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Introduction

We can think of changes in the international literacy landscape as a powerful wave. It has reached our shores
here in New Zealand; there is no escaping it. In this report, we argue that given the changes affecting our
classrooms through information and communications technology, and increasing student diversity not only do
we want to prepare ourselves for the wave, but we wish to harness its power.

This “wave” involves a reconceptualisation of literacy, known as “multiliteracies”, that takes account of an
increasing cultural and linguistic diversity and rapid changes in communication technologies. Our research
project sought to address the paucity of research on multiliteracies in New Zealand, building on a growing body
of international literature on multiliteracies.

Key findings
In order for educators to harness the wave of multiliteracies, we found:

e that they need to reconceptualise literacy and literacy practices; and,

e rethink pedagogy.

As we will see in the upcoming findings section, these findings present a number of challenges for teachers.

1 Reproduced with permission. See http://www.tonyogle.com/Originals/Wave+Watchers.html
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Background

In 1996, a group of leading literacy researchers from the United States, United Kingdom, and Australia coined
the term “multiliteracies” (The New London Group, 1996). They proposed a reconceptualisation of literacy that
attended to increased cultural and linguistic diversity due to changes in migration in the context of a global
economy. Also, it took into account the rapid changes in communication technologies that have resulted in
wider access to multimodal texts; that is, texts that draw not only upon linguistic codes and conventions, but
also visual, audio, gestural and spatial modes of meaning (see Figure 1) (Cope & Kalantzis, 2006, 2009; The
New London Group, 1996). Reconsidering literacy as multiliteracies encourages us to shift our thinking about
literacy acquisition from a global mental process acquired according to a developmental, hierarchical timeline to
a conceptualisation of literacy as “a repertoire of changing practices for communicating purposefully in multiple
social and cultural contexts” (Mills, 2010, p. 247). In short, a multiliteracies view encourages us to broaden our
understandings of literacy.

Yet current resources used by New Zealand teachers define literacy as “the ability to understand, respond

to, and use those forms of written language that are required by society and valued by individuals and
communities” (Ministry of Education, 2003, p. 13, emphasis added). This conceptualisation of literacy omits

a future focus (Limbrick & Aikman, 2008) and potentially limits approaches to literacy instruction, which
frequently resemble the traditional approaches used by generations of New Zealand teachers. Consequently,
teachers tend to largely focus on supporting students to make sense of written texts (Ministry of Education,
2005). When using traditional approaches to literacy instruction, teachers are less likely to encourage students
to critically analyse texts (Sandretto with Klenner, 2011), engage with a wide variety of text types (Sandretto
& Critical Literacy Research Team, 2008), make use of the experiences students bring with them to school
(McDowall, Cameron, Dinglewith, Gilmore, & MacGibbon, 2007) or capitalise on students’ ever-increasing out-
of-school literacy practices (Hull & Schultz, 2001).

In contrast, a multiliteracies perspective supports students to decode, make meaning, use and critically analyse

multiple text types for multiple purposes in diverse contexts (Luke & Freebody, 1999). This framework is known
as the four resources model and can be applied across all texts in all curriculum areas (Healy & Honan, 2004). In
Figure 1, we see that the five semiotic systems form the focus for decoding. The critical analysis component of

multiliteracies is known as critical literacy and is considered to be an important aspect of multiliteracies (Anstey
& Bull, 2006; Sandretto with Klenner, 2011).
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Figure 1: Four resources model.

Code breaking Semiotic systems

Essentially, how do | crack the code of this text? . _ .
Linguistic: Oral and written

language (vocabulary, generic
structure, punctuation, grammar,

Meaning making paragraphing).

Essentially, what does this text mean to me? Visual: Still and moving images
(colour, vectors, line, foreground,
viewpoint).

Gestural: Facial expressions
and body language (movement,
speed, stillness, body position).

Text user

Essentially, what do | do to use this text purposefully?

Audio: Music and sound effects
(volume, pitch, rhythm, silence,
Text analyst pause).

Essentially, how might | be shaped through engagement with this text? | gpatial: Layout and organisation

of objects and space (proximity,
direction, position in space).

