
Examining writing systems and their interaction within bilingual children

Abstract:
In modern society, the surge in the bilingual population has meant that bilingualism is now more prevalent than the previous monolingual norm. Language as a communicative medium has allowed us to connect shared interests, ideas, emotions, values and culture, as well as given us a better understanding of the world around us. People that are accustomed to varying writing systems view reading, writing and general literacy differently to one another. This leads to the pertinent question of whether having more than one writing system can impact biliterates.  bilingual population has meant that bilingualism is now have more prevalent than the previous monolingual norm. Language 
In the education setting, students of a bilingual background are socialised in classes where there is limited (if any) chance to make use of their mother tongue (Kenner et al, 2008). More specifically within children, there has been an interdependence on either attribute-based, or input-based proficiencies that has allowed them to familiarise themselves to more than one lexis. This essay will review, examine and disseminate the strategy of writing systems within bilingual children and attempt to assess their interaction with bilingual literacy. The
Tongue (Kenner et al, 2008). More specifically  Tongue (Kenner et al, 2008). More specifically 
Introduction:
A child’s acquisition of a second language be itat home or their educational setting shows that their cognitive abilities clearly play an important role with how language is learnt as Cummins (1991) suggests. The same could be said also about children having interdependence in applying an already learnt language to a newly learnt one (Cummins, 2000). 1991) suggests. The same could be said also about children having interdependence in applying an be said also about children having
Writing systems in and of themselves are unique through the way no two can be exactly the same. Looking at writing then, contrary to the already existing literature on bilingual children, there has been little research on how writing systems function and interact within bilingual children, but more importantly, how they enhance their writing skills when dealing with more than one language. 
more importantly, how they enhance their writing skills when dealing with more than one language.
A wide spectrum of critics (Carr et al, 1990; Adams, 1990; Castles 2004) have steadily advocated in their respective models of theory, that early reading and language acquisition complements the other aspects of the cognitive awareness children possess in engaging with literacy directives. Abilities such as “metalinguistic awareness [and] phonological awareness” as Adams (qtd. in Bialystok, 2005, p.580) suggests, show that whilst literary proficiency is impacted by a child’s knack to read/speak another language. This influence is insignificant or inexistent within two different languages that use varying writing systems.
Abilities such as “metalinguistic awareness [and] phonological awareness” as Adams (qtd. in 
Discussion:
Coulmas’ (1989) investigation into some Northeastern Asian countries found that there is a distinction between spoken language and the symbolic paradigm to which they are converted within each system. He cites the writing systems of the Chinese and Japanese (which are based on morphemes and syllables respectively), and compares this to the English system’s use of predominantly phonemes to argue that phonological awareness unique to an individual’s competency level can contribute to fluent interpreting skills within each system. Where the former relies significantly on the importance of syllables, the latter relies intuitively on phonological awareness. This shows the problematic nature of bilingual interaction between two or more writing systems then – as children try to accomplish reading proficiency in writing systems that are incompatible.
Writing systems that differ, often do so due to the varying nature of instructional methods. Again 
Writing systems that differ, often do so due to the varying nature of instructional methods. Again using Chinese as an example, it is interesting to see how the Hong Kong variation (in contrast to other dialects) uses no phonological coding system per se; rather, it is that the literary directives work through systematic “memorisation of characters” as Cheung & Ng (2003, p.12) affirm.
other dialects) uses no phonological coding system per se; rather, it is that the literary directives
Chinese lexis usually features two or more letters in any given word, with a single letter being able to reappear within different words in a short space. Bialystok suggests that “the syllable has great saliency in both spoken and written Chinese” (p.580) as a result. This is a stark contrast to the way the phoneme in languages such as Spanish and English holds its place, which may give reason as to why native English speakers have a “tendency to align themselves to the phoneme element” (Cheung et al, 2001, p. 227). The inconsistency between the levels of required metalingual awareness (as well as the expected

The inconsistency between the levels of required metalingual awareness (as well as the expected foreknowledge of a writing system) results in the assumption that learning to read will be more of a disadvantage for bilingual children than monolinguals. It is amidst such concerns that transliteration has been widely adopted as a practical alternative to learning new writing systems. Al-Azami et al (2010) suggest transliteration is used to aid in alleviating language barriers. In their micro-study of second and third generation British Bengali children, they found that:et al (2010) suggest transliteration is used to aid in alleviating language barriers. In their micro-study of
Transliteration transforms speech into writing, which can be a first step towards learning the script itself and also creates a communicative bridge between children and parents. (p.17).
