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Introduction: What is this Guidebook?

The need for adult literacy and ESL services within immigrant
and refugee communities cannot be disputed. The National Adult
) Literacy Survey dramatically underscores the extent of this need
with its finding that 25 percent of those performing in. the lowest
proficiency level were immigrants. At adult education centers
l across the U.S,, these statistics translate into long waiting lists, large
classes, inadequate resources, and pressure to move students
quickly through programs. More and more of the students coming
} to the centers for beginning ESL classes have had little chance to go
to school in their own countries and are unable to read and write in
- their first languages. Teachers who are unfamiliar with the
l languages and cultures of these students often feel overwhelmed
and underprepared. Clearly, the question facing policy makers,
administrators, and teachers is not whether there is 2 need for adult
ESL/literacy services, but how this need can best be met.

c———

At the same time, however, resources within the communities
of the learners often go unrecognized. Refugee and immigrant
communities are rich with people who have strong educational
backgrounds in their own languages and a desire to contribute to
> their communities. Because they have shared the experiences of
coming to a new country, they are intimately familiar with the
needs and concerns of literacy students, as well as with issues of
cultural and linguistic transition. Yet they are often unable to make
use of their strengths because of limitations in their English ability
or lack of formal credentials; even as their English improves, it is
difficult for them to find meaningful work or to access higher
education. Thus, it is not uncommon for highly skilled,
community-minded immigrants and refugees to find themselves
working on assembly line or cleaning offices.

I i 14 : . :

This Guidebook describes a model for drawing on and
enhancing the strengths of this latter group of immigrants and
refugees in order to address the needs of those with minimal prior
education, ESL or literacy. It is a model based on the principle of
‘from the community - to the community’ in which community
needs are addressed by community resources. The Guidebook
documents a collaboration between three adult education programs
which worked initially with the University of Massachusetts at
Boston and later with the Boston Adult Literacy Fund to develop,
implement, and evaluate a project designed to train immigrants
and refugees as adult ESL and native language literacy instructors in
their own communities.

[..,.:...1 2 ' - 3
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What is the ‘from the community-to the community’ model?

community leadership
deveiopment

participatory approach
to literacy instruction

participatory approach

to instructor tralning

native language adult
literacy

e

collaboration

The model described in this Guidebook has several key
features:

Immigrants and refugees from the communities of the
learners are trained to teach ESL and literacy in their
owrn communities. Outstanding language minority
adult literacy teachers are:trained as Mentors; they, in
turn, participate in training immigrant and refugee
Interns who have demonstrated commitment to their
communities as adult students, community activists,
or tutors. Thus, the project develops leaders who
come from the community and go back to the
community.

The approach to teaching literacy is participatory.
Adult learners participate in setting goals, identifying
needs, choosing learning activities, and evaluating
progress. The curriculum content focuses on the
learners’ experiences and concerns. Because the
teachers come from the learners’ communities, they
are able to understand the social problems learners face
and work with them to address these problems.

Likewise, the approach to training Interns is
participatory: Interns identify their goals and needs,
shape the direction of the training and evaluate its
usefulness. Trairing content is drawn from the
interests, experiences and concerns of participants.

Adult immigrants and refugees who have little prior
education and minimal literacy proficiency in their
native language are taught basic literacy in their native
language as a basis for ESL instruction. Once they have
acquired basic literacy proficiency in their native
language, they make the transition to ESL through
bilingua: literacy instruction.

Community-based organizations work with each other
and with a university so that they can learn from each
other’s experiences, share expertise and address
common-concerns collaboratively.
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What was our Project?

The model described in this Guidebook is based largely on the
work of the Community Training for Adult and Family Literacy
Project, a project designed to train literacy instructors from
immigrant and refugee communities to teach in their.own
communities. The project was a collaboration between three
community-based agencies in the Boston area:

ethe Harborside Community Center (HCS) in East Boston
which serves a large Central American population;

othe Haitian Multi-Service Center (HMSC) in Dorchester
which serves Haitian immigrants and refugees;

sthe Jackson-Mann Community School (JMCS) in Allston
which serves over 26 different nationality and language groups.

The project was funded by the National Institute for Literacy
from the fall of 1992 to the fall of 93; the Boston Adult Literacy
Fund (BALF), an organization which secures funding for the
Boston adult literacy community, was the grant recipient and fiscal
administrator for the Project. The Project Coordinator was a faculty
member at the University of Massachusetts at Boston (UMass/
Boston), continuing a six year history of collaboration between the
university and local community-based literacy sites.

Through the project, Mentors from each of the agencies worked
with Interns from the communities of the learners. Training took
place both at the sites and at UMass/Boston. The site-based
component consisted of on-going mentoring in the classrooms and
weekly teacher-sharing meetings. The university-based component
consisted of bi-weekly workshops for all of the Interns and Mentors.

