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Abstract: There has been a consensus in research and practices that social 
and cultural aspects of lives contribute to literacy development, particularly 
in second language learning. The conception of literacy has been shifting 
from the lens of formal literacy learning in school settings into broader op-
portunities in sociocultural contexts, and some may exclusively look at the 
intersection between the two. In this article, I discuss the concept of continu-
ities of literacy development and out-of-school literacy practices by carefully 
interpreting empirical research that have been done in the last decade. The 
discussion in this article enriches the notion of literacy learning that diverse 
settings of literacy practices, parents’ role, and various available texts are 
significant predictors to the continuities of literacy development. I argue that 
ESL learners independently mediate their own literacy development either at 
school or community by taking advantages of rich opportunities available at 
the environment, which explained novice-expert relationship, hybridity, and 
intertextuality.  
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A growing body of research has informed the continuities of language and lit-
eracy practices across spaces or contexts including schools (Cardinale, 1999; 
Gutierrez, Baquedano-Lopez, & Chiu, 1999; Heath, 1983; Heer, 2016; Larson, 
1995), community-based programs (London, Gurantz, & Norman, 2011; Tan & 
Richardson, 2006; White-Farnham, 2012), and religious based community pro-
grams (Chao & Mantero, 2014; Duranti, Ochs, & Ta’ase, 1995, Garcia-
Sanchez, 2014, & Moore, 2006, 2008). Other studies have also focused on the 
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significant role of parents or adults in providing opportunities for children’s lit-
eracy skill development (Lily; 2011; Ochs & Schieffelin, 1984; Wiseman, 
2009). Those studies hold the premise that literacy practices are never impar-
tial; it is closely tied to larger sociocultural contexts, societal system, which is 
dynamic over times. 

Frankel, Becker, Rowe, and Pearson (2016) argue that the conception of 
reading involves interaction between the reader and the text, the reader’s 
knowledge about the world, and the context in and through which the reading 
occurs. In school settings, literacy practices may vary across disciplines and 
structure of the class, including how the teacher interact with the students over 
texts, how students learn, and what it means to read in school. However, the 
conceptualization of reading situated in social practices requires students to en-
gage in reading practices beyond school’s life like in community, neighbor-
hood, and home setting. As such, it is crucial to look at what empirical studies 
have discovered on literacy practices out of school setting. I argue that a grow-
ing number of empirical studies on literacy practices involving out of school 
settings have not yet considered together as a body of knowledge, particularly 
studies that focus on ESL learners. This literature review is then served to con-
tinue intellectual dialogues on such issues.  

Since experts and researchers have taken sociocultural perspective of lan-
guage learning in addition to cognitive and psychological point of view, it so-
lidified the focus of language on cultural reproduction and transformation.  
Thus, it placed language as a mediating tool for literacy development, which 
can be investigated by means of social interactions and participation structures 
(Duff & Anderson, 2015). This idea informs scholars to consider literacy de-
velopment in terms of everyday practices. In the paradigm of sociocultural per-
spective, literacy practices refer to a course of social practices that can be in-
ferred as events mediated by written text (Barton & Hamilton, 1998). It may 
include the construction of knowledge, values, attitudes, beliefs, and feelings 
correlated with the use of text in particular time and space (Gee, 1990; Street, 
2000).  

Through continued literacy practices, e.g. at home and community, chil-
dren and other novice newcomers may have opportunities to develop their so-
cial and cognitive growth, particularly by their changing patterns of socializa-
tion through and into oral and written language use (Heath, 2010). They might 
renegotiate and challenge their new cultural perspectives, identities, as well as 
language skills when they socialize in heterogeneous contexts (Garrett & Ba-
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quedano-Lopez, 2002). For example, Bartlett (2007) studied transnational stu-
dents’ educational trajectories shaped by social relations and identity for-
mations. She argued that social interactions across classroom contexts and stu-
dents’ perspectives on their own identity broaden opportunities for English 
language learning in both spoken and written forms over times.  

Yi (2007) who studied Korean students’ composing practices outside of 
school also suggests that diversity and richness involved with multiple litera-
cies in multiple contexts play a significant role in growing and being a compe-
tent bilingual writer. A great amount of engagements with writing out of school 
settings enables the focus participant to experience swift, constant, and com-
fortable multiple literacy practices in multiple sites and genre of texts. Fur-
thermore, Hull and Schultz (2001) argued that looking at out-of-school settings 
to support successful learning either in terms of physical spaces or times does 
not mean to disregard the conceptual dimension of schools. It is rather to find 
the continuities from out-of-school context to the school context or the other 
way around.      

