied their knowiedge
of their primary language (Spanish) to their English writing. They
showed similar syntactic and pragmatic styles across languages, yet
kept the languages apart for orthographic purposes.

Other researchers have also examined this relationship.
Goldman, Reyes, and Varnhagen (1984) analyzed the relationship
between comprehension of fables in the first and second language
and how it changed as fluency in the second language increased.
They found that when students were allowed to retell fables read in
their second language and answer questions about them in their first,
their comprehension was as high as when they had read the fables in
their first language. They also found performance levels in the first
language to be positively correlated with performance in the second.

Jimenez, Garcia, and Pearson (1996) found that “successful”
bilingual readers utilize strategies such as making inferences,
integrating background knowledge and asking questions in ways
similar to successful monolingual English readers. They also showed
that successful bilingual readers were able to apply their knowledge of

Spanish literacy to their work in English. This was different from what
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they learned from less successful bilingual readers, who viewed their
two languages as separate and considered their non-English
language to be “detrimental.”

Moll, Diaz, Estrada, and Lopes (1992) have examined the
relationship between first and second-language literacy by studying
the organization of classroom interactions. In this particular study,
reading lessons in a bilingual elementary school were analyzed. In
this school, the same bilingual students participated in reading
lessons in separate Spanish and English language classrooms,
allowing for comparisons to be made. By focusing on the moment-by-
moment interactions of the students and teachers, these authors
discovered that the organization of reading instruction created
different learning conditions and contexts for the students. In general,
even the students from the “high” Spanish reading group were placed
in low levels of English reading. For example, students reading at the
third-grade level in Spanish were placed at the first-grade level or
lower in English. The rationale for such decisions (as suggested by
the teachers) was the students’ weak oral English development.
During this study, the researchers’ observations suggested that the
students were capable of comprehending more English than they
were able to express.

On the basis of this, a second study (Moll & Diaz, 1985) was

conducted in two fourth-grade classrooms, one with a Language Arts
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curriculum in Spanish, and the other in English. The focus of this

study was a group of three girls who had all been placed in the “low”
English reading group although they came from three different
Spanish reading groups (high, middle, and low). After observing a
“typical” English reading lesson, the researchers implemented a
series of interventions based upon their theoretical framework,
Vygotsky’s sociohistorical approach. Their modifications included a
focus on comprehension (as opposed to decoding) where the story
was read aloud to the students in English and then discussed with a
series of scaffolding questions. They also permitted students to use
Spanish to discuss the story in subsequent lessons, to further build
their vocabulary and reading comprehension. These researchers
discovered that when their teaching interventions were “repackaged”
and “applied in a theoretically different way,” the students were ablie to
successfully participate in a reading lesson in English at the fourth-
grade level as opposed to first grade (the level of instruction of their
low reading group). This raised additional questions about the
relationships between first and second language reading
comprehension.

What becomes evident from this work is that the nature of the
orienting theory(ies), the methodology(ies) utilized, and the
definition(s) of literacy all influence what is made visible and what can

be understood about the relationships between first and second
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language literacy. It also demonstrates how the social practices of a
group or class can lead to the appearance of a lack of competence,
and raises questions about the influence of instruction on what

students choose to display in reading.

Biliteracy

Bilteracy, or the development of literacy in two languages, has
received little attention in the United States research literature. This
section focuses specifically on some of the work that has been done in
this area.

Given the complexity of biliteracy development, Hornberger
(1989, 1994) proposed a framework for understanding research on
this topic. In her review of the research, she considered the fields of
bilingualism and literacy and then identified the areas of overlap,
which she determined to be biliteracy. Her framework consists of nine
interrelated continua, which characterize the contexts for biliteracy, the
development of individual biliteracy, and the media of biliteracy. In
each of these, she utilizes pertinent research studies to build her
argument. For example, in her discussion of the contexts of biliteracy,
she identifies work in the fields of language and literacy that consider
context as a significant factor. Her review demonstrates that “there is
an implicit, and at times explicit, understanding in the literatures that

any particular context of biliteracy is defined by the intersection of at
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least three continua—the micro-macro continuum (i.e., the levels of
social interaction and the levels of linguistic analysis); the oral-literate
continuum (i.e., how language is used); and the monolingual-bilingual
continuum” (pp. 109-110). She further suggests that one needs to
consider all of these contextual continua in order to get a complete
view of an instance of biliteracy.

She utilizes a similar process for her review of the literature for
biliterate development within the individual and media of biliteracy.
For individual biliterate development, which she defines as becoming
communicatively competent, she identifies three continua that
influence this: reception-production, oral language-written language,
and L1-L2 transfer. Finally, she argues that it is “through the media of
two languages that a biliterate individual communicates in any
particular context” (p. 124). The continua that define the relationships
between the media, or the languages, are: Simultaneous (early)-
successive (late) exposure, similar-dissimilar structures, and
convergent-divergent scripts.

In the research literature on bilingualism, Hornberger (1989,
1994) found that there was a distinction made between early and late
acquisition. Early bilinguals become bilingual in infancy, while late
bilinguals do so in adolescence. If a child acquires two languages by
the age of three, s/he is doing so simuitaneously, while after the age of

three it is successively. She found that there were differences
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attributed to the two kinds of bilinguals in the research. Additionally,
the other two continua suggest that consideration needs to be given to
the structures of the languages being studied as well as their
orthographic systems.

What Hornberger’s (1989, 1994) review offers is a glimpse of
the complexity of the issues that need to be considered when
researching students who are developing biliteracy. It also implies
(though it is not stated explicitly by the author) that perhaps there is no
singular definition of bilteracy. Gutierrez (1993) reiterates the notion
that becoming bilingual and biliterate is a complex and “highly variant”
process that cannot be captured by “simple” labels and definitions. In
a year-long ethnographic study of the social contexts of literacy
learning in three early childhood classrooms, she examined how
teachers’ beliefs about literacy learning shaped the instructional
contexts.3 Generally, the teachers had several assumptions about
how young children acquire literacy and about the nature of early
literacy instruction. She found that these assumptions, which were
based upon Piaget’s theories of development, limited the kinds of
opportunities the students were provided for learning literacy. For
example, because the teachers believed that writing was a
developmentally inappropriate task, “they did not provide literacy tasks
that encouraged the use and development of various kinds of writing

skills” (p. 9). Consequently, these beliefs and assumptions precluded
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the implementation of a biliteracy program. Prado-Olmos’ study

(1995) supported this finding. She demonstrated that program
implementation (in this case Bilingual Cooperative Integrated Reading
and Composition-BCIRC) was influenced by both the “teacher’s belief
system” and how “the teacher was trained” (p. 59). Together these
studies suggest that researchers need to further explore the situated
nature of what counts as biliteracy in particular classroom contexts.
Goodman, Goodman, and Flores (1979) were among the first
researchers to consider the development of biliteracy in students and
how this may affect classroom instruction. Building upon previous
work (Goodman & Goodman, 1978) which examined four different
populations of bilingual children reading in English (Spanish, Arabic,
Hawaiian-Samoan, and Navajo), they found no linguistic
incompetents. All of the students in the study were able to read better
in English than their test scores predicted. They were able to
understand more about what they were reading in English than they
were able to produce as evidenced by their retellings in their primary
languages. These researchers suggest that dialect differences and
mispronunciations of words may have superficial effects on making
meaning from texts, which contradicts the assumption of many
teachers who believe that what a child says is an indication of what
s/he can understand. They propose that bilingual learners may not

need to be “totally proficient” in both receptive and productive English



51
in order to learn to read English. Given their findings, these

researchers then put forth a comprehension centered curriculum for
the development of biliteracy, which includes a biliterate school
environment, integrated, thematic content, and lessons/activities that
focus on the construction of knowledge in two languages.

In their study of the development of a bilingual whole language
community, Whitmore and Crowell (1994) utilize the suggestions
provided by Goodman et al. (1979) and further develop them. Their
work explores and details how students in this classroom are provided
with muiltiple opportunities for becoming biliterate. Based upon
research conducted between 1989 and 1992, they identify four “critical
events” in their data: The process of negotiating the curriculum for the
year, creation of a Middle Ages theme cycle, understanding war
through children's literature, and the friendship between two students.
They analyze each of these events in relationship to what they claim to
be the four “most salient” issues: High level of intellectual ‘
expectations, symmetric power and trust relationships, authentic
language and literacy events, and additive bilingualism and biliteracy.
For each issue, several themes emerge. Intellectual expectations are
“unexpectedly intellectual, rigorous, and interesting given the
children's social-class backgrounds” (p. 59). The teacher involved
students in the construction of the curriculum and grounded the

academic work in the students’ personal questions. Students were
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expected to assume responsibility for their own learning. The

relationships between the teachers and students were found to be
more symmetrical; students’ voices were viewed not as “mere
reflections of their worlds, but as constitutive forces that both mediate
and shape reality” (p. 65). The students were engaged in authentic
learning experiences from the beginning. They read, write, and used
language for real purposes, often their own. In relationship to the
issue of bilingualism and biliteracy, the findings showed that students
chose the language in which to work. The teacher encouraged the
students to make language choices based upon “who they are talking
to, what materials they are using, the message they have to
communicate and the context in which they find themselves” (p. 126).
All students were encouraged to develop their second language.
Underlying all of their work is the “perspective” that a whole
language classroom community invents itself. The authors utilize Ken
Goodman's theory of invention and convention in addition to the work
of Vygotsky and Moll in their efforts to create a “theory of learning.”
While they make some important contributions in this regard, it must
be noted that their theoretical framework is limited. By adhering solely
to a limited range of social constructivist and whole language literature
and research, they have excluded much of the work on classrooms as
cultures and social construction of literacy (Collins & Green, 1992;
Edwards & Mercer, 1987; Green & Harker, 1982; Green & Meyer,
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1991; Santa Barbara Classroom Discourse Group, 1992). Such
research would further inform their framework and make visible how
the students were introduced to and utilized various literate practices
across content areas.

Moll and Dworin (1996), building on the previous work
considered here, have examined the biliteracy development of
students in elementary schools. Utilizing a sociocultural approach,
they suggest that biliteracy be studied in relationship to the broader
social and institutional context, the social organization of classroom
lessons/activities, and how literacy is used as a tool for communication
and thinking. For this particular study, they focus on two students and
the “mediational potential of biliteracy, especially in facilitating muitiple
and flexibie ways of promoting and supporting the academic
development of students” (p. 223). Through an analysis of writing
samples, they demonstrate in their first case study, how a first grade
student develops as a reader and writer who successfully and
simultaneously utilizes two literate systems. They also suggest that
. this occurs because of particular social conditions (e.g., a biliterate
family) and a teacher who worked to create an “additive” bilingual
classroom where students were provided opportunities to speak, read,
and write in both languages and where Spanish was treated as an

“‘unmarked” language. Given their findings, they conclude that “the
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potential for widespread and proficient biliteracy clearly exists” (p.
225).

In their second case study, they show how a third-grade girl is
able to utilize her biliteracy as an academic resource. They analyze
her participation in a theme study cycle and consider the opportunities
she is provided to read and write in both languages as part of her
ongoing research. In their analysis they identify the literate practices
that this student (as well as others) developed. These included asking
questions, obtaining information from muiltiple resources, translating
when necessary, summarizing, and communicating information
through writing. They suggest that it is through such practices that
students in this classroom were able to utilize their bilingualism
deliberately to further their academic learning. They conclude that the
essential element in classrooms is that biliteracy is an “integral and
legitimate” part of the cuiture and that students be provided with
opportunities to speak, read, and write for academic purposes in both
languages.

The research studies in this section suggest that literacy
development amongst linguistically diverse students in highly
complex. To fully understand such development, it is necessary to
consider a myriad of factors. Perhaps most importantly, these studies
highlight the significance of classroom contexts, how they are

constructed in and through face-to-face interactions, and how these
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classroom contexts shape the construction of literate practices. They

also demonstrate a need to further understand how students utilize
such practices as academic resources and cultural tools to further their

academic learning. This study addresses this need.

Part Three: Conceptualizing Classrooms as Cultures

To accomplish this goal and address these shortcomings, | am
adopting a particular view of life in classrooms. The framework that
guides this inquiry considers academic literacies as socially
constructed and therefore suggests that literacy is both a product of
and a cultural tool for a social group (Castanheira et al., 1998; Durdn
& Szymanski, 1995). From this perspective, “members of a classroom
form a social group in which a common culture is constructed” (Green
& Meyer, 1991, p. 141).

Upon entering a classroom, a teacher and students begin to
interact and thus commence the process of constructing an identity as
a particular class. They establish rights and obligations, norms and
expectations, and roles and relationships. As such, a classroom is a
social setting in which a social group called a class is constructed
(Green, Kantor, & Rogers, 1991). As members of this class construct
the events of daily life, they deveiop both common knowledge
(Edwards & Mercer, 1987) and patterned ways of perceiving,

believing, acting, interacting, interpreting, and evaluating,
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(Goodenough, 1981). Spradley (1980) suggests that these patterned
ways of being in a social group form the “culture” of that group.
Because different patterns are constructed by different social groups,
culture cannot be seen as a predictable or given entity. Rather, it is
dynamic and unfolding. It is learned, defined and revised in the
context of people interacting and doing (Green et al., 1991; Spradiey,
1980). By viewing culture in this way, the patterns and practices of
everyday classroom life can be identified.

Over time, in order for teacher and students to understand each
other, they develop a system of communication and a shared
conception of the work they are doing together. This becomes their
joint frame of reference (Edwards & Mercer, 1987), and is utilized by
members to interpret daily life: the meanings of words and phrases,
the system of communication (e.g., turn-taking, requests for help, etc.),
and the content of lessons and events (Collins & Green, 1992). These
co-constructed communicative and referential systems become a

language of the classroom (Lin, 1993).

