PAGE  
19
                                                                                                      Moving Away From Deficits


Running Head: MOVING AWAY FROM DEFICITS
Moving Away From Deficits to Debt Management Systems

Mary Jane McIlwain

George Mason University

The Achievement Gap

Dr. Williams

Moving From Deficits to Debt Management Systems
The Role Phonological Awareness Plays in Reading Development and the Achievement Gap


A mother is playing with her two year old son during a family dinner. She smiles and says, “Say bulldozer.” The boy giggles and croaks his way of saying the word, “Buwdoswa.” The mom, “Say it again, but don’t day dozer.” He proudly responds, “Buw!”

This two year old boy just displayed his awareness of syllables in this particular word. He could do it with bulldozer, but not with cowboy. He could manipulate the syllables of a few of the words he used often—the vocabulary that he had built up in his receptive register and could express in a consistent way. The mother continues to read, play word games, and talk with the child as he grows to three, four, and five years old. At this point in time there are a great many words he can orally break into syllables because they have become a part of his language.


A child’s ability to orally break words into parts is considered an aspect of phonemic awareness and is a precursor to phonological awareness. Both phonological awareness and phonemic awareness have been shown to be predictive of  successful reading acquisition (Phillips & Torgesen, 2006). The relationship between phonological awareness and reading seems relatively linear. For example, in order for children to understand the purpose of a letter and a letter sound, they must have the ability to control two concepts. First, oral language consists of words which are made up of sounds (phonological awareness). Second, the words and phrases we use orally can be represented through letters, words, phrases, sentences, and written discourse. It is understandable why research has focused a great deal on these two principles ((Anthony & Lonigan, 2004; Lonigan, 2006; Phillips & Torgesen, 2006; Speece, Ritchey, Cooper, Roth, & Schatschneider, 2004). 

Many studies revealed the causal relationship between phonological awareness and reading acquisition, and more specifically decoding (Phillips & Torgesen, 2006; Speece, Ritchey, Cooper, Roth, & Schatschneider, 2004; Storch & Whitehurst, 2002; Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998). Conceptual models developed over the past decade have included the inside-out and outside-in view of reading acquisition and development, as well as the “bottleneck theory.” The inside-out, outside-in conceptual model for reading acquisition and development was originally proposed by Whitehurst and Lonigan (1998). This model defined two domains for reading skills. Inside out skills consisted of code related tenets, such as phonological awareness and print knowledge. Outside-in skills consisted of language and conceptual knowledge. The authors believed that these domains were stand alone entities that were not impacted by the same experiences. Moreover, it was proposed that, although outside-in skills may be tied to emergent literacy components, these skills did not provide significant influence until after the acquisition stage was completed. The inside-out skills were seen as more important during the acquisition stage, which is considered to be kindergarten, first, and second grades (Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998).


The “bottleneck” theory follows a similar path. This conceptual framework states that phonological awareness and letter knowledge are of the most importance during the acquisition stage. Therefore, the wide space of emergent literacy narrows to code related skills in order to begin processing text (Storch & Whitehurst, 2002). The world reopens as the children transition out of the bottle and into the world of fluent reading. Finally, it is at this point that syntactic, semantic, and discourse abilities facilitate continued reading development. Phillips and Torgesen (2006) findings coincided with this metaphor in that they found syntactic and semantic cues aided student in decoding, but only after the student attained a high level of phonological awareness.

Research has set this linear path of reading development and research has also shown variations in the timing of the development of phonological awareness and print knowledge in young children. Cheney (1994) showed that there was a direct relationship between the level of phonemic awareness development and socioeconomic class during the preschool years.  She found that lower class children possessed lower levels of phonemic awareness than that of middle and upper class peers. Later studies revealed similar patterns in phonemic awareness, phonological awareness, and print knowledge and the resulting reading acquisition and development trajectories  (Anthony et al., 2002; Speece, Ritchey, Cooper, Roth, & Schatschneider, 2004; Storch & Whitehurst, 2002).  It is possible that this initial phonological awareness gap between lower class and middle to upper class children contributes to the eventual reading gap between these groups.
Phonological Awareness Contributes to the Gap for Children of the Lower Class and of Color