Source: Bull, G., & Anstey, M. (2010). Evolving pedagogies: Reading and writing in a multimodal world. Carlton, Vic: Curriculum Press.
(pp. 10, 19)

In addition, from a multiliteracies perspective, it is vital to bridge the literacies students use out of school with
the literacies they use in school. Students’ out-of-school literacies are shaped by the “funds of knowledge”
developed in the social spaces of home, peer groups, communities and popular culture (Moje et al., 2004;
Moll, Amanti, Neff, & Gonzalez, 1992). Moll (1992) and his colleagues argue that “strategic connections” (p.
132) between home and school are essential to develop pedagogy that is more relevant and engaging for our
students.

In response to a growing demand to revise literacy policy and resources, the Ministry of Education formed the
multiliteracies working group to consider the influence of information and communication technologies on
literacy (Jones, 2009; Moje et al., 2004). The group drafted a framework for multiliteracies acquisition which
took a multiliteracies lens to the four resources model (Luke & Freebody, 1999) of learning the code, making
meaning, using texts, and analysing texts. The group signalled a need to augment current literacy practice and
policy:

The working group concluded that we need to expand on current practice models to take account of the need for

young people to develop a range of social, creative, ethical and cultural practices to make meaning in a technology-
rich and culturally diverse world. (p. 1)

Unfortunately the findings of this group did not come to fruition. This was a missed opportunity for New
Zealand literacy policy.

This TLRI research project, “Critical Multiliteracies for ‘New Times'”, was developed to conduct forward-looking
research and honour the findings of the multiliteracies working group. The phrase “new times” has been
placed in quotation marks to highlight the idea that the times we find ourselves in are not all that new. Writers
have been considering the effect of globalisation on education for some time now (Gee, Hull, & Lankshear,
1996; Gilbert, 2005; Moje et al., 2004). The research project sought to address the paucity of research on
multiliteracies in New Zealand and drew upon previous TLRI research into critical literacy (Sandretto & Critical
Literacy Research Team, 2006, 2008; Sandretto et al., 2006; Sandretto with Klenner, 2011). The project built
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on a growing body of literature on multiliteracies in Australia (Bulfin & North, 2007; Mills, 2006; Walsh, 2006),
Canada (Cummins, 2006; McClay, 2006; Peterson, Botelho, Jang, & Kerekes, 2007), the United States (Lewis &
Fabos, 2000, 2005; Minarik, 2000) and the United Kingdom (El Refaie, 2009; Kress, 2003; Millard, 2006).

The project investigated the main research question:

“How can teachers bridge students’ in- and out-of-school literacies to enhance their critical analysis of multiple
types of texts (e.g., books, films, websites, videos) in order to prepare them for a multiliterate future?”

It also investigated the subquestions:

e What are the literacy practices of students in- and out-of-school?

e How does the range of modes and media embedded within contemporary communication landscapes shape
these practices?

¢ How do students make sense of their developing multiliteracies?

¢ How do teachers use knowledge of students’ in- and out-of-school literacy practices to work alongside
students in the classroom?

In the remainder of this report, we discuss the research design, findings, major implications and limitations.

Research design

The research design for the project built on the successful design of two previous TLRI projects into critical
literacy (Sandretto & Critical Literacy Research Team, 2008; Sandretto et al., 2006). Over the course of the
2-year project, 19 teachers and their students from seven schools participated. The schools included full primary
schools, two intermediates and a college, and included rural and urban sites. Some schools were able to send
teachers successive years and other schools sent a pair or small group of teachers any given year. This design
supported the participating teachers to form a community of practice and to build capacity and capability
around critical multiliteracies (Lave & Wenger, 1991) within and across the participating schools.

All of the students of each participating teacher were involved in whole-class lessons, and five students from
each class were involved as researchers examining their own multiliteracies. These same five students were also
involved in focus group interviews after each videotaped lesson.

The participating teachers:

e took part in nine release days over the year (including two research hui)

e conducted an ethnography of the in- and out-of-school literacy practices of one of their students, and
shared these findings at a research hui with other participating teachers, principals and the researchers

e had two literacy lessons videotaped
e conducted and participated in an initial and exit interview with other participating teachers

e took part in an end-of-year research hui with students, principals and the researchers.

The participating students:

e conducted a study into their multiliteracies, constructed a poster to share their research findings, and took
part in an end-of-year research hui with teachers, principals and the researchers

e participated in two focus group interviews with the researchers after videotaped lessons and one exit
interview conducted by participating teachers.

