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This qualitative study was designed to explore URBS discursive formations of
literacy from 1949 to 2002. Documents included gaheonferences resolutions, policy papers
commissioned by these organizations, brochureskléiso position papers, global monitoring
reports, education sector strategy papers.To amahgz data, | drew | drew from three methods
of qualitative analysis based on grounded theorgtaphor analysis and CDA and various
analytical tools such as Foucault (1972, 1980)sonoof discursive formations, the concept of
intertextuality, recontextualization and multivatal

The conclusions drawn from this study follow theearch questions and the findings
therefore address five areas: (a) UNESCO'’s renadediiitions of literacy; (b) the discursive
formations of literacy; (c) the excluded discourse®)NESCO'’s conceptualizations of literacy;
(d) the relationships between the ethnographigirisiand an economistic approach to literacy;
(e) the metanarrative that surrounds UNESCO'’s qumedizations of literacy.

The overriding finding in this study revealed thlaé importance of the Anglophone
discourse of literacy in the international arend amacademia and the relevance of UNESCO’s
conceptualizations of literacy, ones aiming to npooate ethnographic insights into a an
economistic discourse that posit literacy as aadgoictice contributing to broader purposes of

lifelong education and responding to the demandbeofjlobal economy.
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CHAPTER ONE
LITERACY’S UNIVERSE OF DISCOURSES
Introduction

As far as literacy education is concerned, UNESQDaaleading United Nations
organization has been negotiating the contestedirneof literacy definitions by promoting a
desire for some equality between underdevelopeatdes and former colonizers through a
rethinking of knowledge and social identities “autbd and authorized by colonialism and
western domination” (Prakah, 1994, p.1475). Throagiostcolonialist lens, UNESCO kept on
“claiming the right of all people on this earth tiee same material and cultural being” by
seeking to “change the way people think, they wagytbehave, to produce a more just and
equitable relation between peoples of the world¥toung, 2003, p.7). As such, UNESCO
recognized that the ‘colonial subject’ remains aated internally, psychologically through a
westernized educational system that defines therétieal and pedagogica frontiers of literacy
and illiteracy by carrying a predominant ‘litergparadigm’ that excludes specific ways of
being, thinking, and acting. Thus, in order tocteanational consciousness’ according to frantz
Fanon (1984), the binary opposition between thergoér and the colonized became transposed
into the politicized opposition between the ‘woid literacy’ and the ‘hidden premises of
illiteracy’. By internalizing ways of being literat the ‘colonized’ learned new ways of reading
the world and their desires to achieve literacyiskire carried across into the desire for ‘lite-
race-ssness’, a desire surrounded by social catising of a westernized literate environment.
Consequently, UNESCO developed a majr strand oflysisathat involves attempts to
understand the dynamics in the formation of theerdite subject’ as the basis for refusing the

creation of the ‘illiterate subject’ as necessaiilferior.



Accordingly, UNESCOQO's since its inception until th860’s built conceptualizations of
literacy taking into account the willingness of thernational community to eradicating
illiteracy until the need to develop massive litgracampaigns become urgent in order to
incorporate social, economical, cultural, and it pedagogical approaches to the traditional
and monolithic view of literacy as a cognitive slahd a learning process. As such, in the
1970’s, UNESCO promoted the Experimental World faty Programme (EWLP) in order to
posit the urgency of implementing universal litgradleanwhile, during the 1980’s adult
literacy programmes couldn’t benefit from suffididanding because the main focus of the
international community was to promote universahptetion of primary education through the
acquisition of basic learning needs. Thus, the ephalizations of literacy started to
incorporate the notion of basic learning compegnckinally, in the 1990’s, the ‘policing of
literacy’ became associated with the urgent neeg@abze the Millennium Development goals
and posit the achievement of schooled literacthasnew motto of the international community
regarding literacy.

Nevertheless, UNESCO'’s understandings of literamyained associated to the key
elements of education developed by the United Mati@ask Force on Education for the
Twenty First Century (1996). An illustration of $htonceptualization of literacy can be found in
a 2009 UNESCO report in which the organizationestéihat:

Education plays a major role in the developmenseif-identity (learning to be) in

relation to a collective setting where individuasperience sharing their lives with

others (learning to live together), enabling themcontinuously improve and expand
their capacities (by learning to know), which wotddnslate into their capability to act

in different domains of the world (learning to dGQYNESCO, 2009, p.13)



Additionally, these four pillars of education repeated literacy as a key element of the
learning process, one which allows younger childaew adult to acquire and improve the
fundamental skills of reading, writing, and caldida. In building a strong relationship between
essential features of education in general anchtitein particular, UNESCO began to unravel
the multiple meanings of literacy and recommendedst Member States, Non Governmental
Organizations, public and private literacy stakdedod, and the United Nations agencies
authoritative conceptualizations of literacy.

As such, this study seeks to explore the a histbimvestigation of conceptualizations of
literacy at the international level by examiningshdNESCO is positing its renewed definitions
of literacy and representing multiple supportivecdurses in delineating its visions about a
major issue pertaining to literacy education. Thieppse of this theoretical investigation is to
explore through a sample of documents publishedd RESCO the diverse forms of literacy
from 1949 to 2002. It is anticipated that througiraveling UNESCO'’s forms of literacy that
the lessons learned from this qualitative inquirguld bring to the table new insights and a
more informed perspective regarding the actionditefacy stakeholders at the international
level.

This research included a purposeful sampling ofhteign documents illustrating
UNESCO'’s renewed definitions of literacy and thecdurses associated to these diverging and
competing definitions. The documents under our tsgruinclude international conferences
resolutions, world congresses on literacy, poli@pegrs, position papers, reports, guides,
brochures, booklets, papers commissioned by intiema organizations, and education sector
strategy papers. The study also considers offédalments that indicate policy directions and

priorities.



This chapter starts with (1) an overview of theteahand background that surrounds
the study (Reasons for doing the study). Followtmg is (2) The Purpose of the study, (3) a
discussion of the Notions of literacy and illiteyacand (4) an overview of the research
questions.Also included in this chapter is (5) scdssion around the Reasons for choice of
range of data,(6) the need for a study linked tddithority and (7) the highlights about what
| found.

Why Do we Need to Study Literacy Definitions

Acknowledging that literacy policies remain immeltse a contested theoretical terrain,
I, as a second language learner, born and raisethén has been qualifiedas the ‘third world’,
couldn’t ignore the voices of ‘subaltern illiterate“those people who did not comprise the
colonial elite” (Guhas, 1982, p.7). Through the dsiof Spivak (1988), | was also able to
acknowledge that there is an “epistemic violencehelupon the peoples viewed as illiterates
and realize that there is a need to improve traiditions by granting them a ‘legitimate voice’
in the the educational system and in the world ofkw As such, as a researcher | became
engaged into a‘re-staging’ of the ‘literacy discgeirpromoted by international organizations
such as UNESCO in order to study and analyze haw“sbcial articulation of difference”
(Bhabha, 1994, p.23) is enacted and re-enactdteimorld of academia and in the center stage
of UNESCO’s literacy arena. In doing so, my primgmyrpose is to try to incorporate the
‘illiterate subject’ into the colonizing culture & dominant westernized model of literacy.
Consequently, | pursued this theoretical, politiGald pedagogical engagement in unraveling
and delineating the dialectical relationships befwthe ‘literates’ and the ‘illiterates’ because
the latter are capable of interpreting, accommadatind resisting dominant literacy discourses

and practices. To paraphrase Tomlinson (2000), lird@r that one needs to ‘deterritorialize the



culture and politics of literacy’ by creating a fmacular understanding ‘of literacy by showing
how the contextual dialectics between influence education systems and literacy practices
because the literacy arena is an institution inctvlthe ‘subaltern illiterates’ need to acquire the
necessary skills in resisting dominant westernlgemtacy ideologies, beliefs, traditions, values,
and practices.

By trying to understand how the politics and idgi#ed culture of dominant literacy
models “travel across transbnational routes throunghv patterns of communication and
consumption”, this study can be a site where tigades of a UNESCO’s westernized literacy
model and the need to defend and implement a ‘ljmch view of literacy’ can intersect.
Accordingly, | became immersed in a research jopthat questioned the ‘educational route’ |
took all along the years and my belief in how &gy in its hybrid forms can be re-inscribed and
given new , divergent, competing, unexpected, gusitional meanings.

Personal Stakes in Studying Literacy

Thus, looking into the future of this research pobjso often seems like looking into the
past. | can remember when | went to a Christianapei school in Dakar, “College de la
Cathedrale”, a school that promoted excellencefdmbids the students to speak in their own
language. Our school system manufactured us ta barwholeness and soundness of French,
the language of the colonizer. | managed my wagugin high school, practiced reading and
writing about topics that were strange to me. Ohey History professors initiated us to the
work of one of the most brilliant Egyptologists lois times, Cheikh Anta Diop. | started to
become interested by the cutting edge work of Afrigphilosophers, the heritors of the

intellectual traditions established by the generatiwho fought for the liberation of Africa and



these scholars developed systems of thoughts raot&fitican vernacular concepts relevant for
the arts and humanities.

| started to enjoy learning and went on to stugwLand Political Science at the
university “Jean Moulin Lyon 3” in France. Immergithrough the rules of the ‘educational
glaze’, | realized that most of modern African tbbtiseems to be dependent on ‘western
paradigms’. As such, this new discovery increasgdintellectual curiosity in exploring new
concepts, new ideas, and new inspirations. Thexefdound myself immersed in the workings
of international organizations such as the Unitedidvis and started to dream that | will one day
be able to be part of this ‘network of apprentigeshand participate in the “enactement and re-
enactement of literacy education policies’.

Consequently, | kept the dream alive when | caméh¢oUnited States to do a Masters
degree in TESOL at Salisbury University. One of nmyguistics professors DrPandey
introduced me to the inextricably linked realit@slanguage and culture. DrPandey pushed me
to enroll in the doctoral program at Indiana Unsirof Pennsylvania (IUP).

Accordingly, the doctoral program at IUP brougheav vision which appears to me as
the basic prerequisite for the resolution of myueational errantry’ and my ‘pedagogical
dilemnas’. | realized that | had a narrow view afueation and literacy. Throughout the
semesters my educational horizon and ‘capital’ se@mbe regenerating and | was realizing
that, as a ‘good member of society’, duly traingdwestern universities, | should go into life
conscious of the deeper issues at stake and ofdllaes involved in them. | started thinking
about the fact that all men by nature are guidedhbydesire to know and in most cases they
also desire to apply their knowledge and | waslifneealizing that education is a process of

gazing out the unknown sea of our inner being.



During one of my course work, a graduate seminétdaracy, | participated in one panel
chaired by DrHurlbert at the College ConferenceCamposition and Communication (4Cs) in
San Francisco in 2006. Our line of inquiry was eatinteresting: “Affirming access or securing
the gates: UNESCO, the World Bank, the IMF, andglobalization of literacy”. | talked about
the effects of World Bank policies on Africa, expked the attempted ‘genocide’ of my native
language through the imposition of French curricalad described the effects of business-
university linkages.

Consequently, | realized that | am now less naiwagyimistic about the potential of
education, in and of itself, to effect major chasmgd societal levels because poverty and
oppression are persistent. As such, | realizedliteaacy education and educational paradigms
have a critical role to play in unveiling the trutiehind all these interdisciplinary literacy
debates even if it is not the key role some migiteohave claimed. | like to remember the
words of Gandhi who once said that the measuresoteety is the quality of life it provides for
‘Andiodya’, the ‘last person’.

Accordingly, | believe that our success as reseasctvill therefore not be measured by
invention of new concepts or development schemé we begin to make a difference to
‘Andiodya’, the ‘subaltern’, or the ‘illiterate’. Aus, | realized that | must continue to learn, to
practice research, to work, and to hope that | nit become one of these migrant African
scholars who are well positioned, touring on geusiyofunded research, attending international
conferences where they defend global structuresusecthey are constrained by the priorities of
aid donors to prove certain outcomes or policies sAch, the dynamics of this vision question

my world of experiences and | found myself immersed research journey in which | intended



to unravel and delineate the discourse surroundiNgSCO’s various forms of literacy from
1949 to 2002.

Therefore, this large array of theoretical framesl @onceptual tools in analyzing
UNESCO'’s discursive formations of literacy reve#fie® importance of the ‘glocalization’
approach that suggests that reconsidering frame=ferences is useful for both global and local
research. Also, it is anticipated that the attetoptncover UNESCOQO's forms of literacy through
the lens of a ‘glocal and transnational’ approackghin reveal the co-presence of both
‘universalizing aspects’ and ‘particularizing trdains’ of the literacy glaze.

It is an axiom of this study that literacy andrgey education respond to the challenges
of new world cultures and economies. Without faljprey to the traps of taking globalization
as the “mother of all metanarratives” (Luke, 20Gh)s study intends to raise questions about
how to reshape UNESCO’s conceptualizations ofligra Also, this study posits the re-
appropriation of the concept of transnational &itsr (Spivak, 1992, 1999, 2003), a notion that
expands critical literacy into a more empathetiadmof reading by promoting the ‘transnational
literate’, someone whose identity has been dilutedugh international modeling and re-
modeling of his/her literacy or his/her literacieAs such, my personal and theoretical
tribulations influenced the topical orientationglof study.

Purpose of This Study

The purpose of this qualitative inquiry is to expl& NESCO'’s discursive formations of
literacy from 1949 to 2002 in order to identify tkarious trends and patterns, key points of
continuity and discontinuity in UNESCO policing literacy. The search for the metanarrative
surrounding UNESCO's discourses on literacy willphes unravel this web of beliefs, moral

motives, and socio-cultural considerations thatasnsach one these definitions of literacy. It is



anticipated that, a better understanding of UNESCIOims of literacy will lead to a more
informed portrayal of the consequences of literatyhe national and international levels. In
order to better understanding how UNESCO is dewetppnd implementing multiple literacy
policies, the following research questions are asiizd:

(1) How is UNESCO as an international organizatmmulating renewed definitions of
literacy from 1949 to 20027

(2) What discursive formations are associated thiéhdefinitions of literacy?

(3) What forms of literacy are excluded within teekscourses?

(4) How can ethnographic insights be translated aliteracy policy context dominated

by an economistic paradigm of development?

(5) What is the Master Narrative that creates spacdthin this organization’s diverging

and renewed discourses on literacy?

Unraveling Notions of Literacy and llliteracy

As one enters into the very theorizations of litgraheoretical classifications regarding
the former concept are instruments of power andeggon and constitute a central stake in the
struggle between ‘literates’ and ‘illiterates’, &ach one tries to gain control over the
classification schemata that command to consergestatus quo or change it by altering the
divergent and competing representations of literacy

As such,the purpose of this theoretical investayatis to delineate and unravel the
discourses surrounding UNESCO'’s various formstefdicy from 1949 to 2002. In pusuing this
research journey, | realized that since the inoaptf the United Nations Education and
Cultural Organization, the world of academia depelb an increasingly scholarly focus in

analyzing the traditional and monolithic concepustlons of literacy and the economic,



cultural, social, and political considerations thatrounds this ever evolving ‘theoretical object’
of inquiry.

Thus, the distinction between literates and illites can be envisioned as a way of
privileging and legitimizing a definition of litecg over another. In order to forge a more
informed perspective regarding literacy educatiwa,need to unravel the theoretical challenges
and the moral motives bearing upon literacy stakiie engaged in the literacy project and
how the specific interests they pursue as authimétaagents affect the definitions of literacy
they produce.

Realizing that diverging and competing discoursagehbeen surrounding international
and national debates pertaining to the complexcimgji of literacy definitions worldwide, |
consequently wanted to understand how diverse tdoietraditions, schools of thought, and
socio-cultural constructions of literacy influenddBlESCQO'’s conceptualizations of literacy. As
such, one paradigm was still constant as UNESCOfmaasing new understandings of literacy
through a renewed literacy policy rhetoric unvejlthe contemporary Anglophone discourse on
literacy. Consequently, the Anglophone discourse litgracy seemed to reflect a major
theoretical tradition resulting from scholarly deds associating various disciplines such as
linguistics, sociology, anthropology, psychologydahistory. Thus, these inter-disciplinary
debates set an array of theoretical investigatiegarding the key components of literacy and
its socio-cultural, economic, and political consexges.

The diversity and the complexity of the Anglophatigcourse on literacy developed by
UNESCO in unraveling the multiple meanings of hiey posited the need to deconstruct the
discourses surrounding the most essential epistgiwal representations of literacy. Thus, the

concept of literacy and its opposite concept,eithcy needed to be questioned in order to
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unravel the theoretical clusters surrounding thaditional and monolithic vision of literacy as a
set of skills.

Additionally, a critical analysis of the autonomomm®del of literacy posits a need to
refine traditional definitions of literacy by putg on the table radical representations of literacy
as a reflection of instrumental power and a medmgppression therefore legitimizing powerful
and dominating discourses over the inclusivenedteparticularities of local knowledge and
minority languages. Drawing from these theoretdabates over which vision of literacy or
illiteracy to privilege or fight against, ethnoghap literacy perspectives raised essential
cautions regarding the essentializing and reduct’WESCQO’s Anglophone discourse on
literacy that couldn’t take into account the mu#ipneanings and ever evolving processes of
literacy and illiteracy.

Evolving Literacy Conceptualizations in the Acadent Community

Throughout the years, theories of literacy in tltademic community evolved from
those focused solely on the cognitive consequeotkt&racy to more complex societal issues.
Scholars in Linguistics emphasized the cognitivel @sychological approaches to literacy
(Vygotsky, 1962; Goody, 1968; Scribner & Cole, 1pEhving out historians with investigating
how Literacy conceptualizations have changed oirae t(Graff, 1987; Stedman &Kaestle,
1991), anthropologists focusing on cultural condtans of literacy (Heath, 1983; Reder, 1987)
while education researchers were examining cultuealations of literacy across societies
(Arnove& Graff, 1987; Wagner, 1993). As a result af these theoretical investigations,
conceptualizations of literacy in the internatior@mmunity evolved along the years to

incorporate multiple views of literacy ranging fraime representing literacy as the acquisition
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of basic cognitive skills necessary for the susthility of economic development to envisioning
literacy as a means for personal change and samb@ncement.

These evolving representations of literacy at thernational level posited international
organizations as key elements through which ther#teal and methodological classifications
of literacy are developed. As such, UNESCO was snp itself as a leading international
agency promoting authoritative understandingstefdcy. In doing so, UNESCO posited itself
as a ‘Bank’ marketizing multifaceted and symboiterbcy conceptualizations. As the leading
United Nations agency specialized in the field afu@tion, UNESCO was acting as a
‘knowledge Bank’ able to recommend and advocatealtwable principles and key international
agreements in the policing of literacy.

Thus, literacy policy analysts were left out witimajor challenge in delineating the new
content of adult education and literacy and prongpfin international commitment to literacy
worldwide as illustrated in the first internationednference on adult education. UNESCO
cautioned its Member States, Non Governmental Gzghaans, private and public literacy
stakeholders, and United Nations agencies ovetrgnsendous world challenge in reducing the
number of illiterates worldwide. The Elsinore caefece on adult education posited the need to
develop fundamental education for the increasingber of adults who “were unable to read
and write” (UNESCO, 1949, p.1). Thus, since theostlsystems couldn’t satisfy the needs of
adult learners, who “never learned to read andeiyrit was urgent to promote “adult literacy
promotion” (UNESCO, 1949, p.4). As such, literacgsnenvisioned as a fundamental human
right and as a means of achieving peace and egualitther, UNESCO posited the importance
of the ability to read and write as a key elemdntteracy education and as a means to fill the

gaps in an inadequate educational system. Meanwdslenentioned in the Education for all
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Global Monitoring Report in 2006, there were alargnifigures regarding the number of
illiterates in developing countries (see Table d @able 2). The increasing number of illiterates
in developing countries led UNESCO to distinguighween functional literacy and functional
illiteracy. The latter characterized the alarmirtgation of many adults in westernized countries
who went to school but didn’t acquire enough regdind writing skills to help them cope with

the demands of the new world economy.
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Table 1

Global and Regional Trends in Number of Illitergt&850 to 2000—2004 Adults llliterate (15
and over in Millions)

195( 196C( 197C 198( 199( 2000-2004
World
Developing 70C 73E 847 871 872 771
Countries

.............................. 804 83¢ 85E 75¢
Developed
and
Transition
Countries

Selected
Regions

Sub-Saharan 10€& 12C 12¢ 141
Africa
Arab States 19 48 55 63 65
East Asia and 29t 267 232 13C
the Pacific
South and 301 344 382 381
West Asia
Latin 43 44 42 38
America and
the

Note EFA Global Monitoring Report 2006.
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Table 2

Percentage Distribution of Global llliterate Poptilan, by Country

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000-2004

Global 700 735 847 871 872 771
Estimate of
llliterate
Population
(in millions)

Distribution

(%)
Developing 94.9 96.3 98.1 98.4
Countrie!
Developed and 5.1 3.7 1.9 1.6
Transition
Countrie:

Selected

Regions
Sub-Saharan 12.8 13.8 14.8 18.3
Africa
Arab States 2.6 5.7 6.3 7.2 8.4
East Asia and 34.8 30.7 26.6 16.9
the Pacific
South and Westi 355 395 43.8 494
Asia
Latin America 5.1 51 4.8 4.9
and the
Caribbean

Note EFA Global Monitoring Report 2006.

In order to get a better grasp of how UNESCO wasnpting renewed definitions of
literacy through the association of multiple supper discourses this study needs to rely on
major scholarly recognized theorizations of thaau#s understandings of the concept of literacy
such as Lytle and Wolfe’'s metaphors for literac989Q) and the key elements brought to the
table by UNESCO through the Education for All GlbhMnitoring Report in 2006. Lytle and
Wolfe (1989) envisioned four metaphors in analyzilitgracy practices and discourses:
‘Literacy as skills, literacy as tasks, literacymactices, and literacy as critical reflectiony B

doing so, the two authors posited that “while thesaceptual categories are not completely
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exclusive of each other”, they nevertheless “prevah effective means of comparing and
highlighting key assumptions about what constitwdalt literacy across a wide spectrum of
thought” (Walter, 1999, p.33).Conversely, accordingthe words of the UNESCO report,

literacy can be charted into four clusters: ‘ligraas an autonomous set of skills, literacy as
applied, practiced and situated literacy as a legrprocess, and literacy as text' (UNESCO,
2006).

Besides these theoretical investigations of litgréee challenge of eradicating illiteracy
worldwide was still persistent as limited financiakources were available for education while
the international community was positing the impode of universalizing primary education
through a compulsory process as in Westernized tdean As such, the Education for All
programme brought literacy to the table again binde it as a key feature of basic quality
education as implied the World Conference on Edaocafor All (Jomtien, Thailand, 1990).
This new motto reflected a strong commitment fréw international community as the concept
of literacy was moving beyond its traditional urstanding as a set of neutral skills to a
contemporary conceptualization of literacy as dopiactices encompassing the manifold
meanings and dimensions of key competencies.

As a result UNESCO moved from a view of literacysdslls for development projects’
(UNESCO, 1960), as a ‘store of knowledge, skilisd &now how’ (UNESCO, 1975), as a
‘myth’ (Coombs, 1985), as a ‘basic learning neeb, an ‘autonomous model of literacy’
(Street, 1995), as an ‘intellectual capacity’ andtechnical knowledge’ (UNESCO, 1995,
1996), as a ‘foundation of other life skills’ (UNE®, 1997), “multiple literacies’ (2000), as the

‘foundation for lifelong learning for all’ (UNESCQO2002), to finally a “complex problem
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related not only to the surrounding environment, &lso to the historical, cultural, political,
economic, and social features of each people” (UBIES2004, p.56).
An Overview of the Research Approach

Within the framework of qualitative inquiry, theusly was most suited for document
analysis. Document analysis can sustain an inteng@scription and analysis of UNESCO’s
discursive formations of literacy over the years.piraphrase Merriam (1998) we can mention
that document analysis can be an ideal designridenstanding and interpreting international
organizations’ policies on literacy because we W@ able to discover new meanings and
insights that can influence policy, educationalcgicees and research in the future. Finally,
document analysis is advantageous in offering apcehensive and comparative descriptive
account into UNESCO'’s discursive formations of rhey. A purposeful sampling of
UNESCO'’s literacy policies was used to select wawi&JNESCO’s documents pertaining to
literacy definitions from 1949 to 2002.

In order to analyze the various discourses surnmgndNESCOQO'’s forms of literacy, |
used the grounded theory research method alongthétlconstant comparative approach by
unitizing UNESCO’s documents into meaningful uraisd | assigned them a code. Later, |
performed what Cresswell (1998) terms axial codwiggrein categories or themes emerge from
UNESCO data. Also, | designed templates (Docum8atamary Forms) along with a sample
coded scheme; these methodological procedures ealawe to portray specific models of
literacy developed by UNESCO, a list of excludedcdurses, and an array of associated
discourses in order to finally discover the meteatare sustaining UNESCOQ'’s evolving forms

of literacy.
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Reasons for Selecting Specific UNESCO’s Documents
UNESCO has been chosen as an object of study kletdas specialized agency of the
United Nations system and it plays its role in purg the building of peace, sustainable
development, and international cooperation throaghcation. UNESCO as an international
organization has been striving to organize intéomal gatherings regarding key educational
issues in order to foster international cooperatietween Member States. As such UNESCO'’s
documents are universally accessible through &tyaof sources by following the guidelines of

their website (www.unesco.9rgAll the UNESCO standard setting instruments aceessible

through their website in the six official languaggsthe organization along with conventions,
recommendations, and declarations. Everyone whaabesss to internet can use UNESCO'’s
online bookshop, archives, and library. While cactohg this study | was using the UNESDOC
database, one that contains more than a hundredahd free downloadable documents in the
six official languages covering all UNESCO fieldscompetence since its creation. Above all,
UNESCO library and archives provide access to #icial correspondence, publications,
electronic records, references and information he general public with an interest in
UNESCO'’s work.

A purposeful sampling procedure was used to seladbus UNESCO’s documents
pertaining to literacy definitions from 1949 to 200he year of 1949 is the starting point of this
study because it corresponds to the first time UBIBS®rganized an international conference on
adult education to posit the basis and contentoft@ducation as a field.

As such, adult education and literacy are key featwf UNESCO'’s priority lines of
action in supporting education for all. As statacthe objective of the document “one of the

first tasks of adult education has been to fill faps in an inadequate educational system and

18



classes for adults were a means of fundamentabéidador those who were unable to read and
write” (UNESCO, 1949, p.2). Again, this study of BNCO'’s discursive forms has as an
ending point the year 2002 because that year synsdlsahe starting point of the United Nations
Literacy decade and it presents various conceptumiges regarding UNESCO’s discourses on
literacy, and shows the influence of the EducatbAll movement as portrayed in the Jomtien
(1990) and Dakar (2000) goals.

Purposeful sampling allowed for sampling acrossous documents that represent key
features in UNESCOQO'’s policies on literacy from 13492002. All of these documents portray
specific literacy definitions. Included in the sdmpere:

Five UNESCO'’s International Conferences on Adultlu€ation from Elsinore
(Denmark, 1949), Montreal (1960), Tokyo (1972),i®#t985) to Hamburg (1997), the World
Congress of Ministers of Education on the eradscadf illiteracy (1965), and one International
Conference on Public education with one UNESCO®memendation to the Ministries of
Education concerning literacy and education. A#sth international conferences posited new
literacy definitions through their review and ewalon of adult education policies throughout
the world.

Other selected documents were related to defirstideveloped by UNESCO for
statistical purposes and comparability of educafiostatistics and an evaluation of the
Experimental World Literacy Programme. Among theéeeuments, one can note the 1953
Monograph on Fundamental Education (Progress efality in various countries), a document
promoted by UNESCO General Conference on the etiatuaf the Experimental World
Literacy Programme (EWLP,1975), the recommendatiooncerning the international

standardization of educational statistics (1978) ane document regarding the methodology
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for projecting literacy rates and educational attent (1995). As such, these three documents
were chosen because they posited the importantteeafomparability of educational statistics
in defining literacy and the new vision adoptedtlByESCO in promoting functional literacy.

Additionally, two documents related to the consemes of the Experimental World
Literacy Programme (1970, 1972) and a practicaldwnt (Manual) were chosen to posit the
growing importance of functional literacy in UNESGQ@olicies.

Finally the three remaining documents were relatetd NESCO’s (1989, 2000, 2002)
plans to eradicate illiteracy and posited the ingue of the Education for All movement and
the close relationship between compulsory primatycation and the fight against literacy.
Although all the documents mention literacy defons, there were differences among them
along the discourses that were sustaining thesaveshdefinitions of literacy.

Apart from the chosen eighteen documents pertgitoniteracy definitions, UNESCO
promoted along the years various documents relatdéiteracy in general or important reviews
of literacy policies all around the world. In orderperform a thorough analysis of UNESCO'’s
discursive formations of literacy, | decided notitezlude general reviews of world literacy
policies or documents specifically related to adcfditeracy or illiteracy data even though they
may contain some information regarding literacyirdgbns. The proper research sample

included eighteen documents as follows: (see Taple
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Table 3

Organizational Distribution of Analyzed Texts

Organizatiol Title of Documer Yeal
UNESCO Progress of Literacy in Various Countries 1953
UNESCO World llliteracy at Mid-Century 1957
UNESCO Recommendation Concerning the 1958

International Standardization
of educational Statistics

UNESCO Manual of Educational Statistics 1961

UNESCO World Congress of Ministers of Education on the 1965
Eradication of llliteracy

UNESCO Literacy 1968

UNESCO Literacy 1969-1971: Progress achieved in Literacy 1972
Throughout the World

UNESCO Revised Recommendation Concerning the 1975
International standardization of Educational Stass

UNESCO Experimental World Literacy Programme 1975

UNESCO Literacy in the World since the 1965 1975

Tehran Conference: Shortcomings,
Achievements and Tendencies

UNESCO Towards a Methodology for Projecting Rates of 1978
llliteracy and Educational Achievement

UNESCO Plan of Action to Eradicate illiteracy by the Y&900 1989

UNESCO World Declaration on Education for All 1990

UNESCO Literacy Assessment and its Implications for 1992
Statistical Measurement

UNESCO Methodology used in the 1994 Estimation and 1995
Projection of Adult llliteracy

UNESCO Education: A key to the 21 1997
Century

UNESCO The Dakar Framework for Action: EFA for All- 2000

Meeting our Collective Commitments

UNESCO Education for All: Is the World on Track? 2002

Note.Baye Massaer Paye. 2012
It becomes urgent then to study UNESCO’s formsitefdcy in order to analyze how

these policies impact national and Non-governmesrgdnizations literacy definitions.
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The Need for a Study Linked to UN'’s Authority

UNESCO since its inception works to create the @ for institutional dialogue
among diverse civilizations and cultures by promgtihe respect of commonly shared values.
It is through this network of institutional partsiips that UNESCO is able to posit the common
grounds of a sustainable literate environment aswein internationally agreed developmental
literacy education policies goals.

As such, it remains interesting and relevant tolyaeahow the issues of power and
knowledge intersect through UNESCO's policing téracy policies and how the multi-shaped
identities, subjectivities, and psychologies of therates and the illiterates are enacted and
legitimized by international organizations workingder the rule of the predominant United
Nations Agency.

Accordingly, as a second language learner, | neapiéstion the privileged ideological
supremacy of a dominant westernized literacy madedcknowledged by UNESCO, one of the
most influencing United Nations’ agencies. Thugs tbtudy is a theoretical opportunity in
unraveling how, according to Street (2003), “ligraomes loaded with ideological and policy
presuppositions” (p.340). Consequently, analyzifdESCOQO'’s literacy definitions equates to
delineating the surrounding values, traditions, #relsocio-cultural, political, and economical
consequences attached to the former literacy pslideveloped from 1949 to 2002.

Significance of the Study on Literacy Definitions

The rationale for this study relates to the needirtcavel international organization’s
conceptualizations of literacy as literacy defoiis represent a key strategy on the part of
literacy stakeholders in addressing authoritatieéesnents about literacy. UNESCO has been

chosen as an object of inquiry due to its leadolg regarding education in the United Nations

22



System and its positioning as a field of strugdieugh which literacy stakeholders seek to
promote and implement state of the art represemsbf literacy by privileging or undermining
key components of the ‘literacy capital’.