The current policy literature framing the discussion concerning the achievement gap involves differences between scores on standardized achievement teats. These differences are categorized according to various characteristics of the students’ environments (i.e. socioeconomic status (SES), race, ethnicity, family activities, etc.) Wilson (1998) considers such characteristics to be individual indicators of inequality. This, like the current literature’s calculation of reading acquisition and development described earlier, could be considered a linear view of the achievement gap.  Viewing the data through an individual level “lens” reveals that  achievement is directly related to SES and race (Chubb & Loveless, 2002; Denton & West, 2002; Lee & Burkam, 2002; Peterson & Howell, 2002; Slavin & Madden, 2002; Thernstorom & Thernstrom, 2002; West, Denton, & Reaney, 2001). These researchers note that while the data representing the correlation between SES and race and achievement may be clear, they cannot make claims that such characteristics are causes of the achievement gap in and of themselves.  The lens may need to widen to capture what Wilson calls the “social structure of inequality” in order capture how individual level characteristics systematically interact with societal structures in order to unveil causes of the achievement gap.  Non-the-less, the policies and research that reveal the individual level reality of the achievement gap does create the much needed initial sketch that outlines the achievement gap. The researchers and policymakers do so using the achievement test as their tool of choice.
  Achievement measures include the National Assessment of Educational Progress (which is periodically given to randomly selected students nation wide) and the state accountability tests (which are associated with the federal No Child Left Behind Act). A third form of achievement test is the readiness test given to students as they arrive to kindergarten. Readiness tests can be considered achievement tests since they are measuring knowledge accrued by the students, although this knowledge is not a result of formal schooling.
The U. S. Department of Education began collecting data on children entering kindergarten in 1998. This national data set is known as the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Cohort (ECLS-K). The reading test assesses the phonemic and phonological knowledge of the students, print knowledge, as well as oral language.  Scholars from a variety of disciplines have tapped this data set in order to describe various aspects of the achievement gap in terms of such individual level analysis as SES and race. 
The work of Lee and Burkam (2002) and West and Denton (2001) use the ECLS-K data to highlight the achievement gap that exists as children across the United States enter kindergarten.  Lee and Burkam describe differences according to effect sizes using standard deviation (SD) units to compare the mean of sub groups (race, ethnicity, SES) to that of the largest group, which is described as white or middle class (when comparing SES quartiles). Reading differences are moderate (.3-.5 SD) for black (.4 SD) and Hispanic (.45 SD) students. However, it is interesting to note that Hispanic students are only .05 SD away from significantly large differences (.5 SD) when children with low English language proficiency were not tested ((Lee & Burkam, 2002). Socioeconomic status also indicates a moderate difference between low class students and middle class students (.47), which is slightly higher than the differentials noted by race. Therefore, the sketch is laid out on the canvas. The reading achievement gap exists between low and middle classes and between black/Hispanic students and white students  “the starting gate” (Lee & Burkam, 2002).
Let’s follow this linear path to find out what happens to the moderate reading gap (according to Lee and Burkham’s use of standard deviations) as children progress through the elementary years. Data from the ECL-K show that the mean gain for all students is one standard deviation unit during the kindergarten year, although reading levels of white students were higher than that of black and Hispanic students (West, Denton, & Reaney, 2001). Further analysis revealed that black and Hispanic children and children with multiple risk factors (maternal level of education, SES,  English language proficiency) acquire varying reading skills at different rates than that of their white, middle class peers. 
They concluded that black, Hispanic, and low SES children close the gap in terms of basic knowledge (e.g. letter identification, letter sounds, identifying sounds at the beginning and ending of words). Ninety-nine percent of kindergarten students identify letters by spring while the percentage of students successfully identifying sounds triples, and the percentage of those isolating sounds at the beginning and ending of words doubles. On the other hand, the gap increases in terms of more sophisticated skills (i.e. sight word recognition and knowledge of words in context, etc.) by spring of the kindergarten year. Therefore, it appears students make equal gains of one standard deviation and the gap is closing based on phonological awareness and print knowledge. However, the gap is simultaneously increasing in terms of word recognition in isolation and understanding in context by the end of the kindergarten year (West, Denton, & Reaney, 2001). 
Denton and West (2002) follow this cohort of children through the end of their first grade year. This study included the amount of time spent reading with children in the home as a factor attributed to success in reading, as well as approaches to learning and general health. Taken together, these factors are considered the students’ resources.  The researchers found that these resources accounted for much of the variance in achievement even when controlling for SES and race. On the other hand, Lee and Burkham (2002) demonstrate that much of the reading gap is explained by SES at the beginning of the kindergarten year. These researchers contend that many of the children of color are also the children living in poor conditions. It could be that the poor conditions impact the resources outlined as literacy environments, approaches to learning, and general health. Therefore, it could be gap continues to exist between low SES children and middle SES children by the end of first grade with regards to sight word recognition and understanding words in context, and that further analysis using more complex models are needed (Denton & West, 2002). 
The reading gap continues to exist as children move through to the end of third grade, as well. In fact, it has bee shown that the gap actually widens for black and low SES students (Karoly, Kilburn, & Cannon, 2005; Rathbun, West, & Hausken, 2004). Many researchers have noted this phenomena regarding the differences in achievement and have concluded that the initial disparities in phonological awareness and print knowledge become more and more stable as children continue through the grades (Anthony et al., 2002; Lonigan, 2006; Lonigan, Anthony, Bloomfield, Dyer, & Samwel, 1999).  If this is the case, then it makes sense that some black, Hispanic, and poor children develop “tracked aspirations” as they proceed through the K-12 pipeline (Prince, 2004). 

