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Abstract
This paper proposes a new line of research on reading and writing habits based on differences between
vernacular and institutional practices and their relationship with the Socio-Economic Status (SES) of
families. This research work is focused on the description of literacy practices and events of pupils, families, and teachers. It also identifies the real differences among the opinions of the participating groups
and the influence of the Socio-Economic Status (SES) on their literacy preferences. For this purpose, a
descriptive analysis (univariate statistical analysis) and a variance analysis were carried out. The sample
consisted of 3,052 participants (1,540 pupils, 1,438 families, and 74 teachers) and data were collected
through a self-report questionnaire in three different versions, one for each participating group, regarding
literacy events. Results confirm that literacy is mainly developed at home or at school, and not in other
discourse communities. Participants defined a traditional concept of literacy restricted to the models
spread by educational institutions. This literacy concept does not include the use of ICT and/or any
practices performed beyond school domains. Furthermore, this study shows that the SES variable adjusts pupils’ literacy events, as well as their families and teachers’. In conclusion, our research describes
the need to address the literacy issue in the low SES population from an eminently social perspective.
This would entail tackling learning problems related to the ideological conflict caused by the primary
education curriculum, which is based on the institutional culture.
Keywords: Primary Education, Socio-Economic Status, Comparative analysis, Literacy events.
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Estratto
L’articolo stimola una nuova linea di ricerca sulle abitudini di lettura e di scrittura, in relazione alle differenze tra le pratiche vernacolari e istituzionali e al loro legame con lo status socio-economico (SES) delle
famiglie. La ricerca si è concentrata sulla descrizione di prassi ed eventi di literacy da parte di studenti,
delle loro famiglie e degli insegnanti, individuando anche le reali differenze di opinione tra i gruppi partecipanti e l’influenza dello status socio-economico (SES) sulle loro preferenze in relazione ai processi
di alfabetizzazione. A tale scopo sono state condotte un’analisi statistica di tipo descrittivo e un’analisi
della varianza. Il campione comprendeva 3.052 partecipanti (1.540 alunni, 1.438 genitori e 74 docenti) e
i dati sono stati raccolti con un questionario autocompilato sugli eventi di literacy, in tre diverse versioni,
una per ciascun gruppo di partecipanti. I risultati confermano lo sviluppo della literacy prevalentemente
in famiglia o a scuola rispetto ad altre comunità di discorso. I partecipanti hanno definito un concetto
di literacy di tipo tradizionale, ristretto ai modelli diffusi dalle istituzioni scolastiche. Questo concetto di
literacy non include l’uso delle TIC e/o di pratiche svolte al di fuori dell’ambito scolastico. Lo studio dimostra inoltre che la variabile SES contribuisce nel regolare gli eventi di literacy sia dei ragazzi, sia dei loro
genitori e insegnanti. In conclusione, la ricerca descrive la necessità di affrontare l’alfabetizzazione della
popolazione con uno status socio-economico basso da una prospettiva prevalentemente sociale, che
consenta di gestire le problematiche relative ai processi di apprendimento legate al conflitto ideologico
causato dal curriculum dell’istruzione primaria, che si basa su una cultura di tipo istituzionale.
Parole chiave: Istruzione primaria, Status socio-economico, Analisi comparativa, Eventi di literacy.
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1. Introduction
There is currently an increasing social
concern regarding the way by which children learn how to read and write (Burnett
& Merchant, 2015; Hall, Cremin, Comber,
& Moll, 2013; Kumpulainen & Gillen, 2017;
Pahl & Rowsell, 2012). Several Spanish reports highlighted a scarce improvement in
reading comprehension among primary education pupils (PIRLS, 2006; 2011; 2016).
Similarly, recent studies have addressed the
reading and writing habits of nine-to-twelveyear-old children (MEC, 2015; Millán, 2017;
CIS, February and September 2016). Nevertheless, in this age group, data collected
from these studies usually relate reading and
writing skills to school learning contexts. In
such a way, the other reading and writing activities carried out outside school are left behind (Formby, 2014). These studies did not
show the diversity and complexity of literacy
among primary education pupils. Notably, a
number of Spanish research studies focused
on reading and writing habits in relation to
literacy which is developed in the family environment or in other affinity groups (Duursma,
Meijer & De Bot, 2017; Hull & Shultz, 2002).
Nowadays, social consideration related
to reading and writing habits plays a fundamental role in society, and its study requires

