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1. Introduction

The present research focuses on literacy in two langua-

ABSTRACT

Home and instructional learning environments can influence children’s literacy development in
English as a Foreign Language. The main objectives of this research are 1) to determine the influence
of school and home elements on children’s literacy process and 2) to identify reading practices and
English tasks carried out at home. The research counted with the participation of 142 pupils and
their families belonging to two different bilingual schools from Seville, Spain. This study followed
an ex post facto design with natural groups in which quantitative data were collected through
questionnaires to families and qualitative data through observations of pupils. Data were analysed
through the Mann-Whitney U test and discriminant analysis. Results show that the frequency of
reading in front of children, the mothers” help with English tasks at home, and a certain amount
of extramural English influenced the literacy process. Furthermore, the study identified significant
differences between the two schools in relation to literacy practices at home and parental involvement
in schoolwork. The results obtained present relevant implications in promoting family training and
involvement and engaging in interactive collaborations with the school.

RESUMEN

Los contextos escolares y familiares de aprendizaje pueden influir en el desarrollo de la alfabetizacién
en inglés como lengua extranjera. El objetivo de esta investigacién es determinar la influencia de los
elementos de la escuela y del hogar en el proceso de alfabetizacién e identificar las practicas lectoras
y las tareas realizadas en casa. La investigacién conté con 142 discentes y sus familias pertenecientes
a dos colegios bilingties de Sevilla, Espafia. Este estudio sigui6é un disefio ex post facto con grupos
naturales en el que se recogieron datos cuantitativos a través de cuestionarios y datos cualitativos a
través de observaciones. Los datos se analizaron mediante la prueba U de Mann-Whitney y un analisis
discriminante. Los resultados muestran que la frecuencia de lectura, la ayuda de las madres en las
tareas de inglés en casa y un inglés extramural determinado influian en el proceso de alfabetizaciéon
bilingiie. También se identificaron diferencias significativas entre los dos colegios en relacién a las
practicas de alfabetizacién en casa y la ayuda e implicacién de la familia en las tareas escolares.
Los resultados obtenidos presentan implicaciones relevantes a la hora de promover la formacién e
implicacion de las familias, y su colaboracion con la escuela.
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(p- 7). This may be related to the idea that contextual ele-
ments, as family reading practices, are relevant during
the literacy development of children. Thus, the two en-

ges. Bauer & Colomer (2017) mentions that ‘biliteracy’
refers to what ‘students are able to do with print across
their languages’ (p. 1). The author also highlights a socio-
cultural aspect for the term: “biliteracy is viewed as a ski-
1l that develops outside the classroom, which emergent
bilinguals bring with them when they enter the school’

vironments of classroom and home are relevant for this
study.

Classroom environment is crucial for successful se-
cond language acquisition ‘as a social context for spea-
king and listening’ (Datta, 2007, p. 23). Many studies
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show that classroom areas (Neuman & Roskos, 2002;
Jolliffe & Waugh, 2015), natural and real situations (Bee-
cher & Makin, 2002), and the kind of activities or resour-
ces used (Browne, 2001) directly influence a child’s achie-
vement of a proper English reading level. Moreover, it
is important to mention that the literacy process starts
when children are born and it is influenced by the socio-
cultural context which surrounds them (Neuman & Ros-
kos, 2002). The immediate context which surrounds chil-
dren is home. The activities carried out in this context can
significantly correlate with higher achievement in school
literacy (Alston-Abel & Berninger, 2018). In this line, it is
necessary to mention that the relationship between chil-
dren and adults seems to be crucial for the development
of languages. As Vygotsky (1978) argues, children learn
from their environment. Adults and peers serve as a gui-
dance for problem-solving and learning collaboration
(Zone of Proximal Development). Thus, the relationship
between parents and children is crucial, as well as their
participation in daily reading activities at home.

For these reasons, this study tries to answer the fo-
llowing questions: Do instructional and home learning en-
vironments influence children’s literacy development in
the same way? What can each context do to help children
acquire a proper development? Is extramural English re-
levant in order to acquire a higher achievement at school?

The influence of learning environments on children’s literacy
process in English

Linguistic factors, individual characteristics and me-
thods of teaching reading are not the only aspects which
may influence a children’s foreign language literacy
process. The social, physical, psychological and pedago-
gical contexts in which the literacy process in a foreign
language occurs can affect children’s achievement and
attitudes (Kokko & Hirsto, 2020). These contexts, usually
classrooms and homes, become learning environments
which can influence children depending on how physical
spaces are organized and what literacy activities are de-
veloped., teachers and parents) collaborate to improve a
child’s literacy development. Consequently, physical and
social relations are important factors for the learning en-
vironments (Kokko & Hirsto, 2020). Home environment
as a learning space should also be examined in relation
to children’s development (Puglisi et al, 2017; Kokko &
Hirsto, 2020).