Prince (2000) uses the work of Yonezawa, Well, and Serna (completed in 2002) to describe the concept of tracked aspirations. Prince states:

 They (Yonezawa, Well, and Serna) concluded that a combination

              of social barriers and institutional barriers still conspire to effectively

              screen out low-income and minority students. The researchers found

              that tracked aspirations played a large part in student’ decisions to 

              enroll in these courses. Students who have been led to believe that

              they were incapable of achieving at higher levels expected less of 

              themselves and self-selected courses accordingly. (p. 43)
It is evident that the reading gap exists as students enter kindergarten and actually widens as they progress through elementary school. It is also important to consider that as scholars use individual level analysis, which may include the social barriers mentioned above, to deconstruct this gap in order to find ways to address students’ needs, they could be feeding policy makers information that leads to the development of a deficit model to be used to guide instruction in schools. Furthermore, it could be that a deficit model does not account for the possible structural inequalities and institutional barriers that contribute to the gap. As a result, which information and how it is delivered to which group of families is impacted.
Policies That Frame the Discussion Concerning Phonological Awareness and the Gap


Deficit models prescribe to a one size fits all mantra and use the traditional teaching paradigm of transmission from the more knowledgeable to the less capable (Crawford & Zygouris-Coe, 2006; Train, 2006). The deficit model in reading is a framework that conceptualizes the perceived space between emergent literacy skills (phonological awareness and print knowledge) and a child’s current “achievement” in those skills as a void that can be filled with a linear set of activities. Many of the policy implications promoted through policy briefs and made by research and may be falling into a deficit framework. 


Most policy briefs emphasize addressing a variety of angles in addressing school readiness in hopes of addressing initial inequalities and the widening of the reading gap. For example, Emig, Moore, and Scarupa (2001) outline five dimensions to children’s school readiness: physical well being and motor development, social and emotional development, approaches to learning, and language development.  The National Governors Association (2005) also presented a comprehensive policy proposal which included the following areas: aligning state and K-3 standards, supporting elementary schools, enhance professional development for language development and second language learning, and incorporating kindergarten transition systems. These ideas involve multiple entities and address various important aspects of children’s academic, social, and physical development. However, the issue is that the definition language development and its role in reading acquisition and development remains linear, and therefore falls into a deficit model for families and schools. 


Briefs, policies and directives define language development as a composite of vocabulary, phonological awareness, and print knowledge (Patton et al., 2005; , School Readiness: Helping Communities Get Children Ready for School and Schools Ready for Children, 2001). The developing expectation is that children should know letters before they begin kindergarten because children that do have this knowledge upon entry end up with higher literacy levels and achievement throughout schooling. This is a focus on print knowledge and phonological awareness and takes away from oral language development. The assumption being made by these reports seems to be that, when speaking of language development, the quickest and most direct route (the linear track) to reading acquisition is print knowledge and phonological awareness. Thus, when promoting reading with children, we are not promoting familial relationships that help children identify with their world (which many studies show is already happening). Rather, we are imposing a deficit model using reading with children to teach letter knowledge and phonological awareness in order to close the initial gap that exists at the starting gate. Thus, it may be that policymakers are being led to view language development largely related to pre literacy skills rather than the development of oral language.