Transliteration as a type of writing system enables bilingual children to reflect on different
Transliteration as a type of writing system enables bilingual children to reflect on different meanings so as to not restrict them to their native tongue. Onwuemene (1999) adds that this ameliorates “an understanding of words that has a specifically unique meaning within a certain context or language” (p.1055).  Due to nature of the reduced learning curve in using transliteration, this can prove to be a speedier and more familiar alternative for bilinguals in exploring another writing system. Due to nature of the reduced learning curve in using transliteration, this can prove to be a speedier and more familiar alternative for bilinguals in exploring another writing system
However, disadvantages to this method lie in the fact that human error, for example spelling mistakes (especially prevalent with children) can be rife. This leads to scripting errors due to the fact there is no one standardised spelling of a certain word - therefore meaning entire sentences becoming clouded as a result. Furthermore, inapplicability from the idea that children are taught to recite sentences of the designated writing system as opposed to learning the rules and grammatical lexis of said system means that transliteration does not allow bilingual children to learn holistically as learning an entire new system would allow for example. Rules and grammatical lexis of said system means that transliteration does not allow bilingual children to learn holistically in rules that
Geva (1999) infers that familiarising yourself with how to read is better facilitated through a writing system which is not ‘opaque’, but ‘transparent’ phonologically (p. 345), whereas Kohlsom and Gobet (1997) suggest that both native and new readers of English find difficulty with internalising words without spaces. Both critics are united in their assertion that a preliminarily learnt writing system can have some impact on the way we are able to learn a new one, however they ultimately suggest children learn language at the same pace. Whilst Cumming (1987) claims that there is some “existence of certain cognitive abilities entailed in writing expertise”, he admits that these “are not 
Whilst Cummins (1987) claims that there is some “existence of certain cognitive abilities entailed in writing expertise”, he admits that these “are not related directly to second language proficiency but to effective performance in second language writing” (p,175). This deters the idea of perceived advantages in the monolingual versus bilingual debate. Bassetti (2012) adds that learning more than one writing system at the same time (or one after the other) is mutually exclusive, due to all learners having to learn the same features of that system.  Therefore, there can be no advantage that one learner has over the other due to there being a natural disposition for children to suffer the same difficulties/conditions. On the other hand, different writing systems are articulated and learnt  shworo differently (Joshi et al, 2005).  Differently (Joshi et al, 2005). differently (Joshi et al, 2005).
On the other hand, different writing systems are articulated and learnt differently (Joshi et al, 2005). This is indicative of the different way Chinese students rely on their ability to read morphemes in contrast to alphabetic systems of writing that are phoneme orientated. As per Ziegler and Goswami’s ‘grain size’ theory (2005), which asserts that opaque alphabetic writing systems revolve around lengthier components of orthography, alphabetic writing systems that are more visible phonologically are contrastingly read by deciphering graphemes into phonemes. The former is able to lend itself to longer elements of language or orthography. This is exemplified through the English language and how it features a cycle of graphemes, morphemes, words and rimes and that must be unfolded and interpreted. On the other hand, different writing systems are articulated and learnt differently (Joshi et al, 2005). This is indicative of the different way Chinese students rely on 
Having considered the idea that different writing systems are articulated differently in terms of the way they are used to read and write, I now wish to consider how bilingual children are able/expected to read and write. Kress et al (2004) argue that learning to acquire more than one writing system can have a detrimental impact on the overall literacy acquisition of bilingual children. They suggest that children are at danger of being confused and that this does more harm than good in terms of their cognitive development. The issue of whether biliteracy can be positively impactful is rebutted by the claim that young children are able to make a distinction, and are able to navigate between the various writing systems that they learn (Kenner, 2004), thus pre-empting the notion that it is in any way intrusive. Ironically, current debate instigates monolingualism as limiting children to not fulfilling their true potential (Meisel, 2008). The ability to utilise the reading skills of one writing system, and apply this to read and make sense of words in another is emblematic of biliteracy being beneficial. The ability to utilise the reading skills of one writing system, and apply this to read and make sense of words in another is able to utilise the readings
Koda (1988) suggests that biliterates are “facilitated” by the prospect of dealing with writing systems of the same type; for example morphemic or alphabetic (p.136).  The similarities between two systems allow them to identify common features and apply these. This is subverted however when Spanish L1 to English L2 speakers for instance find difficulty in identifying letter patterns that they are unable to make out in English. Likewise, speakers of Korean and English have a tendency to look to their phonological understanding of English words compared to Chinese speakers who have English as a second language do, as Wang et al (2003) points out. Tendency to look to their phonological understanding of English words than Chinese to English readers do, as Wang et al (2003) points out. Tendency  Wang et al (2003) points out. Tendency points out no 