A Holistic View
In order to begin to understand the complexity of a classroom
culture, and to interpret daily life as members do, a holistic view is
required. Such a view suggests that life in classrooms is continuous

and interlinked; it is not comprised of and cannot be understood as



57

discrete bits. Some events reoccur (Language Arts time, math time),
some overlap or are closely related (Writer's Workshop, Writing a story
in Science), and others may be separate, one time occurrences still
related to other events (e.g., an invited speaker, a class party). While
each of these events may be analyzed in depth, a holistic view
requires that such an investigation will not stop at the level of the

individual event. Rather,

the information obtained from this analysis will be used as the
basis for the exploration of other aspects of the culture. In this
way, a ‘piece of the cuiture’ can be examined in depth to
identify larger cultural issues and elements. (Zaharlick & Green,
1991, p. 280)

From this perspective, it is not possible to understand the parts
(individual events) without considering them in relationship to the
whole (Collins & Green, 1992). Analysis of part-whole relationships
allows for a more comprehensive view of classroom life—being able
to interpret one event helps with the interpretation of both past and
future events (Collins & Green, 1992; Green & Meyer, 1991). To make
these part-whole relationships visible in this study, analysis will

include the identification of cycles of activity and intertextual ties.

Cycles of Activity
By considering how classroom events are constructed over time

through talk and action (Edwards & Mercer, 1987), and the

relationships among/between them, the continuous and
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interconnected nature of classroom experiences becomes visible

(Green & Meyer, 1991). Through the identification of cycles of activity,
a beginning exploration of the interrelationships among events is
possible. Cycles of activity are a “series of actions about a single topic
for a specific purpose. To be a part of a cycle of activity, events must
be tied together by a common task or serve a common purpose”
(Green & Meyer, 1991, p. 150). For the timeline of cycles of activity in
this classroom and a discussion about them, please see Figure 4.7
and Chapter 4. For an example of a cycle of activity map, please see
Table 5.6.

The “Looking for Patterns” cycle of activity began during the
second week of school and lasted for 20 days. On the first day,
students were introduced to the concepts of patterns through a story (A
House Is a House For Me) during read aloud time and during
mathematics. They explored different kinds of patterns on this day
(e.g., snap-ciap, people, tiles) and were encouraged to articulate each
of the patterns that they identified. As the cycle of activity progressed,
students explored a variety of patterns of increasing complexity. They
were provided multiple opportunities to both identify patterns and to
record them. On Day 6, a new read aloud was introduced (The
Napping House). The students discussed the potential patterns in the
story (the parts that repeated) and then worked in groups to create

their own version of the story. This was done again with another
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pattern story entitled Fortunately a week later. While this cycle of
activity ended on Day 20 with the sharing of student made books, the
practice of identifying patterns was one that continued throughout the
school year. Students were asked to identify patterns throughout
mathematics in their explorations of addition, subtraction,
multiplication, and division. They also created other pattern books
incorporating what they learned from this cycle of activity. In this cycle
of activity, the events were bound together by the practice of
identifying patterns. This purpose was different from some of the other
cycles of activity throughout the year (e.g., The Solar System Cycle,
The Santa Barbara Cycle, The Rainforest Cycle) in that the focus was
specifically upon introducing and practicing an academic practice.
The “Looking for Patterns™ cycle of activity will be discussed in

greater length in Chapter 4.

Intertextuality

Another way to examine the links between classroom events is
through the construct of intertextuality. Bloome (1989) suggests that:

Whenever people engage in a language event, whether it is a
conversation, the reading of a book, diary writing, etc., they are
engaged in intertextuality. Various conversational and written
texts are being juxtaposed. Intertextuality can occur at many
levels and in many ways.

Juxtaposing texts, at whatever level, is not in itself
sufficient for intertextuality. Intertextuality is a social
construction. The juxtaposition must be interactionally
recognized, acknowledged, and have social significance. In
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classrooms, teachers and students are continuously
constructing intertextual relationships. This set of intertextual
relationships they construct can be viewed as constituting a
cuitural ideology, a system for assigning meaning and
significance to what is said and done for socially defining
participants. (pp. 1-2)

This definition of intertextuality proposes that the classroom events
constructed by teacher and students in and through their actions and
interactions can be considered texts to be interpreted. Given this view,
a definition of text that is consistent with this perspective is necessary.

Fairclough’s work (1993) provides such a definition. In his
argument about critical discourse analysis, he suggests that “each
discursive event has three dimensions or facets: it is a spoken or
written language text, it is an instance of discourse practice involving
the production and interpretation of text and it is a social practice” (p.
136). Therefore, this definition proposes that text can be oral and/or
written and that people in interaction can become texts for one another
(Erickson & Shultz, 1981; McDermott, 1976). By utilizing and adapting
this definition, it is possible to examine how members of a classroom
culture construct social and academic texts in and through their
actions and interactions and how situated definitions of texts are
constructed within and across events (Floriani, 1993).

By considering text construction in this way, as a dynamic
process that shapes and is shaped by the actions of members, it is

possible to see how texts are interactionally and situationally defined
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within a particular context. Context, then, for the purposes of this
study, will be defined using the work of Erickson and Shultz (1981)
which builds on McDermott (1976) and Mehan (1979). They suggest
that:

Contexts can be thought of as not simply given in the physical
setting . . . nor in the combinations of persons. . . . Rather,
contexts are constituted by what people are doing and where
and when they are doing it. . . . Ultimately, social contexts
consist of mutually shared and ratified definitions of situation
and in the social actions persons take on the basis of these
definitions. . . . (Erickson & Shultz, 1977, p. 148)

Contexts, like texts, are being shaped by and are shaping the
interactions of participants in classroom events. Because this study
views literacy from an ideological view (Street, 1984), it is important to
understand the contexts in which literacies are being constructed. It is
also necessary to consider these contexts when identifying the
opportunities for learning and acquiring academic literacies that are
made available to the students in order to understand how such

opportunities are socially and situationally constructed.

Opportunities for Learning

By considering the intertextual nature of classroom events,
it is possible to see how a classroom teacher introduces literate
practices and academic content that shape particular opportunities for
learning. It is also possible to see how students contribute to this

shaping. From this perspective, opportunities for learning “are
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interactional phenomena that extend beyond the unidirectional
presentation of information” (Tuyay, Jennings, & Dixon, 1995, p. 76).
Rather, they are co-constructed by members as they interact with each
other and with academic content (Tuyay, 1999) in particular contexts.
However, merely constructing an opportunity does not ensure that
learning has occurred. Students have agency in choosing to take up,
or not, such opportunities. As Jennings (1996) found, “an opportunity
for one student may not be an opportunity for another, or may be taken
up differently” (p. 47). In this study both the opportunities for learning
and how the students take them up (or not) are considered.

In considering the above, | am suggesting a particular
framework for researching classrooms as cultures. By utilizing this
framework and exploring each of these concepts, | intend to make
visible both the culture of the third-grade classroom being studied and
how the students and teacher socially constructed particular

opportunities for learning to be academically literate.

Chapter Summary
This chapter presented a conceptual review of the literature. In
the first part, various explanations for the academic underachievement
of linguistically diverse students were discussed. For each of the
reasons presented (i.e., inadequate English proficiency, grouping and

instructional practices, and different patterns of ianguage use) the
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gaps ir the research literature were highlighted. These gaps suggest

a need for research that focuses on how language is used in the daily
interactions between students and teachers and how discursive
practices are related to discipline specific literacy demands.

Part two focused on academic literacies and how they have
been traditionally defined and researched in relationship to the
“academy” (e.g., university or college). It also illuminated the paucity
of research that has been done with linguistically diverse students,
and considered related work (e.g., acquisition of academic content,
literacy development and ESL students, and biliteracy). It argued for
the need to reconceptualize academic literacies as social and cultural
practices shaped by the interactions of a group and to understand how
such practices are socially constructed and situationally defined.

To research academic literacies from this perspective requires
a view of classrooms as cuitures. The third part of this chapter
explained this view. It presented key concepts that will be used in this
investigation to make visible the culture of the third;grade classroom in
this study.

Drawing on the conceptual understandings in this chapter, and
the theoretical framework outlined in Chapter 1, this study aims to add
to the body of research on academic literacies and to begin to fill the
void of research related to linguistically diverse students. To

accomplish this goal requires the use of a methodological approach
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that is consistent with the theoretical framework and conceptualization

of academic literacies. Such an approach, Interactional Ethnography,

will be discussed in Chapter 3.

i ESL stands for English as a Second Language. In this case, the studies
reviewed for this particular section focused on the literacy development of students
who are learning to read in English, which was their second language.

2Street (1984) describes this approach as claiming that literacy can be defined
independent of the social context. .

3Cochran-Smith's (1984) study also investigated young children’s knowledge
of print and how they came to know it. She also found that the aduits in this study
acted on their assumptions about how young children learn to make sense of written
texts rather than what the students were actually doing. While this study is related to
that of Gutierrez (1993) in this way, it was not included in this review because it did not
address linguistically diverse students specifically.



65
CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY

Overview

The previous chapter presented a conceptual review of the
literature relevant to this study. It discussed reasons for the academic
underachievement of linguistically diverse students and examined
how academic literacies have been researched and typically defined.
It argued for the need to reconceptualize learning (Marshall, 1992) by
considering classrooms as cultures. It aiso argued for the need to
investigate how academic literacies as socially constructed and
situationally defined by members of that cuiture.

This chapter is organized into three parts. In the first part, the
relationship of theory and method in research is presented to provide
a ratioﬁale for the methodology selected for this study. The second
part describes the methodological frame (i.e., Interactional
Ethnography) and the theories that comprise this frame. Finally, the
third part of the chapter focuses on the methodological tools that
allowed me to address the questions guiding this study. It provides an
overview of the study, a description of the research context, the data
collected, approaches to data analysis utilized, and examples of data

representation.



66

Part One: The Relationship of Theory
and Method in Research

To reconceptualize learning as called for by Marshall (1992)
and to begin to understand how academic literacies are socially
constructed and situationally defined in classrooms required the
theoretical underpinnings of the methods selected for this study be
carefully considered. This was important because the theoretical
assumptions of the researcher influence the research being
conducted (e.g., questions explored, data collected, types of tools
used); what can be seen and understood is determined by the theory
(ies) selected (Green et al., in press; Zaharlick & Green, 1991). In this
way, a theory can be considered a lens through which the researcher
“sees.” What is available to be known can be enhanced or restricted
by the type of lens (i.e., theory) used and its expressive potential
(Strike, 1974).

Given the significance of theory-method relationships in
research (Birdwhistell, 1977; Heath, 1982), it is important for any
researcher to make informed decisions about the methodological
approach to be used for the research being conducted. In making this
decision, one needs to consider whether a particular approach is
appropriate given the questions being asked and the theories guiding
the research.

With these understandings, | deliberately elected to use

interactional ethnography as the orienting framework for this study.
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This orienting framework is comprised of mutually informing theories

(Souza-Lima, 1995) grounded in cultural anthropology (Geertz, 1983;
Spradley, 1980) and interactional sociolinguistics (Gumperz, 1986,

1992). Each of these will be discussed in the following section.

Part Two: Using Interactional Ethnography as a
Methodological Frame

As previously discussed, the research approach guiding data
collection and analysis in this study was interactional ethnography.
Because this framework is comprised of both ethnography (from a
cultural anthropoiogical perspective) and interactional sociolinguistics,

these will be discussed in the sections that follow.

A_Sit Definition of Ethnograph

The definition(s) of ethnography utilized in this study was drawn
from Green and Bloome (1997). Building upon Street (1993) and
Ellen (1984), they suggest that because of the evolution of what
counts as ethnography and ethnographic research in the past three
decades, a single point of view or definition of ethnography may not
be possible. Instead, they drew a distinction among three approaches
to ethnography: doing ethnography, adopting an ethnographic
perspective, and using ethnographic tools. They defined doing
ethnography as associated with broad, in-depth, and long-term

studies of a social or cultural group that involves framing,
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conceptualizing, conducting, interpreting, writing and reporting, and
meets the criteria for doing ethnography as framed within a discipline
or field. Adopting an ethnographic perspective means taking a more
focused approach to study particular aspects of the everyday life of a
social or cultural group which is guided by cultural theories. Finally,
ysing ethnographic tools refers to the methods and/or techniques
often associated with fieldwork, which may or may not be guided by
theories of culture.

These three distinctions proposed by Green and Bloome (1997)
describe the ways ethnography was used as a methodological
approach in this study. In this study, all three approaches were
utilized. Doing ethnography provided a macro-view of classroom life
and a better understanding of how a classroom culture was
constructed. By using a cultural anthropological lens (Geertz, 1983;
Spradiey, 1980), my goal was to identify the cultural actions, cultural
knowledge, and cultural artifacts (Spradiey, 1980) that members of
this classroom used to produce, predict, interpret, and to participate in
their everyday life (Heath, 1982). By observing and asking who can
do (say) what, with (to) whom, when, where, about what, under what
conditions, for what purpose, with what outcome, the insider's (emic)
perspective on classroom life and the *meaning of actions and events”

(Spradiey, 1980, p. 5) became visible.
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Spradley (1980) suggests that the ethnographer observes the

actions of a group, but also goes beyond that to inquire about the
meanings of such actions. He explains that such meanings are
particular to a group and are established through the group members’
interactions with one another and then are used for interpretive
purposes and to guide their participation. Drawing on Frake (1977),

he proposes that:

Cutture is not simply a cognitive map that people acquire, in
whole or in part, more or less accurately, and then learn to read.
People are not just map readers; they are map-makers. People
are cast out into imperfectly charted, continually revised sketch
maps. Cuiture does not provide a cognitive map, but rather a
set of principles for map making and navigation. Different
cultures are like different schools of navigation designed to
cope with different terrains and seas. (Frake, 1977; pp. 6-7 as
cited in Spradiey, 1980, p. 9)

This metaphor suggests that people in a group read and interpret the
actions and interactions of others and use this knowledge to act in
ways that mark them as a member. This cultural perspective forms the
basis for identifying and examining the literate actions and practices
and for identifying the principles of practice (Tuyay, Floriani, Yeager,
Dixon, & Green, 1995) associated with life in this third-grade bilingual

classroom.

