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Abstract

This is a study of both ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices, examining how and why they differ.  I demonstrate some types and ways of using literacy, based on the literature available in this field, before carrying out a qualitative study.  My methodology includes involving participants to show how they label literacy practices as ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic,’ through the use of a series of tasks and interviews.  This is complemented by some linguistic analyses of texts deemed to be ‘academic’ or ‘non-academic’ by a majority of my sample.  These linguistic analyses are then compared with the results obtained from the informants.  I demonstrate that literacy practices are more likely to be labelled as ‘academic’ or ‘non-academic’ because of the function they perform and the way the texts concerned are used, rather than because of the linguistic features of these texts.
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1.  Introduction

1.1.  Why I chose this topic

Quite bizarrely, one morning sometime in Spring 2003, I woke up and decided to pay greater attention to the literacy practices I would participate in during the day ahead because I thought it would be interesting.  I collected anything that I had read or accumulated, ranging from crisp packets to lecture handouts, and took some photographs of noticeboards and other literacy-oriented objects.  The following pages display just a few of the photographs I took.

Photograph i): writing notes in preparation for a university seminar

Photograph ii): using a computer to write an essay

Photograph iii): ordering a hot drink from a vending machine

Photograph iv): reading a noticeboard

Photograph v): notices in a computer lab

Photograph vi): a bookshelf at home

Photograph vii): using the telephone

From the aforementioned strange whim, ideas grew, and I began to wonder about different types of literacy practices that I participated in both inside and outside of university.  From that flowed the concept of ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ and I reflected on how other people might experience various literacy practices.  This initial curiosity eventually developed into my dissertation title: ‘How and why do ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices differ?’

1.2.  An Overview of the Research

In chapter 2, I will review some of the literature about literacy, looking firstly at types and ways of using literacy and then particularly examining different perspectives on ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices and what they entail.  Here, I also outline my own descriptive approach to the topic, before listing the research questions, which involve investigating both linguistic and social differences between ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ texts.  Chapter 3 details the varied methodology I used - a qualitative analysis consisting of a mixture of tasks and interviews involving participants, plus some in-depth linguistic analyses of prototypically ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices.  My method also includes information about the participants and ethical considerations.  Chapter 4 is a presentation of my results and analysis.  The results are from the tasks I gave people to do, as well as from interviews and the linguistic analyses.  Chapter 5 discusses the limitations of my results and analyses, evaluating the overall success of my research and points towards further research that could be done into this area, before the closing chapter 6.

Generally speaking, my results and analyses show that ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices don’t differ so much in terms of their linguistic features, but rather in terms of their purposes, and it is the use that they are put to that determines how people view and label these practices.  I hope that you find my research interesting and enjoyable to read.

2.  Literature Review

2.1.  Introduction

In order to begin to investigate how and why ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices differ, I reviewed various literature from this field.  The following summary of the literature demonstrates a variety of different views towards ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices.  I will first give a short explanation of society’s perception of literacy according to the literature, before delving into an overview of the criteria used to define ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices, thereby referring to how they supposedly differ.  I feel that none of the literature directly tackles why these literacy practices differ, and so I aim to fill this gap in my research.  I will therefore outline my own approach to this subject area, in the light of the literature, finally revealing my research questions in section 2.5.

2.2.  Society’s perception of literacy: a general introduction to types and ways of using literacy

‘Literacy has social meaning and we all have different attitudes towards it…’

Barton and Ivanič (1991:11)

Literacy is both ‘the ability to use written language’ and ‘(way(s) of) using written language’, according to Ivanič (1998:58).  She suggests further that literacy is ‘not practised for its own sake’ but ‘is used in order to respond to some particular life 

demand’ (1998:61). It follows, then, that:

‘…literacy practices are a person’s or group’s responses to a particular life demand which involves written language in some way.’ (1998:67)

Barton (1994:21) points out that the notion of a ‘literate culture’ implies that literacy is like a possession.  In the eyes of society, since literacy is therefore desirable to have, illiteracy is frowned upon and even perceived as an illness in extreme cases.

Street, quoted in Maybin (1994:139), shows how literacy is a plural concept.  He states that:


‘…it is misleading to think of one single, unified thing called literacy.’

Barton (1994:4) suggests that a dichotomy exists between school-based definitions of literacy and everyday literacies.  He claims that ‘academic’ definitions of literacy are dominant in society, but this is ‘at odds with what people experience in their everyday lives.’  He goes on to postulate that although the dominant theories of literacy tend to have more status and therefore are more likely to be printed, they do influence everyday discourse as well.  Barton and Ivanič (1991:8) propose that literacy may be seen as being ‘self-generated’ – created by yourself - or ‘imposed from the outside’, such as having to fill in official forms.  This shows that even within the divisions of ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices, these may be further typified.

2.3.  ‘Academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices: different perspectives

I found that the majority of the literature tackled ‘academic’ literacy practices, rather than ‘non-academic.’  However, this is to be expected, since the term ‘non-academic’ is the marked one, being defined in contrast to ‘academic.’

2.3.1.  ‘Academic’ literacy practices

I discovered that authors outlined the following main features of academic literacy practices:

· ‘Academic’ written material has an ‘argument.’  The Oxford English Dictionary, quoted in Andrews (1995:2-3), defines this as ‘logical or formal reasoning’; ‘a process of reasoning’; ‘proof or evidence.’  Similar views are posited in Andrews (1989), Mitchell (1994) and Costello and Mitchell (1995) - all quoted in Ivanič (1998:75).  ‘Academic’ writing typically answers a specific question in the writer’s own words in a coherent way (Redman et al 1998:18-19).

· ‘Academic’ literacy conforms to certain linguistic constraints.  For example, Creme and Lea (1997:34) mention ‘analyzing’; ‘being critical’; using ‘correct terminology’; ‘drawing a conclusion’; ‘linking theory and evidence’ amongst many other criteria.  In a similar vein, Redman et al (1998:12) convey that ‘academic’ writing must ‘demonstrate clarity of argument and expression’; ‘provide full references’; ‘demonstrate the ability to integrate a range of materials’, and so on.

· There is variety.  Creme and Lea (1997:39) claim that ‘There is no one way of academic writing’ and they list different types of written ‘academic’ material, ranging from reports and feedback from tutors, to essays and critiques.

· There is ‘intertextuality’, as Ivanič comments (1998:76).  This means that imitation of other academics occurs, as well as various authorial stances.  Students at university therefore adopt ‘academic’ ‘voices.’

· Literacy of this type involves belonging to an ‘academic’ institution and all that comes with it.  Benson et al, quoted in Barton, Hamilton and Ivanič (1994:64), state it is ‘being able to conform to the conventions of academic writing by adopting an impersonal formal language and substantiating all viewpoints and ideas by academic reference.’

· ‘Academic’ literacy practices occur in specific locations, such as libraries.  Barton, Hamilton and Ivanič (1994:71) state that ‘academic’ reading and writing has a ‘serious and solitary…professional-class culture-determined image.’

· It is difficult to read.  This opinion is held by Street (1984:38) who once stated that ‘Much academic language is, in practice, obscure and verbose.’

The material above demonstrates that opinions range from ‘academic’ literacy being defined by certain linguistic criteria, to being demonstrated by your identity as part of an ‘academic’ institution, to being outlined by the location of the literacy practice itself.  So how exactly can we define ‘academic’ literacy practices then?  Is it actually possible?  One way of trying to answer this may be by looking at the opposite extreme - examining how people define ‘non-academic’ literacy practices.

2.3.2.  ‘Non-academic’ literacy practices

Barton, in Barton and Ivanič (1991:2), shows that ‘non-academic’ literacy practices are integrated into all areas of life:

‘…literacy is embedded in the activities of ordinary life.  It is not something that is done just at school or at work.’

Creme and Lea (1997:105) suggest that ‘non-academic’ literacy is more ‘personal’, with information originating from the experience of the writer, involving personal feelings and opinions, rather than facts.  Barton and Padmore, in Barton and Ivanič (1991:62), suggest that ‘non-academic’ literacy practices are used for practical reasons, such as to aid your memory, to leave messages for others, to maintain communication, and so on.  However, I have realized that these uses can be extended to ‘academic’ discourse also – it is possible to leave yourself a reminder about something ‘academic,’ or to maintain communication with others in a purely ‘academic’ way, as in a seminar at university.  Clearly, then, we have an acute problem in defining ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices, since no consensus has been reached so far.

2.4.  My own approach to this subject area

In the light of the literature, it can be seen that defining ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices is problematic.  I would therefore like to shed some light on the matter and would like to determine whether literacy practices are labelled ‘academic’ or ‘non-academic’ because of their innate linguistic qualities – i.e. the linguistic features that are inherent within a text - or because of social attitudes and experiences being exerted upon them, either by the authors of written material, or by the users of the literacy practices themselves.  Only then can we begin to understand how and why these literacy practices differ.

Barton (1994:34) says that literacy ‘starts…from everyday events’, and so my research will start from everyday events – the literacy practices people participate in during their lives – rather than beginning with the products of these events: written material.  It makes sense to start at the beginning.  By finding out which literacy practices people participate in, and whether they label them ‘academic’ or ‘non-academic,’ we will be able to find out specifically what kinds of literacy practices fall into which category.  If these defining boundaries are blurred, then we need to find out why this is the case.

I envisage being able to use data about literacy practices from people to enable me to choose some texts viewed as prototypically ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ and carry out linguistic analyses in order to determine if linguistic features influence people’s labelling of literacy practices, and if so, how this happens.

Since I am examining everyday literacy practices, I will take a descriptive approach, as it is impossible to take a prescriptive approach - what is ‘everyday’ for some people will not be ‘everyday’ for others.  The questions ‘how’ and ‘why’ in my dissertation title pre-empt descriptiveness also.  My approach could be said to be within the field of interpretative social science, as defined by Silverman (1993:21), since I will be generating hypotheses from qualitative observation and description.

I hope that in doing my research, I will discover some answers to the problem of defining ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices, as well as unravelling how and why the aforesaid practices differ.

2.5.  Research Questions

Which literacy practices do people participate in?

Which of these literacy practices do people label as ‘academic’ and which as ‘non-academic’?

Which characteristics distinguish between these two types of literacy practices?

What social differences are there between the literacy practices?


What purposes are behind the literacy practices?

Where do the literacy practices take place?

What linguistic differences are there between ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ texts?

How do the structures differ? (in terms of argument)

How do the word and sentence lengths compare?

How technical is the language?

Which variation of English (or other language) is used? (Standard English/other language or a dialect?)

3.  Methodology

3.1.  Introduction

In this chapter, I aim to present in detail exactly how I carried out my research.  I discuss the methods I used, referring to my research questions and some academic writings, as well as providing an assessment of each method.

3.2.  Qualitative versus quantitative research methods

One of the first things I had to think about was whether I wanted to do qualitative or quantitative research, or a mixture of both.  Quantitative research is concerned with analyzing a large amount of data and presenting a general view, whilst qualitative research deals with studying a small amount of data in depth.  From what I have seen of the literature, the best approaches seem to combine these two types of methodology, starting with a quantitative approach, before focussing in on a few individual cases to produce a qualitative analysis.  I chose to base my research primarily on qualitative analysis because of what I wanted to find out – how and why ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices differ.  A quantitative analysis would not have been able to provide a satisfactory in-depth account of this; rather, it would just focus on the statistical side of things, which would not be adequate, as it would not reveal why people consider literacy practices to be ‘academic’ or ‘non-academic.’

3.3.  A Varied Methodology

I decided to incorporate a mixture of types of research, in order to gain a broader view of the population.  Obviously I had already done some library research, as a theoretical base for my subject area, which I hope is clear from the literature review in chapter 2.  I continued reading throughout the research process in order to ‘fine-tune’ ideas, but my main methods were more practical, as you will see in what follows.  Since my investigation has a sociolinguistic element - i.e. literacy is being studied ‘in relation to society’ (Matthews1997:345) – my data collection involves the analysis of people’s attitudes towards literacy practices as well as that of linguistic data found within texts.

3.4.  Implementation: phase 1

I wanted to find out what sort of literacy practices people participated in before constructing an interview or questionnaire, since other people read and write in different ways from how I do.  By discovering other people’s literacy habits, it would enable me to produce a broader framework for gathering data and so be more subjective by not pre-specifying literacy practices.  (Letters I sent to participants can be viewed in appendix A).  The idea was to produce a simple list of literacy practices during one week.  Parkinson et al (1996), quoted in Symon and Cassell (1998:98), suggests that this type of data collection draws upon the event contingent, since the data is created after a literacy event has taken place.  I included my contact details so that the informants could ask for help if they needed.  I have called this part of the research ‘phase 1,’ and I intend it to answer the research question ‘Which literacy practices do people participate in?’