The instructional context and the home contexts are
learning environments which are crucial for successful
foreign language acquisition. These two environments
could as well be called inside and outside instructio-
nal environments, the latter also called “language lear-
ning beyond the classroom” (LBC) (Reinders & Benson,
2017), which refers to any learning that occurs outside
school. Educators describe this concept as: “out-of-class,
after-class, extra-curricular, self-access, out-of-school, or
distance learning” (Reinders & Benson, 2017). Lancaster
(2018) refers to it as “extramural exposure”. In this paper,
all definitions being considered, the researchers decided
to use the term “Extramural English”, as it seems to be
more comprehensive to refer to any activity performed in
English out of school. This is a term introduced in 2009 by
Sundqvist referring to any English input received “outsi-
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de the walls of the English classroom” (p. 6). Sundqvist
provides some examples of Extramural English such as
watching films, TV series, music videos, listening to mu-
sic, reading books, reading newspapers, searching on the
Internet, or using social networks.

Regarding activities inside the instructional environ-
ment, interaction and situations based on real experien-
ces play an essential role.Interactions should be created
in natural contexts or through activities created inside the
classroom which can enable children to enhance meaning.
In addition, pupils learn and develop literacy when they
work in collaboration or with peers. Children learning
their first and second languages need many opportuni-
ties to be able to interact using the languages in shared
contexts. They learn by relating languages to people and
contexts (Freinet, 1974; Beecher & Makin, 2002; Neuman
& Roskos, 2002; Montessori, 2006; Datta, 2007). So, they
interiorize which language they need to use with one spe-
cific person or in a specific context. For example, they can
talk English with their teacher at school but Spanish with
their mother at home.

In order to facilitate interaction and learning inside the
classroom, Neuman & Roskos (2002) mention that this
space should be “large” and “clear”. For this reason, the
creation of different areas in the classroom, such as cor-
ners, small libraries and some places for games or silent
reading, all create opportunities for children to work in-
dividually or in groups for a better development of their
literacy (Browne, 2001; Datta, 2007; Jolliffe & Waugh,
2015). A positive atmosphere and interactions inside the
classroom could also be carried out if useful and motiva-
ting activities and resources are properly employed.

Regarding activities, Browne (2001) states that “ear-
ly literacy activities should provide children with the
opportunity to extend what they already know by ena-
bling them to explore, experiment, take risks and reflect
in ways that are immediately connected to print, books
and stories” (p. 51). Neuman & Roskos (2002) mention
that “appropriateness, authenticity and utility” should
be characteristics of the materials used in order to help
connect children’s understanding. Thus, proper mate-
rials may be related to children’s needs and interests by
promoting the use of real texts and situations which they
can encounter and can allow them to understand the real
application of the language. Consequently, if teachers
provide proper resources, children would give more real
sense to reading activities (Browne, 2001). Fons (2002)
also mentions that resources in the instructional environ-
ment should be appropriate in order to create interaction
opportunities that mimic a child’s daily life.

Furthermore, another important aspect of the literacy
process promotes the interactions between multiple lear-
ning environments. Children need to create connections
between home and school through common contexts as
crucial factors to improve literacy development (Neuman
& Roskos, 2002). The collaboration between the teachers
and parents of these different environments is important
so that pupils’ own sociocultural contexts could be con-
nected to the classroom’s reality. School and home are
learning environments which become very important
in their foreign literacy process as they directly influen-
ce children’s early language development. According to
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Reinders & Benson (2017, p.: 11), teachers should be able
to “link classroom teaching to their students” LBC acti-
vities” and suggest doing project work in order to bring
these LBC contexts to the class. If teachers and parents
collaborate in the teaching-learning process, pupils will
have a better language learning development. This co-
llaboration would also be beneficial in order to impro-
ve communication, carry out daily reading and writing
practices in two languages and create activities based on
real experiences (Beecher & Makin, 2002; Wright & Pel-
tier, 2016; Theodotou, 2017).

Parents “can provide opportunities for learning, re-
cognition of the child’s achievement, interaction around
literacy activities, and a model of literacy” for developing
readers and writers (Hannon, 1995, p. 51). However, pa-
rents need to understand how the literacy process can
also be carried out at home as a link to English literacy
practices in the classroom. Thus, parents and teachers’ co-
llaboration should focus on the development of programs
which help parents achieve objectives in terms of reading
interactions (Kern et al., 2018). Furthermore, introducing
content in the classroom about what parents usually do at
home is feasible and can improve the development of li-
teracy skills. Parents may create materials which children
could take to classrooms and which are not usual to find
inside them (Caesar & Nelson, 2014).