 
A handful of intervention studies have attempted to find ways to “ready” low SES and minority children for formal literacy instruction during their formative years ((Jordan, Snow, & Porche, 2000; Lonigan, Anthony, Bloomfield, Dyer, & Samwel, 1999). These studies used shared reading activities to raise emergent literacy skills (oral language, phonological sensitivity, and print knowledge) and did so with modest success.

Historically, research concerned with family literacy has used a deficit model (Crawford & Zygouris-Coe, 2006; Train, 2006). This is also true of  recent early childhood explanatory and intervention studies (Burgess, Hechts, & Lonigan, 2002; Karoly, Kilburn, & Cannon, 2005; Lonigan, Anthony, Bloomfield, Dyer, & Samwel, 1999). Burgess, Hechts, and Lonigan (2002) explored how home literacy environments (HLE) impacted oral language, letter knowledge, phonological sensitivity and word decoding skills. The researchers delineated six conceptualizations of home literacy environments: overall HLE, limiting environment, literacy interface environment, passive HLE, active HLE, and shared reading. The study found that HLE was statistically significantly related to oral language, phonological sensitivity, and word decoding. The researchers stated the following when discussing implications for research and practice:
In practical terms, the race to identify effective methods of 

Manipulating the HLE has begun. Educators, politicians, and 

parents are demanding higher educational achievement and test

scores and more and more research is demonstrating the importance

early skill development…Therefore, research designed to understand

why parents provide the HLE they do, to identify the best way to

read and interact with children in order to maximize a certain

skill, an to then create long-lasting behavioral and attitudinal 

changes is required. (p 422-423)

Research is therefore directed at changing or “manipulating” existing environments to raise achievement and “maximize a certain skill.” Research is linearly focused on filling the void from the top (achievement, which is conceived as high academic test scores) down (which are families with lacking home literacy environments). 

It seems that the achievement gap is being defined as a series of skill deficits on the part of low SES and minority students. As noted by Ladson-Billings (2006), a deficit is something that one attempts to fix the quickest way possible or within a given time frame (by 2012 according to NCLB). On the other hand, a debt accumulates over decades and even centuries. A debt is multi-dimensional and multi-generational.  An education debt and will take considerable time and changed efforts on the part of researchers, policymakers, and educators to pay (Ladson-Billings, 2006).  Time and effort toward ameliorating the education debt will need to focus on individual analysis and the unintended structural inequalities that have become institutionalized as our nation’s education debt has accumulated (Pollock, 2005; Wilson, 1998). 

The intergenerational effects of the inequalities that exist in our past, recent, and current histories are becoming more prominent in research and discussions. One effect of our extended debt is a society made up of groups of people with varying social, cultural, and economic capital which causes the disparities in educational achievement (Dixon-Roman, 2007) It may be that many low SES and minority students do not have the capital that would transition them into academic success at an institution (P-12 and college), especially when this institution already considers itself an access point to equal opportunity in its current model. Reports and studies are also finding that black and Latino students do not see the work place as an equal opportunity employer  based on how their elders have been received or exploited (Conchas, 2001; Prince, 2004; Rothstein, 2004). Taken together, the school and workforce do not connect with many low SES, black, and Latino students as positively as it does for white middle class students because the former has not generated the capital resources to achieve in school. Finally, the unwillingness or inability for policies in schools and communities to address the intergenerational effects on such capital could be a considered structural inequality.

The deficit model may be helping to perpetuate the disparity in capital in P-12 schools, even as these schools work to close the achievement gap. This could be considered a structural inequality because the mental models fed by the deficit framework lead to differential treatment in the classroom. Pollock (2005) calls for the education community to openly discuss the race issues that exist in buildings by putting “on a personal ‘race lens’ to avoid and remedy racially patterned opportunity denials and to ensure that opportunities are racially equal in the classroom…” (p. 247) Her notion of “everyday justice” in the classrooms and the impact of intergenerational effects due to the education debt could come together to form a more inclusive and  productive model to frame policy discussions and research focused on the human right to education. 
It may be beneficial to replace the deficit model with a developmental model that will not only encapsulate the intergenerational debt accrued socially, culturally, morally, historically, and  educationally (Ladson-Billings, 2006), but will also ensure this cycle ends and does not replicate itself any farther newer immigrant populations (i.e. Hispanic and Latino children). A developmental model could lead policy makers to “work backwards from the goal” and help restructure P-12 curriculum and information pipeline. Working backwards from the goal within a developmental framework would not replace existing research, but would compliment it with a research agenda that  recognizes the wealth of knowledge, experiences, and language children learn outside school and extend this capital into the school (Crawford & Zygouris-Coe, 2006). Finally, a developmental model could begin now by capitalizing on recent research regarding the importance of relationships and expectations in the classrooms and the relationship between oral language and literacy acquisition and development. 