I could have used a case study for this purpose but I was worried that it might be too specific and so not give a more general picture of how and why ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices differ.  Also, I considered that it would be a lot of commitment on the part of the informants and so it would be difficult to gain people’s help in the first place.  Even then, they would need a lot of support to complete the diaries and this may have resulted in bias occurring with me working so closely with the informants.  It would also be very time-consuming to analyse.

I found that the lists exercise was useful, and it produced many interesting and varied answers.  Unfortunately, it took a while to receive replies.  This was partly my fault, as I did not set a deadline to begin with.  It therefore took several weeks to eventually receive all the replies.  If I did this again, I would be clear initially about a deadline.

3.5.  Implementation: phase 2

I used the replies from phase 1 to produce a database of different reading and writing activities.  I organized the database by splitting it into two main sections – section A: reading practices, and section B: writing practices.  In each section, I listed the literacy practices in alphabetical order and numbered them for easy reference.  I then used the database to form a table.  This table listed all the literacy practices, followed by three columns, headed ‘academic,’ ‘non-academic’ and ‘not sure.’  (This table can be seen in appendix C).  I sent each participant a copy of this table, along with a letter explaining what to do.  Each participant had to place a tick in one of the columns depending upon how they viewed each literacy practice.  This would enable me to see which literacy practices people consider to be ‘academic’ and which to be ‘non-academic’ – to see how people labelled each literacy practice.  I have called this part of my research ‘phase 2,’ and it aims to answer the question ‘Which of these literacy practices do people label as ‘academic’ and which as ‘non-academic’?’

I think that this phase of the research worked quite well.  Respondents mostly understood what to do and replied fairly promptly.  One of the pitfalls of the table task was that it took quite a while to complete.  Participants generally took somewhere between 10 minutes and half an hour to finish.  Another disadvantage was the design of my table.  As a marketing student, Felix* is used to designing ways of collecting data, and he commented on the table I had designed for this purpose.  He said that he found it ‘too long and boring,’ and that it had a ‘poor presentation style.’  He suggested that the fact that the table was so long could have caused people to tick boxes randomly without really thinking about it.  I very much appreciate his helpful comments and will definitely bear them in mind for future reference.

On receiving replies, I checked for uniformity.  This involved checking that everyone had interpreted my instructions in the same way and that the answers were accurate.  I also did a check for completeness i.e. I made sure that everything was filled in.  I then collated the data using a tally chart for each literacy practice.  I used this data to produce 3 lists of literacy practices: those that a majority considered to be ‘academic,’ those that a majority considered to be ‘non-academic,’ and those that produced mixed responses.  I decided that 70% of my sample would probably be a good figure to use as a good indication of a majority consensus, so if the tally showed 70% or more of the sample agreeing on a literacy practice being either ‘academic’ or ‘non-academic,’ I viewed it as conclusive for my sample.  Even though 51% of the sample could be considered a ‘majority,’ I did not think a figure like that would be conclusive enough, since by classifying the data according to that, it would conceal the literacy practices where people were unsure whether they were ‘academic’ or not – practices where boundaries are blurred.  Hence, I chose 70% as a benchmark, to make my results as clear-cut as possible.

3.6.  Implementation: phase 3

My next task was to discover the answer to the question: ‘Which characteristics distinguish between these two types of literacy practices?’  I tried to answer this by looking at the linguistic differences within the practices, as outlined below, as well as looking at social differences of opinion relating to the literacy practices, detailed in 3.7.

Once I had my completed lists, I decided to choose 3 literacy practices from each to analyse linguistically.  I narrowed them down by ruling out those literacy practices that would be too long and time-consuming to analyse and those that would be difficult to get hold of for ethical reasons, such as personal diaries, or reports about customers or patients.  Some literacy practices were just too complicated to be able to break down into analysable parts, such as the practice of marking students’ work (B31), or consulting reference material to find something out (A15).  Some literacy practices seemed to be quite similar, such as hotel brochures (A27) and tourist leaflets (A76), so I ruled some of those out too.  The literacy practices I eventually chose to 

examine in more detail were:

Labelled ‘academic’ by majority
Labelled ‘non-academic’ by majority
Mixed response

A3: Application forms (work-related)
A27: Holiday/hotel brochure
A5: Bible

A9: Bibliogrpahies


A35: Labels (e.g. on food)

A67: sales leaflet

A26: Lecture handouts


B27: Making lists 

B16: Questionnaire.

Table i): the literacy practices I chose to analyse in detail

I generated bar chart graphs for these particular sets of data because they are simple to construct and clear to understand.  I felt that they would be a precise way of communicating this data, as most people are able to recognise and interpret bar charts and so can make correct assumptions about the data from them.  I could have used pie charts to represent the same data, but I decided that bar charts would show the exact number of respondents in true base numbers, rather than a percentage, and so would be more appropriate for the size of sample we are dealing with.

I asked my respondents for concrete examples of the practices listed in table i) so that I could analyse them linguistically – I photocopied examples of things participants claimed they had read or written in the first phase of research.  (These can be examined in appendix D).  I analysed them in terms of the following linguistic features: argument structure; mean length of words and sentences; language technicality; variation of English (or other language) used; presentation.  I chose these features to investigate because they seemed the most obvious ones in the light of the literature and are based on my research questions: ‘How do the structures differ? (in terms of argument)’; ‘How do the word and sentence lengths compare?’; ‘How technical is the language?’ and ‘Which variation of English (or other language) is used?.’

Textual analyses are very useful for providing a detailed picture of specific texts but it would be very time consuming to study a lot of texts, which is why I chose just a few that were clearly considered as either ‘academic’ or ‘non-academic’ and then a few that produced a mixed response.  I compared the analyses within each labelled category to see if any patterns emerged and then compared them across categories to observe similarities and differences between the various literacy practices.

3.7.  Phase 4: interviews

I used the lists I had produced earlier to decide which participants to interview.  I checked with the replies I had received in phase 2 to see if they matched the consensus, that A3, A9 and A26 were considered ‘academic’ and A27, A35 and B27 were considered not to be.  I then generated 2 lists of participants: those who fitted this pattern and those who didn’t.  I decided to interview two people from the list of those who did fit the pattern, to understand the main ideas people have about literacy practices, and I interviewed everybody who did not fit the pattern to see why this was the case.

The aim of the interview was to unravel ‘What social differences are there between the literacy practices?,’ looking in particular at ‘What purposes are behind the literacy practices?’ and ‘Where do the literacy practices take place?’  In the interview, I was able to find out reasons for the respondents’ decisions and the criteria they used in distinguishing ‘academic’ from ‘non-academic.’  The main reason I decided to use an interview format was because it is more flexible than a questionnaire; the questions can be tailored as the respondent answers, and so the data collected is more relevant to the research.  Arksey and Knight (1999:32) explain that qualitative interviews examine ‘the context of thought, feeling and action and can be a way of exploring relationships between different aspects of a situation.’  In my research situation, I hoped to understand respondents’ perspectives on literacy more through the use of interviews.  According to Oppenheim (1992:65), my interview style was ‘exploratory,’ since I was using the interviews to develop ideas and hypotheses, based on data I had already received, and adapting the questions depending upon the respondent, rather than using a standardized format.

3.8.  Evaluation of the interviews

Interviews have the advantage of allowing the researcher to prompt the participants, which is not always the case with other methods such as questionnaires.  Previous answers can be clarified and expounded upon (Arksey and Knight 1999:32), which is clearly advantageous.  In a way, interviews force people to give you answers to your questions, so you get a high response rate, compared to questionnaires, which often glean few responses.  It is difficult, however, to remain objective in the interview situation, as the language you use can strongly influence answers given by the respondents.  I had to be very careful throughout the interviews to keep my own views and hypotheses about literacy practices to myself.  Another disadvantage is that interviews are face-threatening situations, and so people may not always give completely honest answers.  I found that many of my participants were concerned that they gave answers which were ‘right’ so I had to assure them that whatever they said would be useful for my purposes, since in this kind of research there is no ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ answer.

Timing in interviews can be a problem if informants like to think for a long time about their answers – this problem is avoided in other research methods, such as questionnaires.  As Bell (1999:143) states, interviews are time-consuming – both in terms of the interview itself and the pre and post work involved: times need to be arranged to interview people; questions need to be formulated; the degree of formality needs to be considered, and so on.  I found that different interviewees spent various amounts of time answering my questions.  Some participants knew straight away what their criteria were for defining ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices, whilst others hadn’t really thought about it much and needed longer to think.  In these cases, more prompting was necessary.  My longest interview was 45 minutes, as this particular participant thought for a long time about each question.  The average interview time was around 20 minutes.
I later used some of the relevant interview data to compare with my linguistic analyses to see if there were any matches between what was said by participants and what the linguistic features of a given literacy practice actually were.

3.9.  The participants

The first thing I thought about concerning the participants was whether I was going to use just students or whether I would use people from a mixture of professions.  I decided that students would probably have similar ideas about literacy practices, so I thought it would be best to incorporate people from all different kinds of professions to gain a wider view of literacy in everyday life.  The only problem with this is that the possible population to be sampled includes absolutely anybody who can read and write, anywhere in the world!  So the problem was how to select people, whilst making it ‘representative of the total population under study’ (Cohen and Manion 1980:75).  I used convenience sampling, since it was easiest to choose the nearest individuals to me as respondents.  Cohen and Manion (1980:76) describe this type of sampling as being ‘accidental.’  In order to gain a broad view, I deliberately chose people from a wide variety of backgrounds, in terms of age, gender and occupation.  In this way, my sampling could be said to be purposive as well as convenience sampling.

I chose the following age groups to study: 16-26; 27-37; 38-48; 49-59; 60+.  I did not ask anybody below the age of 16 because I felt that they would need a lot of support to complete the tasks and there would also be greater ethical considerations to take into account, as their parents would have to give permission for me to do the interviews and so on, which would be time-consuming.  (A table in the appendix B shows the participants who helped me).

I feel that my relationship with the participants was key in getting them to participate.  Since many of them knew me personally, or knew of me through mutual contacts, they were more willing to help than I anticipate strangers would have been.  They were genuinely interested in my research, and Christine Davis in particular was keen to discover the findings of my research.  As expected, the respondents needed varying amounts of support, which I previously imagined.

3.10.  Ethical considerations

It is very important in any research to show respect for the rights and welfare of the respondents.  The Lancaster University Linguistics And Modern English Department explain in a website that ethics is about being fair to people by ‘not exposing them to risk or ridicule’ and ‘not abusing their goodwill in participating in your study.’  On the researcher’s part, it is also important to maintain a good reputation.  According to Arksey and Knight (1999:127), some respondents may find the research experience positive, as they feel they are contributing to a worthy cause and so gain increased confidence.  They may find the process interesting and even fun!  I found that many of my respondents learnt more about themselves and the reasons why they read and write in certain situations, and they found this enlightening.  Arksey and Knight (1999:127) go on to say that other respondents can find research damaging, as it is an intrusion into your private life and so can be embarrassing and even hurtful.  I found that a few of my respondents wished to remain anonymous because they were not confident about their literacy skills and felt that they were inadequate compared to others.  A few participants unfortunately felt a sense of failure if they did not complete the list or table within the time limits I had set and felt awkward when I contacted them to speed them along.  I found this very embarrassing to deal with and had to spend much time encouraging respondents by telling them their answers would be very useful to me and that I appreciated their help very much.

In order to take ethical considerations into account, I made sure that participants could remain anonymous if they wished.  Those who did request anonymity have been given pseudonyms, which are indicated when they appear in the text with an asterisk (e.g. ‘Felix*’).  Some participants wanted to be named specifically, so I made sure that I have done so.

3.11.  Overall evaluation of the methodology

Overall, I feel that my methodology was adequate and succeeded in gaining the relevant information for my purposes.  However, if I were to do the research again, I would be more careful with setting deadlines for the participants and would make the table task more ‘user-friendly.’  Also, my results are obviously only going to be representative for my particular sample of people.  By studying a larger number of people, it would give a better overall view of the population.  Likewise, analysing a greater number of texts linguistically would also produce more accurate and representative results.  I didn’t have time to take into account factors such as the effect of age and gender upon the labelling of literacy practices as ‘academic’ or ‘non-academic.’  This would perhaps be a fruitful area to research in the future.

4.  Results and Analysis

‘…the real mystique of qualitative inquiry lies in the process of using data rather than in the process of gathering data.’  Wolcott (1990), in Symon and Cassell (1998:6)

Here I analyze results from the different phases of my research, focussing on both general and more specific patterns, and using the data I collected from the participants as well as the linguistic analyses of texts.

