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Abstract 

This article focuses on the concept of multiliteracies from a multidisciplinary point of view. By 
analyzing texts that were created to discuss differing research foci and relationships with the concept, 
a nonhierarchical and dynamic model, a wheel of multiliteracies, is formulated for understanding the 
processes of multiliteracies. Communication, temporality, and contextuality form the hoop of the 
wheel and the spokes include agency, competencies, expressions, individual experiences, and 
collectivity. The intertwined spokes can be examined through the tensions connected to 
communication, contextuality, and temporality: individuality/relationality, local/global, and the 
tensions built in the concept of time, respectively. The conceptualization reflects recent discussions 
on multiliteracies and develops the concept further through the dynamics emerging from the built-in 
tensions in the wheel. Furthermore, this text is an exploration of collective knowledge production 
through academic writing and the processual quality of multiliteracies – or multiliteracies in the 
making. 

Keywords: collective writing, literacy, multiliteracies, multiliteracy, relationality 
Introduction 

 
“We are the chosen ones... But how does our work really relate to multiliteracies?” 

The purpose of this article is to explore the concept of multiliteracies from a multidisciplinary 
point of view and to inductively formulate a co-produced conceptualization of multiliteracies. 
Worldwide challenges such as climate change, increasing political radicalization, neoliberal 
capitalism, and rising numbers of refugees and displaced people continue to shake the 
foundations of our environments (Anstey & Bull, 2018). In particular, technological advances, 
such as developments involving online platforms, exchange of information or the use of 
generative AI, offer unforeseen opportunities but may also seem daunting. We argue that open 
dialogue, engaging in collaborative, multidisciplinary knowledge production processes and 
developing multiliteracies, critical thinking and teamwork skills can be of assistance in attempts 
to circumvent the potential negative effects of these phenomena. This, in turn, can hopefully 
pave the way for collaborative efforts in promoting social change in the face of technological 
developments. Thus, a multidisciplinary exploration of multiliteracies is important for reaching a 
better understanding of the concept itself as well as the potential it holds in terms of research and 
practical implications. Equipping people with more advanced multiliteracies skills for designing 
their social futures is now perhaps timelier than ever, since due to increasing complexity and 
accelerating development of technologies, it is becoming more and more difficult to predict what 
the future will bring (see also The New London Group, 1996; Anstey & Bull, 2018). 

The structure of this text pays tribute to the inductive process of knowledge-production (for a 
critique for deductive writing logic in inductive research, see Tracy, 2012). At the time the text 
started to take shape, all six authors worked at a research hub gathered under the concept of 
multiliteracies, called MultiLEAP (Multiliteracies for social participation and in learning across 
the life span). Not all of us had, however, used the concept of multiliteracies as such in our 
research before and approached it from varied disciplinary backgrounds as well as with a diverse 
understanding of literacies. Thus, when engaging in the process of applying for a job in the 
research hub, some of us had to explicate and emphasize the connections between our earlier 
work and multiliteracies more than others. MultiLEAP itself was a result of science political 
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decisions aimed at strengthening the core fields and research profiles of Finnish universities (for 
discussion on a similar research hub, see Sarangi et al., 2019). The objective of the hub was to 
bring together scholars from different disciplines, such as social sciences, humanities, and 
education, to focus on multiliteracies as skills needed in the mediatized and digitalized world of 
the 21st century. 

MultiLEAP aimed at strengthening the overall research output of the university under ‘the very 
wide umbrella of multiliteracies’. Since the concept now was a central part of our academic 
lives, we wanted to give it a go, but do it on our own, exploratory terms. In short, our goal was to 
form our own definitions and understandings of multiliteracies based on what we do: meet 
multiliteracies in the making, and to analyze our conceptualization against the existing literature 
on multiliteracies. This, indeed, is the starting point of the present article. Working at the 
research hub, we noticed that our approaches to and understandings of multiliteracies varied, and 
we wanted to see, if different approaches and frameworks could be brought together in 
formulating a novel way for understanding multiliteracies. Thus, instead of a typical literary 
review or conceptual analysis (see Nuopponen, 2010; Snyder, 2019), this text explores what we 
as a multidisciplinary collective think the concept of multiliteracies stands for and what it has to 
offer for our own work and beyond. Only after producing a shared vision of our own, it will be 
examined against earlier definitions of multiliteracies and the contributions of the 
multidisciplinary conceptualization for the field(s) will be pondered. 

That said, to help the reader, some earlier understandings of multiliteracies will first be discussed 
before diving into our own concept formulation. Broadly speaking, multiliteracies can be 
characterized as a means to understand the world (Anstey & Bull, 2018). The concept originates 
from literacy pedagogy but, ever since the beginning, the initiative has had more far-reaching 
societal objectives (New London Group, 1996; Cope & Kalantzis, 2009). The scope of 
multiliteracies can be illustrated for example, by expanding the traditional understanding of 
literacy as basic reading and writing skills to include the ability to engage in various forms of 
literacy practices associated with specific tasks. Thus, multiliteracies entail the ability to adapt to 
always evolving social, cultural and technological environments (Anstey & Bull, 2018). 
Multiliteracies also encompass the ways in which people learn to navigate cultural norms and 
practices related to everyday and working life through socialization (Cook-Gumperz, 2006). In 
other words, “the concept of multiliteracies attempts to address both the definition of literacy and 
the implications of the practices needed for the many and diverse contexts of 21st-century life” 
(Hong & Tan, 2020, p. 43). 

For us, the most central characterization of multiliteracies was the one provided by MultiLEAP. 
Besides the “skills needed in the mediatized and digitalized world of the 21st century”, the 
research hub’s description of multiliteracies emphasized different contexts and the temporal 
dimensions of learning. This overarching characterization was the starting point towards 
formulating a collaboratively constructed and multidisciplinary definition for multiliteracies.  

The Process of Knowledge Production 
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The inductive approach used may be somewhat atypical, but it is built on well-established 
ontological and epistemological principles introduced in literature focusing on collaborative 
knowledge production and inductive research. Haraway (2004) critiques scientific writing for 
producing a false, disembodied notion of objectivity. Instead of the singular form, knowledge, 
Haraway (1988; 2004) argues for knowledges, claiming that knowledge is not disembodied but 
situated, embodied, cultural, historical, and societal. Knowledge-production – and writing as part 
of it – is therefore always relational, embedded in messy and entangled networks consisting of 
both human beings and nonhuman beings/forces/actors, which, in our case, becomes evident in 
multidisciplinary knowledge production processes (see also Peters et al., 2019). 

In practice, the relational knowledge-production used in this study leaned on collective writing. 
Richardson (2000, p. 923) considers writing as a “method of inquiry”, meaning that it functions 
as “a way of ‘knowing’ – a method of discovery and analysis”. Richardson argues that: “By 
writing in different ways, we discover new aspects of our topic and our relationship to it. Form 
and content are inseparable.” (p. 923). The writing process therefore shapes knowledge-
production and should not only be considered as reporting of findings (Richardson, 2000; Lykke 
et al., 2014). For Haraway, situatedness is about “the joining of partial views and halting voices 
into a collective subject position that promises a vision of the means of ongoing finite 
embodiment, of living within limits and contradictions – of views from somewhere” (1988, p. 
590). The practice of knowledge production is, hence, already collective and situated. Thus, 
situated ways of producing knowledges need to be acknowledged in academic writing as well 
(see also Lykke et al., 2014). This text is a result of such a collective writing process.  

We put forth our situatedness specifically in relation to our varied disciplinary backgrounds and 
research foci that bring with them varied theoretical and methodological traditions. This 
approach is in line with Peters and colleagues (2019) who question the single author as the 
standard in academic writing in the humanities. This kind of study could also be called a 
collective autoethnographic experiment (cf. Noel et al., 2023), where collective sense-making 
materializes in the practice of collective writing (Chang, 2016; Turunen et al., 2020). As Turunen 
et al. note, interdisciplinary knowledge-production includes serendipity that “allows us to relax 
our conceptions of knowledge, facilitating the emergence of new forms of knowledge out of the 
combination of different interdisciplinary backgrounds and our own affective experiences” (p. 6; 
cf. Lie, 2014a). Moreover, the practice of collective writing questions the humanist ideal of the 
lone academic scholar/author and places emphasis on the importance of collaboration in 
implementing social change (Peters et al., 2019). 