Data analysis began early in the project and still continues. Each successive round of data gathering informed
the next. The research team working days allowed time for reflection and further analysis to inform the
development of multiliteracies pedagogies. A great deal of data was collected. For each year over the two years
we collected:

RECONCEPTUALISING LITERACY: CRITICAL MULTILITERACIES FOR “NEW TIMES” SUMMARY 5



e initial and exit interviews with the participating teachers (Il and El)?
¢ student focus group interviews (FGI) after each videotaped lesson and at the end of the year

¢ teacher PowerPoint presentations and audiotaped presentations of the results of the ethnography into the
in- and out-of-school literacy practices of one student (research hui/RH)

e student posters (P) presenting their findings of their autoethnography of themselves as multiliterate people

¢ student voice templates (SVT) after each collaborative analysis of videotaped lessons where the participating
teachers reflected on the feedback from the student focus group interviews and suggested ways they wished
to change their practice

e follow-up interviews with participating teachers from 2011 during 20123 (Y2I) to investigate the
sustainability of the research findings

e transcripts from audiotaped research team working day discussions (RTWD).

To develop the findings in this report, each researcher coded one set of data across all of the sources for one
year. Evidence from the transcripts was located in a shared Word document against the themes that each
researcher added as they analysed the data. The framework learning from students, learning from teachers,
learning about students, and learning about teachers was used to organise the themes. Then each researcher
moderated one data set from the other year against the themes document. The researchers did not find any
discrepancies in their coding. The critical sociocultural framework (Moje & Lewis, 2007), the research literature,
the research team working day discussions with the participating teachers and the input from the student
researchers influenced the development of the themes and the selection of the key findings for this report.

Findings
The first challenge: Reconceptualise literacy and literacy practices

The primary challenge facing educators is the need to reconceptualise literacy and literacy practices in light of
the “new times” described in the introduction. A key aim of the research was to support teachers to engage
with the theories and practices of critical multiliteracies (Bull & Anstey, 2010; Sandretto with Klenner, 2011).
The research design created extended spaces for the participating teachers to engage with the theories and
practices of critical multiliteracies and to critically reflect on their literacy programmes and pedagogies. For
example, one teacher commented during the presentation of the study of one student:

Investigating the individual student’s literacy habits has highlighted my own narrow viewpoint of what literacy
actually is. It has enlightened me to the changing nature of literacy for children in today’s world. It already has me
thinking about what it actually translates to when I'm doing a guided reading activity, as in what is this going to
allow the child to do? Am | using a range of texts or sources in my classroom? Are the children allowed time to
analyse everyday texts, and do | use a context in my teaching that is actually relevant to the needs of my children
today? | know that this was supposed to be research on one student, but it's certainly given me a broader view, and
I've sort of had to consider whether or not the contexts that | provide reading activities are actually valid at times and
whether or not the child’s getting anything out of it, other than me saying “guided reading — tick” you know. So it's
certainly made me think about that. (RH, 2012, p. 5)*

Here we see the power of the research design where the teachers conducted an ethnography of the in- and
out-of-school literacy practices of one student as a means to prompt critical reflection on their teaching
practices. The participating teacher in the previous quotation refers to an increased awareness of the shifting
literacy landscape, as well as how his classroom practices may have limited the opportunities for students to
decode, make meaning, use and critically analyse a wide variety of texts.

2 The abbreviations listed here are used as codes to identify the sources of the data extracts later on in this report.

3 Follow-up interviews with the 2012 participating teachers to explore sustainability will take place during Term 2 of 2013.

4 Some of the identifying features of the transcript audit trail have been removed to ensure the anonymity of the participating teachers
and students.
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Not only did the participating teachers have multiple opportunities to reconceptualise literacy and literacy
practices, the participating students did as well. For instance:

Interviewer: What did you learn about yourself as a multiliterate person this year?
Student 2: It means communication.
Student 3: Your mind’s like communicating with lots of different things, like reading and people.

Student 4: It's like everyday things we use as texts...and like all the semiotic systems and communication and
stuff. (FGI, 2012, pp. 1-2).

Here the students explain that their understandings of literacy are now focused on communication using a
wider range of texts with attention to the ways that the semiotic systems and different types of texts are used
to communicate, rather than solely an emphasis on traditional reading and writing.