The significance of this study posits the attengpubearth the complex logic of the
literacy project and ‘interpretive puzzles’ to lesolved rather than a mesh of theoretical battles
to win in analyzing UNESCO’s discursive formatioos literacy. This process requires an
epistemic reflexivity in our analytical gaze as oppd to the forms of narcissistic reflexivity
developed by authoritative international organwadi in ‘policing literacy’. This new vision
leads us to put UNESCO under the sociological rsmwpe. Given the alarming figures of
world illiteracy, it is important to critically atygze how literacy is positioned and practiced by
UNESCO.

As Barton states, “every literacy program in therldioevery literacy initiative, every
government statement, every act by an aid agenepélaind it a theory of language and also a
theory about literacy” (1994, p.3). One can furtpesit the need to blend a critical discourse
analysis of discursive formations of literacy withe international focus common in applied
linguistics in analyzing the policing of literadgrough UNESCO. By doing so, this study takes
into account the growing discussion about the matdifiteracy, the competing definitions that
arise from the interrelationships between reading ariting, the cultural-political aspects of
the practices that comprise the field of rhetorid aomposition studies, and finally the cultural

politics of English as a Second Language (ESL).
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Assumptions

Based on the evolution of the notion of literacyagademia, drawing on theoretical and
empirical research, and the expertise of internatiorganizations involved in literacy such as
UNESCO, five primary assumptions were made reggrdims study. First, there is not a
universal definition of literacy. Second, Literadgfinitions portray the association of various
discourses in the international arena and in acedetinese definitions and discourses also
determine how progress or achievements in overapiiiteracy are monitored, assessed, and
funded. Third, UNESCO is privileging the Anglophaodiscourse on literacy. Fourth, given the
many faces of literacy in daily life, UNESCO is encaging ‘functional literacies’ in its efforts
towards achieving universal literacy. Fifth, liteyais a socially constructed discourse and
portrays diverse representations of political, @roit, socio-cultural realities.

Pursuing this research process of forms of literasyacknowledged by UNESCO, |
realized that | entered into the road of ‘incompleliscoveries’ because my findings are
surrounded by complex and ever-evolving theoretaid@mmas influencing the worlds of
illiteracy and literacy.

Highlights on Research Findings

Acknowledging that research is an ‘unfinished bess) | nonetheless realized
throughout this process that my understandings itefaty definitions as portrayed in
UNESCO'’s policies, require a detailed and in degtbount of the richness, complexity, and
variety of literacy practices accessible througle tethnographic glaze’. As such, these
questionable findings portray (1) a lack of uniatrdefinitions of literacy, (2) a diversity of
discourses surrounding various forms of litera®y, the promotion of multi-layered functional

literacies, (4) the association of the competingpfemical’ and ‘ethnographic’ paradigms in
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defining literacy, and (5) the major importancetiod metanarrative that sustains UNESCO'’s
policing of literacy worldwide. Nonetheless, thésearch study benefited from a detailed and in
deep portrayal of a review of the literature, onat tposits a thorough investigation of literacy

definitions.
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CHAPTERTWO
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction

The word literacy has always been characterizeitdbgonceptual complexity and its
thorough investigation often reveals a wide arragedinitions positing the plural meanings of
the concept of literacy. The international commitini fighting illiteracy worldwide portrays
the degree of involvement of literacy stakeholdersinravelling and delineating the beliefs,
traditions, and myths that surround the concepitexfacy. Further, this theoretical challenge in
uncovering the ‘literacy myth’ illustrates the imnce of historical studies about literacy.
Uncovering the multiple layers of the word literded to ongoing debates between proponents
of the social and cognitive approaches to liter&ye of the most noticeable aspects of literacy
research is its relatively rich body of theoretiti@ditions and epistemological perspectives.
UNESCO'’s contributions in putting the literacy deban the table and the launch of the United
Nations Literacy Decade (UNLD) made literacy reskbaa key issue in the way literacy
stakeholders address the multiple meanings oalbiter

The purpose of this critical inquiry in the field teracy is to examine UNESCO'’s
discursive formations of literacy. By doing so,stlsitudy seeks to understand and dissect how
literacy is positioned, practiced and construedréryewed conceptual re-coding of recurrent
themes, topics. Specifically, this study will alse concerned not only with describing these
processes, but also with considering their effetith respect to literacy funding, literacy
assessment, literacy evaluation and educationguailgies. Thus, this study highlights the
theoretical, political and economical relationshygtween literacy research, literacy definitions

and implementations by international organizatismsh as UNESCO.
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The review of some of the major research in thil fad literacy studies will help to
uncovering some of the meanings of literacy in ptdereveal its multi-dimensionality and its
embeddedness in social, cultural, and politicatexts. The review will look at a rich body of
literature raging from anthropology, psychology,stbry, sociolinguistics, and rhetoric.
Understanding the nature of literacy necessitatesneing how it is practiced, used, and
defined in various contexts.

Parameters for the Study

This critical review explores UNESCOQO'’s forms okliicy by looking at a rich body of
literature which portrays how literacy is understoim the world of academia and at the
international level. Three major areas of literatuare critically reviewed: (a) scholarly
definitions and conceptualizations of literacy, (NESCO’s conceptualizations of literacy, and
(c) studies related to the discourse analysigefdcy.

A review of the literature on literacy definitiopsovides an understanding of the history
and context under which certain definitions ofrbiey are legitimized while others are silenced.
Literacy definitions are reviewed to provide a @mtfor understanding what perceptions of
literacy are promoted and how they are legitimitedugh various discourses. The relevance of
the different topics selected in this literaturgies relies on the fact that we need to explore
what constraints bear upon literacy specialists iatelnational organizations engaged in the
literacy project and how the specific interestsytipeirsue as authoritative agents affect the
definitions of literacy they produce. Thus thisdstyortrays more an attempt to unraveling the
fuzzy logic and discursive puzzles of literacy maththan delineating a clash of theoretical

challenges in analyzing discursive formations tfricy through UNESCO.
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This review of the literature provides a comprelengicture of the different themes in
defining literacy at the international level andatiighout academia. It was also important to
include practitioners- based research as well asdeanic literature and international
organizations reports. It was very important tdude the following topics in this study: Major
theoretical and or research works with significaoe the literacy field as far as literacy
definitions were concerned, contemporary works ssithey are considered milestones in the
knowledge base, and international studies in otdeshow their comparative and illustrative
significance regarding literacy definitions.

An Overview of the Literature Review Conducted

The purpose of this overview is to delineate theeblogical explorations of portrayals
of literacy in academia throughout the years.
Literacy Definitions in Academia

A large and rich body of literature posited mukiglefinitions of literacy by implying
that “the construction and dissemination of coniosst as to what literacy is in relation to the
interests of different classes and groups” (Stre@85). The purpose of these historical studies
was to investigate some leading definitions andhdations of the concept of literacy with the
intention of exploring chronological extensionsit® meanings (Behrens, 1994), investigating
the literacy myth( Graff, 1979), criticizing autlitative and ‘unquestionable’ definitions of
literacy (Bhola, 1990, Freire, 1973, Freire & Mdog 1987, Gee, 1990, Gray, 1966, Hagel
&Tudge, 1998, Heath, 1980, Lankshear & McLarer§3,9 evine, 1982, Lytle & Wolfe, 1989,
Nyerere, 1975, and Walter, 1999 ), indicating theportance of reading and writing in
promoting literacy (Austey& Bull, 2003, Belisle, @9, Cambourne, 1988, Chall & Snow, 1982,

Goody & Watt, 1988, Langer, 1992, Luke &Freebod917, Olson, 1977, Ong, 1977, 1982, and
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Scribner & Cole, 1981 ), reviewing historical défions of literacy and illiteracy (Harman,
1970, Houghton, 2010, Smith, 1973, Ahmed, 2011m&a, 2008, Burniske, 2006, Ntiri, 2009,
Street , 1985, 1995, 2005, 2011, West, 1993), cting educational misrepresentations of
literacy in the Western world (Ntiri, 2000) and expling and redefining literacy the concept of
literacy (Basturkmen, Loewen & Ellis, 2002, Cenel®85, Daley, 2003, Ediger, 2001, Gee,
1989, New London Group, 1996, Ntiri, 2009, Oxenhd0880, Richardson, 1991, Taber, 1987).
Throughout all these conceptualizations of litefaoge can notice two important ways in
defining literacy: (a) literacy as a set of autous skills linked to the learning process and (b)
the social approaches to literacy.

The traditional autonomous model of literacy.This traditional portrayal of literacy
referred as casual literacy sustains literacy as\ariable element detached of any social
context.

The separation between oral and written discourses. Street (1995)'s reviewing of the
work of essential literacy scholars such as Goauy Watt (1963), Olson (1977, 1994), Ong
(1977, 1982) and Havelock (1963) led him to congaipte their work as a portrayal of the
‘autonomous model’ of literacy. According to Strg@995), literacy was envisioned as an
“invariable variable supposedly detached from itecia@ context” (p.76). Street’s
conceptualization of literacy posited the classgpasation between the oral and written
discourses that characterized the distinction betvweiltures having access to the written mode
of communication and others that privilege the anatle in conveying information. As much as
traditional research on literacy has demonstratedkey relationships between oral and written

modes of communication (Heath982 Tannen, 1982; Hymes, 1974; Gumperz, 1986; Cook-
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Gumperz, 1986; Bernstein, 1972) there is still adémcy to consider literacy as a
decontextualized set of skills and as an isolatephitive asset.

According to Goody and Watt (1988), Ong (1977,1988) Olson (1977), cultures
dealing with the oral tradition posited a commuti@aarena, one in which language practices
reflected socially and culturally shared meaninfgessential social events. On the other side of
the fence where reading and writing were privilegdte process of communicating was
considered as a cognitive and solitary process.cbnéemporary development of writing as an
essential mode of communication pushed away tHenwwde as a way of ‘telling’ history and
promoted writing as a more ‘sophisticated’ wayriecording’ history. According to Goody and
Watt (1988), the development of writing as an eakkey of communication is due to the fact
that “knowledge is divided into autonomous cogmitidisciplines” (p.18). Thus, humans
developed new ways of uncovering truth and sustgikinowledge by adopting writing as an
analytical process in objectifying their thoughtis essential role played by reading and
writing is reflected into Olson’s review of the sf@mological consequences attached to writing.
As he states: “writing and reading played a critimde in producing the shift from thinking
about things to thinking about representationshoké things” (p. 177). Therefore, humans are
adding a new layer of meanings in their words whiigileging a rational and linear process in
analyzing information.

With this traditional portrayal of literacy as thability to read and write, new
epistemologies or ‘ways of knowing’ (Langler, 1992F being promoted in academia while a
strong distinction arises between the ‘illiteratdipse who have access to the technology of
reading and writing and the ‘literates’, those wéennot cope with the formal educational

system. Proponents of this autonomous modelerflity envisioned literacy as a set of abstract
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skills that need to be acquired. Associated witis gkills-based approach to literacy is a
“distinction between the literate who possess tisddés and the illiterate who do not” (Street
1995, p.19). As such this view of literacy as ad$eskills historically represented the traditional
research regarding literacy education but, its éterstill dictate educational pedagogy both
implicitly and explicitly” ( Ediger 2001, p.24).Yeduch practices often have little affiliation
with literacy in use, either in community, occupatl or subsequent academic experiences.
One of the criticisms of the skills-based approecthat ‘literate practice’ is conceived

as a “fixed, static body of decontextualized skii&ther than a dynamic, social semiotic practice
varying across cultures, time and space” (Berha@@22p.27) while “such practices often have
little affiliation with literacy in use, either inommunity, occupational or subsequent academic
experiences”(West 1992, p.8). This skills-based@ggh to literacy also reveals how literacy is
sharing strong relationships with the ‘agendas’ afanizations portrayed as literacy
stakeholders (Gee, 2000) and why it is not a ‘ma¢uprocess (Lave, 1996; Luke, 1992). Thus,
the autonomous model of literacy is not taking iabzount the fact that literacy “constitutes a
patterned form of context-dependent social systehsmeaning, necessitating complex
interrelationships between social demands and gy competencies” (Murphy 1991, p.7).
Furthermore, these static conceptualizations of rieding and writing process failed to
acknowledge that these key-learning strategiesatdmn“described as an internal psychological
response” (Behrman 2002, p.26). Most importantig, skills-based approach to literacy failed
to illustrate how the learners can apply the aeguskills outside of the educational system.
Above all, in order to uncover the multiple readengd writing challenges that the learners are

facing during the learning process, it is urgent tftem learn how to “respond to semantic,
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syntactic, orthographic, visual, directional, sphatand redundancy cues embedded in texts”
(Anstey & Bull, 2003, p.69).

The whole language approach. Therefore, it was urgent to acknowledge that the
‘theoretical and pedagogical pendulum’ needed”toove from behaviourist, skills-based
approaches toward a focus on the semantics of wbelg” (Basturkmen, Loewen& Ellis 2002,
p.1). Along the same of vision, Richardson (19%l)ed for a “top-down and whole language
approaches to reading” (p.171). Thus, the emergisigcholinguistic perspective regarding
literacy education started to recognize and valwe ‘tsignificance of the reader’s prior
knowledge” (Coles & Hall 2002, p.106). This mordomed conceptualization of literacy
learning has been referred to as the ‘whole languagdel’, one pedagogical approach that
“emphasized the semantic features of literacy egpees within real world literacy situations
that skills-based approaches had tended to disfe¢fadiger 2001, p.23). The whole language
approach, as Cambourne (1988) mentioned it, po#it&dthe “written modes of language can
be successfully taught through the reproductiothefconditions in which children acquire oral
language” (Cambourne 1988, p.30). However, the ghHahguage model has also been
criticized by scholars such as Levine (1994).

Scholars criticizing the whole language approachplasized the fact that this
theoretical model regarding literacy learning didt@ke into account the true and essential
different epistemological perspectives and tradgidhat characterize non-formal and formal
modes of learning. As Luke (1992) states: The ‘temiltanguage is a social technology entailing
a set of historically evolving techniques for inption” (p.25). Luke further admitted that the
“lexico-grammatical structures of written languagye different from those of speech” (lbid.

p.25). Furthermore, the socio-cultural understagslisnd traditions regarding literacy education
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caution us to acknowledge that the “functions asedsuof literacy vary greatly across literate
cultures and historical epochs” because “many ltrdedtures do not operate with writing
systems” and with the lack of institutionalizingitvryg as a key element of the educational
process, “children will not necessarily develop mvent reading and writing skills
spontaneously” (Murphy, 1991, p.34).

Cambourne and the learning process. A key moment in the theoretical challenges

opposing the proponents of the autonomous modétevhcy and the advocates of a

skill-based approach to literacy was Cambourneitrggal of the learning process in an

essay entitled th€onditions of Learning Theory (198&ccording to Anstey and Bull

(2000) and Muspratt, Luke, and Freebody (1997), I&amme’s conceptualization of the

learning process didn’t take into account the cexipy of culture as a process

embedded in multiple linguistic perspectives infloieg the social construction of texts
as illustrated by the works of Heath (1983) and IChad Snow (1982). Thus,

Cambourne failed to emphasize a large and compiey af literacy practices and

socialization processes. Therefore, his study eoutdke into account the importance of

academic ‘literacies’ or various ‘ways of learnin@ranger, 1992) in relation with the
values and traditions surrounding the learning @ssat home.

With the multiplicity of socio-cultural processasd the variety of linguistic repertoires
surrounding the learning process scholars engagaddovering the true nature of literacy need
to go beyond the whole language learning and tegghiocesses in order to acknowledge the
key learning elements that are valued in mainstreaniety by laying an emphasis on the
privileged communication forms in the educationgtem (Delpitt, 1988). Otherwise we are

left with “implicit teaching practices advantagitige dominant cultural group over minority
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ethnic groups and social class” (Anstey & Bull, 20@. 130). Thus, the whole language
movement illustrated the complexity of ‘naturalri@ag’ (Bourdieu, 1977, Heath, 1983, Street,
1984) and scholars were right when they argue ti@t‘natural learning movement’ was
“promoting a situation in which only the brightestiddle class children can succeed because of
its refusal to be explicit” (Richardson, 1991, piL7

The differences between the oral and written ti@aatt as illustrated in the ‘whole
language learning’ approach debate led an acchemmtdtical challenge in delineating literacy
and its main consequences or benefits. In uncoyesimat distinguishes ‘preliterate cultures’
with ‘literate’ ones, Scribner and Cole (1981) meméd the notion of the ‘great divide theory’
which constitutes a ‘split’ between various cogmtskills developed by learners belonging to
different cultures that either value the writteadition or live by the oral tradition. In their
attempt to unravel the cognitive consequencederflty acquisition, Scribner and Cole studied
the Vai people of Liberia while emphasizing thefefénce between ‘schooled literacy’ and
‘non- formal literacies’. Thus, particular litera@yactices contributed to the development of
specific skills whether in writing, speaking, oritivrg official or vernacular languages. Scribner
and Cole study while mentioning the importance edding and writing in those languages
cautioned us that “social organization createsctiraitions for a variety of literacy activities,
and that different types of texts reflect differesaicial practices” ( Scribner and Cole, 1988,
P.69). This led them to conclude that non-formtdréicies along with ‘schooled literacies’
contribute both the learners’ cognitive development

Scribner and Cole’s (1981) conceptualization ofréty reflects an anthropological
perspective in delineating literacy as more thanahility to “read and write a particular script”

but as a means to “apply this knowledge for spegfirposes in specific contexts of use”
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(p.236). They further state that “inquiries intoetlcognitive consequences of literacy are
inquiries into the impact of socially organized girees in other domains” (Ibid. p.237). Along
the same line of vision Gee (1990) refined Krashattistinction between ‘acquisition’ and
‘learning’ to posit a definition of literacy thatmghasizes the “ability to control the use of
secondary discourses ( school, work, professiamerahan simply using the primary ones of
home and community” (p.77). Thus, by adding a nayet in defining literacy Gee along with
the New London Group (1996) implies that “learnargl teachers need a metalanguage-a
language for talking about language, images, teats, meaning-making interactions” (lbid.
p.77). Gee’s theoretical challenge in uncoverirg ¢bnsequences of literacy were reflected in
Ediger’s vision that “the binary opposition betweskills-based and whole language theories
can be reframed through” its “helpful distinctioetiveen acquisition and learning” (2001,
p.26). Consequently, Gee envisioned ‘acquisition’ a “process of acquiring something
subconsciously by exposure to models, a procesgmbénd error, practice within social groups,
which happens naturally and functionally” (2000118). Thus, ‘learning’ is a “conscious
process gained through teaching and in more foomadext requiring reflection and analysis”
(Gee, 2000, p. 114). This view is shared by Unsw(#002) according to whom, while “certain
literacy elements are acquired subconsciously tiirquractice, literacy learning also involves a
meta-language or form-focused direct instructioméscribe the conventions or rule-governed
systems of communication” (Unsworth, 2002, p. Alcordingly, literacy in the public sphere
requires an “instructional model that shifts betweeing and analysis, between acquisition and

learning” (Baker, 1997, p. 209).
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Literacy through anthropological and sociolonguistic lenses. The theoretical
challenges involved in positing the strong relaslops oral and written modes of
communication regarding literacy acquisition preess were also prevalent in the field of
sociolinguistics and anthropology. Micro level aysa&ls of the communication processes led to a
more informed macro level understanding of the eqoences attached to literacy.
Consequently, scholars in these related fields wdepening our interpretations of the
workings of literacy. Heath’s portrayal of what teyrmed ‘literacy events’ provides a rich
theoretical framework for analyzing the various gasses involved during communication’s
interactions between learners. According to Hea®@88), a ‘literacy event’ reflects the ‘insights
of sociolinguistics” because “any piece of writing integral to the nature of participants
interactions and their interactive processes” (@)3bleath’'s ethnographic perspectives on the
communication process shared some common featuitlss Hymes (1972) and Bernstein
(1972)’s notion of ‘speech communities’. Thus, sad communities are developing multiple
communities of practices by operationalizing a dam@ray of oral and written modes of
communication for different purposes accordingittetent contexts.

Through the words of Heath (1972), one can note¢ & “speech community has rules
for the conduct and interpretation of speech ardsrdor the interpretation of at least one
linguistic variety” (p.54). In the same token, Hynél972) notes that “speech events are
governed by rules and norms” while a speech acplitates both linguistic and social horms”
(p.57). Along the same line of interpretation ¢édacy practices, Bernstein (1972) invoked the
notion of ‘restricted dialect’, one that is “heavilcontextualized and based on shared
identifications, exceptions, and common assumptigmg76). Bernstein further states that the

“restricted code works against the idea of complaxceptual hierarchy for the organization and
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expression of inner experience” (p. 480). Thus,|¢aeners who are developing a schooled type
of literacy by using an ‘elaborated code’ mightresvarded (Bernstein, 1972). As Bernstein
indicates, the ‘restricted codes’ reflect a widagof or what Street may call “social literacies”
or the New London group ( 1996) “multiliteracies”.

In the field of sociolinguistics, Gumperz (1982)uated the Bourdieusian notion of
‘cultural capital’ to the concept of schooled lgey’. By mobilizing the concept of
‘conversational inferences’, Gumperz posited thspeech acts are instances in which
“participants assess other’s intentions based eir tfiven responses” (1982, p.153). Thus,
‘speech acts’ reflect essential conventions known‘cantextualization conventions’ (Ibid.
P.13). By learning and acquiring the necessarysstikey need in school, learners are acquiring
schooled based literacy and can be rewarded ifgeeprm well.

Additionally, Heath’s (1983) ethnographic portraydltwo Carolina’s White and Afro
American communities posited the differences betweeme based literacy and school based
literacy along the same line of research with S@tband Cole (1981). Heath stressed that both
communities were operationalizing various ‘literamyents’ by using ‘interactional rules’ that
have “interpretive competencies on the part ofgaeicipants” (p.350). The African American
community of Roadville used a ‘restricted’ lingugstepertoire as in the words of Bernstein
(1972) while the Trackton community members knew ho differentiate the language they
should use at home and the language that is rediamdchool. Heath (1988) made it clear that:
“Trackton residents did not lack literacy skillstitrather “knowledge about oral language uses
which would enable them to obtain information abdbé content and uses of written
documents, and to ask questions to clarify theiammegs” (p.365). On the other side of the

road, “Trackton children are used to have disamsswith family members and others, while in
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Roadville children had very defined social rolesl ame taught to follow scripts defined for
them by adults” (lbid. P.365). As such, “any forrhapeative use of language was frowned
upon” (Ibid. p.346). Consequently, one can senaetttere are huge boundaries and differences
between home based literacy and school basedchteRoadville children were acquired an
‘elaborated code’ to paraphrase Bernstein (1972pwinackton children literacy practices were
illustrated by the use of a ‘restricted’ code aaldct’.

Going beyond sociolinguistics and anthropology. Heath has been criticized by Street
(1995) who acknowledges that the study projectlining an ‘upper middle class community’
(Roadville) and a working class family (Tracktonymlt take into account the ‘concept of
middle class literacy’ (p.112). Street observatiposited the fact that Heath didn’t take into
account or didn't formally legitimize all the forntd literacies involved in this ethnographic
research. Street’'s accounts of multiple literacgcpces observations didn't invalidate Heath’s
research findings but they acknowledge that Heathndt integrate in his framework the
concept of ‘middle class literacy’. Neverthelegssiemains that Heath’s work was essential in
unravelling the various literacy practices or fldey events’ that the educational system needs
to take into account in order to develop a morermid literacy education programme or as
Dell Hymes (1974) put it, a more “fruitful placerfan ethnography of symbolic forms” (p.140).
As such, school will be considered as an importdate in which students need to evolve
through significant and relevant communities ofcpiczes.

One should therefore agree with Langer (1987) ithatnecessary to incorporate social
practices into the socio-cognitive traditions eédacy by acknowledging that “literacy as a way
of thinking into the definitions of literacy” (p.2As such literacy is not a ‘set of skills” but

rather a “purposeful activity related to the useedding and writing in many contexts” (Ibid.
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p.4). According to Langer, literacy is a “cultusalpecific phenomenon” (p.7) and one cannot
fail to take into account the socio-cultural traahis and the uses of literacy.

All of these definitions have added new dimensidagers, insights and perspectives
for unravelling and delineating literacy, espegialts socio cognitive traditions. These
definitions might be old but they are still prevatién the literature and the policies developed
by international organizations. Examining specffacial and cultural contexts of literacy may
point to research questions concerning how to alsgenunrecognized or excluded literacies.
Many scholars attempted to broaden literacy rebegrerspectives by conducting cross-
disciplinary and cross-cultural approaches in ueciog literacy.

Literacy as a Social Practice and a Means for Critial Reflection

When defining literacy as a social practice, UNESG@estioned theoretically the
traditional portrayal of literacy as a static entit

Challenging the canon of literacy.Many scholars emphasized the need to develop
more informed analyses and interpretations ofditgras a means to question and critique
available sources of information. In doing so,rétey is envisioned as a social practice and as a
‘text’ rather than a static means for cultural smassion of values, beliefs, and traditions. As
Muspratt, Luke, and Freebody state, “the histojcablidated and cultural purposes of the
cultural heritage position are legitimate outcoréditeracy instruction” but they “exclude a
consideration of how text and textual practice warkthe construction of subjectivity and
production of culture” (Anstey & Bull, 2003, p.199 critical approach to literacy is needed in
challenging the ‘cultural heritage model’, one tlsgeks the reproduction of dominant cultural
values of the past, and compliance with the lietastes of the most powerful (Muspratt, Luke

&Freebody, 1997, p.297). Meanwhile, “arbitrary ketrdecisions play a role in this selective
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tradition, often resulting in only successful authaare being recognized, producing an
excessively derivative and homogenized canon efditire” (Anstey & Bull, 2003, p.204).
Moreover, “arbitrary value should not be given tgtdrically ratified Anglo-Saxon cultural
texts because judgements about quality and in@asiss must be interrogated in the interests of
marginalized groups, and of the diverse purposebtarhcy in society today” (Hollingdale,
1995, p.249). Thus, the ‘canon of literature’ dafglard literacy’ should not be recognized as
the unique and privileged ‘cultural texts’ or ‘lisey practices’.

Scholars involved in literacy need to envisionemts of the ‘subject matter’ as Bhola
(1994) suggested it and analyze the how literageusing written modes of communication
through their production and utilization of textBy looking at texts as ‘discourses’,
sociolinguists can envision literacy as a socidwcal mode of communication that allows,
legitimize, and construct the distribution of powEairclough, 1991).

As Green (1997) states, “the strength of a critaggbroach to literacy is its attention to
the social and cultural nature of literacy in whiaomaterially and symbolically unequal
relationships of power are often implicated andstarcted” (p.234). The acquisition of literacy
skills is more than the mechanical adoption of megdnd writing skills. As Freire (1973)
states, the purpose of literacy is to “dominates¢htechniques in terms of consciousness, to
understand what one reads and writes, what onerstades in order to communicate” ( p.48).
Education is then an “active tool that liberatedhbthe change agent and the learner in the
search for knowledge” (Ntiri, 2009, p.99). Freiheoretical and pedagogical challenges rely on
the association of thought and action in “allowlitgracy learners to be taught to evaluate and
critique their own socio cultural and political @mnments so empowerment would become

more likely” (Ntiri, 2009, p.99). As such, Freire'gortrayal of literacy as a means of
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empowerment posits the political nature of literatlis theoretical premise requires us to go
beyond a monolithic view of the functionalitiesl@éracy and envision a more informed view
of literacy, one that acknowledges the potentialléarners to transform their world. By better
reading their world, learners are expected to béttete their history’.

Unravelling the consequences of literacyAs West (1992) cautions usthe history of
literacy is littered with broken promises” (p.12Ylany of the consequences and benefits
attached to the autonomous model of literacy areemapirically verified because as West
states, “literacy, the ability to read and writenbd guarantee of either freedom for the individual
or economic prosperity for the nation” (Ibid. p.18ther scholars such as Ewert (1989) and
Egbo (2000) developed the portrayal of literacyaasieans for development as a ‘myth’ and
‘couldn’t always posit literacy as a means for emeonent” (Ntiri, 2009, p.101). As Ntiri
argues:

Egbo’s ethnographic study of the different valuatiof males and females in Sub

Saharan Africa provides many arguments to expldia systematic pattern of

suppressing the education of women and girls far benefit of men and boys”

illustrated the fact that “males are consideredzguti possessions because of their
potential for greater earning power in the futune ¢éhus for bringing more resources to

the family. (Ntiri, 2009, p.101)

Nonetheless, it remains essential that the “ulrgial of literacy is human liberation
connected to social justice” (Ntiri, 2009, p.10h)the same line of vision, the former president
of Tanzania, Julius Nyerere (1975) argues that:

The ideas imparted by education or released inntived through education, should

therefore be liberating ideas; the skills acquingceducation should be liberating skills.
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Nothing else can properly be called education. fiegcwhich induces slave mentality

or a sense of impotence is not education at ajle(dre, 1975, p.10)

Furthermore, “the consequences of literacy showt be used as the scapegoat for
economic downturns, unemployment and poverty” (Cemh997, p.25). As Comber cautions,
“despite the contemporary claims of critical littyawe need to ask for the evidence that
supports how literacy......... challenges the axgstsocial structures and class distinctions”
(Comber, 1997, p.25). Thus, there is a need toeyord a traditional and monolithic view of
literacy as the ability to read, write, and perfaratculations. The concept of multiliteracies can
be envisioned as a means to portray a more infornesd of literacy.

Ethnographic perspectives regarding literacy edowcatevealed how it is urgent and
essential to unravel and delineate the socio alltpolitical, and ideological parameters that
surround literacy. Many scholars such as Graff §)9Bleath (1982, 1983, 1988), Street (1984,
1987, 1995), and Langer (1987, 1992) posited thportance of the so called ‘multiple
literacies’ or ‘social literacies’. These literasyudies combining the anthropological model
associated with a sociolinguistic framework haverbeeferred to as the ‘New Literacy Studies’
by Street (1995), Gee (1999), and Barton and Ham{lL999). For Street (1995), “the concept
of multiple literacies is critical in challengindhé autonomous model” (p. 18%hus, the
concept of multiliteracy need to be challenges hbyauelling the underlying postulates that
sustain such a concept.

By taking a prominent stand on ‘multiliteraciesietNew London Group (NLG)(1996)
posit that there is an “increasing array of comroation channels and multi-modal, semiotic
systems that extends literacies as writing and cdpée include audio, visual, gestural, and

spatial modes of communication and multi-modal cmations of these elements” (p.65). Thus,
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literacy scholars need to go beyond a narrow uraleilgng of literacy and widen their
theoretical scope by incorporating and integrathrggsocio cultural and linguistic parameters in
defining literacy. This new critical dimension afelacy reinforces the role of teachers as
ethnographers, ones who should teach to their steid®w to develop a ‘critical framing’ tool
or ‘metalanguage’ in order to “interpret the so@al cultural context of particular designs of
meanings and postulate an ability to develop &atiperspective on the context” (NLG, 1996,
p.88). Thus, the concept of critical framing netxlbe challenges as well.

The epistemological roots of the concept of ‘mitéifacies’ are strongly related to the
concept of ‘cultural globalization’ (Featherstonéash, and Robertson, 1995), the
transformations brought by ‘hybrid digital literatgols’ (Bigum And Green, 1993;Reinking,
1997) and the fact that “language has a multiglioit purposes and the repertoires of linguistic
resources available to different cultures ( Cazd&d72, p.xxii). Thus, the discourse on
‘multiliteracies’, acts as a framework for the teig and learning of literacy. This theoretical
framework is informed by the ‘linguistic pluralitys envisioned by Cazden (2000), Kalantzis
and Cope (1999), and the pedagogical narrativéiseoNew London group (1996) positing new
understandings of literacy education. The theamkticonvergence between these new
understandings and interpretations of literacy datlis that literacy stakeholders need to
acknowledge a variety of discourses that are enggbddcomplex social practices and that call
for a new ‘identity kit' (Gee, Hull, &Lankshear, 26) for the learners engaged in this evolving
‘cultural globalization’ process. Thus, it becomggent and essential to unravel the concept of
‘multiliteracies’ by keeping in mind that one shduhot “replace print based literacy”

(Unsworth, 2002, p.63).
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UNESCOQO'’s Conceptualizations of Literacy

Since UNESCO'’s inception, literacy occupied an eSsk role in its activities.
Throughout the years, UNESCO developed reneweditefis of literacy through a large array
of conceptualizations ranging from the autonomowsleh of literacy to multiliteracies. This
ever evolving commitment to literacy was viewedaatype of ‘technical universalism’ (Jones,
1988) open to the social, cultural, and politicamensions of literacy. This ‘technical
universalism’ can also be viewed as UNESCO'’s attetopstandardize educational statistics
worldwide. In doing so, UNESCO strived to make MembStates realize the strong
relationships between literacy and economic devety.