The writing started with individual textual descriptions of our work and then collaboratively built 
our path towards a multidisciplinary conceptualization of multiliteracies through joined 
discussions and collective writing. Because of this, this text also serves as a description of 
writing as processual knowledge-production where the writing process functions as – borrowing 
from Richardson (2000) – a method of inquiry. 

The Steps Towards the Conceptualization 
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First, each author of this article produced an approximately 1000-word text (in English) where 
our individual backgrounds, research and approaches to multiliteracies were ruminated. The 
questions that guided us in formulating the texts were agreed on collaboratively and included the 
following: What is your discipline/background?; How do you understand/use the concept of 
multiliteracies?; How does your (theoretical) approach connect to multiliteracies?; How does 
your research contribute to existing research on multiliteracies?  

The texts were read by the authors and discussed in a seminar with other scholars affiliated with 
the MultiLEAP research hub. Initially, the plan was to include these short texts in the article as 
fragments displaying our individual voices. As these texts were not coherent enough for this 
purpose, they were instead used as data for analyzing the concept of multiliteracies. Thus, at this 
point, there were approximately 6000 words of multidisciplinary, semi-free-flowing thoughts 
around the concept. Choosing to use texts created by the researchers themselves as data follows 
earlier research on creative academic writing practices. Koobak (2014), for example, has 
suggested that unfinished thoughts and reflections may be useful as the basis of academic 
writing. In addition, Lie (2014a, 2014b) has argued for the importance of free writing as a 
strategy guiding the research process, and suggested that producing new knowledges may require 
novel ways of writing. To put it simply, the short descriptions of multiliteracies were deemed as 
a suitable starting point for the formulation of a collaborative understanding of multiliteracies – a 
dataset from which new conceptualizations might emerge. The main ideas of the texts and our 
scholarly backgrounds are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 Description of the Data 

Researcher Background Title of the Individual 
Text 

Approach to Multiliteracies 

Laapotti Organizational 
communication 

Multiliteracies as 
relations in organizing 

Multiliteracies as competence-
based relational phenomenon 

Iikkanen Applied 
language studies 

Multiliteracies and 
migrant professional 
integration 

Social aspects of multiliteracy, 
cultural literacy, investment, 
intersectionality 

Koistinen Literary studies, 
film and media 
studies, gender 
studies, cultural 
studies 

Creative writing as 
environmental literacy 

Creative writing as part of 
ecological/environmental literacy, 
ecological/environmental literacy 
as part of multiliteracies  
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Sormanen Communication 
and media 
studies, social 
sciences 

Young people’s online 
expressive civic and 
political participation 
and its connections to 
multiliteracies 

Young people’s literacy skills of 
political expression and 
engagement in digital and social 
media spaces 

Martin Educational 
research and 
writing studies 

Creative writing as a 
means for teacher 
development – a 
narrative and 
multiliteracies 
perspective 

Creative writing as a part of 
multiliteracies and a means for 
teacher development 

Kerttula Contemporary 
culture studies 

Super Mario politics – 
multiliteracy, 
transmedia and 
contemporary issues 

Media literacy, cultural literacy, 
social literacy 

The analysis started with the first readings and discussions on the texts. In this initial reading, 
connections were established (i.e., similar themes or theoretical approaches) between texts by 
different authors. After making the decision to use these texts as a dataset, an inductive approach 
was chosen to find out how researchers from different disciplinary backgrounds understand the 
concept of multiliteracies collectively – or, to see what we can make with the concept. The first 
step was the preliminary analysis. Here we wish to acknowledge that collective knowledge-
production relies on material realities, and not all the authors were able to take part in every 
meeting. Online discussions were nevertheless continued on email threads. In the first collective 
preliminary analysis of the data, each author went through the data and wrote down ‘keywords’ 
that seemed important for each text. In other words, the task was to find words and concepts that 
were the core of our approaches to multiliteracies. We collected these keywords in a shared file 
and discussed the process briefly.  

Although everyone had collected similar words, the keywords were on diverse levels of 
abstraction (i.e., in thematic analysis they could be characterized as themes, sub-themes, or 
codes). Furthermore, due to our different academic backgrounds, the keywords could have 
different meanings in different texts: for example, the word agency had several meanings in the 
texts (see Table 2). This notion led to the first result of our quest: As a multidisciplinary concept, 
multiliteracies is based on non-univocal concepts that need to be defined situationally and, thus, 
multiliteracies is a concept with embedded definitional tensions or conceptual continuums. Just 
to give an example, with a term such as agency, the tension could be between 
individual/collective/relational agency (as will be discussed later in more detail). 
Table 2 Approaches to Agency in the Data 
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Researcher Agency as 

Laapotti Human and nonhuman, relational (sociomaterial, materialization, relational 
ontologies/non-distinguishable agents) 

Iikkanen Human, individual (professional agency, distinguishable agents) 

Koistinen Human and more-than-human (sociomaterial, distinguishable and non-
distinguishable agents) 

Sormanen Human, collective (distinguishable agents) 

With this new understanding of the nature of multiliteracies, we decided that one of us would 
serve as the first author and, as the next step, continue with analyzing the keywords, drawing 
together our joined insights from the preliminary analysis. The decision was made mostly due to 
time constraints, and it would not endanger the collectiveness of our knowledge-production 
because we would return to collective writing after the initial analysis. After cleaning up 
duplicate keywords, I (as now it is only me, the first author who conducted this part of the 
analysis) ended up with 145 keywords from the texts. I continued by categorizing, merging, and 
relabeling the keywords into categories and sub-categories (when applicable) by interpreting the 
meanings and hierarchies between the keywords and categorizing them accordingly. Technically, 
this was a simple process as described in the literature on qualitative content analysis or thematic 
analysis (e.g., Braun & Clarke, 2006). I interpreted the importance of the keywords within our 
original texts based on how focal the keywords were as concepts in the texts. Furthermore, the 
quantity mattered; if a certain keyword was mentioned multiple times in several texts, it was 
interpreted as important even if it was not qualified as a key concept in the individual texts (i.e., 
it was important considering the whole data instead of individual texts).  

During the analysis process, I discussed the initial version of the categorization with the co-
authors and received support for my thinking in addition to some valuable comments for 
integrating the categories. As a result, I formed three quasi main categories and five quasi sub-
categories, and organized these in the shape of a wheel, as I saw them inherently interconnected 
and dynamic in nature. I use the term ‘quasi’ here because the categorization does not form a 
linear main category – subcategory continuum. Instead, the higher-level categories are more like 
a conceptual or theoretical background for the other categories. Thus, the wheel should be 
interpreted as a nonhierarchical system where all the parts are related to one another and interact 
with one another. 

The analysis resulted in three main categories, Communication, Temporality, and Contextuality, 
followed by five sub-categories Agency, Competencies, Expressions, Individual experiences, and 
Collectivity. During the analysis, I interpreted the concept of process as especially important, and 
as part of almost all the categories. Thus, it was clearly crucial in terms of the whole, which can 
be seen as the second key result of our quest. As a result, the main heading, or the center of the 
wheel, was changed from multiliteracies to processes of multiliteracies. The processual view will 
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be discussed in detail later. The result of the analysis, the Wheel of multiliteracies, is presented 
in Figure 1. 

Figure 1 The Wheel of Multiliteracies 

 

On top of these categories forming the concept different kinds of literacies were mentioned in 
the texts of the dataset. In addition to multiliteracy and literacy, the terms digital literacy, 
ecological literacy, media literacy, and social literacy were referred to. These different forms of 
literacy serve different purposes. They can be viewed as different disciplinary and/or discursive 
contexts where multiliteracy emerges, used as devices for focusing research under the umbrella 
of multiliteracies, or seen as pieces of the larger whole that eventually forms our core concept, 
multiliteracies.  