Moreover, extramural English is considered to be im-
portant for a proper development of children’s literacy
in the foreign language. For this reason, materials avai-
lable at home, the literacy opportunities in their neigh-
bourhood, parental encouragement and expectations for
literacy, their contact with school, the library visits, the
literacy environment at home and early reading to chil-
dren, parents” educational level and their income are con-
sidered to be important factors influencing the literacy
development of young children (Hannon, 1995). Conse-
quently, parental involvement and education seem also
to be important in this early development.

This literacy environment, according to Carroll, Holli-
man, Weir & Baroody (2019), could also be related to the
socioeconomic status of the families. More specifically,
family literacy practices, the frequency with which pa-
rents read to children and the number of books available
at home seem to be important reading predictors (Harris,
Loyo, Holahan, Suzuki & Gottlieb, 2007). Besides, the
mothers’ literacy level also contributes in this literacy de-
velopment (Puglisi et al., 2017). The literacy environment
is directly related to the frequency that children have a
look at books at home (Wiescholek, Hilkenmeier, Greiner
& Buhl, 2018). Thus, home literacy activities can signifi-
cantly correlate with higher achievement in school litera-
cy (Alston-Abel & Berninger, 2018; Wood, Fitton & Rodri-
guez, 2018) and, as Hannon (1995) states, —the key is to
involve parents more in the teaching of literacy — (p. 1).
So, in order to provide proper early language acquisition,
families should be a model to follow, a positive attitude
towards reading should be encouraged, parents should
read to children every day, families should collaborate
with schools, and they should have adequate books rela-
ted to children’s needs and interests (Gonzalez Alvarez,
2003). Thus, all these aspects will be taken into account
in the analysis of this research since this paper tries to
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present data related to how instructional and home en-
vironments can influence the English literacy process of
Spanish children.

Methodology and materials

The present paper is part of a wider research carried
out from 2016 to 2019, whose main aim was to determi-
ne the effectiveness of a phonics method in the biliteracy
process of Spanish children from two different schools in
Seville, Spain, School 1 (public centre) and School 2 (pri-
vate centre) both implemented a new program called Jo-
Ily Phonics with small groups of preschool students. This
method was chosen due to the good results in developing
good English reading in children from the United King-
dom. Because the program had achieved strong reading
results with children in the United Kingdom, this study
tried to analyse the method’s effectiveness for Spanish
children. Thus, it was possible to collect data during the
whole school year (2017-2018) with the use of different ac-
tivities to compare the results with those of English kids
to determine what reading age in English Spanish chil-
dren could reach. Finally, the results of this study pointed
out that the phonics method helped to develop children’s
level of English literacy skills. Although pupils from both
schools reached the same English reading age, (almost 6
years old (Table 1), after performing a final reading test,
pupils from School 2 seemed to achieve a more advan-
ced level of development (Author, 2019), since results in
this study pointed out that pupils from School 2 seemed
to be in a lexical route (Cuetos, 2003), as children could
decode in a more automatized way and read any word
or nonword and understand the meaning of common
words. So, they were acquiring a more comprehensive
way of reading.

Table 1. Comparison of the actual age and the Age Refe-
rence Scale of Jolly Phonics in both schools.

English

Actual Age Reading Age Sign
Group A: 5.6
Treatment Groups A, B, C, D 71 Group B: 5.6 0.001%*
(School 2) : Group C: 5.9 :
Group D: 5.5
Treatment Group A 7.1 Group A: 5.7 0.001**

(School 1)

Note: **Statistically significant p< 0.01. Source: Rendén Romero (2019).

Considering the differences among schools, it seemed
to be important to more profoundly analyze the aspects
which could be influencing these differences. Thus, the
main research question of the present paper is:

Do instructional and home environments influence the
literacy process in English of Spanish children in the 1
year of Primary Education?

Objectives

The main objectives for this study are:

(1) To determine the instructional learning environment regarding
English literacy practices.
(2) To determine the ideal home learning environment regarding
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English literacy practices.

(3) To identify the influence of extramural English on the literacy
development of children.

(4) To compare the instructional and home learning environments as
well as the extramural English regarding different types of schools.

Design

This study employed a quantitative non-experimental
method to compare the pedagogical contexts defining the
instructional and home learning environments. The re-
search design used to answer this study’s objectives is an
ex post facto design with natural groups (Cohen, Manion
& Morrison, 2012). The contrasted groups were natura-
lly created and independent variables were not manipu-
lated. Additionally, a correlational study allowed us to
show the main traits defining the instructional learning
environments.

Sample

The study selected contrasting school centres from
state and private schools. School 1 is a bilingual state pri-
mary school which receives students from families with
average socioeconomic status. In the first year of Primary
Education (6-7 year old Spanish children), 52 pupils parti-
cipated in the study, divided into two groups (1A and 1B).
In addition, parents also participated. School 2 is a bilin-
gual private school which receives students from families
with high socioeconomic status. In this case, four groups
(A, B, C and D) from the first year of Primary Education
(6-7 year old children) participated in the study. The ove-
rall number of pupils and families participating in this
school was 89.

