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Examining the link between adult and child litera&ya more complex task than it might
be, because adult and child literacy are so ofeatdéd and studied as distinct fields, in
isolation from each other. They have developedparste fields of research, policy and
action, with their own structures, programs, ptamiers, intellectual production and
community (Torres, 2001). When the links are dréetween child and adult literacy,

the concerns of one field, either adult literacyhitd literacy, often dominate.

The extent to which the two fields are developed roductive is linked to the relative
status of each field. In the richer countries,athiteracy is a substantial enterprise,
attracting funding and investment from governmert eorporations far in excess of
adult literacy as an enterprise. The reasons fsiiitibalance are easy to find. Child
literacy is commonly regarded as an investmenttferfuture. The resources that go into
the study and development of child literacy aredtly related to the importance of
schooling as a social institution for the productad human capital and a national
citizenry, and to national anxieties in contempptanes about national productivity and
competitiveness in global markets. Adult literasyadfield is associated with social
welfare and marginal groups of people, despitetdiietacy practitioners’ claims of its
critical importance to economic and political calesations. Child literacy activities
(research and development) in the wealthier caemtrave thus benefited directly from
attention and investments in times of politicabes around questions of economic
competitiveness or political stability on the pafrhation-state$ While such crisis-

stimulated developments in the early childhooddity field reflect their origins and bias

! For example, the launching of the sputnik sateifitthe 1950s led to major investments of funds an
research in child literacy in the USA, for purposétifting national competitiveness under the citiods
of the ‘Cold War’ with the USSR. In the 1960s, thar against poverty’ in the USA, concerned with
reducing the levels of social inequality and soitiatability, led to a further expansion of reséaaad
development in child literacy, this time concermgth addressing the inequalities in outcomes betwee
rich and poor, and particularly between black ahétevchildren in that country.
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in that they come out of industrialized and afflusettings, they have nonetheless had

global influence.

There have also been moments of cross-influeneedest the two field of adult literacy
and child literacy, and the concept of functiortairhcy is an important example of cross-
over influence. The concept of functional literasyregards adults emerged in the
Second World War and, following the Experimentalifd.iteracy Program, was a key
concept in UNESCO literacy interventions directeddaults for two or three decades
thereafter. The concept drew attention to the ingmme of focusing on the uses and
applications of reading and writing in the real ldoihe child literacy field was then
dominated by ‘reading readiness’ and phonics-basedtations to the teaching of
literacy, which focused on a restricted behavistalnderstanding of literacy as
consisting of a set of core processing skills. tecept of functional literacy opened the
field up to consider the social and communicatisqeegts inherent in early childhood
literacy, and made space for entry into the edrlidhood field of influences from
cognitive psychology, psycholinguistics and comrnoation studies. Such influences
opened up the field to ideas that written commuiocavas a complex, multi-layered

process involving reflective and strategic mearonignted activity.

On the other hand, the adult literacy practiticiedd has continued to operate with
narrow understandings of literacy, despite the ithp&the concept of functional
literacy. In particular the field has typically wsand applied criteria for assessing
functional literacy that have nothing to do witmétion whatsoever. For example, there
is nothing functional in the wide use of sometimgasstionable data on school exits, that
assume four or five or more years of schoolingalate with a level of ‘functional
literacy’. Such measures tell us nothing aboutétative quality of the learning, nor
about its application to reading and writing tagksd practices in the real world. Even
more to the point, such correlations do not compaaple who can read and write with
those who can't. Instead they contrast people waotwo school with those who didn’t.
Scholarly research in literacy studies since thekwad Scribner and Cole (1981) has
shown the error of equating school effects witkréity effects. Such equations make
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invalid assumptions as to the quality, effects emasequences of schooling across all
contexts. Secondly they assume a uniform concelieadicy, its acquisition, uses and
effects. Current thinking about literacy, on thkesthand, relates literacy use to its social
context and suggests that it is not helpful tokhmterms of a single literacy when
multiple literacies may co-exist for the performarat widely varying personal, social

and economic functions.

Quantitative correlations of adult literacy witthet social indicators have characterised
the field: between ‘literacy levels’ and broad irators such as economic productivity,
fertility rates, children’s health, nutrition legehnd success in school. Such correlations
have distracted the field from paying attentionvttat and how, under what conditions,
adults reading and writing can contribute to sudab social indicators, none of which
are directly about adult literacy, or at leastsgklom shown to be. However, critical
perspectives emerging from the adult literacy figld). Street, 1984, 1995; Barton, 1994,
Baynham, 1995; Gee, 1996) have gone on to havecingpethe child literacy field and
contributed to the developing perspectives in fiedd (Hall, Larson and Marsh, 2003).

The adult literacy field might be thought to becitsis presently, and it might usefully
examine and redefine some of its assumptions aaxtipes, in particular the
guestionable construction of adult illiteracy asrsgular social problem that includes a
clearly defined target population which can be negicand addressed by way of cheap,
short term interventions of a limited nature. Wiaaréhe field of early childhood literacy
is concerned about the physical facilities withinieh learning takes place, with the
quality of training, career pathing and work cormmhis of its educators, with the quality
of materials and artifacts used for teaching aadchieg, and with the ongoing research
and development of their field, adult educatorssam@etimes less concerned about these,
treating the lack of many of these as virtues ird@atio the cost effectiveness of
interventions. Adult literacy initiatives, includj government, international agency and
non-government organization initiatives have tentdeghderestimate what is required to
produce meaningful success and over-estimated vamalbe achieved with limited
resources. These conditions have produced a oriadult literacy delivery and the field
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might well look to the early childhood field fordgons learnt at this time. (However, one
of the potential strengths of the adult litera@ldiis its focus on out-of-school literacies
whereas the early childhood literacy field is doatéd by schooling concerns.) Recent
developments suggest that detailed examinatioheolinks between adult and child
literacy is a timely thing to do. Such developmeéntdude the growth of concerns about
links between adult literacy and child literacyrtpaularly with regard to how children’s
learning is affected by home literacy practicesthifithe field of child literacy, the focus
on children’s “emergent literacy” emphasizes theifal dimensions of early literacy.
Similarly Early Childhood Development and Initiadlication strategies emphasize
home- and community-based strategies, and givasiderable role to parents and
caregivers. Within the adult literacy field, theogth of interest in ‘family literacy’
initiatives which target the literacy learning aftb children and adults are indications of
these rising synergies. However, the adult litefaelg should be cautious about
oversimplifying these connections, or reducing thliemecipes for new kinds of general

programmes which oversimplify the relationships.