The adult literacy instruction at each of the sites was designed to
meet specific needs of the surrounding communities. Since there is
a growing population of Haitians and Central Americans with little
prior education or literacy background in Dorchester and East
Boston, the project provided initial literacy instruction in Haitian
Creole at the HMSC and in Spanish at the HCS. Because of the
diversity of language and literacy backgrounds at the JMCS,
instruction focused on beginning ESL there. Thus, we were able to
investigate the effectiveness of our model for both native language
literacy and ESL instruction.

s




Who are we ?

Before we tell more of the story of our project, we need to say a
little about who we are and what we believe. The ‘we’ in this book
generally refers to the project staff, which included three Mentor «
Teachers (one from each of the sites) and the Project Coordinator..
The Mentors are immigrants or refugees who come from the
communities of the learners and share many experiences with |
them. Although the stories of the Mentors are told in more depth
in Chapter Three, we’ll introduce curselves briefly here to give you !
a sense of our backgrounds: : l

*Felipe Vaquerano, the Mentor at Harborside, is Salvadoran. He |
began studying ESL at the JMCS in 1989 while working in a factory. |
He became an ESL intern in a previous literacy project in 1991 and
went on to become the Mentor at Harborside in this project. i

*Julio Midy, the Mentor at the HMSC, is Haitian. Like Felipe, he _
started working in a factory; he has been an ESL teacher at the ;
HMSC since 1985, and was the Master Teacher for the Creole literacy
component of a previous project.

e Ana Zambrane, the Mentor at the JMCS, is Colombian. Before 5
coming to the U.S. in 1984, she was an adult literacy worker in
Colombia. She started studying ESL in a church in East Boston. She
has taught ESL for seven years, and was Master Teacher at the JMCS
for a previous project.

‘eElsa Auerbach, the Project Coordinator, is a North American
whose parents were refugees from Germany. She too worked in a |
factory for several years before being hired as a part-time ESL ;
teacher at UMass/Boston. She coordinated several other
university-community collaborative projects.

The ‘we’ in this Guidebook also includes Joanne Armaud, the

| -Executive Director of BALF, who was very much a part of the l
project, as well as the Interns who were trained in the project. The l

Interns, like the Mentors, came from the communities of the

learners and shared many of their background experiences. Most of

them had been ESL students at the sites and/or at UMass. The

Interns at HCS were Central American; those at the HMS™ were

Haitian; one of the Interns at the JMCS was Honduran and the i

other was Peruvian of Japanese descent. /

1”




What is our philosephy?

Although project staff had different backgrounds and experiences, through our work
together, we came to share several basic beliefs about literacy education. These
beliefs underlie the model and guided the training.

about the
adult

learners...

about the
teacher’s
role...

about
literacy

about the
goal of

teaching...

about the
content of
classes

We believe that the starting point for working with adult learners is
respecting their knowledge and their experiences. When adults come
to ESL or literacy classes, it's already uncomfortable for thern, at their
age, not to know how to read and write, or not to be able to express
themselves in English. We believe it is important to show them their
own capacity to learn by drawing out what they already know and
using their stories and experiences to teach them. The message they
get should be, “You may not know how to read and write but that
doesn’t mean you don’t have something to offer.”

We believe that the relationship between teachers and students must
be one of mutual respect in which they each learn from each other.
This means breaking away from the traditional approach in which the
teacher knov.s everything and it is his/her job to give this knowledge
to the students. If the teacher is seen as the only one with something
to offer, learners will feel less comfortable.

We believe literacy practices vary according to cultures and social
contexts. Literacy is more than just a set of discrete, mechanical skiils
or functional competencies. Teaching must take into account culture-
specific ways of using and understanding literacy; it must focus not
on isolated skills but on using literacy for significant purposes in
learners’ lives. Meaning is more important than form in literacy
instruction.

We believe that good literacy education means more than just
teaching students to read and write. What is important is how they
can use what they learn to get involved in things that affect their
lives. Immigrants and refugees face many problems - being unable

to find work, dealing with discrimination on the job, raising children
in a new country, maintaining communication with their families at
home, and more. We believe that education should enable
participants to understand the social nature of these problems (which
they often see as personal problems or inadequacies) and to work
together in figuring out ways to address them.

We believe that students learn best when the content is related to
their own experiences. They are able to do more when learning builds
on what they know. This means that the curriculum comes

from within the classroom. It draws on their own cultural and

11




about
family
literacy

about the
native
language

about
methods
and
materials...

about
teachers...

about
training

personal histories: as such, the content doesn’t have to only be related
to life in the U.S,; it can also include telling, writing and reading
stories about their own countries and cultures.

We believe that any literacy work that supports parents in their efforts
to make a better life for their families is family literacy. Family
literacy means much more than parents reading: bedtime’ stories or
helping children with homework; family literacy includes whatever
strengthens communication within families and enables parents to
advecate for family needs. Rather than imposing family literacy
content through the instruction of particular practices or lessons,
teachers should integrate family literacy concerns throughout the
curriculum as they arise organically.