Each school headteacher signed an agreement at the be-
ginning of the research process. In the same way, teachers
were also informed and signed a school consent in which
they agreed to participate in the study. Due to the fact that
all participating pupils were underage, the corresponding
parents were also informed and voluntarily signed ano-
ther informed consent to participate in the project.

Data collection and analysis

Data were collected through daily participant obser-
vations in the classrooms at both schools. To do so, an
observation template was created (Appendix A). The ele-
ments which were considered under observation were:
instructional learning environment, the type of activities,
materials and resources used, classroom areas, type of re-
cording (audio, video, both) and type of grouping (indi-
vidual, pairs, groups). In all observations, a video camera
was used in order to record them or take photos and dia-
ries were written down. During the whole year, students
carried out different activities which were also registered
and analysed. At the end of the year, the pupils took a final
English reading test which could also provide important
results. In order to analyse the continuous and final activi-
ties, a reduced sample (26 students from School 1 and 23
students from School 2) was selected since it was neces-
sary to take just those students who completed all activi-
ties during the whole year and at the end so as to be able
to compare the results throughout the whole year. Addi-
tionally, a discriminant analysis was carried out in order
to compare the type of activities between both schools.
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Regarding the home environment, a questionnaire
was elaborated (Appendix B), based on a Likert scale.
The main aim of this questionnaire was to discover the
daily practices of reading in English performed at home
at the beginning of the study. The questionnaire compri-
sed 12 questions with values from 0 to 4. The reliability
of the questionnaire was Cronbach’s alpha = 0.74. Items
included questions related to the parents” education, the
frequency of parents’ reading at home, parents’ reading
with and to children and the use of the Internet for prac-
ticing English.

Furthermore, a second questionnaire (Appendix C)
was also delivered to parents at the end of the study.
This questionnaire was based on families” support on the
English tasks at home and the frequency of different ac-
tivities performed at home. The reliability of the test was
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.84.

The results obtained in the first questionnaire were
analysed by using the Mann-Whitney U Test (due to the
fact that the sample was lower than 30 in each school)
in order to establish differences according to each school.
The second questionnaire was also analysed through the
Student’s T test [A1] since, in this case, the sample was
higher than 30 in each school. The SPSS programme was
used to carry out these two tests.

As it can be observed in the appendices, the instru-
ments were elaborated in Spanish as it was the first lan-
guage of the participating sample.

Results

The results presented in this paper show data regar-
ding instructional and home environments to determi-
ne differences between pupils from both schools and to
identify how these two learning environments can also
influence pupils” English literacy development.

Instructional learning environments

The classrooms in School 1 presented reading books in
a small library and posters on the wall. Teachers placed
desks so that all children could sit down to face the board
(Figure 1). In some rare cases, this arrangement changed
in order to place students in groups (Figure 2).

Figure 1. School 1 classroom

Source: Rendén Romero (2019).
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Figure 2. School 1 classroom

Source: Rendén Romero (2019).

Teachers utilized the Jolly Phonics method through
which children learn sounds first and then connect them
to the letter shapes. As students make connections, they
start identifying these letter-sounds in different word po-
sitions. Teachers projected book materials on the white-
board in order to tell stories and work on vocabulary and
comprehension questions. Additionally they reinforced
the phonics methods with songs, flashcards, and works-
heets for children to practice the content of each session.

Each session started with conversational questions
followed by an engaging story used to introduce lesson
content. Teachers followed the story by introducing com-
prehension and vocabulary activities in a whole group
session although, sometimes, it could be performed indi-
vidually. After students had finished, teachers reinforced
vocabulary with songs and flashcard activities.. Students
ended each session by individually completing a vocabu-
lary worksheet. In the case of School 2, classrooms pre-
sented posters on the wall and a small library. Teachers
placed desks in small groups so that children could sit
down and work collectively. Finally, teachers used speci-
fic areas on the floor to practice reading skills (Figure 3).

Figure 3. School 2 classroom

Source: Rendén Romero (2019).
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Figure 4. School 2 classroom

Source: Rendén Romero (2019).

While teachers utilized the same Jolly Phonics me-
thods as that of School 1, they did not use pupils’ books
in which pupils could look at the colourful pictures of
the stories, read words or touch the shapes of the letters
Instead teachers promoted student workbooks where di-
fferent kinds of black-and-white exercises were presented
so that pupils could practise reading and writing skills.
They also used songs, flashcards and activities created by
their own teachers.

Teachers emphasized whole group communicative ac-
tivities with reinforcement through individual workbook
exercises. Students ended most lessons by actively parti-
cipating in group activities to summarize lesson content.

School 2 achieved a balance to perform group activities
during half of the session complemented by individual
student work.