This evidences the correlation between L1 literacy in an L2 writing system. It shows biliterates as active agents in using L1 tactically to their benefit, but most of all, it shows how bilingual children use intuitive conversion rules to be able to augment a better understanding of literacy in other writing systems that are not their own, leading to the conclusion that fluctuating characteristics of writing systems have some bearing on biliterates, and that subsequently the issue at hand is much more complicated than simple L1 language writing system transfer. Bernam (1994) determines from his study on EAL students that their transfer skills were aided by their grammatical expertise in the intended language. Moreover, comparable levels of growth was found in the levels of L1 and L2 students whose written and oral English is “transactional and beneficial for L2 students” (Zhang, 2013). More complicated than 

Cook and Bassetti (2005) argue for the multi-competence complex. They suggest that biliterate children have a different type of knowledge compared to monoliterates, which enables them to mutually exist. Biliterates are able to differentiate more articulately than monoliterates and this is signified through the way Chinese speakers that have English as a first language read Roman Chinese much more proficiently than a native Chinese speaker for example (Bassetti, 2009). This reaffirms how EFL learners can be more proficient at ignoring silent letters at word endings. Also, it reinforces the way that children (who are biliteral) have an advantage in the way their first language is augmented in terms of literacy levels, by their other language. Reaffirms how EFL learners can be more proficient at ignoring silent letters at word endings. Also, it by their other language. Language
Su (2003) talks about how German children often borrow from English graphemes and grapheme-phoneme correspondences as a marker of their subculture. This reiterates the social influence wherein even children are inclined to changing to fit in as per the social adaptation theory set out by Kahle (2003). Additionally, it can go to show the way bilinguals are able to co-switch between the way they use their writing systems - for example using ‘Chinese’ typology to ‘represent different languages’ as Sue (p.1) argues. Bilingual children are able to employ their respective systems of writing differently compared to monolinguals. This may differ according to 
Bilingual children are able to employ their respective systems of writing differently compared to monolinguals. This may differ according to context; whether this is because of pragmatic reasons, for the sake of humour, or due to their idiolect  - regardless, biliterate children do personalise their writing systems. Okada (2005) refers to a Japanese to English speaker’s ability to manipulate moraic graphemes with kanji in order to emphasise how English words should be pronounced.  The same can be said for crosses of German and Italian children who amalgamate selective grapheme-phonemes in order to spell Italian words that they are unfamiliar with. Some bilinguals use their familiarity of more than one writing system to disguise the way they speak as a way to ascertain their identity.


Geva and Siegel (2000) suggest that reading and writing are the same, in that competent readers of a certain language tend to also be competent in reading another, whereas Yelland et al (1993) suggest that biliterates who practiced another writing subject as part of their school curriculum for at least a session per week outperformed their fellow monoliterates in L1 spelling and reading. Whilst this result may be applicable to L1 readers of English (and subsequently a less arduous writing system), this illustrates how there is a mutual system of existence between different orthographic links. This illustrates how there is a mutual system of existence between different orthographic links. But also
Although there is evidence to suggest that alphabetic native readers are better readers than their morphemic counterparts in reading in English (Koda, 1998), there is still a point to be made about how Bilingual children are better suited in contrast to others with different writing systems when their writing systems are identical. The literacy of native speakers has an adverse impact on non-natives when the bilingual child must choose from two different writing systems as evident through study conducted by Tamaoka and Menzel (1994) on Chinese and Japanese L1 and L2 speakers. However, a major disparity can arise when considering that children depend on their navigation of lexical or sub-lexical pathway when trying to engage in their L2 writing system. This is often challenging as it relies heavily on what they use in their L1, meaning that speakers of Spanish to English for example find difficulty in reading certain English sequences of letters. This is often challenging as it relies heavily on what they use in their L1, meaning that speakers of Spanish
There is sufficient evidence to argue that L1 reading and writing invariably correlates to L2 children. It can complement the learning of an extra writing system, however when considering a third, there is insufficient scope to make such bold claims as research is recent and inconclusive. What can be asserted though, is that biliteracy has the potential to “facilitate L3 writing system learning” (Bassetti, p.8). There have been attempts to elucidate the blurred lines in the L3 field of study; a vast array of critics argue that biliterate children can find better success than their mono counterparts in L3 word literacy even though this may be due to the identical nature of the writing systems being looked at as opposed to intrinsic biliteracy.