a change of perspective regarding the concept of literacy (Heath, 1983). The approach
to literacy as a social activity in daily contexts
also needs to distinguish between the concepts of domain and space (Pahl & Rowsell,
2012). The space described by Gee (2004) is
the physical place where literacy events are
observed. The recurrence in the relationship
between different social spaces and specific literacy events forms the domain, where
practices acquire certain social values (Barton, 1991). Several research studies carried
out by Barton (1994) and Barton & Hamilton
(1998) promoted a study perspective based
on the social values of reading and writing
habits according to the space where they are
developed (Gee, 2004). Pupils, families and
teachers’ opinions differ on how digital and
writing literacies are combined in different
spaces of their daily life (Kalantzis & Cope,
2000). The different literacy events (Hamilton, 2010) observed in these spaces assume
practice as a social value (Street, 2000).
These literacy events are related to a domain
where the highest social value (Scribner &
Cole, 1981) is given to an affinity group (Gee,
2015). Such an approach related to pupils’
reading and writing habits is described as a
social ecosystem by Martos García (2010).
These habits are divided into four dimensions
developed in different domains (Table 1).

Dimensions

Description

Domains

Personal
Literacy

Literacy events developed in different
spaces and acquired as non-formal and
informal learning.

Affinity groups in the neighborhood,
in families, on Instagram, etc.

Cultural
Consumption

Literacy events developed in different
spaces and related to the purchase and
sale of literacy products.

Affinity groups in the neighborhood,
in families, on Instagram, etc.

Library Culture

Literacy events developed in different
spaces and related to the use of public
and private libraries.

Affinity groups in families and at
school, etc.

Culture of
Instruction

Literacy events developed in different
spaces and acquired as formal learning in Affinity groups at school.
an educational institution.
Tab. 1 - Dimensions of literacy events and domains in Primary Education.

Source: Adapted from Guzmán-Simón, Moreno-Morilla, & García-Jiménez (2018) and Moreno-Morilla, Guzmán-Simón, & García-Jiménez (2017).
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The ecological perspective of our research allows us to point out the complexity
found in the reading and writing practices of
primary education pupils, given that different
perspectives (children, families and teachers) are introduced in the reading and writing
habits developed inside and outside school
(Neuman & Celano, 2001). These habits are
also carried out both in physical (school,
home, neighborhood, etc.) and virtual (Instagram, Facebook, WhatsApp, Web pages,
etc.) spaces (Pahl & Rowsell, 2012).
It is also important to mention that children include very diverse literacy events into
their daily life, both through writing (books,
posters, etc.) and ICT (mobile phones, computers, videogames, etc.) events (Kalantzis
& Cope, 2000). Such heterogeneity implies
that reading and writing is a complex issue, subject to a great diversity of elements,
which interact in a multimodal reading and
writing process (Bezemer & Kress, 2016).
Nevertheless, this diversity of daily literacy
events contrasts with those developed at
school, i.e. the so-called institutional practices. On the other hand, what is developed
outside school belongs to the personal area
of pupils. These personal practices of reading and writing are considered vernacular
practices (Pahl & Allan, 2011) that develop
outside school or other institutions. Vernacular practices are generated by children in
their environment and have a different purpose than the dominant or institutional practices mentioned before. Barton and Lee
(2012) emphasized the need to revise the
notion of vernacular practices since ICT has
changed several behaviors of children.
The universal presence of literacy in children’s social contexts and the heterogeneity of its different forms (Barton & Papen,
2010) do not carry the same social values.
Perspectives on these values differ when
children, families and teachers’ opinions are
compared and contrasted. Furthermore, the
social consideration that literacy presents
152

outside school and the way by which popular culture and ICT influence school literacy
are still unknown (Gregory & Williams, 2000).
To conclude, information obtained from
reading and writing habits analyzed in the different research studies stimulates a new line
of research regarding differences between
vernacular and institutional literacies and their
relationship with the Socio-Economic Status
(SES) of families (Compton-Lilly, 2009). Previous research studies presented in this literature review did not allow us to delve deeper into this particular issue, except for the
relationship between SES and school performance (Caro, McDonald & Willms, 2009;
Desert, Preaux & Jund, 2009). To sum up,
vernacular literacies and their relationship with
families’ SES had been excluded from previous literacy studies (Van Steensel, 2006).
In approaching this research focused on
reading and writing events from a new perspective, the following objectives were specified:
1.	To describe literacy events of primary education pupils, their families, and teachers through self-reports.
2.	
To determine the existence of different
pupils, families and teachers’ opinions
concerning literacy events.
3.	To determine differences between literacy
events in terms of SES values.