Interactional Sociolinguistics
The second body of work contributing to this orienting

framework (i.e., interactional ethnography) is comprised of theories
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drawn from interactional sociolinguistics, as informed by ethnography

of communication (Gumperz & Hymes, 1972). The interactional
sociolinguistic perspective provided a more micro-level view of
classroom life. Grounded in ethnography of communication, this
approach was utilized to examine both language in the classroom
(those language resources brought to the classroom) and language of
the classroom (the co-constructed communicative and referential
systems) (Green & Dixon, 1993; Lin, 1993). As members interact over
time, they construct criteria for appropriate language use and social
action that reflects their cultural knowledge. This cultural knowledge is
held by the group and not by an individual (Green & Meyer, 1991).
Through an analysis of these languages (i.e., languages of and in the
classroom), it was possible to explore how literate practices and
opportunities for learning academic content are co-constructed in and
through moment-by-moment, face-to-face interactions of members of a
group. It was also possible to examine how what cc_:unts as academic
literacies was situationally defined in and through the interactions and
practices of students and teachers (Brilliant-Mills, 1993; Floriani, 1993;
Lemke, 1990).

Gumperz (1986) argues that an interactional sociolinguistic
approach is valuable because “it focuses on the interplay of linguistic,
contextual and social presuppositions which interact to create the

conditions for classroom learning. Analysis focuses on key
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instructional activities that ethnographic observations have shown
may be crucial to the educational process” (p. 65). Furthermore, he
suggests that by utilizing this approach and analyzing how knowledge
is socially constructed,

we can expose some of the hitherto unnoticed complexities
involved in learning. We can see that schooling (and 1 will
argue opportunities for learning to be academically literate) is
not just a matter of exposure to classroom instruction. ltis
significantly affected by how information is made available
through the curriculum . . . and how knowledge and access to it
are both socially defined and interactively constrained. (p. 68)

Therefore, to understand how a student is provided access to
academic literacies, how literate practices are established, and how
opportunities for learning are constructed within and across academic
disciplines (i.e., math, science, social science), an ethnographer

needs to focus on the language(s) being used to construct them.

Summary of Part Two

This orienting framework (interactional ethnography) forms the
basis for examining classrooms as cultures constructed by members
in and through their discursive processes and practices (Collins &
Green, 1992; Green & Harker, 1982; Green & Wallat, 1981). By
combining mutually informing perspectives, the expressive potential
(what can be said from this research) (Strike, 1974) is enhanced.
Through analyzing the construction of events, the discourse processes

and practices required for appropriate participation and the moment
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by moment life in this third-grade bilingua! classroom, | investigated

how academic literacies are socially constructed.

Part Three: A Methodological Description - The
Who, What, Where, and How

The Research Context

The study was conducted during the 1992-93 academic year in
a third-grade bilingual classroom. At the time of data collection, | was
the teacher in this classroom. | was also a Ph.D. student and a
member of the Santa Barbara Classroom Discourse Group, so my
participation in the study during that year was as teacher-researcher.
There were two university researchers in the classroom (Carol Dixon
and Louise Jennings) as well. They each kept their own ethnographic
fieldnotes (which were used as a method of triangulation) in addition
to the notes and journals that | kept. All of us were responsible for
collecting the videotape data. While each of us was interested in the
study of the relationships between literate practices and opportunities
for learning (Tuyay, Jennings, & Dixon, 1995), we each had different
questions we wanted to pursue as well. Together, we determined the

shape of the research to accommodate and meet all of our interests.
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The third-grade classroom studied was located in a public
elementary school of approximately 530 students in Southern
California. The school’s student population was largely "Hispanic,"1
as indicated in Table 3.1. This table further describes the
demographics of the school for the academic year of this study. What
is not visible in this table, nor reflected in any of the public documents
about this school, is the fact that this school draws its students from
two very different locations. While both of these are within the school
boundaries, and considered part of its local neighborhood, they
represent a sharp contrast in ethnicity and socioeconomic status. The
folk terms used at the school site for these two areas were “up the hill”
and “down the hill.” The students from “up the hill” were largely
European-American. Real Estate information indicates that homes in
this neighborhood typically sel! for over $500,000. The students from
“down the hill” were largely “Hispanic.” The homes in this area are
largely multiple family dwellings and are rental units.

This school was identified as a “mastery learning” school. As
explained in an information packet for parents (see excerpt in
Appendix A), this meant that the focus of instruction in each grade
level was on specific objectives. When the students mastered these
discrete objectives, they were allowed to advance to the next step in

the “learning sequence.” It was expected that these objectives would
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Table 3.1: Demographic Information

SCHOOL SITE

Total Students: 534

CLASSROOM

Total Students: 27

Female: 15

Male: 12
Ethnicity Percentage | Ethnicity Percentage
American Indian/Alaskan 1%
Asian 1%
Black 7% ,
Hispanic 719% | Hispanic 81%
White 209 | White 19%

Vi
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be posted daily in each of the classrooms so that both the students
and the teachers knew the focus for each day.

Given the large percentage of students who spoke English as a
new language, this school was also designated a “bilingual” school.
According to district and school policy, the district offered a transitional
bilingual program, which meant that students were provided
instruction in their primary language (Spanish) until they were ready to
transition into instruction in the English language. While there were
different variations of this program model offered throughout the
school district (e.g., early exit, late exit), this school provided an early
exit program transitioning students as early as second grade.
Although this school claimed to provide bilingual education, the
implicit policy was to offer instruction in Spanish only for
reading/language arts. This was accomplished by grade-level
teaming for language arts instruction. At each grade level, the
teachers taught language arts at the same time. Those students who
spoke Spanish were sent to the designated bilingual teacher for that
grade level, while the bilingual teacher sent the English-speaking
students to other classrooms. During the year of this study, this meant
that Mrs. T sent 12 students to “English reading."z She received 23
“Spanish readers” from the other two third-grade classrooms, which

meant that she taught reading to 38 students. After reading/language
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arts, the students returned to their homerooms, where instruction in
English was encouraged and expected.

The third-grade team during the year of data collection was
comprised of three teachers. They met monthly to review student
progress and to plan which mastery learning objective to address
during the next month. While it was it was expected that all three of
the classrooms teach the “same”™ mastery learning objectives at the
“same” time, there was flexibility in the choice of curricula used to do

SO.

Participants

Students. This third-grade class had between 25 and 29
students. For the majority of the school year, however, there were 27
students: 15 girls and 12 boys. Of these students, 16 were identified
by the school as “Spanish readers” and 11 as “English readers.”
Three of the students were identified (through the district referral and
testing process) as "Special Education” students and received
additional instructional support outside of the classroom. Throughout
this document, pseudonyms are used for the students’ names. This
was done to protect their anonymity.

Teacher. [ was the teacher in this classroom. lam a
European-American female and my first language is English. | hold a

California Multiple Subject Teaching Credential, a Bilingual Certificate
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of Competence in Spanish, a Reading Specialist Credential, and an

M.A. in Education. This (1992-93) was my sixth year of teaching in a
bilingual classroom. Mrs. T is the name used to represent the teacher
throughout this document. (Mrs. A is the name used to represent the
student teacher who was in this classroom during the time of data
collection.) The choice to represent myself as Mrs. T was intentional.
Given my current role as researcher in this study, | elected to refer to
my role as the teacher in the third person for the purposes of clarity.
By doing so, | was forced to stay in the role of researcher while

analyzing the data and writing this ethnographic report.

Research Design

Purpose of the Study and Review of Guiding Questions

This dissertation is an interactional ethnography of a bilingual
elementary teacher and her students as they worked together to
construct a particular classroom cuiture. By considering how the
members of this classroom used language to shape what counts as
academic literacies, it was possible examine the relationships
between literate practices and opportunities for learning academic
content. The central focus of this study was on the social construction
_of academic literacies, with a goal of generating grounded theoretical
constructs that can be applied to future work to understand how

access to academic literacies can be provided for linguistically diverse
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students in elementary schools. To accomplish this goal, the following

questions were used to guide data collection and analyses:

- What does it mean to be a member of this classroom
culture?

- How is this classroom different from others as seen
from the members’ perspective?

- How are these aspects of classroom life (as identified
by the students) introduced and established during the
first 3 weeks of school?

- How do these aspects of classroom life form the basis
for what counted as academic literacies?

* What counts as academic literacies?

- What counts as academic literacies from a national
perspective?

- What counts as academic literacies from the classroom
perspective?

- How are the two views similar and different?

+ What are the relationships between literate
practices and opportunities for acquiring academic
literacies and learning academic content within a
planned cycle of activity?

- How do these literate practices support/constrain
access to academic content?

- How do students take up (or not take up) these
opportunities for learning and becoming academically
literate?
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- How are literate practices that are not the focus of a
particular cycle of activity introduced and
developed?

- What are the relationships between these literate
practices and opportunities for acquiring academic
literacies and learning academic content?

- How do the students take up (or not) these
opportunities for learning?

llection - T nd Pr r

As previously discussed, the original data collection was
undertaken during the 1992-93 school year by a team, consisting of a
teacher-researcher (myself) and two university-based researchers.
Data collection consisted of two major phases, a descriptive phase
and a focused phase (Spradley, 1980). The descriptive phase began
on the first day of school and continued for 6 hours per day for the first
3 weeks of school. The purpose of this phase was to document how
members constructed and named the patterns of practice of everyday
life in this classroom (Lin, 1993). After initial analysis, a more focused
phase involving data collection of specific cycles of activity and events
within the classroom was undertaken.

A majority of the data collected was in the form of videotape
records. This type of data allows for repeated and multiple analyses
and interpretations as well as opportunities for triangulation (Corsaro,

1985; Hammersley & Atkinson, 1992). One camera was used in the
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videotaping of classroom activity. The placement of the camera was
decided by the research team after discussing the activities that would
be taking place during the day. Often, the camera placement began in
one of the back corners of the room (either by the door or the
classroom library, see Figure 4.2) in order to capture the collective
activity of the group. As the activity shifted to small groups, the camera
would be moved to focus on a particular table group. A flat table,
remote microphone was used when recording the actions of a small
group working together. This enabled me to better record the
interactions of members of a group as they worked together.

Table 3.2 shows the timeline of data collection. During the
school year, videotape data was collected on 55 visits to the
classroom, resulting in a total of 170 hours of videotaped data. Of
these 55 classroom visits, 12 of these were full-day tapings (i.e., from
the beginning of school until after the students had gone) and the rest
were partial-day tapings.

The data set also includes fieldnotes taken by the university
researchers during each visit to the classroom. These notes were
used for triangulation purposes in this study, since | did not record
them. In addition to the fieldnotes, the teacher’s plan book and daily
journal and notes were also utilized. Student artifacts were collected
across the school year. These included: dialogue journals, student

made books, end of the year letters to the teacher, reports, various
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Table 3.2: Timeline of Data Collection
(Adapted from Crawford, 1998)

Sep.| Oct. | Nov.| Dec.| Jan. | Feb. | Mar. | Apr. | May | June
Dates| (9) |1 4 15 (4) |1 1 12 |4 10

(10) | 2 6 5 5 11 13 |5 16

(11) | 5 10 6 8 16 |14 |11

(14) | 6 12 15 |9 22

(15) | 7 23 17 28

(16) | 13 23

(17) | 15 24

(18) | 20

(21) | 23

(22) | 30

(23)

24

25

28

29
Total {15 [10 |5 i 4 7 3 5 3 2 55
Days
Total [ 87 |19 |11 2 14 |9 4 19 |6 3 170
Hours

Note. Parentheses around date indicate full day. No parentheses indicate partial day.

18
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assignments, and student produced parent newsletters. These
artifacts and how they were used for the analytic purposes will be
- described in Chapters 4, 5, and 6.

In addition to the data collected from the classroom, one
additional data source was used in this study. A text analysis
(Bazerman, 1988) of the National Content Standards for Math
(National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, 2000), Science
(National Research Council, 1996), and Social Studies (National
Council for the Social Studies, 1994) was conducted to answer the
question of what counted as academic literacies from a national

perspective. This analysis is presented in Chapter 5.

Data Analysis Procedures: A Logic of Inquiry

As discussed in Part Two of this chapter, | have elected to use
an Interactional Ethnographic approach as the methodological
framing of this study. By combining ethnography (Green & Bloome,
1997) and interactional sociolinguistics (Gumperz, 1982, 1986, 1992),
it is possible to examine how events are interactionally constructed.
Through analyses of the data set previously described, the range of
literate practices in this classroom and how these practices shape
opportunities for acquiring academic literacies and learning academic
content will be investigated. To accomplish this, | utilized a series of

data representation steps and an iterative analysis process
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characterized by Spradley (1980) as the Ethnographic Research

Cycle. The nature of this process is interactive-responsive (Zaharlick
& Green, 1991), with each step of the analysis guided by subsequent
questions, which are generated through interacting with the data and
the findings from those interactions {Castanheira et al., 1998).
Throughout this process, | continually asked questions of the data,
created data representations, and analyzed and interpreted these
representations. Each of these steps led to new questions, which lead
to new data representations and analyses. Figure 3.1 illustrates this
logic of inquiry. In this figure, the overiapping boxes represent the
iterative nature of this analysis process, with each set of analyses
guiding the next.

Spradley (1980) proposes that this process gradually changes
from descriptive to focused to selective as the analysis proceeds.
Adapting this process allowed me to begin the analysis with a broad
and descriptive examination of what it meant to be a member of this
classroom community and how these aspects of classroom life were
introduced during the first 3 weeks of school. During the focused
phases of the analysis, the literate practices that were interactionally
constructed by the members of this classroom culiture were examined
and compared to those literate practices called for in the National
Content Standards. They also allowed me to explore how particular

literate practices were related to opportunities for learning academic



Overarching Question: What does it mean to be a
member of this classroom culture?

Posing questions: How is this classroom different from others as
seen from the students’ perspectives?

Representing data: Student generated books about their
classroom.

84

Analyzing events: Identifying the important
aspects of classroom life through domain analyses

of students’ texts.

Posing questions: How were these aspects of classroom life
introduced and established during the first three weeks of school?