This review, as such, seeks to conceptualize the continuities of literacy 
development by considering out-of-school literacy practices and opportunities 
available at the environment for ESL learners to develop their literacy skills. 
The framing is derived from a corpus of empirical research that were consid-
ered together as a body of knowledge. Theoretically, this review informs and 
enriches the notion of literacy practices, particularly in the discussion of family 
literacy environment that language and literacy learning are temporally, social-
ly, and spatially situated and contingent, and that novices or ESL learners also 
independently mediate their own socialization into academic and community 
by their own ways (Duff & Anderson, 2015; Garrett & Baquedano-Lopez, 
2002; Heath, 1983, 2010; & The New London Group, 1996).  

The review began with discussion on ESL literacy practices under the 
concept of novice-expert relationship, hybridity, and intertextuality, which 
guide the search process, analysis, and interpretation of studies published in the 
last decade. I then review studies organized in three themes: diverse settings as 
family investment, parents’ role, and text forms and sources. These themes 
emerged based on the coding analysis of the studies that out of school literacy 
practices mostly revolve around multiple settings, the role of parents, and mul-
tiple modalities. Finally, I conclude by considering implications for educational 
practices and directions for future research. 
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CONTEXT FOR ESL LITERACY PRACTICES 

As mentioned previously, literacy practices are technically defined as day-
to-day activities of learners that take into account the values, attitudes, feelings, 
and social relationships correlated with the use of texts in particular time and 
space. Since it involves activities around people, texts, and languages, I draw 
upon the concept of novice-expert relationship, hybridity, and intertextuality to 
explore diverse settings of literacy practices and opportunities available at the 
environment that help ESL learners develop literacy skills. Those three con-
cepts are based on the underpinning perspective of reading as a social practice, 
which goes beyond different socialization, cultural capital and language use.  

 
Novice-Expert Relationship  

In the literatures of language socialization, Garrett and Baquedano-Lopez 
(2002) defined socialization as “the process through which a child or other nov-
ice acquires the knowledge, orientation, and practices that enable him or her to 
participate effectively and appropriately in the social life of a particular com-
munity” (p. 339). Departing from this definition, family status itself has been 
central to the issue of what forms a community, which then leads to the neces-
sity of adopting family literacy related activities (Heath, 2010).  

Immigrant or refugee families, for example, have a difficult time strug-
gling with their economic or financial conditions that make it even harder for 
them to learn a new language and assimilate into a new culture. Not only are 
these parents financially struggling in building life in a new environment, but 
they are also struggling in supporting their children’s schooling and language 
skills (Garcia-Sanchez, 2014; Ochs & Kremer-Sadlik, 2015). In Bourdieu’s no-
tion of habitus (as cited in Erickson, 2004), social status of family treats differ-
ent cultural capital in which lower middle class have more difficulties with so-
cial arrangements, language use, and academic content than the upper middle 
class. This condition challenges who counts as an expert and a novice in the in-
teraction between an adult and a child, particularly in a family. Is it parents 
who are the experts that mediate their children literacy learning or their chil-
dren? 

Heath (2010), furthermore, defined family as a single space of the home of 
a student where biological heterosexual parents are the responsible caregivers. 
In a broader sense, family is “ both a legal institution and a social achievement” 
in which “talk” has a prominent role in its formation (Ochs & Kremer-Sadlik, 
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2015, p. 88). In the language socialization paradigm, family is where children 
or “novice’s agency” are recognized to have social interaction with parents as 
“experts”. A child is considered a novice because they are acquiring and learn-
ing microgenesis of communicative competences through interactions with 
older or a more experienced person (Garrett, 2008). Duff and Anderson (2015) 
called more experienced persons as mentors reflecting on Vygotskian princi-
ples and constructs of community, and more knowledgeable others, including 
old-timers’ peers, teachers, tutors, or caregivers. To this end, the terms are used 
interchangeably and refer to the same concept of relationship of interactions.  

This novice-expert relationship is reciprocal, bidirectional, or multidirec-
tional, in which novices are not always dependent on the expert. Experts or 
mentors also learn new perspectives, skills, and practices from the novices, and 
that interaction among peers or other adults can also count as expert-novice 
role (Duff & Anderson, 2015). It is in the essence that socialization comes into 
play where “novices acquire the knowledge, orientations, and practices that en-
able him or her to participate effectively and appropriately in the social life of a 
particular community” (Garrett & Baquedano-Lopez, 2002, p. 339). 