2. Research method
This study was built upon a survey
method based on self-report questionnaires describing the literacy events of
primary education pupils, their families,
and teachers. This research relies on a
non-experimental explanatory design,
through which differences regarding pupils, families and teachers’ opinions on
literacy practices and events are determined according to their SES.
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2.1. Sample

This research counted on the participation of 20 primary education schools,
located in Seville (Andalusia, Spain) and
on the cooperation of the families and
teachers of the pupils enrolled in these
schools. The sample consisted of 3,052
participants, which represented the opinions of the already mentioned groups
(pupils, families, and teachers). A total of
1,834 primary school pupils (8-12-yearold children) were invited to participate.
This group represented 2.10% of the total population, with a sampling error of
2.24%. In the end, 1,624 pupils filled out
the self-report questionnaire (88.55%),
of which 1,540 could be used, and the
remaining 4.58% was identified as missing values by the system (84 cases). The
1,843 families (all parents) of the participating pupils were also invited to take
part in the research. In this case, 1,438
families completed the corresponding
self-report questionnaire (78.15%). We
need to clarify that the participating families presented different Socio-Economic
Statuses. A progressive relationship was
observed between the Socio-Economic
Status (SES) and the education level of
these families, i.e. high or medium-high
SES were identified with families with
higher education levels.
On the other hand, families with elementary education levels were frequently
found in schools where people presented
a low SES. This was also confirmed by
the resources found in their homes (number of computers, books, televisions,
etc.). Finally, 80 form tutors of the schools
were also invited and 74 participated in
the end. All of them where primary school
teachers at the participating schools. So,
there was direct contact between them

and the group of the pupils previously surveyed. In this way, each pupil’s response
was analyzed together with the answers
of their families and form tutors.
Participation in the study was voluntary and based on the informed-consent rules, which restrict the use of the
information only to research purposes
and assures both anonymity and confidentiality. This paper followed the internal regulation in Social Sciences by the
Ethical Committee of Experimentation of
the University of Seville.
2.2. Data collection

This research work used three sources of information: pupils, families, and
teachers. The data collection procedure
consisted in three self-report questionnaires, one for each of the aforementioned participating groups. The three
instruments followed the same logical
design and shared the same theoretical
construct, based on the different ecosystems proposed in the above literature
review. Each of the items was assessed
by using a Likert scale from 0 (Never)
to 5 (Always). The self-report questionnaires were empirically validated by using the Non-Metric Multidimensional
Scaling (PROXSCAL) following Biencinto, Carpintero & Garcia-Garcia (2013)
(Table 2). The four values that measure
imbalance in the data or stress statistics present scores close to zero and the
adjustment measurements are close to
one, which confirms the adaptation of
the dimensions chosen. The total reliability of the self-report questionnaires is
statistically guaranteed with αT = 0.78 in
each case.
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Cronbach’s
Alpha

Dimensions
S

Personal
Literacy (PL)

0.84

F

0.70

Multiple Stress Measurements
T

0.79

Cultural
Consumption
(CC)

0.76

Library Culture
(LC)

0.83

0.60

---1

Culture of
Instruction (CI)

0.91

---1

0.86

Total

0.95

0.60

0.79

1

0.71

0.90

Ngs

Stress I

Stress II S-Stress D.A.F C.C.T

S 0.002

0.147

0.320

0.031

0.978

0.989

F 0.018

0.134

0.283

0.193

0.982

0.991

T 0.049

0.221

0.520

0.084

0.951

0.975

S 0.038

0.196

0.354

0.029

0.961

0.980

F 0.004

0.066

0.132

0.005

0.996

0.998

T 0.047

0.217

0.573

0.096

0.953

0.973

S 0.045

0.212

0.386

0.063

0.954

0.977

F 0.001

0.024

0.063

0.002

0.999

0.999

S 0.056

0.237

0.319

0.220

0.943

0.971

T 0.078

0.279

0.383

0.146

0.992

0.960

S 0.050

0.224

0.514

0.072

0.949

0.974

F 0.018

0.135

0.283

0.019

0.982

0.990

T 0.057

0.240

0.543

0.088

0.942

0.971

The self-report questionnaire does not include this dimension.