Discussing the Wheel of Multiliteracies 
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After the wheel of multiliteracies was crafted, I (still only the first author) returned to the original 
texts with the wheel as a tool for more in-depth analysis. As a result, I drafted a skeleton-like 
“findings and discussion” section which included the categories from the wheel as subheadings 
and some notes from the original texts as bullet points under each category. Then, I shared the 
text again with the co-authors for discussion, critique, and co-writing. In other words, we 
returned to a more concrete practice of collective writing and knowledge-production, making 
sure that even though the analysis was carried out by only one of us, the collective voices were 
still there. Next, the outer circle, or the hoop, of our wheel of multiliteracies: communication, 
contextuality and temporality will be discussed. The most important take from these three 
fundamental parts of the conceptualization of multiliteracies are the tensions (e.g., Bakhtin, 
1981) or continuums built in or originating from all these concepts. The tensions do not imply 
that the wheel is normative or exclusive; the idea is that one should be aware of these and form 
one’s own relationship or position one’s research with each tension. One can position their 
research at one end of a continuum or imbricate many dimensions of each continuum. 

The Hoop of the Wheel 

Communication has been one of the key elements of multiliteracies (e.g., Kalantzis & Cope, 
2023) and this is also evident in our data. Whereas earlier literature on multiliteracies has treated 
communication mainly as transfer of information, the wheel of multiliteracies includes both the 
information exchange, or the transmissive, as well as the meaning-making, or constitutive, 
dimensions of communication (e.g., Frey et al., 2000; Cooren, 2020). Thus, the essence of 
communication is relational because of its mediating quality; communication is the relation 
between beings (Cooren, 2020). Nevertheless, if communication is reduced to sending, receiving, 
and interpreting messages (the so-called information-centered view on communication), the 
outcome is very individual-centered. In the wheel, the relationality of communication brings 
forward a tension between individuality and relationality, which is visible in many sub-
categories in the conceptualization, as will be discussed later. This tension reflects ontological 
questions around materiality and relationality that are connected to communicative processes, so-
called relational ontologies (e.g., Barad, 2003; Kuhn et al., 2017). When operating with 
multiliteracies, one must accept the deeply communicative nature of the concept and, if 
necessary, position one’s research ontologically and conceptually somewhere along the 
continuum between individuality and relationality. 

Contextuality was very much present in the original texts throughout the different foci in each of 
our studies. This can be seen as echoing the concept of situated literacies familiar from literacy 
research (see Barton et al., 2000), situated practice in the original pedagogy of multiliteracies by 
the New London Group (1996), as well as Haraway’s call for situated knowledges (1988; 2004). 
For example, youth, activism, education, environment, migration, and games were mentioned as 
contexts where multiliteracies are seen as meaningful. However, the ways in which context was 
presented varied from more detailed (e.g., memes, employment opportunities) ones to more 
general (e.g., art, language, work-life). From this notion, the tension or continuum pertaining to 
contextuality was drawn: the continuum between the local and the global (i.e., detailed vs. 
general; micro vs. macro). Thus, when operating with the concept of multiliteracies, one must be 
aware of the contextual or situated nature and the scale of the concept. Furthermore, one should 
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define the context(s), and their scale, important for the study, theorizing or teaching/learning 
situation at hand. 

The third concept on the hoop of the wheel of multiliteracies is temporality. Temporal elements 
in the texts emerged as discussions of situatedness, when it was pointed out that the same sets of 
skills may not apply the same way in other times and places. Furthermore, other time-related 
phenomena, such as lifelong learning and the ever-increasing pace of cultural and technological 
development, or in short, change, are central issues connected to the temporal dimension. The 
tension arising from temporality connects to the tension between the situation at hand (i.e., the 
here-and-now), the past, and the future, but also to other time-related issues such as pace, 
synchrony/asynchrony, and linearity/nonlinearity. Thus, context and temporality are separated 
from each other even though both include characteristics of situatedness. For example, in 
interpreting cultural texts (here, texts are understood broadly, encompassing not only written 
texts but also other forms of cultural expression), time and temporality relate to the questions of 
when something is created and when something is read/interpreted; however, it also is important 
where these texts are created and interpreted, and this is a different question from when. Thus, 
when operating with the concept of multiliteracies, one must be sensitive to temporal issues 
around the focus of the study or the ways in which these are being theorized. 

Communication, contextuality, and temporality form the hoop of the wheel of multiliteracies. 
With this, we wish to express that these are present in all the concepts of the spokes and the 
center of the wheel, too, and they are the conceptual prerequisite for the phenomenon of 
multiliteracies to exist. To put it simply, the ever-intertwined subcategories in the realm of 
multiliteracies need communication to emerge, exist in a context, and are affected by temporal 
issues. Analytically, all the categories in the spokes can be explored through the tensions or 
continuums related to communication, contextuality, and temporality: individuality/relationality, 
local/global, and the tensions built in the concept of time, respectively. The hoop of the wheel 
highlights how our collective thinking resulted in multidisciplinary, contextual, and situated 
knowledges because of the tensions that can affect ontological and epistemological issues. 

The Spokes of the Wheel 

Agency 

In the data, agency emerged as an important concept with regard to multiliteracies. However, 
agency was understood in diverse ways. First, whereas for some authors of this article agency 
only refers to human skills and capabilities, and thus implies the Giddensian idea of the 
knowledgeable agent (e.g., Giddens, 1984), for others it is also a nonhuman (e.g., Latour, 2005), 
or more-than-human (e.g., Pearson, 2015) question. Second, the tension between individuality 
and relationality is apparent, because agency was understood as individual, collective, or 
relational. All these differ substantially from one another and, thus, make a difference in terms of 
the overall understanding of multiliteracies. For example, are multiliteracies something an 
individual person can ‘possess’ or execute or is it a collective accomplishment? Collective 
agency is usually connected to social structures, and relational agency sees agency and action as 
something that exists only between different beings or entities; no one or nothing can act on their 
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own as there is always a relation to someone or something (Barad, 2003). The difference 
between individual and collective agency can also be examined through the tension between the 
micro and the macro.  

These views on agency can, however, mix. Online expressive political participation, such as 
signing or forwarding online petitions, displaying campaign slogans on personal websites, and 
posting, commenting, and liking political messages (Gil de Zúñiga et al., 2010), becomes a 
channel of agency for people through communicative power (Habermas, 1962). Social and 
digital media environments consequently create communication spaces enabling, for example 
young people with often restricted access to political debate, the agency to negotiate, express, 
and contest societal issues and power hierarchies (Castells, 2007). Hence, the term agency here 
refers to both individual and social circumstances. Furthermore, in the context of language 
learning, agency can be examined both from an individual as well as from a social perspective. 
Each language learner and user has their own unique social and cultural trajectory, highlighting 
the contextuality of multiliteracies. At the same time, individual language repertoires are shaped 
by the various contexts in which language learners have picked up the resources they have at 
their disposal (Dufva & Aro, 2015). Thus, both individual agency, that is, how people 
appropriate the linguistic resources they have acquired, as well as the social circumstances that 
have allowed them to add particular expertise to their repertoire, play a role in language learning 
and use. 

Connecting individual agency and relational agency to materiality, the material practices of 
writing in and with nature (e.g., Neimanis, 2016), for example, should be considered as part of 
today’s multiliteracies (Koistinen & Bister, 2023). Writing as a creative process is located in the 
practice of the writing individual but the materials, tools, and surroundings where one writes, 
always make it a relational socio-material process. This relationality is highlighted when writing 
collectively in a human collective or when for example utilizing natural elements – such as 
leaves, rocks, or pinecones – as part of writing in nature. One of the authors considered 
materializing processes crucial for organizing in this digital age and tightly embedded in agency. 
Cooren (2020) defines these processes as ”ways by which various beings come to appear and 
make themselves present throughout space and time” (p. 1). For example, AI tools materialize in 
communicative processes even when they are not used, and, thus, express their agency in 
relations between humans. This viewpoint leans on so-called strong socio-materiality which sees 
everything existing both in social and material forms and that existence in itself is relational 
(Barad, 2007; Cooren, 2020). From a relational perspective, agency is highly dynamic in nature, 
which forefronts the contextuality and temporality of multiliteracies, because the meaningfulness 
of different kinds of agencies materializes through time and space. 