Hybridity 

As the socialization of ESL learners engages dynamic cultural practices, 
which typically take place in two different cultures and traditions, the process 
of hybridization becomes substantial to the ongoing and changing repertoire of 
individuals and communities (Rogoff, Moore, Correa-Chavez, & Dexter, 
2014). Hybridization can include both hybrid language use and practices where 
expert and novice create a third space of learning, and where none of dominant 
practices and languages are privileged (Gutierrez, Baquedano-Lopez, & 
Tejeda, 1999). For example, in Garcia-Sanchez’s work (2014) with Moroccan 
and Spanish children in Vallenuevo, high intensities of code switching are sali-
ent between Spanish and Moroccan Arabic, which is evident to dual language 
use. Their discursive practices are also varied in their hybrid nature, such as 
word play, arguing, negotiating, reciting, gossiping, and explaining game rules 
in both Spanish and Moroccan cultures, values, and traditions. Hybridization, 
thus, is part of cultural practices in which ESL learners try out their dual lan-
guage use in dual cultural repertoire. 
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Intertextuality 

Wortham (2005) argued that studying socialization by unfolding recurrent 
types of events between expert and novice is crucial, but it might neglect the 
complexities of how novices move across certain trajectories and how these 
trajectories are linked together. Thus, examining intertextual processes among 
events across time is also important in literacy socialization. In the New Lon-
don Group’s manifesto (1999, p. 20), intertextuality is conceptualized as mak-
ing connection of meanings through the relationships to other texts (real or im-
aginary), text types (discourse or genres), narratives, and other modes of mean-
ing (e.g. visual design) in varied complex ways. Understanding intertextuality 
then yields possible chances to unfold both individual practices and collective 
resources used to accomplish such practices across times. 

As mentioned earlier, the main goal of this article is to review empirical 
studies in the last decade. I focus on out-of-school literacy practices and oppor-
tunities available at the environment that help ESL learners develop their liter-
acy skills. My central argument is that continuities of literacy development be-
tween school, home, and community matter in a second language learning. I 
have construed those studies in three themes: diverse settings as family invest-
ment, parents’ role, and text forms and sources. In the following, I explain each 
theme by considering similarities and differences across studies and make spe-
cific cautions that future researchers or practitioners should take into account.    

DIVERSE SETTINGS AS FAMILY INVESTMENT  

Studies have pointed out that diverse settings of literacy practices, such as 
school, home, and community count as a significant contributor to language 
and literacy development (Bialostock, 2014; Chao & Mantero, 2014; Cum-
ming, 1991; Johnson, 2011; Johnson, 2014; London, Gurantz, & Norman, 
2011; Shiffman, 2013; Tan & Richardson, 2006; White-Farnham, 2012; Wise-
man, 2009). Community-based ESL program, interaction with peers, and 
community involvement are a range of literacy practices where students have 
literacy-related activities. Some interesting findings from the studies I reviewed 
concerning these diverse settings are discussed in the following paragraphs. 

After conducting 16 months of ethnography study, Chao and Mantero 
(2014) found that church-based ESL program was important for immigrant 
families  to promote literacy practices in everyday activities. Church here was a 
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mediator that empowered parents to improve their own literacy skills and to 
exercise parental authority and agency in their family literacy practices. Simi-
larly, White-Farnham (2012) interviewed 6 women whose children were K12 
ESL learners. He found that the participants actively engaged in Red Hat So-
ciety in California to incorporate their literacy practices at home with their 
children with their own professional success and personal interest of being lit-
erate women that can make broader personal impacts. 

Another study by Tan and Richardson (2006) found that students’ literacy 
practices outside of home and outside of school are usually about building 
friendships with their peers, and they are closely related to adolescent’s identity 
like going fishing, going shopping, and having online chats. This finding was 
derived from a qualitative study of 31 tenth ESL graders in Penang, Malaysia, 
which investigated students’ short messages as literacy practices. These find-
ings are crucial in informing how those practices would contribute to the suc-
cess of school literacy. In terms of online chats, for example, although the form 
and content of the chats were not related to schooling, the researchers suggest-
ed that students’ expressive skills and engagements through this chats should 
be linked to literacy practices at school.  