Tab. 2 - Psychometric indicators (reliability and validity) of self-report questionnaires.

2.3. Data analysis
The analysis of all data collected with the
self-report questionnaires completed by participating pupils, families, and teachers took
into account all the different literacy dimensions (Personal Literacy, Cultural Consumption, Library Culture and Culture of Instruction). In order to meet this first objective of
the study, a descriptive analysis was used,
based on the calculation of arithmetic means
and standard deviations of the responses
given to each of the three self-report questionnaires. Regarding the second objective,
comparisons were carried out in order to determine the real differences between pupils,
families and teachers’ responses. For this
154

purpose, variance analysis was also used.
Finally, for our third objective variance analysis was also carried out by using the SES
variable as a common factor, which allowed
us to determine the possible existing differences in the literacy events of pupils, families, and teachers based on their Socio-Economic Status.

3. Results
Results show statistically significant differences in all dimensions related to literacy.
The scores given by pupils show the complexity of the literacy process during primary
education. On the other hand, families’ per-
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ceptions restrict the literacy process to the
school field, although they highlighted that
they usually attend a Book Fair (a cultural
event where children and their families can
buy books and participate in leisure activities
related to reading). This view contrasts with
the perceptions of teachers, who considered
home as a crucial domain in the development of pupils´ reading habits.
3.1. The influence of SES on Personal Literacy
events of pupils, families, and teachers
Pupils, families, and teachers corroborated that reading events are mainly developed
at home and school. The standard deviation
values in both items confirm a high degree of
agreement in the answers given. All pairwise
comparisons present statistically significant
differences, except for the student-family
comparison (SI-FJ), related to reading at home
or in the library (Table 3). Events related to writ-

ing on paper play a hegemonic role among
participants. However, the dispersion of their
responses increases when literacy events are
related to the use of digital media (computers, tablets or mobile phones) and the creation of written texts in virtual spaces (Social
Networks or blogs). Pairwise comparisons
related to writing demonstrate statistically significant differences in all cases, except for the
combination “SI-FJ writing on paper”, and the
teacher-student combination “TI-SJ writing in
blogs”. In this case, the variability of the responses exceeds the mean value which indicates a high degree of heterogeneity among
pupils, families and teachers’ opinions. The
high variability scores for items related to writing in digital media could be explained by the
traditional view of literacy held by participants.
Pupils, families, and teachers expressed a
concept of literacy close to the school’s idea.
This could be interpreted in terms of their not
being aware of the fact that vernacular practices are part of the literacy process.
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Items

M

Mean
Difference (I-J)

SD

Sig.b

η2

Where do you typically read?
At home

At school

In the library

3.82S

1.359

SI-FJ

0.109

0.296

3.72F

1.462

FI-TJ

-0.672*

0.001

4.39T

0.988

TI-SJ

0.563*

0.001

3.92S

1.441

SI-FJ

-0.192*

0.010

4.11F

1.334

FI-TJ

0.670*

0.001

3.44T

1.737

TI-SJ

-0.478

0.001

1.42S

1.733

SI-FJ

0.292

1.000

1.13F

1.518

FI-TJ

0.278*

0.001

0.85T

1.132

TI-SJ

-0.570*

0.001

0.078

0.091

0.070

In what format or media do you typically write?
On paper

On a computer

On a mobile phone

On a tablet

4.70S

0.875

SI-FJ

0.010

1.000

4.69F

0.870

FI-TJ

0.659*

0.001

4.03T

1.168

TI-SJ

-0.669

0.001

2.65S

1.739

SI-FJ

0.966*

0.001

1.69F

1.628

FI-TJ

-2.014*

0.001

3.70T

1.295

TI-SJ

1.048*

0.001

2.94S

1.938

SI-FJ

0.981*

0.001

1.96F

1.819

FI-TJ

-0.674*

0.001

2.63T

1.687

TI-SJ

-0.307*

0.001

2.59S

2.034

SI-FJ

1.081*

0.001

1.51F

1.685

FI-TJ

0.320*

0.001

1.19T

2.006

TI-SJ

-1.402*

0.001

0.208

0.314

0.136

0.224

When you write in a digital media, where do you tend to do so?
In social networks