The reviews of UNESCO'’s policies on literacy gorajowith a critique of the United
Nations’ organization because international orgations are the central medium by which
legitimate literacy classifications are accompléhand imposed and become therefore
authoritative conceptions of literacy. UNESCO mlgading role regarding educational policies
has promoted multiple definitions of literacy ins itcontinuous attempts to develop a
standardization of educational statistics worldwiddarious document have been produced
throughout the years and they reflect the everngimg discourses and paradigms in defining
and refining literacy. In doing so, UNESCO has poted international gatherings and pleaded
for more commitment to literacy through its intefonal conferences on adult education (1949,
1960, 1972, 1985, 1997), a strong willingness thiea® the objectives inscribed in the
millennium development goals, the Dakar and thetigmDeclarations (1990, 2000, 2002,
2003, 2005) and a constant call for a more inforrstohdardization of educational statistics

(1953, 1957, 1958, 1975, 1978).
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UNESCO'’s International Conferences on Adult Educatbn

Since the early fifties, UNESCO initiated multipleternational gatherings in
questioning the notion of adult education.

The Elsinore conference UNESCO has been playing a leading role regardingt ad
education and literacy education since its inceptiduring the first International Conference on
Adult Education in Elsinore, Denmark, due to ther@asing and alarming figures of world
illiteracy and its devastating consequences in_tast Developed Countries (LCDs), UNESCO
recommended to its Member States to posit a deidaraf principle instead of a definition of
adult education in order to “fill the gaps left back of opportunity for, or inadequacies in
formal education” (1949, p.4). This first Monograph Fundamental Education intends to
promote a new content for adult education and aernational basis for the fight against
illiteracy worldwide. Thus it aims to “aid and festmovements which aim at creating a
common culture to end the opposition between thealed masses and the so-called elite”
(Ibid. p.4). During this international gathering BRCO Member States promoted an essential
declaration of principle positing that adult edumathas the “task of satisfying the needs and
aspirations of adults in all their diversity” (Ibid.4).

The Montreal conference. A second international conference on the same topic
clarified the content and purposes of adult edaooati worldwide. An illustration of this
conceptual clarification can be found in the Moalneeport in which UNESCO states that the
role of adult education is to: “Contribute largetpwards improving the professional
qualifications of the individual; it should alsdal scope for reflection on the values attaching
to human life, which it is the duty of social pregs to uphold, in every age, with a view to their

ultimate triumph” (UNESCO, 1960, p.2).
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Another example of this conceptual clarificatiom d¢ze found in the same report when
UNESCO recommends Member States to:

Provide an opportunity for free discussions, betweparticipants with different

educational, social or professional backgroundgherrole of science and technology in

the development of our society and on the ideartteat should form of this role so as to

ensure the continued advance of mankind. (Ibid. p.2

A further illustration of this conceptual refinenteran be also found in the same report
when UNESCO states that there is a need to:

Recognizing that the wider provision of educationdhildren and young persons which

has taken place in most countries during the lastury has been accompanied by the

development of an increasing demand for educatipmdults, this Conference urges
governments to regard Adult Education not as antiaddbut as an integral part of their

national system of education. (UNESCO, 1960, p.5)

An essential and key component of this reportfieected in UNESCO'’s recognition of
the importance of literacy education. An exampléhef conceptual engagement can be found in
the same report when the organization states‘th&tracy education is an integral and organic
part of every national system of education, and itrehould therefore receive within the system
the attention and economic resources which thisisjastifies, in proportion to the necessities
of each country” (Ibid. p.5).

Nevertheless, UNESCO while acknowledging the ingue of adult education
recognizes that “whatever the criterion used, it loa readily conceived that the illiteracy rate is
itself a possible cause of systematic bias” (UNESCEB5, p.2). Thus, the concept of illiteracy

needs to be challenged in order to unravel thertatiere of the opposite concept, literacy.
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The Paris and Tokyo conferencesUNESCO kept on attempting to convene a
gathering of national representatives on a muitnal basis in order to posit a retrospective
international survey on adult education. This ledthhe Tokyo (1972) and the Paris (1985)
Conferences on Adult Education. The Tokyo Confegeposited the importance of adult
education in association with the concept of lifglJdearning as illustrated in the Faure Report
(1972). Education was viewed as a lifelong proeesbwas considered as a fundamental human
right. An illustration of this definitional conceptin be found in the the Paris Report (1985) in
which UNESCO states that the: “right to learn s tight to read and write, the right to question
and analyze, the right to imagine and create, itite to read one’s world and to write history,
and the right to develop individual and collectskdlls” (UNESCO, 1985, p.67).

The Hamburg gathering. Twelve years later UNESCO convened another intenmalt
conference to discuss the evolution of the concefptadult education.The Hamburg
Declaration: The Agenda for the Futuveas born. Adult education was still viewed as #étrig
An example of this definitional constancy can beirfd in the same report when the
organization acknowledges that adult education iuadamental right in every society”
(UNESCO, 1997, p.3). Thus, literacy is ‘broadly ceived’ as the “basic knowledge and skills
needed by all in a rapidly changing world, a neagsskill itself and one of the foundations of
other life skills” (Ibid. p.3). The report addedatHiteracy was also a “catalyst for participation
in social, cultural, political, and economic adies and for learning throughout life” (lbid. p.3).
While the Conference recognizes that “UNESCO waslélad agency in the field of education
in promoting adult education as an integral pam sistem of learning” (UNESCO, 1997, p.6),
Members States also declare that “indigenous psaghel nomadic peoples have the right of

access to all levels and forms of education” (lgicd). Therefore, education should be
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“linguistically and culturally appropriate to themeeds and should facilitate access to further
education and training” (Ibid. p.4) in order toca¥l students from a different cultural and
linguistic background to improve their literacy l&ki

UNESCO, Literacy, and The Standardization of Educabnal Statistics

UNESCO has a constant purpose in trying to impraviegitimate comparability of
educational data worldwide through many internaligatherings.

The 1953 statistical studyWhile convening international gatherings in unrawgland
delineating the concept of adult education andddg education UNESCO was attempting to
associate its Member States in its role of prongotine comparability of educational data
worldwide. In 1953 UNESCO engaged a statisticatltaf available censuses data since the
1900 through its Statistical Division. According ttNESCO, the “collection and diffusion of
information and the preparation of studies on etioiggproblems is a continuous part of its
prerogatives” (1953, Preface). Thus, it was obvioufie words of UNESCO that the “different
methods of assessing literacy and illiteracy, thethmds of analyzing results and computing
percentages of either category, must be known éefomparisons can be made or conclusions
drawn at the international level (1953, Preface).

Realizing that it was very difficult to compareeliacy data worldwide UNESCO, in
‘spite of all these limitations’ acknowledged tlatich census data on illiteracy constitute the
most useful information available for an historieaklysis of the progress of literacy in various
countries in the world” (1953, p.11). UNESCO furtihecognized that there is a “basic need for
assessing the educational development of counttiestigh the “compilation and analysis of
statistical information relating to education ihitd aspects” (1957, Preface) in order to improve

the relevance of such statistics.
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A need to improve the comparability of literacy daa. During UNESCO’s General
Conference in its Tenth Session a recommendationerning the international standardization
of educational statistics was adopted. The Conéerefound it highly desirable that the
“national authorities responsible for the compdas and reporting of statistics relating to
education should be guided by certain standarchitiefis, classifications and tabulations, in
order to improve the international comparabilitytie¢ir data” (UNESCO, 1958, p.3). By doing
so, the Conference recommended the following dedimiof literacy, one that should be used
for ‘statistical purposes’. An illustration of thtonceptual engagement can be found in a 1958
report in which UNESCO states that a person isalitewho can with understanding both read
and write a short simple statement on his evenjday (UNESCO, 1958, p.4). The above
definition should be used as a method of measureofditeracy rates. The Conference added
that the following methods should be used in otdaneasure educational attainment: “census
or survey of the population, estimates based oa ftam previous surveys or censuses, and
record over a number of years of school enrollmehtexaminations and school leaving
certificates” (Ibid. p.4).

In 1995 UNESCO'’s Division of Statistics in its rew of the methodology used in the
1994 estimation and projection of adult illiterasmynfirmed the operational definition of literacy
for statistical purposes by using the same definindopted by UNESCO in 1958. It remained
essential for UNESCO to make its Member States agladge that: “Adult literacy is a key
indicator for international monitoring and comparisof development particularly with regard
to human resources. It is one of the four main dadirs used by the United Nations

Development Programme (UNDP) for deriving the HurBawvelopment Index” (1995, p.1).
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After acknowledging the 1958 definition of literacthe Conference added that at a
‘conceptual level’, literacy reflects a: “basictstaf development of the intellectual capacity of
a human being in his/her ability to make use ofwhiéten words to learn and to communicate”
(Ibid. p.1). Also, from an anthropological perspeet UNESCO also acknowledges that: “The
human race could draw upon the knowledge technigndsvisdom accumulated over the ages
to further develop the intellectual capacities tsf members so as to contribute to the further
development of human societies and accumulatioks@iledge. (Ibid. p.1)

UNESCO is still acknowledging the importance of #oguisition of the abilities to read
and to write as key components of literacy but gaees also that literacy has “close linkages if
not also causal-effect relationships to other secimnomic-cultural development phenomena
and indicators” (Ibid. p.1). Nevertheless, it rengaconstant according to UNESCO that: “As an
indicator, literacy rate is intrinsically easy toderstand and interpret, methodologically easy to
derive, significant for international comparisorend like many demographic indicators,
relatively free from abrupt fluctuations over lopgriods of time. (lbid. p.2)

UNESCO'’s Portrayal of Functional Literacy

UNESCO has been developing since its inceptioniptelportrayals of functional
literacy.

The Tehran conferenceDuring the entire first decade after its inceptidNESCO has
been promoting renewed definitions of literacy. Whiloing so UNESCO acknowledged that
with a changing world economy learners needed goiae new skills to cope with the demands
of their groups and communities. According to UNEXditeracy, by its very nature, is
“inherently functiondl (UNESCO, 1965, p.4). UNESCO adds that the funcdn'adult
literacy’ was to “enable individuals to become ftiocal in their own cultures and then learn

about other cultures to understand the common hitynaihall human beings and to contribute
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to international understanding” (UNESCO, 1965, p.Bhe Teheran conference on the
eradication of illiteracy acknowledged the impodanof functional literacy. UNESCO
portrayed functional literacy as an “essential edetnn overall development....closely linked to
economic and social priorities and to present andré manpower need” (UNESCO, 1965,
p.29). The Report acknowledges that “literacy wasessary for learning new skills for
increased productivity both in the farm and in fhetory and, therefore, should be central to
any development strategy for alleviating povertyNESCO, 1965, p.12). Therefore, functional
literacy should be an educational tool in allowlegrners to overcome their lack of essential
skills in order to cope with the demands of the newld economy.
Deepening the Concept of Functionality in Definind.iteracy

UNESCO further elaborated the concept of functibypaly acknowledging that the essential
elements of the new approach to literacy shoultibked with economic priorities and carried
out in areas undergoing rapid economic expansiRNESCO, Asian Model, 1996, p.97).
Therefore, literacy programmes should promote timeréase of labor productivity, food
production, industrialization, social and professib mobility, creation of new manpower,
diversification of the economy (lbid. p.97). As ackvledged by UNESCO, functional literacy
should be taken to mean: “Any literacy operationa@ved as a component of economic and
social development projects” (1970, p.9). Thuscfiomal literacy is different from ‘traditional
literacy’ because it is “no longer an isolated stidct operation” (Ibid. p.9).

In 1972 UNESCO decided to review the UNDP and UNBSExperience in
operationalizing functional literacy through the peximental World Literacy Programme.
UNESCO was still recognizing that the goal of fumcal literacy was to: “Assist in achieving

specific economic objectives by making men and womezeptive to change and innovation
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and by helping them to acquire new skills and n#itudes” (1972, p.2). While the “teaching of
reading and writing along merely provides accessritien communication, functional literacy
aims at a more comprehensive training of the iHite adult which is related to his role both as a
producer and a citizen” (Ibid. p.2). Thus, ‘in ggnplest terms’, functional literacy is “literacy
integrated with specialized training, usually ofeghnical nature” (lbid. p.2). This economic
functionality of literacy was also acknowledged BMESCO’s International Symposium for
Literacy in 1975. According to UNESCO, literacyeaavisioned as “enhancement of popular
participation in social, economic and politicalelif (1975, p.8), as a part of “national
development projects” (p.9) and as a means in ‘@vipg health, agriculture, and general living
conditions, rising at the same time civic consamass” (p.10). Later, UNESCO developed a
practical guide to functional literacy as a metlddraining for development. As mentioned by
UNESCO, the purpose of the report is to: “Dissen@nan circles directly concerned with the
theory and practice of functional literacy trainirthe fundamental principles and essential
pedagogical methods yielded by the pursuit of UNBSCExperimental World Literacy
Programme” (UNESCO, 1973, p.2.)

UNESCO Expanded Vision of Literacy

By adding an economistic component to its traddlastefinition of literacy, UNESCO
included the concept of economic functionality.

The inclusion of economic functionality. While UNESCO was refining its
conceptualizations of literacy by adding an ecomofunctionality to its definitions of literacy
the worldwide illiteracy figures were alarming esiadly in the Least Developed Countries
(LDCs). Since its General Conference in Paris i@I1INESCO decided to implement a plan in

eradicating illiteracy by the year 2000. But thadécation of illiteracy has always been one of
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UNESCO'’s main roles inside the United Nations Systd NESCO was still struggling with an
interesting and complex dilemma: promote literacem@dicate illiteracy. Meanwhile UNESCO
acknowledged that both actions were simultaneousder to posit a “recommitment to basic
education” and “serve the basic learning needsllof{E90, p.1). A new vision in the fight
against illiteracy and the implementation of effeetliteracy policies was essential in realizing
education for all.

The emergence of sociocultural and political paranters in defining literacy.
UNESCO needed to integrate in its definitions dércy the socio-cultural and political
parameters that surround the concept of literawdigenous peoples and nomadic peoples were
marginalized by the mainstream educational systermddwide and were left out with no
perspectives. By promoting a manual on functiortatdcy for indigenous peoples UNESCO
developed more informed definitions of literacy.cAaoding to UNESCO, literacy means to
“break the code, participate in the meanings off, texow how to use written texts functionally,
and be able to analyze texts critically” (1999,)pThe mentions of literacy as text and critical
reflection reflected a Freirian conceptualizatioh literacy, one that can integrate the
particularities of indigenous peoples and nomadiopbes. Acknowledging that literacy is a
“characteristic acquired by individuals in varyidggrees”, UNESCO recognized also that “it is
not really possible to speak of literate and itate persons as two distinct categories” (Ibid.
p.3). Thus, a person is viewed as functionallydite when he or she has:

Acquired the essential knowledge and skills whichlde him/her to engage in all those

activities in which literacy is required for effae functioning in his/her group or

community, and whose attainments in reading, wgjtend arithmetic make it possible
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for him/her to continue to use these skills towaniser own and the community’s

development. (UNESCO, 1999, p.4)

Meanwhile, the concepts of functional literacy arffanctional illiteracy were
acknowledged to “distinguish the higher-order legklabilities that separates those who are
barely able to read and write (basic illiterates)rf those community, and at home (functional
literates)” (UNESCO, 1999, p.4). Thus ‘effectivetetacy’ practices are “intrinsically
purposeful, flexible and dynamic” while “involvinipe integration of speaking, listening and
critical thinking with reading and writing” (lbid.). UNESCO concluded by mentioning that
the concept of literacy was experiencing epistegiold changes and that ‘iin addition to
reading, writing and numeracy skills” the new leasnow need “technological and computer
literacy, environmental literacy and social compe&® (lbib. p.5).

Integrating the concept of basic learning needdn expanding its conceptualizations of
literacy UNESCO was adding new layers in its définis of literacy having in mind that one of
its most essential objective was to “reduce adlitéracy rate one half of its 1990 level by the
year 2000” (UNESCO, 2000, p.7). By initiating arnfagic study on literacy and adult education
during the World Conference on Education for All BSICO (2000) acknowledged that the
‘basic learning needs or competencies (BLCs)' “cosgpboth essential learning tools such as
literacy, oral expression, numeracy, and problelvirsg and the basic learning content such as
knowledge, skills, values, and attitudes” ( p.&)eTconcept of BLCs encompasses literacy and
other essential skills needed by the learner.

UNESCO was still struggling in trying to promotenzore informed perspective on
literacy definitions, one that all Member Statedl wtknowledge as the most important one in

order to achieve the comparability of literacy dafeanwhile, UNESCO mentioned that there
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are various definitions of literacy relating atitifeore’ to an “individual’s ability to understand
printed text and to communicate through print” (UMED, 2000, p.11). Thus, there are multiple
forms of literacy such as “numeracy and technolaiditeracy” (lbid. p.11). UNESCO further
added that conceptualizations of literacy needdzkttsensitive to skills needed in out of school
contexts, as well as school-based competency ergaints” (Ibid. p.11). UNESCO's efforts in
unraveling and delineating the concept of literagye revitalized through its Global Initiative
towards Education for All (2001). All along the g UNESCO acknowledged that it was
urgent to increase external finance for basic etitutaand monitor the progress towards the
goals and targets of Education for All. The theioedtchallenges and the need to bring back
illiteracy as an international issue that needdadsolved led UNESCO to initiate another key
project: TheUnited Nations Literacy Decade: Education for 002, Resolution 56/116).
Delineating the Research Space on Literacy

UNESCO'’s policies and the organization workingseéhbeen studied critically by many
researchers (Hoggart, 1978; Holly, 1981; Bhola, 4198989, 1994; Jones, 1990; Lind and
Johnson, 1990; Wagner, 1999; Limage, 1999, 200¢k®vis and Sandlin, 2007; Leye, 2009;
stromquist, 2002). All these empirical studies fe attention on how literacy education is
being spread across the globe through internatiorgdnizations such as UNESCO and took
critique of critical literacy researchers as thstarting point. However, because of the
importance of the process of cultural globalizatiorshaping literacy education, they assume
that literacy education in least developed coustreflects the oppressive forms of the former
neocolonial powers. Most of these critical revieaf4JNESCO'’s policies in literacy have failed
to bring out the interconnectedness between UNE&G® other United Nations agencies in

their continuous ‘policing’ of the literacy concepts mentioned by Stromquist (2002), there is

55



an “ongoing globalization of educational policy gmctice, and it is the Western paradigm of
what constitutes good educational practice thatgl®€' (p. 186). Nonetheless, critical literacy
researchers were able to posit the key importafdbeorelationships between economy and
education and how least developed countries weftfaeimrced by the institutions financing

literacy programmes worldwide.

Also, the limited critical research which has bemnducted on literacy as far as
international organizations are concerned has geavinsights into the world of adult education
and literacy education worldwide while unravelifng important consequences of literacy and
the urgency to implement sound pedagogies. As,dhehconception of literacy as a web of
practices might well serve as an essential framewomunderstanding the multiple visions of
literacy and delineating the socio-cultural, ecorrand political parameters that surround this
ever evolving concept. Thus, UNESCO as the leadinged Nations agency in education
cannot advocate for only one model of literacy Ilpather should posit the concept of
multiliteracies, ones that are linguistically andtarally responsive.

As literacy educators we need to pay more attentioracknowledging the role and
influence of the ethnographic perspective as amrorgtional framework in uncovering the
concept of literacy. Discourse analysis can besserial tool of analysis to understanding the
value of experimental research as value by intemnal organizations and key literacy policy
makers and the complexity of the theoretical cingis that UNESCO is facing in unraveling
and delineating the multilayered concept of litgrddNESCQO’s conceptualizations of literacy
can be envisioned as a web of cultural and linguisibtives and as such can be subjected to

critical analyses and to the uncovering analytacpsses of these forms of literacy definitions.
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Investigating Discourse Analysis

Discourse analysis has essentially its roots invibek of Foucault (1980), Fairclough
(1995), van Dijk (1998) who acknowledged that disses are expressive tools used by
individuals and organizations to portraying a wélcamplex meanings and claims legitimizing
or excluding various types of knowledge. Poole @)9@nd Rex et al. (2010) posited
breakthrough reviews of literacy issues which hagen investigated through discourse analysis
and for what purposes. Both made a distinction betwstudies of ‘discourse processes’ and
studies employing ‘discourse analyses’. The revidévhe literacy in this study will only take
into account the second category of studies.

As Blunt (2004) argues, critical discourse analyisisa way to “probing texts and
discourse practices to make explicit underlying mmegs, assumptions and structures in order to
reveal the operations of influence and social poavet to reveal how dominance and inequality
are produced and reproduced” (p.8). As such, atititscourse analysis helps to reveal how
ideology “functions as an interpretive system” @lbp.7). As Hall (1996) states: “Ideology
reflects the “mental frameworks-languages, concegtegories, images of thought, and the
systems of representations-which different classes social groups deploy in order to make
sense of, figure out and render intelligible theyvgaciety works” (p.26). Many researchers
attempted to delineate the way that discoursesmedostitutionalized as discursive formations
and posit a ‘social construction of semantics’ tiylo a web of complex assumptions, beliefs,
traditions, and practices.

Blunt (2004, 2008), Edwards & Potts (2008), Gilefi©99), Hoggart (1978), lyer
(2007), Leye (2007), Newman (2005), Olson (20@)ane (2006), Rogers (2004), Rogers &

Mosley (2006), Taylor (2008),Wagner (1989, 199208 attempted to uncover how various
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national and international organizations are pramgota multilayered notion of literacy by
illustrating how the meanings of literacy are stgiproduced, communicated, and mediated.
An argument is made by these researchers in estalgi a literacy discourse analysis
perspective to help the voiceless be heard duritegnational or national gatherings regarding
literacy education and question policy developnmotesses. As such, the major aim of these
studies was to analyze official literacy documeatsooth the micro and macro level while
focusing on text, discourse practices, and socaitres using the CDA methodology.
Critical Analyses of Literacy Policies

As illustrated in the work of Taylor (2008) and Eahds and Potts (2008) it was urgent
and essential to provide critical analyses of atitdtacy curricula at the national level and to
consider how they have been used to ‘legitimizeranstream adult literacy policy based on
cultural, political, and economic rationales. A galme of approach was used by Blunt (2004)
to ‘make space at the policy table’ while uncovgrthe various consultations between higher
education professionals and researchers involvedidualt education to show the policy
gatherings outcomes were surrounded by the multijideourses instrumentalized by the
various literacy stakeholders. Multilayered dissmsr were being ‘institutionalized’ as
discursive formations, ones that reflect instrurakrénd strategic delineating of particular
linguistic repertoires, socio-cultural, politicagnd economic practices. Throughout these
institutional gatherings regarding literacy edumativarious assumptions, traditions, beliefs, and
ideologies may be rendered invisible or intrindicalovered with authoritative legitimacy in
order to privilege or exclude the multiple benefigeés of the ‘literacy myth’. As Blunt (2004)
argues, discourses are used as a “means to exa@al sothority and to determine whose

interests will prevail and who will be privileged particular social contexts” (p.6). This social
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construction of literacy discourses was renderadoais through the work of Ouane (2006) and
Leye (2007) in their examination of UNESCO'’s robsd motives in promoting international
cooperation in literacy, non formal education ardultaeducation worldwide. UNESCO'’s
literacy documents were examined as texts of dewedmt, ones that construe and construct
particular discourses such as the human right diseo the information society discourse, and
the knowledge-based economy discourse as promgtéloeliKnowledge Bank (World Bank).
The focus was unveiling largely unquestioned idgialal assumptions that determined overall
the social positioning of different levels and farof literacies.

At the same time other researchers attempted teiluthe intricacies of the strong
relationships between literacy and identity format{lvanic, 1998; Olson, 2007) and posit the
differences between home and school-literacy prestiBlommaert et al. (2005); Cairney&
Ashton (2002); Edelsky et al. (2002); Johnson, 2@0® White (2002). A common and central
theoretical and methodological theme in these studias revealed through their exploration
and examination of classroom literacy practices \aided knowledge. These authors explored
how certain educational practices earned the starfguthoritative literacy practices’. Through
these studies of school-based literacy practica$aio literacies were rendered ‘invisible’ while
institutional stereotypes about the ‘illiteracy lewivere reinforced. As such, mainstream
discursive practices were legitimized through teaforcement of the positive values and the
rich economic returns attached to them while ottiscourses were portraying a ‘deficient’
vision of illiteracy (Dworin & Bomer, 2008).

All these scholars involved in the literacy procasknowledged that there is no single
theoretical lens, organizational framework or mdtilogy that reflects the true nature of

literacy. Nonetheless, most of the research omalitehas been carried out by Western scholars
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who somewhat promoted and privileged an Anglophdiseourse on literacy. But one should
recognize and truly acknowledge that each theaoizatgarding adult education and literacy

education contributed to more informed understagslof the concept of literacy.
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CHAPTERTHREE
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The purpose of this study is to explore UNESCOisn® of literacy from 1949 to 2002.
| believe that a better understanding of the dissesl surrounding UNESCO s literacy
definitions would allow educators and policy makees proceed from a more informed
perspective in terms of design and developmentalite policies worldwide. In seeking to
understand this phenomenon, the study addressedesearch questions:
(1) How is UNESCO as an international organizatiormulating renewed definitions of
literacy from 1949 to 20027
(2) What discursive formations are associated Whghdefinitions of literacy?
(3) What forms of literacy are excluded within te@iscourses?
(4) How can ethnographic insights be translated antiteracy policy context dominated by an
economistic paradigm of development?
(5) What is the Master Narrative that creates spaa¢hin this organization’s diverging and
renewed discourses on literacy?

The Rationale for Privileging Qualitative Inquiry f or this Study

The process of engaging in qualitative researdmnigxploration in which researchers
are embarking in a quest for meaning making arsljthrney is “full of muddy ambiguity and
multiple trails as researchers negotiate the swaihipterminable deconstructions, self analysis
and self disclosure” (Finlay, 2002, p.209). Quéh& research in the words of Bloomberg and
Volpe (2008) is “grounded in an essentially congiuist philosophical position, in the sense

that is concerned with how the complexities of gwriocultural world are experienced,
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interpreted, and understood in a particular corsext at a particular point of time” (p.80). The

purpose of qualitative inquiry is to study a sogalenomenon by allowing the researcher to
interact with participants and attempt to pursue iaformed and holistic rather than a

reductionist perspective in trying to understand #ocial construction of reality (Bogdan &

Biklen, 1998; Locke and al., 2000; Patton, 199Q0)al@ative methodology is characterized by
the search for meaning and understanding whiledbsearcher is the conducting data collection
and analysis through an inductive investigatioatstyy in a challenging descriptive process. As
Denzin and Lincoln (2000) stated: “qualitative @s# does not belong to a single discipline
nor does it have a distinct set of methods thaeateely its own” (p.6).

The key to understanding qualitative research ilieshe idea that its methodology
implies “an emphasis on discovery and descriptaom the objectives are generally focused on
extracting and interpreting the meaning of expegén(Bloomberg & Volpe, 2008, p.80).
Qualitative inquiry posits the fact that meaning@ially constructed by individuals “entering
the world of others” (lbib.p.80) knowing that theatity is not static, single, agreed upon, or
measurable phenomenon that is assumed to be intitqtiga research. Instead there are
multiple constructions and interpretations of ryailhat are at work and that change overtime.
As Bruner (1993) put it: “meaning is radically @uralways open” (p.1). The purpose of
qualitative research is to question and disrupt sbeial construction of reality and these
objectives as stated by Bloomberg and Volpe (2@08)“contrasted with those of quantitative
research, where the testing of hypotheses to estataicts and to designate and distinguish
relationships between variables is usually thenititgp.80).

Studying UNESCOQO'’s forms of literacy is an effortunderstand this phenomenon in its

“unigueness as part of a particular context anditiveractions there” (Barton, 1985, p.1).
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Barton (1985) went on to say that “this understagdss an end in itself, so that it is not
attempting to predict what may happen in the fuheeessarily, but to understand the nature of
that setting” (p.1). Thus, qualitative inquiry isways striving for depth of understanding.
Therefore purely quantitative methods were unlikellicit the rich data necessary to address
the proposed research purposes. Often, qualitatougry is undertaken because there is a lack
of theory to explain a phenomenon. Therefore tseascher will gather data to look at concepts
or theories rather than implying hypotheses todstet. Finally, the fundamental assumptions
and key elements that posit what it means to dditgtiee inquiry fit well with an exploration
of UNESCQO'’s conceptualizations of literacy. Thessy lelements include as suggested by
Marshall and Rossman (1995): (1) a clear surveyhef different processes at stake, (2) a
description of a poorly understood phenomenon,a(B8understanding of differences between
stated and implemented theories or policies, anda(4liscovery of unspecified contextual
variables. These key features of qualitative reteawill be challenged by the adopted
interpretive stance and a flexible research debiguritically challenging UNESCQO'’s literacy
policies from 1949 to 2002.
Rationale for Document Analysis

Within the framework of qualitative inquiry, theusly was most suited for document
analysis. An entire study can be built around adhgh analysis of documents. For example,
Abramson’s (1992) case study of Russian Jewish gration is based solely on his
grandfather’s diaries written over a twelve-yearigge Document analysis can sustain an
intensive description and analysis of UNESCO'’s mtfins of literacy over the years. To
paraphrase Merriam (1998) one can argue that daduemalysis can be an ideal design for

understanding and interpreting international orgations’ policies on literacy because we will
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be able to discover new meanings and insightsdduatinfluence policy, educational practices
and research in the future. Finally, document aislyis advantageous in offering a
comprehensive and comparative descriptive accouat UNESCO’s conceptualizations of

literacy.

Information Needed to Conduct the Study

This qualitative inquiry focused on 18 documentgarding literacy definitions
published by UNESCO from 1949 to 2002. High peofUNESCO’s publications were
studied, ones indicating that actions will be utalen under UNESCO’s domains of
competence and which represent references for Mei8tstes, private and public literacy
stakeholders, and United Nations agencies. In sgeta unravel the discursive formations
employed by UNESCO, five research questions wepéoead to gather the information needed
in order to conduct this study. The information dex to answer these research questions was
determined by the conceptual framework and feb iiree categories: (a) multiple definitions
and diverging discourses, (b) the marketizingteféicy, and (c) the review of the literature. The
conceptual framework developed for this study héfp$ocus and shape the research design,
informing the methodological design and influencihg data collection instruments to be used.
The Conceptual framework provides the basis for ¢thesen coding scheme in analyzing
UNESCO and WB'’s definitions of Literacy. As suchjstframework provides an organizing
structure both for reporting this study’s findings well as the analysis, interpretation, and
synthesis of these findings.

Each of the categories of the conceptual framewsdirectly derived from the study’s
research questions as outlined in Chapter 1. Tis¢ fesearch question seeks to determine

UNESCO renewed definitions of literacy from 19492@02. The second research question is
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pertaining to the discursive formations associatgt these definitions while the third research
question deals with the discourses that are exdlideughout these renewed definitions of
literacy. Therefore the logical conceptual categorgapture responses to these three questions
would be “Multiple definitions and diverging disases”. Research questions Four and Five
attempted to understand how ethnographic insiglats lbe associated with a prominent
economistic paradigm and what is the master naediehind these renewed definitions of
literacy; thus, “the marketizing of literacy” is appropriate category.

Analytical subcategories representing major findifigure under each one of these two
conceptual categories. The multiple definitions ankrging discourses conceptual category
has two subcategories: (1) description of varioesindions and (2) Visible and hidden
discourses. The second conceptual category (th&diiaing of literacy) has two subcategories:
(1) Multiple meanings of functionality and (2) A @prehensive Model of Literacy.

This information included:

* Areview of the various definitions of literacy pided by UNESCO from 1949 to 2002
and the conceptual and discursive changes opdtataiyhout these renewed visions of
literacy.

» The way UNESCO was promoting these literacy defing to marketize its vision and
policies and the narrative that is underlying lafide renewed discourses.

» A continuous review of the literature reflects theoretical basis for the study.