A corollary of reconceptualising literacy and literacy practices is the need to reconceptualise what counts as
a text. We are advocating that teachers and students develop a metatextual awareness (Unsworth, 2006).
In other words, an understanding about texts, their varieties, how they are constructed and their potential
affordances. For example:

Yeah, and | think that has been one of the big learning curves for us actually, that when we came in, | think we
probably thought of text as a traditional text, maybe we might have extended that to oral language and visual
language but really just the fact that it is all text and really everything involves a text of some type. (El, 2011, p. 2)

In this exit interview, the participating teacher is able to point to the ways in which the project supported her to
broaden her understanding of what counts as a text.

The students also shifted their conceptualisations of what counts as a text:

Interviewer: Has it made you think about texts differently?

Student 2: It makes us think like there’s all different ways to communicate to other people. Instead of just talking
you can point, use your hands, you can nod, use your face, use your hands . . .

Student 3: At first | thought it was just writing and all that (FGI, 19/06/2012, p.5).

In this focus group interview, the students articulate that their participation in the project has expanded
their understandings of what counts as a text. Their understanding has moved beyond a traditional linguistic
text to an understanding that they can construct a text using any of the semiotic systems that are available
to communicate their message. In another focus group interview, a student explained that as a result of
participation in the project:

You . .. definitely notice a lot more of the all of the texts and affordances that you're using from this. Because you
kind of notice more of what you do in a day. You're normally just noticing about the main thing . . . [for instance]
like walking the dog that’s all really you're thinking about. Not really, like, are you socialising . . . or use [the] visual
[semiotic system] and . . . you don't really notice them . . . but now. (FGI, 5/12/11, pp. 2-3)

Here we can see that some students have taken up a broader understanding of what counts as a text. “A text
is a vehicle through which individuals communicate with one another, using the codes and conventions of
society” (Robinson & Robinson, 2003, p. 3). In this excerpt, the student demonstrates an understanding that
there are codes and conventions involved even in walking the dog: keeping the dog on a leash, cleaning up
after it, and so on.

And lastly, an integral aspect of reconceptualising literacy is the metalanguage that accompanies it. We found
that teachers and students need multiple opportunities to engage with and adopt the metalanguage of critical
multiliteracies. Students suggested that teachers need to explicitly teach and revisit the metalanguage of critical
multiliteracies:

Student 4: Yeah um [you] do a different semiotic system each day, so one day visual, one day gestural like that

... because it can get confusing all at once . . . When we got to it, we got to it all together and then we had to
actually say them out and say what they meant and some of us had no clue because um, it was just like we had no
idea.
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Interviewer: Is that because you didn't really understand the metalanguage?
Student 4: Well | understood it but it was like too many things to remember. (FGI, 29/10/2012, p. 4).

Teachers echoed this sentiment:

Because they have got the language to talk about it as well, they can then actually start to um, explain it in more
depth. (EI, 2011, p. 8)

The ultimate goal is for the students to take ownership of the metalanguage and use it independently:

Yeah but it's rewarding to see that the children have actually continued to express themselves and use the same
language even when the video camera’s not there. (Y21, 2012, p. 2)

Some students wished they had been introduced to the metalanguage earlier:

Well . . . when you're younger, like, when you're just coming into school | think you should learn about them, you'll
get a better understanding about them, because | managed multiliteracies in term one this year . . . that was quite a
shock that | hadn’t heard of them ever before. (FGI, 29/10/2012, p. 4).

In their feedback to the researchers and participating teachers, the students signalled the usefulness of
the metalanguage and suggested that students of all ages should have access to the language needed to
understand and develop multiliterate practices.

Reconceptualising literacy includes reconceptualising what counts as a text and developing a metalanguage to
talk about texts. Researchers working in the area of critical multiliteracies emphasise that “the field needs to
shift from an emphasis on teaching reading, writing, spelling and grammar to one that offers more flexibility
in the kinds of meaning-making that students do” (McLean & Rowsell, 2013, p. 1). It is of great concern that
here in New Zealand we do not seem to be aware that the global wave of multiliteracies has arrived on our
shores and demands a shift in our literacy policies, pedagogies and practices. Authors such as Limbrick and
Aiken (2008) in the New Zealand context also highlight the need to shift the ways we think about literacy in
Aotearoa.