Conclusion
In the same vein that Gleason and Ratner (2017) endorse a major distinction between native bilingualism and second language acquisition bilingualism, I will add to this supposition and argue that it is the nature of the writing system at hand which imposes whether or not there is optimal interaction with bilingual children.  Currently, there is no unanimous scholarly hypothesis to argue whether monolingual or bilingual children have the ultimate advantage over the other; rather, the only mutual correlations that there are, is that children are able to better cohere a similar number of spoken words when reading, or that they can possibly have a better experience with learning a new writing system due to familiarity. Nevertheless, the cross lingual relations for the proficiency of writing systems serve as a function of both L1 and L2 proficiencies. These include the L1 and L
Nevertheless, the cross-lingual relations for the proficiency of writing systems serve as a function of both L1 and L2 proficiencies. These include the cognitive ability of the learner and their personality, which are things that are revealed by the style of interaction. Writing, as a performance would be better served if there was a distinction made between the prominence of non-verbal aptitude, verbal reasoning and even retention of memory. Writing, as a performance would be better served if there was a distinction made between the prominence of non-verbal or even retention of 
Furthermore, the dichotomy between attribute versus input proficiency is one that is subjective to the unique learner at hand, in that they will negate what learner attributes they have towards their learning of L2 accordingly. As the critic Blalystok (1999) suggests: the unique learner at hand, in that they will negate what learner attributes they have towards their unique learner against system
 A weak relationship is observed either because different attributes are involved (e.g. cognition and personality or because input characteristics are relatively more significant for acquisition than individual attributes. 
The two aspects at play here must be emphasised then. Firstly the aforementioned relationship 
The two aspects at play here must be emphasised then. Firstly the aforementioned relationship between L1 and L2 is indicative of root attributes of the child, as well as features of L2 input. Also, the aspects of L1 and L2 features otherwise unconnected to one another in terms of individuality and cognition for instance, become related in terms of value the L2 learner obtains via input. Lo (2018) asserts that previous knowledge of one language is not needed when learning a second, and that this is apparent through the fact no undertones of a first language are evident in his participation study of children. This study directly opposes the claim from Cummins who asserts that bilingual children freely adapt and apply their L1 to their L2, and instead ascertains the idea that two different systems are divided on the basis of human error such as mistakes with logography, total number of words and use of adjectives. Asserts that bilingual children freely adapt and apply their L1 to their L2, and instead ascertains the idea that two different systems are divided Having thoroughly examined writing systems and their interaction within bilingual children, I now wish to conclude by looking at which writing system is most optimal for children in terms of a bilingual learning context. Long term teaching of dual languages for example the 90/10 split (Collier and Thomas, 2009) shows that whilst there are some benefits in early literacy acquisition, there is very little movement with enhancing structural and semantic relations of lexis when considering English and Spanish. This is likely due to this system being more applicable at later stages of children’s school career. Considering English and Spanish. This is likely due to this system being more applicable at later stages of children’s school career. More applicable at later st
For children learning to read or write in languages that have profound orthographies, learning in a 50/50 language split whereby both reading and writing occurs in two varying languages (but during the same linear time period) may prove more conducive in allowing bilingual children to better process language content (despite it being less sophisticated in terms of phonology). Berens et al (2013) advocate in their study that “50:50 dual-language learning, in combination with phonological training in the early school years, may provide the most optimal and enduring type of bilingual language learning” (p.54). This is because children did not struggle as a direct consequence of exploring two languages at once in their study, that they were able to perform well even on the harder areas of language and that this indicates they will replicate this as they progress with age.
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