Representing data: Constructing running records of chains of
activity for the first three weeks of school. Create event maps
for each day.

Analyzing events: Examine running records and
event Maps to identify how these aspects were
introduced and to verify students’ claims.

Posing questions:

Representing data:

Analyzing events:

Figure 3.1. Logic of Inquiry: Analytic Process (A Partial
Representation)
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content and how the students took up (or did not take up) these

opportunities for becoming academically literate.

nstructing Da

Throughout this process of inquiry, various types and levels of
analyses were conducted. Structuration maps were constructed for a
variety of purposes and formed the basis of data representation and
analysis. They were constructed by observing how time was spent,
with whom, on what, for what purposes, when, where, under what
conditions, and with what outcomes (Green & Harker, 1982; Green &
Wallat, 1979; Santa Barbara Classroom Discourse Group, 1992;
Spradiey, 1980). In this study, three types of structuration maps were
constructed, each allowing for a different view of the data.

Indexing system. The first type of structuration map, an
indexing system, was created to represent the corpus of videotaped
data (see Table 3.3 for a sample). This map is general in nature and
provides a broad view of the whole videotape data set. It includes the
dates of taping, how these dates corresponded to the actual school
days, a cataloguing system for the videotapes and a broad view of the
contents of each tape. Such maps are useful for locating data, cross-
referencing between types of data (e.g., artifacts, fieldnotes, and
videotapes), and a systematic sampling of key events (Gumperz,

1986) for analysis.
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Table 3.3:

ample

ructur

- Videota

Index (P

Date

Taping
Day

chool
Day

Hi-8
Tapes

VHS
Tape #

Time

escription

9-9-92-W

1

1

10f3

1

8:15-9:50

Introductions, Name Games, Rules for
recess, Recess

20f3

1

10:10-
11:35

Re-Entry, Scavenger Hunt & Review, Simon
Says, What do you think third grade wili be
like?, Letters from previous class, Sts. read
letters aloud -

30t3

-------------

Continue sharing letters, Class library
explained, Lunch, SSR, Read Aloud-The

, Interest
Inventory, HW instructions-Class rights,
Outside for popsicles & free play

9-10-92-

10f3

HW & Consequences, Sts, read letter from

S'ts. write in dialogue journals, Class Rights-
2 groups, Draw a class right, Recess

50t3

10:30-1:00

Re-entry, Computer Lab Intro., SSR, Head
Aloud (Spanish)

30f3

1:05-2:10

Read Aloud cont., Las Reglas para mostrar
carifio (rules for caring), Finish drawing,
Thursday folders, prepare to go home,
outside

98
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Running data records. Running data records (Castanheira
et al., 1998), more detailed structuration maps, were created for each
day of the first 3 weeks of school. These were constructed by
watching the videotapes and marking changes in activity as indicated
by topic shifts and members’ actions. These running data records,
which are analogous to detailed fieldnotes, provided a general view of
the daily goings-on in the classroom. They include a description of the
activities of each day along with some of the actions and discourse
(see Table 3.4 for an example). Three purposes were served by this
kind of mapping: Creating a written record of when particular chains of
activity occurred, identifying phases of activity, and allowing me to
return to the same moments in time on the videotape to examine a
particular event or phase of activity once identified (Castanheira et al.,
1998; Crawford, 1999).

Event maps. The running records that were constructed were
then used to create event maps. There was no one definition or
method used for constructing these event'maps. Rather, they were
created based upon the questions | was asking of the data at
particular levels of analysis. By analyzing phases of activity as
constructed by the members of this classroom and how these phases
were tied together, | was able to identify the events and sub-events of
everyday life for each day during the first 3 weeks of school. Because

of my theoretical interest in examining the construction of literate



Table 3.4: Sample Running Record
Day One: September 9, 1992

8:35:10

8:36:04

8:37:08

8:38:12

8:38:33

Introduction of Teachers

My name is Mrs. Tuyay

You cancall me Mrs. T.

That's fine

(whispering)

And we’re really really lucky
This year

Because we have two teachers

Mrs. Alexander introduces herself
Just got married
Kept her name and added her husband'’s

From Santa Barbara

Born here

Went to school here

Graduated from SB High School

y ella tambien habla espariol
Carmen: ah eso se me olivid6
Tambien hablo espariol

Entonces tienen dos maestras que
Pueden hablar espanol

Y ingles

Los dos idiomas

You're really lucky

You've got two teachers

Who both speak Spanish and English
And we'll both be here to help you all the
time

Introduction of Researchers

We have other visitors

From UCSB

(T Talks about researchers from UCSB
And that she goes to school after work)
And they’ll be filming in our class

88



8:39:12

8:39:45

8:40:07

8:40:23

8:40:51

89

Carmen explains her schedule
She goes to UCSB too
She is also a student

| still can’t believe how quiet you are
You can talk in this class (Norms and
Expectations)

When it's appropriate

That’s no problem

introduction of Students to Table Groups

Discussing Names and Their Impgortance

For instance

If your name is Patrick

You might like to be called Pat

Liliana

Talvez prefieres Lili

You need to decide what you want to be
called in this class (N & E)

If Mrs. Alexander Hsu wants to be called
Mrs. Alexander Hsu

Then you call her

Mrs. Alexander Hsu

(T continues with own name and suggests
they have two possibilities)

Giving Directions

In this class (N & E)

You'll be seated in teams

You'll be seated in tables

What | want you to do

Is | want you to talk in your tables

| want you to introduce yourseif to
everybody

At your table

So

Not only do you have to say your name
You have to say something you like



8:41:20
8:41:48

8:41:54
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(T models with her own name)

Okay

en espafol o ingles
tu nombre

y algo que te gusta

Students begin to introduce themselves to

table group members
Teachers move to table to facilitate
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actions and practices, this was included in the event maps. Also

included were interactional spaces and the languages (English and
Spanish) available, as these were determined to be significant from
the descriptive phase of analysis (see Table 3.5). As this example
shows, an event map extends the data provided in a running record.
Through these event maps, | was able select key events (Gumperz,
1986) for further analysis and to examine how particular literate
practices were introduced and patterns of practice established in this
classroom.

Timelines. Timelines were another level and type of
structuration map constructed from the running records and event
maps. The information provided on the timelines represents what the
members constructed as events, showing how they structured time
and activity within the classroom or their groups (Erickson & Shultz,
1981; Green & Meyer, 1991). The use of timelines allowed me to look
across the year at activities and events that were constructed and to
systematically sample those events involving the ir;troduction and use
of the literate practices that were the focus of this study (i.e., identifying
and constructing patterns, making predictions and using evidence)
(see Figure 3.2 for an example). Timelines were also used to allow
me to see how particular groups of students structured time and

activity during their small group work.



Table 3.5: Sample Event Map

Day 1 (9/9/92)

Time Event Sub-Events | Actions Languages
Available
8:22:35 | Welcoming -finding seats English
-asking questions &
-talking with others Spanish
-getting familiar with
classroom
-reading contents of
welcome bags -
8:35:10 | intro- Teachers -fistening to two English
ductions languages &
Students to -making choices Spanish
table groups (name, language
of introduction)
Students to -introducing self
whole class -sharing information |
9:17:48 | Name Explaining the | -Listening to English
Game activity directions &
-sharing ideas Spanish
Doing “Name | -generating lists of
Game” information
-working together
Discussing -sharing ideas,
activity opinions
-reporting to the class

Note. This is only a partial representation of the event map for Day 1.

For the complete event map, please see Appendix B.



Timeline of
School Year

Looking for Patterns
Cycle of Activity

September

October

Week One
(9/14-9/18)

November

December

January

Week Two
(9/21-9/25)

February

March

Week Three
(9/28-10/2)

April

May

Week Four
(10/5-10/9)

June

Figure 3.2. Sample Timeline

Week Five
(10/12-10/14)
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Cycles of activity. Using the running record, event maps
and timelines, | created maps of the cycles of activity that occurred

across the year in this classroom. Aus discussed in Chapter 2, cycles of
activity are “comprised of a set of ewents, interactionally bound and
centered around a specific theme. A cycle of activity denotes a set of
intertextually-tied activities initiated, enacted, and bound interactively
by the participants with common themmatic content” (Kelly, 1999). For
an example of a cycle of activity map, see Table 3.6. From these
maps, through forward and backwared mapping (Tuyay et al., 1995), |
traced the literate practices across c-ycles of activity across the school
year.

These structuration maps prorvided a view of the ebb and flow of
classroom activity, as well as the pa:rt-whole/whole-part relationships.
They allowed me to select which literrate practices to further examine
for this study. Additionally, | was able to use these maps to begin to

identify possible intertextual ties within and between events.

Domain Analysis

Given the orienting framework for this study, that a classroom
culture is constructed in and throughe members’ actions and
interactions within and between evemts, | was interested in knowing
what these actions, interactions, and events meant to the members of

this classroom. By using adaptation:s of Spradiey’s (1980) domain



Table 3.6: Santa Barbara Cycle of Activity
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Monday Tuesday Wednesday | Thursday Friday
Day 1-1119 Day 2-11/10 Holiday Day 3-11/12 Day 4-11/13
Team Names-SB | KWL: Whatdo Researching What we
streets you aiready know info. about SB. leamed about
Making logos about SB? SB.
What do you
- _ want to leam? | _— — -
Day 5-11/16 Day 6-11/16 Day 7-11/18 Early Dismissal Families
S8 landmarks SB landmarks SB landmarks
Definition of land | Finding Make pictures of
mark information about | landmarks
Brainstorm landmarks Share with class
possible When buiit Locate on
landmarks Where located classroom wafl
1interesting fact | m
Day 8-11/23 Day 9-11/24 Day 10-11/25 | Thanksgiving Holiday
SB landmarks SB iandmarks Share patterns
Read aloud: The | Continue stories with the
important Book important Books | class
Discuss patterns
Begin working
on own pattern
stories about
| landmariks | _ N _
Day 11-11/30 | Day 12-1211 Day 13-12/2 Day 14-12/3 Day 15-12/4
Tea Party: Map Skills Map Skilis Hidden Treasure | Making a
Iinfo. about maps | Modified DRTA Longitude/Lat. Activity: Working | compass rose
Roundtable: with compass Grids with grids, hide a | Magnets/poies
What do you intro. Compass Hidden Treasure | treasure
remember about | rose and HW: Makeamap | Write directions
maps? directions (N, S, of your room for finding it
E. W) Switch and soive
PE: Simon Says another group's
on playground |
Day 16-1277 Day 16-12/8 Day 17-12/9 Teacher Famikes
introduction to Map Skilis Map skiils Inservice Day
Santa Barbara Matching Activity | Make pictures of
Maps Map terms own houses and
Review grids other significant
Use SBmapsto | focations
locate own Locate and place
street, school on classroom wall
street map __
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analysis | examined these meanings. This analytical method was

utilized to identify the semantic relationship between the actions,
artifacts and discourse of cultural participants (Crawford, 1999).

Spradley (1980) identifies these possible relationships as:

Strict inclusion Xisakindof Y

Spatial XisaplaceinY
Cause-effect Xisapartof Y
Rationale X is a reason for doing Y
Location-for action X is a place for doing Y
Function X is used for doing Y
Means-end XisawaytodoY
Sequence Xis a step (stage) inY
Attribution X is a characteristic of Y

An example of this type of analysis is presented in Figure 3.3. This
figure shows a portion of the analysis that was done by examining
students’ end of the year class books to identify the important aspects
of this classroom from their perspective. The complete analysis is
presented in Chapter 4. Doing domain analyses was useful in
answering “what counts” questions, such as: What counts as being a
member of this classroom?, what counts as being academically

literate? among others.

Di r Analysi

Throughout this study, the discursive practices of this classroom
culture were a focus. | used a discourse analytic approach similar to
that described by Green and Wallat (1981) to examine how literate

practices and opportunities for learning academic content get talked
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We cooperate

Everybody helps
We Work
Together We are friends
We respect each other
Important We don't all talk the same
Characteristics We are all languages
Of this Class Different

We don't all wear the same
clothes

We are Bilingual/
Somos Bilinglies

We Learn Differently

Figure 3.3. Sample Domain Analysis

Note. This only a partial representation of this domain analysis. For complete results, see Figure 4.1.

16
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into being. Using the methods discussed previously in this section, |
selected key events for transcription (Gumperz, 1986). These
transcripts served as analytic toois (Corsaro, 1985).

As with the construction of structuration maps, this transcription
process was theoretically driven (Ochs, 1979). It was based upon the
concept of message units (Green, 1977; Green & Harker, 1982; Green
& Wallat, 1981), which represented the smaliest level of analysis
(Bloome & Egan-Robertson, 1993; Green & Dixon, 1993; Green &
Wallat, 1981; Kelly & Crawford, 1996). Message units were identified
by considering the contextualization cues (Gumperz & Herasimchuk,
1972): pitch, stress, intonation, pause, juncture, how messages were
heard in all of the busts, hesitations, repetitions, and nonverbal
elements (e.g., body movements, gestures, proxemics, and eye gaze)
(Tuyay, Jennings, & Dixon, 1995). As such, transcripts were made
from videotapes so nonverbal cues could be utilized in the
identification of message units. Given that this process was both
interpretive and representational (Green, Franquiz, .& Dixon, 1997),
issues such as how to represent the complexity of interaction so that it
can be analyzed accordingly were continually considered.