The second challenge: Rethink pedagogy

To shift teaching and learning to accommodate the wave of literacy change, we found that teachers need
opportunities to rethink their literacy pedagogies, trial new pedagogies and reflect on the outcomes of those
trials with the support of their students. There is no one right way to teach critical multiliteracies. We urge
teachers to develop strategies that are appropriate for their contexts and their students. Nonetheless, we were
able to gather a great deal of insight from the teachers and students’ reflections on literacy pedagogies.

After engaging with the transcript of a student focus group interview, one of the participating teachers
reflected that he intended to shift his pedagogy in light of what the students were saying. He would:

Do more moving through the analysis stage into the applying, creating stage, aim to do a better job of covering the
receptive and productive sides of literacy. (SVT, 28/09/11)

Here the teacher demonstrates an increased awareness to not only address the decoding and analysis of texts,
but to also to provide students with opportunities to make texts. Another teacher reiterated the emphasis on
student agency and creating texts:

Break systems down more, have students create more texts (ICT activities) as well as analyse. Ownership for the
students, let them have more control over the direction of the lesson topics. (SVT, 2011)

A different teacher reflected on the ethnography of one student that she conducted in the first term during the
research hui presentation:

So | looked at the students in my class, their interests and backgrounds, and then how can | incorporate something
to engage them all on a daily basis? It's not easy when it ranges from pink cupcakes to Justin Bieber or One
Direction, snot jokes, war games or sport. If you think of what all the kids are into when you've got a group, you're
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not going to be able to engage every single one of them at one time. But just if you've got more of an awareness
like we've been talking about with what your kids are into, then that helps you with your classroom programme . . .
So it’s not easy, but not impossible. (RH, 2012, pp. 2-3, emphasis added).

Here the teacher notes the complex diversity of the classroom and individual students that we all strive to cater
for on a daily basis. The task of engaging with the diversity of one student’s literacy practices in and out of
school illustrated the need for teachers to draw on students’ funds of knowledge (Moll et al., 1992) as a means
to make literacy pedagogy more authentic and relevant.

This notion that “it's not easy, but not impossible” was evident in students’ advice to teachers on how to teach
critical multiliteracies. They offered a rich but eclectic range of suggestions for teachers. For example,

Peer teaching seems to help kids who are struggling more than one-on-one with the teacher, so introducing a buddy
learning programme is a good idea. (P, 2012)

| find it easier when learning multiliteracy to work in groups because it helps to talk to other people about the
different systems and how they work. (P, 2012)

I'd let them do some hands-on things. So I'd let them, if | trusted them, I'd let them go into YouTube and find a
YouTube video and point out one that showed all five semiotic systems. (FGI, 2011, p. 7)

Make them work by themselves. (FGI, 2011, p. 5)

Teachers should also ask for their students’ opinions on what they want to learn and how they want to learn it. (P,
2012)

These excerpts are but a few of the suggestions made by the students. The diversity of their advice reinforces
the idea that there is no one right way to go about teaching critical multiliteracies. Listening to your students,
however, is vital.

A very important element of the design of this project was how we positioned students. They acted as
researchers who shared their sage advice with the teachers and researchers on the project. The research poster
fair gave the students an opportunity to publicly share with a wider audience including teacher educators,
principals and parents. We found in one instance that the students were not only able to comment on the
teachers’ pedagogy, but they could do so by applying the metalanguage of critical multiliteracies. Students
commented on the ways their teacher effectively positioned herself in the classroom. The teacher unusually
locates herself in the centre of the classroom to direct the lesson, rather than at the front of the room.

Student 5: Yeah she doesn’t usually like stand up at the front, she usually like sits herself down right in the middle . . .
Student 2: So she can see our point of view.

Student 5: So it’s seeing what we see and stuff.

Interviewer: So she uses [the] spatial [semiotic system]?

Student 1: Mmmm, very carefully. (FGI, 2012, p. 7)

In our view, this is a sophisticated observation. The students are not only aware of what the teacher does in
order to teach, but also view the act of teaching as a text. They are able to apply the metalanguage of the
semiotic systems to make sense of why their teacher chooses this atypical pedagogy.

The notion of listening to students to inform pedagogy is not new (e.g., Cook-Sather, 2006; Sandretto with
Klenner, 2011). A number of educational researchers advocate for working alongside students to make
enlightened school reform and educational policy (Bolstad, 2011; Fielding, 2001; Rudduck, 2007). We found by
positioning the students as powerful partners in learning we could begin to articulate ways that teachers can
bridge students’ in- and out-of-school literacies. This bridge supports teachers and students to enhance their
critical analysis of multiple types of texts to prepare them for a multiliterate future.
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Implications

In this section, we discuss the implications of our two key findings: the challenge of reconceptualising literacy
and literacy practices, and the challenge of rethinking pedagogy.