In school settings, Johnson (2011) investigated secondary school students’ 
perception on young adult’s literature through a survey analysis. From this 
study he concluded that any sites in which the students learn young adult litera-
tures influenced their perception or beliefs, and intellectual abilities. In addi-
tion, multiple selves like adults in the environment who help them learn the 
materials also influenced students’ thinking and abilities. However, this study 
suggested that regardless the materials, place and people surrounding the stu-
dents were more influential for their literacy development either related to lit-
eracy skills or their thought. 

Although empirical studies included in this review indicate important roles 
of outside of home literacy practices on students’ literacy development, it can-
not be concluded yet how far diverse settings of literacy practices are signifi-
cant for students’ ESL literacy development, particularly how those factors are 
beneficial for spoken and written forms of literacy. It is not only because of the 
wide variant of the factors, but also limited studies found in respect to this is-
sue. 
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PARENTS’ ROLE 

Interaction between parents and their children at home, regardless of what 
language they use, can promote opportunities for students to improve their lit-
eracy skills (Bokhorst-Heng, 2008; Chao & Mantero, 2014; Chen, Kyle, & 
McIntyre, 2008; Jasinski, 2012; Lily; 2011; Ngo, 2012; Shiffman, 2013; 
Wiseman, 2009). The interaction is crucial for both spoken and written literacy 
of the students. Because family is the smallest social unit, it serves as the first 
environment for children to learn and to develop language skills. 

Wiseman (2009) conducted a five-month ethnographic study that exam-
ined family involvement in a poetry program at home of 22 eight graders, and 
concluded that students whose parents have greater participation in their chil-
dren’s poetry project, made meaningful interaction in reading and writing with 
their children. This study also proved that poetry activity at home is more com-
fortable and safe for students and parents to engage with literacy practices. An-
other meaningful interaction was parents’ involvement in checking their chil-
dren’s homework as reported by Lily (2011) who studied an African-American 
middle school student and members of her family during eight years of an eth-
nographic study. She found that low economic parents who were illiterate tend 
to be uninterested to their children’s homework and not to have literacy-related 
interaction with their children. It affected the student’s literacy interest and 
achievement across time and space.  

The above studies showed that although students have entered school and 
have developed their knowledge in the school system, parental involvement in 
children’s learning is still significant to improve literacy (Jasinski, 2012). Con-
tinued program for family support might be required because some parents, 
particularly from low economic family, have not enough knowledge on how to 
assist their children at home (Shiffman, 2013).  

In accordance with limited knowledge of parents, Jasinski (2012) conduct-
ed a survey study involving 25 women whose children were K-12 ESL learners 
in Canada. He reported that parents have difficulty engaging with their chil-
dren’ literacy activities, such as helping their children’ homework. Bokhorst-
Heng’s survey (2008) on 180 parents of secondary school students in Singa-
pore also suggests the same finding. However, this suggestion remains unclear 
in terms of family characteristics because interaction in family is a cultural-
bond activity where each family might have different cultural backgrounds and 
patterns of interaction (Erickson, 2004). As such, there is a need for further in-
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vestigation that can describe global patterns of family interaction across cul-
tures, so comprehensive understanding on how the interaction should be in dif-
ferent family can be drawn. Ethnography study seems to be more appropriate in 
discovering thorough and detail family characteristics as showed in Wiseman 
(2009) and Lily (2011). 

Concerning language use during the interaction between parents and their 
children in home literacy activities, ESL literacy practices are determined not 
only by frequent use of the target language, but also by how students use their 
L1 literacy to move into a more sophisticated L2 literacy (Choi, 2010; Lily, 
2011; London, Gurantz, & Norman, 2011; Sarroub, Pernicek, & Sweeney, 
2007; Tan, 2006; Wilson, Chavez, & Anders, 2012; Yi, 2007, 2010; Yi & 
Hirvela, 2010). At this point, parents do not necessarily have good second lan-
guage mastery. They can activate meaningful interaction with their children by 
using L1 to help their children’s learning at home. This interaction also fits the 
Krashen’s notion of optimal intake for second language acquisition (1981) that 
the more input of second language the students obtain, the better opportunities 
they acquire second language. 

Through a case study on four Asian high school English language learners, 
Choi (2009) found that the hybrid use of L1 and L2 as well as multicultural 
materials available in both L1 and L2 not only improved students’ literacy 
skill, but also created their identity academically, socially, ethnically, and cul-
turally. A strong identity and an established L1 literacy yielded rich L2 literacy. 
This statement is in line with Yi and Hirvela (2010) who conducted a case 
study on a high school Korean student found that their participant was often 
confused to choose which language to use for improving literacy skills because 
this student lived in an immigrant family with dual languages. But the blending 
use of L1 and L2 was a significant marker of how the student experienced and 
made progress through L2 literacy.  