4.1.  General patterns emerging from phase 2 of research

4.1.1.  The labelling of literacy practices: lists

The following pages contain 3 lists, detailing which literacy practices the majority of participants considered to be ‘academic,’ those that were ‘non-academic,’ and those that produced a mixed response:

Table ii): Literacy practices labelled ‘academic’ by a majority

	Reference Number
	Details of literacy practice

	
	

	A3
	Application forms - work-related

	A8
	Bible notes - guides about the Bible

	A9
	Bibliographies – to find books to do an essay

	A10
	Book about specific reference topic

	A15
	Consulting reference material to find something out

	A18
	Detailed plans e.g. lesson plans (teaching professions)

	A22
	Essay on computer

	A26
	Handouts from talk e.g. lecture notes

	A29
	Information booklets – at work

	A33
	Journals in library

	A54
	Notes written on board by lecturer/OHPs/Power Point

	A68
	School exercise book

	A71
	Text books - for a degree course or to learn something

	A72
	Text books - to help someone else 

	A81
	Work journal - kept for assessment as part of degree

	
	

	B3
	Answers to questions e.g. in an educational class

	B13
	Essay - for a degree

	B31
	Marking students' work

	B39
	Preparing some teaching for school/uni

	B45
	Reports e.g. on patients (medical professions)

	B46
	Review of something you've read

	B50
	Spreadsheet on computer - for work purposes


Table iii): Literacy practices labelled ‘non-academic’ by a majority.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	Reference Number
	Details of literacy practice

	
	

	A2
	Alarm clock in morning

	A4
	Best before dates on food products

	A13
	Catalogue e.g. shopping

	A16
	Correspondence – personal

	A19
	Diary - appointments for the day

	A20
	Email – personal

	A23
	Filing papers and magazines away at work

	A25
	Gravestones

	A27
	Holiday/hotel brochure

	A28
	Hymn book - whilst singing in Church

	A32
	Joke book

	A35
	Labels e.g. on food packets (nutritional values etc)

	A36
	Letter – personal

	A38
	List of song titles

	A39
	Magazine e.g. local mag; Radio Times

	A41
	Medical prescription

	A42
	Medication e.g. details of how often to take etc

	A44
	Memos at work

	A45
	Menu - whilst eating out

	A46
	Messages on Internet e.g. Instant Messaging; chat

	A49
	Newsletter e.g. from a charity

	A50
	Newspaper

	A51
	Note in a file at work e.g. relating to a customer

	A55
	Notices e.g. at work; signposts; notice sheets; rotas

	A56
	Orders at work - for goods/services

	A57
	Personal diary

	A58
	Photocopying - at work

	A60
	Postcard

	A61
	Posters e.g. adverts; info

	A62
	Prices in shops

	A63
	Receipts - after paying in shops

	A65
	Road signs

	A66
	Road route i.e. a pre-planned route on paper

	A69
	Song lyrics

	A70
	Story book before going to bed

	A73
	Text messages on mobile phone

	A74
	Ticket e.g. train

	A75
	Timetables e.g. bus and train

	A76
	Tourist leaflet - showing attractions and where to stay

	A77
	Travel guide

	A78
	TV guide/magazine

	A79
	TV facility - shows which programmes are coming up

	
	

	B1
	Addressing parcels and envelopes

	B4
	Appointment-making - at work

	B5
	Card e.g. birthday; get well

	B6
	Cheque

	B7
	Correspondence - personal

	B10
	Email - personal

	B12
	Entering competitions

	B20
	In address book

	B25
	Labels e.g. for medicines

	B26
	List of songs

	B27
	Making lists e.g. jobs to do; things to remember

	B32
	Note for someone in your household

	B33
	Ordering goods on the Internet

	B34
	Ordering goods on paper

	B35
	Personal diary

	B37
	Prayer book

	B41
	Quotation e.g. for a job - details of service and cost

	B42
	Recipe

	B47
	Scribbling

	B49
	Signing your name to authorize something

	B52
	Text messages 

	
	


Table iv): Literacy practices that produced a mixed response

	
	

	Reference Number
	Details of literacy practice

	
	

	A1
	Advertisements e.g. about upcoming events

	A5
	Bible - personal reading

	A6
	Bible - reading aloud in Church

	A7
	Bible - in a group situation, where a section is discussed

	A11
	Briefing sheet - giving details about the day ahead 

	A12
	Browsing/surfing the Internet

	A14
	Computer catalogue at work e.g. to check stock

	A17
	Correspondence - work-related

	A21
	Email - work-related

	A24
	Financial documents e.g. investment plans; insurance

	A30
	Information chart e.g. recommended weight/fitness

	A31
	Instructional guides e.g. walks; prayers

	A34
	Journals delivered to your house for personal interest

	A37
	Letter - work-related

	A40
	Map e.g. road map; Ordnance Survey

	A43
	Memorizing a short story to retell later

	A47
	Minutes and/or agenda in meeting

	A48
	Music - whilst playing!

	A52
	Notes from a meeting e.g. at work/Church

	A53
	Notes on flash cards to give presentation

	A59
	Poetry book - for fun e.g. Spike Milligan

	A64
	Reports - at work

	A67
	Sales leaflet e.g. equipment specification and prices

	A80
	Whilst playing games e.g. Scrabble

	
	

	B2
	Advert e.g. for an event; to sell something

	B8
	Correspondence - work-related

	B9
	Dictation for someone at work

	B11
	Email - work-related

	B14
	Fax - at work

	B15
	Feedback - in pupils' notebooks after music lessons

	B16
	Filling in a questionnaire

	B17
	Filling in an accounts book

	B18
	Filling in forms e.g. applications (driving license etc)

	B19
	Helping others fill in forms - at work

	B21
	In a foreign language

	B22
	Instructions - for someone else at work to follow

	B23
	Invoice - bill for completed job

	B24
	Itineraries - at work

	B28
	Making notes as someone speaks or reads to you

	B29
	Making notes as you read a book or journal

	B30
	Making notes as you talk on the phone

	B36
	Personal poem

	B38
	Preparing a sermon to deliver in Church

	B40
	Puzzles e.g. crossword

	B43
	Recording incidents in accident book at work

	B44
	Register e.g. pupils' attendance

	B48
	Sending faxes at work

	B51
	Summary of other people's notes at work

	
	

	
	

	
	


Tables ii) – iv) above show that the people in my sample considered fewer literacy practices to be ‘academic’ than ‘non-academic’ – only 22 literacy practices out of 133 i.e. about 17%, were deemed to be ‘academic,’ compared to 47% of the practices which were considered to be ‘non-academic.’  This could be a reflection of the amount of usage of these literacy practices – more literacy practices may be labelled ‘non-academic’ because they occur more commonly than those that were considered to be ‘academic.’  36% of the literacy practices produced a mixed response.  In the following sections, I reveal a selection of some of the above literacy practices, with graphical representations.  Please note carefully the y axis scales on all of the bar charts when comparing, as they do not all have the same data range, and I do not wish them to appear unethical!

4.1.2.  Literacy practices the majority of people in my sample considered ‘academic’:

A3: Application forms – work-related;

A9: Bibliographies – to find books to do an essay;

A26: Handouts from talk e.g. lecture notes provided for students by lecturers.

Figure i)
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Figure i) clearly shows that work-related application forms are viewed as ‘academic’ by the majority in my sample.  An overwhelming number of 14 people considered this literacy practice to be ‘academic,’ compared with just 4 who thought it was ‘non-academic.’

Figure ii)
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The literacy practice of reading bibliographies as shown in figure ii) evoked a response of 18 people considering it to be ‘academic,’ so a much greater majority than is shown in figure i).

Figure iii)
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Figure iii) shows that a majority of 16 people decided that handouts from a talk, such as those provided by university lecturers, were ‘academic.’

4.1.3.  Literacy practices the majority of people in my sample considered ‘non-academic’:

A27: Holiday/hotel brochure;

A35: Labels e.g. on food packets (nutritional values etc);

B27: Making lists e.g. jobs to do, things to remember, shopping lists.

Figure iv)
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Figure iv) shows that 17 people deemed holiday/hotel brochures to be ‘non-academic’ – that is a majority of 89%.

Figure v)
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Labels on food packets and suchlike created a response of 14 people considering them to be ‘non-academic,’ as is depicted by figure v).  Although this time, note that there is a higher number of people who thought this literacy practice was ‘academic,’ compared to figure iv).

Figure vi)
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Figure vi) shows that 84% of my sample decided that the practice of writing lists of things to do and so on was a ‘non-academic’ endeavour.

4.1.4.  Literacy practices that produced a mixed response within my sample:

A5: Bible – personal reading;

A67: sales leaflet e.g. equipment specification and prices;

B16: filling in a questionnaire.

Figure vii)


[image: image7.wmf]A

5

: 

Bible 

- 

personal reading

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

ACADEMIC

NON

-

ACADEMIC

NOT SURE

Label given

Number of people


The literacy practice of reading the Bible as a personal activity produced a very mixed response, as we can see from figure vii).  58% of my sample considered this activity to be ‘non-academic,’ compared to 37% who thought it was ‘academic,’ and 5% who weren’t sure.

Figure viii)
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The literacy practice of reading sales leaflets, such as those detailing product and price specifications, produced an extremely bizarre result, as figure viii) conveys!  The fact that the same number of people considered this activity ‘academic’ as ‘non-academic’ shows that there is confusion over this, and therefore, presumably major differences in opinion.

Figure ix)
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Figure ix) shows that the literacy practice of completing a questionnaire created a range of responses.  26% decided that this practice was ‘academic,’ compared to 47% who thought it was ‘non-academic’ and 26% who were unsure.

4.2.  General patterns emerging from phase 3 of the research: linguistic analysis

4.2.1.  ‘Academic’ literacy practices

The analysis and comparison of the texts considered to be ‘academic’ by a majority in my sample showed a range of different features.  The work-related application form (A3) I analysed was an emailed application form, laid out with everything in boxes.  The structure was very rigid – personal details and contact information, followed by a ‘personal skills’ section and then ‘references.’  The Mean Length of Word (M.L.W.) was 7.5 letters (to one decimal place) and the Mean Length of Utterance (M.L.U.) was just 3.9 words.  The language was very basic, using everyday vocabulary, with no technicalities.

The example of a bibliography (A9), obtained from Nick Cooper, had a very clearly defined structure – it began with a title, followed by some essay questions and then some suggested books, which were listed alphabetically, with the author first and then the book title in italics afterwards.  The M.L.W. was 5.9 letters and the mean length of utterance M.L.U. was 8.8 words, so almost 3 times the length of the utterances in A3.  The language was fairly technical, as it related to a degree in religious studies and contained many theorists’ names.  For example, ‘Karl Barth’s critically realistic dialectical theology’ would only be understood either by an expert, or someone taking this course.  The language used was standard English and was impersonal, so contrasting with A3 in terms of formality and style.

The lecture handout (A26), provided by Felix*, was aimed at students studying marketing and advertising.  Again, it had a clearly defined structure, with a title inside a box, containing the date and copyright details.  The main text was set out in paragraphs and it contained a deductive argument i.e. containing reasons for its validity (Fairbairn and Winch (1996:193)) to show why the lecturer thinks that the term ‘marketing management…is sadly deficient.’  The M.L.W. was 4.3 letters and the M.L.U. was 14.8 words, so although the words were shorter than those used in A9, the sentences were nearly twice as long.  Only a few technical terms were used, such as ‘market segmentation,’ compared to the amount of terms used in A9.  The few terms that were used were defined clearly, and the notes made explicit the differences between different theoretical approaches, by labelling them ‘descriptive’ or ‘prescriptive.’  The language was quite informal, since contractions were used and many sentences began with conjunctions.  The text was inundated with personal pronouns, mainly the first person ‘I’ and an inclusive ‘we,’ which added to the informality.

In the light of the above, it can be seen that literacy practices considered to be ‘academic’ seem to have a variety of different linguistic features.  It is difficult to say exactly what marks them out as being ‘academic,’ since all of the above texts consist of a mixture of styles in terms of how technical the language is and how formal it is.  However, all of these texts have a clearly defined structure.

4.2.2.  ‘Non-academic’ literacy practices

The analysis of the texts considered to be ‘non-academic’ by a majority in my sample also had mixed linguistic features.  A holiday brochure (A27), provided by Lops*, detailed where to eat in Southampton.  The structure was such that it had a large heading followed by 5 short paragraphs, which were arranged in two columns.  There were 3 pictures of food down the left hand side of the page.  The M.L.W. was 5.0 letters and the M.L.U. was 26.1 words – the longest M.L.U. I found out of all of the texts I analysed.  The language used was everyday-like and contained many words from the semantic fields of food, places, and names of where to stay as well as of their proprietors.  Standard English was used, but with many fragmented sentences and contractions, so it was fairly informal.