Following this list of information needed for ttstudy is a more in-depth discussion of each

of these steps.

Getting Ready to Collect the Data
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Preceding the actual collection of data, | condiliceselected review of the literature to
study the contribution of other researchers inlit@ad areas of literacy theories in academia,
literacy critical discourse analysis studies, amtkernational organizations’ definitions of
literacy.

Reviewing the Data

| conducted an ongoing review of UNESCO databaserder to purposefully collect
documents pertaining to literacy definitions ac@ogdto the sample conceptual framework as
described in Chapter one. The grounded theory resemethod along with the constant
comparative method allowed me to unitize variousB3EO documents into meaningful units
and | assigned them a code. | then performed wheds@ell (1998) terms axial coding, wherein
categories or themes emerge from the data. Tersplatethe documents summary form
(models of literacy, lists of discourses, excludiggtourses, an array of associated discourses)
were designed along with a sample coded schemd &dse 4).
Table 4

UNESCO'’s Literacy Policies Sample Coding Scheme

Survey of Literacy  Discursive Excluded Discourses Association between UNESCO Master
Definitions Formations Ethnography Narrative

of Literacy And Economics
P 1 Most Prevalent E1 Most Established C1 Most Common N1 Most T1 Most Typical
P 2 Somewhat E2 Somewhat C2 Somewhat Noticeable T2 Somewhat
Prevalent Established Common N2 Somewhat Typical
P3 Least Prevalent ES3 Least EstablishedC3 Least Common Noticeable T3 Least Typical

N3 Least Noticeable

Note Massaer Paye. 2012.
Following this same line of exploration of UNESC@iscursive formations of literacy
a summary table for every finding was designed.

Analyzing the Data
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To analyze the data | drew from grounded theorylwosd with various analytical lenses
such as metaphor analysis, intertextuality, recdosdization and multivocality.
Textual Discursive Analysis

| examined UNESCO’s definitions of literacy from sacial constructivist standpoint,
assuming that language is not neutral and not maiteo the reality it ‘depicts’ but both
construes and constructs (Berber and Luckman, 1988p, Fairclough’ textual discursive
analysis helped me in unraveling the ideologicardations behind UNESCO renewed visions
of literacy because as in the words of Faircloug®08), “detailed text analysis is a form of
qualitative social analysis” (p.6).

Following Fairclough guidelines, | attended to theee domains of analysis: description,
interpretation, and explanation, as well as th@maalns of discourse: the local, the institutional,
and the societal. First, | analyzed the selectedieshents for their linguistic structures (text-level
convention). Second, | analyzed how UNESCO was isgafis discourse (histories and
trajectories of the documents). Third, assuming bhaguage works at an ideological level, |
looked at how identities and subject positionseféite, illiterate) are created, maintained,
negotiated, and transformed through discourse. AsclBugh (1995) states: “a range of
properties of text is regarded as potentially idgmal, including features of vocabulary,
metaphors, grammar, generic structure and styl@).(Accordingly, | coded the data according
to the CDA domains (local, institutional, societahd | looked at the relationships between
documents across the years.

Intertextuality
Knowing that discourses are more than statementfi{@ and Smith, 2005); | tried to

unravel the relationships between UNESCO’s dis@surand literacy theories promoted in
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academia. The interrelationships between theserdiif texts (intertextuality) govern their
meaning in that any text is the absorption andsfamation of another (Kristeva, 1984, p.35)
and external discourses as in academia are intezdaby UNESCO in its renewed visions of
literacy (recontextualization).
Multivocality

Phillips and Jorgenson’s (2002) concept of multalig helped me to study the association
of discourses in UNESCO'’s literacy definitions irder to learn about changes in discourse
formations and how ethnographic insights are aasetiwith an economistic model of literacy
through UNESCO policies throughout all these yeatsove all, each analytical framework
used in this study was intended to complement akwesses of the other.
Metaphor Analysis

| also examined the official notions of literacy autlined through the various UNESCO’s
inquiries into literacy for the period 1949-2002ings metaphor analysis. Metaphor analysis
provided me a means for analyzing discourses dlietdacy in each of the documents in order
to interpret the underlying ideology. | realize@tinetaphor was both pervasive in, and integral
to, language and literacy. As Seaman and Terrytptrhetaphor helps with understanding the
surrounding world and acts as a scaffold to afisesunderstanding of new ideas, concepts and
experiences” (p.187). | considered these officaistructs of literacy within the competing and
wider notions of literacy in UNESCO policy debatasd the tensions that exist in defining
literacy. In the absence of specific definitionslitdracy within the government documents,
examination of the use of metaphors associated lwghacy helped me in identifying the

construction of literacy within the documents. Exaation of the metaphors associated with
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literacy within the documents provided me also ansefor analyzing the official constructs of
literacy in each of the reports and policies ad aglny change over time.
Literature Review

A continuous and selective review of the literatwas conducted to proceed with this
study. Three topics were identified: literacy defoms in academia, studies about critical
discourse analysis of literacy, and internation@aaizations policies on literacy definitions.
The focus of the literature review was to posit areninformed understanding of UNESCO
divergent and renewed visions of literacy, howdity was envisioned by education specialists
and researchers, and the way UNESCO was marketitgnigeracy policies by looking at the
metanarrative that was sustaining various litexdefjnitions.

Analysis of the Gaps in the Literature

The gaps in the literature were analyzed by examirthe content of the relevant
literature and by looking at the various trendgime period. | looked for trends by time period.
Throughout the review of the literature | realizbdt definitional and conceptual issues not only
foster effective debates on matters of substangethey also cause well-meaning specialists
and literacy activists to mis-communicate and migwstand one another. The pluralisation of
key words in the literacy arena suggests the pialeior confusion of terms and multiplicity of
meanings.

Data Collection Methods

The collection of the data was made easy by thetfiat UNESCO has a database called
UNESDOC, one website that positions its policieslitaracy for researchers and the general
public. 1 was able to access all UNESCO standattingeinstruments, recommendations,

conventions, declarations, and documents about UNE$iternational conferences on adult
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literacy. In order to operate this selection of wlwents | used various key words pertaining to
literacy definition and literacy discourses. Amdhg key words used we can mention ‘literacy’,
‘iliteracy’, ‘literacies’, ‘functional literacy’, ‘alphabetization’ (literacy in French),
‘analphabetisme’ (illiteracie in French), and #itaties '(literacies in French). A purposeful
selection of the documents was operated not takiogaccount UNESCO'’s reviews on literacy
definitions. | utilized also ‘adult education’” afrmbmpulsory education’ as key words because
there is a strong relationship between these twmegts and literacy in UNESCO'’s vision of
education. | also used a document summary fornevery document to posit the objective of
the document, the key words, concepts and discoyrseaining to literacy while pointing to
every given definition of literacy throughout th@cdment. Additionally, | regrouped the
documents according to their objectives for exam§latistical definitions for the purpose of
comparing educational statistics throughout theldyoManuals and guides for education
practitioners and NGOs working on literacy, recomdwions and official UNESCO
declarations about literacy, and literacy policieth a strong emphasis on Education for All.
Making Sense of the Data

The biggest challenge throughout data collectiod analysis was to gain a more
informed and thorough knowledge of large amountglatf, unitize key elements, identify
categories, themes, and patterns and build a ctradepamework in this regard. As Merriam
(1998) states: “data collection and data analygEsassimultaneous activity in order to avoid the
risk of repetitious, unfocused, and overwhelmingatlain order to make sense of the data |
assigned alphanumeric codes according to the twegeosaes and descriptors of the study’s
conceptual framework. | also prepared sheets totiigethe descriptors under the respective

categories of the conceptual framework. As the gge®f coding the key elements proceeded,
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new sheets were prepared to make sense of themdesoacepts as they emerged. | shared
samples of the coded documents with colleaguesderdor them to confirm the designations |

chose. Also, | was keeping a journal to better exlthe key coded elements; this journal
allowed me to analyze in depth the data and peréos®cond analysis.

As a final step, in order to verify whether new ighltes will emerge and posit
similarities or differences, | tested the codecaddbng with the sample summary finding table
that | designed. This process allowed me to geettebgrip of the data doing cross-case
analysis. At the same time, the coding proceduregletl the documents into different
categories, allowing me to look at every key eletmiandetail and at the end putting these
elements together to posit a more informed expiangirocess. The overall purpose of these
procedures was to find themes and patterns thatedhsome key features or purported
differences or similarities. As mentioned by Bloardp and Volpe (1998), a “thorough
examination, description and analysis of the dats performed by exploring and comparing
patterns across and within categories while sitgatine work being done with respect to prior
research and issues raised by the broader literaturacademia” (p.84). These analysis
procedures were continuously performed throughmeientire process.

The analysis and synthesis performed throughostdtudy allowed me to make more
sense of the potential explanations and posit oadplications for this qualitative inquiry
about UNESCO'’s discursive formations of literacyisl ongoing process was the basis for
formulating more informed conclusions and develgpsound-based and research-related
recommendations.

Controlling Potential Biases throughout the Study
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In qualitative inquiries, the concept of trustwamdss is mobilized to posit the
traditional quantitative problems of validity areliability. As Guba and Lincoln (1998) posited
it, in qualitative inquiries, “the terms of crediby, dependability, conformability, and
transferability” are used in order to mark the eliéfnce between qualitative and quantitative
research. Above all, as Bloomberg and Volpe (200&) it: “ qualitative researchers must
continue to seek to control for potential biaseat timight be present throughout the design,
implementation, and analysis of the study” (p.84).along the study, | tried to acknowledge
some of the methodological and analytical biasesght have regarding my second language
learner status and accordingly | followed an adeudgscription of UNESCO'’s literacy policies
from 1949 to 2002.

As such, | realized that credibility is a key et in qualitative inquiry because it
posits the fact that the researcher’'s findings Ehdae “accurate and credible from the
standpoint of the researcher, the participants, thedreader” (Bloomberg and Volpe, 1998,
p.86). The richness and usefulness of the resedwsign are sustained by the criterion of
validity or credibility. Accordingly, | designedrasearch format that allowed me to thoroughly
organize an accurate review of UNESCO'’s policies e use of a sample coding scheme that
helped to go through specific levels of findings guch, the findings that | reached needed to
be questioned by looking at the relationship betwise research questions, the findings, and
the explanations that | proposed.

The key elements of methodological validity “direttention to the quality and rigor
with which the researcher interprets and analyzgsa ¢h relation to the researcher design”
(Mason, 1996). In order to improve the validityraf/ research design, | needed to clarify my

assumptions in the beginning of the study and lglesfrow all the steps that were undertaken in
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collecting, analyzing, and interpreting the findSndly purpose was to eliminate inconsistencies
in the findings and lessen his subjectivities aiadds. But as Widdowson stated, “interpretation
will always be a function of the relationship beemetext, context, and the scholar’s pretext-
here defined not as an ulterior motive, but agélason for textual study” (2004, p.166).
Limitations of the Study

Most of the limitations in this study are pertamito the traditional critiques of
qualitative research technigques in general and dhesen research design in analyzing
UNESCO'’s discursive formations of literacy. The iabdocation of the researcher is a key
element in analyzing the methodological validitytloé study. It is assumed that because textual
analysis doesn’t involve human subjects, thereess lattention to the quality and rigor with
which the researcher interprets and analyzes the uharelation to the research design.
However, the political nature of texts accordinghe foundations of discourse analysis posits
the problem of subjectivities and biases. My owanse as | analyzed literacy definitions
through UNESCO policies was shaped not only by esgarch interests that emerged from my
educational, cultural, and linguistic experiencest by my own experiences about the way
literacy policies are molding our educational syste My interests in the politics and the
economics of literacy are shaped by this tensioit agas by my desire to comprehend the
complexities of policy making through internatiomagjanizations.

While | engaged throughout this journey in a catianalysis of UNESCO'’s discourses
on literacy- that somewhat promote social inequdty normalizing and privileging what
counts as good (being literate) and what count a&$ (being illiterate) - | found myself

participating in these same discourses. | foundethysught in the contradictions between the
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intent of critical discourse analysis, which isréweal and challenge social inequalities, and the
methodological limits of qualitative research metho

One can notice that analyzing a social phenomerests with the difficult and
challenging choices that the researcher must makeeded to be conscious about my own
subjectivities and hidden or visible biases. Ashsuane of the limitations in this study is the
issue of subjectivity because | belong to a comtyusfi practices that portrays a certain vision
of literacy and | was a victim of these policiesig@ed by international organizations because |
am a second language learner and | view myself‘pstantial illiterate’ in some situations in
which my linguistic and cultural backgrounds posé as an outsider.

| recognized these limitations and | didn’t limityself in only realizing that they exist
but | pushed myself to overcome them by asseshigig influence in my research findings and
my attempted explanations all along this study lapdharing my thoughts with my colleagues
creating therefore an environment conducive to mattention to quality and rigor in my
research design and the interpretation of the qpettend underlying themes that | discovered
during this ongoing process of collecting and analy the data.

Another limitation of this study has to deal withetfact that the research sample was
restricted to eighteen documents. The number afimeats selected and analyzed might not be
enough to construct an informed perspective aboNE&CO’s discursive formations of
literacy. |1 nonetheless tried to give my readersharough description of my journey in
collecting, analyzing, and interpreting the data gositing the difficulties | faced in going
through various changes, modifications in focuspaeelling of the research design. | kept a
journal throughout the research process. The jouwmas in the words of Lincoln and Guba

(1985) ‘an audit trail’ of the decisions and iniens throughout the research process. In this
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journal | documented my continuous data analysissights, theories, questions, and
uncertainties.

This chapter posited a detailed description ofrdeearch design in conducting a study
of UNESCO'’s discursive formations of literacy. Tweethods common to qualitative inquiries
were chosen-grounded theory along with the constamiparison model and textual analysis- to
illustrate how UNESCO an organization affiliatedtbh@ United Nations System was portraying
renewed and divergent discourses on defining tiefeom 1949 to 2002. Eighteen UNESCO
documents were chosen according to the key featfrgsirposeful sampling. The collection
and analysis of the data were an ongoing procedswame conducted simultaneously. The
variety of the documents selected, their thorougdlyasis, and the detailed explanation of the
conceptual framework helped in creating an enviremntonducive to rigor and a lessening of
subjectivities and biases. Above all, the impleragoh of a detailed research design enabled
key findings to emerge as we were able to positlosions and recommendations for further

research.
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CHAPTER FOUR
ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to explore UNESC®,WB and affiliated Organizations
discursive formations of literacy. | believe thatbatter understanding of these discursive
formations on would allow policy makers and educatm proceed from a more informed
perspective in terms of improving the implementatad literacy programmes, the assessment
and monitoring of national and international ligyraprojects. This chapter presents (1) the
findings obtained from a deep and thorough analg§ilJNESCO documents on literacy
conceptualizations and (2) how they can be intéegdreAccordingly, five major findings
emerged from this study:

Finding 1: A Plurality of Definitions of Literacy

There is no standard, universal definition of Ay but rather a plurality of definitions
presented by UNESCO from 1949 to 2002. The conoggditeracy has been subjected to
constant redefinitions to reflect a large array emonomic, political, social, and cultural
expectations. The overwhelming majority of the doeuats (12/18) indicated that literacy is a
learning process and an autonomous set of skilldewdn relative amount of documents
presented a functional definition of literacy (918t the same time, few UNESCO documents
(5/18) defined literacy as a social practice.

Finding 2: Multiple Discursive Formations of Literacy

The functionalist perspective to literacy and themhn right approach are the most

important discourses in UNESCOQO’s conceptualizatiohditeracy. Twelve out of eighteen

documents position literacy as a skill while 11duments posit literacy as a right. Near half
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of the documents mention the discourses of lifel@dycation (7/18), the transformative
approach to literacy (8/18), the poverty reductamd development discourses (7/18), and the
compulsory education discourse (8/18). Few docusprgsent various conceptualizations of
illiteracy (6/18) and posit the medical discoursditeracy (4/18) while the discourse of literate
environments appears in 3/18 documents.
Finding 3: Excluded Discourses in UNESCO'’s Policiesn Literacy

The least prevalent discourse in UNESCO’s concdipaimns of literacy is the discourse of
literacy as a text which is not mentioned in angutoent. Few documents (2/18) mention the
francophone discourse of literacy and the discoarsidigenous literacy.

Finding 4: The Association of Ethnography and Econmics in Defining Literacy
The most prevalent association of discourses fimidg literacy throughout UNESCO
documents posits the relationships between thesrdiit functionalities of literacy and the
portrayal of plural literacies (literacy with mydte meanings). Twelve documents portray that
relationship between the functional vision of l#ey and the view of literacy as a social
practice. Also ten documents portray the relatigndbetween literacy as a skill and the
development discourse along with the concept ofréhevance of experimentation in literacy
research.
Finding 5: The Metanarrative Sustaining UNESCOQO'’s Pticies on Literacy

The most prevalent discourse that surrounds UNESG@ltiple conceptualizations of
literacy is a holistic approach to literacy defioits, one that posits an operational definition of
literacy for statistical purposes and sustainingthet same time the multiple meanings of
literacy. The concept of literacy for all as in edtion for all is valued in associating literacy

with schooling in order to meet the Dakar and tligermium development goals.
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Following is a discussion of the findings with ditahat support and interpret each finding.
Through the process of a thick description of thedg undertaken, | set out to document a
broad range of conceptualizations of literacy tigtmut UNESCO's policies, and thereby
provide an opportunity for the readers to entep ithis study and better understand the
discursive formations taking place through the aasi documents reviewed for the purpose of
this critical study of literacy conceptualizatiof®llowing is a further discussion that includes a
thorough portrayal of the different findings.

A Plurality of Definitions of Literacy

The primary and overriding finding of this studytisat there is a plurality of literacy
definitions. This finding is highly significant iterms of the overwhelming number of UNESCO
documents which presented a variety of definitiarfsliteracy. Based on the documents
reviewed, one can argue that UNESCO presented ezhewivergent, and conflicting
definitions of literacy from 1949 to 2002. Thirtedocuments out of eighteen mentioned the
autonomous and ideological model of literacy pegihg an operational and statistical
definition of literacy. The functional literacy melds mentioned in eleven documents while the
concept of functional illiteracy is mentioned imé¢k documents. Few documents (4/18) present
the ‘multiliteracies’ model.
The Autonomous and Ideological Model of Literacy

The overwhelming majority of the documents indidateat literacy is a learning process
and a set of skills. Literacy presented as a seleobntextualized skills represents what Street
(1995) calls an ‘Autonomous model of literacy’. $taefinition of literacy gives no attention to
“social structures within which the concepts andgsiophies of specific cultures are formed”

(Street, 1995, p.85). Accordingly, the autonomowsieh of literacy was promoted by UNESCO
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since its inception, one that privileges the tiadil view of literacy as the ability to read and
write. This vision of literacy appears rather ghaforward and obvious in UNESCO'’s
definitions of literacy.

This vision of UNESCO’s portrayal of literacy as antonomous model valuing the
ability to read and write can be found in one &f declaration during the first international
conference on adult education which took placelginBre, Denmark (1949) which states that:
“Classes for adults were a means of fundamentataguun for those who were unable to read
and write” (UNESCO, 1949, p.1). This definition ldEracy as the basic ability to read and to
write was reflected during the early fifties asedlaction of what was termed ‘fundamental
education’. Fundamental education remained in dréy difties and sixties a way to develop
adult education by allowing illiterate adults taqage the basic skills of reading and writing.

Thus, “since a large part of the world’s populatiespecially in the colonized countries,
have been bypassed by the school systems and leaveed to read and write, adult education
in these areas got equated with adult literacy ptaoon” (UNESCO, 1949, p.4). Literacy,
according to UNESCO, equated the ability to read wante. As such, literacy kept on being
defined as “the ability to read and write”, a battmet of UNESCO’s policies, and the
prerequisite of “elementary freedom as a mattebasic unity and basic justice” (UNESCO,
1949, p.5). As such, the importance of the abilityread and write was also stressed in the
army, a place that people frequently join “withdaging able to read and write” (UNESCO,
1949, p.2). Throughout this definition of literaay the ability to read and write, the first task of
adult education or literacy according to UNESCO wasfill the gaps in an inadequate
educational system and provide fundamental educ&iothose who were lacking the abilities

to read and write.
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An example of one of this definition of literacyg the ability to read and write can also
be found in UNESCOQO'’s Statistical Revision repodnfr 1951. In this report, from a committee
of experts convened by UNESCO, the autonomous naddiééracy was privileged through the
introduction of the following concepts portrayingefacy and semi literacy: “A person is
considered literate who can both read with undedstey and write a short statement on his
everyday life; a person is considered semi-literateo can read with understanding but not
write a short statement on his everyday life” (UNEBs Statistical Division, 1951). This
UNESCO'’s definition of literacy as the mastery bé thasics of reading and writing reflected
also the vision of the United Nations Populatiom@assion (1952) which defines literacy as
the “ability to read and write a simple messagang language” (p.25). As such, the definition
of literacy as the ability to read and write astpyred by the leading UN educational
organization was also shared by other UN partneaigéncies such as the Population
Commission.

Consequently, the definition of literacy as thdigbio read and write was also prevalent
in a document published by UNESCO in 1953. The dent entitled Thérogress of Literacy
in Various Countriedrought together issues related to illiteracy higdacy by examining the
types of questions in the various population ceesuds mentioned in the report, this study was
“considered of value to all those concerned withgtudy of literacy and the efforts being made
to achieve progress in it” (UNESCO, 1953, p.8). ihg#he definitions of literacy and illiteracy
provided in these populations’ censuses privildge ability to read and write as an essential
component of literacy.

Accordingly, UNESCO was still promoting a vision bferacy correlated with the

acquisition of the basic skills of reading and imgtwhen it states that the problem of illiteracy
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will still persist “so as long as a sizeable partiof the world population remains without the
rudimentary knowledge of reading and writing” (UNES, 1953, p.9). Further, UNESCO still
argues that the abilities to read and write arealygumportant to “pubic administrators,
demographers, statisticians, educators, and ecenplanners who need to know the number
and proportion of men and women who cannot readnaitd” (UNESCO, 1953, p.8).

Additionally, UNESCO is stressing the importanceasfjuiring the basic elements of
reading and writing when it recognizes that in stdalized countries “the number of persons
not able to read and write is confined to an ircédle minimum composed mainly of the
mentally incapable” (UNESCO, 1953, p.9). Thus, oh¢he most important points of focus in
this UNESCO’s document is the fact that literacyeation is equated with the ability to read
and to write because the principal sources ofddgrdata were marriage registers, military
records and population censuses. This definitiditerbicy as the ability to read and to write can
be signaled in the list of census questions. InAttgentinean population census in 1947, people
were asked the following questions: “Do you knowvhto read? Do you know how to write?
Return (No) for persons who can only write numemlsign their names” (UNESCO, 1953,
p.13). According to UNESCO, the abilities to ream &0 write symbolized the basic tenets of
the world of literacy as shown in the Argentineataraple and in most of the populations’
censuses in the early fifties around the world.

A first example indicating a major change in UNESE€@efinition of literacy as the
ability to read and write can be found in its setomonograph entitled World llliteracy at Mid
Century (1957).Through this report, UNESCO defiliesacy as “a characteristic acquired by
individuals in varying degrees and there is no neeitroduce a third category such as semi

literate, placed between literate and illiteratetUNESCO, 1957, p.17). These three
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conceptualizations of literacy (literate, semisge, and illiterate) show how UNESCO is
presenting literacy as a very flexible concept, tra can be “stretched to cover all levels of
ability” (Ibid. p.18). Nonetheless, the acquisitiohreading and writing skills is still associated
with literacy because the report stated that “cegylas more than the two fifths of the world
population cannot read and write in any languadle&y are thus “ deprived of their full
participation in the cultural life of mankind” (ith p.1). As such UNESCO is adding new layers
to the conceptualization of the traditional andoaomous model of literacy by complexifying
the Anglophone discourse on literacy definitionsitoyplying the importance of acquiring the
ability to read and to write in any language.

Accordingly, UNESCO adds a new conceptual layerefining the autonomous model
of literacy by stating that, at a minimum levelefacy can be defined as “the ability to read and
write in a language” (UNESCO, 1957, p.19). Accogoin this definition of literacy, UNESCO
is still privileging the importance of acquiringethbasic skills of reading and writing by
implying that other definitions of literacy couldthdeny the fact that literacy at a minimum
level requires the acquisition of basic skills sashreading and writing. As such, the UNESCO
1957 report concluded that “ the method using rgaaind writing tests is more reliable for
assessing the extent of illiteracy than any metlegending on a simple declaration”(
UNESCO, 1957, p.23). Thus, being literate is mbwntjust a matter of a formal and official
declaration of someone’s literacy abilities as wpylations’ censuses. A common way of
assessing literacy through reading and writingstestains a reliable way to compare literacy
data internationally. Thus, there is a convergirggnp between the definitions of literacy
provided through most of the population’s censumad UNESCO'’s attempt to improve the

comparability of educational statistics.
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A second example indicating a change in UNESCP@fmtiion of literacy can also be
found in its 1958 recommendation concerning thenddedization of educational statistics
promoting a definition of literacy that recognize importance of the acquisition of reading
and writing skills by stating in the same token htwese basic skills can help adults
accommodate with public life. As such UNESCO isiagda new layer to the traditional
definition of literacy as the ability to read andte by attaching socio-cultural consequences to
the act of being literate. But at the same time SRD is equating minimum literacy with basic
literacy because both concepts require adult learteeacquire the basic skills of reading and
writing. An example of this conceptual refinemeahde found in the International Conference
of Adult Education convened by UNESCO in 1965. Dgrithis international conference,
UNESCO was promoting a recommendation to the nargsof education concerning literacy
and education for adults by emphasizing the impagaof the economic consequences attached
to the acquisition of reading and writing skills sustaining basic literacy. According to
UNESCO, the best way to prepare adults for a moydyztive and better paid work is to focus
on “reading and writing classes which are of immagsgliconcerns to the adults” (UNESCO,
1965, p.14). Again, another UNESCO document pubtisa year later documents and adds a
new conceptual layer in emphasizing the importaricdeading and writing in acquiring literacy
skills by stating that: “literacy programmes musipart not only reading and writing, but also
professional and technical knowledge, thereby rgadio fuller participation of adults in
economic and civic life” (UNESCO, 1966, p.97). Thagcording to UNESCO adults need
more than basic reading and writing skills if thatend to fully participate in public life. As
such, UNESCO realized the limitations and shortcgwmiof traditional literacy work based on

“straightforward reading and writing” (UNESCO, 197(®.8). Nonetheless, UNESCO
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recognizes that «learning to read and write remam®pportunity for acquiring information
that can immediately be used to improve living dads” (UNESCO, 1975, p.1). Again,
UNESCO is adding new layers in refining the tramhll and autonomous model of literacy by
equating the basic acquisition of reading and wgitskills to the acquisition of technical and
professional knowledge allowing adult learnersdpecwith real life.

At the same time, UNESCO was still struggling tosipumember states to adopt a
uniform adoption of the traditional and autonomousdel of literacy through the development
of basic reading and writing skills by trying taaslish criteria for the harmonization of literacy
statistics on an international basis, thus allowimrga better comparability of educational data.
As such, UNESCO still considers that “literacy, #islity to read and write” is still a “matter of
general interest” (UNESCO, 1978, p.3). An examgléhs continuous portrayal of literacy as
the ability to read and write can be found in ohésorecommendation during the 1978 General
Conference during which UNESCO recommended thatbeerstates should for the purpose of
international reporting adopt the following defiaits of literacy: (1) “A person is literate who
can with understanding both read and write a stiorple statement on his everyday life.(2) A
person is illiterate who cannot with understandaath read and write a short simple statement
on his everyday life”(UNESCO, 1978, p.3).This défon of casual literacy promoted in this
revised recommendation concerning the internatistehdardization of educational statistics
can relate to UNESCO's 1951 and 1958 recommendatomn literacy definitions in which
UNESCO states that “a person is considered litex&i@ can both read with understanding and
write a short statement on his everyday life; asperis considered semi-literate, who can read
with understanding but not write a short statentenhis everyday life” (UNESCO’s Statistical

Division, 1951). But there is a slight change ir thefinition of literacy because UNESCO
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started to promote literacy as more than a statrmeasure of someone’s reading and writing
skills. As such, this new conceptual layer addedJDBJESCO implies the obligation for adult
learners to acquire at least basic reading skillsrder to be considered as ‘semi-literate’.

Later, a new vision of a ‘culturalized literacy dab is being promoted by UNESCO
through the1985 Internation@lonference on Adult Educatiavhich promotes the “teaching of
reading and writing” but one “integrated in a cuucontext” (UNESCO, 1985, p.56).Five
years later, reading and writing skills remain thasic tenets of literacy when UNESCO
promotes a definition of literacy that relatestwvision of an autonomous model of literacy as
in the world conference on Education for All (199A8pain, Reading and writing skills are still
important components of literacy education. In 1880 report, the following definition is used
by adding the importance of another basic skilatedd to the acquisition of mathematical
competences. As such, “literacy refers to the tgbib read and write with comprehension, as
well as to make simple arithmetical calculationsumexpanded sense” (UNESCO, 1990, p. ix).
Again, UNESCO is adding a new conceptual layer tbabates basic literacy with the
acquisition of traditional competences usually aeglin school such as reading, writing, and
math. As such, through this 1990 report, literaxylefined as the junction of reading, writing,
and mathematical skills.

Another conceptual refinement of the traditionatl @utonomous model of literacy is
operated again in 1995 when UNESCO argues thaadyereflects the development of learning
and communicative skills by considering that, & tlonceptual level, “literacy reflects a basic
state of development of the intellectual capacitg buman being, in his/her ability to make use
of the written words to learn and communicate” (8D, 1995, p.1). As such, this new

definition of literacy through UNESCO’s terms doast take into account reading and
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mathematical skills as in the 1990 report. But URESIs not putting away the basic tenets of
literacy because it still considers that literadyile being a “catalyst for participation in social,
cultural, political, and economic activities and fearning throughout life”, is also “the right to
read and write”"(UNESCO, 1997, p.4). An example lbé tcontinuous importance of the
traditional and autonomous model of literacy canfoend in a new UNESCO document
published in 2000, one in which UNESCO states ttraany definitions of literacy relate in
some ways, at their core, to an individual’'s apilip understand printed texts and to
communicate through print” (p.4). Finally, the UNES Institute of Statistics decided to take
into account the definition of literacy given inS®and revised in 1978. An example can be
found in one document published by the UNESCO timstiof Statistics in 2008 in which the
following definition of literacy relates to the “pmentage of the population for a given group
that can read and write with understanding a skiatement on his/her everyday life” (UIS,
2008, p.13). While equating literacy to reading arding abilities, UNESCO was promoting
along the years different definitions of litera@flecting general skills needed for community
life. Thus, UNESCO started to promote literacy akilh during the early sixties.
Defining Literacy as a Skill

An example of the definition of literacy as a skilin be found in the second Montreal
international conference on adult education in 1986ng the document, UNESCO considers
that adults need to “acquire the knowledge andlsskiley need for the new patterns of
community living” (Ibid. 13).Again, UNESCO recogeig the importance of literacy as a skill
when it states that: The “acquisition of skillslerning is primarily literacy” (UNESCO, 1960,
p.35). Another example of the definition of liteyeas a skill can be found in a 1970 UNESCO'’s

report which states the importance of the acqoisitof skills for development projects by
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assuming that literacy is related to the “acqusitof technical skills and knowledge of direct
utility in a given environment” (UNESCO, 1970, p.9)

The same line of vision can be retraced throughréwew of the United Nations
Development Program and UNESCO activities on fameti literacy. An example can be found
in the 1972 report in which UNESCO states that tgdale “producers and citizens who need a
new type of literacy, one with specialized trainimgually of a technical nature” (UNESCO,
1972, p.2). According to this definition of litesgc'men and women need to be receptive to
change and innovation and acquire in the same tokenskills and new attitudes” (UNESCO,
1972, p.2). Another illustration of this conceptualinement can be found later in the report
when UNESCO states that:

A literate person is someone who needs to acqemdimg and writing skills but also

specific technical and professional skills in orderperform better in the new world

economy. Therefore, literacy education should hathilt learners to acquire an

“integrated store of knowledge, skills, and knowh@JINESCO, 1975, p.8)

In the same document, UNESCO considers anotharitiefi of literacy as skills, one in
which “performative skills allow adult learners aocquire vocational skills” (UNESCO, 1985,
p.50) for their economic growth and social develeptnand accommodate to the purposes of
lifelong learning by “continuing to acquire skill§{UNESCO, 1985, p.56). At the same time,
UNESCO is still promoting the traditional and awdomous model of literacy. Consequently,
according to the terms of this adult internationahference on adult education, UNESCO
(1985) is equating “basic skills to reading, wigtjrand arithmetic” (p.57). As such, UNESCO is
adding a new conceptual layer by affirming the eyaace of the concept of lifelong learning in

acquiring and sustaining basic literacy skills.
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Furthermore, in 1990, UNESCO widened the descmptd literacy as a skill by
introducing the concept of basic learning needs.eAample of this conceptual refinement can
be found in a UNESCO 1990 report in which basicriga needs are described as follows:
“The knowledge, skills, attitudes, and values nsags for people to survive, improve the
quality of their lives, and to continue learningJNESCO, 1990, p.ix). An illustration of this
new conceptualization of literacy as skill can dedfound in a different part of the document in
which UNESCO states that: “without the skills tatmapate in a literate, technological world
and the knowledge to transform their environmemopbe will remain on the margins of
society, and society itself will lose their vasttgrtial contributions” (UNESCO, 1990, p.8).
Thus, the basic learning needs represent a setofigal tools that help adults to fight against
social marginalization and participate in the tfarmsation of their environment. UNESCO
added a new layer in its definition of literacyaaset of basic learning needs by stating that the
possibility for adults to deal with social hardslgeepend on their knowledge and problem-
solving skills” (UNESCO, 1990, p.9). Therefore, aating to UNESCO, the definition of
literacy needs to take into account the fact thadsic education allows providing immediate
knowledge and skills for dealing with the effectssocial inequalities (Ibid.p.9). As such, the
acquisition and development of literacy skills haasitive consequences in allowing literate
people to transform the socio-political sphere.