We believe that students’ first language should be seen as a resource -
not an obstacle - for literacy or ESL acquisition. Beginning literacy
students can use their existing oral language as the basis for learning
how to read and write. They can use first language (L1) literacy as a
bridge to ESL. In ESL classes, students can decide when and how to
use their first language to support learning English.

We believe that a variety of methods and materials should be used in
classes. Because of past experiences, learners (and sometimes Interns)
may expect teacher-centered and textbook-based classes focusing on
mechanical and rote learning. However, relevant, engaging
instruction entails interaction, meaning-based activities, and learner-
generated materiais. Thus, to reconcile students’ expectations and
teachers’ styles in an effective approach, traditicnal and non-
traditional methods should be integrated.

We believe that people who share the culture, language and life

experiences of the learners are uniquely qualified to teach them. A
shared background can enable teachers to know what is relevant to
students, how to make thern feel comfortable, and how to draw out

their concerns. We believe that these qualifications should be
J.recognized and enhanced - highly committed immigrants and

refugees who don’t have credentials (or can’t afford higher education),
should be given the opportunity to utilize and develop their skills.

We believe that teacher iraining should be participatory. The
knowledge and experience of Interns should be an integral part of
training. As such, our view of training is similar to our view of
teaching. Mentors and Interns should learn from each other so that
everyone’s expertise is valued. Training should emphasize dialogue,
sharing, and investigation, rather than the transmission of knowledge
or prescription of teaching practices. The content of workshops should
build on what is happening in the classes and on prior discussions.

v




LN—--J \.—«J eyt L-u—-——'"

' . H .

{ x ;

|

Why did we write this Guidebook and who is it for?

to tell our
story...

to provide
guidancs..

to
advocate
for
resources..

The first thing we should say about our model is that it is
nothing new! The ideas of participatory literacy education and
native language adult literacy are widely accepted in many parts of
the world, especially in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. In
particular, the idea that teachers should come from the
communities of the learners is the basis for most literacy campaigns
around the world. It is only in the U.S. (and other industrialized
countries) that this practice is not the norm.  Thus, one of our main
goals is to make this model more accessible in the U.S.

The first purpose of this Guidebook is to tell the story of how we
adapted and implemented this model on a small scale in a Nerth
American context. In it, we have compiled and evaluated our own
experiences, not just to satisfy our funders, but to give other
teachers and programs the chance to see what we did, what worked
well, and what didn’t. We were fortunate that, in this case, the '
funding agency itself (the National Institute for Literacy) suggested
that grant recipients write a final report that would be useful to
practitioners. We see the Guidebook as a way to present our
communities to the outside, especially to other education centers
and people who are doing the same job we are doing.

Thus, in addition to presenting what we have done, we hope
that it will be a reference for teachers, to help you serve your
students better. We hope that others who are considering
implementing a similar training project will use our experience as a
guide. However, as Julio said, the Guidebook is not a Bible - we
don’t assume you will agree with or follow what we’ve written.
Each teaching context is different and no one can tell someone else
what to do in his/her situation. The paradox of planning is that
you can’t actually know what to do until you listen - until you're in
the situation with the people that you'll be working with, learning
about their living situations, histories and hopes. That's why much
of the report is written in the past tense: we think it is more helpful
to tell you what we did than what you should do.

The Guidebook also has another purpose (maybe ultimately its
most important one!) and that is to convince funders and policy
makers that this is a powerful model for addressing the literacy
needs of immigrant and refugee adults so that they will commit
more resources to it. For this reason, we have not only evaluated
the particular work of this project, but incorporated evidence from
similar projects which indicate its potential.

~3
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How was this Guidebook written?

the
process

While the focus of this Guidebook is the Community Tra‘ning
for Adult and Family Literacy Project (CTAFL), it incorporates
experiences that go beyond the time frame of one project. All of the
project staff had worked together in a prior collaboration, the
Bilingual Community Literacy Training Project (BCLTP), which was
founded on the same philosophy and principles. Since there were
differences in the structure and scope of the two projects, we
decided to include resuits of our work in both in order to
incorporate the broadest possible base of knowledge and data.
Although the one year time frame of the CTAFL limited what we
could do, the wealth of experience from the prior project allowed us
to compare what worked and what didn’t in each. The lessons we
learned in that project, and the lessons we learned in writing about
it, are very much a part of this Guidebook.

One of the principles of a participatory process is that everyone’s
voice and contributions are valued. In order for the voice in any
documentation such as this to be truly authentic, each participant or
participating agency would have to write about their own work. In
fact, frequently outsiders have written about the work at
participating sites, leaving site staff feeling that their voices were
not represented. Although everyore on the staff of our project
agreed in principle that it would be desirable for sites to write about
their own practice, no one felt it was entirely feasible, given the
constraints of time, funding, and experience. On the one hand,
Mentors felt that any time spent writing should be paid; on the
other, they felt that their priorities were teaching (if money were
available, it should be spent on services for students). In addition,
the notion that only site representatives can write about the project
obscures the collaborative nature of the project - much of what we

did, we did together, in joint work.