The label I analysed from an All-Bran cereal packet (A35) had a well defined structure with many subheadings such as ‘ingredients,’ ‘guideline daily amounts’ and ‘nutrition information,’ each followed by the relevant text or a table, in colour.  The ingredients appeared as a simple list.  The M.L.W. was 5.9 letters, so longer than that of A27, but the M.L.U. was much shorter - just 1.0 words!  (This was the shortest M.L.U. I discovered out of all of the texts I analysed.)  The only technical vocabulary used was that relating to the ingredients, where words such as ‘riboflavin’ were listed.  Like in A27, the language used was standard, but with fragmented sentences.  However, A35 had more formal language, since it contained no contractions and was impersonal.

I analysed a list of things to do (B27), supplied by Nick Cooper.  Just a few words were on each line of the paper and each line was bullet-pointed.  The M.L.W. was 4.6 letters and the M.L.U. was 2.8 words, so it had the shortest M.L.W. compared to the other texts considered to be non-academic by participants, but was average in terms of M.L.U.  There were no technical terms on the list at all; basic everyday words such as ‘bread’ and ‘shower’ were detailed.  Standard English was again used but the words formed short noun phrases, rather than complete sentences.

Regarding the above, it can be seen that generally speaking, ‘non-academic’ literacy practices appear to be more colourful, sometimes with pictures, as in A27.  Like ‘academic’ literacy practices, ‘non-academic’ ones also have clearly defined structures.  However, I would say that ‘non-academic’ texts contain more informal language, since fragmented sentences and contractions were frequently present, whilst they were not in the ‘academic’ set of texts I analysed.  The language featured in these ‘non-academic’ literacy practices contained mostly everyday expressions.

4.2.3.  Literacy practices evoking a mixed response

The literacy practices which my sample were unsure about produced interesting linguistic analyses.  Rosemary Dobson provided me with a chapter from the book of Isaiah in the Bible (A5).  It was set out in paragraphs and labelled in terms of chapter and verse numbers.  It included direct quotations from people.  The M.L.W. was 3.5 letters and the M.L.U. was 22.2 words.  The language was very poetic and contained lots of imagery, such as that in verse 2: ‘He made my mouth like a sharpened sword.’  Some words could be interpreted in different ways, like ‘Israel,’ which is often used in the Bible to mean ‘God’s chosen people,’ and is not just a location or relating to one specific set of people in Israel.  (Manser 1995:118).  A few specialist words like ‘Gentiles’ were also used.  The language was standard and personal pronouns were used, although the reader was not addressed directly, so it came across as being very formal.

Michael Dickinson gave me a sales leaflet (A67) to analyse.  It consisted of a sheet of A4, describing in detail just one product for sale.  The text contained information about the dimensions, weight and specifications of the product as well as how to order and pay for the product.  A diagram was also included, illustrating the dimensions.  Facts and figures were laid out in boxes and the ‘how to order’ section was numbered.  The M.L.W. was 4.3 letters and the M.L.U. was 18.0 words.  Everyday language was mostly used, with the exception of a few technical terms relevant to electronics, such as ‘serial input’ and ‘totalise,’ as well as acronyms like ‘VAC’ and ‘VDC.’  Standard English was used and it was very formal, although the second personal pronoun ‘you’ was used.  There were some fragmented sentences and lots of abbreviations.

Felix* provided me with an example of an Internet-based questionnaire (B16), used for market research purposes.  The structure consisted of an introduction, containing instructions about how to complete it, followed by 19 questions.  The questions were mainly multi-optional, with a few yes/no questions and only a couple of open questions.  Some questions involved the recognition of brand names, and where these appeared, they were listed in alphabetical order.  Finally, there was a ‘thank you’ section.  Unfortunately, the introduction and thank you section were unavailable to be accessed on the web at this particular time, so I have just been able to analyse the main bulk of the questions themselves.  In the section I analysed, the M.L.W. was 4.9 letters, so this text contained longer words than the others that produced mixed responses.  The M.L.U. was 8.5 words – less than half the length of A5 and A67.  The language used was standard everyday English, as was the case with A5 and A67.  In particular, words from the semantic fields of technical products, such as ‘TV,’ ‘DVD player,’ ‘kettle,’ and brand names, such as ‘Kenwood,’ ‘Rowenta’ and ‘Russell Hobbs,’ were used.

The above analyses show that these literacy practices are also very structured, but they are very different in terms of the degree of language formality, with A5 being the most formal, and A67 the least formal.  These texts consist mostly of everyday language, with the exception of A5, which includes much imagery.  It is hard to see any clear similarities between these literacy practices, as they are so different, and I cannot tell from these analyses exactly why people found these literacy practices to be problematic.

In order to make more comparisons between all of the above 9 literacy practices, I have laid out the M.L.W.s and M.L.U.s in tables v) and vi) following.

Table v): A Comparison of M.L.W.s  and M.L.U.s

Label
Reference Number

M.L.W.

M.L.U.

(letters)

(words)

‘ACADEMIC’
A3



7.5


3.9




A9



5.9


8.8




A26



4.3


14.8

‘NON-ACADEMIC’
A27



5.0


26.1




A35



5.9


1.0




B27



4.6


2.8

MIXED RESPONSE
A5



3.5


22.2 




A67



4.3


18.0




B16



4.9


8.5

N.B.  All figures are given to one decimal place.

The above figures demonstrate the vast variety of M.L.W.s and M.L.U.s even within the same labelled category.  Note that the M.L.W.s are quite similar overall and there is a difference of just 4 letters between the highest and lowest M.L.W.s.  The M.L.U.s. on the other hand, are much more unpredictable.  To compare the categories more easily, the following table shows the average M.L.W.s and M.L.U.s.

Table vi): Overall average M.L.W.s and M.L.U.s for each labelled category

Label


Average M.L.W.


Average M.L.U.

‘ACADEMIC’

5.9




9.2

‘NON-ACADEMIC’

5.2




10.0

MIXED RESPONSE

4.2




16.2

N.B.  All figures are given to one decimal place.

It can be seen from the data above that ‘academic’ literacy practices have the highest M.L.W.  We could, then, conclude from this that ‘academic’ texts contain longer words.  However, it is only 0.7 letters difference from the average ‘non-academic’ M.L.W., so I would consider it as not being very meaningful.  If the difference in M.L.W.s was greater, then the data would be more conclusive.  In a similar vein, we could say that in general, ‘non-academic’ literacy practices have the longest M.L.U.s, but again, the difference between the average for ‘non-academic’ and ‘academic’ M.L.U.s is just 0.8 words – that’s not even 1 word!  So again, I do not think this is conclusive, since the difference is so marginal.  In the light of these findings, I would like to suggest that features of formality and technicality are more important in defining literacy practices as ‘academic’ or ‘non-academic’ than the word and sentence lengths.

In view of all of the evidence in 4.2., it seems that both ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices have clearly defined structures.  I was unable to find any linguistic features that marked texts out as being specifically ‘academic,’ but the ‘non-academic’ texts I analysed seem to contain a greater amount of informality and less technical language.

4.3.  General patterns emerging from phase 4 of the research: interviews

A.  Interviews with those who fitted the ‘academic’ vs ‘non-academic’ pattern consistently.

The majority of people did fit the pattern as outlined in the methodology.  Christine Davis deemed ‘academic’ to be concerned with studying, learning and work, whilst she considered ‘non-academic’ to be associated with ‘leisure, pleasure and everyday life.’  Along similar lines, Lops* viewed ‘non-academic’ as not being work-related. However, she considers ‘academic’ to involve high-level thinking processes and skills, as well as being work-related.

B.  Interviews with those who did not fit the pattern at all.

Nick Cooper did not fit the pattern for A3 (work-related application forms), which he considered ‘non-academic,’ and A26 (handouts from talk), which he also considered ‘non-academic.’  During the interview, it unfolded that Nick classes ‘academic’ as being something that requires judgement of thought.  He went on to say that these practices are not fixed – people have different ideas about the world and so it is subjective - and this requires thinking.  He considers that if something is ‘academic,’ it is nothing to do with the formality or style of the language, but rather, it depends what the literacy practice is referring to.  At the other end of the spectrum, he claims that a ‘non-academic’ literacy practice is something that is fixed; it is predetermined.  The only requirement is that you know how to use it.  To illustrate his ideas, he gave the example of an alarm clock and that everyone agrees that the purpose of the alarm clock is to inform the user of the time and to wake you up in the morning.  He claims that it requires no specialist knowledge to understand it, and its function is not debatable.  Above all, Nick thinks that the use of a literacy practice is paramount in deciding whether it is ‘academic’ or not, and it is the thought processes involved in deciding this that are important.

Michael Dickinson did not fit the pattern concerning A3 (work-related application forms) and A35 (labels).  When he first completed the chart, he told me that he considered ‘academicness’ to be to do with ‘the transmission of information.’  Therefore, if the participant in a literacy practice is learning something, he would consider it to be ‘academic.’  In his own words, something is ‘academic’ if it ‘contributes to your own learning or contributes to another’s learning.’  He also talked about ‘academicness’ being the ‘focus, definition or appraisal of thoughts.’  Like Nick, Michael considered thought processes to be important as defining criteria.  When I interviewed him at a later stage, he gave reasons for his choices and stated that he considered A3 to be ‘non-academic’ because it doesn’t require a lot of thinking and doesn’t require any research because you already know about your life experiences and can write about them.  He considers A35 to be ‘academic’ because you learn something by reading food labels and have to interpret the data in the nutritional value tables.  For him, learning is the crucial factor in deciding whether a literacy practice is ‘academic’ or not.  Although Michael’s answers differ slightly from the majority, they are consistent with his beliefs about literacy.

Drew Barrymore* did not fit the pattern in that he labelled A27 (holiday/hotel brochure) ‘academic,’ along with A35 (labels).  When asked what he thought ‘academic’ meant, he suggested it was information-giving and required assimilation of that information, so his ideas were similar to some of Michael Dickinson’s.  In some cases, he supposed that research was involved as well.  He thought that something that was ‘non-academic’ was ‘fictional’ and ‘not based on reality.’  His answers mirrored this belief, since he ticked nearly every box in the table task as ‘academic.’  His results deviated from the norm in that nobody else ticked so many literacy practices as being ‘academic.’  I would suggest that this is because his definition of ‘non-academic’ is so different from everybody else in my sample – everyone else considered ‘non-academic’ to be concerned with everyday life, which is reality and therefore not fictional.

Felix* talked to me about his choices when he first completed the table task.  He considers that the main factor in determining whether something is ‘academic’ or not is its purpose.  As a student of marketing and advertising, he often uses advertisements for work purposes, in which case this practice (A1) would be ‘academic.’  At other times, he looks at advertisements purely for pleasure, in which case he deems the practice to be ‘non-academic.’  Later, at interview, he elaborated on his definitions.  For him, ‘academic’ is not something you do for pleasure and is not entertaining.  The physical structure and formality is important for him in determining the nature of a literacy practice – he says that ‘academic’ texts ask questions and use very formal language.  For him, anything that is ‘synonymous with hard work, boredom and poncey academics’ is ‘academic.’  He developed his argument further by saying that ‘academic’ writing is abstract and therefore ‘irrelevant to real life.’  Linguistically speaking, ‘academic’ literacy practices appear to him to have ‘too many words’ and are ‘monochrome’ in terms of presentation.  ‘Non-academic’ literacy practices, in contrast, are deemed by him to be interesting to read and write and have informal structures.  He spoke at length about the presentation of texts and claimed that ‘non-academic’ texts have an Arial-style, ‘friendlier, rounded font,’ as opposed to ‘academic’ texts, which are usually Times New Roman-style.  He claimed that ‘non-academic’ texts are more ‘chatty and personal,’ often containing colour and pictures.  For him, ‘non-academic’ literacy practices are synonymous with ‘good times’ and relate to everyday life.  Clearly, although linguistic features of the text are noticed by him and matter to him, especially in the light of other participants, Felix* claims that the most important overriding factor in determining how ‘academic’ a literacy practice is concerns what the reading and writing is for.

4.4.  Other comments made by participants

These comments were made ad lib either if I was there whilst a participant was completing the table and was thinking aloud, or during telephone conversations when I was checking up on their progress!

Dawn Archer defined ‘academic’ as being to do with ‘learning, teaching and research.’  She said she sometimes had problems deciding which literacy practices were ‘academic’ and which were ‘non-academic’ because for her, it depended upon the nature of the practice and why she was doing it.  Usually she would be using journals for work purposes and so would consider them ‘academic,’ but if she read one at home for interest, then that would not be the case.  She said the same applied to advertisements and competitions for her.  Her ideas fitted the patterns of the majority and this is echoed in the fact that her ideas are similar to those of Lops* and Christine 

Davis when I interviewed them.