UNESCO'’s references to basic skills and basic legrmeeds in discussing about
literacy widened the traditional and autonomousinitedn of literacy. An example of this
conceptual refinement through the imposition of ribeoretical layers can be also found in the

Jomtien conference (1990) which characterizes @anadkfinitional aspect of literacy through
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the broadening of the discussion of the concepiasic learning needs and competencies. An
illustration of this definitional change can be fiouin the following UNESCO (1990) statement:

Basic learning encompasses literacy and basicifepmeeds comprise both essential

learning tools such as (literacy, oral expressmmeracy, and problem solving) and the

basic learning content (such as (knowledge, skiddues, and attitudes) required by
human beings to be able to survive, to develop fiadli capacities, to live and work in
dignity, to participate fully in development, topmove the quality of their lives, to make

informed decisions, and to continue learning. (USBE5 1990, p.11)

Another example of this refined definition of liéeyy as a skill can be found through the
following UNESCO statement in the 1990 report: élldcy education will translate into
meaningful development when adults will be ablenmorporate useful knowledge, reasoning
ability, skills, and values” (UNESCO, 1990, p.3B%s such, UNESCO is stressing the positive
benefits of acquiring skills bettering adult leasidives. But, UNESCO is still equating literacy
to a skill by stating that: “it is a necessary Iskil itself and the foundation of other
skills....Other needs can be served by skills trgrapprenticeship and formal and non formal
education programs” (Ibid. p.36). As such, UNES@@lies that literacy is the basic and most
important foundation of other learning skills andwees that literacy is different from learning.

Through these UNESCO's definitions of literacy askdl, UNESCO is adding a new
layer to its conceptualizations of literacy by rgeizing the importance of the role of basic
learning skills acquired in traditional primary scis, ones that still cope with the autonomous
model of literacy. An illustration of this definttinal refinement can be found in the same 1990
report when UNESCO states thdpupils who do not have basic literacy, numeraapd

problem solving skills shouldn’t graduate” (UNESCI®90, p.46). Additionally, UNESCO is
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promoting a new key concept in widening the defnitof the concept of basic learning needs.
An example of this new line of conceptualization liéracy can be found in the 1995
UNESCO'’s report. An illustration indicating this reeeptual change can be found through
UNESCO'’s use of the concepts of “advanced abilitaesl «life skills” (UNESCO, 1995, p.14).
Through this conceptual refinement of the termIFSKUNESCO is stressing the importance of
lifelong education. Another example of definitiomafinements regarding UNESCO's literacy
policies can be found in the fifth internationahéerence on adult education report in Hamburg
(1997 in its declaration entitled thdamburg Agenda for the Fututia which the UN leading
educational organization stresses the importandéetdng education by defining literacy as
“the basic knowledge and skills needed by all irapidly changing world; in every society,
literacy is a necessary skill in itself and onetlef foundations of other life skills” (UNESCO,
1997, p.4). Another example of a definitional chawfthe concept of literacy skill stressing the
importance of lifelong skills and the notion of @me generation can be found in
UNESCO1997 report which states that:
Literacy and numeracy skills need to be develoed part of a set of skills that enable
the learner to access and utilize information framariety of sources and continue to
acquire new knowledge and skills over a life timlult literacy programmes that
contributed also to income generation and othereldgvnent objectives generally
proven more effective than those that have a nafasms on reading, writing and
arithmetic. (Final Report, p. 37)
In this new definition of literacy, UNESCO is protimg the concept of lifelong skills,
ones that are more beneficial than the acquisiibreading, writing, and mathematical skills

alone. But two years later, UNESCO, through its namn functional literacy in 1999 stresses
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again the importance of the traditional and automasnview of literacy as the “recognition of
numbers and basic mathematical signs and symbdttsnwiexts; this skill is called numeracy”
(p.1). Consequently, numeracy, according to UNESS@gefined as a skill, a tool to “make a
particular sense of the world” (UNESCO, 1999, @:ijough this new definition developed by
UNESCO, there is a broadening of the concept oficbésarning needs through the
conceptualization of mathematical skills as numgradkey element in reading the world.

Later, UNESCO is adding a new layer in identifyiagoroader conceptualization of
basic literacy skills in the Dakar Framework fottiae: Education for All (2000). As such,
UNESCO is respecting the same definitional mottal atates the “access to skills and
knowledge necessary for gainful employment andgalticipation in society” (par.5) in order
to reach universal literacy and educate the langeust of marginalized people. Through these
recurrent definitions of literacy as a skill, orenaealize the attempts of UNESCO in trying to
improve the tenets of literacy education worldwéahe to posit the basis of functional literacy.
A Functionalist View of Literacy

An example of a definition of functional literacyarc be found in UNESCO'’s first
international conference on adult education in 1949 illustration of this definitional change
figures in UNESCO's reference to functional edumai when it states that: “education before
becoming general is functional” (p.7). UNESCO dtderploy the word literacy in this report
UNESCO but rather states that the “purpose of tht & first the acquisition of skills in order
to experience satisfaction” (p.3). But later in teport UNESCO states that “reading, writing,
and arithmetic should be focused on topics whiah @fr immediate concern to the adults:
preparing for more productive and better paid warlgroving the living conditions within the

community setting (health, diet, leisure), civicdasocial training, etc” (UNESCO, 1965,
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p.14).Through this functionalist portrayal of lidel, one can suggest that UNESCO is equating
adult education with literacy by promoting the resity for adults to acquire reading and
writing skills. As such, UNESCO is valuing functanliving skills that will allow adults to
participate in public life and improve their livirmpnditions.

It started to become obvious that the function ipally assigned to adult literacy by
UNESCO has been a matter of assigning functiondlityliteracy and adult education
programmes. An illustration of this conceptualiaatiof literacy can be found in a 1965
UNESCO report in which literacy, by its very natui® considered as “inherently functional”
(UNESCO, 1965, p.4). As such, UNESCO refines thisceptualization of literacy by stating
that the function of adult literacy was to “enabidividuals to become functional in their own
cultures and then learn about other cultures teerstdnd the common humanity of all human
beings and to contribute to international undeditagi (UNESCO, 1965, p.6). Another
illustration of this definitional change is illuated through the Teheran conference of 1965
when UNESCO positioned functional literacy in aara in which economic functionality is the
focus of international literacy programs worldwide illustration of this change or refinement
of the definition of literacy by UNESCO is refledtéhrough the 1965 report when UNESCO
states that functional literacy “becomes an esskatement in overall development....closely
linked to economic and social priorities and tosprég and future manpower need” (UNESCO,
1965, p.29). Another example of this new portrayfalunctional literacy is illustrated through
UNESCO'’s words when it states that: “literacy wasessary for learning new skills, increased
productivity both in the farm and in the factorydartherefore, should be central to any
development strategy for alleviating poverty” (UNES, 1965, p.12). Again, functional literacy

should be a means in allowing illiterates to becdratter integrated in a changing world by
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acquiring the appropriate functional skills. Anatlexample of this conceptual change can be
found in a 1966 UNESCO document in which it stated refines the concept of functionality
by implying the relationships between the acquisitiof literacy skills and the positive
economic consequences attached to it. Briefly dtdtee essential elements of UNESCO’s new
approach to literacy are the following:
(1) Literacy programmes should preferably be linkedchvdtonomic priorities and carried
out in areas undergoing rapid economic expansion
(2) The literacy programmes of this new kind should midachieving main economic
objectives, i.e., the increase of labor produgtjvibod production, industrialization,
social and professional mobility, creation of newnpower, and diversification of the

economy. (UNESCO, Asian Model, 1966, p.97)

Through the 1966 report, UNESCO recognizes thaetisea ‘literacy of a new kind’
that is represented through the functionality derlicy in order to promote economic
development. Accordingly, twelve years later, apottefinement of the conceptualization of
functional literacy can be found in a 1978 UNES@Part in which the organization posits its
attempt to develop international standards of m@aguiteracy as in the 1951 and 1958
definition of literacy. As such, UNESCO proposeseéinition of functional literacy, one which
states that: “A person is functionally illiteratdn@vcannot engage in all those activities in which
literacy is required for effective functioning oishgroup and community and also for enabling
him to continue to use reading, writing and caltald (UNESCO, 1978, p.4). Consequently,
this UNESCO notion of functional literacy can alse found in a common publication of
UNESCO and the United Nations Development Programchvdesigned the Experimental

World Literacy Programme initiated at the 1965 Gah&onference on Education. It was
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obvious that the purpose of this program was teidethe acquisition of literacy skills through
experimentation and a work-oriented process.

Another example of this conceptual change in defnliteracy can be found in
UNESCO'’s portrayal of the link between illiteracgdaunder-development when it recognizes
the limitations and shortcomings of a traditionefikition of literacy based on the teaching of
reading and writing. As such, UNESCO proposed thiewing definition:

Literacy work should be taken to mean any literapgration conceived as a component

of economic and social development projects. Ihaslonger an isolated or distinct

operation-let alone an end in itself- but makepassible to treat the illiterate as an
individual in a group context, in relation to a @venvironment and with a new view to
development. By its nature, a functional literacsogramme is related to precise
collective and individual needs. Thus, literacyetated to the acquisition of technical

skills and knowledge of direct utility in a givenveronment. (UNESCO, 1970, p.9)

Another example of a conceptual change regardinge®&BO’s traditional and
autonomous definitions of literacy can be foun@ih972 UNESCO report in which it proposes
a more refined definition of functional literacysAuch, functional literacy in its simplest terms
according to UNESCO is “literacy integrated withesjalized training, usually of a technical
nature” (1972, p.2). Again, UNESCO keeps on refinils conceptualization of literacy when it
states that literacy is directly related to develept and the goal of literacy is to: “assist in
achieving specific socio-economic objectives by mgknen and women receptive to change
and innovation and by helping them to acquire nkissand new attitudes” (Ibid.p.2). Putting
apart again the teaching of reading and writing B3O states that functional literacy “aims at

a more comprehensive training of the illiterateladdnich is related to his role both as producer
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and as a citizen” (ibid.p.2). Therefore, UNESCCQeigjaging in a new ‘semantic battle’ by
stating that functional literacy represents “atfissep in the education of adults who were
engaged in the process of lifelong education aathleg” (Ibid.p.3) and above all, investment
in functional literacy represents “a good investteh limited resources by a developing
country” (Ibid.p.4).

Throughout these new UNESCOQO’s conceptualizationgun€tional literacy, one may
envision two components in this definition becat{4¢ they are centered on vocational training
and the provision of manpower and (2) they fosteratl social and cultural development”
(UNESCO, 1972, p.11). UNESCO realized that a mnfermed perspective on functional
literacy requires the need for flexibility in ordir achieve economic development. An example
of this definitional refinement of literacy concaptizations can be also found in the 1972 report
in which UNESCO states that there is a need torifglahe idea of functional literacy”
(Ibid.p.12). An illustration of this conceptual iiment is reflected through the promotion of a
new definition of functional literacy. As such, ftitional literacy is defined as “the ability to
master the skills and means needed to take orae jph working, social and family life and to
participate actively in the life of the communityNESCO, 1985, p.56). Therefore, UNESCO
is implying a shift of interest from basic literaty functional literacy which is commonly
understood as to imply more “advanced abilitiebeaeficially use the 3Rs in one’s dalily life,
such as being able to read and follow simple praktnstructions and to apply these skills in
the workplace” ( UNESCO, 1995, p.14). Again, UNES&¢&knowledges the practical need to
acquire the basic reading, writing, and mathemlaskifis while recognizing that it is better to
promote literacy circles in which adult learnerslwapply these skills in order to better their

lives and improve their economic opportunities.
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Later, an example of a more informed perspectivdunmictional literacy is posited by
UNESCO in its manual on functional literacy for igehous people (1999) in which it
introduces the distinction between functional &y and functional illiteracy. An illustration of
this conceptual change in defining functional by figures in the 1999 report when UNESCO
states a «distinction between the higher orderl lef/abilities that separates those who are
barely able to read and write (basic illiteratesnt the functional literates” (UNESCO, 1999,
p.4). As such UNESCO defined functional illiteraay the “inability to master the skills and
means needed to take one’s place in working anghtticipate actively in the life of society”
(UNESCO, 1985, p.56). By doing so, UNESCO 198%redifferentiates between functional
literacy and social literacy. An example of thisiceptual refinement can be seen in the way
UNESCO defines functional literacy as a traininggass, “which in addition to inculcating
learning skills, should help workers to achieveatge mastery of their occupations, increase
their theoretical and practical knowledge, advairceheir careers and continue with their
education” (UNESCO, 1985, p.58). At the same tidBIESCO defines social literacy as a
means for the acquisition of the tools of furthexstery of the written world and a “tool to pave
the way for the integration of the newly literateto their cultural, social, and political
environment” (Ibid.p.58). Both conceptualizatioriditeracy (functional and social literacy) add
new layers to the traditional and autonomous motikteracy.

Literacy as Social Practices

Conceptualization of literacy as a plural notioargd in the early 1980’s. An example
of this conceptual refinement can be found in UNB&Cinternational conference on adult
education convened in Paris in 1985 in which UNES@&sited the “need for a new

conceptualization of literacy in relation to chasge social demand regarding adult education”
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(UNESCO, 1985, p.56). Another illustration of tldenceptualization of literacy as a social
practice is promoted further in the document whé&NESCO states that literacy is viewed as a
“complex problem related not only to the surrougdenvironment, but also to the historical,
cultural, political, economic, and social feature§ each people’(Ibid.p.56). Therefore,
UNESCO states that the “teaching of reading andingrishould be integrated into a cultural
context” (Ibid.p.56). It becomes obvious that UNES(S still acknowledging the importance of
reading and writing skills in defining literacy. the same report, UNESCO is developing a
refined definition of literacy by arguing that lisey can be seen as “an essential prerequisite for
national, social, economic, and cultural developthélivid.p.56). In the same line of vision,
UNESCO went on to adopt a civilizational conceplitefacy, the aim of which is to:

Raise the individual to an educational and cultieaél that enables him to acquire the

basic skills of reading, writing, and arithmeticdato participate in the development of

his society and the renewal of its structures,hst he will have the social and cultural

incentives to go on learning and to improve thdiguaf life. (Ibid.p.57)

An example of this civilizational conceptualizatiofliteracy responds to a definition of
a social literacy concept, one meant to allow thequisition of the tools of further mastery of
the written world and pave the way for the inteigratof the newly literate into their cultural,
social, and political environment” (lbid.p.58). ®Blughout this statement, UNESCO
acknowledges again the need to master the bagiingeand writing skills in order to better
adult learners’ lives. Another example of this cgptcial refinement can be also found in a 1990
UNESCO report in which UNESCO promotes a new visadnliteracy different from the
previous monolithic view of literacy as a statiogess and an autonomous model. As such, an

illustration of this conceptual change figures INESCQO’s portrayal of literacy as a social
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practice when it argues that literacy can be viewsda «set of educational, social, and
economic factors that cannot be radically changeshbort periods of time” (UNESCO, 1990,
p.4). As such UNESCO is promoting a plural visidriteracy by stating that “there is no single
level of skill or knowledge that qualifies a persas ‘literate’, but rather that there are multiple
levels and kinds of literacy (e.g. numeracy anchnedogical literacy)” (Ibid.p.4). Again,
UNESCO is adding new layers to the monolithic aradlitional view envisioning literacy as a
static acquisition of reading and writing skills.

Later, UNESCO is furthering its diversification it conceptualization of literacy as a
social practice in its 199Hamburg Declaration: The Agenda for the Fututa doing so,
UNESCO developed a new vision of literacy, one eored as the “basic knowledge and skills
needed by all in a rapidly changing world and a&sdtalyst for participation in social, cultural,
political, and economic activities” ( UNESCO, 199¥4). An illustration of this conceptual
change can be seen in the way member states cameniiselves in “replacing this narrow
vision of literacy by learning that meets sociatomomic, and political needs and gives
expression to a new form of citizenship” (lbid.p.18s such, literacy envisioned as a social
practice is a new model that improves the drawbaxdka traditional vision of literacy, one
centered in the sole acquisition of reading andingiskills. Another illustration of this change
in defining literacy as a social practice can b dbund in the way UNESCO envision the
creation of “literate societies responsive toefiint cultural traditions” and how it recognizes
that “literacy is embedded in social practicesidlp.17). Further in the document, UNESCO
states that in order to “enrich the literate enwnent”, one needs to “enhance the use and
retention of literacy through the production andseémination of locally-relevant, gender-

sensitive and learner-generated print materialsiti(p.18). In essence, it is illustrated that “all
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cultures are literate and that literacy is univekaat is realized in culturally specific ways”
(UNESCO, 1999, p.2). Above all, UNESCO states frttinat literacy is no longer seen as a
singular concept, but rather as plural literacl@®ESCO illustrates again this conceptual
change by stating that these “literacies differoading to purpose, context, use, script, language
and institutional framework and as individuals, alleuse multiple literacies” (UNESCO, 2000,
p.60). Among the plural literacies recognized by ESCO, one can cite the concept of
functional literacy which is the “expansion of pdargy education” (Ibid.p.60). Another
illustration of this conceptual refinement can kersin the way UNESCOUNESCO recognizes
that “literacy for all is the foundation for lifehg learning for all and a tool for empowering
individuals in their community” (UNESCO, 2002, p.8hd mention media literacy and legal
literacy without defining them.

Again, the United Nations Literacy Decade cleathtess the need for a renewed vision
of literacy if real progress is to be made in emapthe excluded to gain access to the means of
written communication. An example of this conceptadinement figures in the way in which
the United Nations(UN) posit a vision of literadyat goes beyond earlier conceptions of
literacy, echoing the message of the Jomtien cenée that an expanded vision of basic
education must be the basis for education forAadlillustration of this conceptual change can
be found in the way the UN defines literacy as acept that encompasses the educational
needs of learners. An example can be found in O@2 2Jnited Nations Literacy Decade
document which states that:

Literacy is central to all levels of education,ahgh all delivery modes-formal, non-

formal and informal. Literacy for all encompasske educational needs of all human

beings in all settings and contexts, in the Nortd ¢he South, the urban and the rural,
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those in school and those out of school, adults dmidren, boys and girls, men and

women. (UNLD, 2002, p.4)

Another illustration of the portrayal of literacg a social practice can be found later in
the document when the United Nations Literacy Deaagbort states that: “Literacy for all has
to address the literacy needs of the individuahasfamily, literacy in the workplace and in the
community, as well as in society and in the nationtune with the goals of economic, social
and cultural development of all people in all coigs” (UNLD, 2002. p.4)rhus, literacy as a
social practice is related to the conceptualizatibfiteracy as a plural notion. An example of
this definition can be found in a 2004 UNESCO doeuntrentitledThe Plurality of Literacy and
its Implications for Policies and ProgrammeAn illustration of this conceptual refinement
resides in the way UNESCO posits a view of literacyhich it refers to the plural visions of
literacy. As such, literacy is more than a setewhhical skills but rather a plural notion. An
illustration of this change relates to the way imatn UNESCO states that: “The plural notion of
literacy latches upon these different purposessatntions. Rather than seeing literacy as only
a generic set of technical skills, it looks at #erial dimensions of acquiring and applying
literacy’(UNESCO, 2004, p.13.).This portrayal dehacy as a plural notion posits a conceptual
relationship between the various UNESCO statemehtsh keep on refining the definition of

literacy.

Multiple Discursive Formations of Literacy
An informed perspective in positing various fornfditeracy can be analyzed through

the patterns among a various array of UNESCO’&stants and the values and traditions that
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explicit these conceptualizations of literacy. iyirig to delineate what surrounds UNESCO’s
conceptualizations of literacy, one is left wittetbhoice to analyze the correlations between
literacy policies and the discourses that gavehbid renewed definitions of literacy.
Accordingly, Mills (1997) states that a discourseai “set of sanctioned statements that have
institutional force-a profound influence on how iwiduals think and act” (p.62). As such,
UNESCO'’s conceptualizations of literacy posit & lbetween these policies envisioned as texts
to larger world views. In UNESCO'’s policies on taey the definition of this concept as
reading and writing visible in texts across thergemdicates somewhat forms of literacy.
Again, various forms of literacy relate to UNESCGQtatements viewing literacy as a skill and
literacy as a social practice. As such, one catindigish various forms of literacy regarding
UNESCO'’s policies on literacy from 1949 to 2002lbgking at the various conceptualizations
of literacy such as the individual localization athé social meanings of literacy. One of the
most prevalent forms of literacy is the one posititeracy as a human right while sustaining
the autonomous model of literacy. One should ackedge the view of literacy as a human
right goes along with the valorization of lifeloreglucation in UNESCOQO's policies on literacy.
In the same token, when literacy is envisioned ksyaelement in fighting poverty reduction is
currently a strong institutional paradigm in UNESE@olicies regarding literacy along with a
human rights framework. As such, UNESCOQO's literaoymotion is linked integrally to these of
literacy practices through the Education for AlF&) goals and the Millennium Development
Goals (MDGS).

The Ideology of Literacy and Developmental Issues

When the second session of UNESCQO’s General Corderéeld in Mexico City in

1947 and the Third session in Beirut in 1948 datinbecall the first international conference on

101



adult education, the emphasis was on Western EtangeNorth America but as stated in the
report. Accordingly, the report states that “théedates came from all parts of the world and
ensured that attention was given to problems pactdi regions where institutions or methods
of adult education may be less developed” (UNESC¥29, p.3). The conference didn’'t come
up with a unique definition of adult education bather with a declaration of principle which
“may apply to all countries and to all types of espents” (Ibid.p.4). An illustration of this
conceptual orientation of literacy can be foundhie report when UNESCO states that “the role
of adult education to close the gaps between theabed masses (illiterates) and the so called
cultured people (literates)” (Ibid.p.8). Further time document, UNESCO states that “adult
education takes at its starting point the real d@mws of life, and aims at enabling each
individual to live as full and rich a life as pdsie because “the least educated of men can
possess as genuine a culture as the scholar’@®@). The universality of this declaration is
revealed in this following statement in which tepart added that “functional education enables
everyone to assume, not merely in his workshopradet union, but also in the town, his
responsibilities as a free citizen” (Ibid.p.4). Bhueducation is a vital factor in the social,
economic, and political development of all peopid a process essential to the implementation
of the principles of the universal declaration afnfan rights” (UNESCO, 1960, p.5). An
illustration of this conceptual orientation valuitige universality and the economic functionality
of literacy can be found in the Montreal InternatibConference on Adult Education (1960),
which recognizes that,

Amongst the needs of various countries, the higlpegirity should be given by

governments and United Nations agencies to econdevelopment, particularly in the

underdeveloped countries. The Conference invites attention of governments and
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United Nations agencies to the urgency of prepathegninds of adults in these regions
to take full advantage of and participate in theseasures for furthering economic
development. It further urges governments and dnNations agencies to treat Adult

Education as a part of economic and multipurposeeldpment and of the United

Nations Expanded Programme of Technical Assistéaroeconomic development. (p.5)

UNESCO posits at the same time that education lifelang activity and a right for
every individual. As such the ideological discoudeliteracy as portrayed by UNESCO is
rendered obvious in the 1960 report when UNESC@estthat “education is a process that
continued through the whole life, it was at ondee tright of every individual and the
responsibility of mankind” (UNESCO, 1960, p.10).akg, UNESCO is portraying literacy as a
lifelong process and a strong human right.

Further, while stating the importance of educafioncivic purposes, UNESCO posits
also the relevance of acquiring basic reading anmding skills by acknowledging the
importance of the traditional and autonomous maofdiéiteracy. An example of this conceptual
mix of various forms of literacy can be found ireth953 and 1960 reports when UNESCO
states that “adult education was very importantther purposes of “civic and social education”
(UNESCO, 1960, p.13). As such, “ as long as a bieeproportion of the world population
remains without the rudimentary knowledge of regdamd writing, the problem of illiteracy
will continue to be of interest” (UNESCO, 1953, p.Bater, in 1965, UNESCO states again the
universality of literacy by privileging the humaighit approach as envisioned in the United
Nations’ declaration. An illustration of this humaight paradigm can be found in a 1965
document in which UNESCO considers that the “cagwaagainst illiteracy finds its

justification in the universal declaration of humeghts, according to which, in article 26,
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everyone has the right to education” (UNESCO, 1968). Therefore, “literacy education for
the masses is an essential factor in the econaowal, political and cultural progress of
individuals as well as of communities” (Ibid.p.&)s such this comforted line of vision is still
connected with UNESCO's vision of development aifieldng education as the objective of
these international conferences on adult educatias to “expand educational opportunities
within integrated lifelong education systems” (UNES3, 1972, p.2). An example of this
programmatic and ideological vision can be fountha1972 report when UNESCO states that:
“the eradication of illiteracy is a key factor ievklopment” because “literacy is a cornerstone
of adult education” (lbid.p.16). Another illustrati of this conceptual orientation of UNESCO'’s
actions on literacy can be found in the same Faepert when UNESCO states that “adult
education forms an integral part of lifelong edimatand is inseparable from the goal of
expanding educational opportunities for all” (Ilpd®8). As such, by recognizing the
universality of literacy, UNESCO states that “ld@ey should provide learning opportunities for
all citizens and education for cultural fulfillmértbid.p.40).UNESCO articulated its vision on
two ground-breaking reports on lifelong learnirigagre Report 1972;Delors Report 1996)
illustrating fundamental principles of this renewemhcept.

An example of this conceptual refinement privileggthe human right and development
frameworks can be found in the 1972 report in WRIMESCO states again the universality of
literacy along with a conceptual refinement of twncept of lifelong learning. Accordingly,
UNESCO acknowledges that:

The idea of lifelong education is the keystone lod tearning society. The lifelong

concept covers all aspects of education, embrasregything in it, with the whole being

more than the sum of its parts. There is no sucigtas a separate 'permanent’ part of
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education which is not lifelong. In other worddelong education is not an educational

system but the principle on which the over-all migation of a system is founded, and

which should accordingly underlie the developméneach of its component parts. We
propose lifelong education as the master conceptdacational policies in the years to

come for both developed and developing countrlgsl§SCO, 1972, p.181)

Later in the report, UNESCO forwarded some keysdaa lifelong education by stating
the tremendous importance of this concept forrallviduals. Literacy, according to UNESCO
is a lifelong process and a strong human right.illustration of this ideological engagement
can be found in the same report in which UNESC@stthat:

Every individual must be in a position to keep feag throughout his life. The idea of
lifelong education is the keystone of the learrsogiety. The lifelong concept covers all
aspects of education, embracing everything in ith wihe whole being more than the
sum of its parts. There is no such thing as a s¢épaermanent part of education which
is not lifelong. In other words, lifelong educatiemnot an educational system but the
principle in which the over-all organization of gstem is founded, and which

accordingly underlies the development of eachsot@mponent parts. (lbid. p.182)

While the concept of lifelong learning is a key ceptual element in UNESCO’s
literacy recommendations, the poverty reductioncalisse related to the discourse of
development is also relevant as regard to illiteré&a example of this refined conceptualization
can be found in the 1972 report when UNESCO sttitas «one of the factors of illiteracy
resides in low economic growth, social tensionsl, palitical stability” (UNESCO, 1972, p.48).

Another example can be found in UNESCOQO'’s reviewtltd narrowly technical/economic
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concept of functional literacy adopted in the woriented pilots’ projects in which it states
that:

The concepts of functional literacy must be extent® include all its dimensions:

political, economic, social and cultural. Just avelopment is not only economic

growth, so literacy must aim above all to arousthaindividual a critical awareness of
social reality, and to enable him or her to underdt master and transform his or her

destiny. (UNESCO/UNDP, 1976, p.191)

An illustration of the key importance of literadyrdughout life can be found in the 1985
UNESCO report in which it states that “educationaigight for all, throughout life” and
“lifelong education is an absolute requirementdocial, economic, scientific, and technological
development” (UNESCO, 1985, p.43). Another examgplethis conceptual refinement of
UNESCO'’s policies on literacy can be found in themse report valuing the relationship
between education and the world of work througkldiig learning” because, as UNESCO
states, “those who will be the victims of economéprivation are illiterates” (UNESCO, 1985,
p.44). UNESCO furthers its conceptualization ofrbicy by stating also that it is the “right of
minority peoples to determine their own language anltural development through adult
education” (Ibid.p.49). Furthermore, the relatiapshetween lifelong learning and economic
functionality is valued in the way UNESCO posite thnk between the “development of
vocational skills, economic growth, and social depment” (Ibid.p.50).

Another example of this conceptual refinement cafooind through the same UNESCO
1985 report in which it states that literacy stidmain a “basic individual right and a
fundamental duty of the State” because it is arséetal prerequisite for national, social,

economic, and cultural development” (UNESCO, 198%6). In order to sustain the
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development of literacy and strive for economicelepment, UNESCO considers that member
States should therefore “incorporate literacy trmjnand basic education for adults into
comprehensive development plans” (Ibid.p.57) beeahe “right to learn is the right to read
and write, the question and analyze, the rightéate and imagine, the right to read one’s world
and to write history, the right to have access dacational resources, the right to develop
individual and collective skills” (Ibid.p.67). Fimer in the 1985 document, UNESCO states that
all these rights are not a “cultural luxury” (Igpd67) and the “right to learn is considered as
important for the survival of humanity” (Ibid.p.67As such, UNESCO finally acknowledges
that the right to learn is an “instrument for econo development’ and must be recognized as
one of the fundamental rights” (Ibid.p.67). AgalWNESCO is developing various forms of
literacy surrounded by strong discourses emphairipe same token the importance of the
development framework and the lifelong and poveztiuction paradigms.

Another document entitled the World DeclarationEducation for All: Meeting basic
Learning Needs (1990) in its preamble recognized ‘thducation is a fundamental right for all
people” and it helps “ensure a safer, healthierrenrosperous and environmentally sound
world, while simultaneously contributing to sociabonomic, and cultural progress, tolerance,
and international cooperation” (p.68). An illusioat of this theoretical vision can be found in
the 1990 UNESCO document in its article 1 in whilkh declaration recognizes the right for
“every person- youth and adult -to be able to biefreim educational opportunities designed to
meet their basic learning needs” (UNESCO, 1990)p.Burther, UNESCO posit a conceptual
refinement of the concept of basic learning neegdsniplying that “meeting basic learning
needs constitutes a common and universal humaonsiity” and it requires “international

solidarity and equitable and fair economic relagidn order to redress existing economic
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disparities” (UNESCO, 1990, p.74). The same lingision figures at the end of the declaration
in which member States “reaffirmed the right of @ople to education” realizing that this was
“the foundation of their determination to singly dariogether, ensure education for all”
(Ibid.p.75). The same determination is reflectethmDakar Framework for Action: Education
for All (2000) in which the right to education is reaffedhin its paragraph 3. “Commitments to
basic education” will help “grant youth and adwdtsess to the skills and knowledge necessary
for gainful employment and full participation ireih societies” (UNESCO, 2000, par.5). Above
all, UNESCO is stating again the strong relatiopsbetween literacy and development by
affirming that “education is recognized as a fundatal right and it is the key to sustainable
development and peace and stability within and @moountries, and thus an indispensable
means for effective participation in the societeasl economies of the twenty-first century,
which are affected by rapid globalization” (UNESCD90, par.6). As such, UNESCO is
privileging a literacy approach promoting the depehent framework, one that entails how
adult learners need to cope with the demands aedisne the new world economy.