We addressed this dilemma about voice by trying to make the
writing process as participatory as possible, even though one person
(Elsa) did the actual writing. We started by looking at a range of
models of final reports and literacy training guidebooks; each
Mentor reported on features that he/she liked from the samples.
Then, the Mentors generated a list of questions that practitioners
and policy-makers might ask about our project (these are the
questions that form headings in each chapter). We then had a series
of meetings.in which we discussed each of the questions as a group,
with everyone contributing what he/she thought should be
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language

included in that section. Elsa took minutes of those discussions,
recording participants’ actual words, and used what was said as the
basis for each section. Elsa then wrote drafts which incorporated
these discussions, as well as documentation that had been collected
throughout the project. This documentation included:

eminutes of meetings: We had detailed minutes of core staff
meetings, training workshops, and teacher-sharing meetings;
these minutes recorded the actual words of Menters and Interns.

*samples of work: We collected samples of Interns’, Mentors’,
and students’ work throughout the project. These included
lesson plans, writings, reports of discussions, etc. Since many of
the samples of learners’ work that were collected throughout the
project include reflections on their own learning, their voices
are also represented through these writings.

*interviews: Interns and Mentors interviewed each other at the
beginning and end of the project. Interns also interviewed
selected learners at the end of the project.

sevaluation results: We used a variety of evaluation tools (site
surveys, anecdotes, student profiles, etc.) whose results are
included.

The drafts were then distributed to project staff, as well as the
BALF Director and interested Education Coordinators at the sites.
Everyone gave feedback which was discussed and incorporated into
the final version. The participatory nature of this process broke
down to some extent as the deadline for submission of the report
drew near: there wasn’t enough time for the final chapters to be
fully discussed by the group. In addition, some suggested revisions
were not submitted in time to be included. Of course, since the
report was due three months after the funding ended, the many
hours of meeting and discussion (as well as the writing of the
report) were largely done on an unpaid basis.

In writing this report, we faced several challenges. The first was
how to present findings in a way that adhered to the conventions of
final research reports and, at the same time, present them in a way
that is useful for practitioners. If an evaluation is technical and
quantitative, or uses a very academic discourse style, it may exclude
many potential readers. In our report of the first project, we used
somewhat academic language at times because we felt this would
legitimate our findings to funders and policy makers. Because the




the product

purpose of this report is to popularize the model, we have chosen
to use a colloquial and less academic style.

A related challenge was how to write this report in a clear and
accessible way while at the same time capturing the richness and
complexity of the issues we addressed. How could our writing be
simple without being simplistic? How could it be usable without
being prescriptive? How could it be straightforward without being
mechanical? In addition to using a colloquial writing style, we
have tried to address these concerns by including many examples
from our practice. Whenever we suggest a particular tool, activity
or piccedure, we try to include an account of our experience with it
and reflections on how it went for us.

A third challenge was how to present our project in its most
positive light (since our ultimate goal is to advocate for the
expansion of this model) and, at the same time, present it in its full
complexity. Like anyone involved in a demonstration project, we
want to show how successful our work has been because we believe
so strongly in the power of this model. But we also want to be
honest because this is what will be most useful to others. How
often, when we read about other projects, do we think, “It sounds
wonderful, but I wonder what really happened?” We often feel
constrained to write about the ideal - to make our work sound
unproblematic even though, as any practitioner knows, there are
always difficulties and limitations as well as contextual factors
which shape the outcomes. This report tries to present both the
power of our model and the challenges we faced implementing it.

Another dilemma concerned the product of our work. Research
reports often frame conclusions in terms of outcomes; training
projects often frame them in terms of training packages or
curricula. However, because every teaching context is different, we

~didn’t feel it would be appropriate to prescribe a single, pre-

determined training design. We did, however, arrive at
generalizable conclusions and identify significani implications of
our work. Thus, the focus in this report will be in terms of the
processes of the development of our model - looking at why we did
what we did, at how our thinking and practice developed, and at
how we made sense of participants’ reactions. Issues and
contradictions we faced along the way will be integrated throughout
the report, because it was the struggle with these issues that was the
real motor force of the project, helping us to clarify our-perspective
and arrive at our conclusions.
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| Howis this Guidebook organized?

The Guidebook has two major parts: Part I tells the story of our
} project; Part Il presents specific training activities or modules which
we used with Interns and which others might adapt for their own
‘ ' training projects. Part II will be available under separate cover ata ~
later date.

} Chapter One presents the background of the project, starting with
the context at participating sites, explaining why and how they became

involved with this model. It then presents the rationale for the

1 B project design, including a brief explanation of the key features of the
project, where the ideas for this design came from, how they are

supported within a broader framework of theory, research and

] practice, and how we translated them into project objectives.

Chapter Two, the overview of the project structure and
participants, looks at how the collaboration was set up and
administered, how the training was structured, who the participants
were, and how they were selected.