Rosemary Dobson deemed the difficulty level to be a factor in determining whether something is ‘academic’ or not.  For example, Rosemary can speak and write well in French, Spanish and German, and often communicates with friends in these languages.  Therefore, she doesn’t find literacy practices associated with other languages difficult, and so would define these as being ‘non-academic’ (B21).  On the other hand, she finds computer-related literacy practices very hard, since, being in her 60s, she was never taught how to use computers at school.  Things like ordering goods on the net (B33) and using spreadsheets (B50) are hard for her and so they are ‘academic’ in her eyes.  She extends this definition to encompass people’s professions.  She commented that for a teacher, marking pupils’ work would be a common task and so would be easy for them to do, but for her, as a lay person, it would be extremely hard for her to do.  In this case, she views marking students’ work (B31) as ‘academic’ from her perspective, but ‘non-academic’ from the point of view of the teacher.  Her views are quite different from anyone else’s in my sample, but they are logical, and are consistent with the answers she gave.  Her  ideas could fit into the ‘not everyday’ versus ‘everyday’ dichotomy that seems to be emerging – the practices she finds easy are the ones she does regularly and classes as ‘non-academic,’ whilst those she finds difficult are ‘academic’ for her.

We have seen in 4.3. and 4.4. that people have many different opinions about literacy practices and what makes them ‘academic’ or not.  The people who fitted the pattern, who I have called ‘group A,’ generally considered ‘academic’ to be work-related, often involving studying and learning, and sometimes teaching and research.  High-level thinking processes and skills are likely to be involved.  This group thought ‘non-academic’ literacy practices were concerned with non-work-related everyday activities, mainly pleasurable things.

Group B (those who didn’t fit the pattern) generated a wider variety of ideas about literacy practices.  Nick Cooper and Michael Dickinson both thought ‘academic’ literacy practices involved focus and judgement of thoughts.  Other ideas concerning ‘academicness’ varied from the literacy practices’ difficulty level to their irrelevance to everyday life.  Ideas relating to ‘non-academicness’ were also diverse – on the one hand, we had the concept of ‘non-academic’ being something that is fictional and not based on reality, whilst on the other, ‘non-academic’ was perceived as being involved with everyday life.

4.5.  Bringing together people’s opinions and the linguistic analysis

In the interview situation, only Nick Cooper and Felix* talked about linguistic features within texts.  I think this is meaningful because it shows that the linguistic features cannot be the thing that distinguish ‘academic’ from ‘non-academic,’ else more people would have spoken about them.  However, linguistic features may play some part, since my linguistic analyses showed that ‘non-academic’ literacy practices were more easily defined as having more informal language and less technical vocabulary than ‘academic’ ones.  Generally speaking though, it was hard to find exact criteria with which to define ‘academic’ texts.  In the light of the interview data as well, it seems that people’s attitudes towards literacy practices and how they are used are more important in defining them than the linguistic features within.  The idea of complex thought processes and learning seems to be important in defining ‘academic’ literacy practices but what is ultimately paramount in deciding upon the nature of the practice is what its purpose is – why people are using the literacy practices.

4.6.  Conclusion

In this chapter, we have looked at a variety of data, ranging from the analysis of the table task to linguistic analyses and interviews.  The data overall seems to point to literacy practices being defined mainly in terms of the use they are put to, rather than by linguistic features within them.

5.  Discussion

5.1.  Introduction

In the following chapter, I aim to critically evaluate my results and analysis, looking particularly at some limitations of my data sample and the analyses I used.  I will then look at how successful this project was in answering my research questions, before suggesting ideas for further investigation.

5.2.  Limitations of the results

Obviously the quality of the results is affected by that of the data.  My results are therefore representative only for the data sample that I studied.  My research is small-scale, since I only studied the literacy practices concerning 19 people.  This is advantageous in that I have been able to carry out a detailed qualitative study of my sample, but it is limited in that more people couldn’t have been sampled.  However, I am positive that my results and analyses are highly accurate for this particular data sample, especially as I chose participants who have diverse qualities in terms of genders, ages and occupations.  I have tried my best to be as representative as possible in this given research situation.

Another issue to consider is the analysis of the data itself.  The way in which you analyse anything affects its outcome, either positively or negatively.  If I had analysed the results differently, I may have come to different conclusions, and so this is something to be aware of.  For example, instead of using 70% as a cut-off point for a majority, as outlined in section 3.5., I could have used 60% or another figure.  This would have affected the number of literacy practices that were considered ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ by a majority and so affected the labelling process.  Similarly, I could have carried out textual analyses on other texts and ended up with either more similarities or more differences between categories, depending upon which ones I chose to analyse, which could have led to me discovering more or less criteria involved in determining how literacy practices are labelled ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic.’  I could also have interviewed more people from group A, which may have produced more ideas.  Despite these alternatives that I could have tried, I feel that the results are still indicative of my sample overall.  These other ways of analysing the data would be useful to think about if I did my research again or if I was going to extend it.

5.3.  Evaluation of the success of the research

Overall, I am confident that my research was successful in achieving its aims in answering the questions in 2.5.  The lists exercise tackled the problem of determining which literacy practices people participate in, and the table task demonstrated the labels that people in my sample attached to them.  The textual analyses and the interviews helped to address why these differences in the labelling of literacy practices occur.  I feel that the combination of this data is generally fairly good in trying to answer my main research question ‘How and why do ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices differ?’

I consider that this research fills a gap in the literature as outlined in chapter 2 because it shows how people in society view literacy practices and why they view them as such based on the practical application of the literacy practices to their lives, rather than being based upon more abstract ideas suggested by reading and writing guides.  The literature I studied describes the nature of ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy in terms of what it contains linguistically but not the reasons behind these practices, whereas my research has tried to encompass these reasons as well.  Thus, I hope that my research will have a positive influence on theoretical approaches towards ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices.  Practically, I hope that the research will help people to have a better understanding of how and why they use certain literacy practices in different contexts and that they will be able to appreciate the diversity of them.

5.4.  Suggestions for further research

My research was mainly carried out over just a few months.  It could be carried out again on the same people in a few years’ time to see if they have changed their minds.  In this way, it would be interesting to see if ideas about literacy practices change diachronically over time, and if so, how this phenomenon occurs.

It would be a good idea to extend the research to include more people, thus gaining a wider view.  Investigation could also be carried out into comparisons between men and women, and different age groups to see if any patterns emerge there with regards to the labelling and use of ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices.

5.5.  Conclusion

In the light of the above, it appears that my research has been very successful within the constraints of the study.  It could be added to in the future by covering a larger population or by analysing the data differently to produce results in another way.  I believe that the fact that more questions have arisen from the research demonstrates the fruitfulness of the enquiry.

6.  Summary and Conclusions

In chapter 1, I introduced why I originally chose this topic to investigate, along with some examples of literacy practices I had noticed in my environment.  I provided an overview of the dissertation, with a glimpse of the conclusions I have now reached.  The literature review in chapter 2 demonstrated some general types and ways of using literacy in society, before giving different perspectives on ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ literacy practices.  The majority of the literature described ‘academic’ literacy practices, and views differed from ‘academic’ being defined by particular linguistic criteria, to being determined by the location of the literacy practice itself.  A small percentage of the literature tackled ‘non-academic’ literacy practices, but it seemed to point to these types being more practical.  I then outlined my own approach to this subject area, taking a descriptive stance, and using literacy practices people use everyday as a starting point for my research.  This led on to the research questions posed in section 2.5.

Chapter 3 detailed the methodology I used, explaining that I chose to use qualitative research methods.  Phase 1 of the research involved asking participants to make a note of all the reading and writing activities they participated in during a week, whilst phase 2 provided participants with a table task to complete, based on their previous answers, to determine how people label certain literacy practices.  I described how I used the data to show which practices the majority of my sample considered ‘academic’ and which ‘non-academic.’  Phase 3 of my research involved the linguistic analysis of some of the texts participants had deemed ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic,’ as well as a few which produced a mixed response.  The first 3 research phases were then followed up, via the use of interviews to try to understand more about why people label literacy practices in particular ways.  I gave details about my informants, plus ethical considerations.  I concluded this section by claiming that my methodology was adequate for the goals it set out to achieve, although it could be improved by encompassing a larger number of people and using more analyses.

In chapter 4, I presented my results and analyses.  I listed the practices the participants had labelled ‘academic’ and ‘non-academic’ in tabular form, as well as those that produced a mixed response.  A higher proportion of the literacy practices were thought to be ‘non-academic’ and I suggested this could be due to the frequency with which they occur in everyday life.  I then presented a selection of the data in the form of bar charts, before launching into analyses of the texts.  I demonstrated that ‘academic’ literacy practices don’t seem to have specific linguistic features that mark them out as being ‘academic,’ since the texts I analysed contained a mixture of formality, vocabulary technicality and so on.  I showed that generally speaking, ‘non-academic’ texts tend to have more informal language than ‘academic’ ones.  I compared the M.L.W.s and M.L.U.s of the texts, but this didn’t produce the results I expected.  However, it did outline that features of formality and technicality are more important in defining a text than its M.L.W. or M.L.U.  Following this, I detailed the results of the interviews with the informants.  I found that people have many different opinions about literacy practices and what makes them ‘academic’ or ‘non-academic.’  Those who fitted the general pattern outlined ‘academic’ as being work-related, involving studying and learning, whilst ‘non-academic’ was found to be associated with non-work-related everyday activities.  Those who didn’t fit the general pattern provided more ideas about literacy practices.  These ideas included judgement of thought and difficulty being related to ‘academic’ literacy practices, and ‘non-academic’ being concerned with everyday life on the one hand, and the fictional world on the other.  Only 2 participants talked about linguistic features in the interviews and this conveys to me that more important factors other than linguistic issues come into play when people label literacy practices.  The paramount factor involved in determining whether something is ‘academic’ or not seems to be the purpose of the literacy practice – why people are using it in a particular situation.

Chapter 5 discussed some of the limitations of my research and evaluated the overall success of the project, as well as suggesting ideas for further research.  I concluded that this investigation has been successful within the constraints of the study, and has tackled the research questions well.  I outlined that a larger population could be studied in the future, as well as taking other factors into account, such as age, gender and so on.

I feel that my research was worth doing because it has filled a gap in the literature, by taking into account people’s attitudes towards literacy practices and not just using study guides to determine what is ‘academic’ and what is not.  It has shown ultimately that the crucial thing in deciding whether something is ‘academic’ or ‘non-academic’ is why the literacy practice is being used in a particular situation.  I look forward to seeing this research being added to in the future.
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17, Percy Road,

Greaves,

Lancaster.

LA1 4UX.

01524 69984

Jayne890@aol.com
17.10.03

Dear

I am now in my final year studying linguistics at Lancaster University and would really appreciate your help with a research project I am doing as part of my degree.  My research is about how various reading and writing practices differ.  I am particularly interested in people’s attitudes towards literacy and why people hold these attitudes.  I will take into account people from different ages, backgrounds and occupations in order to be as representative as possible.  The following page details how I would like you to assist me; it just involves making a simple list.

All information you give me will be kept confidential.  It will be seen by me, my supervisor and an external examiner, who will both assess my work.  After I have completed my research, it may be available in the university library for other students to access for research purposes only.  It is most unlikely that my work will be published, but if it is, I will first seek your permission.  In order to make my research as ethical as possible, if requested, I will change your names in order to create anonymity.

Thank you very much for your time.

Yours sincerely,

Jayne Dickinson

What to do

1.  It would be helpful if you could, over a period of a week, record on paper all the reading and writing activities you participate in.  (These activities can range from reading a newspaper or book to writing a text message or email to writing a shopping list, cheque, diary or essay.  You may do these activities at home, at work or elsewhere, by yourself or with other people.)

2.  Next to each reading and writing activity, please give a description of what exactly it is that you did.  Please give as much information about it as you can.

e.g. Read 3 chapters of ‘Barry Trotter and the Shameless Parody.’

3.  Once you have completed this task, please fill in the slip below and return that, along with your list, to me in the S.A.E. provided.  I may wish to contact you at a later date to find out more information, so please also indicate on the slip if you are willing for me to do this.

If you have any questions about my research, or about what you have to do, please feel free to contact me, and I will do everything I can to help.

Thank you very much for your time.

NAME:

OCCUPATION:

Are you willing for me to contact you again for more information?

Do you wish to remain anonymous in my written work?

23, Longcroft Avenue,

Dronfield Woodhouse,

Derbyshire.

S18 8PJ.