The deficit model has impacted the way information concerning the role of phonological awareness in school readiness filters through to the parents and teachers working with children. Policies emphasis on phonological awareness and print knowledge, even when speaking of language development, plays out differently with low SES and minority children than it does for middle class white children. Rothstein (2004) noted that parents of low SES children prepare their children for school by drilling letter knowledge rather than using language as a vehicle gain conceptual knowledge and vocabulary. He contends that this application of readiness information is due to the intergenerational effect of workplace cultures and to how information is used by marginalized groups as they ready their children for school. It could also be true that this drilling of letter knowledge and such is what the teachers are asking parents to do. This misguided information, coupled statements like, “Only speak English in the home” could be depleting the very source for phonological awareness—oral language and vocabulary development.

It is believed that empirical support for a single, developmental construct for phonological awareness and its direct relationship with oral language is now surfacing for two reasons. First, more sophisticated statistical analysis has led to more intricate models (Anthony & Lonigan, 2004; Lonigan, 2007). Second, recent studies have focused on children in the formative years, before formal reading instruction begins.

            The move to study children before formal reading instruction has allowed researchers to tap into the field of oral language research and uncover some interesting and causal relations between vocabulary and phonological awareness. Lonigan (2007) has  considered a line of thought that recognizes that children with highly developed levels of phonemic awareness (a precursor to phonological awareness) have reached this height, not so much do to drilling, but more due to language and attentional control. In fact, Lonigan (2007) demonstrated through reanalysis of previous data that effective vocabulary impacted phonological awareness, rather than the other way around. Another artifact in the effort to unpack the role of language is the way in which syntax and semantics create the context for vocabulary growth in children ((Behrend, Scofield, & Kleinknecht, 2001). 

A developmental construct for phonological awareness would than take into account that context and culture feed the language learning systems for children in home and in school. The contexts would be used to help decrease the disparity in vocabulary acquisition between middle class white students and low SES and minority children (Hart & Risley, 2003). Hart and Risley (2003) conducted an intervention study directed at increasing the vocabulary of low SES children, however they found that increases dissipated as children entered formal schooling. Adding this study to the other intervention studies framed to increase emergent literacy skills via shared reading produces a pattern of small gains. 
Small and temporary gains  could be due to the contrived nature of the activities in that the activities do not match the context and culture of the home, and therefore do not capitalize on the relationships and conversations inherent in the oral language and conceptual development in young children (Carey, 1978; Rothstein, 2004).  A developmental research model would be similar to and would include a model used in family literacy fields—the wealth model (Train, 2006). Such a model calls for researchers, policy makers, and teachers to build on the literacy practices that already exist in the home and to recognize cultural differences as strengths and resources that can be used to bridge the gap between home and school (Train, 2006).  

The research concerning oral language and its impact on phonological awareness and the research concerning the importance of context and culture in oral language development bring in the importance of relationships and conversations. Recent studies show the power of teacher expectations of and relationships with students of color in raising academic achievement (Conchas, 2001; Ferguson, 1998, , 2006; Hanushek & Rivkin, 2006). Hanushek and Rivkin (2006) noted that the widening of the achievement gap for Hispanic and black students seems dependent on school quality. Ferguson (2006) noted that Hispanic and black students placed great importance on encouragement from teachers, but not at the expense of high quality content and pedagogy. He calls for policymakers and teachers to add relationship building as part of the professional development system. The idea is that student teacher relationships are important in developing school quality.

Overlaying this research on school quality and relationships onto that of oral language development presents a very nonlinear view of literacy acquisition and development. This is especially apparent after adding the layer containing different cultures represented by SES status, race, and ethnicity. Attending to such a developmental model or system could go far in alleviating the achievement gap that exists in our schools today.