Refining its theorization of the concept of bagiarhing needs UNESCO affirms that the
“basic learning needs of all can and must be met agtter of urgency and achieving EFA
goals should be postponed no longer” (Ibid.pam3g).affirming the importance of acquiring
basic learning needs, UNESCO is privileging forrhditeracy that acknowledge basic reading
and writing skills as a key element of economicedepment. Again, another UNESCO 2002
document recognizes the relationship between tjeras a universal right and economic
development when UNESCO General Assembly adoptedaution in 2002 positing the “right
of every individual to education as provided in theiversal declaration of human rights and

the international covenant on economic, social aolfural rights of the child” (p.1). An
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illustration of this conceptual refinement posititigg economic drawbacks of illiteracy can be
found further in the report when UNESCO states:. that

Whatever measure of poverty is used, the gap betwele and poor continues to grow.

Moreover, a map of areas of high illiteracy in therld corresponds quite closely with a

map of high levels of poverty, and literacy competeis an essential learning outcome

contributing to economic development. In this pecdpve, it is not literacy on its own
that makes a difference, but rather what it enapéeple to do in order to benefit from
new freedoms and address poverty. Literacy is dtieecfeatures — but a universal one —
that is linked with poverty reduction, economic @gtb and wealth. (United Nations,

2002, p.3)

UNESCO is convinced that “literacy is crucial te thcquisition, by every child, youth
and adult, of essential life skills that enablemthi®® address the challenges they can face in life,
and represents an essential step in basic educatinich is an indispensable means for effective
participation in the societies and economies ohtywdirst century. An illustration of this vision
can be found in the 2002 report when UNESCO israifig that “the realization of the right to
education, especially for girls, contributes to #radication of poverty” (Ibid.p.1). Again, the
poverty reduction discourse as envisioned by mbéghe United Nations Agencies such as
UNESCO, the World Bank, and the International MangtFund is attached to a human right
framework as portrayed in the UN declaration of hammights. Along with the human right
framework and the development paradigm, UNESCQi®lbping in the same token a literacy

approach privileging military and medical imageries
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The Discourse on The Eradication of llliteracy (Medcal and Military Discourses)

UNESCO'’s theoretical representations on the eaéidic of illiteracy can be found in
the Montreal International Conference on Adult Eatian (1960) in which UNESCO makes it
obvious that “action should be taken to create iwithe competent organizations of the United
Nations, including itself, a special fund derivednh increased contributions from member
states, for the specific purpose of eliminatingathacy in the developing and newly independent
countries” (UNESCO, 1960, p.8). An illustrationtbfs official engagement can be found in the
report when UNESCO reviews the development of atlitéiracy and formulate plans to meet
the needs of the future because “adult educatisamatal factor in the social, economic, and
political development of all people and a processential to the implementation of the
principles of the universal declaration of humaghts” (lbid.p.5). A second illustration of this
conceptual refinement can be seen in the way UNESE®s education as a “process” and
considers it as the “right of every individual atiee responsibility of mankind” (Ibid.p.10).
Again, UNESCO recognizes that adult education igartant for man’s survival and realizes
that with the “help of developed countries, illaey could be eradicated” (Ibid.p.13).

Consequently, literacy campaigns remain importaethods in fighting and combating
illiteracy according to UNESCO. An illustration tifis UNESCO'’s ideological engagement can
be found in a UNESCO 1960 report in which “literamampaigns are considered as the most
important and the most pressing of the overall jgmbof adult education and they should not
cause us to lose sight of the need for each indalidontinually to adapt himself to a rapidly
changing world” (UNESCO, 1960, p.19). Another ithagion of this official engagement of

UNESCO is found later in the report when UNESCOnglavith the United Nations and the
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other specialized agencies (in particular the h#gonal Labor Organization), and with
appropriate Non Governmental Organizations redhiaethey should:

Make effective arrangements for the speediest blesseradication of ignorance

throughout the world. To this end, further aid dddee given to the countries in process

of development and the experience of those stateghich illiteracy has already been

abolished should be made available to all. (UNESTIB0, p.20)

Later, UNESCO recognizes that literacy educatmmtlie masses is an essential factor
for economic development and cultural progress (BB, 1965) and that Member States
should promote the “eradication of mass illitera@yNESCO, 1965, p.4). An example of this
new orientation can be found in the report when SBD states that should “eliminate one of
the most regrettable and most striking aspecta@duality in regard to education in order to
make illiterate adults literate”(Ibid.p.5). This BSCO commitment is still prevailing in its plan
of action to eradicate illiteracy by the year 200NESCO renewed its willingness to help
Members States to eradicate illiteracy. An illustra of this commitment can be found in a
1989 report in which UNESCO states the necessitkdieate a literate world” and give
“absolute priority to the struggle against illiteyd (UNESCO, 1989, par.1-2). Another
illustration of this conceptual refinement is ohwsan the report when UNESCO states that the
“heart of the literacy programme is a global applo@& combating illiteracy through the
education of out-of-school youth and adults andpiteenotion of universal primary education”
(UNESCO, 1989, par.32). As such, UNESCO realizasttiere is a strong relationship between
the eradication of illiteracy and schooled literabipnetheless, UNESCO recognizes that with
the “universalization of primary education, aduiédacy can be eradicated” (UNESCO, 1995,

p.4). By privileging the universalization of prinyaeducation, UNESCO is acknowledging the
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importance of acquiring basic reading and writikiis through the lowest educational level in
order to eradicate literacy.

An obvious illustration of this strong UNESCO conmimént can be found again in a
2000 report in which UNESCO adopted a new positipmentioning that it will “no more” use
a “monolithic view of illiteracy as a disease in ialih the germs might be eradicated with
appropriate drug or vaccination”, rather “literasynow more broadly viewed as a product of
educational, social, and economic factors that eibe radically changed in short periods of
time” (UNESCO, 2000, p.4). At the same time, UNES@O acknowledging a strong
relationship between adult education and schodtiedcy.
The Discourse of Compulsory Education or Schoolediteracy

An illustration of the strong relationship betweadult education and schooled literacy
can be found in an early 1949 report in which UNBS&knowledges that “the least educated
of men can possess as genuine a culture as thiaesqtiNESCO, 1949, p.3). At the same time
UNESCI is recognizing that the problem of illiteyais different between under developed and
developed countries. According to UNESCO, in ‘depeld countries’ education has long been
compulsory and almost universal and the numbereségns not able to read and write is
confined to an irreducible minimum, composed maoflthe mentally incapable. In other areas,
progress in the reduction of illiteracy has beawslowing to the lack of sufficient means to
provide educational opportunities for the whole ylapon. An example of this specific
conceptualization of literacy can be found in a3®5onograph on adult education in which
UNESCO states that “the problem of illiteracy mag donsidered of little importance in some
countries of western Europe especially when theuladipn is increasing faster than the

facilities of education” (UNESCO, 1953, p.9). Anethexample of the relationship between
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primary education and illiteracy can be found ia WWorld Congress of Ministers of Education
on the Eradication of llliteracy (1965) in which BISCO states again “the relationship between
primary school enroliment and the struggle agallitgracy”(1965, p.4). The recognition of this
relationship is made more obvious in the Parisrhational Conference on Adult Education
(1985) in which “one of UNESCO'’s priority lines @iction in the field of education is to
promote the development and improvement of prineghycation, a prerequisite for any kind of
eradication of illiteracy and to promote literacynk for young people and adults as a vital
component of any development” (UNESCO, 1985, p.4Ahother illustration of this
relationship resides in the UNESCO commitment it literacy to a universal access to basic
education in order to: “Eliminate illiteracy at isurce by enrolling all children in basic
education and development programs to ensure hiegt will not relapse into illiteracy and
provide the newly literate with opportunities fdelong education(UNESCO, 1985, p.58.
Another strong illustration of this UNESCO commitmean be found in a 1989 report
in which UNESCO is still positing the importanceaafmpulsory primary education in fighting
against illiteracy by stating that “universal prima&ducation belongs to the “global approach to
combating illiteracy along with the education oft-ofi-school youth and adults” (UNESCO,
1989, par.32). Again, UNESCO illustrates this rielaghip by stating that:
Information on literacy should be complemented bgrendetailed statistics on the
percentage distribution of the population by thghkst level or grade of education
attained, so as to provide additional and finerdations on the educational composition
of the population that are essential to the plagirifh socio-economic and cultural

development. (UNESCO, 1995, p.14)
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Another illustration of this relationship betwedliteracy and primary education can be
found in the UNESCO commitment through the Unitedtidbhs Millennium Declaration of
September 2000 which states that members Statesoammitted to “ensure that, by the year
2015, children everywhere, boys and girls alikeuldobe able to complete a full course of
primary schooling and that girls and boys wouldéhaqual access to all levels of education,
which requires a renewed commitment to promoteadg for all” (UNESCO, 2002, p.2). As
such, UNESCO through its international commitmentiteracy for all sustains the fact that
educational achievement has to be used as a poodgtermine illiteracy rates all around the
world. An example of this conceptual orientatiomdang the comparability of literacy statistics
can be found in a 2008 report in which the UNES@&tilute of Statistics (UIS) states that:
“Educational attainment data can be used as a gongetermining the illiterate population of
a given country. These data are typically availdbden censuses and most socio-economic
household surveys” (UIS, 2008, p.12). As such, tifaglitional and autonomous model of
literacy is viewed as a strong means in evaluabagic reading and writing skills in order to
ease the comparability of educational statisticetAer example of this orientation can found in
the 2008 report in which the UIS stated that: “Aliigh research indicates that primary
education is not always a reliable predictor arlcy skills, educational attainment data is used
as a proxy to impute literacy rates for countrieswhich the regular “dichotomous” literacy
data are not available” (Ibid.p.12). Again, UNES@&®@quating educational attainment through
primary school with basic literacy. As such, UNESCknowledges that educational
attainment can be an important means in fightirejreg illiteracy. It remains that the UNESCO
still defines illiterates as: “Those persons wheported their highest educational attainment

level as having “no schooling”, “some primary schioor having “not completed primary
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school” (Ibid. p.12). Thus, it becomes obvious thettool is a strong way in achieving literacy
because it allows learners to acquire the basidingaand writing skills that cope with the
traditional form of literacy acknowledged by UNESCO

A strong illustration of this relationship can bauhd in the same 2008 report in which
the UIS states that “literacy represents a poterftba further intellectual growth and
contribution to the economic-socio-cultural develegmt of a society”. Again, the UIS is
making it clear that: “Literacy rates show the analated achievement of primary education
and literacy programmes in imparting basic litera&ills to the population, thereby enabling
them to apply such skills in daily life and to cowmie learning and communicating using the
written word. (Ibid.p.13). As such, the commitmehtUNESCO in privileging schooled literacy
goes along with an equal interest in promotingeadie environment.
The Literate Environment Discourse

An example of this conceptual orientation privilegi the literate environment
framework can be found in an early 1949 documenthich UNESCO developed the concept
of “living culture”, one in which “adult educaticmims at enabling each individual to live as full
and rich a life as possible; this does not mearstiltlition of knowledge, but an initiation in
the art of living everyday life” (UNESCO, 1949, p&nother example of this commitment can
be found in the report when UNESCO acknowledged #dult education is allowing
individuals to “understand how they fit in with tHaws of production and consumption”
(Ibid.3) in a living culture. UNESCO used again ttencept of a literate environment in its
1989 plan to eradicate illiteracy by the year 20B@other illustration of this conceptual
refinement in positing a literate environment canftund in the report when UNESCO states

that “absolute priority should be given to the ggie against illiteracy and the creation of a
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literate world by the end of the century” (UNESC®989, par.l). As such, UNESCO
acknowledges that the fight against illiteracy vadlp build “literate societies responsive to the
different cultural traditions” (UNESCO, 1997, p.1ahd “enrich the literacy environment by
enhancing the use and retention of literacy thrabghproduction and dissemination of locally-
relevant, gender-sensitive and learner-generated ipaterials” (Ibid.18). A strong illustration
of this commitment in promoting literate environrteegan be found in a 2002 report in which
UNESCO reaffirms that:

Literacy for all is at the heart of basic educatimn all and that creating literate

environments and societies is essential for achgethe goals of eradicating poverty,

reducing child mortality, curbing population growthchieving gender equality and
ensuring sustainable development, peace and decyd®@&ESCO, 2002, Art.7)

As such, in order to sustain more dynamic liteagalcies, UNESCO acknowledges that
in countries with low literacy rates, member Stateed to create and sustain “dynamic literate
environments” (UNESCO, 2002, p.4). While promotintge development of literate
environments, UNESCO portrays at the same timeifspdiscourses on illiteracy.

The Discourses on llliteracy

UNESCO developed along the years various concepatiains of the term illiteracy
through its use of the dichotomous model in definitteracy. During the first international
conference on adult education in Elsinore, Denm@d®49), UNESCO was portraying a
distinction between the ‘so called masses’ whoasgmted the masses of illiterates, and the so
called cultured people who represented the literat®rities. This distinction is still relevant in
UNESCO'’s discourse through the development of thecept of fiteracy for the massés

during the Tehran meeting on the eradication d@krthcy (UNESCO, 1965). The concept of
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literacy for the masses is relevant in under depatlocountries according to the prevalent
UNESCO's discourse stating that the problem offefiicy is of little importance in developed
countries where compulsory primary education hasnbpresent since decades therefore
undermining the scores of illiteracy. An example tbfs discourse can be found in 1953
UNESCO report in which, according to UNESCO, instheleveloped countriethe “mentally
incapablé (UNESCO, 1953) represent the illiterates. Mangrgelater, UNESCO (1978, 1985)
developed and positioned the concept of functighiééracy to sustain the difference of
‘illiteracies’ between under developed and devetbpeuntries.

The concept if functional illiteracy goes along lwithe concept of ‘basic illiteracy’
developed later by UNESCO (1999). An example of tunceptualization of illiteracy can be
found in two reports: The World Conference on Edocafor All and the World Education
Forum (2000). Through these two documents UNESCstpthat the international community
IS no longer using the “monolithic view of illiterg as a disease in which the germs might be
eradicated with an appropriate drug or vaccinati@dRESCO, 2000, p.4). Again, in a 2002
report, UNESCO is assimilating the illiterates be tmarginalized people” and affirms they
relate to the “excluded pockets of literacy” (UNE3C2002, p.4).While affirming various
discourse formations of literacy, UNESCO tendsxdwe specific discourses.

Excluded Discourses in UNESCO'’s Policies on Litergc

One of the least prevalent discourses in UNESCOreeptualizations of literacy from
1949 to 2002 remains: (a) The discourse of Franmophiteracy, (b) the Indigenous discourse
on literacy, (c) and the discourse of literacyead.t

All UNESCO documents posited the prevalence of agldphone discourse of literacy

and didn’t take into account other conceptualizegiof literacy in Francophone countries.
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Nonetheless, one can notice that during the fitetrnational conference on adult education, the
French experts representing their country during ititernational meeting of adult education
specialists stated that the” expression adult gchucés not used in France. It is called “popular
education or education populaire” (UNESCO, 19490p.An example of this official position
can be found in a 1949 UNESCO document in which Rrench experts acknowledge that
“popular education is much wider and expresseswttieto include all social classes in the
cultural work” (lbid.p.10). As such the conceptaafult education which has a close relationship
with literacy was absent in the francophone arena.

Three UNESCO documents mentioned the discoursedgdenous literacy (1997, 1999,
and 2002). UNESCO while stating the relationshigwieen lifelong learning, health and
environmental sustainability mentioned the impartanf indigenous education and culture and
the right of indigenous people and ‘nomadic peoféaccess all levels and forms of education
provided by the state” (UNESCO, 1997, p.5). Angthation of this importance of indigenous
literacy can be found in the same document in WHIBMESCO states that “education for
indigenous people and nomadic people should beiibtigally and culturally appropriate to
their needs and should facilitate access to furégrcation and training”(lbid.p.5). Another
illustration of the inclusion of indigenous litegatn UNESCO’s discourse can be found in the
same document in which the organization states &htgracy programmes in indigenous
communities need to be perceived by the peopléeifdcal cultures as an expansion of their
existing skills rather than the remedy for the lafkskills” (UNESCO, 1999, p.2). Again
UNESCO recognizes this importance of indigenousrdity by stating that, in essence, “all
cultures are literate and literacy is universal Imitrealized in culturally specific ways”

(Ibid.p.2). Another obvious illustration of this meeptual refinement can be found in a 2002
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document in which UNESCO recognizes that “litera@s no longer seen as a singular concept
but rather as plural literacies differing accordiogpurpose, context, use, script, language, and
institutional framework” (2002, p.60). This litesacvision according to UNESCO led to
recognize that “literacy for all is at the heartbafsic education for all and that creating literate
environments and societies is essential for achgetine goals of eradicating poverty”’(2002,
p.3). In the same token, the conceptualizationtefdcy as a text was not mentioned in any of
the UNESCO'’s documents from 1949 to 2002 but th& Efobal Monitoring Report (2006)
posited the concept as one of the key featuresrafaptualizations of literacy in academia.
The Association of Ethnography and Economics in Defing Literacy

UNESCO's definitions of literacy shifted from a @tional literacy grounded in basic
functioning and survival to a socio-cultural perdpee based on personal and social
empowerment and that understands literacy as embdaddspecific contexts requiring different
practices. A definition of literacy that only intages cultural and economic skills might be
considered as inadequate because literacy hasphauftieanings and can be understood as a
means to read the world in a Freirian sense andlead to social transformation and
empowerment. Also, with the influence of the neterhcy studies in the 1980’s and 1990’s,
literacy is viewed as a social practice rather thiamply a set of neutral technical skills.
In the 1960’s, UNESCO started to define literacyunctional terms explicitly associated with
economics and the labor market (UNESCO, 1965). tramal literacy was presented as a key
element of the development process (UNESCO, 19&)such, the teaching of reading and
writing serve various individuals in allowing thetom be better prepared for the world of work.
Although the various UNESCO documents from 1949302 include multiple constructions of

literacy, the functional view of literacy is stgrevalent.
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As Mosse (1998) states, “since the 1980’'s ‘anthiagists began to be employed by
development agencies as problem solvers” (p.14)started to use what has been termed as the
“ethnographic perspective” (Street, 2001) into liné&kional organizations’ policies on literacy
education and development. Nonetheless, thereststasicomplex methodological dilemma in
associating the ethnographic perspective withddgrpolicies surrounded by an economistic
perspective. As such, researchers in the fieldaoftditeracy are experiencing some difficulties
in making their research findings meaningful toippimakers. An example of this theoretical
position can be found through the work of Robin®amt (2004) in which he mentions that
there is a “practical dilemma around how to avaidpdifying lengthy ethnographic analysis
into bullet points or generalizing statisticallpin tiny unrepresentative samples” (p.781).

This methodological dilemma in associating the tipld meanings of literacy with
quantifiable data in measuring literacy progressisthle in the constant renewed UNESCO'’s
definitions of literacy from 1949 to 2002. An illuation of this conceptual refinement can be
found in a 1985 report in which UNESCO states that“teaching of reading and writing must
be integrated into a cultural context” (UNESCO, 398.56) while at the same time, UNESCO
acknowledges that literacy remains an “essenteigguisite for national, social, economic, and
cultural development” (lbid.p.56). In the same doemt, UNESCO is promoting a new
conceptualization of literacy known as the ‘civdiional’ concept of literacy while
distinguishing between functional literacy and abditeracy. Another example of this change
regarding UNESCO literacy policies can be foundit997 document in which UNESCO is
asking the Member States to “replace the narrowivisf literacy by learning that meets social,
economic and political needs and gives expressioa hew form of citizenship” (UNESCO,

1997, p.16). At the same moment UNESCO is promaimgperational definition of literacy as
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the ability to read and write for the purposes atalglishing an international basis to the
comparability of educational statistics. An illgton of the promotion by UNESCO of the
comparability of literacy statistics at the inteinaal level can be found in a 1999 report in
which the organization acknowledges that, “althoufiteracy has wider meanings,

understanding, critical awareness, and the capgalafi entering into the culture of literate
practices are built on a mastery of the essentedtiges of reading and writing” (UNESCO,
1999, p.2). According to UNESCO, the autonomous ehad literacy is used for statistical

purposes and will allow policy makers to study fphegress of literacy in conformity with the

Education for All goals and the millennium develggrh goals. An illustration of this

commitment to this literacy model can be found @080 report in which UNESCO states:

While the criteria used to determine whether aqers literate or not can differ between

countries, there is a clear trend for the countitegse the definitions recommended by

UNESCO whereby an illiterate is a person “who canmibh understanding both read

and write a short, simple statement on his evenlitay(UNESCO, 1990, p.2)

The association of an operational definitionak $tatistical purposes- with functional
literacy- directly related to the development psseeposits the importance of the concept of
experimentation in UNESCO’s discourse. But it remsadifficult to find and promote a
technique to measure plural literacies. An illustra of this conceptual difficulty can be found
in a 1972 report in which UNESCO states:

Experimentation is not an academic exercise buhésinstrument to discover and

improve the links between literacy and developmeasderlying the experimental

approach is the purpose to determine a set of tondiunder which investment in

functional literacy represents a good investmenlirited resources by a developing
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country” (UNESCO, 1972, p.4). While member states struggling to find available
funding to finance their literacy programmes UNES&&ted that “literacy is no longer
seen as a singular concept, but rather as plteghdies. (UNESCO, 2002, p.60)
It remains that the more difficult task is to tfle Member States how to measure plural
literacies.
The Metanarrative Sustaining UNESCOQO'’s Policies on lteracy
While it might seem that there is a ‘rhetoric ofamtry’ in UNESCOQO'’s policies on
literacy, a thorough analysis of its constant reedtveonceptualizations of literacy through
divergent and complementary discursive formatioegeals that UNESCO is portraying a
holistic approach to literacy by privileging an oggonal definition of literacy for statistical
purposes and promoting at the same time a plus@rviof literacy. Above all, it remains that
the metanarrative that sustains UNESCO'’s policire$iteracy can be viewed as ‘Learning and
Literacy for All' because the most important tarfmt UNESCO since the Jomtien Conference
in 1990 is to meet the Millennium development gaafisachieving universal completion of
primary education. An example of this metanarratomnstantly associating literacy with
schooling can be illustrated by an UNESCO 2002 dwmt in which the organization makes
constant reference to the six Dakar goals:
(1) Expanding and improving comprehensive early chitthocare and education,
especially for the most vulnerable and disadvamtaddren;
(2) Ensuring that by 2015 all children, particularlyrigi children in difficult
circumstances and those belonging to ethnic mieerihave access to complete free

and compulsory primary education of good quality;

122



(3) Ensuring that the learning needs of all young peapld adults are met through
equitable access to appropriate learning and Kifes programmes;
(4) Achieving a 50 per cent improvement in levels ofilatiteracy by 2015, especially
for women, and equitable access to basic and agngreducation for adults;
(5) Eliminating gender disparities in primary and setany education by 2005, and
achieving gender equality in education by 2015;
(6) Ensuring that measurable outcomes are achievedllpyespecially in literacy,
numeracy, and essential life skills. (UNESCO, 2G02)
Through these outcomes developed by UNESCO, onencéine the political and
education implications of a literacy policy orietitiowards the notion of schooled literacy.
Interpreting the Findings
The purpose of this study is to analyze UNESCOisn#of literacy from 1949 to 2002,
with the purpose of locating specific forms of dgey definitions within a broader socio-
historical framework. In order to unravel the pobi, social, cultural, economic, theoretical,
and methodological complexities as cohesively asipte, | have structured the interpretations
of the findings according to what has been revetiiealigh a thorough analysis of UNESCO’s
forms of literacy by tracing the shifting meaningscribed to literacy definitions during that
period of time. My purpose in conducting this studsas to trace the regularities and
discontinuities in UNESCOQ'’s conceptualizationsitdracy from 1949n to 2002 and to unravel
the theoretical and political frameworks that suno these renewed definitions of literacy.
More specifically, | was interested in researchargl analyzing the intertextual relationships
between the various conceptualizations of liteiacgcademia and the UNESCO arena in order

to localize common patterns, trends and what | ¢éerrtheoretical acquaintances’. Finally, the
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main purpose of this study was to look at promisingights into the ways in which the
‘policing’ of literacy definitions are historicallgituated as far as UNESCO was concerned.

Realizing that the conceptualizations of literabyough UNESCO policies was a good
starting point in analyzing the theoretical, ecorgmultural, political, and social frameworks
surrounding these renewed discourse on literacyaet necessary to first look the patterns and
trends characterizing the multiple and divergerfinitens of literacy portrayed by UNESCO in
the literacy arena in order to reveal the metatiggathat sustains the regularities and
discontinuities in literacy conceptualizations tlete might find in trying to deconstruct the
‘policing of literacy’ by UNESCO from 1949 to 2002949 is a good starting point because it is
related to the introduction of the discourse ofdamental education and the rising concerns
about the ins and outs of adult education as aewezed concept and the deep problems of
high illiteracy rates that the under developed toes were dealing with. In the same token,
2002 is a memorable year in the literacy arenausec# reveals and sustains the international
commitment to literacy, Education for All, and thllennium development goals through their
need to deepen the relationships between literadysehooling.

This historical analysis of UNESCOQO’s forms of tdaey posit how the various concepts and
themes emerging from UNESCO’s multiple literacy agptualizations start to be associated or
perceived astruth’ or as a “problem” as Gale (2001, p.385) mentioned it. Whpilesenting an
exhaustive account of UNESCO’s forms of literacyy aim remain to proceed through an
unfolding process of the diverse ‘pockets of litgraefinitions’ from 1949 to 2002 in order to
generate through a thorough analysis of UNESCOfmitlens of literacy a complex web of
theoretical relationships regarding literacy défoms in academia and in UNESCO’s policy

arena.
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This historic investigation of specific forms ofdiacy starts with the conceptualizations of
literacy portrayed by UNESCO from 1949 to 2002. iAaportant source for this study was the
UNESCO database (UNESDOC). | searched for the mexcureferences to literacy definitions
across UNESCO policies on literacy to identify eiffint patterns and trends in magnifying an,
legitimizing, and excluding various literacy discses. | was trying to identify a web of
meaning making throughout UNESCO ‘policing’ of féey in order to reveal the theoretical
ideals surrounding the social construction of #itgr definitions from 1949 to 2002. | realized
that the bulk of literacy definitions posited recoendations, declarations of principles,
methodological guidelines, and educational supgort Member States, policy makers,
researchers, and nongovernmental organizationspiitppse of this study as mentioned in the
earlier chapters was to unravel the definitiondftsiin UNESCO web of definitions of literacy
in order to understand why literacy became a flexdnd ever evolving concept in what |
characterized as UNESCO’ rhetoric of literacy etng.

A critical approach to UNESCO'’s forms of literacgligies views this notion not as a static
concept or themes but as a dominant discourseneorétical input’ that legitimize or exclude
political, economic, cultural, social, and pedagagiconstructions of literacy practices and
literacy events. The data were coded, organized,asalyzed first by research questions and
then by categories and sub categories guided bygdheeptual framework, as mentioned in
Chapter Three.

These five research questions guiding this studyewargely satisfied by the findings
presented in the beginning of chapter Four. Thermeg finding in this study revealed that:
The Anglophone discourse of literacy is still prievea in the international arena and in

academia. There is no standard, universal defmitib literacy through UNESCO'’s policies
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throughout the years. Instead we have a plurafitgedinitions of literacy (Finding One) that
perform the different functionalities of the contep literacy and legitimize the autonomous
model of literacy and the conceptualization ofrétey as a social practice; this theoretical
diversity of UNESCO'’s policies shows us that thare multiple discursive formations of
literacy (Finding Two). At the same time there axeluded discourses in UNESCO'’s policies
on literacy (Finding Three) such as the Francoplaiseourse on literacy, indigenous literacy,
and the concept of literacy as a text. As a cormecp; UNESCO’s conceptualizations of
literacy are striving to associate ethnography awndnomics in defining literacy (Finding
four)therefore positing various functionalitiesl@éracy and responding to the demands of the
global economy by promoting a metanarrative sustgithe organization’s policies on literacy
(Finding five). In order to analyze, interpret, ayhthesize the findings, | will use the following
analytic categories:

(1) A plurality of definitions of literacy (Finding one

(2) The multiple discursive formations of literacy (&ing two)

(3) The excluded discourses in UNESCO's policies ardity (Finding three)

(4) The association of ethnography and economics imidgfliteracy (Finding four)

(5) The metanarrative sustaining UNESCOQO'’s policiesit@ndcy (Finding five)

Literacy can be characterized as a complex andbfeeXresearch object’ that can be
presented, analyzed, and interpreted in variousswAg such, views on literacy reflect the
major theorizations of this concept through acadertiie international community, and our
cultural and linguistic backgrounds. Thus, UNESC@tnceptualizations of literacy have
evolved from positing literacy as a set of neughkills related to the cognitive approaches to

learning, to various and constant functional puesosf literacy in a close relationship with the
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demands of a globalizing market economy. As a tesdl these multiple theoretical
constructions, literacy is evolving in‘magma of isbconstructions of reality’ and is presenting
multiple facets influenced by the consequences tt&eta to the chosen definitions across the
years.

UNESCO'’s Framing of a Plurality of Definitions of Literacy

It is a common measure of research in academiassorarious disciplines such as
economics, history, linguistics, anthropology, @®ychology that there is a highly contested
debate over the multiple meanings and conceptuiia over the concept of literacy. These
theoretical debates rely to sustained traditiorss wamderstandings of literacy that influence the
way literacy is portrayed all over the world. Iryitrg to analyze and interpret UNESCO’s
conceptualizations of literacy from 1949 to 200%s tstudy relies also on two theorizations of
the various understandings of the concept of litgrgda) Lytle and Wolfe’'s metaphors for
literacy (1989) and (b) the discrete categoriesistonwed by the Education for All Global
Monitoring Report in 2006. Lytle and Wolfe concegdtmations of literacy espoused various
UNESCO'’s forms of literacy from 1949 to 2002.

Accordingly, Lytle and Wolfe (1989) presented fouetaphors in describing literacy:
Literacy as skills, literacy as tasks, literacypasctices, and literacy as critical reflection. The
authors argue that “while these conceptual categoaire not completely exclusive of each
other, they nevertheless provide an effective meahsomparing and highlighting key
assumptions about what constitutes adult literaxgss a wide spectrum of thought” (Walter,
1999, p.33). In the same token, literacy, accordinthe EFA Global Monitoring report, can be

characterized into four different categories: am®r as an autonomous set of skills, literacy as
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applied, practiced and situated literacy as a legrprocess, and literacy as text (UNESCO,
2006).

As such, these two theorizations of literacy miglgem to be different in their
presentation of the different conceptualizations ldgéracy but they share multiple
commonalities regarding the content of these difierliteracy categories. The concepts of
literacy as skills and literacy as tasks share skeyefeatures with the conceptualizations of
literacy as an autonomous set of skills and litgr@s a learning process because these various
categories present literacy as a set of measursiblis that are related to the cognitive
approaches of learning. The category of literacgragal reflection shares some key features
with the concept of literacy as applied practiced aituated because both categories present
literacy as a way of interpreting the world of thdividuals. The only difference resides in the
categorization of literacy as a text. Nonethelehs study will take into account all these
categories of literacy in analyzing and interprgtitNESCO'’s conceptualizations of literacy.