In blogs

1.52S

1.997

SI-FJ

1.128*

0.001

0.40F

1.103

FI-TJ

-2.147*

0.001

2.54T

1.912

TI-SJ

1.019*

0.001

1.14S

1.742

SI-FJ

0.766*

0.001

0.37F

1.051

FI-TJ

-0.723*

0.001

1.10T

1.725

TI-SJ

-0.043

1.000

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. - b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni

Tab. 3 - Means, standard deviations and pairwise comparisons related to Personal literacy.
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0.507

0.175

Regarding personal literacy, Fig. 1 shows
a similar profile between pupils, families,
and teachers. Home and school are noticed
to be the main literacy domains. Public or
school libraries do not represent a relevant
part of literacy processes. Pupils said to use
digital media daily, such as mobile phones

and tablets, but without attaching a social
value to this type of writing. Finally, teachers
highlighted the use of computers as a useful
resource for their administrative-professional tasks but with no particular relevance for
their teaching methodologies.

Fig. 1 - Pupils, families and teachers’ literacy events.

Pupils who identified themselves with a
high SES placed greater value on the item
“I read at school”, which means that reading
events performed in this domain present a
higher social value (Table 4). However, pupils
belonging to more deprived contexts, with
low SES, were the ones who attached greater value to the “Library Culture” dimension,
promoting the use of the library as a reading
room. The variable “writing on paper” presents similar values at all SES levels, which

indicates that handwriting at school plays
a hegemonic role. Nevertheless, it can be
appreciated that the use of mobile phones
during the development of literacy practices
is higher for pupils with a low SES. The same
happens with writing in digital media (Social
Networks and blogs). The ANOVA analysis
corroborates a greater presence of digital
media in the processes of personal reading
and writing in the case of pupils belonging to
deprived contexts (low SES).
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Participants

Items

S

F

T

In favor of high, medium-high, medium,
medium-low and low SES

Where do you typically read?
At home

---

---

---

No significant differences

At school

0.001

0.044

---

Progressive differences in favor of high SES value

In the library

0.012

---

---

Differences in favor of low SES values

In what format or media do you typically write?
On paper

---

---

---

No significant differences

On the computer

---

0.018

---

There are no differences in post-hoc test

On the mobile phone

0.001

---

0.022

Differences in favor of low SES values

On a tablet

---

---

---

No significant differences

When you write in a digital medium, where do you tend to do so?
In Social networks

0.004

---

---

Differences in favor of low SES values

In Blogs

0.003

---

---

Differences in favor of low SES values

Tab. 4 - Analysis of personal literacy differences according to SES.

3.2.	The influence of SES on the Cultural
Consumption of pupils, families, and
teachers
Research participants showed a consumption profile in which books and school
materials were bought most. However, online shopping was not very successful although standard deviation values indicate a
high degree of variability in the responses,
which could be explained by SES (Table 5).
Pairwise comparisons present statistically
significant differences in most cases, except
for the “SI-FJ in a bookshop” comparison,
where pupils and families are clearly in favor
of buying books in bookshops. Participants
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(pupils, families, and teachers) do not often
attend events related to reading and writing
activities. The higher means are the ones obtained by the literacy event “Book Fair.” This
participation is promoted by schools and involves families and pupils.
For this reason, a high score is appreciated in comparison to “storytelling sessions”
or “writing workshops.” Pairwise comparisons related to reading and writing events
show statistically significant differences in
all cases, except for “SI-FJ storytelling” and
“TI-SJ writing workshops” comparisons. In
any case, differences always favor teachers,
which means that they attend events related
to reading and writing more frequently.
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Items

M

SD

Mean
Difference
(I-J)

Sig.

ηp2

Where do you typically buy books?