I go on in this paper to examine what the fieldelegments in early childhood literacy
have been, and what they can show us of whatrke ihight be between adult and child
literacy. | conclude by examining a range of iftitias of research and teaching that have
focused on adult-child literacy, particularly thasgiatives which are known as family
literacy initiatives. The paper is weighted towadéscussions of child literacy and their
relevance to concerns in adult literacy, rathen tie other way round. This bias is a
result of the relative underdevelopment of the tliteracy field as regards the concerns
which | identify as critical at this time. My hopgethat a later attempt at such a synthesis
will be able to offer a more balanced analysis.that to be possible a substantial
development at the research and conceptual lexbeaddult literacy field must take
place. | suggest that the adult literacy can skobstantial advance by taking the
arguments and insights of the child literacy fiatdl applying them to research and

examination as regards their application to thdtdideracy field.



Early childhood literacy research

The substantial field of child literacy studies lhagn led by the rich countries, with
some development of research and methods happierting poorer countries. Such an
imbalance puts a particular slant on the field dose the problems and issues are
different across these contexts. Researchers wpikithe poorer regions of the world
cannot ignore the substantial debates and develupmhenethodologies and resources
that takes place in the richer countries but haugetcareful about importing resources
and perspectives that might be less appropriateeivery different contexts in which
they are working. Similarly, methods and orientasievhich have been developed in
urban contexts do not always have the same colemnelevance when transported to
rural contexts. However, the linkages between thaseus contexts are undoubtedly

important as well, and it will not do to treat thesientirely separate.

With these qualifications in mind | summarise whage as the most important debates
and claims as regards the links between child dntt iteracy. Where the resources and
perspectives | draw on emerge from the ‘North’itirdorth Atlantic and English-
dominant settings), | examine as much as | cahdrspace and time available how much
they apply to the poorer regions and peoples oivibidd.

Early childhood literacy: From reading readiness aml systemic phonics to emergent

literacy

In early childhood and early school literacy, ausonreadinghas received far more
attention than any of the other language and tiepsocesses, including that of writing,
though this position has shifted in recent timesegult has been a technology of reading
that isolated reading from other communicative psses and meaning-making practices.
The early childhood field was greatly influencedrbgding readinessoncerns for much

of the previous century, into the 1970s in schyglddbate, and through to the turn of the

century in teacher’s working theories that weregosldlaby these debates.

The notion ofeadinessappears to have been first used in the latecktury and

remained a dominant concept in the field for thet seventy-or-so years (Gillen and
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Hall, 2003). Readiness concerns were about idémgjfihe pre-reading abilities that
children should display before formal reading iastion startedReading readinessas
closely linked to mental age, and to assumptioascdhildren needed to have reached an
age of around seven to be able to use phonicghahdeading instruction should not
begin before that. Gesell (1925) likened the cogmidevelopment of children to

physical growth - maturation occurred as a reduthe biological process of neural
ripening. The prevalence of the scientific method the story testing movement of the
1920s and 1930s resulted in the development oflatdised readiness tests that were
designed to measure whether any child was or wiaeady to read (Crawford, 1995).
Reading was understood as a set of skills that eenatter of visual processing,
involving characteristic eye movements, percepgpah, letter shapes, word gestalts, and
so on (Stubbs, 1980, 5). Readiness was at first @@something that could be measured
exactly by tests, and brought about by simply wgifior nature to take its course. The
influence of these ideas in contemporary timeBustrated by this remark made by a

trained teacher at a well-resourced South Africdoel:

Each child as an individual develops at his ordven rate. Maturation cannot be
accelerated. Reading and writing must not begioreegfue readiness is reached or

untold damage may occur (quoted in Prinsloo ana!Bl6€999, 16).

From the late 1950s in the USA these reading readiconcerns began to change under
the influence of developmental concerns. It wasiedghat appropriate pre-reading
experiences could hasten a child’s readiness to,ledile a lack of these experiences
could inhibit readiness. Activities which were se@sbringing about reading readiness
were many of the activities which still characterpres-school education in many
settings internationally. They include perceptuahgs, hand-eye co-ordination
exercises, fine and gross motor training activisiesh as cutting, pasting, gluing, tracing,
painting, coloring, threading beads; reading afith¢estories, teaching rhymes, songs
and poetry to encourage a love of written languagkto build vocabulary; encouraging
a positive self image; teaching how different letteslate to their sounds; and activities
which encourage left and right movements. The emiphlthus came to be more on the
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nurture side of the nature/nurture debate, thraggertions that children’s readiness
could be influenced by way of the right sorts agschool experiences. Earlier and
more rigorous skills-based education for youngdekih was a key focus of curriculum
theory and innovation in the USA in the 1960s drebé developments came to have
international impact through the exporting of methand materials, and the training in
the USA of teacher-educators from other parts @ftbrld. These developments revised
but did not replace the concerns with the focu§eediness’. Accompanying concerns
with readiness was a reliance on systematic phamétsiction. For example Flesch's
view was that “[we should teach the child] lettgHbtter and sound-by-sound until he
knows it—and when he knows it, he knows how to t¢a855, p. 121) and “learning to
read is like learning to drive a car.... The clhdldrns the mechanics of reading, and when
he's through, he can read” (1981, p. 3). Whilenlfflaential work of Chall (1967) and
Adams (1990) paid some attention to the meanirdjfuensions of reading, they retained

this phonics-driven focus.

The key assumptions on which the theory of readdagliness and reading development

can be summarized as follows:

A period of preparation is necessary before foneatling instruction can start, that
develops necessary pre-reading skills; readingseparate skill and must occupy a
content area of its own in the early schoolingicuium; the learning of reading should
take place by way of the learning of discrete skallthin a skill hierarchy; these should
be taught by direct systematic instruction, in¢berect sequence; children have to be
taught to read, and this teaching process is amic, scientific and value-free process

delivered by skilled professionals (see Crawfo@89, 75).

