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Abstract

Innovative literacy teaching and learning approaches have proved that multiliteracies
enables teachers to work with culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) students.
However, few studies have shed light on examining Chinese teachers’ understanding
and practices of multiliteracies in Canada. To respond to this challenge, this
qualitative case study aims to understand how Chinese teachers who pursued
multiliteracies graduate studies perceive and implement multiliteracies in teaching
young CLD children Chinese literacy in Canada. We investigated narratives of two
Chinese teachers to provide useful insights into their lived experiences of
multiliteracies for Chinese literacy teaching. A constant comparison approach was
adopted to analyze three data sources through narrative analysis: interviews,
reflective writings, and curriculum materials. Findings suggest that these teachers
actively appropriated affordances of multiliteracies for Chinese literacy teaching in
Canada drawing upon graduate courses in multiliteracies. The paper concludes with
the pertaining implications to highlight the importance of teacher professional
development.
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Introduction
Over the past two decades, global connectedness and technological changes have

prompted a reconsideration of the traditional literacy curricula and pedagogy, and the roles

both teachers and students play (Kalantzis and Cope 2012; Kim 2013; Kim and Rutgers

2018). According to a National Household Survey 2011, the largest source of immigrants in
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Canada is Asia and the most common language spoken, besides English and French

which are the two official languages, is Chinese. Apart from the current significance of

Chinese language which triggers governments to encourage their citizens to learn it,

many Chinese immigrants in Canada are looking to have their children learn their lan-

guage by establishing Chinese schools where interested locals can attend as well. At

present, Canada has 30 Confucius institutes and classrooms across the country to help

familiarize people with Chinese culture and language (Hanban 2015) which is a sub-

stantial growth compared to 1899 when the first Chinese school was established by the
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Chinese Consolidated Benevolent Association to help children learn Chinese (Liu and

Bebbington 2012).

Students from English-speaking countries are working hard to improve their Chinese

literacy, but the literacy teaching methods their Chinese educators are using are lagging

behind (Li 2013). One problem is that Chinese teachers have less experience in provid-

ing innovative teaching practices and resources for students. For example, Jin and Cor-

tazzi (1998) noted that Chinese teachers have “very little creativity” (p. 756) in teaching

young students and are faced with “limitations on resources” (p. 743) they can use for

teaching Chinese literacy. This is in line with Albert’s (2011) findings that many Chin-

ese teachers followed traditional Chinese literacy teaching methods, which pay more at-

tention to reading and writing skills. Also, the study stated that they rely mainly on a

written textbook in classrooms and lack the awareness needed to utilize multimodal re-

sources such as technology tools, movies, or arts into their teaching.

However, to successfully function in the twenty-first century, students need to be-

come multiliterate using multiple communication channels (Cope and Kalantzis 2000;

Kalantzis and Cope 2017). Thus, it is important for teachers, in particular teachers of

young culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) children, to help engage them in

multimodal literacy practices (Kuby and Vaughn 2015). Relying solely on textual re-

sources (e.g., printed materials) limits the ways students communicate and creatively

make meaning. Further, although technological resources have been an essential part of

literacy teaching, Chinese teachers of young CLD children do not have appropriate and

relevant examples of innovative literacy teaching methods within a similar context from

which they can learn and enhance their own classrooms (Li et al. 2012; Li et al. 2011).

To respond to these challenges, in this paper, we present narratives of two in-service

Chinese teachers of young CLD children in their journey with the use multiliteracies

that they learned through their master program in Canada. This study was guided by

this research question: What are Chinese teachers’ lived experiences in implementing

multiliteracies in teaching Chinese literacy to young culturally and linguistically diverse

(CLD) children in Canada?

Literature review
By examining existing literature on multiliteracies, we review the importance and ef-

fectiveness of implementing multiliteracies to support young CLD children’s literacy

development.