To this end, I argue that although it is important to use heritage language 
and English at the same time in literacy activities, what form of the language, 
spoken or written, can have more gains is still inconclusive. London, Gurantz, 
and Norman (2011) said that dual language use improved more English listen-
ing and speaking skills rather than English reading and writing. But Wilson, 
Chavez, and Anders (2012) through an ethnographic study of eight middle 
school students underlined that since students used written English in multiple 
frames and interacted in written language more often than in spoken form, na-
tive language was more important to improve written English literacy. As such, 
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I argue that empirical studies have not yet come to a consensus whether hybrid 
language use is beneficial for spoken form or written form of language. Alt-
hough Krashen (1981) pointed out that productive English skills, i.e. speaking 
and writing, are theoretically not important for acquisition, they are practically 
urgent.  

TEXT FORMS AND SOURCES 

Referring back to the definition of literacy practice mentioned in the be-
ginning of this article, availability of print-materials such as story books, mag-
azines, and newspapers as well as access to literacy activities at home also have 
significant impact on students’ literacy skills (Askov, Kassab, & Weirauch, 
2005; Choi, 2009; Lee & Croninger, 1994; Lily, 2011; Perry & Moses, 2011; 
Sarroub, Pernicek, & Sweeney, 2007; Tan & Richardson, 2006; Teo, 2008; 
Wilson, Chavez, & Anders, 2012; Yi, 2007, 2010, 2015; Yi & Hirvela, 2010). 
Studies revealed that print materials and access to literacy are important for 
students’ written language development. Access to literacy here means oppor-
tunities given to students to have literacy activities at home or outside of home 
which also includes the use of technology such as podcast, YouTube, WIKI, or 
Internet for literacy practices. 

For instance, Perry and Moses (2012) studied how television was related 
to language and literacy development in three Sudanese families through 18 
months of ethnography. They concluded that both adults and children in the 
family used television as a resource available at home to recognize new English 
vocabularies and cultures. Television was a medium that facilitated their learn-
ing towards new literacy. The same conclusion was derived from an eth-
nographic study conducted by Wilson, Chavez, and Anders (2012) that Podcast 
helped eight middle school students developed their English writing in a more 
comfortable way because Podcast allowed them to learn English at which they 
felt proficient. Moreover, internet also has a significant role for literacy prac-
tices where students can use it to experience online reading and writing as well 
as engaging in online communication with other peers without feeling shy (Yi, 
2005, 2007, 2010; Yi & Hirvela, 2010). 

Building on the point above, children whose families support their literacy 
learning by providing more print materials at home tend to have better literacy 
skills than those who do not receive support (Sarroub, Pernicek, & Sweeney, 
2007). Providing print materials such as storybooks, magazines, and newspa-
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pers, also increase students’ interest on literacy practices especially reading and 
writing activities (Yi & Hirvela, 2010). What students do at home in terms of 
literacy practices is compatible with school-based literacy as long as opportuni-
ties and access for literacy are provided.        

CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS 

Having analyzed empirical studies on literacy practices at home and out-of 
home settings, excluding schools, which affect ESL literacy skills, I arrive at 
several conclusions. Firstly, researchers on second language acquisition, litera-
cy development, and language minority learners agree that sociocultural aspect 
of language learning is important to be considered in respect to ESL literacy 
development. Nowadays research on roles of environment in second language 
literacy has reached a consensus that second language development is achieved 
not only through cognitive process, but also more importantly through social 
interactions in the environment (i.e. home and community).  

Secondly, underlying the above paradigm, this review concluded that there 
are three key features in relation to literacy practices of ESL learners outside of 
school settings that are important to consider. They are: (1) diverse settings of 
literacy practices at the environment, (2) parents’ role and parent-child interac-
tion around literacy activities, and (3) various available texts, sources, and ac-
cess for literacy activities. Studies agree that community-based ESL program 
and interaction with adults or peers outside of home are significant predictors 
for later literacy skills. Because literacy is contextualized as social and cultural 
practices (Barton & Hamilton, 1998; Gee, 1996), studies have proved that 
community and adults or peers outside home shape literacy development of 
ESL learners in different ways. 