This ‘readiness’ orientation has had a strong astifg influence on the way that both
teachers and parents view the way that young @mldecome literate, and teachers’
roles in the process. Literacy and ‘reading prolsidmave come to be seen within in a
limited, curricularised view of literacy. As regarthe question of the links between adult
and child literacy which is the focus of this pgpbese skills-based understandings of

children’s literacy development leave almost ne &t all for parental influences or



family literacy, except as causes of the problehglvchildren have with reading. They
set up children’s early childhood reading as a stbased and teacher driven process.
Problems associated with children learning to eaadiwrite are seen in terms of
individual differences and skill deficits that cdule addressed through systematic
instructional materials and models that were schaskd, scientifically designed and
teacher driven. An early childhood reading industiypooks, methods, programs and
materials has developed under these influenceslvimg the breaking down of reading
into narrow skills and linking the learning of tleoskills to reinforcement systems
(Skinner, 1957; Gillan and Hall, 2003). An exampleéhese ‘teacher as reading-expert”
influences is evidenced in an account of a Canaslihnol teacher, confronted with a
child who began school with a sense that she kimwtébooks and reading. The teacher
told the child: “School is where you learn to reaakid then informed the child’s parents
that she wouldn’t learn to read and write “propétwptil she understood that reading was
something which she learnt at school from the tea@lluke and Kale, 1997, 13). Such
understandings assume that children could ledta fdr themselves and that children’s

agency is not relevant to the task at hand.

Emergent literacy perspectives

One result of reading readiness concerns wasdithsideration of young children’s
thinking. Under the influence of Piagetian studiéshildren’s thinking a focus on
emergent literacyleveloped from the 1960s. In New Zealand, Clapedithe term in
her PhD study which demonstrated that well befoh®sling children in a literate
environment develop considerable knowledge abaufdims and functions of reading
and writing (Clay, 1966, 1979). Her claims elabedabn earlier influential research
conducted earlier by Read in the USA in the ea®ly0k. Read’s study showed that
children’s early writing efforts, through their ovexplorations in informal, home-based
drawing and play-writing activities, included inted spelling systems, arvented
writing, that were strikingly similar in their differencéem established orthography, and
phonetically consistent. The consistency in the&iof ‘mistakes’ the children in the
study made (e.g., spelling the wahthg asjag; using E for ‘short i’ as in SET for sit, A
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for ‘'short e’ as in BAG for beg) were neither randaor the result of
auditory/phonological immaturity or deficihstead, they were quite logical, given the
knowledge base the children were operating fromdkample, the first phoneme dinag
doessound like and is articulated like the first phioeeinjet) (Scharer and Zutell, 2003).
Read concluded that, ‘We can no longer assumethiaren must approach reading with
no discernible prior conception of its structufi@e@d, 1971, p. 34). Follow-up studies
(see e.g., Clay, 1972; Ferreiro & Teberosky, 1983le & Sulzby, 1986) both confirmed
and amplified Read’s original findings. The studycbildren’s ‘errors’ as regards
spelling and syntax turned out to be highly prothacsites for studying what kinds of

strategies they were following that were in conflicth conventional orthography.

These researchers studied how children of pre-$eyzoin literate environments were
paying a lot of attention to print, and that engaget with literacy was certainly
beginning before schooling. A new field of studyeagred -emergent literacy- focusing
on how even very young children were strategiclegs. Literacy came to be seen as a
much broader set of print-related behaviors thasdlconventionally experienced in
education. Ferreiro, Teberosky, Clay and otheess&d that active, age-appropriate
engagement with their surroundings is requireccfoldren’s cognitive development.
Cognitive growth is seen as being triggered bycthil’'s encounters and responses.
Children emerge as readers through immersion aridipation in a print environment,
through a series of learning experiences that aageuengagement with both spoken and
written language, and these experiences are enthamsepportive environments that
encourage experimentation and risk-taking. Thisrgerd perspective is based on the
premise that children bring sense-making stratdgiditeracy events and actively make
sense of their worlds (Clay 1969, Fereiro and Tesler 1982; Snow, 1983). Snow
presented many similarities between language #ady in the early stages of their
development and argued that they are acquired chrthe same way: both requiring a
complex mapping of form onto meaning, and requitimgknowledge of and ability to

increasingly use conventional forms (Snow, 1983)20



Many but not all of the arguments around emergaaracy come from environments that
are literacy rich, and also reflect the child-ceade ‘progressive education’ concerns of
English-language educators in those more affluettings. However, the work of

Ferreiro that has been so influential in this rdgaas largely carried out in work with
children living in slum conditions in South Ameridgerreiro and Teberosky (1982)
described children’s knowledge not so much as fieets but as sets of hypotheses from
which they work: hypotheses about the role of gimptements, about styles of language
(genres) and what elements of language can beseiesl in print. One difference that
they found in comparison to English studiesneented writingwas that Spanish-
speaking children presented vowel elements in gpElings, while English-speaking
children at the same stage presented consonadtthese differences can be attributed to
the different phonologies of the two languages.séh@bservations suggested that
teachers and researchers working in different,;aock consistent orthographies than
English, should not base their strategies solel#oglish findings (Scharer and Zutell,
279). Ferreiro and Teberovsky (1982) suggestedthiedbw literacy levels of many
adults in Latin America, especially among the pe@te the result mostly of the low-
quality schooling received in primary levels. Than be contrasted with perceptions
from Africa and elsewhere that adult illiteracyastre a result of numbers of people
having received little or no schooling. Ferreirmld eberovsky criticized the emphasis
in Latin American public schools on decoding atélpense of meaning- and sense-
making activities, and similar criticisms have beesde by others of schools in African
rural and urban contexts (Nelson Mandela Foundal&RC, 2005; Prinsloo and Stein,
2004).

In sharp contrast to the readiness position, taeremergent literacy perspective
stretches the process of literacy developmentdioide budding literacy-like behaviors
(e.g. pretend reading) as legitimate and contrityiend treats social contexts as
important venues for exposing children to liter&aopwledge and practices. Through this
lens, further shaped by the influence of VygotsKi§'378) work on the social dimensions

of cognitive processes, children's early handsxpegences with language and literacy
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in everyday social activities are seen to give tisthe internal mental processes that are
needed to do the intellectual work of particuladi@g and writing activities. Early
literacy studies with an emergent literacy and d@bggrrdevelopmental focus have
included frequent examinations of home contextabge of the understanding that
children’s literacy development begins at homeglbefore they enter school. They have
thus considerably shifted the understanding of bbild and adult literacy is linked in

family settings.