Various methods of transcript representation and levels of
analysis were utilized in analyzing the discourse for this study. Table
3.7 shows a type of transcript representation frequently used. In this

table, the speakers are identified in one column. Whenever a speaker
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Table 3.7: Transcript Representation Exampie

Line # Speaker | Discourse

1291 Mrs. T okay

1292 today we’re going to write

1293 we're going to make our own stories
1294 about

1295 houses

1296 for things

1297 can you think of an example

1298 that may not have been

1299 in the book

1300 James

1301 James a doghouse

1302 Mrs. T okay

1303 a doghouse is a house for a what
1304 Students a dog

1305 Mrs. T okay

1306 what else is another example

1307 Manuel

1308 Manuel a house is a house for (inaudible)
1309 Mrs. T okay

1310 just a minute (goes to white board)
1311 why don’t you guys turn around here
1312 turn around

1313 Carmen would you move that please
1314 Carmen (moves chart rack)

1315 Mrs. T okay

1316 | can see almost everybody




100
changed, that is indicated by the name in that column. Line numbers

were assigned to each message unit, which were used for reference
in the discussion of the analysis in the text. Within this document,
transcripts will be represented in a variety of ways. Each decision for
how to represent the transcripts was theoretically made at the time of
the analysis depending upon the questions being asked and the
analytic purposes. Often, transcript excerpts are provided in tables or
are placed directly in the text itself to facilitate discussion of the
analysis. However, in each transcript (or excerpt) an English
transiation is provided when Spanish is used in the talk. These
translations are gist translations (intended to keep the meaning) and
are represented by italicized print within parentheses following each
message unit.

- During particular phases of the analysis, these transcripts were
utilized for different purposes. In the focused phases, they were
examined to explore the relationships between literate practices and
opportunities for learning academic content. Specifically, they were
utilized to make visible how particular literate practices (i.e., identifying
and constructing patterns, making predictions and using evidence)
were introduced and constructed, as well as how they were related to
opportunities for learning academic content (e.g., math, language arts,

science, social studies). The transcripts were also analyzed to



101
determine how these opportunities for learning were taken up (or not)

by the students in this classroom.

| recognize that because | was both the teacher in this
classroom and am the researcher in this study, this could be
potentially viewed as problematic. However, there are several points
that | think are worthy of recognition. First, there is a strong
relationship between the theoretical framework in this study and the
methodological procedures employed. | arm not claiming to be
unbiased. Rather, | utilized a theoretically driven approach that
allowed me to bracket my own cultural assumptions and to ground my
claims in evidence and data. Second, a considerable amount of time
has passed since the data was originally c-ollected (approximately 7
years). This distance allowed me to re-enter the data set with a
different perspective (that of researcher) arad a different set of
questions and expectations. | no longer sesek to understand my
practice in order to change it, which was an original goal when | was
the teacher-researcher. Rather, | now want to understand the
questions posed throughout this study in order to further understand
how educators can support linguistically diwerse students in becoming
academically literate. Finally, to minimize the effects of personal

interpretation, triangulation of data analysis procedures, theories, and
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interpretations (Hammersley & Atkinson, 1992; Zaharlick & Green,

1991) was utilized throughout the analyses conducted in this study.

Chapter Summary

This chapter presented the methodological frame for this study
and the ways that this frame is consistent with the theoretical
underpinnings and premises of this study. It described the
methodological tools for data collection and analysis and how these
are consistent with the goails of the study. These tools provided ways
to examine how academic literacies were socially constructed in this
classroom. A graphic overview is presented here for reference. Table
3.8 shows the phases of this study. As shown in this table, for each
phase, the guiding questions, the data collected in relationship to
these questions and the analytic procedures used are highlighted.

Each of these phases will be described in Chapters 4, 5, and 6.
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Table 3.8: Overview of Analytic Phases

[Guiding Questions

Data Used

Analytic Procedures

PHASE ONE
What does it mean to be a
member of this classroom
culture?
-How Is this classroom

different from others as seen from the
members' perspective?

-How were these aspects of the
classroom introduced and established
during the first 3 weeks of school?

-How do these aspects of classroom
life form the basis of what counts as
academic literacies?

* Fieldnotes

* First 3 weeks of videotaped
records

* Adifacts:
-Student generated books
from the end of the year.
-Teacher plan book and
journal

» Construct an index of all
videotape data

* Create running records for each
day of the first 3 weeks of school

+ Construct event maps of the first
3 weeks of school

» Domain analyses of student
generated books, running
records and event maps

€01



-uoissiwiad noypm payqiyoid uoionpoidal Joyung JoUmo WBLAdoo sy} jo uoissiwiad yum psonpoidey

PHASE TWO
What counts as academic
literacies?
-From a national perspective?

-From the classroom perspective?

-How are these two views simllar
and different?

What are the relationships
between literate practices
and opportunities for
acquiring academic
literacies and learning
academic content within a
planned cycle of activity?
-How do these literate practices
(identitying and constructing patterns)

support and/or constrain access o
academic content (i.e, math and writing)?

-How do students take-up (or not take-
up) these opportunities for learning and
becoming academically fiterate?

« National Content Standards for
Math, Science, and Social
Studies

* Running records and event
maps from previous analysis of
first 3 weeks of school

* Videotape recordings of events
specifically related to selected
cycles of activity

* Artifacts:
-Teacher plan book & journal

* Text analysis of each of the
content area standards
-Cross-case analysis of
findings from text analysis
-Domain analyses of findings
from cross-case analysis

* Domain analysis of literate
actions from first 3 weeks of
school and literate practices
across the school year

» Map selected cycles of activity
from across the schoo} year

« Create running records for
class sessions from selected
cycle of activity (i.e., “Looking for
Patterns”)

« |dentification and transcription
of key events within selected
cycle of activity

» Construct timelines to see how
time was spent in selected key
events

» Discourse analytic procedures
on selected transcript segments.

vol
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PHASE THREE
How are literate practices
that are not the focus of a
particular cycle of activity
introduced and developed?
-What are the relationships between
these Iiterate practices and

opportunities for acquiring academic
literacles and learning academic
content?

-How are these oppontunities taken-
up (or not) by the students?

* Fieldnotes

* Artifacts:
-Teacher plan book & journal
-Student assignments

*» Maps of cycles of activity across
the school year

* Videotape recordings of events
where these literate practices
were the focus of instruction

* Locate instances of literate
practices of focus (i.e., making
predictions and using evidence)
across the school year through

forward and backward mapping.

» Construct running records and
event maps from fieldnotes and
videotape recordings.

» |dentification and transcription
of selected key events

* Discourse analytic procedures
on selected transcript segments

=10} 1
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1 *Hispanic™ was the description/designation used by the school district.

2This was the term used by the school personnel. They distinguished
between “English readers” and “Spanish readers.” This distinction was based
primarily upon the students’ native language.
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CHAPTER FOUR

CREATING A COMMUNITY OF LEARNERS

Overview

In the previous chapters, the theoretical and methodological
framework guiding the following analyses was presented. This
framework conceptualizes classrooms as cultures (Collins & Green,
1992) and suggests that members (teacher(s), students, and others),
through their language and actions, construct common knowledge,
and patterned ways of interacting (Edwards & Mercér, 1987; Green &
Harker, 1982; Green & Meyer, 1991; Lin, 1993). These patterns of life
(e.g., ways of interacting, communicating, and negotiating) are
constructed over time (Santa Barbara Classroom Discourse Group,
1992) and lead to a common set of practices that situationally define
what i{ means to be a student and teacher in this particular classroom
culture. These patterns of practice support as well as constrain
students’ opportunities for learning academic content as well as their
opportunities to be seen as academically literate.

The purpose of this chapter is to identify which practices were
seen as important by student members of this particular bilingual
classroom, how these literate practices were co-constructed, and how
they shaped what counted as academic literacies. By identifying and
analyzing these cultural patterns, it is possible to see how they

contribute to the “construction of a common set of expectations that
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serve as cultural resources for how members interact, participate and

share knowledge across social and academic contexts™ (Crawford,
1999, p. 128).

The analyses in this chapter are presented in two parts. Part
One examines data from the first 3 weeks of school to see how this
teacher and her students created a classroom learning community
with particular norms and expectations, roles and relationships, and
rights and responsibilities (Collins & Green, 1992; Fioriani, 1997;
Green, Kantor & Rogers, 1991) that defined what it meant to be a
member and provided the base for academic literacy. The second
part highlights literate actions and practices that were constructed
during the first 3 weeks and across the school year in various
academic disciplines.

The guiding questions for the first phase of this analysis were:
What does it mean to be a member of this classroom culture? How
was this classroom different from others as seen from the members’
perspective? in order to begin to answer this question, it is necessary
to understand the classroom culture that was being constructed during

this time.

Part One: Becoming a Student in This Classroom

Central Premise:
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Living in particular classrooms leads to particular ways of being
a student or a teacher and to the construction of particular types
of knowledge and opportunities for learning (Edwards &
Furlong, 1978; Fernie et al., 1993; Gutierrez, 1993; Lemke,
1990; Tuyay, Jennings, & Dixon, 1995).

Traditionally, behaviorist theories have defined schooling and

what happens in classrooms as a causal relationship between

teaching and learning. Teachers teach and students learn (Weade,

1992). However, Fenstermacher (1986) rejects this relationship and

argues that:

The concept of studenting or pupiling is far and away the more
paraliel concept to that of teaching. . . . There are a range of
activities connected with studenting that compliement the
activities of teaching. For example, teachers explain, describe,
define, refer, correct and encourage. Students recite, practice,
seeks assistance, review, check, locate sources and access
materials. The teacher’s task is to support . . . [the student’s]
desire to student and improve his[her] capacity to do so.
Whether and how much..[the student] learns from being a
student is largely a function of how he[she] students . . . We
make the term “learning” do double duty, sometimes using it to
refer to what the student actually acquires from instruction
(achievement), and other times using it to refer the processes
the student uses to acquire content (task). Because the term
‘learning’ functions in both a task and achievement sense, it is
easy to mix the two and thus contend that the task of teaching is
to produce the achievement of learning, when in fact it makes

more sense to contend that a central task of teaching is to
enable the student to perform the tasks of learning. (p. 39;

emphasis in original)

He further suggests that the process of becoming a student involves

much more than knowing how to learn. Fernie, Kantor, and Kilein

(1988) agree with this position and argue that becoming a student is a

complex, active process that is “interpretive, constructive and
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participatory.” In order to be able to participate in the social and

academic life of classrooms, children need to learn and take up a
“student role” of appropriate knowledge, actions and expectations.

From this perspective, the role of student is not merely defined
as an institutional position. Rather, it is an interactionally constructed
way of being in relationship to others in the classroom and to ways of
engaging with academic content (Fernie et al., 1993; Prentiss, 1995).
Previous work has shown that this process begins within the very first
days (even hours or minutes) of school (Fernie et al., 1993; Fernie,
Kantor, & Klein, 1990; Green & Harker, 1982).

The analysis presented here examines the process of
becoming a student in this particular classroom. it focuses on what the
students considered to be the distinguishing characteristics of
membership in this classroom and how these came to be. By
considering the norms and expectations, roles and relationships, and
rights and obligations (Collins & Green, 1992; Green et al., 1991), the
social and academic requirements for being a member in this

classroom are made visible.

Differentiating Thi | r From her
Knowing that this study takes place in a bilingual third-grade
classroom marks it in particular ways. However, what this “classroom”

meant to the members is an empirical question to be investigated.
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While our common cultural knowledge of the formal institution of

schooling brings with it expectations about the organization of space,
use of time, types of materials, types of events, and outcomes (Green,
1983; Hymes, 1974), it “does not predict the specific nature of life in
individual classrooms” (Green et al., 1991, p. 338). To be able to
interpret classroom life requires understanding how this social system
is constructed through the actions and interactions of members
(Gumperz, 1982, 1986), and how, over time, these become patterned.
The analysis in this section makes visible how these patterns of life
lead to a common set of expectations and common language (Green
et al., 1991) for “*doing school.”

To understand what was vaiued in this classroom from the
perspective of the students, | first examined their contributions to a
class text that was written at the end of the school year (June 1993).
The students were asked to use the text pattern from The Important
Book (Wise Brown, 1949) to highlight what they considered to be the
significant attributes/aspects of this class. By using Spradley’s (1980)
domain analysis, X is a characteristic of Y, four key themes emerged
(see Figure 4.1). Three of these themes, working together, being
bilingual, and learning differently served as the beginning point
for the analyses presented in this section. (The fourth theme, we are
all different, was not addressed specifically. Analysis showed that this

theme overlapped with we work together and we are bilingual.)
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We cooperate

Everybody helps
We Work '

Together We are friends
We respect each other

We don't all talk the same
We are all languages
Different
We don't all wear the same
clothes

Important
Characteristics
Of this Class

We come from different places

We work in English and Spanish
We are Bilingual/

Somos bilinglies We read/write in Spanish and Engiish

/NN

We speak English and Spanish
We do a lot of projects

Writing/Spelling
We Learn

Differently

AN

Math

Figure 4.1. Important Book Domain Analysis

clt
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Ethnographic and sociolinguistic analyses of the first 13 days of
school were conducted to make visible how the literate actions and
practices constructed in this classroom created a particular
environment for learning and becoming academically literate. These
analyses are presented here in three sections. Each of these sections
addresses an aspect of classroom life and how it was constructed

during the first 3 weeks of school.

“We Work Together”: Establishing Patterns of
rganization and Inter ion

La cosa importante de nuestra clase es que trabajamos
juntos. Trabajamos juntos para matematicas y escribir
cuentos. Somos buenos. Pero la cosa importante de nuestra
clase es que trabajamos juntos.

(The important thing about our class is that we work together.
We work together for math and writing stories. We are good.
But the important thing about our class is that we work
together.)1 Alejandra?‘ (From Room 18’s “Important Book,” June
1993)

The important thing about our class is that we are all friends.
We respect each other's rights. We all work together, even
though we speak different languages. But the important thing
about our class in that we are all friends.

Lesley (From Room 18’s “Important Book,” June 1993)

Analysis of the students’ “important Books” showed that working
together was one of the central aspects of this classroom, as indicated
in the opening excerpts from Alejandra and Lesley. Analysis of data
from the first 13 days of school showed that from the very first moments

of the first day of school, Mrs. T provided students with muitiple
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opportunities to work together and explicit definitions of what it meant

to work together as students in Room 18. Through the physical
arrangement of the classroom, the variety of organizational groupings
she employed, as well as her words and actions, she signaled to the
students that working together was to be a significant part of their daily

lives.