Tel: 0114 2890308

Mob: 0770 959 9664

Jayne890@aol.com
Dear

Thank you very much for your help with the research project I am doing as part of my linguistics degree.  I do appreciate the time you spent to let me know about your reading and writing activities.  I found it really interesting to analyze and my supervisor was very impressed with your willingness to answer!

I have chosen you to assist with my next stage of research.  Over the next few pages, there is a (very long!) table, listing the reading and writing activities that all of you said you took part in on a weekly basis.  Please can you place a tick in one of the columns after each activity, indicating whether you think it is ‘academic’ or ‘non-academic’ or if you are ‘not sure.’  I do not envisage this taking more than 10 minutes of your time.

This will hopefully be the last stage of my research, so please don’t have nightmares – I won’t send you a task to complete every month from now on!  I may ask a few of you some questions about your answers sometime in January but that will be all.

If you have any questions relating to this, please don’t hesitate to contact me, as above.  Please use the S.A.E. provided to return your completed table to me by Monday 22nd December.

Thank you again!

Yours sincerely,

Jayne Dickinson

Please fill this in and return with your table.  Please select one of the following options by circling it:

I would like to be named specifically in your research.

I do not mind if you name me or not in your work.

I would like to be kept anonymous.

17, Percy Road,

Greaves,

Lancaster.

LA1 4UX.

01524 69984

Jayne890@aol.com
19.01.04

Dear

Thank you very much for all your help with my research project.  All the information you have given me is really useful and I do appreciate your help greatly.

I am just in the process of analyzing the results now, and so far they are producing interesting findings.  I have kept your details confidential, and those of you who wished to remain anonymous have been given pseudonyms.  I will only contact you again if I need to clarify anything, but please feel free to contact me at the above address if you wish to know anything else about my research.

Thank you again, and I wish you every success in 2004!

Yours sincerely,

Jayne Dickinson
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		LITERACY PRACTICES: A TALLY OF DATA FROM PHASE 2 DATA COLLECTION

		SECTION A: READING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE		TOTAL				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

														3		11		5

		A1		3		11		5		19

		A2		3		14		2		19

		A3		14		4		1		19

		A4		3		16		0		19

		A5		7		11		1		19

		A6		6		10		3		19

		A7		11		6		2		19

		A8		13		5		1		19

		A9		18		0		1		19

		A10		18		1		0		19

		A11		7		11		1		19

		A12		4		7		8		19

		A13		1		16		2		19

		A14		8		8		3		19

		A15		17		0		2		19

		A16		2		15		2		19

		A17		12		6		1		19

		A18		16		3		0		19

		A19		2		14		3		19

		A20		1		18		0		19

		A21		11		7		1		19

		A22		19		0		0		19

		A23		5		14		0		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A24		9		9		1		19				14		4		1

		A25		3		14		2		19

		A26		16		2		1		19

		A27		1		17		1		19

		A28		5		14		0		19

		A29		14		3		2		19

		A30		7		12		0		19

		A31		6		11		2		19

		A32		3		16		0		19

		A33		14		3		2		19

		A34		6		9		4		19

		A35		5		14		0		19

		A36		1		18		0		19

		A37		11		7		1		19

		A38		1		18		0		19

		A39		2		17		0		19

		A40		7		10		2		19

		A41		1		15		3		19

		A42		3		14		2		19

		A43		7		10		2		19

		A44		5		13		1		19

		A45		0		17		2		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A46		1		18		0		19				18		0		1

		A47		9		9		1		19

		A48		8		8		3		19

		A49		2		14		3		19

		A50		4		13		2		19

		A51		5		13		1		19

		A52		6		10		3		19

		A53		11		4		4		19

		A54		16		1		2		19

		A55		2		14		3		19

		A56		3		15		1		19

		A57		3		15		1		19

		A58		3		13		3		19

		A59		5		12		2		19

		A60		2		16		1		19

		A61		1		16		2		19

		A62		4		14		1		19

		A63		4		14		1		19

		A64		11		6		2		19

		A65		2		16		1		19

		A66		3		14		2		19

		A67		8		8		3		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A68		14		3		2		19				16		2		1

		A69		2		15		2		19

		A70		2		16		1		19

		A71		18		0		1		19

		A72		16		1		2		19

		A73		0		16		3		19

		A74		1		17		1		19

		A75		3		13		3		19

		A76		1		15		3		19

		A77		2		15		2		19

		A78		1		16		2		19

		A79		2		16		1		19

		A80		6		12		1		19

		A81		18		1		0		19

		SECTION B: WRITING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B1		3		14		2		19

		B2		3		12		4		19

		B3		13		2		4		19

		B4		2		15		2		19

		B5		1		16		2		19

		B6		2		15		2		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B7		2		14		3		19				1		17		1

		B8		11		4		4		19

		B9		9		6		4		19

		B10		2		15		2		19

		B11		9		5		5		19

		B12		3		13		3		19

		B13		17		0		2		19

		B14		5		8		6		19
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		B38		11		4		4		19
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		B45		13		5		1		19
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		B52		0		16		3		19





Sheet1

		



Label given

Number of people

A1: Advertisements



Sheet2

		



Label given

Number of people

A3: Application forms - work-related



Sheet3

		



Label given

Number of people

A9: Bibliographies



		



Label given

Number of people

A26: Handouts from Talk



		



Label given

Number of people

A27: Holiday/hotel brochure



		



Label given

Number of people

A35: Labels



		





		






_1137330465.xls
Chart2

		ACADEMIC

		NON-ACADEMIC

		NOT SURE



Label given

Number of people

A5: Bible - personal reading

7

11

1



Chart1

		3		11		5



Label

Frequency

A1: Advertisements



Sheet1

		LITERACY PRACTICES: A TALLY OF DATA FROM PHASE 2 DATA COLLECTION

		SECTION A: READING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE		TOTAL				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

														3		11		5

		A1		3		11		5		19

		A2		3		14		2		19

		A3		14		4		1		19

		A4		3		16		0		19

		A5		7		11		1		19

		A6		6		10		3		19

		A7		11		6		2		19

		A8		13		5		1		19

		A9		18		0		1		19

		A10		18		1		0		19

		A11		7		11		1		19

		A12		4		7		8		19

		A13		1		16		2		19

		A14		8		8		3		19

		A15		17		0		2		19

		A16		2		15		2		19

		A17		12		6		1		19

		A18		16		3		0		19

		A19		2		14		3		19

		A20		1		18		0		19

		A21		11		7		1		19

		A22		19		0		0		19

		A23		5		14		0		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A24		9		9		1		19				14		4		1

		A25		3		14		2		19

		A26		16		2		1		19

		A27		1		17		1		19

		A28		5		14		0		19

		A29		14		3		2		19

		A30		7		12		0		19

		A31		6		11		2		19

		A32		3		16		0		19

		A33		14		3		2		19

		A34		6		9		4		19

		A35		5		14		0		19

		A36		1		18		0		19

		A37		11		7		1		19

		A38		1		18		0		19

		A39		2		17		0		19

		A40		7		10		2		19

		A41		1		15		3		19

		A42		3		14		2		19

		A43		7		10		2		19

		A44		5		13		1		19

		A45		0		17		2		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A46		1		18		0		19				18		0		1

		A47		9		9		1		19

		A48		8		8		3		19

		A49		2		14		3		19

		A50		4		13		2		19

		A51		5		13		1		19

		A52		6		10		3		19

		A53		11		4		4		19

		A54		16		1		2		19

		A55		2		14		3		19

		A56		3		15		1		19

		A57		3		15		1		19

		A58		3		13		3		19

		A59		5		12		2		19

		A60		2		16		1		19

		A61		1		16		2		19

		A62		4		14		1		19

		A63		4		14		1		19

		A64		11		6		2		19

		A65		2		16		1		19

		A66		3		14		2		19

		A67		8		8		3		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A68		14		3		2		19				16		2		1

		A69		2		15		2		19

		A70		2		16		1		19

		A71		18		0		1		19

		A72		16		1		2		19

		A73		0		16		3		19

		A74		1		17		1		19

		A75		3		13		3		19

		A76		1		15		3		19

		A77		2		15		2		19

		A78		1		16		2		19

		A79		2		16		1		19

		A80		6		12		1		19

		A81		18		1		0		19

		SECTION B: WRITING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B1		3		14		2		19

		B2		3		12		4		19

		B3		13		2		4		19

		B4		2		15		2		19

		B5		1		16		2		19

		B6		2		15		2		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B7		2		14		3		19				1		17		1

		B8		11		4		4		19

		B9		9		6		4		19

		B10		2		15		2		19

		B11		9		5		5		19
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		B24		5		9		5		19

		B25		3		13		3		19

		B26		1		15		3		19

		B27		1		16		2		19

		B28		12		3		4		19

		B29		10		3		6		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B30		4		8		7		19				5		14		0

		B31		16		1		2		19

		B32		1		16		2		19

		B33		1		17		1		19

		B34		1		16		2		19

		B35		2		15		2		19

		B36		4		11		4		19

		B37		3		13		3		19

		B38		11		4		4		19

		B39		17		1		1		19

		B40		3		12		4		19

		B41		4		13		2		19

		B42		1		16		2		19

		B43		5		12		2		19

		B44		7		9		3		19

		B45		13		5		1		19

		B46		13		2		4		19

		B47		1		16		2		19
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		LITERACY PRACTICES: A TALLY OF DATA FROM PHASE 2 DATA COLLECTION

		SECTION A: READING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE		TOTAL				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

														3		11		5

		A1		3		11		5		19

		A2		3		14		2		19

		A3		14		4		1		19

		A4		3		16		0		19

		A5		7		11		1		19

		A6		6		10		3		19

		A7		11		6		2		19

		A8		13		5		1		19

		A9		18		0		1		19

		A10		18		1		0		19

		A11		7		11		1		19

		A12		4		7		8		19

		A13		1		16		2		19

		A14		8		8		3		19

		A15		17		0		2		19

		A16		2		15		2		19

		A17		12		6		1		19

		A18		16		3		0		19

		A19		2		14		3		19

		A20		1		18		0		19

		A21		11		7		1		19

		A22		19		0		0		19

		A23		5		14		0		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A24		9		9		1		19				14		4		1

		A25		3		14		2		19

		A26		16		2		1		19

		A27		1		17		1		19

		A28		5		14		0		19

		A29		14		3		2		19

		A30		7		12		0		19

		A31		6		11		2		19

		A32		3		16		0		19

		A33		14		3		2		19

		A34		6		9		4		19

		A35		5		14		0		19

		A36		1		18		0		19

		A37		11		7		1		19

		A38		1		18		0		19

		A39		2		17		0		19

		A40		7		10		2		19

		A41		1		15		3		19

		A42		3		14		2		19

		A43		7		10		2		19

		A44		5		13		1		19

		A45		0		17		2		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A46		1		18		0		19				18		0		1

		A47		9		9		1		19

		A48		8		8		3		19

		A49		2		14		3		19

		A50		4		13		2		19

		A51		5		13		1		19

		A52		6		10		3		19

		A53		11		4		4		19

		A54		16		1		2		19

		A55		2		14		3		19

		A56		3		15		1		19

		A57		3		15		1		19

		A58		3		13		3		19

		A59		5		12		2		19

		A60		2		16		1		19

		A61		1		16		2		19

		A62		4		14		1		19

		A63		4		14		1		19

		A64		11		6		2		19

		A65		2		16		1		19

		A66		3		14		2		19

		A67		8		8		3		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A68		14		3		2		19				16		2		1

		A69		2		15		2		19

		A70		2		16		1		19

		A71		18		0		1		19

		A72		16		1		2		19

		A73		0		16		3		19

		A74		1		17		1		19

		A75		3		13		3		19

		A76		1		15		3		19

		A77		2		15		2		19

		A78		1		16		2		19

		A79		2		16		1		19

		A80		6		12		1		19

		A81		18		1		0		19

		SECTION B: WRITING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B1		3		14		2		19

		B2		3		12		4		19

		B3		13		2		4		19

		B4		2		15		2		19

		B5		1		16		2		19

		B6		2		15		2		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B7		2		14		3		19				1		17		1

		B8		11		4		4		19

		B9		9		6		4		19

		B10		2		15		2		19

		B11		9		5		5		19

		B12		3		13		3		19

		B13		17		0		2		19

		B14		5		8		6		19

		B15		12		5		2		19

		B16		5		9		5		19

		B17		8		9		2		19

		B18		6		10		3		19

		B19		5		7		7		19

		B20		1		15		3		19

		B21		6		7		6		19

		B22		9		6		4		19

		B23		6		11		2		19

		B24		5		9		5		19

		B25		3		13		3		19

		B26		1		15		3		19

		B27		1		16		2		19

		B28		12		3		4		19

		B29		10		3		6		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B30		4		8		7		19				5		14		0