The influential work of Smith (e.g., Smith 1971)daGoodman (e.g., Goodman, 1968)
contributed to the regeneration of reading reseirchlation to children. They identified
reading as a complex multi-faceted activity andngokup reading research to a wider set
of disciplines than cognitive psychology. In pautar, both Smith and Goodman made
strong cases that meaning could not be seen atysiittng in the text. Reading was an
active and situated activity where readers assigmsghing to text, drawing on their
knowledge and interests, and children did thignmlar ways to adults. Goodman,
drawing on psycholinguistic resources, has conngig argued in detail that writing and
reading involve the making of meaning with avaiéatdsources, and such meaning is
made or taken not one word at a time, in mechafashlion, but with a sense of
contextual specificity drawn from the wider textlasontext that is being produced,
invoked or interpreted. Both reading and writingdlve the constructing of meaning
from the signifying resources at hand, which in¢hse of writing involve grapho-phonic
information, syntactic information relating to pesses of grammar and design, and with
semantic strategies that can represent highly aaxgacial and personal meanings. Both
reading and writing involve decisions to activap@m@priate strategies and schemata,
which allow appropriate and selective focus indhgvity. Meaning is taken in reading,
following Goodman, by way of the cognitive straesgofinferring meaning, which he
describes as “a general strategy of guessing” (12&8) where meaning that is explicit
as well as implicit is taken; by strategiepoédiction based on both implicit and

inferred information, as well as syntactic cluesyeell as processes odnfirming,

disconfirmingandcorrectionof meanings taken.
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In something of a similar vein, Heath argued tleaders and writers use a previously
established framing system to guide them througheht and to organize and link
incoming information to previously known informatioThey approach a text with a
learnt frame, script or schema that acts as a wroad# they progress through the text. She
saw readers and writers actively engage with a bgxtothesizing about future
development of the text and testing incoming infation against previously known
sources (Heath, 1986, 157).

Dyson invoked a related sense of the complex dndted practices involved in reading
(and writing) where she described the problemsitietperienced readers have, where
“their difficulties lie not in the words but in uedstanding something that lies behind the
words, embedded in the sense” (Dyson, 1993, 13®) s8ggested that the dialogue
between ‘composers’ and ‘addressees’ occurs againstkdrop of other voices —
already uttered texts — without which the compds®ss voices cannot be heard. A brief
illustration of these points can be seen in thiv¥ahg sentence, adapted from Halliday
and Martin (1993, 77) and discussed in Gee (199@43.

Lung cancer death rates are clearly associated w@aitlincrease in smoking.

To a particular kind of experienced reader whaisifiar with the arguments that
smoking causes lung cancer and who is also famwiidr a particular kind of academic
and scientific writing, the one, clear meaninglo$ tstatement is unmistakable. But its
sense does not at all lie on the surface, in asgnar. In fact it can be read to give “at
least 112 different meanings!” (Gee, 1996, 31)&@mple, an outsider might read the
statement as saying that nervous citizens are sgad@bout lung cancer that they are
smoking more. ‘Lung cancer death rates’ could berapaction of numerous, alternative
pieces of information, depending on how you pansephrase. Also, ‘an increase in
smoking’ might mean that ‘people smoke more’ or fepeople smoke’ or ‘more people
smoke more’. This example makes the point thasthueces of meanings in a text don’t
lie in the word itself but in “the social matrix thin which discourse is produced and
understood” (Hanks, 2000, 166 quoted in Dyson, 2QGL
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If children and adults encounter literacy witholsttedeveloping the resources to make
and take particular meaning from the activitiesezfding and writing, then they are
receiving very little. Prinsloo and Stein (2004 sdebe the teaching of the alphabet to
isiXhosa-speaking children in a pre-school in KHistea, Cape Town, where the focus
was on collective chant-recital of the English alpét, as follows:

Mr. K (teacher): Siya phaya ke ngokugare going there nowhe points to the

alphabet chart).

Mr. K: A for what (pointing at the letter, and ascompanying word and picture)

Children: A for apple

Mr. K: B

Children: B for ball

(through the rest of the alphabet, finishing afff@allows)

Mr. K: X

Children: X for xylophone

Mr. K: Y

Children: Y for yacht

Mr. K: Z

Children: Z for Zip
The teacher told the researcher, that the chilehkeme doing fine, but were having
problems with calling out the woragylophoneandyacht. He had to help them to
pronounce those words, he said. Because the taskhabof recitation, however, he
made no effort to translate or explain these urifamiords. Nor was there any effort to
get the children to use these resources in anybesaigles their recitation as part of a list.
In fact the only learning activities in this scheatre those of collective recital. Numbers
were learnt in a similar fashion, as were numerausery rhymes, prayers and poems in
both isiXhosa and English. Individualized pedagoglgen it occurred, was simply about

getting the children to recite the sequence om then.

Williams (1996) described the dominant pedagogactice of both trained, experienced
and inexperienced teachers in Zambia and Malawherteaching of both first language

as well as English reading, as being that of thekland say’ approach with no attention
13



to the presentation or checking of meaning. ThieWohg extract serves as an example.
It is drawn from a transcript which shows the sgrattern repeated at much greater

length.

Teacher: Read aloud.

Pupil 1: Look at that hippo's mouth father.

Teacher: Once more.

Pupil 1: Look at that hippo's mouth father.

Teacher: Yes. The sentence is “Look at that hippo'ath father”.

Class: Look at that hippo's mouth father.

Teacher: Look at that hippo's mouth father.

Class: Look at that hippo's mouth father. (Williarh896, 198)
Williams showed that the teacher's reading invariabrved as a prompt for whole class
repetition. He described the result as a ‘readkajdctivity where successful repetition was
indistinguishable from 'real' reading aloud. Healbed a lesson where the teacher scolded
a child who recalled a sentence while looking atd#iling: "When you say it, you have to
look at the words. That is what reading is.' Wiledescribed teachers as consistently
reporting 'correct pronunciation' as a major neggtiroblem, while rarely mentioning
meaning. The pupils therefore spent a great deahefrepeating aloud what they did not
understand (Williams, 1996, 200).