Chapter Three presents a description of the training of Interns,
including our general approach, what we did within each training
component (workshops, teacher-sharing meetings, and Mentoring),
and issues that emerged in the process.

Chapter Four presents a brief overview of the relationship between
the training and what actually happened in the ESL and literacy
classes; it also addresses teaching issues that emerged from practice.

Chapter Five focuses on proiect evaluation - our approach, plan
and evaluation tools. It discusses the process of evaluation and how
the design changed. It goes on to present results of the evaluation,
discussing the impact of the project on Mentors, Interns, learners and
sites.

The Conclusion summarizes our findings regarding each of the
key characteristics of the ‘from the community-to-the-community’
model. In addition, it examines dilemmas and challenges we faced
and includes recommendations for the field of adult literacy,
discussing the broader potential of this model and what is necessary to
realize it.

The Appendices include sample start-up materials, workshop
minutes, and evaluation tools.
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Some notes on terminology

| native We use the term native language to refer to learners’ first language or
language mother tongue - the language that is primary for them. The terms
native language, first language, and mother tongue have different
connotations in various parts of the world and to different people. In
this report, we use them interchangezbly. In the context of our work,
some Haitian Creole speakers and some Spanish speakers were placed
in native language literacy classes because they had minimal prior
education and did not have a basis of first or native language literacy;
the rationale for this model is explained in Chapter One.

L1 and L2 - L1 is used to refer to someone’s first or native language; L2 is used to
refer to someone’s second language (which, in the case of our project,
was usually English).

Creole Aithough there are many kinds of Creole uced in the Boston area
Kreyol (Cape Verdean Creole, Jamaican Creole, etc.), Haitian Creole was the
only one used in our project; for this reason, when we use the term
“Creole” in this report (eg. “the Creole literacy classes”), we are
referring to Haitian Creole. We have not used the Haitian spelling, ‘
Kreyol, since the report is in English.

training The grant is called a training grant because this is the commonly }
accepted way of describing short-term programs for teaching specific

vocationally-oriented content. However, we are uncomfortable with
this term because it often connotes transmitting specific skills or
techniques; our approach focused much more on drawing out group
knowledge and sharing experience than on transmitting a particular
method or technique. Our goal was not that participants would
‘master’ a pre-determined body of knowledge or teaching
competencies, but that they would develop a stanc ar approach to

_teaching. We use the term training because we ha...i't found a better

| one, but don’t view it in mechanical way.

Y
o0
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Chapter One: The Context and Rationale

The idea for the Community Training for Adult and Family Literacy Project did not
fall from the sky or emerge from an ivory tower: it was a response to realities
_confronting the communities of the participating sites and was based on a history of
practice at the sites.  Its impetus and rationale came from the sites’ specific needs
and it built on initiatives that they had elready undertaken to address those needs.
This chapter looks at tie-contexts at the sites, the history of the project, and the
reasons for its design. The so what? sections highlight implications of our
particular experience for others undertaking similar projects.

the The sites have many commonalities. Each has deep and long-
contexts at | standing roots in the community where it is situated; the sites are
the sites well known among local immigrants and refugees and have long

waiting lists for classes. Each has had an adult education program
for at least ten years and has participated actively in the adult
literacy community in the Greater Boston area. They provide a
range of services in addition to ESL classes, from counseling to
childcare, and, in some cases, health care, and legal services.

In addition, the sites share a commitment to developing the
leadership of people from the communities of the learners and to
expanding services for learners with minimal prior education and
literacy vackgrounds. Before we began working together, each had
begun developing this model, but had not had sufficient financial
or structural support to sustain these efforts independently. The
collaboration, thus, became a vehicle for continuing initiatives
already under way at the sites.

At the same time, however, the conditions at the sites are quite
different in terms of the backgrounds of students they serve, the
kinds of services they offer, the internal structures of the sites, and
the relations of the sites to the learners’ communities. The project
compenent at each site was tailored to fit the needs of students
within its community. This background information is included
here because, as with any project, the context is critical in shaping
the content, direction, and outcomes.

so what? Thus, our experience suggests that collaborations need to both
provide a common framework for participating sites (based on their
shared needs and vision for training and instruction) and, at the
same time, respond to site-specific conditions. Balancing the
tension between common purposes and particular conditions is
precisely the challenge of collaboration - the challenge of adapting
commonly-held principles and processes to differing contexts.

13

-k
[




The most striking characteristic of the context of the Harborside Program is the
rapidly changing demographic situation in East Boston, where it is located.
According to the Hispanic Office of Planning and Evaluation, the growth rate for
Hispanics in the state of Massachusetts between 1970 and 1980 was 11 times
faster than that of whites and five times faster than that of blacks; ~Hispariics
accounted for 67% of the total population growth in the state during that period;
22% vt the population in East Boston are refugees and immigrants, many of
them recent arrivals from Centrai America with limitad English language
abilities and few economic resources. Hispanic families have the highest
poverty rate of any group in the area. An estimated 20% of the Hispanic adults
who seek educational services have less than a fourth grade education and are
minimally literate in Spanish.