One can notice in one hand a mutual influence betwbkese evolving theories and in
another hand the theoretical complexities that UBBSis dealing with in trying to
accommodate with various theorizations of literatyacademia and in the international arena.
For example, from the 1950'’s to the 1960’'s UNESC&sceptualizations of literacy needed to
take into account the international commitment tadeate literacy until the need to develop
massive literacy campaigns become urgent in ordebpetter grasp the Freirian model of
literacy as transformative (1970’s). An exampletlaé conceptual orientation can be found in
an UNESCO 1985 document in which literacy remainsbasic individual right and a
fundamental duty of the State” because it is arséetal prerequisite for national, social,

economic, and cultural development’(UNESCO, 198%6)p Another illustration of this
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conceptual refinement can be found in the samerdentin which UNESCO states that its
purpose is to: “Eliminate illiteracy at its sourog enrolling all children in basic education and
development programs to ensure that they will etatpse into illiteracy and provide the newly
literate with opportunities for lifelong educatioJNESCO, 1985, p.58).

But, during the 1980’s, one can notice that adidtdcy programmes didn’t benefit from
sufficient funding because the main focus of th&erimational community was to promote
universal completion of primary education throughk aicquisition of basic learning needs. An
example of this conceptual refinement can be fomnd UNESCO 1990 in which UNESCO
states that the definition of literacy needs tdkétanto account the fact that, “basic education
allows providing immediate knowledge and skills fdealing with the effects of social
inequalities” (UNESCO, 1990, p.9). Thus, the déifam of literacy started to be broadened to
incorporate the notion of basic competencies. r_aaring the 1990’s literacy resolved around
the realization of the Millennium Development goatsl the achievement of schooled literacy.
An example of this conceptual refinement can badom a 2002 UNESCO document entitled
the United Nations Millennium Declaration of Sept®n 2000 in which the organization states
that members States are committed to “ensurelilgahe year 2015, children everywhere, boys
and girls alike, would be able to complete a fallise of primary schooling and that girls and
boys would have equal access to all levels of ddugavhich requires a renewed commitment
to promote literacy for all” (UNESCO, 2002, p.2).ometheless, it remains important to
remember that:

Education plays a major role in the developmenseif-identity (learning to be) in

relation to a collective setting where individuasperience sharing their lives with

others (learning to live together), enabling themcontinuously improve and expand
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their capacities (by learning to know), which wotddnslate into their capability to act

in different domains of the world (learning to dGQYNESCO, 2009, p.13)

Thus, literacy is viewed as a key element of thecational system, one which
guarantees all individuals the acquisition and deeelopment of the fundamental skills of
reading, writing, and calculation. In recognizitgpse key features of education in general and
literacy in particular, UNESCO has been engagethe process of delineating the multiple
understandings of literacy and has been developamigus conceptualizations of the concept
from 1949 to 2002. The major statements made by SBIE regarding literacy definitions can
be summarized as follows:

1) The ability to read and write a simple messagany language” (UNESCO, 1952, p

.25)

2) A person is literate who can, with understandbagh read and write a short ~ simple

statement on his or her everyday life (UNESCO, 19587);

3) A person is functionally literate who can engageall those activities in which

literacy is required for effective functioning oshor her group and community and also

for enabling him or her to continue to use readimgting and calculation for his or her

own and the community’s development (UNESCO,1978),; p

4) Literacy is now more broadly viewed as a prodaotteducational, social, and

economic factors that cannot be radically changeshort periods of time (UNESCO,

1990, p.4);

5) Literacy is conceives as the basic knowledge skils needed by all in a rapidly

changing world and as the catalyst for participatio social, cultural, political, and

economic activities (UNESCO, 1997, p.4);
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6) Literacy for all is the foundation for lifelontearning for all and a tool for

empowering individuals in their community (UNESCZD02, p.3).

Throughout all the UNESCO’s conceptualizations itéracy, literacy is sometimes
viewed as a set of autonomous skills and conversglsesented as a range of various practices
embedded in different cultural, political, and sbaiontexts. These diverging and competing
conceptualizations of literacy posit the theordtichallenge that UNESCO is facing in
delineating the social and individual constructiafsliteracy in order to achieve a literate
environment (UNESCO, 2004). These ever evolvingceptualizations of literacy are taking
into account the role and the importance of oral anmitten modes of communications in
representing diverse literacy practices and theifmidraspects of the socio-cultural contexts of
literacy education. A thorough analysis of UNESC@#&initions of literacy shows that the
concepts that cluster around these literacy dedmstare linked to various theoretical traditions
in academia and reflect the evolving debates initiernational community regarding the
standardization of educational statistics. Onergatice that the first finding found in this study
relates to the plurality of literacy definitionsrdlmghout UNESCO'’s policies. As such, the
definition of literacy as the capacity to read amdte remains one of the most important
characteristics of UNESCO'’s policies.

Literacy as the Ability to Read and Write (Casual Literacy)

The most common understanding of literacy in acadeand in UNESCO'’s
conceptualizations of literacy is that the condeptself is viewed a set of the cognitive skills o
reading and writing associated with arithmetic @lcalation. In order to clarify how |
interpreted the various findings throughout thisdgt | decided to frame each form of literacy

through a specific theoretical label. As such,fthven of literacy envisioning the concept as the
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ability to read and write will be called ‘Casualtdriacy’. As mentioned in Chapter Four,
UNESCO since its inception privileges the tradiibmiew of literacy as the ability to read and
write. An illustration of the UNESCOQO’s conceptuaigagement in privileging ‘casual literacy’
can be found in a 1949 UNESCO document in whichattganization states that “classes for
adults were a means of fundamental education fosettwho were unable to read and write
since most of the populations in the under developauntries were left out by the school
system” (UNESCO, 1949, p.1). UNESCO is privilegiaghooled literacy in stressing the
importance of acquiring basic reading and writikgls for those ‘left out’ by the traditional
school system. As such, adult education classesesded for those who didn’'t go to school
and didn’'t have the opportunity to assimilate funeatal reading and writing skills. At the
same time, UNESCO is not acknowledging other skitiguired by adults who were left out by
the school system. Adults in remote areas mighthaet the opportunity to go to school but
they nonetheless acquired various life skills altaypthem to cope with the needs and demands
of their community. As such, UNESCO's portrayal‘cdsual literacy’ is wrong in “equating
adult education with adult literacy promotion” (USEO, 1949, p.4). Accordingly, UNESCO
was prompt to develop literacy policies promotihg &bility to read and write and rendered
casual literacy as an important right for the papiohs and as a means for civic participation.
As such, adult education or ‘fundamental educatamnstated in the 1949 report was a means of
transferring these essential skills.

A quite strong example of this conceptual refinetrpositing casual literacy as a strong
literacy policy can be found in Lytle and Wolfe’sstaphor of literacy as skills, one category
that refers to the “academic skills of reading,twg, and math, skills measurable through

standardized achievement testing and often se@oraparable to years of schooling” (1989,
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p.33). One can realize that UNESCO's traditionawiof literacy relate to the most prevalent
conceptualization of literacy in academia. As swhpperational definition of literacy equating
literacy with the acquisition of math, reading, amdting skills is the best means in comparing
educational data worldwide. Again, primary schochiavement equates literacy acquisition
because learners were supposed to have mastereskiigsy Again, according to Lytle and
Wolfe, “the ability to read and write and the coetmn of adequate years of schooling “qualify
individuals as literates” (Ibid.p.33). One may dsiknself if literacy can only be acquired
through the traditional school system.

Consequently, the promotion of casual literacy if@ging basic math, reading, and
writing skills can be problematic because “theséissare often reduced to a very basic ability
to read and write, often self reported” (Ibid.p.3Bhis characterization of literacy as skills is
obvious in the EFA Global Monitoring Report of 20@6which literacy is presented as a “set of
intangible skills-particularly the cognitive skiltsf reading and writing-that are independent of
the context in which they are acquired and the dpamtknd of the person who acquires them”
(UNESCO, 2006, p.149). This vision of literacy tsased by the United Nations Population
Commission (1952) which works to improving the camgbility of census results.

An illustration of the casual literacy framewor&ncalso be found in a UNESCO 1952
document in which the commission states that lifgshould be defined as “the ability to read
and write a simple message in any language” (p &2&ain, this traditional and static view of
the literacy process takes into account the impogaof the learner's native language in
acquiring basic literacy skills such as reading amiding. The same view is reflected in the
UNESCO portrayal of literacy in its document emtitl Progress of Literacy in Various

Countries (1953) in which UNESCO is analyzing vasgopulations’ censuses and bringing
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together the issues of literacy and illiteracy. ilmstration of this specific conceptualization of
casual literacy can be found in a 1953 documenthith the organization states that illiteracy
is a persistent world problem as long as “a sizegdrtion of the world population remains
without the rudimentary knowledge of reading anding” (UNESCO, 1953, p.9). The main
purpose of UNESCO was to show to under developadtdes and western countries that even
if the illiteracy rates were different between théwo parts of the world, it remains that most of
the populations didn’t have the ability to read daodwrite. As such, the conceptualization of
literacy as the ability to read and write neededegoromoted if one wishes to fight again the
constant increase of literacy rates all aroundvtiogld. It remains obvious that UNESCOQO'’s
purpose was dominated by the need to ease the calpilig of literacy statistics by applying
uniform evaluation of literacy capabilities of d#arners all around the world. As such,
UNESCO needed to privilege an operational definaloof literacy because it remained very
difficult to imagine a uniform method in evaluatitige social practices of literacy.
Consequently, the promotion of casual literacy asea of measurable skills was
persistent with the methodological measures afdag used in order to classify the populations
as literates or illiterates. This vision of liteya&s skills was used as an operational definitown f
statistical purposes. Nonetheless, UNESCO recogmizés document entitledorld llliteracy
at Mid Century (1957)hat the concept of literacy is very flexible ahdttit can be “stretched to
cover all levels of ability” (p.18). But casualditcy is still privileged because literacy is still
equated to the ability to read and write. An exasgflthis conceptual vision can be found in a
1957 document in which UNESCO states: “As long asenthan the two fifths of the world
population cannot read and write in any languapey tare thus deprived of their full

participation in the cultural life of mankind” (bi p.1)Accordingly, literacy is defined as “the
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ability to read and write in a language” (UNESC®517, p.19). One can notice that this
conceptualization of literacy as the ability todesnd write remains constant as one of the major
UNESCO'’s literacy education priorities. As such, EBCO’s purpose during the fifties was to
bring awareness of the crucial problem of illitgrdao the developing world and push the
momentum of privileging the comparability at areimational basis of educational statistics.

As such, the two monographs on literacy broughiéliteracy international community
in 1953 and 1957 posited the need for an operdtaefaition of literacy in order to assess the
progress in literacy education in various partshef world. There was a convergence of views
between the definitions of literacy presented ipyation censuses and the conceptualizations
of literacy by UNESCO. Most of the statistics azag by UNESCO were done through
nations’ self report of the state of literacy wavide but these reports couldn’t hide the fact that
the educational systems throughout the world weaeequate in transferring the key essential
skills of reading, writing, and calculation to thmearginalized populations of third world
countries and the western part of the world. It wasessary to bring a consensus on the
alarming figures of illiteracy worldwide. The bestay to achieve this was conduction
worldwide surveys on the state of illiteracy bymioig to the necessity to improve the facets of
adult literacy because at that time most of thetevascountries were applying compulsory
education as a key educational motto in fightingiagf illiteracy.

But, under developed countries were far too longrizeand it was essential to promote
a new ‘literacy agenda’ in order to improve the pamability of literacy data worldwide. In
order to so, UNESCO is trying to posit a new operat definition of literacy having in mind
that educational statistics needed to be standatdi&n illustration of this conceptual vision

privileging casual literacy, one that positionsdieg and writing skills as key elements of
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literacy are obvious in a 1958 document in whichEECO states that: “A person is literate
who can with understanding both read and writeatsimple statement on his (her) everyday
life. A person is illiterate who cannot with undarsding both read and write a short simple
statement on his (her) everyday life” (UIS, 2008, 7).According to UNESCO, reading and
writing skills represent key features of what hagrbtermed as ‘basic literacy’. As such, the
purpose of literacy education is to help adultsu&egthe basic skills needed for the world of
work.

This operational definition of literacy can be foum a 1965 document in which
UNESCO states that “reading and writing classesulshbe focused on topics which are of
immediate concerns to the adults” (UNESCO, 1964 )p.But it doesn’'t seem obvious that the
sole acquisition of reading and writing skills idegitimate and strong factor for adult learners
who need to accommodate with the demands of thé&vemonomy. In third world countries,
the fight against the alarming figures of illiteyaemains based on the promotion of schooled
literacy but a large part of the population becditerate without a job. As such, UNESCO
couldn’t prove the correlation between literacywsiion and economic development.

But UNESCO realized that the organization neededdobeyond its static form of
literacy by renewing its definition of literacy thugh the introduction of a ‘taste of functional
literacy’ because adults have specific needs inbied of work. An illustration of UNESCO'’s
functional literacy conceptual vision is obvious & 1966 UNESCO report in which the
organization states that “literacy programmes nmaptrt not only reading and writing, but also
professional and technical knowledge, thereby rgadio fuller participation of adults in
economic and civic life"(UNESCO,1966, p.97). But BSICO was still constant in implying

that reading and writing skills are essential eletm®f the traditional view of literacy. As such,
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UNESCO realizes that it was necessary to widertrdwitional and rudimentary definition of
literacy as the ability to read and write. Thus, EBCO was consequent in trying to posit an
international basis for the comparability of liteyadata by promoting in the international
community an operational definition of literacy ftatistical purposes.

Accordingly, UNESCO is equating literacy skills tiee very basic ability to read and
write. Another example of casual literacy can bhenfbin thelnternational Conference on Adult
Education(1985) which states that the“teaching of reading)ariting should be integrated in a
cultural context” (UNESCO, 1985, p.56). UNESCO mmaes that the autonomous model of
literacy was a key element of its policies alonghwhe acquisition of mathematical skills but
the literacy acquisition process needed to take adcount the socio-cultural values that
surround the promotion of basic reading and writskijls. UNESCO’s new socio-cultural
approach of literacy remains related to the coniation of literacy as a learning process
because literacy is a process rather than a prodscsuch, UNESCOQO’s definition of literacy
recognizes and acknowledges the cognitive aspéditei@acy while accommodating with the
cultural values that influence the learning proce8dESCO’s new refinement of casual literacy
is illustrated in its 1991 policy document throuiggh current definition of functional literacy
implying that “a functional illiterate is a persavho cannot engage in all those activities in
which literacy is required for effective functiogirof his group and community, and also for
enabling him to continue to use reading, writingd acalculation for his own and the
community’s development” (UNESCO, 1991, p.38). Axls UNESCO realized that it was
urgent to move beyond the frontiers of basic omabsteracy by incorporating to the static
definition of literacy new layers allowing learnéoscope with civic and economic life in order

to develop their communities.
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UNESCO'’s portrayal of casual literacy as the apitv read and write can also be
analyzed through Cheffler's (1960) conceptualizaiof the different types of education in his
classic textThe Language of Educatiorscheffler's purpose was to analyze “non sciemtifi
discourses in which educational concepts were meedi such as curriculum statements,
programmes and objectives of education addresseithetogeneral public, in debates over
educational policy” (p.12). Accordingly, Schefflimitiates a “distinction between scientific and
general definitions implying that the former ismgiclosely associated to research and requiring
a specialist linguistic repertoire while the latteflects the reproduction of scientific ideas into
public and official statements” (p.12-13). The awthproposed three types of ‘general
definitions’: Stipulative, descriptive, and ‘progmaatic. As sucha “stipulative definition
refers to some term to be defined and giving natiag is to be taken as equivalent to some
other exhibited term or description, within a pautar context(p.13)Scheffler further states
that these definitions can “neither be fairly jisd nor rejected by consideration of the
accuracy with which they mirror predefinitional gea (p.15). ‘Descriptive’ definitions posit
terms by reference to their prior use so there beynultiple meanings for a term according to
various contexts. ‘Programmatic’ definitions in t@st portray moral and practical questions,
they “call for evaluation of practice, for apprdisd commitments, for the making of extra
linguistic decisions” (p.21). As such, the followirstatement represents the summary of his
theorizations: “the interest of stipulative defioits is communicatory, that is to say, they are
offered in the hope of facilitating discourse; thierest of descriptive definitions is explanatory,
that is, they purport to clarify the normal apptioa of terms; the interest of programmatic
definitions is moral, that is, they are intendecetobody programmes of action” (p.22). Thus,

one can notice that discourse sustains the nofibteacy.
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UNESCO'’s definitional conceptualizations of liteyazan be envisioned as ‘programmes
of action’ because literacy is posited as a “pugfdshuman activity and as such implies some
form of commitment to certain values or ideals {Spl1978, p. 10). Definitions of literacy
proposed by UNESCO posit moral questions aboutviiees of literacy and are somewhat
quests for the right and best policy statements amdsuch a recommendation for certain
conceptualizations of literacy. As in the wordsSalltis, “definitions of literacy as the ability to
read and write are “likely to be so vague as toobdttle use to anyone” (p.10-11). But it
remains that UNESCO'’s operational definitions tériacy for statistical purposes are likely to
be useful for the comparability of educational istats worldwide while these definitions
cannot hide the fact that some beliefs and tramtiare surrounding conceptualizations of
literacy rendering them social constructions of radden’ reality. As such, UNESCO'’s
definitions of literacy cannot legitimize the troature of literacy because literacy is a ‘moving
theoretical object’ in the sense that it is a nmixraditions developed in a westernized ideology
of Christian salvation molded in a ‘state of grattedt portray literacy as something indefinitely
positive for those who possess the skills of regqdimd writing.

Also, UNESCO's definitions of literacy as the atyilio read and write can be viewed as
a “mixture of values, objectives, methods, contemtsd skills” (Lind, 2008, p.43). These
definitions can be envisioned as ‘descriptive’iadhe words of Scheffler because they have an
essential nature due to the way the word literaaysied in the singular form and corresponds to
a form or a discourse of reading, writing, and gktton. As such, descriptive definitions as
ones envisioning literacy as the ability to readtey and calculate position the operationaliztion
of literacy for statistical purposes. Again, UNES@Xecommending Member States to adopt

an operational definition of literacy for statigtipurposes by positing prescriptive statements or
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‘programmatic’ statements because its literacyqgoedi are surrounded by a moral perspective of
enlightening those who do not possess the skilleeafling and writing. As Scheffler (1960)
states: “programmatic definitions are intended tobedy programmes of actions such as
population’s censuses or traditional literacy edocaprogrammes” (p.22). An illustration of
the casual and operational definition of literasyaacombination of practical competences can
be found in a 1958 UNESCO document in which theaoization states that “a person is
literate who can with understanding both read anmdewa short simple statement on his
everyday life” (UNESCO, 1958, p.4) . As such, tb#dwing methods should be used in order
to measure educational attainment: “census or guwiéhe population, estimates based on data
from previous surveys or censuses, and record @avemmber of years of school enroliment, of
examinations and school leaving certificates” (Ipadl). Again, these statistical methods posit a
redefinition of the concept of literacy by creatadink between schooling and literacy levels.
Consequently, Scheffler’'s theorization of definit concepts are similar to the way
UNESCO is presenting prescriptive statements innohgf literacy by positing an ideal of
literacy and the ‘ideal literate’, one who possiesskills of reading and writing. An illustration
of the idealization of literacy through prescrigtistatements can be found in a 1957 UNESCO
document in which the organization states thatldag as more than the two fifths of the world
population cannot read and write in any languadle&y are thus “ deprived of their full
participation in the cultural life of mankind” ( UBECO, 1957, p.1). As such, UNESCO
considers that at a minimum level, literacy cardbéned as “the ability to read and write in a
language” (Ibid. p.19). Thus, the illiterate indlual has good reasons to become literate

because there are positive consequences attacHadragy. But a problem remains because

140



UNESCO while establishing an operational definitadriteracy through a moral perspective is
unable to prove the realism of positive consequeatached to the acquisition of literacy.

If one considers the participation of Africa in tipelitical and economical life of
mankind as envisioned by the United Nations, ongddeto remain cautious about the
consequences attached to literacy and the negaingequences attached to illiteracy. As such,
when UNESCO proposes an operational definitioritefdcy for statistical purposes it remains
a pernicious moral perspective because the argsnagtasiched to the positive consequences of
literacy cannot justify the absolutist and ethndadenways in which United nations
organizations are spreading literacy so that pefspla Africa would acquire reading, writing,
and calculation skills alone without positing pichtl, economic, and social inequalities which
render these positives consequences attachedriaxchtinvisible.

Consequently, the real purpose of the colonizeygmdgrto achieve their missionary
objectives was not to help Africans become bettaders and writers but rather to excel in
reading and understanding the bible or whatevetdnicbjective attached to programmatic and
prescriptive idealizations of the literacy proceBserefore, literacy cannot stand alone in these
perspectives as a neutral set of skills. It wasagbnliteracy for something’. As such, our role as
second language learners and researchers is to trynask the moral perspective surrounding
the idealization of literacy by United Nations’ argzations such as UNESCO. Such a role
responds to the ideas of Walter (1999) when heesrgjuat the “the first task of the researcher,
educator or policy maker involved with issues afilatiteracy is to make his or her definitions
of literacy and the scope of each definition’s &ilon explicit” (p.1). Again, critical views
about the idealization of literacy left UNESCO witmly one choice therefore it remains

necessary to mold the traditional view of literagy the ability of reading, writing, and
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calculation by adding explicit explanations abd kind of skills necessary in moving toward
the benefits of literacy.
Functional Literacy and Functional llliteracy

During the early sixties, UNESCO intended to refitsetraditional view of literacy by
mentioning the specific skills needed by adultheas in order to improve their ways of life. An
example of this conceptual refinement in definibgricy can be found in the role given to the
international committee of experts on literacy whiwas created in 1963 along with the
international consultative committee for illiteraty look at the possibilities of extending the
traditional view of literacy as reading and writing

A concrete illustration of the conceptual refinemehthe definition of literacy as the
ability to read and to write can be found in an B 1965 document related to the
eradication of illiteracy in which the organizatiaefines the concept of functional literacy
positing its relationships with economic developimés such, UNESCO realizes that literacy
can have positive consequences when it becomesidnat Again, UNESCO acknowledges
that a simple operational definition of literacy &iatistical purposes is not enough to bettering
the lives of the supposed ‘literates’. ConsequetdESCO initiated the concept of functional
literacy at the general conference on educatioh9®5 in Teheran through the Experimental
World Literacy Programme (EWLP) which was fundedthg United Nations Development
Program in its attempt to provide literacy acqiositthrough experimentation and work-
oriented literacy.

The EWLP project intended to provide internationagibility to the concept of
functional literacy through the training of litesaspecialists such as policy makers, planners,

programmers and adult literacy teachers. The 19@8%ecence posited functional literacy as a
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variant of economic functionality worldwide. An uBtration of this conceptual vision of
functional literacy can be found in the report WHéNESCO states that “literacy by its very
nature is inherently functional” (UNESCO, 1965, )p.4hus, “functional literacy was an
essential element in overall development” and wss ‘@losely linked to economic and social
priorities and to present and future manpower reddNESCO, 1965, p.29). Another
illustration of this conceptual refinement of fuioctal literacy can be found in the same report
when UNESCO states that literacy was necessary‘léarning new skills for increased
productivity both in the farm and in the factorydartherefore, should be central to any
development strategy for alleviating poverty” (UNES, 1965, p.12). As such, UNESCO
intended to help illiterates accommodate with tlesvrworld economy. An example of this
engagement can be found in the same report wheorgamization states that literacy by its
‘very nature’ is considered as “inherently funcafn(UNESCO, 1965, p.4). But the promotion
of functional literacy cannot elude the fact thhere are some people who can function
effectively in their communities and relate to atbaltures while they did not acquire the basic
skills of reading, writing, and calculation. It rams obvious that UNESCO only refined its
operationalization of a traditional and casualréityy vision by adding a functional layer to its
former definition.

Nonetheless, the function originally assigned tolialiteracy by UNESCO is still that of
engendering the most ‘generalized functionality’'oaugn adult learners. An illustration of this
conceptual engagement valuing functional literaap e found in the Tehran Report when
UNESCO states that the function of adult literacgswto “enable individuals to become
functional in their own cultures and then learn wthather cultures to understand the common

humanity of all human beings and to contribute riterinational understandings” (UNESCO,
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1965, p, 6). As such, UNESCO'’s vision about funwioliteracy was echoing through the
words of Gee when he portrays a ‘culturalizationti® concept of literacy. An example of this
conceptual vision addressing functional literacy calate to Gee’s understanding of the same
concept. In Gee’s (1990) words, “different societend social groups have different types of
literacy, and literacy has different social and taerffects in different social and cultural
contexts” (p.168). In Gee’s words, literacy wasntleavisioned as a moving theoretical object,
one which is follows the socio-cultural tray of agiyen society. As such, UNESCQO'’s portrayal
of functional literacy is not familiar with theoreal trends of the moment as UNESCO is
considered as a leading United Nations agency@etnan institutional facilitator in engaging
the world community to accept its portrayed deioms of functional literacy.

As such, these theoretical positioning of functldii@racy show that UNESCO was not
alone in wrestling with literacy conceptualizatiofstorically, education specialists struggled
in mapping discourse trends in the definitionsitracy by mentioning the various economic
and cultural demands of every culture throughostadny. An illustration of these theoretical
battles can be found in the words of Hagel and €ugf998) when they state that “literacy is
composed of culturally relevant skills that chargesrtime and between cultures, possibly
between people” (p.164). The same conceptualizatiditeracy can be found in Ntiri‘'s words
when he states that “in medieval England a litepeson was one who could speak Latin,
whereas literacy for Americans in the Civil War meaigning names and comprehending
military instructions” (p.98).Ntiri and Gee were rpaying when can be termed as a ‘subtle
culturalization’ of the literacy process. Ntiri argke’s visions of literacy shared the same
theoretical orientations with the way Gray (1966jiges functional literacy. An illustration of

this conceptual positioning of functional literacgn be found in his own terms when he states
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that a “person is functionally literate when hea baquired the knowledge and skills in reading
and writing which enable him to engage effectivielyall those activities in which literacy is
normally assumed in his culture or group” (p. 3)aysunderstood that functional literacy needs
to go along with universal primary education inartb eliminate illiteracy worldwide. Gray’s
definition of functional literacy was similar toghdefinition given to this concept in 1975 by
UNESCO. An illustration of this conceptualizatiohliteracy can be found in a 1975 UNESCO
report in which literacy is defined as follows: ‘@erson is functionally literate who can engage
in all those activities in which literacy is reqeit for effective functioning of his (her) group
and community and also for enabling him or (her)ctmtinue to use reading, writing and
calculation for his (her) own and the communityé&vdlopment” (UNESCO, 1975, p.12).
Functional literacy was now defined as economiccfiemality and represented an
essential element in overall development, one tldggked to economic and social priorities
and to community participation. During the Tehcamference debates, the delegates accepted
the new concept of functional literacy, which ingslimore than the traditional view of literacy
as the ability to use reading and writing that fieio inadequate to the state of the new world
economy. An illustration of this conceptual refirmmh can be found in the Tehran report in
which literacy education is aims to enable indiaduwho didn’'t acquire the skills of reading
and writing and who were left behind, to becomecially and economically integrated in a new
world order where scientific and technological pess calls for ever more knowledge and
specialization” (UNESCO, 1965, p. 29). As such, filmectional literacy concept as envisioned
by UNESCO and academia created a bigger theorelicale between literates and illiterates.
Thus, it seems that individuals who even acquihedskills of reading and writing alone could

be considered as illiterates because they weréraioed to use these kills in order to improve
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their lives and their communities. Therefore, satiseordant voices at the Tehran Conference
implied the fact that literacy education effortsosld also be directed towards helping
individuals achieve a more informed human and caltintegration. An illustration of this
theoretical battle can be found in the words of de&egates who acknowledged that “literacy
work should not be regarded as an end in itselfasuan indispensable means of promoting the
general, harmonious development of illiterate msis@@NESCO, 1965, p.29).

Another UNESCO document elaborated the concepiraftionality. The key features of
the new approach to literacy associated literady veconomic and social development and
posited the fact that literacy was an integral parithe overall development process. An
example of this conceptual refinement can be fanral1966 UNESCO document in which the
organization states that literacy programmes shbald‘Incorporated into and correlated with
economic and social development plans while thdieation of illiteracy should start within the
categories of populations which are highly motidaéed which need literacy for their own and
their country’s benefit” (UNESCO, 1966, p.97.). Aher illustration of this conceptual
refinement resides in the way the 1966 report pgstiiteracy programmes. As such, literacy
programmes should preferably be: “linked with et priorities and carried out in areas
undergoing rapid economic expansiditbid.p.97) and literacy must be:

An integral part of overall education plans of eaontry and the literacy programmes

of this new kind should aid in achieving main ecmimobjectives, i.e., the increase of

labor productivity, food production, industrializat, social and professional mobility,
creation of new manpower, diversification of themamy. (Ibid.p.97)

The theoretical debates were still prevalent umtienewed vision of functional literacy

was presented in the table to start settling thaptex underpinnings of this ‘functionalizing
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process’ of literacy. A theoretical widening of tleencept of a more informed functional
literacy was presented, one that combined literagytionality and self fulfillment along with
a more accrued awareness of the social benefitdecdicy. Thus, literacy was viewed as a
continuing life skill and a key element for persba@velopment and self sufficiency. Literacy is
now associated with the concept of life skills amds deemed to purport oral and written
communication in order solve practical life probtemAn illustration of this conceptual
refinement of literacy can be found in a 1978 UNBES@cument in which a person is viewed
as functionally illiterate when he can “engage lirtteose activities in which literacy is required
for effective functioning of his group and commuynéind also for enabling him to continue to
use reading, writing and calculation for his owm &ine community’s development” (UNESCO
General Conference, 1978, p. 4). Another illustratf this new conceptualization of functional
literacy can be found almost a decade later wherE&BIO (1985) introduces a new
conceptualization of literacy by recommending memBtates to promote a ‘civilizational
concept of literacy’, one aiming to:
Raise the individual to an educational and cultieeél that enables him to acquire the
basic skills of reading, writing and arithmetic atodparticipate in the development of
his society and the renewal of its structures,hsd e will have the social and cultural
incentives to go on learning and to improve thdiguaf life. (UNESCO, 1985, p.57)
Through the 1985 report, UNESCO posits two new epha@lizations of literacy by
differentiating between functional and social Btey. An illustration of this conceptual
refinement can be found in the definition of funatl literacy which “in addition to inculcating
learning skills”, should “help workers to achieveegter mastery of their occupations, increase

their theoretical and practical knowledge, advanceheir careers and continue with their
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education”(lbid. p.57). Another illustration can fmeind in the way UNESCO contrasts social
literacy with functional literacy. An example ofishconceptualization of functional literacy can
be found in the way UNESCO defines the latter cphbg stating that social literacy means the
“acquisition of the tools of further mastery of theitten word and pave the way for the
integration of the newly literate into their cultilirsocial and political environments”(lbid.p.57).
Later, another document posited functional literasya means for a wider and more learning
process along with a better mastery of informatechnologies that are prevalent in the new
world economy (OECD, 1997). An example of this nemnceptualization of literacy can be
found in the report when the organization states literacy is viewed as a key element of the
four pillars of education as expressed in the Beteport: ‘learning to know’, learning to do’,
learning to live together’, and ‘learning to be’NESCO, 1996).

Another illustration of this functionality of litacy can be found in a UNESCO 1997
report in which literacy is envisioned as an impottright and a key skill sustaining other life
skills (UNESCO, 1997). A thorough example of thismceptualization can be found in the final
report when the organization states that literaxdy/raumeracy skills needed to be developed as:

A part of a set of skills that enable the learmerntcess and utilize information from a

variety of sources and continue to acquire new kedge and skills over a life time.