In contrast, research increasingly describes intienaal talk(about texts and using

written texts) as a crucial form of support for meag of both the oral and written forms
of social languages, as well as the forms of tmgland problem solving they involve
(Gee, 1999, 368). Learning to read means learnimgad specific social languages
connected to specific activities and identitiexhiidren or adults come to the learning
activity without the background social languageysvaf signifying or making and taking
meaning) that are appropriate for the particulatext, they need to be helped, through
dialogic interaction, to learn how to make and taleaning, drawing on the appropriate

social language (or genre) for that setting.
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As regards early childhood literacy, Dyson’s selvstadies (1989, 1993, 1997, 2001)
show how children from a variety of social, culiuaad linguistic backgrounds, if
allowed to by their teachers, draw deeply uporr thei-of-school knowledge of non-
academic social worlds to negotiate their entrg stthool literacy. Their family and peer
relationships are social worlds that provide theith @gency and meaningful symbols,
and shape their decisions about what to write vatfdwhom. With the help of a
supportive teacher who helps them weave their dones, interests and experiences into
the school curriculum, they reveal the breadthefrtlanguage and sense-making
repertoire. Dyson advocates a permeable curricwihere responsive teachers can draw
children into understanding and using symbols asdurces in school-like ways, while
continuing to develop their own agency as regandgtrelationships and meaning
construction. Children’srriting comes into focus in such perspectives, whereafotus
was onreadingin earlier research. Such work is also valuedhfiirmarginalizing the
resources and practices of children from variede$oeultural and linguistic backgrounds

which are not regarded as ‘mainstream’.

Literacy and children’s play

A productive focus on children’s play activitiessHallowed from the understanding of
children as active meaning-makers in the practiéesading and writing. Play offers a
space for children to create imaginary situatiohens they can reshape concrete objects,
actions, and indeed, their own voices. They camsmtheir own intentions—their own
meanings—into those objects and actions (Dyson7 Y1 @%hildren often replace the rules
of ordinary life with precise, arbitrary rules digir own that govern the correct playing
of the game (Vygotsky, 1997). In an African contBxihsloo (2004) described the
activities of a group of children whose game plgyatiowed them to appropriate and
adapt symbolic and linguistic resources from midtgpurces. Their interactive play was
characterized by a mix of languages, narrativeuness, images and artifacts from local
popular culture (including ‘traditional’ Xhosa agthristian church influences) from the
mass media (TV and radio) and from schooling. Thdysof extended play sequences in

different contexts showed these children activalyeegimenting with languages and
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language registers drawing from the official scheofld, their peer social world and
their home social worlds. In their home languagihosa, they had a rich source of
image, metaphor and music, and they modeled fdr ether various uses of the English
language, gleaned from school, television and @opulsic. Such sustained peer-play
was seen to be a resource for this particular godughildren, encouraging them to be
inventive, resourceful and reflexive in developthgir sign-making potentials. In
contrast, they encountered literacy in school enftrm of highly directed skill and drill
teaching which excluded their out-of-school knowje@nd interests. While these
children were coping adequately with the demandbetarly primary school
curriculum, they were not likely to receive guidane acquiring and using those literacy
forms and practices which are demanded in latensy&faschooling. Their chances of
developing successful school careers as readensréeds were limited by their school

experiences, rather than their home experiences.

Differences and commonalities between adults and itthren as literacy users and

learners

Research has shown in detailed situated studielsildfen’s symbolic and social work,

in play and in school settings, that children’stiggration is not simply a unidirectional
movement in which they gradually take on boardleeady available social world.
(Kress, 1997, Dyson, 1993, Prinsloo, 2004) Witlonstraints, and given the space,
children at least partly follow their own intereatsd experiences as they choose what
they want to represent and choose the modes, na@adn®materials for their representative

work.

Kress has usefully addressed differences betweadtsahd children as to how they
encounter, learn and use literacy (Kress, 2003suggests that the process of meaning-
making is the same for adults as it is for childiarthat they both use what is available
and which seems most suited to make the meaniagjghidy are interested to make.
However, he argues that children encounter litethifgrently to adults in some key
respects: in social settings where literacy is adoand part of everyday life, children

don’t necessarily attach the same status and isupoetto literacy as adults do. Where
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adults are oriented towards what is ‘correct’, dt@h are less constrained, partly because
they are less informed than adults, but also becthey are more willing to work
inventively with what is at hand, and to explore #ignifying potentials of a range of
resources and materials. Whereas adults’ orientagitbects the particular common-sense
of their societies, children are concerned to ustded the nature of their worlds and to
engage with them, to examine what their place ésraight become. Where adults see a
ready-made path towards meaning-making, childrekentfzeir meanings by drawing on
available resources “governed by thaterestat the moment of making the sign” (Kress,
2003, 155). Their interest, which is undoubtedlgiaily shaped as well, works to guide
their selection of what they want to represent, @hath aspects they use to operate as
signs (e.g., circles drawn by a pre-school childigmify a car indicate the selection of
the wheels and the steering wheel as emblematit&brchild). For adults language, and
language as writing, are the most highly valuedlabke resources. To children anything
at hand is apt as a sign-making and meaning-makswmurce — whether it be a stick,
which readily becomes a horse (Vygotsky, 1978gralmoard box which becomes a
warriors helmet, a blanket and chairs which becarheuse (Kress, 1997) or an old
pantyhose which the children call a ‘wait’ becoradsarrier rope, a key resource in an
elaborate game activity (Prinsloo, 2004). Childsambrk in meaning-making is always

transformative of the materials used.

While children are learning how to distinguish amanbine various resources, such as
singing, drawing, mime, and the potential of vasithings, adults have mostly, at least
after a certain age, introduced children to jus,@nd mostly taught then to use just one:
written language. Kress and Lemke (1997) suggestitiis needs to change if we are to
help students develop sophisticated multimedigadies that have value in the

contemporary world where new communications teabgiek have such influence.

Perhaps the most striking implication of these pectives reviewed above is the
importance of seeing reading as one part of childrienguage, knowledge and social
activity, to see literacy embedded in adults anttidm’s social lives. The teaching of

isolated skills, such as phonic recognition, migélp adults and children to read and
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write but only in a restricted form, unless theg able to makes sense of reading and

writing as part of larger sets of situated praatice

The nature of childhood, childhood play and théumrfices of adult norms upon children
need also to be understood as culturally and dpasatiable practices, where parents and
social groups have different attitudes and respotsehildren’s self-directed activities.
Children and parents live in home settings whene tand space are conceptualised and
regulated differently, where routines are diffehgrganized, where attitudes to

children’s play and literacy activities vary.

I now draw on the perspectives developed in thiepao far to examine key issues
around family literacy, both in the form of everydaractices for reading and writing in
families, and also as regards literacy interverstirat hold the idea of family literacy as

their focus and target.