Physical Arrangement of th | room: Organizin
for Workin her

The physical arrangement of this classroom suggested that
interaction among students was an important part of learning. As
Figure 4. 2 (classroom map) indicates, there were no individual desks
in this classroom. Rather, students sat at tables that had been put
together to seat groups of six. There were five table groups, arranged
purpo;sefully so that students all faced center and each student could
also see the “front” of the classroom. In the center of each group of
tables was a basket that contained all of the materials for the group
(e.g., scissors, crayons, glue, etc.). Examination of the ethnographic
data across the year indicated that these groups were referred to in
three ways: as teams, table groups, or by team name. Analysis of the
teacher’s notes showed that Mrs. T assigned students to teams so that
the groups were heterogeneously mixed by gender, ethnicity,
language(s) spoken, and academic and social strengths. Analysis of

seating charts across the year showed that the students remained in
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Figure 4.2. Classroom Map

Note. The labels E and S refer to English and Spanish. E/S means that there were materials in
both English and Spanish at this location in the room.
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these groups for approximately 1 month before being reassigned by
the teacher. Each time the groups changed, the students were
provided with an opportunity to work with new partners and to choose
a new team name.

In addition to the students’ tables, there were other physical
spaces that had been intentionally constructed in this classroom to
facilitate student to student interaction. One was the floor space by the
classroom library. This space was bordered on three sides by a white
board, the shelves containing the students’ cubbies, and the
bookshelves housing the classroom library. The video data from
across the school year showed that this space was utilized in several
ways, all of which involved working together. It was used on a daily
basis for read aloud time, when the students and teacher would gather
to read stories aloud and to discuss them. Other uses of this space
included: choral reading of poems and songs, mini-lessons and friend
edits during Writer’'s Workshop, whole class and small group
discussions, and silent reading. Another space was the cluster of
tables by the windows. A sampling of video data across the school
year indicated that this space was also used in a variety of ways which
involved working with others, including: small group reading lessons,
teacher edits during Writer's workshop, illustrating/bookmaking,
working with parents/tutors/volunteers, and working on projects with

partners. What is evident from both the arrangement of these spaces
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and examination of the ways they were used, is the collaborative and
interactive nature of life in this classroom.

However, while most of the spaces in this classroom were
group oriented, the students did have their own personal spaces.
Data indicate that two spaces in particular were considered individual
and personal: cups and cubbies. On the tables, each student had a
plastic cup with his/her name on it. In these cups, students kept their
pencils, erasers, and any other small personal belongings. When they
left the room, students often put these cups in their cubbies. Each
student also had a cubby (a plastic box) with his/her name on it. The
cubbies were kept in large bookshelves. Inside their cubbies,
students often put their books, binders, and any other personal
belongings. Videotape data from the first 3 weeks of school and from
across the year shows that Mrs. T and the students respected these
spaces as personal. One of the norms of this classroom was that no
one (including the teachers) could go into a cubby without the owner’s
permission. This same norm applied to the teacher’s personal space,
her desk. Both of the teachers (Mrs. T and the student teacher) had
desks, which were together. Students were allowed to go into the
teachers’ desks, but they had to have permission to do so. Data from
across the year showed that the teachers used their desks before and
after school. The only time they were found at their desks during the

school day was during silent reading, when they were reading their
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own books silently. Data also showed that students used these desks

when they needed a space to work individually. These personal
spaces were important because they communicated to the students
that aithough this was a classroom where working together was a
significant part of daily life, the students were still respected as
individuals and could choose to work alone when they deemed it
necessary.

As the map indicates, the room also contained many
bookshelves/carts/cupboards that were full of materials. Each of these
was organized by curricular area. For example, the bookshelf by the
teacher’s desk was full of math manipulatives. Another of the
bookshelves contained the art supplies (paint, giue, etc.). All of the
writing materials (e.g., workshop folders, journals, learning logs) were
in one location as well. The bookshelves in the back of the room
contained the classroom library. On the tops of these shelves, both
fiction and nonfiction books related to the topic of study were
displayed. These shelves also contained the class/student generated
books. Data showed that the students were encouraged to utilize the
available materials as resources for their work. During math time, for
example, students often used manipulatives (e.g., unifix cubes, cups,
bowls, cans, and beans) as part of the lesson. Analysis of data across
the year showed that interacting with these types of materials was a

common practice in this classroom.
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The bulletin boards in this classroom were also intended to be

interactive. On the front wall, was a large calendar made from
squares. Analysis of the videotape date from the first week of school
and across the year shows that the students worked together as a
class to create this calendar each month. The process invoived
brainstorming important events that occurred in the month (e.g.,
holidays, students’ birthdays, school events,), drawing pictures for
each of the squares, and constructing the calendar as a class.

In the back of the room, there was a bulletin board that
consumed the entire wall space above the bookshelves. In the
beginning of the year, there was a map of the eastside of the city,
which is where this school was located. This map served as the
backdrop for the work that students would add to this bulletin board
over the next several months of school. For example, during the
Santa Barbara Cycle of activity (see Figure 4.9) in November and
December, students made pictures of their own homes, various Santa
Barbara landmarks, and other locations and added .them to the map.
While studying about the local Chumash Indians (February-the
beginning of April), the streets were taken off and a map of where the
different tribes were located was added. In the spring, the background
changed to a rainforest to which the students added plants and
animals during that particular cycle of activity. Constructing these

bulletin boards was an ongoing process that lasted for the duration of
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the unit of study, and data from across the year show that the students

often stayed in during recess and after school to work on/add to them.

Summary of Physical Arrangement of the Classroom

The physical organization of this classroom provided particular

messages about what it meant to be a student in this classroom. By
considering the physical spaces discussed in this section, and doing a
domain analysis (Spradley, 1980), three kinds of physical spaces
were made visible (see Figure 4.3). As indicated in this figure, there
were three kinds of physical spaces in this classroom: Curriculum
spaces, interactive spaces, and personal spaces.

The curriculum spaces included the bookshelves, carts,
cupboards, bulletin boards, and classroom library. In these spaces,
the academic content being studied was visible (e.g., math
manipulatives on math cart, Santa Barbara map on back bulletin
board). The interactive spaces were physical spaces that provided for
a range of interactions (these interactional spaces will be discussed in
the following section) among/between the members of this classroom.
They also provided for interactions with the academic content. As
shown in Figure 4.3, there were overlaps between interactive spaces
and curriculum spaces, which further supports the finding that working

together was an important aspect of life in this classroom.
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Builetin boards
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Cubbies

Teachers’ Desks

Figure 4.3. Types of Physical Spaces in Room 18
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While these two physical spaces allowed for students to work

together, there were also personal spaces that were established and
respected. The students kept their own materials in their cups and
cubbies. They were also allowed to choose to work alone at the
teachers’ desks at any time throughout the school year. All of these
physical spaces suggest that this classroom belonged to the students
as well as the teacher, and that the environment supported what the

students were learning in the academic content areas.

P rns_of Organization

In the previous section, the physical arrangement of the
classroom was presented as a way that students learned about
working together in this classroom. In this section, organizational
patterns and interactional spaces are considered.

The students in this class were expected to be able to work with
one another in and through a variety of interactional spaces. Heras
(1993) suggests that these spaces are “constructed by members of a
group interacting in a particular place, at particular moments in time,
and with particular configurations of participants (e.g., whole class,
table group, pairs, individuals)” (p. 279). Analysis of the events of the
first week of school shows that a variety of groupings and
organizational patterns were utilized. Across these days, the following

types of interactional spaces were identified (see Table 4.1):
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Table 4.1: T f _Interactional

Space Description

| T-Whole Class Teacher interacts with the whole class as a
collective. Teacher initiates and directs
interaction. From Sep.-Dec., T speaks
English the majority of the time (~80%) in
this space. From Jan.-June, T uses more
| . Spanish in this space (~35% of the time).

St-Whole Class Student interacts with the whole class as a
colliective (e.g., presenting information,
sharing, reading aloud). Students use both
_ English and Spanish in this space.

St-T-Whole Class Student interacts with the teacher in the
whole class public space (e.g. asks a
question). The interaction is directed
toward the teacher. The students use both
English and Spanish in this space. The
language the teacher uses depends upon
the language of initiation by the student
(e.g., if student asks question in Spanish, T
_ replies in Spanish).

T-Table Group Teacher interacts with students at a
particular table group. The teacher uses
_ both English and Spanish in this space.

St-Table Group Students interact with each other at their
table group. They use both English and
| _ Spanish in these interactions.

Pair-Whole Class Students sitting next to one another interact
during a whole class activity/lesson (e.g.,
read aloud). These interactions occur in
| both English and Spanish.

Pair-Table Group Students at a table group interacting with
one another (e.g., sharing pictures). The
students use both English and Spanish
during these interactions.




124

Individual-Whole Students working independently on the
Class “same” task (e.g. SSR, dialogue journals,
interest inventories. The languages used
_ are both English and Spanish.
Individual-Table Student reports Table Group’s
Group-Whole Class | information/ideas/findings, etc. to the whole
class. The languages used are both
_ English and Spanish.
Language Groups- | Students are working in two groups:
Whole Class English and Spanish. In each of the
groups, only one language is being used
| (either English or Spanish).
Partners-Language | Students in a language group interacting
Groups with one another (e.g., sharing ideas). They
are using one language, either Spanish or
English.
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Teacher-Whole Class, Student-Whole Class, Student-Teacher-Whole

Class, Teacher-Table Group, Teacher-Student-Table Group, Student-
Table Group, Pair-Whole Class, Pair-Tabie Group, Individual-Whole
Class.

Each of these organizational patterns provided a space for
particular kinds of interactions and served particular purposes. What
became visible through this analysis is that in this classroom, a single
event often included a variety of interactional spaces as well as co-
occurring spaces. In order to make visible this complexity of
organizational patterns, one event (The Name Game) from the first day
was selected for further analysis (see Figure 4.4).

The name game. The Name Game event (Table 4.2)
occurred on the first day of school and was comprised of three sub-
events: explaining the activity, doing the Name Game, and discussing
the activity. By examining the range of interactional spaces in these
sub-events and the phases of these sub-events, and how the teacher
initiated each of them, the opportunities students were provided for
interacting with each other and with academic content become visible.

Sub-event one: Explaining the activity. In the first sub-
event, Mrs. T began by establishing a whole class interactional space
as she explained to the students what they were going to be doing

during the Name Game. She began in phase 1a, by distributing the
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Time Sub-Events
9:17:48 | Explaining the
Activity
9:25:31 | Doing “Name
Game”
9:34:14 | Discussing
Activity

Time Events
8:22 Welcoming
8:35 . Introductions
9:17 Name Game
10:15 Scavenger Hunt
11:12 Third Grade
11:45 Silent Reading
12:59 Read Aloud
1:07 Interest
Inventories
1:58 Treats

Figure 4.4. Locating the Name Game Event on Day 1
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Table 4.2: The Name Game Event

Sub-Events

Time Phases of Interactional | Languages
Sub-Events Spaces Available
1. Explaining the | 9:17:48 | 1a-Showing materials T-WC English
Activity 9:18:02 | 1b-Distributing materials *T-WC English
9:19:00 | 1c-Modeling the process T-WC English
9:20:50 1d-Discussing how to help | T-WC English/Spanish
each other
9:21:14 | 1e-Answering student *St-T-WC English
questions
9:22:47 | 1f-Deciding who will begin | TG-WC English/Spanish
9:24.05 | 1g-Reviewing directions ‘T-WC English
2. Doing “Name | 9:25:31 2a-Generating lists of TG-WC English/Spanish
Game" = names
9:30:45 | 2b-Counting names on list | *TG-WC English/Spanish
9:32:31 2c¢-Reporting to class |-TG-WC English/Spanish
9:33:37 | 2d-Providing feedback *T-WC English
3. Discussing 9:34:14 | 3a-Sharing opinions *Pairs-TG English/Spanish
Activity 9:36:21 3b-Reporting to the *|-TG-WC English/Spanish
: class/recording ideas
9:39:12 | 3c-Discussing preferences | *TG-WC English/Spanish
9:41:30 | 3d-Reporting to the class | ¢I-TG-WC English/Spanish

lcl



128
materials the students would need for the activity (scratch paper) and

showing them where these materials were kept in the classroom.
In the next phase (1b), the teacher-whole class interactional
space was maintained while a common floor and focus was
established as Mrs. T explained and modeled the Name Game
process for the students. Analysis shows that in this phase, Mrs. T
used the whole class interactional space to introduce what the

students would do once they began working in their table groups:

1024 Mrs. T: if Linda is starting for this table

1025 she will take the pencil

1026 and the

1027 paper

1028 okay

1029 when | say go

1030 she is going to write down somebody’s
name

1031 in this classroom

1032 and then she is going to pass the
paper to

1033 who

1034 Isabel

1035 Isabel is going to write down
somebody’s name

1036 in this classroom

1037 then she is going to pass the paper to

1038 Ignacio

This excerpt shows that in this space, Mrs. T explained the sequential
process for this activity (lines 1030-1038). She used the members of
one table group to model this, and asked the students in the class to

help identify to whom the paper would be passed on subsequent turns
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(lines 1032-1038). She also stated the expectations for what one was
to do when one received the paper (lines 1030, 1035).

The next phase (1¢) of this sub-event also provided students
with ideas for how they might go about helping one another in their
groups. There was then a shift, as students began to ask questions
about the process (phase 1d). While the whole ciass interactional
space was maintained, there was a co-occurring space that happened
between the student who initiated a question and the teacher who
answered it. In phase 1e, students were asked to decide in their table
groups who would begin the process and to give that person the
paper and pencil. This moved the interactions to the table groups. To
re-establish the whole class interactional space once again, Mrs. T

acknowledged the groups who have followed the directions:

1156 Mrs. T: Paul must be starting here

1157 . I know that

1158 because he has the paper and
pencil

She continued to identify students who were starting in each of the
table groups and then initiated a review of the process (phase 1f). In
this sub-event, the three interactional spaces (T-WC, S-T-WC, and
TG-WC) served to provide the students with multiple opportunities to
understand the process for this activity.