Comparison between the instructional learning environments
in School 1 and 2

Researchers used a descriptive analysis to understand
the frequency with which each activity was used in each
school (Table 2). School 1 became more systematic in the
use of activities. This school importantly used the activi-
ty related to the identification of sounds in words (100%)
with a high frequency of different activities. For example,
this school worked on activities such as relating sounds
to actions, songs, and flashcards. Students listened to
sounds after introducing them, blending, word boxes,
identifying sounds in written words and the use of books
and worksheets (80-100%). In the case of School 2, the use
of complimentary activities depended on the session. The
activities mostly used were: relating sounds to actions,
use of word boxes, identifying sounds in written words,
production of words containing the sounds worked and
the use of workbooks (60-80%).

The less frequent activities coincided in both schools
in the case of dictations of sounds or words and the use
of puppets (<40%). This may be due to the fact that the
English phonics method is mainly focused on pre-reading
skills and writing is a skill which appears less during the
first year of Primary Education in English. Both schools
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also coincided in the use of games with words containing
the sounds (40-60%) and production of words containing
the sounds (60-80%) as they are activities which can be
practiced so as to review sounds in a different way.

Table 2. Frequency of use of activities in each school
(School 1 and School 2)

<40% 40-60% 60-80%  80-100% 100%

Relating sounds to
actions

Songs 2 1

Flashcards 2 1

Games to practice
sounds

Use of the pencil 2 1

Listening to sounds after
their introduction

Games with words con-
taining the sounds

Writing sounds or words 1 2

Dictation of sounds 1,2

Dictation of words 1,2

Blending 2 1

Word boxes 2 1

Identifying sounds in
spoken words

Identifying sounds in
written words

Production of words
containing the sounds

Counting the number of
sounds in words

Sounding out words 2 1

Use of the pupils’ book 2 1

Use of worksheets 2 1

Use of pupils’ work-
books

Use of puppets 1,2

Individual and group
activities

Notes: 1 = School 1; 2 = School 2.
Source: Authors (2023).

The discriminant analysis shows a high canonical
correlation (0.884) and a low Wilks” Lambda (0.0001).
Through this analysis, it is possible to observe that the
most discriminant activities between both schools were
reading pseudowords and writing the names of the pic-
tures presented. As the results of the study by Author
(2019) pointed out, students from School 2 present a
higher reading development. They achieved a more
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advanced literacy development in which decoding is
automatized and pupils are able to read without using
phonological awareness. In addition, these pupils were
able to recognize the sounds and write the complete na-
mes of the pictures presented.

In addition, each school appears on one side of the
graph of the discriminant analysis and it is possible to
identify students from each centre (See Figure 5 and Figu-
re 6). Students from School 1 seem to present lower and
more dispersed scores (Mean=-1.74; SD=1.153) than the
students from School 2 (Mean=1.96; SD=0.791).

Figure 5. Score distribution of students from School 1

Source: Authors (2023).

Figure 6. Score distribution of students from School 2

Source: Authors (2023).

Furthermore, the Mann Whitney U Test was calcula-
ted in order to compare observations carried out in both
schools. Comparing both schools, statistically significant
differences were found in favour of School 1 in the use
of books (0.001) and the use of worksheets (0.001), which
were also used daily; and the type of classroom grouping
(0.013). In School 1, activities were carried out daily as a
whole group and individually. In the case of School 2, sta-
tistically significant differences were found in the use of
workbooks (0.002), as this school used them daily instead
of worksheets.
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Home learning environments

With regard to the first questionnaire focused on rea-
ding practices developed in the home environment, the
results from Mann-Witney U test presented in Table 3
show that item 1, item 2, item 4, item 7 and item 8 re-
vealed statistically significant differences between both
schools (p<0,05). These differences were in favour of
School 2 whose mid-ranges (item 1: 26.31; item 2: 27.06;
item 4: 25.78; item 7: 28.81; item 8: 26.28) were higher than
those found in School 1. In this questionnaire, it was pos-
sible to see that parents from School 2 received a higher
education (university [n=14] and PhD studies [n=14])
than parents from school 1 who presented a more varied
situation (primary [n=2], secondary [n=1], professional
training [n=3] and university studies [n=11]). This coin-
cides with the fact that parents from School 2 have more
books at home (item 1), which could be related to a higher
socioeconomic status.