Family literacy: research and programmatic intervertion

The ‘phrase * family literacy’ was introduced byylar (1983) who spent three years
examining how children in six families developedad and knowledge about literacy in
their homes. His work emphasized the way famiréity was embedded in the flow of
family relationships and activities. The term fayiteracy has also come to apply to
programs of literacy instruction that have the fsiras a unit of focus. | first review the

research directions and then the programs of iategion.

Family literacy research

Family literacy research has generally coveredrtvain themes, that of the study of
reading and writing as they are embedded in the dbeveryday activity, and those that
focus on how parents or guardians, in particular atso siblings, orient individual

children towards success and failure in schodidig.

Everyday family literacy has been described asstesyic literacy as oppose to school
literacy, which is an individualized or personatizene (Varenne and McDermaoitt,

1993,195). Familial literacy is not one for whittetmembers are accountable in the
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same way that children are held to account in dci@e does not fail familial literacy
as itis all but invisible, embedded in other atg, like shopping, writing to a relative,
paying an invoice or applying for something or othe reading the label on children’s
medicine no such activity would end with the comti@wood! You get an A for being
able to read the label. Now let's do some mathdr@Ane and McDermott, 1993,195)
This ‘passing’ quality of family literacy has beeated by numerous researchers. For
example, Kell (1996: 24) studied the literacy pices of a middle-aged, unschooled
woman who was a community-activist in a shack eseitint outside Cape Town. This
example reverses the usual perspective of pargpingechild, but nonetheless illustrates

the routine or passing nature of the literacy pecast

a delivery man .. came around with the vegetalidsgas cylinder that she
needed. Winnie brought out her invoice book, arddiliveryman wrote down
what she had bought... She said that her daughtéa®auld check what he had
written... As | left Portia came out of another rogricked up the book without a

word between her and her mother and ran throughdbe very quickly.

Much of the research on family literacy research foaused on this ‘passing’ and
embedded characteristic of family literacy, as vaslon explicit kinds of literacy
activity, such as shared book-reading activitiesgst parents and children, and on
homework and other school-directed activities. fiaity in the home, like other cultural
practices, can be said to socialize children ip&c#ic ways of acting and thinking
which are seen as appropriate by the family anai@llgroup, but are less or more
compatible with school literacy practices. Hea(i883) influential study of three
distinct communities in one town showed them s their children differently with
particular consequences for the chances of sutmetsir children at school. Heath's
work makes the case that there are multiple wayakafig and making meaning in
reading and writing practices, and the selectioorn® of those ways as the standard, or as
normative in school and in formal institutions, medhat for people whose ways are
different to the norm, there is an ongoing strudglegitimize their own practices or to

accommodate to those of the standard.
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Several studies of Mexican and Mexican Americaniliem(Losey,1995; Delgado-
Gaitain (1987) focused on the interactional pattemnd authority structures of Mexican
families, describing them as co-operative and ctblle in contrast to the individualized
and competitive nature of school literacy taskBuémtial work carried out for a number
of years by Moll and colleagues (Moll, 2000) hasufeed on studying household and
classroom practices within working-class and ridekican communities in the southern
USA. The research aims to describeftiveds of knowledgef the home environment.
These are “historically accumulated and culturdlyeloped bodies of knowledge and
skills essential for household or individual fuecting and well-being” (Moll, Amanti,
Neff, and Gonzalez, 1992, 133). They include farkitpw-how in areas such as
agriculture, economics, construction, religionsamd repair. Families develop social
networks that help them deal with their environmemd develop and exchange
resources. These networks are flexible and actidenaay involve persons from outside
the home. The research is concerned to makefamgly knowledge and social
relationships visible to educators as resourcesiwtén be used to enhance school
learning. For example, children’s involvement ifoimal buying and selling activities
was used by educators in school work that stariddwarious aspects of buying and
selling, including the literacy involved, and deygdd into other curricula activities, in
maths and other areas. This work is concerneddw $tow the wider utilization of
children’s cultural resources could assist the tigraent of biliterate skills and practices
in Spanish and English.

Family literacy oriented towards school success

It is common in many contexts for teachers to seernds as a problem in children’s
literacy learning, particularly those from margisacial, cultural and linguistic
backgrounds. However, research consistently shioatgairents generally do not just
simply value education for their children, they wat it. They worry that their children
might not succeed, they celebrate when they doy Trtfience their children’s attitudes

to reading and they attempt to teach them in selk®ways.
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Stein and Slonimsky (2001; in press) found thaeper actively worked to support their
children’s literacy even when their own years dfeud education were limited. They
described one poor family, unemployed and livingaashild grant, who wanted their
daughter to get education and become a social wofrke parents actively coached the
child in her reading activity and they drew on thewvn experiences of being taught to
read and write when doing so. In one observed ettemfather guided his daughter
through the reading of a Sotho text, and his engagé was overtly directive and
pedagogical. Reading through a Sesotho school priimefather was very concerned
with thesoundsof the written textHe paid a great deal of attention to his child’s
inflection and intonation patterns in her readif@ud; he was very sensitive to her pitch
and volume, coaxing her to enunciate the wordsaiéyeHe stopped her repeatedly in
the flow of her reading to model how she shouldnfiecting her phrasing. In his reading
with his daughter of an English passage from hexg@gphy book, he again focused on
her reading aloud ‘correctly’, although his own Wwhedge of the English language was

apparently less than his daughter’s.

In a comparative example in the same study, StainShominsky described the literacy
interactions of a grandmother who was raising mandgchild in Sharpeville, South
Africa. The study describes how the grandmothed esaEnglish children’s story to the
child and then told her a tale in Sotho, a familtdkloric tale. In her reading and telling
of the stories the grandmother recruited a widegezof strategies than the father in the
earlier example. She switched frequently betweebhatan reading and explanatory and
interpretive comments, using intra-textual andaxéxtual comments, involving
explanations, definitions, re-capping of narrageguence, anticipation of events, and
guestions which drew the child into an engagemaetti thre narrative and images. She

modeled many of the strategies of a particular kiheixperienced reader.

The contrast between the two reading practicesatteainodeled here is of interest.
Where the father focused on getting the reading ag a performative act, the
grandmother had a greater concern with interaetkamination of theneaningof the
text. She drew on her knowledge of oral narratideswing on her own cultural
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resources of folklore, as sources for moral lessaonstruct reading as a source of
lessons for life. In different ways both thesetsiyées were apprenticing children into
particular habits and expectations towards texish Bf them might support school
literacy practices or deviate from them, as teaglsmhools and education systems also
vary in how they induce particular groups of cleldinto the situated practices of

reading and writing in schools.