Reconceptualising literacy and literacy practices

The first implication from this challenge of reconceptualising literacy and literacy practices is that teachers need
to expand their literacy repertoire by increasing the variety and types of texts they use with students in the
classroom.

Teachers need to feel free to experiment with the wave of new multimodal texts that draw upon audio,
gestural, linguistic, spatial and visual codes and conventions to communicate. Teachers will also need support
from colleagues and management to shift their practices beyond an over reliance on traditional paper texts that
draw largely upon the linguistic semiotic system.

A second implication is to consider how the reconceptualisation of literacy might play out, or be evident, in
classroom practice.

Teachers will need to engage in direct acts of teaching to support students to take ownership of the
metalanguage of critical multiliteracies and apply it across their everyday lives in and out of school.

Teachers and students will need to revisit the metalanguage as they engage with a variety of texts for a variety
of purposes across the curriculum.

Rethinking pedagogy

The first implication of this challenge of rethinking pedagogy is that teachers need to find ways to listen to
students to inform teaching and learning.

How might teachers do this? In the project we conducted focus group interviews with students as a means to
listen to them and inform our evolving critical multiliteracy pedagogies. Teachers conducted an ethnography
of the literacy practices of one student in and out-of-school (Sandretto & Tilson, 2011). And the students
completed an auto-ethnography of their own multiliterate practices and shared their findings at a research
poster fair (Kenway & Youdell, 2011). The intersection of these three data sources richly informed the
participating teachers’ literacy pedagogies. The teachers aim to uplift some of these data gathering tools to
continue to inform their practices.

A second implication of the second challenge is a consideration of the frame one might use as a prompt to
rethink pedagogy. Teachers need to audit their literacy programmes to ensure that they support students to
engage with all four resources of decoding, making meaning, using texts and critically analysing texts.

A number of researchers working in the field of multiliteracies advocate that teachers map their literacy
programmes against the four resource model to ensure that they are delivering a balanced literacy programme
(Santoro, 2004).

Limitations

Every project has limitations. A limitation of this project was the narrow age band of participating students.
While the age band of participating students included only Year 7 and 8 students, this project sought to
address a paucity of research that connects literacy instruction at the middle school level with students’ out-of-
school literacies (Alvermann, 2004). The researchers in the project, however, support the enactment of critical
multiliteracies across the full primary and secondary sectors (Bull & Anstey, 2010), including the early childhood
sector (Haggerty & Mitchell, 2010).
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Conclusions

The participating teachers in the project were positioned as knowledgeable professionals who acted as
researchers, as well as developed and implemented multiliteracies pedagogies for their own contexts. The
teachers, and the students, were not positioned as what has been described in the literature as “data
plantations” (Irving , 1997, as cited in Tyson, 2006, p. 42), but rather they were active members of the research
team who were co-constructing knowledge alongside the researchers. Good research is good professional
development for the researchers (see Honan, 2007). All the participating researchers, teachers and students
learned a great deal about critical multiliteracies and ourselves as critically multiliterate people. The ultimate
goal for most research projects in education is to support changes in practice. While we concede that there

is a great deal more work to be done, we believe we have made a start: “I think because of this research my
teaching will be changed” (El, 2011, p. 1). Another teacher commented:

| think for me it actually quite, it will be quite a significant change, it should help me to have a . . . much richer
literacy programme and with kind of deeper thinking and richer tasks and yeah I hope it will be really useful, and
like [participating teacher] | am pretty sceptical about a lot of PD yeah you, | don’t know how much it cost, $300 a
day plus a reliever and you wonder afterwards what you actually got out of it but | actually feel that my thinking has
developed and it can add on to the stuff that | do and it can fit into the stuff that | do. (El, 2011, p. 10)

The challenges of reconceptualising literacy and rethinking pedagogy will not be achieved overnight. Teachers
and their students need multiple opportunities over extended periods of time to engage with the theories and
practices of critical multiliteracies and to shape them for their own contexts. Research that creates opportunities
for students, teachers and researchers to work together to co-construct new knowledge will support us all to
achieve these goals.
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