Table 3. Mid-ranges according to each home environment

School N  Mid-ranges
1 25 17.60
1. Do you have books at home?
2 16 26.31**
2. Do you usually read newspapers or books ! % 17.12
i i ?
in front of your children? ) 16 27,06+
1 25 21.08
3. Do your children read readers* at home?
2 16 20.88
1 25 17.94
4. Do your children read books at home?
2 16 25.78%*
5. Do you practice share reading with your ! % 19.68
i ?
children? 2 16 23.06
1 25 21.48
6. Do your children like to read on their own?
2 16 20.25
1 25 16.00
7. Do you read books in English?
2 16 28.81**
8. Do you read books in English with your ! » 17.62
children? 5 16 26.28%*
1 25 18.62
9. Do your children watch TV in English?
2 16 24.72
10. Do you use the Internet to practice rea- ! % 2198
. . . 2
ding with your children? 2 16 19.47
11. Do you use the Internet to practice Engli- ! 2 18.86
. . ?
sh with your children? 2 16 24.34
12. Do your children attend English extracu- ! % 2074
i ?
rricular lessons? ) 16 2141

Notes: *Books with pictures where children can start reading letters and
see pictures and words containing these letters.

**Statistically significant p< 0.01.

Source: Authors (2023).
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As the second questionnaire investigated the families’
support of the English tasks at home, as can be seen in
Table 4, the descriptive analysis revealed the following:

Regarding how many people help children with Engli-
sh tasks, parents normally answered that the mother was
the one in charge of performing these tasks. Mothers de-
dicated more time to help their children in completing
English tasks (58 of 103) and they were normally the ones
with some English skills (71 out of 103), although at a ba-
sic level (certified in some cases).

Table 4. Descriptive analysis. Person in charge of suppor-
ting English tasks at home

How man Who spends The person
cople hely more time who helps your
liurpchil d g) helping your  child, does she/
Y do Enelish child to he have any
taslfs - do English English
’ tasks? competencies?
None 2 4 0
Mother 33 58 71
Father 13 16 19
Sister or brother 4 7 6
Grandparents 0 1 1
More than 1 person 45 12 0
Other 6 5 5
Total 103 103 103

Source: Authors (2023).

Regarding the frequency of activities, as shown in
Table 5, most of the activities were practiced at home by
a high number of pupils either once (reading individual
sounds; singing sounds’ songs; reading words; reading
sentences) or twice per week (singing English songs; lis-
tening to English songs; reading in English). However, a
high number of pupils did not practice anything at all at
home regarding some activities, such as listening to songs
about the letter sounds, watching videos where the letter
sounds appeared; using books with stickers; telling tales
in English; watching films in English.

Table 5. Descriptive results of the frequency of activities
carried out at home

Zero . Three Four  Five
. Once Twice R . .
times times times times
School per per  per per per per
week week  week week week week
N 25 29* 15 7 3 4
R.eadlng indi- 1 5 o 3 5 1 1
vidual sounds
2 20* 20% 12 5 2 3
N 40* 21 12 6 2 2
Llstem{lg to 1 3 - - 4 1 )
sounds’ songs
2 37* 14 5 2 1 2
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Zero . Three Four  Five
. Once Twice . .
times times times times
School per per  per per per per
week week  week week  week week
N 44* 15 11 6 1 -
Watchl’ng. 4 - 5 4 ) )
sounds’ videos
2 40 8 6 2 1 -
N 25 27* 13 11 7 2
Singing 1 3 * 6 1 2 1
sounds’ songs
2 22* 18 7 10 5 1
N 11 30* 26 14 7 4
fiiii‘sng 1 5 8 4 4 1 -
2 6 22* 22* 10 6 4
N 18 26* 25 10 5 4
Reading 1 g 6 4 2 ) )
sentences
2 10 20 21* 8 5 4
N 10 24 25* 12 6 12
f;lnsgolﬁgfngh’ 1 2 6 6 3 1 2
2 8 18 19* 9 5 10
N 36* 13 11 6 1 2
B9oks with 1 3 3 ) ) ) 1
stickers
2 28 10 9 4 1 1
N 31* 18 10 12 3 3
Telhr'lg tales in 1 g ) ) 3 ) )
English
2 22* 16 8 9 3 3
N 11 16 20* 18 7 18
Llste.mng to 1 1 - 6 6 3 1
English songs
2 10 9 14* 12 5 17
N 27* 24 17 8 2 10
Wat.chmg ﬁl- 1 11 3 1 5 i )
ms in English
2 16 21* 16 6 2 10
N 11 21 24* 21 1 6
Read.mg in 1 - 3 2 4 ) )
English
2 4 18 22* 17 1 6

Note: *High frequency.
Source: Authors (2023).

Comparison of the activities carried out at home

If each school is taken separately, it can be noticed that,
in the case of School 1, the highest frequency of the activi-
ties practiced once per week includes the following: rea-
ding individual sounds, listening to songs of the phonic
sounds, watching videos of these sounds, singing songs
of these sounds, reading words, and singing and liste-
ning to English songs.
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In the case of School 2, the highest frequency of activi-
ties practiced once per week is found in reading indivi-
dual sounds, reading words, reading sentences, singing
and listening to English songs, watching films in English,
and reading in English.