Another point is that meaningful interaction between parents and their 
children at home (e.g. homework assistantship, home-poetry project, and read-
ing-writing together) can support the development of children’s ESL literacy 
skills, even when parents use their L1. Besides meaningful interaction, the pro-
vision of print-materials and access to literacy including technology can also 
promote greater opportunities for ESL learners to have literacy practices at 
home. It is found that there is a strong connection between students’ home lit-
eracy practices and their school literacy achievement when parents provide 
sources of literacy at home.  
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 Therefore, I argue that ESL teachers should find a link between in-and-
out of school literacy activities that students can accomplish. This connection is 
crucial so that students can make use of their community and peers for better 
ESL literacy skills, in line with school literacy activities. In doing so, teachers 
can encourage schools to organize literacy activities that involve parents. Un-
like young children, incorporating home-based literacy activity might build 
barriers between adolescents and their parents, particularly when the activity 
deals with expressing feelings and thoughts. Adolescents tend to hide some 
parts of their feeling to their parents, as it is an act of being adolescent. Wise-
man (2009) suggested that teachers can encourage parents to engage in a poetry 
program or other parent-child shared activities to shed the barrier.      

This review also proposes some recommendations for future research. 
First, there is a need to study the role of community-based literacy programs 
and out-of-school literacy practices that improve ESL students’ literacy skills. 
Future research can focus on literacy components such as vocabulary develop-
ment, word recognition skills, comprehension, and phonemic awareness across 
languages. Focusing on the nature of research method, future researchers might 
employ either qualitative or experimental research to provide more comprehen-
sive characteristics of the events and the participants, or to draw causal claims 
between literacy practices and the environment.   

Other possible research questions that can be drawn from this review are: 
if culture in family matters in developing ESL literacy, how do parents engage 
with cultural sensitivity across L1 and L2?, if spoken form of L1 can be used to 
improve written form of L2 literacy, how can the use of L1 is mediated to de-
velop spoken and written form of L2 literacy? And if out-of-home activities are 
significant in improving ESL literacy, how does the result differ across differ-
ent levels of proficiency? These questions are worth exploring in future re-
search, so that the social context of the students and their literacy can be ex-
tended. 

Finally, I conclude that empirical research on home literacy environment 
devoted to adolescents or seventh to twelfth graders is still needed, particularly 
studies employing statistical methods to measure environment as an extra lin-
guistic support for ESL learning. The three sociocultural factors mentioned in 
this review support the paradigm of language socialization, second language 
acquisition and literacy as social and cultural activities. 



Parlindungan, Exploring Literacy Practices in a Second Language  127 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

This article is completed under the funding of Indonesia Endowment Fund 
for Education (LPDP) received by the author during his doctoral study at the 
Ohio State University. Any errors of interpretation are fully the responsibility 
of the author. 

REFERENCES 

Askov, E., Kassab, C., & Weirauch, D. (2005). Women in Pennsylvania's fami-
ly literacy programs: Effects of participant characteristics on extent of par-
ticipation. Adult Basic Education, 15(3), 131-149. 

Bartlett, L. (2007). Bilingual literacies, social identification, and educational 
trajectories. Linguistics and Education, 18(3-4), 215 – 231. 

Barton, D., & Hamilton, M. (1998). Local literacies: Reading and writing in 
one community. London: Routledge. 

Bialostok, S. (2014). Metaphors that teachers live by: A cultural model of liter-
acy in the era of new literacies. Language and Education, 28(6), 501-520. 

Burstall, C. (1975). Factors affecting foreign-language learning: A considera-
tion of some relevant research findings. Language Teaching and Linguis-
tics Abstracts, 8, 105–125. 

Bokhorst-Heng, W. (2008). School-home partnerships to nurture adolescent lit-
eracy. Middle School Journal, 39(5), 40-49. 

Cardinale, K. (1999). Bilingual education for limited English proficiency stu-
dents: Local interests and resource availability as determinants of peda-
gogical practice. International Journal of Qualitative Studies in Educa-
tion, 12(1), 37-57. 

Chao, X., & Mantero, M. (2014). Church-based ESL adult programs: Social 
mediators for empowering "family literacy ecology of communities". 
Journal of Literacy Research, 46(1), 90-114. 

Chen, C., Kyle, D., & McIntyre, E. (2008). Helping teachers work effectively 
with English language learners and their families. The School Community 
Journal, 18(1), 7-20. 



128  TEFLIN Journal, Volume 28, Number 1, January 2017  
 

Choi, J. (2009). Asian English language learners' identity construction in an af-
ter school literacy site. Journal of Asian Pacific Communication, 19(1), 
130-161. 