A pedagogy of multiliteracies for guiding innovative literacy teaching

From a traditional perspective, literacy often disregards “children’s cultural and linguis-

tic resources” to “assimilate them into the fictions of mainstream culture” (Cope and

Kalantzis 2014, vii). However, in today’s schools, due to the “proliferation of communi-

cations channels and media supports” (The New London Group 1996, p. 61) as a result

of globalization and technological developments, students are from different cultural

and linguistic backgrounds, and this fact makes the current school context diverse with

interests and experiences (Kalantzis and Cope 2017). Hence, teachers of young CLD

students need to recognize student diversity and draw on differences to create meaning

(Makin et al. 2007; Rowe 2013).
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Students are also able to become multiliterate through multiliteracies practices tai-

lored to their specific qualities (Cole and Pullen 2009; Hamston 2006; Mills 2006). Mul-

tiliteracies, initiated by the New London Group (NLG) in 1996, refers to “the

multiplicity of communications channels and medias, and the increasing saliency of

cultural and linguistic diversity” (p. 63). This new approach optimizes the concept of

literacy by “emphasizing how negotiating the multiple linguistic and cultural differences

in our society is central to the pragmatics of the working, civic, and private lives of stu-

dents” (p. 60).

In terms of the pedagogy of multiliteracies, there are two main components, design

and multimodality (Cope and Kalantzis 2009; The New London Group 1996). First, the

design in multiliteracies includes three key elements: Available Designs, Designing, and

the Redesigned (The New London Group 1996). Available Designs are the accessible

multiple semiotic resources to make meanings; Designing is transforming the meanings

on/with the Available Designs, and the Redesigned is the what has been transformed

and reproduced through the Designing process (Cope and Kalantzis 2009; The New

London Group 1996). Through such designing processes, teachers develop engaging lit-

eracy practices which help students including young CLD children become “fully

makers and remakers of signs and transformers of meaning” (Cope and Kalantzis 2009,

p. 175) by drawing on their diverse cultures and linguistic differences and experiences.

There are four crucial dimensions in multiliteracies pedagogy (The New London

Group 1996): Situated Practice, Overt Instruction, Critical Framing, and Transformed

Practice. These four components of multiliteracies do not follow a hierarchical order,

but are interactive in complicated ways. Situated Practice emphasizes teachers’ under-

standing of students’ diversity and situating the meaning-making in real world contexts.

Teachers need to create various teaching and learning practices to help students con-

nect their own life experiences with their school experiences so that the literacy prac-

tices become “profoundly interactional” (Mondada and Doehler 2004, p. 501). For

example, Mills (2006) introduced an Australian teacher who designed collaborative

Claymation movie-making practices for her young CLD students. In this study, the

Australian teacher emphasized “culture purposes” (p. 19) and movie themes that arose

from “students’ own interests” (p. 19). Through a collaborative Claymation

movie-creating process (involving phases such as designing stories and setting up

movie sets), students “moved from a school culture that focused predominately on

monomodal writing, to a culture of visual, spatial, gestural and audio designing of

digital movies characteristic of contemporary popular culture” (p. 27). The findings of

Mills’s (2006) study highlighted that the Claymation films practices enabled students to

experience “culture shift(s)” (p. 27) by combining their different cultures to design

Claymation movies, and engaging them “in a multimedia world” (p. 28). With guidance

from the concept of Situated Practice, teachers stay on the lookout to capture students’

diversity and situate the meaning-making in real-world contexts (The New London

Group 1996), so that the literacy practices become profoundly interactional (Mondada

and Doehler 2004).

Overt Instruction calls for teachers to cherish students’ existing experiences and con-

duct collaborative activities with their students to develop their problem-solving skills

(Cope and Kalantzis 2000, 2009). In this process, teachers can give tasks to their stu-

dents and provide instructions to help them complete the tasks. Through a process
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referred to as scaffolding, as students gradually obtain new skills and knowledge, they

gain a systematic and analytical understanding of their knowledge and become enabled

to manage their learning goals by themselves (e.g., Cumming-Potvin 2007). In the scaf-

folding process, teachers also learn how to enact Overt Instruction and Situated Prac-

tice simultaneously. Taking Mills’ (2006) research as an example again, in instructing

students to design Claymation movies, the Australian teacher provided Overt Instruc-

tions to students on how to write stories properly. She provided direct instructions in

each lesson to help her students understand what tasks they needed to complete.