		B31		16		1		2		19

		B32		1		16		2		19

		B33		1		17		1		19

		B34		1		16		2		19

		B35		2		15		2		19

		B36		4		11		4		19

		B37		3		13		3		19

		B38		11		4		4		19

		B39		17		1		1		19

		B40		3		12		4		19
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		LITERACY PRACTICES: A TALLY OF DATA FROM PHASE 2 DATA COLLECTION

		SECTION A: READING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE		TOTAL				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

														3		11		5

		A1		3		11		5		19

		A2		3		14		2		19

		A3		14		4		1		19

		A4		3		16		0		19

		A5		7		11		1		19

		A6		6		10		3		19

		A7		11		6		2		19

		A8		13		5		1		19

		A9		18		0		1		19

		A10		18		1		0		19

		A11		7		11		1		19

		A12		4		7		8		19

		A13		1		16		2		19

		A14		8		8		3		19

		A15		17		0		2		19

		A16		2		15		2		19

		A17		12		6		1		19

		A18		16		3		0		19

		A19		2		14		3		19

		A20		1		18		0		19

		A21		11		7		1		19

		A22		19		0		0		19

		A23		5		14		0		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A24		9		9		1		19				14		4		1

		A25		3		14		2		19

		A26		16		2		1		19

		A27		1		17		1		19

		A28		5		14		0		19

		A29		14		3		2		19

		A30		7		12		0		19

		A31		6		11		2		19

		A32		3		16		0		19

		A33		14		3		2		19

		A34		6		9		4		19

		A35		5		14		0		19

		A36		1		18		0		19

		A37		11		7		1		19

		A38		1		18		0		19

		A39		2		17		0		19

		A40		7		10		2		19

		A41		1		15		3		19

		A42		3		14		2		19

		A43		7		10		2		19

		A44		5		13		1		19

		A45		0		17		2		19

		A46		1		18		0		19

		A47		9		9		1		19

		A48		8		8		3		19

		A49		2		14		3		19

		A50		4		13		2		19

		A51		5		13		1		19

		A52		6		10		3		19

		A53		11		4		4		19

		A54		16		1		2		19

		A55		2		14		3		19

		A56		3		15		1		19

		A57		3		15		1		19

		A58		3		13		3		19

		A59		5		12		2		19

		A60		2		16		1		19

		A61		1		16		2		19

		A62		4		14		1		19

		A63		4		14		1		19

		A64		11		6		2		19

		A65		2		16		1		19

		A66		3		14		2		19

		A67		8		8		3		19

		A68		14		3		2		19

		A69		2		15		2		19

		A70		2		16		1		19

		A71		18		0		1		19

		A72		16		1		2		19

		A73		0		16		3		19

		A74		1		17		1		19

		A75		3		13		3		19

		A76		1		15		3		19

		A77		2		15		2		19

		A78		1		16		2		19

		A79		2		16		1		19

		A80		6		12		1		19

		A81		18		1		0		19

		SECTION B: WRITING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B1		3		14		2		19

		B2		3		12		4		19

		B3		13		2		4		19

		B4		2		15		2		19

		B5		1		16		2		19

		B6		2		15		2		19

		B7		2		14		3		19

		B8		11		4		4		19

		B9		9		6		4		19

		B10		2		15		2		19

		B11		9		5		5		19

		B12		3		13		3		19

		B13		17		0		2		19

		B14		5		8		6		19

		B15		12		5		2		19

		B16		5		9		5		19

		B17		8		9		2		19

		B18		6		10		3		19

		B19		5		7		7		19

		B20		1		15		3		19

		B21		6		7		6		19

		B22		9		6		4		19

		B23		6		11		2		19

		B24		5		9		5		19

		B25		3		13		3		19

		B26		1		15		3		19

		B27		1		16		2		19

		B28		12		3		4		19

		B29		10		3		6		19

		B30		4		8		7		19

		B31		16		1		2		19

		B32		1		16		2		19

		B33		1		17		1		19

		B34		1		16		2		19

		B35		2		15		2		19

		B36		4		11		4		19

		B37		3		13		3		19

		B38		11		4		4		19

		B39		17		1		1		19

		B40		3		12		4		19

		B41		4		13		2		19

		B42		1		16		2		19

		B43		5		12		2		19

		B44		7		9		3		19

		B45		13		5		1		19

		B46		13		2		4		19

		B47		1		16		2		19

		B48		5		8		6		19

		B49		2		15		2		19

		B50		13		3		3		19

		B51		11		3		5		19

		B52		0		16		3		19
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Sheet1

		LITERACY PRACTICES: A TALLY OF DATA FROM PHASE 2 DATA COLLECTION

		SECTION A: READING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE		TOTAL				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

														3		11		5

		A1		3		11		5		19

		A2		3		14		2		19

		A3		14		4		1		19

		A4		3		16		0		19

		A5		7		11		1		19

		A6		6		10		3		19

		A7		11		6		2		19

		A8		13		5		1		19

		A9		18		0		1		19

		A10		18		1		0		19

		A11		7		11		1		19

		A12		4		7		8		19

		A13		1		16		2		19

		A14		8		8		3		19

		A15		17		0		2		19

		A16		2		15		2		19

		A17		12		6		1		19

		A18		16		3		0		19

		A19		2		14		3		19

		A20		1		18		0		19

		A21		11		7		1		19

		A22		19		0		0		19

		A23		5		14		0		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A24		9		9		1		19				14		4		1

		A25		3		14		2		19

		A26		16		2		1		19

		A27		1		17		1		19

		A28		5		14		0		19

		A29		14		3		2		19

		A30		7		12		0		19

		A31		6		11		2		19

		A32		3		16		0		19

		A33		14		3		2		19

		A34		6		9		4		19

		A35		5		14		0		19

		A36		1		18		0		19

		A37		11		7		1		19

		A38		1		18		0		19

		A39		2		17		0		19

		A40		7		10		2		19

		A41		1		15		3		19

		A42		3		14		2		19

		A43		7		10		2		19

		A44		5		13		1		19

		A45		0		17		2		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A46		1		18		0		19				18		0		1

		A47		9		9		1		19

		A48		8		8		3		19

		A49		2		14		3		19

		A50		4		13		2		19

		A51		5		13		1		19

		A52		6		10		3		19

		A53		11		4		4		19

		A54		16		1		2		19

		A55		2		14		3		19

		A56		3		15		1		19

		A57		3		15		1		19

		A58		3		13		3		19

		A59		5		12		2		19

		A60		2		16		1		19

		A61		1		16		2		19

		A62		4		14		1		19

		A63		4		14		1		19

		A64		11		6		2		19

		A65		2		16		1		19

		A66		3		14		2		19

		A67		8		8		3		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A68		14		3		2		19				16		2		1

		A69		2		15		2		19

		A70		2		16		1		19

		A71		18		0		1		19

		A72		16		1		2		19

		A73		0		16		3		19

		A74		1		17		1		19

		A75		3		13		3		19

		A76		1		15		3		19

		A77		2		15		2		19

		A78		1		16		2		19

		A79		2		16		1		19

		A80		6		12		1		19

		A81		18		1		0		19

		SECTION B: WRITING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B1		3		14		2		19

		B2		3		12		4		19

		B3		13		2		4		19

		B4		2		15		2		19

		B5		1		16		2		19

		B6		2		15		2		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B7		2		14		3		19				1		17		1

		B8		11		4		4		19

		B9		9		6		4		19

		B10		2		15		2		19

		B11		9		5		5		19

		B12		3		13		3		19

		B13		17		0		2		19

		B14		5		8		6		19

		B15		12		5		2		19

		B16		5		9		5		19

		B17		8		9		2		19

		B18		6		10		3		19

		B19		5		7		7		19

		B20		1		15		3		19

		B21		6		7		6		19

		B22		9		6		4		19

		B23		6		11		2		19

		B24		5		9		5		19

		B25		3		13		3		19

		B26		1		15		3		19

		B27		1		16		2		19

		B28		12		3		4		19

		B29		10		3		6		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B30		4		8		7		19				5		14		0

		B31		16		1		2		19

		B32		1		16		2		19

		B33		1		17		1		19

		B34		1		16		2		19

		B35		2		15		2		19

		B36		4		11		4		19

		B37		3		13		3		19

		B38		11		4		4		19

		B39		17		1		1		19

		B40		3		12		4		19

		B41		4		13		2		19

		B42		1		16		2		19

		B43		5		12		2		19

		B44		7		9		3		19

		B45		13		5		1		19

		B46		13		2		4		19

		B47		1		16		2		19

		B48		5		8		6		19

		B49		2		15		2		19

		B50		13		3		3		19

		B51		11		3		5		19

		B52		0		16		3		19

														ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE								1		16		2
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Sheet1

		LITERACY PRACTICES: A TALLY OF DATA FROM PHASE 2 DATA COLLECTION

		SECTION A: READING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE		TOTAL				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

														3		11		5

		A1		3		11		5		19

		A2		3		14		2		19

		A3		14		4		1		19

		A4		3		16		0		19

		A5		7		11		1		19

		A6		6		10		3		19

		A7		11		6		2		19

		A8		13		5		1		19

		A9		18		0		1		19

		A10		18		1		0		19

		A11		7		11		1		19

		A12		4		7		8		19

		A13		1		16		2		19

		A14		8		8		3		19

		A15		17		0		2		19

		A16		2		15		2		19

		A17		12		6		1		19

		A18		16		3		0		19

		A19		2		14		3		19

		A20		1		18		0		19

		A21		11		7		1		19

		A22		19		0		0		19

		A23		5		14		0		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A24		9		9		1		19				14		4		1

		A25		3		14		2		19

		A26		16		2		1		19

		A27		1		17		1		19

		A28		5		14		0		19

		A29		14		3		2		19

		A30		7		12		0		19

		A31		6		11		2		19

		A32		3		16		0		19

		A33		14		3		2		19

		A34		6		9		4		19

		A35		5		14		0		19

		A36		1		18		0		19

		A37		11		7		1		19

		A38		1		18		0		19

		A39		2		17		0		19

		A40		7		10		2		19

		A41		1		15		3		19

		A42		3		14		2		19

		A43		7		10		2		19

		A44		5		13		1		19

		A45		0		17		2		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A46		1		18		0		19				18		0		1

		A47		9		9		1		19

		A48		8		8		3		19

		A49		2		14		3		19

		A50		4		13		2		19

		A51		5		13		1		19

		A52		6		10		3		19

		A53		11		4		4		19

		A54		16		1		2		19

		A55		2		14		3		19

		A56		3		15		1		19

		A57		3		15		1		19

		A58		3		13		3		19

		A59		5		12		2		19

		A60		2		16		1		19

		A61		1		16		2		19

		A62		4		14		1		19

		A63		4		14		1		19

		A64		11		6		2		19

		A65		2		16		1		19

		A66		3		14		2		19

		A67		8		8		3		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A68		14		3		2		19				16		2		1

		A69		2		15		2		19

		A70		2		16		1		19

		A71		18		0		1		19

		A72		16		1		2		19

		A73		0		16		3		19

		A74		1		17		1		19

		A75		3		13		3		19

		A76		1		15		3		19

		A77		2		15		2		19

		A78		1		16		2		19

		A79		2		16		1		19

		A80		6		12		1		19

		A81		18		1		0		19

		SECTION B: WRITING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B1		3		14		2		19

		B2		3		12		4		19

		B3		13		2		4		19

		B4		2		15		2		19

		B5		1		16		2		19

		B6		2		15		2		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B7		2		14		3		19				1		17		1

		B8		11		4		4		19

		B9		9		6		4		19

		B10		2		15		2		19

		B11		9		5		5		19

		B12		3		13		3		19

		B13		17		0		2		19

		B14		5		8		6		19

		B15		12		5		2		19

		B16		5		9		5		19

		B17		8		9		2		19

		B18		6		10		3		19

		B19		5		7		7		19

		B20		1		15		3		19

		B21		6		7		6		19

		B22		9		6		4		19

		B23		6		11		2		19

		B24		5		9		5		19

		B25		3		13		3		19

		B26		1		15		3		19

		B27		1		16		2		19

		B28		12		3		4		19

		B29		10		3		6		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B30		4		8		7		19				5		14		0

		B31		16		1		2		19

		B32		1		16		2		19

		B33		1		17		1		19

		B34		1		16		2		19

		B35		2		15		2		19

		B36		4		11		4		19

		B37		3		13		3		19

		B38		11		4		4		19

		B39		17		1		1		19

		B40		3		12		4		19

		B41		4		13		2		19

		B42		1		16		2		19

		B43		5		12		2		19

		B44		7		9		3		19

		B45		13		5		1		19

		B46		13		2		4		19

		B47		1		16		2		19

		B48		5		8		6		19

		B49		2		15		2		19

		B50		13		3		3		19

		B51		11		3		5		19

		B52		0		16		3		19
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Sheet1

		LITERACY PRACTICES: A TALLY OF DATA FROM PHASE 2 DATA COLLECTION

		SECTION A: READING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE		TOTAL				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