Cumming, A. (1991). Learning ESL literacy among Indo-Canadian women. 
Language, Culture, and Curriculum, 4(3), 181 - 200. 

Duff, P., & Anderson, T. (2015). Academic language and literacy socialization 
for second language students. In N. Markee (Ed.). The handbook of class-
room discourse and interaction (pp. 337-352). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley 
& Sons, Inc. 

Duranti, A., Ochs, E., & Ta'ase, E. K. (1995). Change and tradition in literacy 
instruction in a Samoan American community. Educational Foundations. 
9(4), 57- 74. 

Erickson, F. (2004). Talk and social theory. Malden, MA: Polity Press. 

Frankel, K., Becker, B., Rowe, M., & Pearson P.D. (2016). From “What is 
reading?” to “What is literacy?” Journal of Education, 196(3), 7-17. 

Garcia-Sanchez, I. (2014). Language and Muslim immigrant childhood: The 
politics of belonging. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons, Inc. 

Gardner, R. (1985). Social psychology and second language learning: The role 
of attitude and motivation. London: Edward Arnold. 

Garrett, P. (2008). Researching language socialization. In K. King and N. H. 
Hornberger (Eds.), Encyclopedia of language and education, 2nd edition, 
Volume 10: Research methods in language and education (pp. 189–201). 
New York: Springer. 

Garrett, P., & Baquedano-Lopez, P. (2002). Language socialization: Reproduc-
tion and continuity, transformation and change. Annual Review of Anthro-
pology, 31, 339 – 361. 

Gee, J. P. (1990). Social linguistics and literacies: Ideology in discourses 
(Critical perspectives on literacy and education). London, UK: Falmer 
Press. 

Gee, J. P. (1996). Social linguistics and literacies: Ideology in discourse (2nd 
ed.). London: Taylor & Francis. 



Parlindungan, Exploring Literacy Practices in a Second Language  129 
 

Gutierrez, K., Baquedano-Lopez, P., Alvarez, H., & Chiu, M. (1999). Building 
a culture of collaboration through hybrid language practices. Theory into 
Practice. 38(2), 87-93. 

Gutierrez, K., Baquedano-Lopez, P., & Tejeda, C. (1999). Rethinking diversi-
ty: Hybridity and hybrid language practices in the third space. Mind, Cul-
ture, and Activity, 6(4), 286-303. 

Heath, S. (1983). Ways with words: Language, life, and work in communities 
and classrooms. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press 

Heath, S. (2010). Family literacy or community learning? some critical ques-
tions on perspective. In K. Dunsmore, & D. Fisher (Eds.). Bringing litera-
cy home (pp. 15-41). Newark, DE: The International Reading Association. 

Heer, N., Due, C., Riggs, D., & Augoustinos, M. (2016) “It will be hard be-
cause I will have to learn lots of English”: Experiences of education for 
children newly arrived in Australia. International Journal of Qualitative 
Studies in Education, 29(3), 297-319. 

Hull, G., & Schultz, K. (2001). Literacy and learning out of school: A review 
of theory and research. Review of Educational Research, 71(4), 575 – 611. 

Hymes, D. (1974). Foundations in sociolinguistics: An ethnographic approach. 
Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Press. 

Jasinski, M., A. (2012). Helping children to learn at home: A family project to 
support young English-language learners. TESL Canada Journal, 29(6), 
224-230. 

Johnson, A. (2011). Multiple selves and multiple sites of influence: Perceptions 
of young adult literature in the classroom. Theory into Practice, 50(3), 
215-222. 

Johnson, E. (2014). From the classroom to the living room: Eroding academic 
inequities through home visits. Journal of School Leadership, 24(2), 357-
385. 

Krashen, S. 1981. Second language acquisition and second language learning. 
New York: Pergamon Press. 



130  TEFLIN Journal, Volume 28, Number 1, January 2017  
 

Lee, V., & Croninger, R. (1994). The relative importance of home and school 
in the development of literacy skills for middle-grade students. American 
Journal of Education, 102(3), 286 – 329. 

Lily, C. (2011). Literacy and schooling in one family across time. Research in 
the Teaching of English, 45(3), 224-251. 

Larson, J. 1995. Talk matters: Knowledge distribution among novice writers in 
kindergarten. (Ph.D. dissertation, University of California, Los Angeles, 
USA). 