A developmental model for language and literacy learning would involve a system that displays the complimentary aspects of existing research. The system would run using phonological awareness, oral language and vocabulary development, and relationships as mechanisms during children’s formative years and into formal schooling. This system could be placed into any preschool or elementary school in the country; and, even with the assumption that teachers, policymakers, and research put equal emphasis on each mechanism, the system would run differently in each location. These differences would be due to the way contexts and cultures vary in how (not if) they build relationships. 


Building relationships between home and school and between teachers and students would require grass roots research efforts. These relationships could have the power to raise cultural responsiveness and would energize the whole system. This source of energy is so local that an action research methodology would be ideal fueling the system. The value this system would place on culture and context makes it difficult to scale up as a program. Perhaps, the educational community (researchers, policymakers, teachers, and parents) would be better off scaling up processes (the current system fueled by action research) rather than programs (i.e. KIPP, Success for All). The first step in developing the idea of scaling up processes would be to develop a research and evaluation agenda for a particular school.
Potential for Promise: Drilling Down to Find the Fuel at Belle View


Belle View is a small, suburban school comprised of approximately 400 students. The community is diverse in terms of SES status, race, and ethnicity.  Forty-eight percent of the student body is white, 15 percent is black, 21 percent is Hispanic, six percent is Asian, and the remaining percentage of student ethnicity is described as other. Sixteen percent of the children are described as having limited English proficiency. Finally, 25 percent of the students receive free or reduced lunch and breakfast.  The research and policies that surround the achievement gap concern at least 36 percent of the students (black and Hispanic) at Belle View, with the larger portion of the number relating to Latino children in the school. For this reason, the focus for the research and evaluation agenda that follows is focused on the Hispanic population and their phonological awareness and subsequent reading acquisition and development.


The Virginia Standards of Learning (SOL) tests in third grade show a gap between white students and the Hispanic population that took the test.  According to the 2005-2006 overall data, which captures third through sixth grade students, 73 percent of the Hispanic population passed and 91 percent of the white population passed. The schools Developmental Reading Assessment shows a gap between Hispanic students level of reading and that of white students at the end of first and second grade with only 20 percent of the Hispanic population reaching benchmark compared to 90 percent of the white students.. Finally, the Phonological Awareness and Literacy 
Screening, which is given to kindergarten students, shows that 13 percent of the Hispanic population reach benchmark, while 82 percent of the white students meet or exceed the benchmark



Applying the developmental model described at the end of the last section to a research and evaluation agenda for the pre kindergarten through second grade levels at Belle View might generate the following research questions. What are the teachers’ and parents’ perceptions of the achievement gap and its causes? What are literacy practices are currently in operation in the homes of Hispanic homes and how could this knowledge increase the cultural responsiveness of teachers and parents? Do culturally responsive relationships between teachers and students and between home and school influence English oral language development, and to what degree will this impact phonological awareness? Does memorizing culturally relevant poetry and rhymes influence English oral language and to what degree will this impact phonological awareness? Does culturally relevant role play influence English oral language and to what degree will this impact phonological awareness? Does playing “information gap” (O'Malley & Valdez Pierce, 1996) using culturally relevant objects influence English oral language, and to what degree will this impact phonological awareness?  Measurements could include such authentic assessments as rating scales for the specific activities and English oral language proficiency (O'Malley & Valdez Pierce, 1996), as well as the achievement levels on the PALS and DRA. Overall program evaluation could incorporate information from the PALS, DRA, and various teacher and collective efficacy scales. 

 Another evaluation tool could be periodic interviews with teachers and parents regarding their perceptions of the achievement gap and its causes. Evaluators would want to note shifts over time with regard to individual level blame (deficits due to SES, race, and ethnicity) to ways of highlighting and mediating systemic structural inequalities (building relationships to capitalize on cultural differences in the classroom). It would be beneficial to explore how Pollock’s notion of “everyday justice” could change the conversations and relationships between teachers and students, and how these relationships begin to tear at the structure of inequality that may exist in any given classroom at Belle View.
To conclude, a developmental model for language and literacy acquisition could empower Hispanic families and schools with information that would build academic success and begin to manage the education debt in our country. Imagine a Latino family in the Belle View community having dinner one night. An older cousin is proudly telling a story to his younger cousins and siblings. The story is about how his grandmother taught him to make huevos rancheros. Upon ending the story, which captures the identity of the story teller and his audience, he says, “Say huevos.” One child pipes up “Huevos.” The cousin comes back, “Say it again, but don’t say vos.” The child shouts, “Hue!” 
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