The Harborside Community Center (HCC) offers the only free ESL classes in
East Boston. Its Adult Literacy Program has been offering basic education
services since 1983. it provides four levels of ESL classes, as well as ABE
reading, writing and math - from basic literacy levels through high school
equivalency. There are over three hundred adult literacy students enrolled in it
annually who come from many ethnic, linguistic, racial and class backgrounds;
of these, 34% are Hispanic. Thus, while the learner population at Harborside is
a mixed one, and the agency serves many different ethnic groups, it is clearly
the central place in East Boston that Hispanics go for educational services. The
HCC also offers a range of other programs including After School Day Care,
After School Reading, Community Counseling, Peer Leadership, summer
camps, and, most recently, a program aimed at giving East Boston youth a safe
place to go after school where they can study, meet other teens and work on
projects that give something back to the community.

The Harborside Adult L.earning Program (ALP) is committed to multi-cultural,
participatory adult education in which the content of classes is driven by the
interests, experiences and community concerns of learnars. Part of its mission
is to “utilize participatory classroom activities and curricula which encourage
our students to use thair personal experiences and goals as the basis for a
meaningful learning experience.” The HCC has a history of training, hiring and
promoting staff from the communities of the learners. The staff has included
several language minority ESL teachers; in addition, bilingual aides and
bilingual volunteer tutors hava assisted in classrooms for many years.
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The Haitian Muiti-Service Center

Over the past decade there has been an exceptionally rapid growth of Haitians
living in the greater Boston area, making it presently one of the largest Haitian
population centerz in U.S. (following Miami and New York). Current estimates
place the Haitian population in the state at over 60,000; the majority of Haitians
- up to 25,000 - live in the Dorchester and Kattapan areas of Boston. Despite
this continuing increase, the HMSC is the only social service agency that
provides educational and social services specifically targeted for the Haitian
community in Boston. It is located geographically in the heart of this community.
it is the largest humari service agency serving Haitians in Massachusetts.

The mission of the HMSC is based on a *“Haitians serving Haitians™ model; it
provides human and educational services as well as promoting community
development and leadership in a culturally and linguistically familiar context. it
has a broad range of services; in addition to adult education, it provides pre-
school, pre-natal care, AIDS outreach and education, refugee resettiement,
legal services, family counseling, and translation services. Adult education is
its largest component, serving over 300 students daily in 18 classes. The
waiting period for regular classes is up to three years and the waiting list
nurnbers over 400 students.

The Aduit Education Program provides morning, afternoon and evening
classes. It includes two levels of Kreyol (Creole) literacy, four levels of ESL and
a high school diploma program Trhough the Massachussetts English Literacy
Demonstration Project (MELD), the HMSC provides an advanced reading and
writing class to transition students from ESL to high school diploma and a
college credit reading, writing and math class through Roxbury Community
College. The HMSC Study Center provides a compter lab available for all
classes, elective classes in math and conversation and program development

support for teachers to explore ways to integrate math, science and technology
in the curriculum.

The HMSC has been committed to the hiring of bilingual/bicultural staff since its
inception. In the mid-1980’s, the Adult Education Program established a two-
year Bilingual Teacher Training Project to address the naed for increased
recruitment, training and hiring of bilingual Haitian teachers in adult education.
In addition, the HMSC has worked extensively with local colleges and
universities to recruit Haitian undergraduates for iniership and work-study
positions; it was instrumental in establishing the Student Literacy Corps at
UMass/Boston. Students at the HMSC are also encouraged to take on
responsibilities within the program and are often hired to teach or administer
Study Center activities.

15
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The Jackson-Mann Community School

The primary difference between the Jackson-Mann Community School and the
other project sites is the incredible diversity of ethnic and linguistic groups
represented in its classes. According to the Boston Redevelopment Authority
(BRA) Boston Household Survey for 1985, 20% of households in
Allston-Brighton identify a language other than English as their primary
language; early indications from the 1990 Census suggest that this percentage
is growing. Allston-Brighton is home to 28% of all Hispanics living in Boston,
43% of the city's Russian residents, 26% of the people from other Eastern
European countries, 30% of Boston's Asian community and 15% its Brazilian
population. The population served in Allston-Brighton is predominantly
low-income, including local public housing residents, AFDC recipients, and the
working poor. Although many of the students in the program hold jobs (and
some hold more than one job at a time), most are low-wage, entry level jobs:
housekeeping, janitorial, cooking and counter positions in fast food restaurants,
and assembly line jobs.