In the first phase of the second sub-event (2a), Doing the Name

Game, the students worked together to generate a list of names of
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students in the class. While each student was required to contribute to

the list, they were allowed to help one another. Videotape analysis
shows that as the students worked to accomplish this, a variety of
additional interactional spaces were created. For example, while
each table group was working on a list, it was not uncommon to see
students “listening in” to the conversations happening at table groups
different from their own. It was also not uncommon to see/hear
conversations happening amongst pairs of students at a table group.

In the rest of this sub-event, Mrs. T re-established the whole
class interactional space by asking the students to count how many
names they had on their list (phase 2b) and to report that number to
the class (phase 2c). She then congratulated them for their efforts in
working together and provided them with feedback about what she
saw during their table group work time (phase 2d). The interactional
spaces in this sub-event allowed the students to work together in a
variety of ways. While the task was to generate a list of names in their
tabie groups, a range of possibilities existed for how this could be
accomplished.

The final sub-event, discussing the activity, provided students
with an opportunity to share their opinions of the Name Game (phase
3a). Mrs. T asked the students to share their ideas with one other
person in their table group, thus creating another, “pairs-table group”

interactional space. In phase 3b, students volunteered to share their
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ideas with the whole class as the Mrs. T recorded them on the board.
Students were then asked to discuss whether they preferred working
in a group as opposed to working by themselves and to provide their
rationale (phase 3c). This shifted the floor to the table group spaces
and provided students with additional opportunities to express their
preferences. In the final phase of this sub-event (3d), the students
shared their preferences with the whole class. In this sub-event, the
table group interactional spaces allowed the students an opportunity
to express their ideas and opinions before “going public” with them.
Videotape analysis across the year shows this to be a pattern in this
classroom. Mrs. T usually gave students time to discuss their ideas in

a small group setting before sharing them with the whole class.

mm t P rn f Organization
The analysis in this section showed that students in this

classroom further learned about working together through
participating in a variety of groupings. The teacher utilized a range of
organizational patterns in the events throughout the first 3 weeks of
school. Examination of one event, “The Name Game,” showed that
through these various interactional spaces, students were provided
with muitiple opportunities to interact with each other, the teacher, and

the content.
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Wor nd Actions: Explicit M A t
Working Together

While the physical organization of this classroom and the
utilization of a variety of interactional spaces provided implicit
messages that working together was important, there were other ways
that this message was communicated to the students. During the first
weeks of school, through her words and actions, Mrs. T indicated that
this was to be a key aspect of life in this classroom.

Researchers have argued that the teacher plays a central role
in establishing the conditions for student-centered learning (or for
students to socially construct knowledge and learning) (Emmer,
Evertson, & Anderson, 1980; Evertson & Emmer, 1982; Randolph &
Evertson, 1995). They also suggest that to understand how this
happens, one must look carefully at the beginning of the year in order
to see how “expectations, rules and roles are signaled and re-
signaled in different ways across different settings throughout the life
of a classroom group™ (Randolph & Evertson, 1995, p. 17).

To make visible how the norms and expectations for working
together were established, | analyzed fieldnotes and running records
(see Chapter 3 for a complete discussion of these) from the first week
of school and constructed event maps for these first 3 days (see
Appendix B). After identifying the events across these first 3 days, |
focused on Mrs. T’s initiating discourse for each event to see what

messages students were given about working together (see Table
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4.3). By focusing on the teacher’s initiating discourse here, | am not

suggesting that students do not aiso contribute to the classroom norms
and expectations. However, at the beginning of the year, the teacher
plays a key role in framing the norms and expectations that will guide
daily life, define ways of participating as a group member, and set the
conditions for learning.

One of the very first messages that students received was that
talking is a significant part of working together. Within the first 5

minutes of the first day of school, during the welcome event, Mrs. T

announced:
1350 Mrs. T: | can’t believe how quiet you are
1351 you can talk in this class when it's
appropriate
1352 that’s no problem

This immediately signaled to students that all members in this
classroom had the right to talk, under certain conditions, not just the
teacher(s).

In the events presented in this table, talking is mentioned
repeatedly (see bold in initiating discourse column). Analysis shows
that talking in this class was purposeful (see Figure 4.5). In each
instance, there is a specific reason for the talk. During introductions
for example, the students were to talk in their table groups in order to
introduce themselves. Throughout the first day of school, students

were talking to express their opinions, get information, share ideas,
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Table 4.3: Establishing Patterns of Organization and Interaction

class and there may be some people who
don't know you

say your name and what you like to the
whole class

if you're kinda shy
I'll stand behind you..."”

Day| Events/ Patterns of [Lang. Initiating Discourse Messages
Subevents | Organization | Available Communicated

1 Welcome T-WC E/S “I can’t believe how quiet you are Talking is part of
you can talk in this class when it's working together
appropriate...” '

1 Introductions | T-WC E “In this class you'll be seated in teams In order to work
you'll be seated in tables... together you will sit
and you're going to have team names,.." | together
*Iin this room in order to get your attention
because you are going to be doing a lot of | When you hear the
teamwork.,.we have a secret code word, you need to
word...” stop and listen

-TG E/S “what | want you to do is talk in your You need to know
tables your team mates
I want you to introduce yourself to and call them by
everybody at your table..." their names

I-WC E/S “we didn't say our names to the whole

it's important for
everyone to know
each other in this
classroom

vEL
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Roundtable

T-WC

E “write down as many names as you can think | Everyone needs
TG-WC E/S of... to participate and
everyone needs to write something... you may help
you need to help each other..." each other to
accomplish that
decide who is going to start and give that
person the paper and the pencil Working together
I'm not going to decide that..." involves making
decisions
TG-WC E “excellent job cooperating
you worked together and you were helping Working together
new people..." involves
cooperating
Pairs-TG E/S “now with someone in your table
| want you to talk about if you liked this
activity and why you liked it or if you didn't | Working together
why you didn't...” includes
expressing ideas
TG-WC E/S “now let's think about it and opinions with
what if | gave everyone a piece of paper and | partners
sald you have five minutes to write down
everyone's names Working together
would you rather do that involves
or would you rather do it in a group discussing
talk about what you would prefer and why | preferences and
share with your group..." providing
rationales
“alright would somebody raise their hand and
I-TG-WC E/S tell me what you liked doing and why..."

cel
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“you know what

you're going to get to do lots of activities
where you help each other in here..."

Scavenger Ind.-Whole E/S “hasically you're going to need to look for Getling
Hunt Class some information and you're going to need | information
to talk to people in this class to get that means you need
information,..” to talk to each
other
WholeClass | E
Third Grade | T-WC E “I am sure that you have heard from your Sharing ideas and
friends at Cleveland school all about third what you have
grade...and you may have heard all about heard about third
what you are going to do in math...and you | grade involves
may have heard a whole lot of things..." talking to other
people in the
“with the people in your table group talk class
TG-WC E/S about all the things you have heard about
third grade...and then we'll share with the
class..."
"} am going to ask you to raise your hand if Ideas are
I-WC E/S you want to share something you think is important enough

going to happen in third grade and | am going

to write it down on this big piece of paper..."

to be recorded

gel
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“at the end of the year last year | had my
class write you letters telling you about third

will have silent reading...you are going to
come In and start reading quietly..."

I-WC grade and their opinions of third grade...I'm
E/S going to give you this letter and you get to You may help one
read it silently and if you need help what can | another with
you do? Ask me or ask a teammate.,. reading
and then | will ask you if you want to share
with the whole class...”
is there anybody who would like to volunteer
to read their letter to the whole class? You don't have to
I-WC read aloud to the
E/S class
Interest Pairs-WC E/S “when | start playing the music you are going | Sharing
Inventories to walk around the classroom... information
when the music stops you stop... requires talking to
and ask the person next to you question people around
number one you
and you wait to hear their answer..,
and then they ask you question number one
and wait to hear your answer
and then we go again..."
SSR -WC E/S “after lunch everyday when you come in you

Reading silently is
something we do
each day

LE}L
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Treats T-WC E “we're going to go outside and we are going | Names are
to sit in a big circle...l have a treat for you...in | important in this
order to get your treat you need to be able to | class
Ind.-Whole tell me ten people’s names in this class...and
class when you're done eating you can have free
play' , ‘"
Whole Class
Classroom Language E/S “averyone has the right to be happy and As a member of
Rights Groups secure in this classroom. This means that! | this class, you
will try to help others and think of their have particular
feelings...can anyone think of an example of | rights and
this..." responsibilities,
-TG-WC E/S “| am sure you are talking about which You may talk
- classroom right you want to illustrate and about what you
that's okay are doing, but do
but you need to do it in a whisper s0 quietly so
s0 that everyone can think..." everyone can
think
Read Aloud | Pair-WC E/S “who remembers the title of the book we read | Remembering
yesterday...those with your hands up whisper | involves talking to
it to someone sitting next to you..." others
Rules for Language E/S “in this class we have rules for caring...how | In this class there
Caring Groups can you show other people that you are rules for how
care...turn to someone sitting next to you and | we treat one
Partner- tell that person one way you can show them | another
Language you care...”
Group

2148
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Applying for | TG-WC E/S “how does somebody get a job...talk

Jobs about that in your team..."

T-WC E/S “in room 18 we also have jobs...probably not | In this class, you
the same jobs as your parents when they go | have
to work...but they're the jobs we need to get | responsibilities.
things done...”

I-WC E/S ‘here Is a list of all the jobs,..it will tell you There are jobs
what you have to do for that job...l will give that need to be
you one of these and you're going to read it | done to keep this
quietly...if you need help what do you do..." | class functioning.

TG-WC E/S “talk with someone on your team about
which jobs you think you would like..." Sharing ideas

involves talking to
“| have just given you a job application...on | others

I-WC E/S this job application there are several things
that you need to do..."

Giving Graph | I-WC E/S “think about something that you have given to | There are
somebody else...right now is think time.., different kinds of
when you have your card you may walk giving that are
quistly back to your seat and get started....” | important

TG-WC E/S “look at your picture...| want you to share

your picture with your teammates...briefly say
what you gave someone..."

6€1
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I-WC E/S “who can tell us of all the people who got 21 | Part of solving
who would like to come up here and show us | problems includes
how you figured it out.,." sharing how you

did it
Choosing TG-WC E/S “Right now you are going to choose a name | In this class, you
Team Names for your team...you need to listen to all of the | will have names
rules...the first rule is whatever team name | by which to
you come up with everyone on your team identify your team
needs to like it...no team names that are
negative or mean,..| also won't take team
names with violence...however you come up
with your team name is up to you..."
I-TG E/S “Each team is going to make a team cube...it | A team is made

will hang above your table with your team
name...on this cube will go all of your
collages that we are going to make...each
person on your team is different...this square
represents you..."

up of unique
individuals

ovl
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Introd/Name Game (E/S*)
Third Grade (E/S)
Group Work Applying for Jobs (E/S)
Giving Graph (E/S)
Team Name activity (E/S)
Activity/Work Time Scavenger Hunt (E/S)
Times Classroom Rights (E/S)
Computer Lab (E/S)
Read Aloud Calendar (E/S)
Appropriate Introducing Self (E/S)
Working with others (E/S)
Sharing Ideas (E/S)
Asking Questions (E/S)
Purposes Requesting Help (E/S)
Talking Gathering Information (E/S)
Expressing Opinions (E/S)

Helping another student (E/S)

/Times Secret Code Word
Inappropriate Someone else is talking
During directions for an activity/lesson

“Think time"
SSR (Silent Reading)
Journal Writing

Figure 4.5, Talking in Room 18

Note. *E and S refers to English and Spanish. E/S indicates that students used both languages during this activity.

848
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help one another, and to ask and answer questions. Analysis shows

that as the first week of school progressed, additional purposes for
talking included discussing classroom rights, remembering previous
learning experiences, applying for class jobs, probiem solving, and
choosing team names. This practice of identifying the purpose of the
talk was evident in the first week of school and analysis of videotape
data across the year indicated this became a pattern in this classroom.

The next analysis shows that during the first week of school,
through these uses of talk, students were also learning when talking
was and was not appropriate. By doing a domain analysis, X is a case
of Y, these times became visible.

As shown in Figure 4.5, talking was okay during the majority of
the day. For example, students were allowed to talk when working
with teammates, during activity/work time, during read aloud, and if
they had questions or needed help. During the first week of school,
students were encouraged to talk with the members of their team
during the following events: introductions, the Name Game, third
grade, applying for jobs, the giving graph, and team names and
collages. In each of these events, students were expected to work as
a team.

Students were also allowed to talk during activity/work time.
This was time where students were not necessarily working on a team

project, but rather were working individually to complete a task.
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During the first week, such times included scavenger hunt, illustrating

classroom rights, the computer lab, making the classroom calendar,
and math.

During read aloud, students were encouraged to share their
ideas with partners during discussion of the text. It was also okay for
students to explain to someone what was happening in the book in
his/her language. For example, if the text being read aloud was in
English, it was okay for students to share in Spanish what was
happening when their classmates had a question.

The times when talking was not appropriate are also presented
in Figure 4.5. In each case, this was stated explicitly by the teacher.
The analysis indicates that there were few occasions when talking
was inappropriate or sanctioned in this classroom and quiet times
served particular purposes. From the start of school, on Day 1, Mrs. T
alerted the students that she would signal when she needed their

attention by using a secret code word:

1461 Mrs. T: alright

1462 in this room

1463 in order to get your attention

1464 because you are going to be doing a
lot of teamwork

1465 we have a secret code word

1466 when | say the secret code word

1467 that means you need to stop

1468 look

1469 and Lourdes

1470 listen
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Evidence from the fieldnotes and running records from the first

week of school showed that the teacher used the secret code word to
signal clean up time, to provide directions/additional information for an
activity, to remind students to keep their voices down, and to transition
from one part of an activity to another. Data from across the year
showed that the secret code word changed monthly and included
words such as Santa Barbara (the first secret code word), doiphins,
and aliens. The secret code word was voted upon by the students and
was usually related to the academic content being studied. Analysis
of reconstructed teacher head notes indicated that Mrs. T changed this
word monthly for three purposes: to keep it a “secret” from those
students not in Room 18, to further build the students’ sense of
community, and to ensure that the students listened to and paid
attention to the word.