In a bookshop

On the Internet

3.96S

1.594

SI-FJ

0.021

1.000

3.94F

1.481

FI-TJ

-0.416*

0.001

4.35T

1.034

TI-SJ

-0.394*

0.001

0.55S

1.271

SI-FJ

0.194*

0.002

0.35F

1.033

FI-TJ

-1.144*

0.001

1.50T

1.705

TI-SJ

0.950*

0.001

3.06S

2.010

SI-FJ

-0.880*

0.001

3.94F

1.479

FI-TJ

1.259*

0.001

2.68T

2.112

TI-SJ

-0.379*

0.001

2.22S

1.847

SI-FJ

0.104

0.647

2.11F

1.746

FI-TJ

-0.546*

0.001

2.66T

1.751

TI-SJ

0.442*

0.001

1.36S

1.827

SI-FJ

0.818*

0.001

0.55F

1.139

FI-TJ

-0.901*

0.001

1.45T

1.841

TI-SJ

0.083

1.000

0.070

0.251

What events have you attended?

Book fair

Storytelling sessions

Writing workshop

0.176

0.053

0.088

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni

Tab. 5 - Means, standard deviations and pairwise comparisons related to Cultural Consumption.

Fig. 2 graphically shows what has
been previously mentioned about the
scarce participation of pupils, their families, and teachers in events related to
reading and writing. It also highlights

that teachers present a higher Cultural
Consumption than pupils and families,
except for the “Book Fair”, which is the
most popular event among families and
pupils.
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Fig. 2 - Cultural consumption of pupils, families, and teachers.

High SES values are related to the Cultural Consumption dimension (Table 6). Online
shopping events and, above all, high interests in attending reading and writing events
are related to high SES participants. On the
other hand, storytelling sessions are the
Participants

Items

S

F

most popular literacy events among low SES
pupils. This fact can be explained by the fact
that there are specific programmes which
propose storytelling sessions at primary education schools located in areas characterized by deprived contexts.

T

In favor of high, medium-high, medium,
medium-low and low SES

---

No significant differences

---

Progressive differences in favor of higher SES values

Where do you typically buy books?
In a bookshop

---

Online

---

0.025 0.002

What events have you attended?
Book fair

0.001 0.001 0.021 Progressive differences in favor of higher SES values

Storytelling sessions
Writing workshop

---

0.001

---

Progressive differences in favor of lower SES values

0.000

---

---

Differences in favor of the high-medium SES values

Tab. 6 - Analysis of Cultural Consumption differences according to SES.
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variability in the responses of participants,
which indicates a high degree of disparity
in their opinions and a possible influence of
their SES. In any case, statistically, significant
differences are shown in all comparisons in
favor of pupils, except for the “SI-FJ as a loan
service” comparison which does not present
statistically significant differences.

3.3.	The influence of SES on the Library
Culture of pupils and families
Pupils said to use public libraries mainly
as reading rooms and for their lending services, and, to a lesser extent, as a group
workspace or to surf the Internet. Families’
opinions confirmed a limited use of this domain (Table 7). Furthermore, there is wide

Items

M

Mean
Difference
(I-J)

SD

Sig

ηp2

For what purpose does your child typically use libraries?
As a reading room

As a group workspace

As a loan service

As a place to access the Internet

2.84S 1.989
1.72F 1.957
2.20S 1.996
1.54F 1.851
2.79S 2.018
2.61F 2.092
1.48S 1.906
0.58F 1.364

SI-FJ

1.113*

0.001

0.154

SI-FJ

0.658*

0.001

0.066

SI-FJ

0.179

0.073

0.004

SI-FJ

0.903*

0.001

0.146

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni

Tab. 7 - Means, standard deviations and pairwise comparisons related to Library Culture.

Thus, families and pupils present a similar
profile concerning Library Culture, although

pupils show higher scores in all items of this
dimension (Fig. 3).
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Fig. 3 - Literacy events developed in the library.

Families with a low SES reported that
their children frequently attend public libraries to read books or surf the Internet (Table
8). Nevertheless, families with medium SES
Participants

Items

S

F

are mainly identified to borrow books in libraries. Pupils from high SES families use
the library in order to work in groups.