Competencies 

Competencies reflect the hoop of the wheel perfectly because they can be seen both as individual 
attributes and relational phenomena; they are contextual because the same skills do not 
necessarily apply the same way in different contexts. They also have a temporal dimension 
through learning and development. When looking at the individual level, things like expertise, 
education and work experience often form the core of a person’s competencies. In 
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communication studies, communication competence traditionally consists of three dimensions; 
the cognitive, the affective, and the behavioral dimension that are usually connected to the 
individual (e.g., Spitzberg & Cupach, 2002). Some research on communication competence has 
taken a relational stance by suggesting that communication competence can be treated as a team 
level phenomenon (Jablin & Sias, 2001; Shockley-Zalabak, 2016), and as such, is seen as 
something that exceeds the individual. Competencies can also be viewed through the lens of the 
social world. For instance, in the context of migration, a degree in higher education or years of 
work experience may lose their potential when transferred to a different context. The same 
applies for language proficiency. In Finland, skills in European languages, and English in 
particular, are considered valuable, and even a very high competence in for example Asian or 
African languages is often devalued (Laitinen et al., 2023). 

Multiliteracy (in a singular form) as such can be considered also narrowly as a competence, as 
has been done in particular in the field of education. For example, in the Finnish curriculum for 
basic education (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2014), multiliteracy is one of seven 
transversal competences. Schools are expected to integrate these competences in their teaching. 
Thus, each teacher in Finnish basic education is a teacher of multiliteracy. In the Finnish national 
core curriculum (Finnish National Agency for Education, 2014), multiliteracy is defined as the 
skills of interpreting, producing, and evaluating different texts (verbal, written, visual, auditive, 
numeric and kinesthetic). In Finland, multiliteracy plays a significant role in all national 
curricula from early childhood education to upper secondary education. In this context, 
multiliteracy (in a singular form) is tied to competence and distinct forms of literacies, and not 
seen as widely as the wheel of multiliteracies suggests. 

Collectivity 

Collectivity and various kinds of collectives can be examined both from individual and collective 
points of view, and the focus can be either on the micro or the macro level of the collective. 
Collectivity is organized temporally and exists in a specific time frame. Thus, all the tensions 
stemming from communication, contextuality and temporality become evident in collectivity. 
Collectivity can be present for example in learning and development, expertise, and collaborative 
construction of knowledge – such as collective writing. Today’s social and digital media 
environments have further created a new communication space where many actors, such as 
media organizations, political decision makers and people with extensive online horizontal 
networks, negotiate, express, and contest societal issues and power collectively (Castells, 2007). 
Such a space allows people to independently share personalized content related to common 
civic/political themes on various social networks (i.e., collectives) and platforms, which can have 
political significance as connective action (Bennett & Segerberg, 2012). This can be interpreted 
in such a way that multiliteracies are needed in navigating and acting in a network of various 
agencies. 

For many of the authors, creative expression is at the core of our research. Traditionally, creative 
expression, such as writing, has been considered a solitary act. However, for example, Sawyer 
(2012) as well as Gilbert and Macleroy (2020) argue that creative expression is a socially 
embedded activity and a social process, even when we are writing on our own. The creation of 
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art is always impacted by already existing work, and it often aims at reaching an audience, hence 
drawing lines according to all the three sources of tensions mentioned above: communication, 
contextuality, and temporality. In addition, organizing is always constituted communicatively 
through various human and nonhuman beings (e.g., Cooren, 2020). Furthermore, when people 
express civic and political issues online, individuals are the ones producing and evaluating 
others’ texts (and visual material), and through this exchange, social networks are formed.  

Expressions 

Here, expressions mean the production, creation, and expression of meanings through visual, 
auditive, kinesthetic, or textual means, such as metaphors or stories that can be communicated 
via varied mediums such as written texts, music, visual art, or dancing and performance art. For 
example, production, presentation and sharing of written text, or combining written and other 
types of texts creatively (e.g., drama, picture books, podcasts, video art) can be seen as a part of 
engaging in multiliteracies (Rasi et al., 2019). Again, all three tensions become evident, because 
of the viewpoint of the performer (individual) vs. the audience (collective), different contexts 
such as social media, and temporality in a form of intertextuality are involved.  

In the texts, creativity was often described as the driving force behind expressions. Creative 
expression can also be seen as a means for learning and growth (Bolton, 2011; Mead, 2024). For 
example, literacy approaches to writing can offer new insights and perspectives, invite the use of 
metaphors, and help zoom in and out of a lived experience (Bolton, 2011). Through creative 
expression people can (re)build their identity, participate in organizing, and develop their 
competencies, for example. 

Contemporary participation in politics often happens through engaging in “online political 
expression” such as posting, liking, and commenting on political content, rather than through 
traditional (collective) activism (Keating & Melis, 2017). Social/digital media enables young 
people to express their civic/political selves in many traditional ways (writing), but, at the same 
time, also in a novel and engaging manner (liking, reposting etc.). Expressions of affect can be 
explored (among agency, collectivity, and expressions), for example in the context of girls and 
young women’s online political expressive participation that involved engaging in practices 
requiring multiliteracies skills.  

Individual Experiences 

The individual experiences spike/category focuses naturally on the experiences of an individual 
in their environment. At the same time, however, these experiences result from interactions 
within an environment and, thus, the relational dimension can also be present in individual 
experiences. Earlier experiences are reflected on current ones and guide people’s actions in the 
future (e.g., Ahmed, 2014). Individual experiences refer for instance to identity formation, 
emotions and affects, and aesthetic experiences. Individual experiences in multiliteracies can be 
analyzed, for example, through storytelling and narrative identity work; people (re)build and 
(re)negotiate their understanding of themselves and the world through storytelling (Brockmeier 
& Carbaugh, 2001; Bruner, 1987). Some of the authors of this article operate in contexts of 
migration and identity. Understood in post-structuralist terms, identity is a highly fluid construct 
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(see e.g., Norton & Darvin, 2015). Since migration can be characterized as movement through 
social space, it is important to consider how identity formation is affected by a potential conflict 
between an individual’s habitus, and the new field migrants enter (Bourdieu, 1999). In other 
words, people may struggle with integrating the individual (how they see themselves) and the 
social (how they are seen by others) aspects of identity formation in a novel environment. 

In studies under the umbrella of new materialism or sociomateriality, affect is increasingly the 
focus of study, for example in organizational studies (see Gherardi, 2019; Kuhn et al., 2017). 
Thus, when adopting the relational view of multiliteracies, these should not be left out when 
applying the concept. It has been argued that aesthetic experience of nature can lead to a stronger 
connection with the environment, evoking a desire to safeguard nature (e.g., Thiele, 2013); 
therefore, connecting the human individual to the collective, the broader natural realm. This sort 
of aesthetic experience can also be mediated through art or emphasized by the process of making 
art (Thiele, 2013), and art and aesthetic experiences can, in turn, be utilized as part of 
multiliteracies (Koistinen & Bister, 2023). 

Centre of the Wheel 

Now we have reached the hub of the wheel: the processes of multiliteracies. Analyzing the texts 
about our individual research and our understandings of multiliteracies revealed intertwined 
concepts all of which are processual in nature. This leads us to a conclusion that multiliteracies 
as a concept is a process and, as such, a fluid, dynamic, and living construction the origins of 
which can be interpreted and discussed through various theoretical underpinnings. This 
constantly evolving concept can be grasped analytically by considering the perspectives 
presented above and by demarcating one’s own stance or position within these processes that 
constitute the field of multiliteracies. 