Through this instructional scaffolding, students used the knowledge taught by their

teacher and mastered the Claymation movie-making skills by participating in collabora-

tive activities with their peers. Therefore, the implications of the study pointed to the

need for teachers to realize that “scaffolding in Situated Practice requires recognizing

the complementary role of Overt Instruction” (Mills 2006, p. 29).

Critical Framing suggests teachers help “learners frame their growing mastery in

practice (from Situated Practice) and conscious control and understanding (from Overt

Instruction) in relation to the historical, social, cultural, political, ideological, and

value-centered relations of particular systems of knowledge and social practice” (The

New London Group, 1996, p. 21). Within the Critical Framing process, students can

critically think, interpret, analyze, and express their own meanings in different learning

practices. Students can also improve their interpretation skills when there are “import-

ant interactions with the learners’ ability to access designs of meaning by relating

meanings to their social and cultural contexts and purposes” (Mills 2006, p. 12).

At last, Transformed Practice refers to learners applying what they have learned

through Situated Practice, Overt Instruction, and Critical Framing to new environments

(Cope and Kalantzis 2000, 2009). To improve students’ abilities to transform learned

knowledge into different contexts, teachers need to create various opportunities for

students to practice this knowledge transformation. For example, teachers can use

role-play to help students learn to approach things from new angles. When students

realize that their environment can influence their learning, “theory becomes reflective

practice” (The New London Group, 1996, p. 87) because this awareness can guide

them in dealing with different situations (Pahl and Rowsell 2006). Furthermore,

Transformed Practice enables students to switch from “reproduction to innovation”

(Mills 2008, p. 122) when they apply what they learned to solve new problems in

literacy practices.

For a better understanding and employment of these four dimensions of multilitera-

cies, Kalantzis and Cope (2005) further developed them as: Experiencing, Conceptualiz-

ing, Analyzing, and Applying respectively. In terms of Experiencing, literacy learners

should be aware of their previous knowledge and experiences. At the same time, they

need to connect them with their newly acquired knowledge from new environments.

Conceptualizing requires literacy learners to become conceptualizers in the process of

changing from tacit knowledge to explicit knowledge (Cope and Kalantzis 2009, p.

185). Analyzing emphasizes literacy learners to functionally and critically examine and

analyze knowledge and its meaning. At last, Applying signifies that learners are capable

of properly and creatively applying what they have learned into their lives and sur-

roundings in order to solve new problems and make their innovative contributions to

the world (Cope and Kalantzis 2009). All in all, teachers can be inspired by and utilize
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multiliteracies pedagogy to create their own literacy practices and activities (Anstey and

Bull 2006; Borsheim et al. 2008).

Second, multiliteracies focuses on the important role of multimodality in providing a

variety of modes of meaning-making. In traditional literacy teaching, written language

is the predominant form in the creation of any meaning (Cope and Kalantzis 2009).

However, along with the rapid development of new media for communication, a wide

range of modes became accessible to learners for a variety of communicational and rep-

resentational potentials or affordances for meaning-making (Kress 2005). According to

Jewitt (2006), multimodality refers to “[t]he repeated use of modes to represent and

communicate particular meanings in specific social contexts” (p. 26). In this way, the

notion of modal affordance demonstrates that modes are orchestrated in various man-

ners such as becoming equivalent, complementary, or contradictory for

meaning-making. Therefore, in today’s fast-changing digital world, it is expected that

students need to become critical users of digital technologies to communicate and par-

ticipate in digital practices and cultures, which is often called digital literacy compe-

tence (Jenkins et al. 2006) as an essential twenty-first century skill.