It is important to highlight that the teacher from School
1 encouraged parents to practice more activities related to
the Jolly Phonics method at home. In the case of School 2,
teachers did not demand children to work at home with
parents as the school promotes children’s autonomy. The-
refore, parents from School 2 focused more on practicing
English in other ways, such as watching films (Table 6).

Results also revealed statistically significant differen-
ces regarding the type of school (Table 6). Comparing
both schools, statistically significant differences were
found in favour of School 1 in listening to the phonic
method’s songs (0.001) and watching videos about the
sounds (0.001). In the case of School 2, statistically sig-
nificant differences were found in reading sentences in
English (0.01), watching films in English (0.006), reading
in English (0.007), parents’ opinions of children’ ability
to read words in English (0.03), and parents’ opinions
of children’s ability to read sentences in English (0.001).
These results could confirm the fact that parents from
each school focused on different activities depending on
the teachers” demands.

Thus, there is a focus on extramural English, which is
important for the reading development of children. In
fact, in the thesis presented by Rendén Romero (2019), it
is possible to observe that pupils from both schools rea-
ched the same English reading age. However, there were
some differences as pupils from School 2 seemed to be in
a lexical route (where children can read and comprehend
the meaning of common words) as they were reading at
a more advanced level than those from School 1. So, al-
though both schools were using the same phonic method,
the same materials and similar activities, these differen-
ces between them may rely on the fact that pupils from
School 2 received more and different extramural English
out of school. The results presented in Table 6 show sta-
tistically significant differences in favor of School 2 regar-
ding specific activities, such as watching films in English
or using the Internet to practice English at home.

Furthermore, although there were non-statistically sig-
nificant differences (0.10) regarding the English level and
certification of the person who normally helped the child,
it was interesting to find that parents from School 2 gene-
rally had higher English proficiency levels and in some
cases certified.

Table 6. Students” T-test between schools

School Mean Standard Dev.

How many people help your ! 3.36 2.158
child to do English tasks? 2 318 1.905
Who spends more time helping 1 1.68 1.626
your child to do English tasks? 5 2.09 1.637
The person who helps your 1 1.68 1.626
child, what level of English does

he/she have? 2 1.59 1.086




ISSN: 2631-2816

School Mean Standard Dev.

English level and certification of 1 4.08 7.756
the person who normally helps

your child. 2 6.99 6.121
Frequency of reading individual ! 143 1363
sounds at home. 2 1.32 1.352
Frequency of listening to the ! 1.68™ 1086
sounds’ songs at home. 2 72 1.199
Frequency of watching videos ! L4s™ 1050
about sounds at home. 2 53 947
Frequency of singing the ! 168 1323
methods’ songs at home. 2 1.38 1.396
Frequency of reading words ! 145 1184
at home. 2 2.00 1.297
Frequency of reading sentences ! 1.00 1026
at home. 2 1.85%* 1.352
Frequency of singing English ! 205 1432
songs at home. 2 2.22 1.561
Frequency of using books with ! 113 1200
stickers at home. 2 92 1.222
Frequency of telling stories in ! 94 1.237
English at home. 2 1.41 1.476
Frequency of listening to English ! 217 1230
songs at home. 2 2.66 1.763
Frequency of watching films in ! 65 1057
English at home. 2 1.82%% 1.633
Frequency of reading in English ! 119 1276
at home. 2 2.16** 1.265

Note: **Statistically significant p< 0.01.
Source: Authors (2023).

2. Discussion and conclusions

The results reveal the fact that key differences exist be-
tween the two schools regarding instructional and home
learning environments.