In favor of high, medium-high, medium,
medium-low and low SES

For what purpose does your child typically use libraries?
---

0.001

Progressive differences in favor of the lowest
SES values

As a group workplace

0.001

0.001

Progressive differences in favor of the highest
SES values

As a loan service

0.001

0.001

Differences in favor of medium SES values

As a place to access
the Internet

0.001

0.002

Progressive differences in favor of the lowest
SES values

As a reading room

Tab. 8 - Analysis of Library Culture differences according to the SES.

3.4.	The influence of SES on the Culture of
Instruction of pupils and teachers
Textbooks and reading books are seen as
the main intermediaries in the development
of literacy at school. However, pupils report162

ed limited use of journal articles during their
literacy process. Comparisons show statistically significant differences in all items in favor of teachers (Table 9). This would mean
that teachers said to use a great variety of
classroom teaching materials as opposed to
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most. However, activities such as debates or
creating mind maps are less frequent in their
literacy process.

what pupils identified. Pupils also confirmed,
through their scores, that summarising reading texts is the task which teachers demand

Items

M

Mean
Difference
(I-J)

SD

Sig.

ηp2

What type of texts are most often read at school?
Textbooks
Journal articles
Reading books
Class notes
Photocopies

4.08S

1.369

4.39T

0.789

1.17S

1.498

4.31T

0.994

4.20S

1.265

2.19T

1.295

3.43S

1.722

2.99T

1.799

2.97

1.694

3.16

1.475

SI-TJ

-0.311*

0.001

0.038

SI-TJ

-3.140*

0.001

0.756

SI-TJ

2.010*

0.001

0.572

SI-TJ

0.437*

0.001

0.030

SI-TJ

-0.188*

0.015

0.008

SI-TJ

-0.826*

0.001

0.110

SI-TJ

-0.690*

0.001

0.099

SI-TJ

-0.188*

0.001

0.006

How are recommended readings used in class?
Through Debates
Through pupils’ reflection
Through reading analysis by teachers

2.12S

2.058

2.95T

1.650

3.15S

1.802

3.84T

1.405

3.16S

1.848

3.35T

1.656

After reading some notes, books, journal articles or other recommended texts, what activities are carried out?
Summaries
Outlines or mind maps
Reflections

3.43S

1.691

3.85T

1.229

2.55S

1.843

3.47T

1.414

3.15S
3.84T

SI-TJ

-0.418*

0.001

0.040

SI-TJ

-0.915*

0.001

0.133

1.802

SI-TJ

-0.690*

0.001

1.405

TI-SJ

0.690*

0.001

0.099

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. b. Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Bonferroni

Tab. 9 - Means, standard deviations and pairwise comparisons related to the Culture of Instruction.

Fig. 4 shows the differences which exist
between pupils and teachers’ scores concerning the teaching materials used in the
classroom and the reading and writing tasks
which pupils are requested to do. Pupils
also reported a hegemonic use of textbooks

and reading books in class, as opposed to
teachers, who also included the use of journal articles. Scores demonstrate that writing
tasks (e.g., summaries) take precedence at
the expense of oral or reflection tasks.
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Fig. 4 - Instructional events developed at school.

books at school prevails, and the oral discourse gains greater relevance. On the other
hand, high SES values emphasize a larger
use of reading books.

The SES variable also allows identifying differences concerning the instructional
practices developed at school. Low SES values present a profile in which the use of textItems

Participants
S

In favor of high, medium-high, medium,
medium-low and low SES

T

What type of text is most often read at school?
Textbooks

0.001

---

Differences in favor of the lowest SES values

Journal articles

0.033

---

There are no differences in post-hoc test

Reading books

0.005

---

Progressive differences in favor of the highest SES
values

Class notes

0.001

---

Progressive differences in favor of the lowest SES
values

Photocopies

---

---

No significant differences

How are recommended readings used in class?
Through a debate

0.001

---

Through pupils’ reflections

0.001

---

Through reading analysis
by teachers

0.001

---

Differences in favor of the lowest SES values

After reading some notes, books, articles or other recommended texts, what activities are
carried out?
Summaries

0.002

---

Outlines or mind maps

0.015

---

Reflections

0.035

---

Differences in favor of the lowest SES values
There are no differences in post-hoc test