Studies of young children’s use of digital technologies also reveal how digital tech-

nologies such as mobile touchscreen devices including tablets and smartphones can

play a significant role in developing students’ multiliteracies (Neumann and Neumann

2017; Rowsell et al. 2013; Simpson et al. 2013). In particular, digital technologies are

important tools for helping students including young CLD children to participate in

making, remaking and transforming of meaning through the above-mentioned Design-

ing process as active designers rather than passive consumers. This is because digital

technologies offer diverse affordances of learning according to research on multilitera-

cies practices (Flewitt et al. 2015; Rowsell 2013).

Digital technologies provide students including even young children with creative op-

portunities to represent and communicate their own voice, opinion and feelings (Marsh

2011, 2014). Very young children, who have not yet learned to read and write in target

language, can still develop their multiliteracies and become more motivated and

confident through the act of meaning-making to make sense of the world and construct

knowledge multimodally employing movement, images, gesture, music, mathematics,

and speech (Kim  and R   utgers 2018; Leander and Boldt 2012). A growing body of

research also confirms that many young children often experience digital

technologies (e.g., game players, laptop computers, smartphones, tablets) from a young

age at home(Burke and Marsh

The study
We adopted a qualitative case study methodology (Yin 2014) to deeply understand how

Chinese teachers who have experienced multiliteracies and multimodality perceive and

apply a pedagogy of multiliteracies in teaching young CLD children Chinese literacy in

Canada. According to Denzin and Lincoln (2005), “qualitative researchers study things

in their natural settings attempting to make sense of, or interpret, phenomena in terms

of the meanings people bring to them” (p. 2). Moreover, a qualitative research “involves

highly detailed rich descriptions of human behaviors and opinions” (Savenye and Rob-

inson 2004, p. 1046) which enabled us to understand and interpret Chinese teachers’
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perceptions and experiences of multiliteracies in teaching young children Chinese liter-

acy in Canada.

According to Robson (2002), a case study “is a strategy for doing research which in-

volves an empirical investigation of a particular contemporary phenomenon within its

real-life context using multiple sources of evidence” (p. 178). Therefore, considering

the definition of case study as well as our aim to deeply understand Chinese teachers’

perceptions and implementations of multiliteracies in teaching young children Chinese

literacy in a Canadian teaching context, a case study provides a “unique example of real

people in real situations” (Cohen et al. 2013, p. 289).

In order to obtain rich information for the research, purposeful sampling was

employed (Patton 2002) which calls for the researcher to select participants based on

the particular aims of the study (Coyne 1997). Therefore, according to our research

goals of finding Chinese teachers who have experienced multiliteracies education and

are teaching young children Chinese in Canada, the following selection criteria were

made to look for ideal participants for our research: (a) Chinese teachers who are

teaching young CLD children Chinese literacy in Canada, (b) Chinese teachers who

have relevant education or training on multiliteracies theory and pedagogy, and (c)

Chinese teachers who are interested in sharing their experiences and suggestions of ap-

plying multiliteracies in literacy teaching. After receiving the ethics approval, we started

to contact Chinese schools in Canada to look for possible Chinese teachers who could

fulfill the selection criteria. Finally, we recruited two Chinese teachers, Susan and Jane

(pseudonyms) who fulfilled the three criteria and agreed to participate in our research.

They studied multiliteracies and multimodality in their master programs in Canada and

had more than 5 years of teaching experiences both in China and Canada.

Data collection and analysis

According to Yin (2014), a case study requires multiple sources of data to conduct a

narrative analysis to configure the diverse elements of data into “a unified whole in

which each element is connected to the central purpose of the action” (Polkinghorne

1995, p. 11). We utilized three data sources to interpret through narrative analysis: in-

terviews, reflective writings, and curriculum materials. Each method of data collection

“is useful for providing a different perspective on the topic of interest,” and “contributes

to a more complete picture of the scene of interest” (Eisenhart 1988, p. 106). For in-

stance, interviews and reflective writing were used to help the participants reflect on

their experiences and craft their narratives. An experience-centered narrative analysis

focuses more on meaning and understanding about a specific person or situation (Bold

2012). Through this experience-based data analysis procedure aiming to organize the

data elements into a coherent developmental account (Polkinghorne 1995) and config-

ure them into a unified story, we used a constant comparison method (CCM) (Glaser

and Strauss 1967). CCM is “a method of analyzing qualitative data where the informa-

tion gathered is coded into emergent themes or codes” (Hewitt-Taylor 2001, p. 39)

allowing us to “combine inductive category coding with a simultaneous comparison of

all social incidents observed” (Goetz and LeCompte 1981, p. 58).