London, R., Gurantz, O., & Norman, J. (2011). The effect of after school pro-
gram participation on English language acquisition. Afterschool Matters, 
13, 22-29. 

Moore, L. C. (2006). Learning by heart in Qur’anic and public schools in 
northern Cameroon. Social Analysis: The International Journal of Cultur-
al and Social Practice, 50(3), 109-126. 

Moore, L. C. (2008). Multilingual socialization and education in non-western 
settings. In P. Duff, & N. Hornberger (Eds.) Language socialization: The 
encyclopedia of language and education volume 8 (2nd ed.) (pp. 175-185). 
New York: Springer.   

Ngo, H. (2012). Cultural competence in Alberta schools: Perceptions of ESL 
families in four major school boards. TESL Canada Journal, 29(6), 204-
223. 

Ochs, E., & Kremer-Sadlik, T. (2015). How postindustrial families talk. Annual 
Review of Anthropology, 44, 87-103. 

Ochs, E., & Schieffelin, B. (1984). Language acquisition and socialization: 
Three developmental stories and their implication. In R. A. Shweder, & R. 
A. LeVine (Eds.) Culture theory: Essays in mind, self and emotion (pp. 
276-320). New York: Cambridge Univ. Press. 

Perry, K., & Moses, A. (2011). Television, language, and literacy practices in 
Sudanese refugee families: "I learned how to spell English on channel 18". 
Research in the Teaching of English, 45(3), 278-307. 

Rogoff B., Moore L., Correa-Chávez M., & Dexter A. (2014). Children devel-
op cultural repertoires through engaging in everyday routines and practic-



Parlindungan, Exploring Literacy Practices in a Second Language  131 
 

es. In Grusec J. E., & Hastings P. D. (Eds.), Handbook of socialization 
(2nd ed.) (pp. 472-498). New York, NY: Guilford. 

Sarroub, L. K., Pernicek, T., & Sweeney, T. (2007). "I was bitten by a scorpi-
on": Reading in and out of school in a refugee's life. Journal of Adolescent 
and Adult Literacy, 50(8), 668-679. 

Shi, Z. (2013). Home literacy environment and English language learners’ lit-
eracy development: What can we learn from the literature? Journal of 
Childhood Studies, 38(1), 29 – 38. 

Shiffman, C. (2013). Locating common ground: An exploration of adult educa-
tor practices that support parent involvement for school-age children. 
School Community Journal, 23(2), 185-205. 

Street, B. (2000). Literacy events and literacy practices. Theory and practice in 
the new literacy studies. In M. Martin-Jones & K. Jones (Eds.), Multilin-
gual literacies: Reading and writing different worlds (pp. 17-29). Amster-
dam, the Netherlands: John Benjamins. 

Tan, K., & Richardson, P. (2006). Writing short messages in English: Out-of-
school practices of Malaysian high school students. Educational Research, 
45(6), 325-340. 

Teo, P. (2008). Outside in/inside out: Bridging the gap in literacy education in 
Singapore classrooms. Language and Education, 22(6), 411-421. 

The New London Group. (1996). A pedagogy of multiliteracies: Designing so-
cial futures. Harvard Educational Review, 66(1), 1-31. 

White-Farnham, J. (2012). Rhetorical recipes: Women's literacies in and out of 
the kitchen. Community Literacy Journal, 6(2), 23-41. 

Wilson, A., Chavez, K., & Anders, P. (2012). "From the Koran and Family 
Guy": Expressions of identity in English learners' digital podcasts. Journal 
of Adolescent and Adult Literacy, 55(5), 374-384. 

Wiseman, A. (2009). “When you do your best, there's someone to encourage 
you”: Adolescents' views of family literacy. Journal of Adolescent and 
Adult Literacy, 53(2), 132-142. 



132  TEFLIN Journal, Volume 28, Number 1, January 2017  
 

Yi, Y. (2005). Asian adolescents' out-of-school encounters with English and 
Korean literacy. Journal of Asian Pacific Communication, 15(1), 57-77. 

Yi, Y. (2007). Engaging literacy: A biliterate students' composing practices be-
yond school. Journal of Second Language Writing, 16(1), 23-39. 

Yi, Y. (2010). Adolescent multilingual writers' transition across in- and out-of-
school writing contexts. Journal of Second Language Writing, 19(1), 17-
32. 

Yi, Y., &  Hirvela, A. (2010). Technology and "self-sponsored" writing: A case 
study of a Korean-American adolescent. Computers and Composition, 
27(2), 94-111. 

 