Tab. 10 - Analysis of the Culture of Instruction differences according to the SES.
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4. Discussion and conclusions
This paper presents an analysis of literacy
practices and events which shows a clear differentiation in the cases studied, characterized by different SES levels. SES modulates
pupils, families and teachers’ literacy events
(Dunsmore & Fisher, 2010). What they read
and write at school or outside school is related to the economic and social conditions
in which they live. SES also appears to have
some relationship with personal literacies,
cultural consumption habits, the use of the
libraries and the culture of instruction.
The comparison between different literacy events in the same SES context shows
a similar profile among pupils and families’
opinions. However, a number of differences
can be highlighted relating to teachers’ opinions. Results demonstrate that in different
SES contexts there is a relationship between
literacy, SES and the way by which pupils internalize the social values present in reading
and writing events.
Pupils, families, and teachers show a traditional concept of literacy restricted to the
models promoted by schools (Gee, 2015).
This literacy concept does not include the use
of ICT or any performed practices beyond
school domains (Lankshear & Knobel, 1997;
Williams, 2009). Teachers demonstrate the
hegemonic value of reading and writing on
paper, the consumption of resources that
work for their professional development and
the main progress of “handwriting” tasks in
the classroom. Families, on their behalf, do
not consider themselves as literacy agents,
and therefore, they refer the literacy development exclusively to the school (Pahl & Allan,
2011). As a consequence, digital media and
virtual spaces present a low social value in
the literacy processes of primary education
pupils. This mainly affects children belonging
to families with a low SES, where ICT plays
an essential role in literacy. The scarce introduction of ICT in school classrooms, as well

as of practices that pupils develop on a daily
basis, does not help reduce their failure rates
or improve their lack of motivation.
The personal events of low SES pupils,
which take place in other domains outside
school, are often far from their daily literacy
events (Purcell-Gates, 1996). In this sense,
our research highlights that the educational
reinforcement measures which schools use
as the only source seem not to be useful in
the literacy process of low SES pupils. The
causes of such failure could be found in the
conflict that school literacy events create
in contexts where the social value of writing and reading on paper is very low (Hull &
Schultz, 2002; Knobel, 2007; Rogers, 2003;
Poveda et al., 2006; Purcell-Gates, 1996;
Taylor, 1983).
Our research highlights the need to create a “bridge” which could connect pupils’
schools and homes, especially those with
a low SES. This would mean that vernacular literacy practices which families and pupils develop daily should be included, along
with activities carried out at school (Rowsell
& Pahl, 2007). Introducing literacy which is
developed outside school into literacy developed at school would enhance the real social values of reading and writing events with
which children start their literacy process.
These values would be acquired at home
and in other affinity groups, in which literacy is heterogeneous and multimodal, and in
which digital media and popular culture are
universally present.
The creation of a “third space” could
become the above mentioned “bridge” between different literacy domains (Levy, 2008;
Moje et al., 2004). The development of a
third space for the development of literacy
(where schools, families, and communities
cooperate) would favor the socio-economic
development of areas which need a social
transformation (Campbell, Pahl, Pente, &
Rasool, 2018). This would mean that popular culture and vernacular practices, which
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are developed at home, in the neighborhood
or in other communities, are introduced in
schools (Rowsell & Pahl, 2007). Practices developed by families at home could be
used inside the classroom in order to promote the creation of new values related to
literacy in children’s daily contexts. The creation of this third space in primary schools
would offer greater flexibility for the teaching
curriculum, which would respond to the differences generated by SES in the literacy
process developed in families and other discourse communities (Compton-Lilly, 2003;
Marsh, 2003).
In conclusion, our research highlights the
need to address the issue of literacy of the
low SES population from an eminently social perspective. This would entail tackling
learning problems related to the ideological
conflict caused by the primary education
curriculum, which is based on the institutional culture (Gee, 1990). Education as a social
transformation tool sets out a severe crisis
of the current model of literacy in low SES
communities. Its specificity, as our research
underlines, requires a specific change to-
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wards the social environment of pupils and
their families. This fact makes it clear that it
is essential to have a profound reflection on
the design of schools’ literacy programmes,
in which teachers’ training and resources
could be approached in a broader and more
established perspective.
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