For conducting the CCM, all recorded Chinese interviews were transcribed and

translated into English written texts with pseudonyms. Transcription is a vital step
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which “can provide important detail and an accurate verbatim record of the interview”

(Cohen et al., 2011, p. 537). To make sure of the translation quality, we shared English

transcripts with participants to ensure that their thoughts were correctly described as

member checking. Then we started the coding process with open coding (Strauss and

Corbin 1990) which is “the process of breaking down, examining, comparing, concep-

tualizing, and categorizing data” (p. 61) by meticulously looking through all data

sources to respond to our research question. Each code was used to “represent a theme

or idea with which each part of the data is associated” (Hewitt-Taylor 2001, p. 39). For

example, one code was named “professional study of multiliteracies” with its definition

referring to any related professional learning experiences of multiliteracies theory and

pedagogy. In the end of the open coding process, we had generated around forty open

codes in total. Then, we conducted the axial coding process (Strauss and Corbin 1990)

in which we compared, sorted out, and tried to find connections between the open

codes and then generated higher level axial codes. For instance, one axial code was

“multiple literacy teaching resources” which consisted of several open codes such as

“technology and music to teach Chinese literacy,” “Rope for playing games,” and so on.

Next, all axial codes were compared with each other and merged to form categories.

For example, a category called “multiliteracies practices in Chinese literacy teaching”

contained the axial codes of “innovative Chinese literacy teaching methods,” “instruc-

tions,” “developing critical thinking abilities,” and so on.

We also conducted peer debriefings to validate the themes. According to Lincoln and

Guba (1985), peer debriefing “is a process of exposing oneself to a disinterested peer in

a manner paralleling an analytical session and for the purpose of exploring aspects of

the inquiry that might otherwise remain only implicit within the inquirer’s mind” (p.

308). Peer debriefing enables researchers to overcome biases and enhance the credibil-

ity of the research by providing “an external check on the inquiry process” (Lincoln

and Guba, p. 301).

Finding: appropriation of affordances of multiliteracies
When we specially asked about when and how Susan and Jane started to learn about

multiliteracies, Susan responded in her first interview, “I started to learn about multili-

teracies in my graduate studies in which I had classes that were about multiliteracies

theory and pedagogy” (December 5, 2016). Susan also noted that she was teaching

young children Chinese during her master’s program: “the classes I had about multili-

teracies were mainly in the ECE (early childhood education) area, which was helpful to

my practical teaching experiences” (December 5, 2016). In her interview, Jane also ac-

knowledged the importance of her learning experiences of multiliteracies: “From my

master study in Canada I started to know multiliteracies and multimodality” (December

6, 2016). While doing her master studies, Jane got a chance to teach young children

Chinese in a local Chinese school, so she shared, “I found it benefits me a lot when I

can apply what I learned from classes into my teaching environments as I was able to

better understand how I can put multiliteracies theory and pedagogy into my own

teaching setting” (Reflective Writing, January 12, 2017). Hence, it was revealed that the

two Chinese teachers were able to access multiliteracies theories and pedagogies due to

their Professional Master’s program in Canada.
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Perceiving and designing the multiplicity of cultures and meaning-making
channels
Further, it was acknowledged that learning from the Professional Master’s program

allowed Susan and Jane to recognize and understand affordances of multiliteracies in

Chinese literacy teaching contexts in Canada. Susan admitted that she started to pay

more attention to the issue of diversity in the early multiliteracies practices of young

CLD children. For example, she shared in her first interview, “multiliteracies are

developed to deal with the diversity trend in our society. One important reason is that

multiliteracies provides creative ideas to facilitate teacher’s teaching methods and ways

in their own classrooms upon students’ needs and interests” (December 5, 2016).