														3		11		5

		A1		3		11		5		19

		A2		3		14		2		19

		A3		14		4		1		19

		A4		3		16		0		19

		A5		7		11		1		19

		A6		6		10		3		19

		A7		11		6		2		19

		A8		13		5		1		19

		A9		18		0		1		19

		A10		18		1		0		19

		A11		7		11		1		19

		A12		4		7		8		19

		A13		1		16		2		19

		A14		8		8		3		19

		A15		17		0		2		19

		A16		2		15		2		19

		A17		12		6		1		19

		A18		16		3		0		19

		A19		2		14		3		19

		A20		1		18		0		19

		A21		11		7		1		19

		A22		19		0		0		19

		A23		5		14		0		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A24		9		9		1		19				14		4		1

		A25		3		14		2		19

		A26		16		2		1		19

		A27		1		17		1		19

		A28		5		14		0		19

		A29		14		3		2		19

		A30		7		12		0		19

		A31		6		11		2		19

		A32		3		16		0		19

		A33		14		3		2		19

		A34		6		9		4		19

		A35		5		14		0		19

		A36		1		18		0		19

		A37		11		7		1		19

		A38		1		18		0		19

		A39		2		17		0		19

		A40		7		10		2		19

		A41		1		15		3		19

		A42		3		14		2		19

		A43		7		10		2		19

		A44		5		13		1		19

		A45		0		17		2		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A46		1		18		0		19				18		0		1

		A47		9		9		1		19

		A48		8		8		3		19

		A49		2		14		3		19

		A50		4		13		2		19

		A51		5		13		1		19

		A52		6		10		3		19

		A53		11		4		4		19

		A54		16		1		2		19

		A55		2		14		3		19

		A56		3		15		1		19

		A57		3		15		1		19

		A58		3		13		3		19

		A59		5		12		2		19

		A60		2		16		1		19

		A61		1		16		2		19

		A62		4		14		1		19

		A63		4		14		1		19

		A64		11		6		2		19

		A65		2		16		1		19

		A66		3		14		2		19

		A67		8		8		3		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A68		14		3		2		19				16		2		1

		A69		2		15		2		19

		A70		2		16		1		19

		A71		18		0		1		19

		A72		16		1		2		19

		A73		0		16		3		19

		A74		1		17		1		19

		A75		3		13		3		19

		A76		1		15		3		19

		A77		2		15		2		19

		A78		1		16		2		19

		A79		2		16		1		19

		A80		6		12		1		19

		A81		18		1		0		19

		SECTION B: WRITING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B1		3		14		2		19

		B2		3		12		4		19

		B3		13		2		4		19

		B4		2		15		2		19

		B5		1		16		2		19

		B6		2		15		2		19

		B7		2		14		3		19

		B8		11		4		4		19

		B9		9		6		4		19

		B10		2		15		2		19

		B11		9		5		5		19

		B12		3		13		3		19

		B13		17		0		2		19

		B14		5		8		6		19

		B15		12		5		2		19

		B16		5		9		5		19

		B17		8		9		2		19

		B18		6		10		3		19

		B19		5		7		7		19

		B20		1		15		3		19

		B21		6		7		6		19

		B22		9		6		4		19

		B23		6		11		2		19

		B24		5		9		5		19

		B25		3		13		3		19

		B26		1		15		3		19

		B27		1		16		2		19

		B28		12		3		4		19

		B29		10		3		6		19

		B30		4		8		7		19

		B31		16		1		2		19

		B32		1		16		2		19

		B33		1		17		1		19

		B34		1		16		2		19

		B35		2		15		2		19

		B36		4		11		4		19

		B37		3		13		3		19

		B38		11		4		4		19

		B39		17		1		1		19

		B40		3		12		4		19

		B41		4		13		2		19

		B42		1		16		2		19

		B43		5		12		2		19

		B44		7		9		3		19

		B45		13		5		1		19

		B46		13		2		4		19

		B47		1		16		2		19

		B48		5		8		6		19

		B49		2		15		2		19

		B50		13		3		3		19

		B51		11		3		5		19

		B52		0		16		3		19
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		LITERACY PRACTICES: A TALLY OF DATA FROM PHASE 2 DATA COLLECTION

		SECTION A: READING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE		TOTAL				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

														3		11		5

		A1		3		11		5		19

		A2		3		14		2		19

		A3		14		4		1		19

		A4		3		16		0		19

		A5		7		11		1		19

		A6		6		10		3		19

		A7		11		6		2		19

		A8		13		5		1		19

		A9		18		0		1		19

		A10		18		1		0		19

		A11		7		11		1		19

		A12		4		7		8		19

		A13		1		16		2		19

		A14		8		8		3		19

		A15		17		0		2		19

		A16		2		15		2		19

		A17		12		6		1		19

		A18		16		3		0		19

		A19		2		14		3		19

		A20		1		18		0		19

		A21		11		7		1		19

		A22		19		0		0		19

		A23		5		14		0		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A24		9		9		1		19				14		4		1

		A25		3		14		2		19

		A26		16		2		1		19

		A27		1		17		1		19

		A28		5		14		0		19

		A29		14		3		2		19

		A30		7		12		0		19

		A31		6		11		2		19

		A32		3		16		0		19

		A33		14		3		2		19

		A34		6		9		4		19

		A35		5		14		0		19

		A36		1		18		0		19

		A37		11		7		1		19

		A38		1		18		0		19

		A39		2		17		0		19

		A40		7		10		2		19

		A41		1		15		3		19

		A42		3		14		2		19

		A43		7		10		2		19

		A44		5		13		1		19

		A45		0		17		2		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A46		1		18		0		19				18		0		1

		A47		9		9		1		19

		A48		8		8		3		19

		A49		2		14		3		19

		A50		4		13		2		19

		A51		5		13		1		19

		A52		6		10		3		19

		A53		11		4		4		19

		A54		16		1		2		19

		A55		2		14		3		19

		A56		3		15		1		19

		A57		3		15		1		19

		A58		3		13		3		19

		A59		5		12		2		19

		A60		2		16		1		19

		A61		1		16		2		19

		A62		4		14		1		19

		A63		4		14		1		19

		A64		11		6		2		19

		A65		2		16		1		19

		A66		3		14		2		19

		A67		8		8		3		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A68		14		3		2		19				16		2		1

		A69		2		15		2		19

		A70		2		16		1		19

		A71		18		0		1		19

		A72		16		1		2		19

		A73		0		16		3		19

		A74		1		17		1		19

		A75		3		13		3		19

		A76		1		15		3		19

		A77		2		15		2		19

		A78		1		16		2		19

		A79		2		16		1		19

		A80		6		12		1		19

		A81		18		1		0		19

		SECTION B: WRITING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B1		3		14		2		19

		B2		3		12		4		19

		B3		13		2		4		19

		B4		2		15		2		19

		B5		1		16		2		19

		B6		2		15		2		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B7		2		14		3		19				1		17		1

		B8		11		4		4		19

		B9		9		6		4		19

		B10		2		15		2		19

		B11		9		5		5		19

		B12		3		13		3		19

		B13		17		0		2		19

		B14		5		8		6		19

		B15		12		5		2		19

		B16		5		9		5		19

		B17		8		9		2		19

		B18		6		10		3		19

		B19		5		7		7		19

		B20		1		15		3		19

		B21		6		7		6		19

		B22		9		6		4		19

		B23		6		11		2		19

		B24		5		9		5		19

		B25		3		13		3		19

		B26		1		15		3		19

		B27		1		16		2		19

		B28		12		3		4		19

		B29		10		3		6		19

		B30		4		8		7		19

		B31		16		1		2		19

		B32		1		16		2		19

		B33		1		17		1		19

		B34		1		16		2		19

		B35		2		15		2		19

		B36		4		11		4		19

		B37		3		13		3		19

		B38		11		4		4		19

		B39		17		1		1		19

		B40		3		12		4		19

		B41		4		13		2		19

		B42		1		16		2		19

		B43		5		12		2		19

		B44		7		9		3		19

		B45		13		5		1		19

		B46		13		2		4		19

		B47		1		16		2		19

		B48		5		8		6		19

		B49		2		15		2		19

		B50		13		3		3		19

		B51		11		3		5		19

		B52		0		16		3		19
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Sheet1

		LITERACY PRACTICES: A TALLY OF DATA FROM PHASE 2 DATA COLLECTION

		SECTION A: READING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE		TOTAL				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

														3		11		5

		A1		3		11		5		19

		A2		3		14		2		19

		A3		14		4		1		19

		A4		3		16		0		19

		A5		7		11		1		19

		A6		6		10		3		19

		A7		11		6		2		19

		A8		13		5		1		19

		A9		18		0		1		19

		A10		18		1		0		19

		A11		7		11		1		19

		A12		4		7		8		19

		A13		1		16		2		19

		A14		8		8		3		19

		A15		17		0		2		19

		A16		2		15		2		19

		A17		12		6		1		19

		A18		16		3		0		19

		A19		2		14		3		19

		A20		1		18		0		19

		A21		11		7		1		19

		A22		19		0		0		19

		A23		5		14		0		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A24		9		9		1		19				14		4		1

		A25		3		14		2		19

		A26		16		2		1		19

		A27		1		17		1		19

		A28		5		14		0		19

		A29		14		3		2		19

		A30		7		12		0		19

		A31		6		11		2		19

		A32		3		16		0		19

		A33		14		3		2		19

		A34		6		9		4		19

		A35		5		14		0		19

		A36		1		18		0		19

		A37		11		7		1		19

		A38		1		18		0		19

		A39		2		17		0		19

		A40		7		10		2		19

		A41		1		15		3		19

		A42		3		14		2		19

		A43		7		10		2		19

		A44		5		13		1		19

		A45		0		17		2		19				ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		A46		1		18		0		19				18		0		1

		A47		9		9		1		19

		A48		8		8		3		19

		A49		2		14		3		19

		A50		4		13		2		19

		A51		5		13		1		19

		A52		6		10		3		19

		A53		11		4		4		19

		A54		16		1		2		19

		A55		2		14		3		19

		A56		3		15		1		19

		A57		3		15		1		19

		A58		3		13		3		19

		A59		5		12		2		19

		A60		2		16		1		19

		A61		1		16		2		19

		A62		4		14		1		19

		A63		4		14		1		19

		A64		11		6		2		19

		A65		2		16		1		19

		A66		3		14		2		19

		A67		8		8		3		19

		A68		14		3		2		19

		A69		2		15		2		19

		A70		2		16		1		19

		A71		18		0		1		19

		A72		16		1		2		19

		A73		0		16		3		19

		A74		1		17		1		19

		A75		3		13		3		19

		A76		1		15		3		19

		A77		2		15		2		19

		A78		1		16		2		19

		A79		2		16		1		19

		A80		6		12		1		19

		A81		18		1		0		19

		SECTION B: WRITING

		NO.		ACADEMIC		NON-ACADEMIC		NOT SURE

		B1		3		14		2		19

		B2		3		12		4		19

		B3		13		2		4		19

		B4		2		15		2		19

		B5		1		16		2		19

		B6		2		15		2		19

		B7		2		14		3		19

		B8		11		4		4		19

		B9		9		6		4		19

		B10		2		15		2		19

		B11		9		5		5		19

		B12		3		13		3		19

		B13		17		0		2		19

		B14		5		8		6		19

		B15		12		5		2		19

		B16		5		9		5		19

		B17		8		9		2		19

		B18		6		10		3		19

		B19		5		7		7		19

		B20		1		15		3		19

		B21		6		7		6		19

		B22		9		6		4		19

		B23		6		11		2		19

		B24		5		9		5		19

		B25		3		13		3		19

		B26		1		15		3		19

		B27		1		16		2		19

		B28		12		3		4		19

		B29		10		3		6		19

		B30		4		8		7		19

		B31		16		1		2		19

		B32		1		16		2		19

		B33		1		17		1		19

		B34		1		16		2		19

		B35		2		15		2		19

		B36		4		11		4		19

		B37		3		13		3		19

		B38		11		4		4		19

		B39		17		1		1		19

		B40		3		12		4		19

		B41		4		13		2		19

		B42		1		16		2		19

		B43		5		12		2		19

		B44		7		9		3		19

		B45		13		5		1		19

		B46		13		2		4		19

		B47		1		16		2		19

		B48		5		8		6		19

		B49		2		15		2		19

		B50		13		3		3		19

		B51		11		3		5		19

		B52		0		16		3		19
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