The tensioned foundations, or the hoop of the wheel, support the processual view: 
communication is a process by definition: contexts materialize in (socio-cultural and/or natural) 
processes, and temporality equals the complex, processual essence of time. The spinning 
movement of the wheel highlights the dynamics within the continuums between the individual 
and relational, local and global, micro and macro, now, then and in the future, and those of 
linearity and nonlinearity. The hoop is not a wheel yet; all the spokes, or sub-categories, are 
based on the hoop of the wheel and because of this link, they are processual by nature, too. 

Next, the key processes introduced in our original texts are described. One process that has 
already been discussed is the process of storytelling which connects with many of the sub-
categories. The processes of meaning-making and knowledge-production (of which this text 
illustrates) were mentioned in the original texts many times. In addition, learning and 
development of practices were present from a pedagogical point of view as well. Another 
important part of multiliteracies is the continuing and dynamic process of materialization, a 
process in which agency and communication are crucial. This material point of view could be 
placed under the umbrella of new materialities. These approaches argue, for example, that the 
way reality is organized by societies is highly dependent on how people make sense of physical 
locations, such as different spaces or geographical areas (Ennser-Kananen & Saarinen, 2023). 
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Therefore, various assemblages of the socially constructed and the material features of societal 
phenomena, including the interaction between the two, should be studied together rather than 
focusing on each of these individually. To sum up the hub of the wheel, it is all about the process 
of change. Many changes in knowledge, position, body, place, state of mind, point of view, ages, 
networks, and so on, are rigidly connected to the processes of multiliteracies. This concurs with 
the notions of Hong and Tan (2020) in their review of theories and practices of multiliteracies in 
the classroom; they conclude that especially technological developments result in changes in 
literacies, mindsets, and pedagogies. 

Contributions and Conclusions 

This exploration of the concept of multiliteracies started with the authors wondering how their 
different approaches to multiliteracies can be brought together to expand the current theories and 
conceptualizations of multiliteracies. We were also wondering why we were the ones chosen to 
strengthen a certain university’s research on multiliteracies. In the very beginning of our journey, 
which is typical for inductive approaches, there was no clear understanding of the forms of 
contributions this research and theorizing could offer – the results were yet to emerge. To be 
successful, this study should accomplish something that a) echoes with earlier theorizing of 
multiliteracies (i.e., the focus of analysis was multiliteracies and not something else), b) brings 
something new to the field, and c) benefits future studies, teaching, working life, and theorizing. 
In this section, the findings are compared with earlier understandings of the concept and the 
contributions are outlined.  

Wheel of Multiliteracies Contextualized  

The basic idea of multiliteracies in the context of education and learning has been reduced to the 
idea of two dimensions of multi, the multisituational and the multiform (Kalantzis & Cope, 2023; 
multilingual and multimodal still in Cope & Kalantzis, 2009). Multisituational means that 
meaning is connected to situations (Kalantzis & Cope, 2023) and, as such, links directly to 
contextuality in the hoop of our wheel, but also to competences and communication as explained 
above. Elsewhere, Gee (2017) argues for a balance between ‘system and situation’ by non-
normative elastic approaches. The wheel of multiliteracies furthers this development through its 
dynamic form that is visible already in our first finding: multiliteracies is based on non-univocal 
concepts that need to be defined situationally. Multiform refers to multimodality which is not 
explicitly visible in the wheel but built in every spoke and the hoop, accentuated in competences, 
agency, contextuality (i.e., a communication technology as a context), and communication, 
which is inherently multimodal. Because the hoop of the wheel is a prerequisite for the spokes, 
multimodality is firmly present in our conceptualization but in a more implicit manner than 
presented by Kalantzis and Cope (2023).  

Thus, we argue that our approach exceeds the limits of the multisituational and multiform. We 
do not abandon the two multi’s but see them from new perspectives, and add new contents, 
especially through the theorizing about relationality. This is not surprising because we come 
from many disciplines and the research hub (MultiLEAP) focused on the overall skills needed in 
the digitalized and mediated 21st century, not limited to education and learning. Understanding a 
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complex world requires complex models, and our multidisciplinary approach complexifies 
multiliteracies in a systematic manner through the wheel of multiliteracies. Perhaps, to answer 
the demands of this complex and technology-centered world, multidisciplinarity should be the 
third ‘multi’ within multiliteracies. 

In 2004, Kalantzis (member of the New London Group) pondered the developments of 
multiliteracies and discussed the increasing complexity around the concept, mostly connected to 
new technologies. When talking about the professional role of the teacher, Kalantzis concluded:  

They have to be more scholarly; they have to know more; their practitioner role is much 
more complex than ever before; and they have to work in collaboration with others. The 
one teacher, one classroom, one group of kids … is becoming less and less viable in 
delivering real world knowledge and forming world relationships and experiences 
relevant to real world needs. (Cloonan, 2004, p. 51)  

These notions are visible in the wheel of multiliteracies almost 20 years and many technological 
evolutions later. A (re)conceptualization of multiliteracies must be versatile and dynamic by 
design to answer to the complexity-challenge posed by the contemporary world. That is exactly 
what the wheel of multiliteracies provides through the dynamics embedded in its structure. In the 
quote above, communication, agency, collectivity, individual experience, and temporality are 
clearly visible in such terms as collaboration, forming, relationships, and experiences. 
Furthermore, the all-around change that is condensed in the hub of the wheel seems important in 
the quote (also Hong & Tan, 2020). 

In their more recent work, Kalantzis and Cope (2023) review research on multiliteracies and sum 
up and update their understanding of the concept as key authors in the field; it is thus reasonable 
to discuss the wheel of multiliteracies with their thinking. They define contemporary times as a 
cyber-social era characterized by “differentiated meaning-making practices in social media, 
affinity group formation, multifarious identities, and the increasingly specialized domains of 
work, professional, and technical discourses” (p. 5). For Kalantzis and Cope, these are the 
reasons why the multiliteracies approach is needed. In our wheel, these points are reflected, for 
example, in competencies, collectivity, communication, and, most of all, contextuality. When 
discussing the what of multiliteracies, Kalantzis and Cope (2023) configure participation in 
meaning through thinking (representation), speaking (communication), and listening 
(interpretation). From the point of view of communication studies, thinking, speaking, and 
listening are obvious parts of the communication process, even though very much concentrated 
on the individual. We argue that a more comprehensive view on communication as a process and 
as both transmissive and constitutive (for definitions of communication, see Cooren, 2020; Kuhn 
et al., 2017) serves the overall concept of multiliteracies well. This is because communication 
constitutes the contexts, interpretations, meanings, and collectives we live in.  

Kalantzis and Cope (2023) use the term transposition to describe “the transformations that occur 
in the meaning and the role of social agents in those transformations” (p. 7). This process 
comprises arrangements in place and time and the forms or modes of meaning, including text, 
image, space, object, body, sound, and speech. They have operationalized the transposition 
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process (of meaning) through five questions concerning reference (what?/things and their 
properties), agency (who?/actions, roles, and conditions), structure (how?/cohesion, design), 
context (when?/where?/time and place), and interest (why?/purposes, rhetorical appear) (p. 8). 
This conceptualization of transposition bears great resemblance to the wheel of multiliteracies. 
At the same time, however, there are many fundamental differences. The main difference is the 
notion of tensions and the diversity in the meanings of the concepts/terms within the 
conceptualization. This makes the wheel of multiliteracies a more dynamic and multidimensional 
tool in understanding not only multiliteracies but also the different approaches to multiliteracies. 

Contrasting our conceptualization of agency with that of Kalantzis and Cope (e.g., 2023), for 
example, we find that even though they use the concept of agency, they do not really demarcate 
their viewpoint on this debated concept. The built-in tensions of the wheel of multiliteracies offer 
tools for understanding the possibilities for using the concept of agency in different (but 
overlapping) ways in various contexts. Especially relational agency and its close-knit connection 
to the processes of materialization (Cooren, 2020) differ from the points made by Kalantzis and 
Cope (see also Leander & Boldt, 2012). However, relational ontologies, including the viewpoint 
of agency, have been acknowledged as important in literacy studies as well: Kuby (2017) for 
example argues for more-than-human ontologies in literacy studies by building their thinking on 
Barad’s (2007) agential realism. In addition, Jokinen and Murris (2020) approach literacies as 
inhuman by focusing on the concept of touch. 