Similarly, in her reflective writing, Susan confirmed her views about multiliteracies,

“[m]y students came from different culture and language backgrounds, which brought

so many differences and challenges in my teaching. Multiliteracies inspired me to

come up with diverse ways to catch their different learning interests and needs”

(January 6, 2017).

Jane also admitted that “multiliteracies enable students to communicate with others

and express their thoughts through different ways or platforms, which is not only

restricted to print or written forms” (Reflective Writing, January 12, 2017). According

to Jane’s understanding of multiliteracies, she considered multiple modes of

meaning-making and communicating including speech, gesture, images, videos, songs,

and other non-verbal modes (Rowsell 2013). To quote Jane,

From my own development and studying experiences in China, I could always

remember that my teachers mainly relied on print-based materials to teach our read-

ing and writing. After I was first exposed to the concepts and theories of multilitera-

cies and multimodality, the first feeling was that multiliteracies pedagogy could help

prepare our students for their daily lives in a changing world, to help them develop

practical and necessary literacy skills for their future. (December 6, 2016)

Jane explored and utilized technological and cultural resources that her students

could draw upon. For example, she brought her laptop to her class and recommended

every Wednesday as their Chinese Cartoon Day. On that day, drawing upon her stu-

dents’ interests, experiences, and needs, Jane played a famous Chinese cartoon called

XI YANG YANG YU HUI TAI LANG meaning Sheep Xi with Wolf Gray which had

more than 500 episodes happening between sheep and wolf groups. Susan also used

online videos to teach Chinese poems. The videos guided her students to watch, listen,

comprehend, and make sense of poems which extended the literacy learning possibil-

ities beyond traditional print-based texts.

Perceiving and designing the interconnectedness of multiliteracies
pedagogies
Drawing upon multiliteracies pedagogies, Susan and Jane often put their effort in con-

necting Overt Instruction with Situated Practice. For instance, Susan tried to connect

students’ prior experiences and knowledge with Chinese literacy learning so that during

the Mid-Autumn Chinese Festival, she designed the activity of making a paper lantern

to situate her students in participating in authentic cultural activities. Also, she
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encouraged her students to write their wishes on their lanterns and draw Chinese writ-

ten couplets that they could stick on their house doors during the festival. Her Overt

Instructions helped her students understand what tasks they needed to complete. Susan

reported in her reflective writing that “many students were happily involved in these

activities, and many of them made incredible lanterns or created amazing written cou-

plets by themselves.” Instead of focusing mainly on Overt Instruction, therefore, her lit-

eracy teaching demonstrated her understanding of the complementary role of Overt

Instruction in Situated Practice (Mills 2006).

Most importantly, interviews with Susan and Jane including their reflective writings

and curriculum materials also confirmed that both Susan and Jane paid attention to

higher order thinking (e.g., comprehension, critical thinking) beyond teaching the tech-

nical skills of reading and writing. In other words, they started to recognize and under-

stand the complex phenomena of young CLD children’s multiliteracies practices. This

is similar to what The New London Group (1996) stated that literacy teaching needed

to be viewed holistically as a multiple, interconnected, continuous, dynamic, and

emergent process.

Susan’s reflective writing reveals that “after I learned about multiliteracies, I held the

belief that reading and writing should not be regarded as the dominant aspects of liter-

acy teaching, students need to develop other literacy abilities such as comprehension

and expression skills as well” (January 6, 2017). Jane shared in her reflective writing that

“[m]ultiliteracies also teach me to realize a wide scope of literacy teaching and learning.

Besides reading the textbooks and writing characters, teachers should pay attention to

develop students’ different literacy abilities, such as critical thinking abilities,

meaning-making and expressing” (January 12, 2017). For instance, Jane designed a

poetic role-play practice to help her students apply the knowledge they learned to solve

new problems in their studies. She also aimed to teach her students critical thinking

about the four seasons in Beijing as indicated in her lesson plan (see Fig. 1). Jane

started her class with an inquiry time to reflect on their favorite seasons. Then she used

an iPad to allow her students to access pictures and videos about the scenery of four

seasons in Beijing. In addition, Jane designed a drawing activity for her students to en-

courage them to represent and communicate their favorite seasons and activities they

liked to do. Further, Jane proposed a speaking activity to allow students to speak about

their favorite season in Chinese and the reasons why they chose a particular season.