The rwlasses at the JMCS reflect the diversity of the area’s population: the
program serves 450 students per year who come from 25 to 30 different ethnic
groups. An estimated 5% of the adults in the ESL classes have less than a
fourth grade education in their home countries. Thus, at this site, the need is
more for beginning ESL than for first language literacy; further, since classes
are linguistically mixed, ESL is the only viabie option for the immigrant and
refugee learners. The program has four components: ESL, ABE, GED, and
EDP (an External Degree Program for high school equivalency). Because

many of the students are employed, most of the classes are held at night at the
JMCS.

There are over 400 adults on the waiting list to get into ESL classes. The JMCS
has never had to actively recruit students since it is well-known among
immigrant and refugee communities as a center that offers free quality ESL
classes. In addition, the issue of waiting list length has been addressed by
having class sizes of up to 30 and involving students as much as possible in
assisting teachers and working with other students.

The JMCS has a long history of promoting leadership from within the learners’
communities. It has had advocacy training projects to develop students as
community activists. It has hired language minority ieachers and teaching
assistants. Students have produced a magazine and been involved in various
aspects of program governance (including a student council.
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What was the history of the project?

It was these conditions at the sites that gave rise to the ideas underlying the
Community Training for Adult and Family Literacy Project. As the following
account indicates, the basis for the project was already in place long before it actually

began.

needs
identified

In the mid-1980’s, a group of community-based agencies in the
Boston area had identified the need to diversify the adult education
workforce (which had been predominantly made up of white,
Anglo North Americans with undergraduate and/or graduate
degrees) and to train instructors from the learners’ communities.
With resources limited, many/ﬁrograms were seeking additional
ways to continue providing services for incoming students while at
the same time, increasing opportunities for advanced students who
had completed existing courses. The idea of training exceptional
students to become instructors for lower levels was seen as a way of
providing a ‘step up’ for them as well as addressing the demand for
increased services and a multi-cultural workforce.

In addition, a growing need for first language literacy had been
identified. At Harborside, a previously hidden population of
immigrants with limited educational and literacy backgrounds
(many of whom were Central American) began to enroll in classes
in order to meet requirements for amnesty; these were students
who had been too intimidated to come to a school setting until they
were required {o do so for legalization purposes. It had become
increasingly clear to their teachers that students who didn’t know
how to read and write in their first language were struggling (and
often failing) in ESL classes. The existing ESL classes were unable to
meet their needs and the few places that taught literacy in Spanish
required students to pay for these services. Thus, the Harborside
saw the need to start a Spanish literacy component for the growing
numbers of learners who might otherwise have been relegated to
the waiting lists or never come for classes at all.

The HMSC had been providing Kreyol (Creole) literacy
instruction since 1984 and was interested in expanding this
component. In the mid-1980’s, through a collaboration with
Roxbury Community College, the HMSC provided workshops in
Kreyol linguistics for teachers and college interns. Attitudes toward
Creole were changing since it had become the official language in
Haiti after the fall of Duvalier. A Creole linguistics course at
UMass/Boston fostered this interest. Further, a growing number ot
refugees was coming to Boston as a result of political and economic
instability in Haiti; many of them had had no opportunity for
education in Haiti and needed basic literacy instruction.




projects As a result of all of these conditions, a number of projects were
initiated - | initiated by community-based organizations during the 1980's:

*The Boston Adult Literacy Fund secured funding for a city-
wide pilot project to train people from the communities of the
learners as teaching and administrative assistants.

*The Haitian Multi-Service Center developed and implemented
a Bilingual-Teacher Training Project to recruit, train, and hire
Haitian teachers in its Adult Education Program in the mid 1980’s.
At the same time, the HMSC actively recruited bilingual interns
and work-study students from local colleges and universities as
tutors and teaching assistants. As a result of this work, an
increasing percentage of the staff was Haitian and included college
-interns and program graduates. In addition, the HMSC initiated
Creole literacy instruction under the guidance of a volunteer.

eThe Jackson-Mann Community School had received a grant to
train advanced students to become community educators for
employment and housing issues.

*The Harborside Community Center hired a bilingual ESL
teacher and a Cambodian teaching assistant to teach a bilingual
Cambodian ESL class.

*The Jackson-Mann Community Schoo! and the University of
Massachusetts at Boston worked with two other community-based
agencies (the Community Learning Center and El Centro del
Cardenal) in the English Family Literacy Project which included
Spanish literacy instruction taught by a Bolivian teacher.

Despite the great need for these programs and their many

successes, there was little finandal or structural support for them.