Furthermore, the wheel of multiliteracies converges with the analysis by Leander and Boldt 
(2012). In their influential article, they “reread” the pedagogies of multiliteracies through the 
philosophy of Deleuze and Guattari (1987) and divided it into three categories:1) text and bodies; 
2) change, design, and identity; 3) and temporality. This very relational viewpoint with emergent 
assemblages has similarities with the wheel of multiliteracies through the contextuality, 
temporality, and materiality dimensions of the processes of multiliteracies. Leander and Boldt 
(2012) describe (the pedagogy of) multiliteracies as ongoing, or as we would say, processual. 
They also comment on affect and emotion, which are also visible in our conceptualization. 
However, their argument is built heavily on Deleuze and Guattari's thinking and, as such, 
provides a specific theoretical perspective, whereas the wheel of multiliteracies is more inclusive 
and versatile (less normative) through its multidisciplinarity and the built-in tensions it evokes. 
Furthermore, Leander and Boldt leave out or do not emphasize some of the elements and 
properties the wheel of multiliteracies has, such as agency, competencies, and communication 
per se. 

When reading the key contributors in recent multiliteracies literature, such as Kalantzis and Cope 
or Leander and Boldt, we can conclude that our conceptualization reflects and contributes to the 
thinking of both the original creators of and the re-readers of the concept. Thus, we argue that we 
have achieved the first step for an adequate contribution in our analysis and in creating the wheel 
of multiliteracies; it echoes earlier theorizing on multiliteracies. Furthermore, we have outlined 
the added value of the wheel in terms of earlier points of view; the multidisciplinary, dynamic, 
and multilevel wheel of multiliteracies introduces new perspectives around the concept. Thus, we 
argue, we have reached the second step by bringing something new to the field, and thus making 
a genuine contribution.  
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In their influential paper, Dafouz and Smit (2016) outlined a multidisciplinary framework for 
analyzing English-medium education in multilingual university settings. This conceptual 
framework, called ROAD-MAPPING, consists of six dimensions that are “inherently complex, 
contextually bound, and intersecting dynamically with one another” (p. 397). They argue their 
framework helps in describing, analyzing, and comparing research in different contexts. 
Similarly, the wheel of multiliteracies can work as such a framework for multiliteracies research 
because of its complexity, contextuality and dynamicity embracing features rooted in 
multidisciplinary knowledges. Furthermore, the wheel of multiliteracies could work as a 
framework for a systematic review: findings of studies focusing on (whatever) literacy could be 
collected within the wheel according to the themes of the studies (in line with the concepts in the 
wheel). Then, these findings could be analyzed together and interpreted as multiliteracies and, 
therefore, a more comprehensive understanding could be achieved.  

Finally, the focus of many taxonomic approaches to multiliteracies is in various forms of distinct 
literacies, such as digital, visual, media, or health literacy (for a review of taxonomies, see 
Marzal, 2020). The wheel of multiliteracies enables the analysis and comparison of different 
forms of literacies. Altogether, the wheel of multiliteracies can work as a methodological tool for 
studying, observing, and theorizing multiliteracies. With these notions, we claim that the wheel 
of multiliteracies also contributes to future studies and theorizing, and overall understandings of 
the field. Furthermore, the wheel provides practical implications for researchers (e.g., as a 
methodological tool) and practitioners (e.g., as an umbrella tool for understanding different 
dimensions of multiliteracies). Thus, the third step for adequate contribution is achieved. 

Collective Production of Knowledges 

Our nascent conceptualization has many connections and similarities with the ideas of the 
authority figures in the field of multiliteracies. This can be viewed as validating collective 
writing/knowledge-production as a methodology to approach multiliteracies. The fact that the 
findings of this study converge with earlier understandings of multiliteracies, indicates that the 
very starting point of this exercise, which is bringing scholars from various disciplinary 
backgrounds together, has resulted in knowledges that none of us could have produced on our 
own. Our collective exploration foregrounds the multidisciplinary value of multiliteracies and the 
value of a multidisciplinary approach. Just reflecting on what has been said before has value 
through strengthening the existing theory, but the wheel of multiliteracies also contributes to 
theory-development of multiliteracies in a novel way. 

As authors of this article, we have engaged in a learning process, an exploration of collective 
writing and collective knowledge-production: multiliteracies-in-the-making, as we call it. This 
collective knowledge-production and collective writing experiment works as an example of the 
many dimensions of multiliteracy. As a group of researchers with diverse backgrounds from 
versatile fields, brought together by a research hub born out of science politics, we lived through 
all the tensions, concepts, and phenomena introduced on the wheel of multiliteracies. One could 
say that we learned both from the process and from each other, as well as about the concept. For 
example, one of us studies the role of algorithmic technologies in organizing, and the collective 
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knowledge-production and the wheel of multiliteracies has strengthened the analysis of these 
algorithmic technologies. 

Time and change have been present in writing this text. For example, during the finalizing of the 
text only one of us still worked in the research hub that brought us together. Three of us already 
worked in other universities and three in different positions within the same university we all 
started in. We had to communicate, define new contexts we operated in, and feel the pressure of 
time to finish this manuscript while working simultaneously on other projects and in varying 
positions. At times, the writing was very much collective but at other times it was more on the 
shoulders of an individual (usually the first author) or a smaller group. 

The process was indeed messy and as the wheel of multiliteracies shows, the result was more an 
entanglement of knowledges than one shared knowledge (cf. Haraway, 2004). If someone 
pictures the wheel as focused on an individual at the micro level and only on one point in time 
(e.g., Usanova & Schnoor, 2022), it is a very different image when compared to a wheel that is 
understood as relational, context-sensitive, and takes development over time into consideration 
(e.g., Socolovsky, 2018). The wheel changes according to the position one takes to the concepts 
on the hoop of the wheel. We think this reflects the reality in the processes of multiliteracies. A 
similar conceptually unsettling and processual view on theory in literacy studies has been 
promoted by Snaza (2021) in the context of affect theory. The method and the form of this text 
played a substantial role in the learning process we all went through; we had not written together 
before nor had we been engaged in similar projects (yet some of us had more experience in 
writing non-traditional academic texts than others – and, during our writing process, one of us 
even ended up researching collective writing, although not in connection to multiliteracies, in a 
strategic profiling project of another university). Stretching the conventions of academic writing 
in a project like this necessitated having an understanding of those conventions. Acknowledging 
the differences in our backgrounds was crucial, for example, for the use of concepts and terms; 
we had to negotiate for shared meanings considerably. Altogether, we had to implement our 
competencies and learn new skills during this project. 

The path from the start of our process of knowledge-production to the wheel of multiliteracies is 
described in Figure 2, which was formed into a comic strip to bring more multiliteracies into this 
multiliteracies article. The wheel of multiliteracies both carries us (as cartwheels) and helps us 
guide our way (as a driving wheel) through our research work and life in the 21st century. 