Jane also noted that reading a series of stories was effective in helping her students

systematically develop their critical thinking abilities. For example, she provided a series

of eight story books about a group of rats living in a beautiful village. The stories were

connected with each other and were gradually developed “to develop students’ critical

thinking abilities” (Reflective Writing, January 12, 2017). Figure 2 shows two stories

from this series, which talked about a mysterious staircase and an adventure in the

mountains. By reading the first two books to students, she enabled her students to, as

the New London Group stated, “gain the necessary personal and theoretical distance

from what they have learned” (p. 87). Then, by showing students the pictures/images in

the story books, she facilitated her students to “constructively critique it, account for

its cultural location, creatively extend and apply it,” and “eventually innovate on their

own” (The New London Group 1996, p. 87) by coming up with their diverse thoughts

to predict what happened next in the story.
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Similarly, Susan designed a debate activity of The Great Wall to promote her stu-

dents’ critical thinking. In her reflective writing, she noted the importance of develop-

ing critical abilities for young children in literacy learning:

When I was a young student in China, my class had many students. Teachers didn’t

have enough time to listen to each student’s thoughts and they would not be happy

if students came up with different opinions than their teachers. Under that kind of

teaching environment, every student behaved like factory products, as everyone was

equipped with the same knowledge and expressed the same thoughts in the same

way. When I grew up, I realized how important it is for a child to have the rights

and abilities to speak their own thoughts and show different opinions. Therefore, in

my teaching, I gave my students enough time and opportunities to let them voice

their own opinions. For example, after I taught them about the Great Wall, I

designed a small debate about the Great Wall for them. I encouraged them to

Fig. 1 Jane’s lesson plan
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express their various thoughts about this large construction in China. This debate

was successful as it encouraged students to bravely express their different opinions

about the Great Wall. Some students thought it was important to defend the

motherland while other students argued the Great Wall wasted lots of money

collected from poor people and many families were separated due to its time-

consuming construction. I cherished all their views and encouraged them to continu-

ally question and think critically about their lives and the world. (Reflective writing,

January 6, 2017)

According to Susan’s first interview, “students were engaged in different Chinese lit-

eracy practices and focused more on my teaching” (December 5, 2016). In a similar

manner, Jane also reported in her first interview that by implementing multiliteracies,

her students “get motivated and can build confidence in literacy learning” (December

6, 2016). Their experiences of multiliteracies pedagogies revealed that they were able to

provide young CLD children with diverse learning experiences and engage them ac-

tively in Chinese literacy learning.

Discussion and implications
Susan and Jane’s interviews, curriculum materials, and reflective writings reveal that

Susan and Jane appropriated affordances of multiliteracies theories and pedagogies that

they learned in their 2-year Professional Master’s program in Canada for young cultur-

ally and linguistically diverse (CLD) students. They both expressed the importance and

positive outcomes of implementing multiliteracies in their Chinese literacy teaching

contexts. By designing meaningful literacy activities discussed in the previous session,

Susan and Jane revealed that they were strongly motivated to facilitate their students to

recognize, value, and promote the multiplicity of cultures and meaning-making chan-

nels. In particular, Susan focused more on multiliteracies in dealing with the multipli-

city of cultures in her class, while Jane paid more attention to the multiplicity of

meaning-making channels/resources/modes for her young CLD students.

Taken together, their stories allow us to understand two affordances of multiliteracies

in Chinese literacy teaching in Canada: (1) perceiving and designing the multiplicity of

cultures and meaning-making channels, and (2) perceiving and designing the intercon-

nectedness of multiliteracies pedagogies. Examining the four dimensions of

Fig. 2 A series of stories
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multiliteracies pedagogies of two Chinese teachers’ literacy practices provides us with a

better understanding of their perception and implementation of multiliteracies prac-

tices. In particular, using digital technologies, Susan and Jane made an effort to connect

Situated Practice with Overt Instruction by incorporating students’ interests and life ex-

periences outside the classroom.