Volk and de Acosta’s (2001) study of Puerto Richildcen living in a poor
neighbourhood of a large US city examined what tedias literacy in the classroom,
homes and churches of three Spanish dominant ehildring in the USA. They were
concerned to go beyond research that focsskedyon parent-child interactions, thereby
missing the complexity and richness of literacycficees occurring in the everyday lives
of these children in their wider interactions. Qldiblings in particular played an
important mediating role for the three focus claldrParental help with their children’s

literacy tended to focus on letter names and sotattier than on meaning-making.

They argued that the literacy practices of homadse literacy practices valued in
schools with practices valued in their churchesiarab doing created collaborative
literacy practices rooted in their culture. Suctdihgs broadly match those of the
Children’s Early Literacy Learning (CELL) reseanqmtoject, carried out in rural and
urban settings in four sites across South Afriganfoo and Stein, 2003; as well as the

papers by Prinsloo, Stein and Slominsky alreadgudised here).

Snyder, Angus & Wendy Sutherland-Smith (2003, 2004)the basis of ethnographic
research into uses of computers and the interngoiking class homes and schools in
Australia, found that at a local level, various dimsions of disadvantage came into play
in the different contexts they studied. They wayaaerned to find that even when people
from poor backgrounds managed to gain access ooy, they remained relatively
disadvantaged. They found that the 'socialisatibtiie technologies, their appropriation
into existing family norms, values and lifestylearied from family to family. In some
cases, substantial knowledge of particular aspgatemputer use and software did not

match teachers’ understandings of how these resssiuld be used, and did not
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translate into success for those children at sci®mwlder and her colleagues identified a
disjunction between the sorts of learning oppottesiafforded by new technologies
when used at school in comparison to how they weeel in some homes. A particular
case that the researchers examined in their stadytlvat of a one-parent family living on
welfare who had internet access and a computeymaéhacquired at low cost through a
scheme organized by the trades union with ICT pleng. While the children were active
users of the home computer, engaging in extensivdifne chat’, visiting music and
hobby sites, and displaying “a sophisticated rasfgbe new literacy practices associated
with the use of information and communication teabgies” (Snyder, Lawrence and
Sutherland-Smith 2004, 225) they were not transfgrthose skills to computer literacy
activities at school. The son was seen by hiseraas a difficult ‘loser’ with poor
literacy skills, despite being the ‘family expeoti ICTs (2004, 240). He, in turn, thought
that the computer-linked activities at school weméeteresting and low in technical and
skill demand levels. The child’s mother, in turngaged extensively in on-line chat
activities, but did not overcome her social isa@atin that way, nor did she progress in
the direction of finding employment for herself.dantrast, another single mother in the
study from a similar working-class background hatima rapid ascent into upper end
corporate administrative work, after starting supublic sector work. She had a good
relationship with the school her daughter atteratadithe teachers in turn saw her as
dynamic and confident, and her daughter in Grade ‘1he perfect student’ at school. At
home the daughter actively followed her interestsveb-site activities as well as being

an avid reader of books.

The study concluded on the basis of an in-depthpamison of a number of homes, that
children and adults in more economically advantagedronments, with appropriate
cultural resources, well connected to local sawgWorks and school-linked networks,
were better placed to exploit the benefits of hguarcomputer at home. For others,
Internet access provided opportunities for escapisthentertainment, but did not
provide them with access to high status resourcasnay that helped them to escape the
social isolation that they experienced.

23



Snyder and her colleagues thus suggested thatith@equalities’ of class and gender
had not disappeared, but were playing out in newsvimthe context of the networked
society. They argued that we require more sophistcand textured accounts of the
ways the new literacies are being encountereda®htup than are currently available to
address these concerns. ‘Digital divide’ logic seglg that the making available of
computers in poor and deprived socio-economic stst@ill have directly beneficial
consequences. However the embedding of ICTs inl émrdexts follows a localized

logic, which requires further elaboration and ustinding.

Family literacy programmes

Family literacy programmes are generally internamgithat aim to improve parents’
literacy at the same time as improving childrenteydcy. They usually have an adult
literacy instruction component. A general argunfensuch initiatives is that not only
can parents with limited literacy proficiency héfigir children, they can also benefit
their own reading and writing practices by doingSoch programmes can be broadly
classified as ones which target the adult direatigt the child indirectly, the other way
round, both directly, or both indirectly. Hanno®g5) described several examples,
mostly from the UK and USA, directed at familiesex parents had low levels of school
completion. An example of a direct adult/indirebild programme is one where parents
attend workshops in which they are introduced targye of children’s books and shown
how to use them with their children. Adult textsgar in theme to the children’s books
are also distributed, read and discussed. An exaof@ programme that targets both
adults and children directly is one where parents@e-school children attend a centre
several days a week. Adult education and parerdatiun is provided for parents while
children have good quality early childhood edugatibime is also set aside for parents
and children to share educational experiences (btart995, 105). Such programmes in

the USA rely on large amounts of federal funding.

Hannon suggests thiamily literacyis apparently a neat solution to two problems —

“promoting families as the preferred way of meetiogial needs, and at the same time
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promising to raise literacy levels to secure ecandyanefits” (106). He quotes the

extravagant claims that can be made for familyditg programmes

Family literacy can help break the intergeneratiayale of poverty and dependency.
Family literacy improves the educational opportiesifor children and parents by
providing both learning experiences and group stppothe process, family literacy
provides parents with skills that will improve theicomes. It provides disadvantaged
children with educational opportunities that caalda them to lift themselves out of
poverty and dependency (Brizius and Foster, 1993qgdoted in Hannon, 1995, 106).

In reaction this brings to mind Freire’s observatibat

Merely teaching men (sic) to read and write dogsamyk miracles. If there are not
enough jobs for men able to work, teaching more tagead and write will not create
them (Freire, 1972, 25).