. Although funding agencies and policy makers often paid lip service

. to the importance of diversifying the field and promoting
leadership from within minority communities, they did little to
concretely follow up on these goals. Many other L1 classes around
the city were taught by volunteers, who, in many cases, had no
training; funding and logistical support (space, materials, planning
.time, etc.) for these classes was inadequate or non-existent. As a
result, despite their successes, these initiatives were often unstable,
lasting a few months, with frequent teacher and student turnover.
At the same time, it was clear that the number of students who

-1~ were unable to succeed in regular ESL classes because of L1 literacy

limitations was growing.
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collabora-
tion
initlated
(BCLTP)

collabora-
tion
continued
(CTAFL)

It was at this point that the idea for a university-community
collaboration to train community interns arose. The HMSC and the
JMCS, interested in stabilizing and expanding initiatives that they
had already begun, worked with UMass/Boston to secure funding
from the Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Language
Affairs for a project to train community Interns. This project, the
Bilingual Comrmunity Literacy Training Project (BCLTP), focused
on three kinds of literacy classes in accordance with the conditions
at the sites: Haitian Creole at the HMSC (as well as ESL), Spanish
literacy at the HCC, and ESL at the JIMCS. It was a three-year project
that involved monthly training workshops, weekly site-based
teacher sharing meetings, and mentoring. Up to sixteen Interns
were trained each year.

It was with this history of joint work that the sites embarked on
the National Institute for Literacy project. As the end of the BCLTP
approached, the participating sites felt that its impact had been so
positive that they wanted to continue the collaboration and to
advocate for the model more widely. The three sites decided to
work with the Boston Adult Literacy Fund in seeking further
funding from the National Institute for Literacy.

The new project was similar to the BCLTP in terms of the
overail model, approach, and rationale; however, it differed in
terms of time frame, scope, and training design. Specifically, the
CATFL was a one year project rather than three years; training
workshops were conducted on a bi-weekly basis rather than a
monthly basis; site-based teacher-sharing meetings were more
informal; and six Interns (two from each site) rather than twelve
(four from each site) were trained. In addition, its objectives
explicitly included a focus on family literacy in the training.

The fact that the projects differed in these ways shaped the
content and the outcomes of the two projects, allowing us to
evaluate the effectiveness of various design factors in each. These
differences are evaluated more extensively later in the Guidebook
because of their implications for others undertaking this kind of
work. We include information about both projects because our
experience with each enriches the knowledge base about the ‘from
the community-to the community’ model (thus, the term ‘model’
refers to both projects).
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Based on the needs identified by the sites and the priorities of the funders, we
identified the following objectives and key features in our proposal for the CTAFL

project:

objectives

key
features

*to recruit and provide opportunities for professional

minority groups;

recent adult literacy research and theory;
training and model teaching to community Interns;

instructors of adult and family literacy;

in ESL classes and their ability to support the literacy
development of their children;

*to build the capacity of community-based literacy programs
serving the needs of adult ESL and literacy students;

*to disseminate the model so that it can be replicated and
implemented on a nation-wide basis.

Underlying these objectives were four key features of the model:
°a meaning-based, culturally variable view of literacy

*a participatory approach to literacy instruction and teacher
training

*native language literacy for adult learners with little prior
schooling

etraining and leadership development of community

instructors.

1)8

development for teachers and Interns from underserved ethnic

*to develop a multi-faceted, practice-oriented model for training
community Interns to teach adult and family literacy based on

*to train a core group of bilingual Mentors to supervise on-site
*to train a core group of bilingual community Interns to become

*to facilitate the development of the literacy proficiency of non-
English speaking adults, including parents of bilingual students,
increasing their educational attainment, their ability to function




How is this model supported by theory and research?

Although the rationale for our model arose directly from the concrete conditions,
needs, and initiatives at the sites, we were by no means alone in arriving at these
conclusions. There is_substantial justification for each of the key features of the
model from a wide range of other sources. This support comes from language
acquisition and literacy theory and research, as well as from the work of other
practitioners and projects both nationally- and Internationally. The next sections
will briefly examine some of the research, theory, ahd practice, indicating why each
of these features is educationally sound.

cultural The past decade has seen advances in the theoretical

variability In | understanding of the nature of literacy, and, in particular, of the
literacy ways it varies according to culture and context. Studies of literacy
practices practices in a range of cultures indicate variation in types of texts,

participant interactions around texts, purposes for creating and
using texts, social meanings/values attached to texts, ways of
producing texts, and ways of socializing children through
interactions with texts.! A new paradigm has emerged in which
literacy is viewed not just as a set of isolated decoding skills, to be
acquired in an essentially similar universal process, but rather as a
set of social practices which vary according to cultures, contexts,
purposes, and participants. This means that culture-specific aspects
of language and literacy use must be taken into account in literacy
programming and curriculum development; teachers must be
aware of culture-specific discourse practices, literacy uses and
forms of learners’ cultures wherever possible.

connections | Another aspect of this emerging paradigm is that, increasingly, the

between divide between oral and written language has come to be

oral and questioned. Older views claimed that literacy was unique in that
written it allowed meaning to be represented autonomously, without
language reference to context; recent studies show that in fact, there are

many features of what has traditionally been thought of as oral
discourse in written language and vice versa2. A new conception
of literacies has emerged in which a variety of discourse forms are
seen to encompass a range of features of both oral and written
language. Culture-specific uses of oral language shape the way that
learners take and make meaning through texts. Teachers must
draw on learners’ oral language practices in developing their
reading and writing,.
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literacy
acquisition
as a
meaning-
making
process

conne