For this, our findings highlighted how they actively perceived and appropriated avail-

able semiotic resources (as Available Designs, The New London Group 1996) including

digital devices (e.g., iPads, on-line videos) in a purposeful and integrated manner to in-

corporate their students’ cultures, interests, and needs. In other words, by meaningfully

connecting their students’ out-of-school experiences with classroom literacy learning,

Susan and Jane demonstrated their efforts to design multiliteracies practices that were

relevant and authentic to situate their young CLD children in meaningful literacy activ-

ities. Thus, in keeping with recent studies by Flewitt et al. (2015), they did not focus on

teaching how to operate iPad, videos, or other digital devices which are increasingly

available to young children in their homes. Rather, Susan and Jane acknowledged the

importance of student agency in participating in the process of Design; this is a trans-

formation process where their students became active co-designers who could appro-

priate their own cultures and semiotic tools (as Available Designs) to co-design

meaningful multiliteracies activity resulting in constructing multimodal artifacts.

As such, Susan and Jane valued students’ diversity and engaged them in different Chinese

literacy activities, which made it possible for their students to become, as Kalantzis and

Cope (2005) also said, active meaning makers or designers in their literacy learning and con-

struct multimodal artifacts. In this process of “designing” (Cope and Kalantzis 2009), Susan

and Jane were not just consumers and users of pre-determined literacy curricula, but de-

signers and co-creators of literacy curricula through orchestrating available multiple semi-

otic resources and appropriating the affordances of multiliteracies.

Rather than relying mainly on written textbooks, they started to use multiple semiotic

resources. This also shows that teachers’ understanding of multiliteracies is improved

as a result of pursuing multiliteracies graduate studies as teacher professional develop-

ment. The way of what they used as semiotic resources and how they used semiotic re-

sources changed. For example, as their teaching practices, Susan and Jane took their

students’ diverse learning interests (e.g., making crafts) and learning needs (e.g., becom-

ing active meaning makers, maximizing diverse communication and identity options)

into consideration when they designed multiliteracies practices.

However, we found that most of their multiliteracies practices focused on the Situ-

ated Practice and Overt Instruction dimensions of the multiliteracies pedagogies with a

few instances of the Critical Framing and Transformed Practice dimensions. This find-

ing can relate to their challenges that Susan and Jane both encountered in their multili-

teracies teaching. It is argued that merely being exposed to innovative instructional

strategies and pedagogies does not necessarily lead to the acquisition of innovative in-

structional strategies and pedagogies. The process of “designing” in multiliteracies

needs to be a transformative process. This transformation as noted by Rowsell et al.

(2008) allows teachers to become active agents as they make choices about their own

learning to impact student learning.

To respond to this challenge, Susan provided recommendations for teachers in her

reflective writing,
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For teachers who want to implement multiliteracies, attending a professional

program on multiliteracies is a good start for them, as they can build a systematic

knowledge of multiliteracies and multimodality. Meanwhile, learning from professors

and peers in the professional programs can also inspire and facilitate teachers’

teaching in practical teaching contexts. (May 12, 2017).

Jane also expressed in her reflective writing that school boards need to provide

teachers with an opportunity to attend professional workshops or training programs to

help them learn more about the implementations of multiliteracies and multimodality.

In light of this, it is also recommended for teacher educators and policy makers to pro-

vide ongoing learning opportunities (Kayi-Aydar 2015; Kosnik et al. 2013; Rowsell,

Kosnik, and Beck 2008) with teachers who could become multiliteracies designers in

understanding, designing, and implementing multiliteracies practices working with

culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) children through digital technologies.

Highlights

� Multiliteracies enabled two Chinese teachers to work with CLD students in Canada.

� Teachers appropriated affordances of multiliteracies for Chinese literacy teaching.

� This implies the importance of teacher professional development.
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