Hannon suggests that there is something of a thealrgacuum in the family literacy
movement as it had developed at the time of writintpe USA and UK. One area of
vagueness was around what sort of literacy intéimes were productive, and a
surprising lack of focus on either literacy or fhnwas observed across a range of
programmes. Hannon suggested there had not yetsbgemuine meeting of the two
main traditions from which family literacy had spgi— adult education and child
education. Each concentrated on what it knew btssuggested that early childhood
education as a field had commonly neglected adieiéshing but was generally more
concerned withnteractionbetween parent and child than adult education lead.lHe
suggested that while the basic idea of family ¢ibgr— that of teaching ‘low-literacy’
adults and ‘at risk children’ together is very aglpegg, in that it ‘promises two for the
price of one’, it rests on some problematic asstonptthat need to be closely inspected.
Hannon examined research data produced by thesgiptented Adult Literacy and
Basic Skills Unit (ALBSA). The data indicated tt@ildren whose parents reported
literacy difficulties had a 72% chance of beindhr lowest reading level in school tests

(compared to 25 % of children in the lowest reade@wvg! overall). However, “the vast
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majority of children in the lowest reading leveti diot have parents who admitted to
literacy difficulties” (108). Hanon concludes thaarental literacy difficulty’ cannot be
used to identify all the children who are likelyhave literacy difficulty in school, as
such an assumption would miss too many childrérs dlso well-known that only a
fraction of adults who might be thought to havedieg difficulty present themselves for
learning programmes aimed at their own literacyilevmo doubt most parents would like
their children to succeed. Hannon reported that onk fifth of those parents who had
reported literacy difficulties had attended an atitdracy class, while almost all parents
indicated they would participate in a programme thay believed would help their
children (Hannon, 1995, 104-108).

Culturally responsive family literacy initiatives

Auerbach (1989) criticized family literacy prograuior commonly working with a
deficit model of the family, regarding the familg deficient in skills, attitude,
knowledge, and the general wherewithal to promeseniing. There have subsequently

been several efforts at more culturally respongiitatives.

PALS (Parents As Literacy Supporters), a prograsigied by Anderson and Morrison
in collaboration with program participants, is sa@cprogram (Anderson, Hare and
Morrison, in press). It aims to work with caregisén supporting young children’s
development amongst First Nations Communities inada. After some initial successes
in their program, several First Nations Communikiase now invited them to work
collaboratively in modifying and implementing PAt& meet their needs. They identify
key issues that confront them as they begin tlisgss. First, PALS has a focus on
various forms ofextswhile First Nations communities have a very strorgj tradition

and they are trying to determine how to value ammanote both simultaneously. Second,
there has been considerable language loss amastg\i&itions people. Given the
complex relationships among culture and identity Eamguage and literacy, they see the
development of a culturally responsive family l#ey program in this context to be a real
challenge. They note that in the past, schools bhamg&ibuted to the erosion of language

and culture in First Nations Communities. They teechallenge as being that of
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developing a model of schooling that promotes “sthiteracy” and at the same time
promotes cultural maintenance of the communitiégyTidentify complex issues as
regards what the nature of the knowledge is trmatlt® from such collaborations,

including the ownership of research knowledge.

Mashishi (2004) gives an account of her involvenwath the Parents and Schools
Learning Clubs (PASLC) program in Soweto in the [8990s. The program aimed to
encourage family members to share their experiemeé<ultural knowledge with their
children and other members of the family and tosussh experiences and cultural
knowledge as a basis for the development of ligena¢he family; secondly to enhance

reading and writing as a familial practice in homes

She describes how PASLC workshops at first followeachnsmission model where
parents were introduced to specific story readéutpiques. Many parents could neither
read nor write and participation in such effortswanimal. Staff started translating the
materials into African languages, and it turnedtbat many parents knew the lexis and
syntax of these languages better than project Sta#fy were invited to share their
knowledge, resulting in higher levels of participat She describes how parents began
sharing knowledge on family praise poems, famiterias, and family trees, traditional
recipes, forms of recreation, musical instrument$ @descriptions of other artifacts that

formed part of their family histories.

The program developed an activity where this caltinowledge was written down by
literate family members, relatives or neighborseSéwritings became part of the
reading material that family members used in PASTI@& parents’ familiarity with the
content facilitated their reading of the matergadd increased the reading interest of

inexperienced adult readers.

The recording of family praise poems were geneeativa range of activities in
workshops, including work on the geography of ggion of the family’s origin, an
examination of the characteristics of the animaicihvas a family emblem or token,

studies of the indigenous history of the area @fioy and botany, agricultural and
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nutritional activities that started out from indmgeis knowledge that parents held in

relation to edible and medicinal plants.

Masisihi reports that none of the families hadmafited to draw up their family trees or
write down their family histories before the prograntervention, and this family
knowledge was about to be lost; parents had prelyi@lso not seen any relevance in
that activity to their children’s education, noatlengagement with such knowledge
could be used to expand their own and their childreesading and writing. Parents on the
program reported increased personal confidencerammd writing confidence for
themselves, improvements in children’s writing, &amtteases in motivation to read and
learn. Mashishi concludes that the general les§terostudy is that of sensitivity of
educators to the contexts and cultures of the camitras where they work. She suggests
that the family literacy approach to parental imeshent can enable educators to form
meaningful partnerships with families to promotarieng. The question arises in
response to Mashishi’s account as to whether apendent study would have revealed
such consistently positive responses on the parants to the program. Also, it is
notable that the program appears not to have edgaigie the everyday literacy practices

of the parents and children concerned.

Finally, Stein and Mamabolo (2005) describe a stimoa semi-rural area of Gauteng,
South Africa where children were falling asleep #mete was a high degree of
absenteeism, despite the teachers’ effort to ntadeeclasses interactive and responsive
to the home culture and values of her children. fElaeher arranged to visit the
children’s households and interviewed all the perand caretaker adults. She found that
in nearly all cases there was a major strugglestdapd to eat for adults and children.
Some children were being fed by neighbors, otherewent to stay with relatives
elsewhere because there was no money to feed theome. The teacher arranged food
for some of the worse-off families, got subsidiestheir unpaid school fees, and invited
parents to the school, which they had been relttbavisit before because of their
personal problems. She organized for older chiltbeilake written messages of parent
meetings to households where no-one could readicarehd them to parents providing
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the parents accepted such arrangements. She stpréedchool garden, concerned with
feeding the most needy families, and set up a camitgnarganization with the parents,
that ran needlework and cooking classes, compotases for adults, and an adult
literacy scheme. Local government supported thetiie, resulting in food being grown
and distribute to needy families and children reiogi school meals of porridge and
vegetables. Stein and Mamabola title their papdréWpedagogy is not enough’. They
argue that when children come to school, or adydt® adult literacy classes, teachers
often don’t relate to their home background, onidg their struggles. They suggest that
home background, rather than being seen as a pndids to be engaged with in one way
or another by educators, as that which referenoestax of social relations, social

conditions, and potentials for social action.
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