Figure 2 The Process of Knowledge-Production 
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We are aware this article touches only slightly on some enormous concepts (agency, 
competence, affect, philosophy of Deleuze and Guattari, etc.); it is beyond the scope of this text 
to explain these concepts thoroughly. We are also aware that although we place emphasis on 
situated knowledges, our approach to positionality is quite narrow, as – even though we discuss 
affect briefly – it mostly leaves out embodied experiences (of i.e. class, race, gender, sexuality, 
age, and dis/ability) outside of our scope (cf. Haraway, 1988; Haraway, 2004). Further research 
should take up this challenge and continue the theorizations of this article with a more complex 
and intersectional understanding of positionality. Additionally, even though multidisciplinary, 
we represent various disciplines in a quite narrow sense (see Table 1). We do not claim that 
multiliteracies has been covered fully here; this was an exploration on what we do from the 
viewpoint of the concept, and the aim of this project was to present one multidisciplinary 
approach to making meaning of the concept of multiliteracies. For example, pedagogies in 
general are not the focus here and the analysis of the four components of the pedagogy of 
multiliteracies (situated practice, overt instruction, critical framing, and transformed practice) 
(New London Group, 1996) are left out on purpose. Furthermore, the issues of accessibility and 
inclusion (see Kalantzis & Cope, 2023) are not explicit in the wheel of multiliteracies, and this is 
one of the developments our approach should see through. For example, Drewry et al. (2019) 
show how a multiliteracies approach supports inclusivity in literacy learning through 
multimodality.  
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This conceptualization moves from pedagogies to more holistic understandings of multiliteracies 
and offers the concept as an overall multidisciplinary tool for exploring and understanding the 
skills needed in the 21st century, across contexts and the lifespan. We would like to see the 
usefulness of our conceptualization discussed and argued actively because we believe the 
processes of multiliteracies play a key role in tackling many significant challenges of our time. 
Understanding especially new technologies and their role in society demands knowledge of 
multiliteracies both on practical and theoretical levels. As new technologies continue to evolve, 
multiliteracies offer the critical framework needed to navigate and shape the complex and 
disperse (communicative) landscapes of the future. By recognizing multiliteracies, individuals 
can comprehend and critically engage with the technologies that shape our contemporary and 
future societal structures. As researchers, we must engage with multidisciplinary collaboration to 
build robust yet adaptive theoretical models that embrace the complex and dynamic nature of this 
technology-instilled world.  

References 

Ahmed, S. (2014/2004). The cultural politics of emotion. Edinburgh University Press. 

Anstey, M. & Bull, G. (2018). Foundations of multiliteracies: Reading, writing and talking in 
the 21st century. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315114194 

Bakhtin, M. (1981). The dialogic imagination. University of Texas Press. 

Barad K. (2003). Posthumanist performativity: Toward an understanding of how matter comes to 
matter. Signs, 28(3), 801–831. https://doi.org/10.1086/345321 

Barad, K. (2007). Meeting the universe halfway: Quantum physics and the entanglement of 
matter and meaning. Duke University Press. 

Barton, D., Hamilton, M., & Ivanič, R. (2000). Situated literacies: Reading and writing in 
context. Routledge. 

Bennett, W. L., & Segerberg, A. (2012). The logic of connective action: Digital media and the 
personalization of contentious politics. Information Communication and Society, 15(5), 
739–768. https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2012.670661 

Bolton, G. (2011). Write Yourself: Creative Writing and Personal Development. Jessica 
Kingsley. 

Bourdieu, P. (1991). Language and symbolic power. Polity Press and Harvard University Press. 

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2006). Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qualitative Research in 
Psychology, 3(2), 77–101. https://doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa 

Brockmeier, J., & Carbaugh, D. (2001). Narrative and identity: Studies in autobiography, self 
and culture. John Benjamins Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1075/sin.1 



Journal of Literacy and Technology  
Volume 26, Number 1: Winter 2025 
ISSN: 1535-0975 
  

 

37 

Bruner, J. (1987). Life as narrative. Social Research, 54(1), 11–32.  

Castells, M. (2007). Communication, power and counter-power in the network society. 
International Journal of Communication, 1(1), 238–266. 
https://ijoc.org/index.php/ijoc/article/view/46 

Chang, H. (2016). Individual and collaborative autoethnography as method. A social scientist's 
perspective. In T. E. Adams, S. H. Jones, & C. Ellis (eds.) Handbook of autoethnography 
(pp. 107–122). Routledge. 

Cloonan, A. (2004). Multiliteracies: The story so far. Professor Mary Kalantzis and Dr. Bill 
Cope in interview with Anne Cloonan. Australian Screen Education, 35. 

Cook-Gumperz, J. (2006). The social construction of literacy (2nd ed.). Cambridge University 
Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511617454 

Cooren F. (2020). Beyond entanglement: (Socio-)materiality and organization studies. 
Organization Theory, 1(3), 1–24. https://doi.org/10.1177/2631787720954444 

Cope, B., & Kalantzis, M. (2009). “Multiliteracies”: New literacies, new learning. Pedagogies: 
An International Journal, 4(3), 164–195. https://doi.org/10.1080/15544800903076044  

Dafouz, E., & Smit, U. (2016). Towards a dynamic conceptual framework for English-medium 
education in multilingual university settings. Applied Linguistics, 37(3), 397–415. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/applin/amu034 

Drewry, R. J., Cumming-Potvin, W. M., & Maor, D. (2019). New approaches to literacy 
problems: Multiliteracies and inclusive pedagogies. Australian Journal of Teacher 
Education, 44(11). https://doi.org/10.14221/ajte.2019v44.n11.4 

Dufva, H., & Aro, M. (2015). Dialogical view on language learners’ agency: Connecting 
intrapersonal with interpersonal. In P. Deters, X. (A.) Gao, E. R. Miller, & G. Vitanova 
(eds.) Theorizing and analyzing agency in second language learning: Interdisciplinary 
approaches (pp. 37–53). Multilingual Matters. https://doi.org/10.21832/9781783092901-
005 

Ennser-Kananen, J., & Saarinen, T. (eds). (2023). New materialist explorations into language 
education. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-13847-8_1 

Frey, L. R., Botan, C. H., & Kreps, G. L. (eds). (2000). Investigating communication: An 
introduction to research methods (2nd ed.). Allyn & Bacon. 

Finnish National Agency for Education. (2014/2016). Finnish national core curriculum for basic 
education. English version 2016. Finnish National Board of Education. Publications 
2016:5. 



Journal of Literacy and Technology  
Volume 26, Number 1: Winter 2025 
ISSN: 1535-0975 
  

 

38 

Gee, J. P. (2017). A personal retrospective on the New London Group and its formation. In F. 
Serafini, & E. Gee (eds.) Remixing multiliteracies: Theory and practice from New 
London to New Times (pp. 19–30). Teachers College Press. 

Gherardi, S. (2019). Theorizing affective ethnography for organization studies. Organization, 
26(6), 741–760. https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508418805285 

Giddens, A. (1984), The Constitution of Society, Polity Press. 

Gilbert, F., & Macleroy, V. (2020). Different ways of descending into the crypt: Methodologies 
and methods for researching creative writing. New Writing, 18(3), 253–271. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14790726.2020.1797822 

Gil de Zúñiga, H., Veenstra, A., Vraga E., & Shah, D. (2010). Digital democracy: Reimagining 
pathways to political participation, Journal of Information Technology & Politics, 7(1), 
36–51. https://doi.org/10.1080/19331680903316742 

Habermas, J. (1962). The structural transformation of the public sphere: An inquiry into a 
category of bourgeois society. [English Translation 1989]. MIT Press. 

Haraway, D. J. (1988). Situated knowledges: The science question in feminism and the privilege 
of partial perspective. Feminist Studies, 14(3), 575–599. https://doi.org/10.2307/3178066 

Haraway, D. J. (2004). Modest Witness @Second_Millennium. In D. J. Haraway: The Haraway 
Reader (pp. 223–250). Routledge. 

Hong, A. L., & Tan, K. H. (2020). A review of theories and practices of multiliteracies in 
classroom: Issues and trends. International Journal of Learning, Teaching and 
Educational Research, 19(11), 41–52. https://doi.org/10.26803/ijlter.19.11.3 

Jablin, F. M., & Sias, P. (2001). Communication competence. In F. Jablin, & L. Putnam (eds.) 
The new handbook of organizational communication: Advances in theory, research and 
methods (pp. 819–864). Sage. 