Considering the instructional learning environment,
different aspects have been analysed. Classroom areas
appeared to be different in each school. As opposed to
School 2, School 1 did not have enough space to move
around the desks or areas for reading activities on the
floor. This aspect seems to be important in order to be able
to develop group activities properly and to support lite-
racy development (Browne, 2001; Datta, 2007; Jolliffe &
Waugh, 2015). Then, it is possible to agree with Neuman &
Roskos (2002) on the fact that classrooms need to be “lar-
ge” and “clear” in order to enable working adequately. In
addition, it could be seen that classroom grouping presen-
ted statistically significant differences in favour of School
1 where group and individual activities were constantly
mixed. In the case of School 2, teachers always started the
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lesson with group activities then finished with individual
work. Thus, it seems that mixing individual and group
activities throughout the same session could be beneficial
since School 1 presented better results in this sense.
Furthermore, statistically significant differences were
found in terms of the teaching materials used in each
school. School 2 used more workbooks whereas School 1
used more pupils’ books and worksheets. Although diffe-
rent materials were used, all of them belonged to the same
Jolly Phonics method. The results seem to point out that
materials used are appropriate in both cases, something
important for the development of literacy skills (Browne,
2001; Fons, 2002; Jolliffe & Waugh, 2015; Wright & Peltier,
2016). However, both schools present a high frequency of
oral activities, which may suggest the difficulty found in
writing activities. This is also related to the fact that the
implementation of the phonics method in this study was
the first stage of a reading and writing programme.
Regarding the discriminant analysis, it was possible to
observe that the most discriminant activity between both
schools was reading pseudowords probably because this
activity requires remembering individual sounds in order
to produce a complete unreal word. Another discrimi-
nant activity was writing names of the pictures probably
because it requires remembering vocabulary, the pronun-
ciation and the written form of the words. The difference
was noticeable considering School 2 as these pupils had
achieved a more advanced literacy development (Rendon
Romero, 2019) and they performed these two activities
better than pupils from School 1. As our analysis points
out, it could also be related to the fact that students recei-
ved different extramural English which could also have
influenced their memory in order to remember and write
the names of the pictures. Consequently, some differences
were found between schools, as parents” responses from
School 1 revealed students had practiced activities rela-
ted to the phonic method used. In the case of School 2
parents’ responses say that they practiced English with
different activities not related to this method, such as lis-
tening to English songs or watching English films.
Although our study seems to suggest that socioeco-
nomic status could influence these results, our analysis
highlights that extramural English is very important.
Consequently, the study posits a possible association be-
tween children’s results and the extramural English re-
ceived, that is, those children who showed higher results
at school were also receiving more extramural English
at home. Thus, if collaboration between teachers and
parents occurs regarding the introduction of extramural
English, children’s level will improve regardless of their
socioeconomic status. Thus, we coincide with Neuman &
Roskos (2002) and Reinders & Benson (2017) on the fact
that there should be a link between the class and the lear-
ning outside the class to promote such collaboration. We
also coincide with Sundqvist (2016) on the idea that this
extramural English could be carried out through activi-
ties such as watching TV or the use of mobile phones.
Furthermore, our study has also identified differen-
ces between the two schools regarding literacy practices
at home and parents’ engagement and support on chil-
dren’s school tasks.
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Considering the responses obtained in the parents’ first
questionnaire about literacy practices at home, it seems
that having books at home, reading in front of children and
children reading on their own at home are aspects which
may be directly related to the development of English li-
teracy skills. This is the case of School 2, whose parents
seemed to be more involved in the literacy practices de-
veloped at home in English. This coincides with results
presented by Hannon (1995), Harris, et al. (2007), Wood
et al. (2018) and Wiescholek et al. (2018). In addition, it
may be possible to agree with Alston-Abel & Berninger
(2018) who said that home literacy practices correlate with
a good achievement of school literacy which, in some way,
relates to the idea that parents and children should work in
collaboration; and with Datta (2007) who also talks about
the benefits of adult guidance in the early literacy process.
Hannon (1995) also mentions that the adult functions as
a model for children in order to develop reading routines
at home. Then, the social factor and practices may provi-
de better results in the development of children’s literacy
(Beecher & Makin, 2002; Theodotou, 2017).

Thus, it may be possible to say that practices at home
are different depending on some elements, such as
school, teacher’s role, parents” level of English and their
participation in their children’s daily literacy practices.
In addition, collaboration between parents and teachers
could be a good idea to share their opinions in order to
work together and help children’s literacy process (Wri-
ght & Peltier, 2016; Beecher & Makin, 2002; Theodotou,
2017). So, it is possible to agree with Strasser & Lissi
(2009) and Jolliffe & Waugh (2015) on the idea that de-
veloping training programs which explain the teaching
method used by teachers and suggest parents what they
could practice at home seems also necessary in order to
support children’s literacy development in English as a
Foreign Language.

In conclusion, the connection between the two lear-
ning environments analysed in this paper, instructional
and home environments, seems to be crucial for a proper
literacy development of English as a foreign language.
This study also suggests that extra work at home imply
a higher achievement at school with better literacy deve-
lopment. Results clearly point out that it is convenient
to take into account the extramural exposure during
the whole biliteracy process so that what children do at
home can promote their own learning. In addition, this
could also be an advantage especially in situations, as the
one lived during the COVID-19 pandemic, when chil-
dren had to work at home and parents could be a help
for their learning. Thus, it would be necessary to help
teachers recommend to parents a variety of extramural
activities which could be done at home. Future research
could deeply analyse different extramural activities in
English in order to be able to suggest the best ones to be
used during the early literacy development at home.

[A1]Nota: Este término se suele indicar en mayus-
culas ya que es el nombre de una prueba realizada en
SPSS, la prueba T de Student. El nombre de Student se le
otorg6 a esta prueba por William Sealy Gosset, que desa-
rrollé dicha prueba y la publicé bajo el pseudénimo de
“Student”.
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Appendix B. First questionnaire about biliteracy practices  Appendix C. Second questionnaire about biliteracy practices
at home at home
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