The other times when it was not appropriate to talk included:
when someone else was talking, during directions, and during “think
time.” Evidence from the running records shows that Mrs. T signaled

these expectations repeatedly during the first 3 weeks of school:

1443 Mrs. T: alright

1444 Ramon come up here (points to stool
in front of classroom)

1445 Ramon: (goes to stool and sits down)

1446 Mrs. T: kay

1447 in order to hear Ramon

1448 what do you need to do

1449 Ignacio: listen
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1450 Paul: be quiet
1451 Mrs. T: {puts fingers to lips)

These expectations were re-signailed throughout the year, indicating
that these were key times when talking was not appropriate.

The only other times when talking was not allowed were during
journal writing (which happened every morning) and during Silent
reading (which happened every afternoon). Analysis of videotape
data across the year shows, however, that students were not
sanctioned for talking during these times if the purpose of the talk was
to request help or assistance from someone at their table group and
they were not disturbing others with their talk.

This analysis indicated that during the first week of school
students were provided explicit messages about talking being an
important part of working together in this classroom. They learned that
talking was okay during most of the school day, as long as this talk
was purposeful and related to the activity being accomplished. They
also learned the times when talking was not appropriate.

However, analysis shows that talking was only one part of
working together that was communicated explicitly during this first
week of school. There were other aspects that were also important.
These included: respecting each other’s rights and differences,
cooperating and helping one another.

Examination of data across the first days of school shows that

respecting each other’s rights and differences was another important
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aspect of working together. On Day 2, students met in language
groups to discuss the classroom rights (see Appendix C). This was
one of the few instances where students were separated according to
their primary language (Spanish/English). Analysis of notes from the
teacher indicated that she elected to separate the students according
to language for this particular discussion because she felt that
understanding the classroom rights was key to their being able to
successfully participate in this community. She also wanted to provide
students with an opportunity to discuss any issues or concerns they
might have in their primary language.

In addition to respecting one another’s rights, analysis showed
that students were expected to respect each other’s differences. On
Day 3, students were given an opportunity to share some of those

differences while making a team cube:

1004 Mrs. T: each team is going to make

1005 a team cube

1006 it will hang above your table

1007 with your team name

1008 on this cube will go

1009 all of the collages that we are going
to make

1010 each person on your team is different

1011 each person likes something
different

1012 this square represents you

As previous analysis indicated, this message that working

together means working with people who are different (lines 1010,
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1011), was one that students often included as an important aspect of
this classroom (see Figure 4.1).

To learn more about each other’s differences, each student was
provided with an opportunity to be “Superstar of the Week.” Analysis
of data across the year showed that this was a weekly event. Every
Friday, Mrs. T would provide the class with clues about the next
Superstar of the week. The students would use these cues to predict
who the person was. On Monday, the superstar of the week brought in
personal items and artifacts (e.g., photographs, awards, posters,
trophies, etc.) to display on the board. On Friday, the superstar was
given time to share each of these items and to discuss how they were
significant in his/her life.

Cooperating and helping one another was an additional aspect
of working together in this classroom. On Day 1, during the Name
Game, helping one another was presented explicitly. In her

explanation of the directions for this activity, Mrs. T stated,

1074 and write down as many names

1075 as your team can think of

1076 everybody needs to write something down

1077 Lourdes

1078 now

1079 Juan Antonio is new

1080 es nuevo (is new)

1081 y no habla inglés (and he doesr:'t speak
English)

1082 quién en esta mesa habla espafiol (who at

this table speaks Spanish)
1083 (Julia raises her hand)
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1084 entonces quién va ayudarlo (then who is
going to help him)

1085 Julia

1086 you need to help each other

in this excerpt, Mrs. T made it clear to the students that while each
student was expected to contribute to the group process and product
(line 1076), they were also responsibie for helping one another to
accomplish that goal (lines 1082-1084). During the scavenger hunt

on Day 1, helping others was again part of the Mrs. T's discourse:

1468 Mrs. T: look around the room

1469 and those of you who are finished

1470 would you help those people who
have their hands up

1471 and need a little bit more time

In this case, helping others was not limited only to helping those who
are a part of your table group. Rather, it meant looking around and
identifying those who may have needed help and then being willing to
provide it. As the first weeks of school progressed, the students were
encouraged to not only help others but to be willing to ask for help
from others when they needed it. Analysis shows that Mrs. T
repeatedly asked students, “if you need help what do you do?” to

which the students began to respond, “ask somebody.”

Summary of Explicit Messages
The analyses in this section showed that throughout the first

week of school, Mrs. T made explicit statements about the nature of
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working together in this classroom. She supported those statements

with the kinds of activities in which she engaged the students. For
example, she told students that they could talk in this classroom and
then she provided them with opportunities to do so. It was also
communicated to students that they would be expected to respect

each other and to help one another.

Discussion of “We Work Together”

The analyses presented in the previous sections showed the
basis for the students’ claim (in the “Important Book”) that working
together was a significant part of life in this classroom. Mrs. T not only
explicitly told the students what this meant (being able to talk,
respecting each other’s rights and differences and helping one
another), but she organized the classroom in ways to facilitate this.
Through the physical arrangement of classroom spaces (i.e.,
curriculum spaces, interactive spaces, and personal spaces) and the
use of a variety of groupings and interactional spaces, she further
supported the students in working together.

Working together came to be viewed as a cultural resource in
this classroom. As Alejandra suggested in the opening excerpt of this
section, the students recognized that they were able to utilize this
resource for a variety of academic purposes. They also recognized

that they were able to work together even though they did not
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necessarily speak the same language (see Lesley’s excerpt). The

next section will explore how being bilingual also came to be viewed

as important.

“Somos Bilinglies” (We are Bilingual)

La cosa importante de nuestra clase es que es diferente de las
otras clases. En esta clase podemos hablar en inglés y
espaifiol. Podemos leer libros en inglés y espafiol.
Podemos escribir en los dos tambien. Pero la cosa
importante de nuestra clase es que es diferente de las otras
clase.

(The important thing about our class is that it is different from
other classes. In this class we can speak English and Spanish.
We can read books in English and Spanish also. But the
important thing about our class is that it is different from other
classes.)

Carmen (From Room 18’s “important Book,” June 1993)

The important thing about our class is that it is bilingual. Some
Spanish speakers can read English books and some English
speakers can read Spanish books. English speaking kids
sometimes write in Spanish and Spanish speaking kids
sometimes write in English. But the important thing about our
class is that it is bilingual.

Linda (From Room 18’s “Important Book,” June 1993)

As previously discussed, analysis of the students’ “Important
Books” showed that from their perspectives, another significant
attribute of this classroom was that it was a bilingual classroom.
Although given the official designation of bilingual classroom, at this
school site it was expected that Spanish instruction be limited to the

Language Arts block (See Chapter 3 for a full discussion of this). The
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rest of the school day was to be in English (or Sheltered Englishs) as
much as possibie. Analysis of teachers’ notes and journal entries
shows that Mrs. T was aware of this school norm. She indicated that
she had spoken with parents of the “English speakers™ and they were
concerned about how much Spanish would be spoken in the
classroom. While Mrs. T recognized the school norms and the
parents’ concerns, analysis of her journal indicates that one of her
goals was to create a classroom community where two languages
were respected and utilized.

The analysis presented here examines how, in the first 3 weeks
of school, respecting and utilizing two languages was established and
communicated. [t focuses upon the use of Spanish and English in

both the public (whole class) and small group interactional spaces.

Whol l Interactional : _Written n

Analysis of videotape data from the first 3 weeks of school
shows that in this classroom the physical environment communicated
that this was a bilingual classroom. Both Spanish and English were
displayed throughout (see Figure 4.2). For example, the welcome
sign on the door was in Spanish and English, all of the signs on the
walls were in both languages, and the materials on the shelves
around the room were labeled in both English and Spanish.

Additionally, the classroom library contained and displayed books in
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both languages. As the first weeks of school progressed, additional

charts and information were added to the classroom environment. For
example, the rules for caring generated by the students were posted in
English and Spanish (see Table 4.4), as were the classroom rights
(see Appendix C). Song and poem charts in both languages were
added to the classroom collection (e.g., “Me | Am”, “Que Viva Mi
Barrio™), and books written by the students in both languages were
displayed in the classroom library (e.g., Una Casa es Una Casa para
Mi, Fortunately). Additionally, all of the materials distributed (e.g.,
assignments, homework calendars, notices to parents) were in
Spanish and English. Just as the physical arrangement of space
suggested that working together was an important aspect of this
classroom, the public display of both written Spanish and English

communicated that bilingualism was also valued.

Whol 1 Interactional : Oral Lan

The previous analysis showed that incorporating written
Spanish and English into the physical environment of the classroom
was one way that Mrs. T utilized the whole class interactional space.
Further analysis of running records from the first 3 weeks of school
indicated that Mrs. T used oral language in particular ways and for

particular purposes in this whole class public space. The analysis
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RULES FOR CARING

Help other people

If they do something wrong and they get mad, calm them down.
Be a friend

Help people if they need help (anything)
Play with them

Share

Help them if they fall

Help peopile if they're sad

Take them to the nurse (if they get hurt)
Help them find a friend

Walk them home

LAS REGLAS PARA MOSTRAR CARINQO
(Rules for Caring)

Ayudarie cuando se caen (help them when they fall)

Ayudarle con las tareas (help them with their work)

Ayudarle escribir (help them write)

Ayudarie con las matematicas (como las tablas) (help them with
math, like the mulitiplication tables)

Si no saben quehacer, ayudarle. (/f they don’t know what to do,
help them)

Ensenarles al ingiés (teach them English)

Ayudarle si tienen algo dificil (he/p them with something difficult)
Ayudarle leer (help them read)

Jugar con ellos (play with them)

Enseiiarles al espaniol (teach them Spanish)
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presented here considers the teacher’s use of oral Spanish in this

space. The focus on oral Spanish in these analyses was deliberate.
Given the implicit policy at this school site, that English would be used
for the majority of instruction, | wanted to examine how the teacher in
this classroom communicated to the students that being bilingual was
an important aspect of daily life.

By examining the events that occurred during the first 3 weeks
of school, patterns of oral Spanish language use became visible.
While Mrs. T informed the students within the first 15 minutes of school
on Day 1 that they had two teachers who speak Spanish and English,
her own use of Spanish in this public space was limited. Across the
events for the first 3 weeks of school, Mrs. T used Spanish in the
whole class interactional space for four general purposes: To explain
directions/procedures for a task or activity, to check for students’
understanding of these directions, to translate ideas presented by
class members into Spanish (and vice-versa), and to read texts during
read aloud time (see Table 4.5). -

To illustrate these particular uses of Spanish, one event,
“writing a pattern story” will be further considered. This particular
event occurred on the fourth day of school. After reading aloud a
pattern story entitled A House Is a House for Me (Hoberman, 1978),
Mrs. T asked the students to identify the pattern in the story. She then



Table 4.5: Teacher’s Use of Spanish During First
3 Weeks of School

both teachers

Day | Event Purpose- Whole Purpose-Small
Class Interactional| Group or T-S
Space Interactional
Spaces
1 Introductions | -Establishing that -Helping teams

decide who will

been stated by
classmates in

speak Spanish begin
-Explaining -Facilitating
directions introductions
-Asking questions
1 Name Game | -Explaining -Clarifying
directions directions
-Checking for -Asking student
understanding of opinions
directions -Encouraging
-Reviewing what had students to

expand upon
their responses

in English

English -Restating
questions for
discussion

1 Scavenger -Explaining -Clarifying
Hunt directions directions
-Reviewing answers | -Answering
students’
questions
-Facilitating
process
-Helping students
gather information
1 Third Grade -Explaining -Facilitating
directions sharing of ideas
-Restating -Asking probing
contributions questions
made by students .
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interest -Explaining -Answering
inventories directions student questions
-Checking for -Asking probing
understanding of questions
directions -Helping students
generate ideas
Morning -Explaining morning
Business procedures
-Explaining
__homework policy
Dialogue -Explaining -Clarifying task
Journals procedures -Answering
student questions
-Asking probing
. questions
Read Aloud -Reading text aioud
Thursday -Explaining purpose
Folders of folders
-Describing contents
_of folders
Applying for -Posing question for -Restating
Jobs group discussion questions posed
-Restating student in English
contributions -Answering
-Explaining student questions
directions -Asking probing
-Checking for questions
understanding of -Encouraging
directions elaboration
-Helping students
read and
_ 3 complete form
Giving Graph | -Explaining
directions
-Checking for

understanding of
directions
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Calendar -Reviewing events
that happen in
September
-Explaining
directions
-Checking for
understanding of
directions
Pattern Books | -Reviewing pattern in | -Asking probing
read aloud book questions
-Explaining -Discussing and
directions recording
-Checking for students’
understanding of sentences for
directions book
-Reading
sentences with
_ students
Math -Explaining -Answering
directions students’
-Explaining questions
procedure for -Clarifying task
determining -Reviewing
odd/even numbers concept of
. pattern
Assigning -Reviewing class
Jobs jobs and
. responsibilities _
Spelling -Expiaining -Helping students
procedures for - construct
spelling spelling lists
-Checking for -Answering
understanding students’

questions
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Homework
Calendars

-Explaining directions
for homework
calendars
~-Expiaining
homework
assignment
-Explaining contents

of letters to parents
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explained to the students that they were going to use this particular

pattern to construct their own class books. She recorded the basic

pattern on the board and asked students to contribute possible ideas

for the class text. After the students suggested several ideas in

English, she repeated them in Spanish:

1388
1389
1390
1391
1392
1393
1394
1395
1396
1397
1398
1399
1400

1401
1402
1403
1404

1405
1406
1407

Mrs. T:

SNI:4
Mrs. T:

en espanol (in Spanish)

el patrén es este (this is the pattern)
(T says the words as she writes) un
or una (a)

blanco (blank)

es (is)

una (a)

casa (house)

para (for