Jokinen, P., & Murris, K. (2020). Inhuman hands and missing child: Touching a literacy event in 
a Finnish primary school. Journal of Early Childhood Literacy, 20(1), 44–
68. https://doi.org/10.1177/1468798420904115 

Kalantzis, M., & Cope, B. (2023). Multiliteracies: A short update. The International Journal of 
Literacies, 30(2), 1–15. https://doi.org/10.18848/2327-0136/CGP/v30i02/1-15 

Keating, A., & Melis, G. (2017). Social media and youth political engagement: Preaching to the 
converted or providing a new voice for youth? The British Journal of Politics and 
International Relations, 19(4), 877–894. https://doi.org/10.1177/1369148117718461 



Journal of Literacy and Technology  
Volume 26, Number 1: Winter 2025 
ISSN: 1535-0975 
  

 

39 

Koistinen, A.-K., & Bister, S. (2023). ”Luonto on lyyrinen mahdollisuus”: Luova kirjoittaminen 
osana ympäristölukutaitoa. [“Nature is a Lyric Possibility” – Adult students’ Experiences 
of Writing and Literature in the Time of Climate Crises.] AVAIN - 
Kirjallisuudentutkimuksen aikakauslehti, 20(4), 40–59. 
https://doi.org/10.30665/av.128930 

Koobak, R. (2014). Six impossible things before breakfast. How I came across my research topic 
and what happened next. In N. Lykke (ed.) Writing Academic Texts Differently. 
Intersectional Feminist Methodologies and the Playful Art of Writing (pp. 95–110). 
Routledge. 

Kuby, C. R. (2017). Why a paradigm shift of ‘more than human ontologies’ is needed: Putting to 
work poststructural and posthuman theories in writers’ studio. International Journal of 
Qualitative Studies in Education, 30(9), 877–896. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09518398.2017.1336803 

Kuhn, T., Ashcraft, K. L., & Cooren, F. (2017). The work of communication: Relational 
perspectives on working and organizing in contemporary capitalism. Routledge. 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315680705 

Latour, B. (2005). Reassembling the social: An introduction to actor-network-theory. Oxford 
University Press. 

Richardson, L. (2000). Writing: A method of inquiry. In N. K. Denzin & Y. S. Lincoln (Eds.) 
The Sage Handbook of Qualitative Research. Sage. pp. 923–49. 

Laitinen, M., Leppänen, S., Rautionaho, P., & Backman, S. (2023). Englanti Suomen 
kansalliskielten rinnalla: Kohti joustavaa monikielisyyttä. [English alongside with the 
national languages: Towards flexible multilingualism.] Valtioneuvoston selvitys- ja 
tutkimustoiminnan julkaisusarja 2023:59. Helsinki: Finnish government. 
http://urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-952-383-055-4   

Leander, K, & Boldt, G. (2013). Rereading “A Pedagogy of Multiliteracies”: Bodies, texts, and 
emergence. Journal of Literacy Research, 45(1), 22–46. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086296X12468587 

Lie, S. (2014a): The infinite resources for writing. In N. Lykke (ed.) Writing Academic Texts 
Differently. Intersectional Feminist Methodologies and the Playful Art of Writing (pp. 
111–125). Routledge. 

Lie, S. (2014b): From and empty head to a finished text: the writing process. In N. Lykke (ed.) 
Writing Academic Texts Differently. Intersectional Feminist Methodologies and the 
Playful Art of Writing (pp. 126–141). Routledge. 



Journal of Literacy and Technology  
Volume 26, Number 1: Winter 2025 
ISSN: 1535-0975 
  

 

40 

Lykke, N., Brewster, A., Davis, K., Koobak, R., Lie, S., & Petö, A. (2014). Editorial 
introduction. In N. Lykke (ed.) Writing Academic Texts Differently. Intersectional 
Feminist Methodologies and the Playful Art of Writing (pp. 2–13). Routledge. 

Marzal, M.-Á. (2020). A taxonomic proposal for multiliteracies and their competences. 
Profesional de la información, 29(4), e290435. https://doi.org/10.3145/epi.2020.jul.35 

Mead, N. (2024). Creative righting: Autoethnographic creative writing as a tool to prevent 
teacher burnout and attrition. Teachers and Teaching, 1-14. Advance online publication. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2024.2351962 

Neimanis, A. (2016). Weather writing: A feminist materialist practice for (getting outside) the 
classroom. In P. Hinton, & P. Treusch (eds.), Teaching with Feminist Materialisms (pp., 
141–157). ATGENDER. 

New London Group (1996). A pedagogy of multiliteracies: Designing social futures. Harvard 
Educational Review, 66(1), 60–92. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.17763/haer.66.1.17370n67v22j160u 

Noel, K., T., Minematsu, A., & Bosca, N. (2023). Collective autoethnography as a 
transformative narrative methodology. International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 22, 
1–9. https://doi.org/10.1177/16094069231203944 

Norton, B., & Darvin. R. (2015). Identity and a model of investment in applied linguistics. 
Annual Review of Applied Linguistics, 35(1), 36–56. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0267190514000191 

Nuopponen, A. (2010). Methods of concept analysis-a comparative study. LSP Journal-
Language for special purposes, professional communication, knowledge management 
and cognition, 1(1), 4–12. 

Pearson, C. (2015). Beyond ‘resistance’: rethinking nonhuman agency for a ‘more-than-human’ 
world. European Review of History: Revue européenne d'histoire, 22(5), 709–725. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13507486.2015.1070122 

Peters, M. A., Besley, T., & Arndt, S. (2019). Experimenting with academic subjectivity: 
collective writing, peer production and collective intelligence. Open Review of 
Educational Research, 6(1), 26–40. https://doi.org/10.1080/23265507.2018.1557072 

Rasi, P., Kangas, M., & Ruokamo, H. (2019). Promoting multiliteracy in the Finnish educational 
system. In M. Paksuniemi & P. Keskitalo (eds.), Introduction to the Finnish educational 
system (pp. 96–157). Brill. 

Sarangi, S., Nikula, T., & Pitkänen-Huhta, A. (2019). Practising applied linguistics and the 
change agenda. Journal of Applied Linguistics and Professional Practice, 16(1), 109–
133. https://doi.org/10.1558/jalpp.18894 



Journal of Literacy and Technology  
Volume 26, Number 1: Winter 2025 
ISSN: 1535-0975 
  

 

41 

Sawyer, R. K. (2012). Explaining creativity: The science of human innovation. Oxford 
University Press. 

Shockley-Zalabak, P. S. (2015). Communication competence in organizations and groups: 
Historic and emerging perspectives. In A. F. Hannawa & B. H. Spitzberg (eds.) 
Communication competence (pp. 397–430). Walter de Gruyter. 
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110317459-017 

Snaza, N. (2021). Vagueness and care: On affect and literacy. Reading Research 
Quarterly, 56(2), 253–256. https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.364 

Snyder, H. (2019). Literature review as a research methodology: An overview and guidelines, 
Journal of Business Research, 104, 333–339. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.07.039 

Socolovsky, M. (2018). Material literacies: Migration and border crossings in Chicana/o 
children’s picture books. MELUS, 43(4), 148–174. https://doi.org/10.1093/melus/mly057 

Spitzberg, B. H., & Cupach, W. R. (2002). Interpersonal skills. In M. L. Knapp, & J. A. Daly 
(eds.) Handbook of Interpersonal Communication (pp. 564–611). Sage. 

Thiele, L. P. (2013). Sustainability. Polity Press. 

Tracy, S. J. (2012). The toxic and mythical combination of a deductive writing logic for 
inductive qualitative research. Qualitative Communication Research, 1(1), 109–141. 
https://doi.org/10.1525/qcr.2012.1.1.109 

Turunen. J., Čeginskas, V. L. A., Kaasik-Krogerus, S., Lähdesmäki, T., & Mäkinen, K. (2020). 
Poly-Space: Creating new concepts through reflexive team ethnography. In T. 
Lähdesmäki, E. Koskinen-Koivisto, V. L A. Čeginskas, & A.-K. Koistinen (eds.) 
Ethnography with a Twist. Routledge. 

Usanova, I., & Schnoor, B. (2022). Approaching the concept of multiliteracies: Multilingual 
writing competence as an integrated model. Canadian Journal of Applied 
Linguistics, 25(3), 144–165. https://doi.org/10.37213/cjal.2022.32598 