Adult literacy programmes that contributed also it@ome generation and other

development objectives generally proven more dffedhan those that have a narrow

focus on reading, writing and arithmetic. (UNESQO97, p. 37)

Again, this conceptualization of functional liteyas valued by UNESCO when it states

that literacy can also be defined as:
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A particular capacity and mode of behavior: thdigttio understand and employ printed
information in daily activities, at home, at workdain the community to achieve one’s
goals, and to develop one’s knowledge and poteribiflerences in levels of literacy
matter both economically and socially. Literacyeatt inter alia, labor quality and
flexibility, employment, training opportunities, dame from work and wider
participation in civic society. (OECD, 2000)

These multiple visions of functional literacy deysd by UNESCO and some
developmental agencies as OECD shared some tleabredimmonalities with the way literacy
was viewed in academia. An illustration of this ceptual positioning of literacy in academia
can be found in the portrayal of literacy as taa&an Lytle and Wolfe (1989) metaphors for
literacy when they posit that literacy became “defemt on an adult’s life context or functional
domains of existence” (p.33). Wolfe and Lytle d&fon of literacy legitimizes a dominant view
of a more westernized view of the skills and knalgle needed in a globalizing economy. As
Walter states it: when we define literacy as ao$ekills or tasks, we are “valuing the dominant
literacy in society at the expense of the literacxé less powerful groups of people” (1989,
p.35). This theoretical and political leveling pess of literacy’ widens the gap between
‘literates’ and ‘illiterates’. Thus, we have nowdwypes of illiterates, those who cannot read
and write (‘illiterates by essence’) and those whaster the reading and writing skills but
cannot perform socially and culturally (‘functiondlliterates’). An illustration of this
conceptualization of functional illiteracy can lmufd in a UNESCO 1987 report in which the
organization states that

Functional illiteracy in industrialized countrieshich afflicts more particularly the

poorest sectors of the population, is of courserenphenomenon. Functional illiteracy
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is all the harder to bear by those who suffer fibmm that it is misunderstood and of
minor proportions. The illiterate person’'s conwntithat he is an 'isolated case’, an
exception, makes him feel that he is solely resipda$or the situation he is in. All those
who have had contact with illiterates, whether ypweople or adults, know that apart
from the considerable handicap resulting from #iigation, its principal concomitants
are distress, embarrassment, and self-withdrawalbd& an illiterate, which is to be
practically an ignoramus in the eyes of the ressaifiety, means lack of prestige and

social erosion. (p.201)

But, one should acknowledge that literacy is n@®mmerely a set of cognitive abilities
and skills; it needs to be recognised as a soctality embedded within larger social practices,
contexts and technologies. As such theoreticaltdslabout how to define literacy should move
beyond the completive accounts of what it meanigetditerate’ or ‘illiterate’. Nonetheless, it
remains constant that the defining parameterstefalcy are more often set by the politics of
power than by the needs to move a particular socialltural group beyond the socio-political
ladder. Thus, this implicit control is affirmed blye continued maintenance of the belief that
literacy refers to the basic competencies of regdimd writing.

When UNESCO is positing an operational definitidrlieracy, literacy levels remain
used to assign people to their place within soceetgt posit specific divisions of labour. As
such, the measurement process keeps on legitimstivapling therefore giving the illusion that
acquiring the basic skills of reading and writisgvital to personal and collective development.
Also, these competing accounts of literacy, byrtiggological and methodological variances,
have helped UNESCO to produce a more pluralistpeets/e of multiple literacy modes such

as: ‘survival literacy’, ‘social literacy’, ‘cultad literacy’, ‘basic literacy’, ‘functional literac
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and ‘critical literacy’, but for the most part, armow and singular definition of traditional and
casual literacy still dominates.

But the populations in the developed world end emd able to read and write but
remain unable to cope with the social and profesdiases of writing in the world of work.
Thus, they were presented as functional illiterates didn’t fully master the requisites of the
written tool. Therefore, they didn’t realize thatitmg occupied a preponderant place in
industrialized countries and that they needed @ope with an increasing number of forms to
fill in, information to read and procedures to @il in order to exercise his rights as a citizen
and participate in social life” (UNESCO, 1987, pl2@f they wanted to integrate the world of
work. An illustration of this ‘mandatory literacyan be found in the same report when the
organization states that the “weakness of theiaciéypto read and write is in direct correlation
with the poverty of all their other means of exgies” (lbid.p.201).Thus, new
conceptualizations of functional literacy and fuoal illiteracy posited the pitfalls and the
inadequate portrayal of the traditional and ruditagnview of literacy as the ability to read and
write.

It remains important to acknowledge that functiolit@racy conceptualizations can be
associated with Paulo Freire views of literacy, omewhich “reading does not consist merely
of decoding the written word or language; ratheiisitpreceded by and intertwined with
knowledge of the world” (Freire&Macedo, 1987, p.2®) doing so, “language and reality
become dynamically interconnected and the undetstgrattained by critical reading of a text
implies therefore perceiving the relationship betwéext and context” (Ibid.p.29). Freire went
to add that literacy acquisition is more than pugtsychological and pedagogical mastery of the

skills of reading and writing, it rather reflectsvih to “dominate these techniques in terms of
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consciousness, to understand what one reads ate] what one understands, to communicate
graphically” (1973, p.48). As such, Paulo Freireeissisioning a definition of literacy that is
rather liberating and transformative as it allowdsilalearners to cope with pedagogy of social
inclusiveness by acquiring the basic skills of regdand writing and by applying them to real
life.

Again, Paulo Freire conceived literacy as a tramsébive tool enabling individuals to
legitimize their world views in order to write thedulture and their history. As Freire realized,
individuals needed to cope with the demands ofadalized economy in order to transform
their world because as Lankshear and McLaren (188f)e: “literacy must be approached as
discursive practices such as the creating, shapimdj,bounding of social life” (p.10-11).Also,
Freire philosophical literacy orientations resembie former Tanzanian President Julius
Nyerere’s vision of literacy when he associate@rdity with ‘education for self-reliance
positing the fact that: “The ideas imparted by edwn, or released in the mind through
education, should therefore be liberating ideas; gkills acquired by education should be
liberating skills. Nothing, else can properly bdlexd education; teaching which induces slave
mentality or a sense of impotence is not educattoall” (Nyerere, 1975, p. 10).Nyerere vision
of functional literacy accommodates with UNESCO tyal of literacy but it refuses to
interpret literacy in essentialist terms and ratleenceptualizes it instead in terms of a
overlapping liberator mode of socio-cultural anditpial salvation. Nyerere shows how a casual
functional vision of literacy involves a negotiatiof cultural identity across differences, ones
that cannot be ascribed to a pre-given traditi@mal casual literacy model and an irreducible
westernized vision of the world eluding predominenltural traits of the so-called illiterates.

Nor can ‘illiterates’ and ‘literates’ be viewed aseparate entities that can be defined
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independently. An argument similar to that preférby Nyerere is given by UNESCO one
which involves the perpetual negotiation of cultudantity and a mutual recognition of cultural
differences. For UNESCO, literacy is hybrid andduweed performatively in contexts that can
be either antagonistic or affinitive. An illustrati of their common view of literacy can be
found in a 1975 UNESCO report in which the orgatirastates that literacy “transcends the
sheer learning of a technical skill; it has a padit content, in the widest meaning of the world,
for it involves man and the polis as a whole” (UNEE} 1975, p.75). For UNESCO, the social
articulation of literacy is a complex, on-going megotiation that seeks to legitimize socio-
cultural literacy hybridities that emerge in mongeof personal and collective transformations.
As such, one should acknowledge that what's conmgedbout UNESCQO’s argument is that it
refuses to view literacy in an absolute sense, ydvwgaiaranteed to produce the intended positive
aspects in the ‘illiterate subjects’. Instead, theracy process involves more than cultural
mimicry of westernized values and, traditions, betiefs.

But it remains constant that UNESCO'’s traditionahaol of thought envisioning
literacy as a political and technical object isyweruch prevalent in discussions of adult literacy
education in the developing world and presentteibicy as a “violation of human rights and as
a source and symptoms of the social system whighiesp poor and disenfranchised people
around the world” (Walter, 1989, p.36). As suchis thiew of functional literacy associated
acquisition of literacy skills with social, econamiand cultural empowerment by presenting
illiteracy as the cause of social inequalities albund the world. An illustration of this
conceptual engagement can be found in the wordsvalter (1989) when he states that
“illiteracy is an impediment to human developmentl aocial equality, a cultural deprivation

and a fundamental force in the subjugation of wdhtleerefore, “illiteracy is understood to be
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a manifestation of under development and oppresanmhsymbolizes both the legacy and the
future of poverty and injustice in the developingrid” (p.36).However, what UNESCO is
unable to overlook is the fact that the illiteratébject’'s mode of resistance is itself constrained
by the language of the literate group. Thus, ita&m® important to delineate the existing circuits
of power differentiating between literate subjeatdd illiterate subjects. As such, UNESCO
should privilege the notion of hybrid literacy asvay to re-stage literacy and move beyond
oppositional meanings of the former concept. Fnditeracy cannot more be viewed as a
stable, static, and innocent concept. By movingohdyexclusionary systems of meanings, it
becomes possible for UNESCO to draw attention ewhys illiterates are able to challenge
static visions of literacy. It is that possibilithat enables them to disrupt the static binary
opposition of illiterates and literates upon whtble vision of functional literacy and illiteracy
depend. This is where a postcolonial approach teralty aims at interrupting received
westernized ways of constructing literacy by atttang the hybridity and difference that lies
within.

Nonetheless, one should acknowledge that the ffmalizing movement’ inherent to
international policies in the adult literacy sphenece the Tehran conference in 1965 prepared
the way for the introduction of the concept of nplé literacies. An illustration of this
conceptual vision of hybrid literacies can be foumdhe EFA world Monitoring Report (2006)
in which the organization states that “the skillgleling access to knowledge and information”
allowed for the coining of the words such as “ mfation literacy, media literacy, and scientific
literacy” (p.149). As such, literacy never stanétsna as a neutral and dramatical denoting of
skills but rather as literacy for something or apaential added’ to use the words of Bhola

(1990). One can reflect on the words of Ntiri (2D®¢ho states that: “Literacy has come to
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include a functional set of skills or competencibat must be mastered along with some
knowledge of the multiple literacies for criticahdividual empowerment” (p.101). Thus,
“literacy has undergone a shift from the traditipm@an-engaging paradigm to an open, dialogic
approach that is politically energized and possedsansformative qualities to enhance
understanding of the demands of a changing woHid .101). As such, literacy has been also
viewed as a plural notion embedded in specificuzalt political, social, and economic contexts
that refine the traditional conceptualization dedacy. Thus, literacy is diluted into various
theoretical parcels of literacies.
Multiple Literacies

This view of literacy as a plural notion is congtam UNESCO portrayal of literacy.
UNESCO has always been employing different concieptslate to its primary view of literacy
as the ability to read, write, and calculate. UNEB&ong the years determine this ability to
read, write, and calculate through diverse ternfisriieag to the ‘traditional view of literacy’
(1975), ‘rudimentary literacy’ (1975), a ‘monolithview of literacy ‘and ‘basic literacy’ (2000).
While portraying this constant view of what we @mm as the ‘essentialist view’ of literacy,
UNESCO was positing in the same token the pluréibnof literacy by mentioning ‘functional
literacy’ along with ‘social literacy’ (1985), ‘tbmological literacy’ (2000), ‘indigenous
literacy’ (1997, 2002), ‘sustainable literacy’ (200 ‘youth literacy’ (2000), and’” multiple
literacies’ (2000). The variety of these concepigsng to capture the essence of literacy
confirms the difficulties that UNESCO was facingtiging to unravel the theoretical debates
surrounding the ‘literacy dilemma’ and coping witthe various research findings regarding

literacy uses in academia.
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While widening the definition of literacy throughothe years, UNESCO made it clear
that one needed to transcend the traditional adunentary view of literacy as an autonomous
set of skills. An example of this conceptualizatmfnliteracy can be found in a 2004 report in
which the Organization states that literacy is ntiniform, but instead culturally and
linguistically and even temporally diverse. It ifaped by social as well as educational
institutions: The family, community, workplace, iggbus establishments and the state”
(UNESCO, 2004, p.13). As such, this strong concddation o literacy as a plural notion is
not a new concept in UNESCO'’s publications and gyoliesearch papers about literacy
education.

As early as in the 1980’s UNESCO developed a alesaon of a new understanding of
literacy. An illustration of this conceptual visiaman be found in the Paris report in which
UNESCO states the need for a “new conceptualizatiditeracy in relation to changes in social
demand regarding adult education” (UNESCO, 198%)p Another example can be found later
in the report when UNESCO states that this visitardcy is a “complex problem related not
only to the surrounding environment, but also ® ltistorical, cultural, political, economic, and
social features of each people” (Ibid.p.56). Plakesthough this argument is, it has been much
criticized for its valorization of hybrid culturattions of literacy. While it is true that the
contemporary definition of literacy is underlineg much variability and multivocality, the
portrayed plural literacy model is somewhat fuzngd aepresents a cut-and mix theoretical
object suggested by the idea of hybridity. It isstant that the hybridization of literacy cannot
be viewed as a neutral process; it rather invobvgmlitics in which issues of economic and
cultural power are central. One should acknowletigg a promotion and celebration of

plurality per se, if not articulated with the issuef hegemonic westernized models and
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dominant power relations, always runs the riskpgearing to sanctify the fait accompli of the
symbolic violence of literacy. As a theoretical agdlurality of literacy is indeed a useful tool

against cultural essentialism, but cannot in itpetivide the answers to the difficult questions of
how plural literacies take place, the form it takeparticular cultural, economic, and political

contexts, the positive or negative consequencesrdagy particular cultural groups, and when
and how patrticular literacy forms are progressiveegressive.

Finally, this ‘cultural functionalization’ of litexcy is again valued by UNESCO when it
further adopts a civilizational concept of literattye aim of which is to:

Raise the individual to an educational and cultleaél that enables him to acquire the

basic skills of reading, writing, and arithmeticdato participate in the development of

his society and the renewal of its structures,hsd he will have the social and cultural
incentives to go on learning and to improve thdiguaf life. (Ibid.p.57)

The same view is adopted by Walter (1999) who stdtat: “When literacy is defined
as cultural practices, as has been the traditiomnthropological research, the multiplicity of
perspectives on literacy and the complexity of itonsequences begin to be
acknowledged’(p.42). Walter’s portrayal of multipleews of literacy reflects the theoretical
vision of literacy developed by Heath (1980) when drgues that: “literacy has different
meanings for members of different groups, with defg of acquisition modes, functions, and
uses; these differences have yet to be taken gdouat by policy-makers” (p.133). One of the
major insights of Walter’s view is its understargliof the dialectical relationships between the
illiterates and literates. It has been shown, foaneple, how literates do not only shape the
culture and identities of the illiterates, but ameurn shaped by their encounter in a ranger of

dominating and complicated ways. But, the illitesatannot be only considered as innocent
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bystanders in their encounters with the hegemoamidation of the so-called literates. One’s
casual common sense should refuse to treat theralles as ‘cultural dupes’, incapable of
interpreting, accommodating and resisting domidaetacy models. As such, conpemporary
conceptualizations of literacy as a plural notion WNESCO should involve processes of
negotiation of the cultural messages of dominaatdcy models. This suggests that UNESCO
should take into account the asymmetrical poweatigels between illiterates and literates in
promoting new literacy models. From this perspectw valuing the plural notion of literacy,
one can also reflect on Walter's word who argues th

A simple dichotomy between literate and illiteratedividuals is replaced by a

consideration of how historical context, culturakrms and specific social environments

affect the ways in which adults in the developingriel value and use literacy in their

daily lives. (1999, p.45)

Accordingly, two considerations appear to be pertirin analyzing these lines of vision
positing the plural notions of literacy. First ocen sense that there is some interpretive unease
in the use of the rather unusual plural of the widattacy because this new theoretical view of
literacy sustained a discontinuity in traditionalderstandings of literacy regarding UNESCO'’s
linguistic repertoire and the traditions of intefonal usage of the word literacy. Also, this new
vision of literacy in the plural reinforces the étbretical doubts’ of literacy specialists and
policy makers alike in trying to find common grosntbr the comparability of educational
statistics at the international level. An illustoat of the complexity of the theoretical battles in
academia can be found in the World Conference ouoc&tn in Jomtien in which the
organization states that “there is no single l@fedkill or knowledge that qualifies a person as

literate, but rather that there are multiple levaled kinds of literacy (e.g. numeracy and
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technological literacy)” (UNESCO, 1990, .p.4). Tmsw idealization of literacy as a plural
notion renders the new conceptualizations of Iggran the international community and in
academia as literacy was no longer consideredmagtla to paraphrase Graff's words but as a
means for social transformation and economic sueldity in right line with the new world
economic order surrounded by the influential pagadof lifelong learning and the urgency of
education for all and literacy for all as mentioned three worldwide strategic policy
documents: the Jomtien declaration(1990), the Ddia@nework for the universal primary
education (2000), and the United Nations literaegatle (2001). As such, “literacy has to
address the literacy needs of the individual inetwvith the goals of economic, social and
cultural development of all people in all countti¢ggNLD, 2002. p.4). Again, this vision of
literacy portrays the plurality of literacy and #scietal implications. To understand then the
relationships between literacy and societal devalag, one needs to avoid the universalistic
impulse at the core many hybrid conceptualizatiohditeracy. | believe that most literacy
education occurs at the local level, but localonsi of literacy such as African literacy have
never been more connected to outside forces sudheaseading influence of westernized
models of a static traditional view of literacy.i$Hact can be captured to some extent by the
phrase ‘deterritorialization of the cultural patgiof literacy’. Our role as researchers from the
third world is to delineate the underlined forceggeologies, traditions, beliefs, and
misconceptions surrounding dominant literacy modelsorder to build literacy models
promoting literacy not in some uniform ways butvays that are specific to particular African
communities and localities. It is only through thisid of ‘vernacular conceptualization of
literacy’ that it will be possible for Africans telaborate new modes of ‘legitimate literacy

models’ and to devise new ways of resisting esaksttviews of literacy through education.
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As such, UNESCO can sustain its institutional legacy and leading voice by
formulating a stronger new vision of literacy asditl at its ‘Experts’ Meeting on Literacy
(2003) when the organization states that: “Liteza@re dynamic and inter-related, even as they
are observably different and the concept and maadf literacies are in constant and dynamic
evolution, with new perspectives reflecting sodieteange, globalizing influences on language,
culture and identity, and the growth of electroommmunication” (UNESCO, 2003, p.15).
Again, this new conceptualization of literacy aplaral notion is valued by UNESCO when
Member States “agreed”, however, that they “prefto use the expression ‘literacy’: a plural
notion’ rather than the term ‘literacies’, as thaywfor UNESCO to articulate its position on
literacy” (UIS, 2008, p15).But it remains constdhat through this new conceptualization of
literacy as a plural notion, literacy is again oaly institution where people are inculcated into
hegemonic systems of reasoning and a site wheseviry hard to resist dominant discursive
practices. As such, it is only through deterritizeed literacy models and practices that it is
possible to resist hegemonic literacy’s hold onioagination. Nonetheless, literacy remains a
site where the legacies of hybrid literacy practie@d the contemporary process of knowledge
acquisition intersect. Thus, the concept of therghization of literacy should be analyzed
critically to show how it travels transnationalesitof knowledge through new patterns of
literacy definitions. Nevertheless, UNESCO is stihking it clear that one cannot no more rely
on a traditional definition of literacy, one thabgits the ability to read and to write as the
essence of the literacy journey. These multipleceptualizations of the different meanings and
uses of literacy led UNESCO to acknowledge thdekdcy definitions need to be expanded to
include a more sophisticated application of thecaétknowledge and other skills that go far

beyond simply reading and writing” (UNESCO, 200£@). Thus, literacy cannot stand alone.
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UNESCO'’s Enactment of Multiple Discursive Formatiors of Literacy

From 1949 to 2002, UNESCO developed various lifesction by associating multiple
views of literacy using interesting metaphors esdato the approach of literacy as a skill, one
intertwined with a human based approach to literaog development issues in order to
eradicate illiteracy worldwide. In doing so UNESQI@veloped various patterns of what it
meant to be illiterate by distinguishing betweendhional literacy and functional illiteracy.
Thus, by developing these literacy discourses, UBIBSocuses on empowering adult and
young learners through literacy programmes thatgesended upon what works. This concept
of capacity building serves to promote the neegrtivide skills, knowledge and opportunities
to individuals and communities so that they candothieir capacity in order to participate fully
in their societies. As such, UNESCO discourses darected to the Member States, to the
individuals, and to public and private literacyk&tholders. An illustration of UNESCO's role
can be found in a 1985 report in which the orgdionastates its role is to “bring together ideas,
skills and determination” and as a ‘lead agencygt, @ a catalyst, a mobilizer, and an ideal
center for exchanges” (1985, p.45). As such Menftates are always ‘invited’ to discuss
issues related to adult education and literacyevbding ‘ensured’ by UNESCO that “attention
was given to problems peculiar to regions wherdtut®ons and methods of adult education
may be less developed” (1949, p.3). But it remaiogious that UNESCO while being moved
by honest ambitions didn’t explore how its missisnintersecting with hegemonic cultural
practices of hegemonic cultural practices envigiotteough a Eurocentric and ethnocentric
conceptualization of literacy policies under theatcol of other leading and influential United
Nations agencies such as the World Bank and teenational Monetary Fund (IMF). Common

to UNESCO's literacy policies is a concern with thaerited colonial models of literacy. As
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such, one can both acknowledge the leading rol@gNESCO in developing interesting literacy
policies and posit at the time a concern about bomtemporary literacy policies are saturated
with colonial and neo-colonial ideologies, traditsy and beliefs.

But UNESCO is keen to move away all these legitgr@ncerns by putting up front the
collective nature of its literacy practices. AsiBUINESCQO’s recommendations, proposals, and
lines of action always start with the mention o impersonal article ‘We’ or the use of the
word ‘The Conference’ to posit the collective nataf the decisions being undertaken during
international conferences on literacy and the mdagonal commitment of the literacy
community gathering during these international inggst A further illustration of the collective
nature of UNESCO’s work can be found through they wlze organization is entitled to
‘recommend’ Member States to “launch wide-scakerdity campaigns for the rapid eradication
of illiteracy” (UNESCO, 1972, p.51). UNESCO'’s actias also directed to all associate
members and Non Governmental Organizations. Instmae token, the verbs used in the
representation of UNESCO’s recommendations to thternational community regarding
literacy reflect also its role as a catalyst andabilizer of capacity building at the international
level. An illustration of the role of UNESCO as alilizer of capacity building can be found in
its multiple reports in which ‘UNESCO’ or the ‘Carence’ after ‘considering’, recognizing’,
or ‘taking into account'...... , key elements of a pglicrecommends’ to Member states and
associate partners ‘collaboration’ in order to @uihternational exchanges’ to strengthen its
role as an international center of information alaeducation and literacy’ by ‘providing
assistance’ through the ‘organization of seminard eegional meetings’ (UNESCO, 1985,
p.41). The function of UNESCO as a mobilizer anthtalyst for capacity building can also be

found through the uses of the verbs ‘invite’, cafflon’, and ‘urge’. Thus, after ‘inviting’
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Member States to reflect on various lines of acGtiofNESCO ‘calls upon’ or ‘urges’ its
Member States to ‘continue reflecting’ about essénissues in order for the ‘Conference’ to
‘propose’ at the end of these international gattgsi‘recommendations’ regarding adult
education and literacy. The forms of literacy proedo by UNESCO through its
recommendations regarding literacy bring an alnoist agreement about undertaken actions.
But it remains constant that in order to receivecsgd funding from United Nations Agencies,
third world countries need to acknowledge UNESCldésacy policies because they unable to
revolutionize their educational systems away frdra hegemonic literacy models designed
through a Eurocentric eye.

An illustration of this UNESCO’s engagement canréeaced in Das’s words when he
states that:

They cannot impose public policies upon statesthey are able to shape legitimized

meanings and responses concerning literacy eduacatid accomplish this through their

mandated role of disseminating information to stated remain in a powerful position
to control information through coordinating extesgsiresearch networks of policy

experts, scholars, and epistemic communities. (B@383, p.52)

Further, Das states that through that process sitipg the theoretical debates about
major global themes such as the proceedings ofadiye and illiteracy, international
organizations “identify issues as important foremfational attention, and define them in
specific ways, significantly influencing public ddbs and policy making” (Ibid.p.52).
Therefore, international literacy policies provitiegitimized discourses which impose meaning
upon and orient attention to particular experiehc@bid.p.52). Thus, it is our role as

researchers to question how UNESCO and leading tglinizations are imposing their *hidden
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agenda’ by legitimizing specific literacy definitis and excluding liberating modes of literacy
acquisition. It is more than just defining literadtyis about how literacy definitions influence
who we are and how we expect to change our world.

UNESCO'’s quest for an international commitment rdgey adult education and
literacy is reflected also under the structuralamigation of its linguistic repertoire. That's why
UNESCO is ‘calling upon Member States’ to ‘solemudlgclare that all parties will ‘closely’
follow up the implementation of ..... Declarations 9¥9 p.6) and “commit themselves to
creating greater community participation” by “raigiawareness” about illiteracy issues and
“encouraging and promoting intercultural dialog#did.p.12). But one needs to acknowledge
that literacy development and promotion is morentjust a political commitment but rather a
matter of investment and political sovereignty. ShWNESCO needs to move beyond its
neutral rhetoric and suggest the leading UN finanaistitutions to invest in education in under
developed countries and promote literacy policheg allow adult learners to meet their social,
economic, and political needs and move away froserdsalist views of literacy. Again, this
should be an opportunity for UNESCO to showingrdke as a catalyst and a mobilizer for
capacity building.

A stronger illustration of this collective commitntecan be also found in a 1978 report
in which UNESCO ‘recommends’ that “Member Statesudtt for purposes of international
reporting, apply the following provisions regardidgfinitions, classifications, and tabulations
of statistics relating to education». As such, tbkowing definitions should be used for
statistical purposes: “A person is literate who weéihh understanding both read and write a short
simple statement on his everyday life” (UNESCO,8,97.6). Along the years, these statements

made by UNESCO portray the advocacy role playethisyorganization in bringing to the table
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various conceptualizations of literacy, ones emgicompeting discourse, values, beliefs, and
traditions. But UNESCO was unable to move beyosthtstical definition of literacy and posit
in the same token how governmental bodies and oeefgmental organizations should
evaluate literacy through plural forms. It remaiosnstant that UNESCO has developed
multiple definitions of literacy throughout the ysabut it is also true that the leading UN
organization is still privileging a static defimh of literacy, one which posits a casual
representation of literacy as the acquisition eftlasic competences of reading and writing.
The Ideological Discourse of Literacy and Developnmal Issues

UNESCO's documents on literacy from 1949 to 200@ tiee predominant metaphor of
literacy as skill and focused on literacy as artgs deficit held by the individual. The solution
was to remediate the individuals to ensure that@appte basic skills of reading and writing
were gained. While the initial inquiry into specifiearning difficulties had originated from
concerns about access and equity, the solutiongoped through literacy education
programmes were related to a thorough assessmehillsfin order to enable the access to the
benefits of being able to read and write rathen ttlsanging systems. From the above, one can
define the basic parameters of the literacy doraaia set of skills leading to participation in the
learning society and the negotiation of meaningsugh the processes of reading and writing.
From this angle, in different occasions and inat#ht contexts, literacy is defined differently
with its processing of skills and its consequeneaying in every form of development. The
discourses produced around literacy and formstefacy, as well as the discourses around
remediation of illiteracy vary depending on the titogional distribution of literacy

qualifications. This study reveals that one of ithest prevalent discourses through UNESCO'’s
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policies is the human right discourse along witd #utonomous model of literacy discourse;
these two discourses are associated with the diseaun the universality of literacy.

In analyzing and interpreting UNESCO discoursediteracy, one should acknowledge
that the human right discourse goes along with diszourse on lifelong education in
UNESCO'’s policies on literacy. Along the same lgfainderstanding, the discourse on poverty
reduction is currently the primary institutionalradigm for development relations, within a
human rights framework. As such, literacy promottbrough UNESCO'’s policies is linked
integrally to these processes through the EducdbtorAll (EFA) goals and the Millennium
Development Goals (MDGS).

UNESCO'’s international gatherings in putting on #genda the global issue of adult
education reflect a collective commitment in widenihe potential perspectives in analyzing
this issue worldwide. An illustration of this caltere agenda can be found in the second and
third sessions of UNESCO'’s General Conference imeMexico City in 1947 and in Beirut in
1948 when the organization decided to focus ontagtlication (UNESCO, 1949). It remains
obvious that the purpose of international orgamnzretin their role of advancing different issues
worldwide doesn’t purport to imposing their poirituwiews to their Member States but rather to
share their expertise in various domains suchtasdy. An example of this collective nature of
UNESCO'’s work can be found in the Elsinore repdnew the organization didn’t come up with
a unigue definition of adult education but rathethwa declaration of principle which “may
apply to all countries and to all types of expemtsé (UNESCO, 1949, p.4). As such,
UNESCO realizes that a declaration is a standatdument in international relations that posits
a set of common beliefs and shared values abouajarrglobal issue of interest for all the

Member States.
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But even though the paternity of this declaratioesh’t belong to UNESCO but rather
proceeds through the expertise and the role ofdooation of UNESCO as a consultative
agency, it remains that colonized countries did@ve a say advancing vernacular visions of
literacy definitions. While UNESCO's rhetoric refls its noble mission of enriching the lives
of everyone, it remains constant that the politicahgeries of the fight against illiteracy
worldwide underestimate the real potential of tloecalled ‘illiterates’. If this UNESCO
statement was true then it would have been unnagess continuously portray the core of
literacy as the sole acquisition of basic readimgting, and calculation skills. Thus, UNESCO
needs to develop more informed ways of defining evaluation literacy skills of adult learners
by going beyond a static and universal definitibhiteracy.

Again, UNESCO keeps on acknowledging the univessali this declaration by stating
that, “education is a vital factor in the socialppomic, and political development of all people
and a process essential to the implementation eptinciples of the universal declaration of
human rights” (UNESCO, 1960, p.5). Another illustsa of the universality of this declaration
of principles can be also found in the way the pizmtion acknowledges that “functional
education enables everyone to assume, not merdiisiworkshop or trade union, but also in
the town, his responsibilities as a free citizetid.p.4). Thus, it remains constant that
international bodies strive on looking towards @msals such as the achievement of individual
rights or the shaping of global citizens in a markeonomy. Themes of progress and
development are harnessed to this vision. UNESTIDGR, for example has always been an
advocate of “literacy as a right” as in the rec&tdbal Monitoring report which acknowledges
literacy as an essential part of the right of evieadividual to education as recognized in the

Universal Declaration of Human Rights. But it rensaa crucial question: Being literate does it
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allow us to fully participate politically in anygn society? The answer to this question might
seem easy but one cannot deny that adult educatiemot reserved to a unique category of the
population but rather to all people because it wgsocess of sustaining basic rights for free
citizens aiming to benefit from education as a mse@anaccess social, economic, and political
development.

While bringing into international scrutiny the neexdevelop the new vision of adult
education worldwide, UNESCO was positing its ingional expertise. An example of this
collective engagement can be found through the svofdhe organization which ‘assures’ its
Member States that “adult education was very ingmirfor the purposes of “civic and social
education” (Ibid.p.13) in order to lead them to ersiand that “education is a process that
continued through the whole life, it was at ondee tright of every individual and the
responsibility of mankind” (UNESCO, 1960, p.10). &hevhile, UNESCO was insisting on the
urgency of the situation to make Member Statesizeahe harsh consequences of world
illiteracy. As such, UNESCO recognizes that “asglas a sizeable proportion of the world
population remains without the rudimentary knowkedd reading and writing; the problem of
illiteracy will continue to be of interest” (UNESCQ@953, p.9). It becomes then obvious that the
sole acquisition of basic reading and writing ski$ at the core of UNESCOQO'’s fight against
illiteracy. But this static vision in defining litacy eludes the social, political, and economical
inequalities all around the world. Thus, beingréte and poor equals being imprisoned in the
veils of an unnamed il (literacy).

Nonetheless, all along these strong statementd abloit education UNESCO brought a
theoretical consensus in the international commuufiexperts on educational issues that adult

education is urgency and requires therefore a gétomommitment of Member States and
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United Nations agencies. An illustration of thisnceptual engagement can be found in the
Montreal report (1960) when UNESCO states thattaghllication is the “right of each one of
these adults worldwide and it was a ‘responsibititynankind” (UNESCO, 1960, p.10). One
could sense throughout UNESCO statements durinyyltirédreal and the Elsinore Conferences
on adult education a need to advance a human dszaf adult literacy, one associated with
the traditional vision of literacy as the ability tead and write because as UNESCO (1953)
states, “adults needed to acquire the ‘rudimerkaowledge of reading and writing’ in order to
get out of the ‘illiteracy circle” (UNESCO, 1960,9). In the Montreal document, this
positioning is achieved through a functional litgraliscourse and a hidden conflicting-activist
discourse of social participation. Both discourgesit the collocation of literacy with negative,
stigmatized categories of illiterates and amplife impression of deficit. Thus, moving out
from the ‘illiteracy circle’ means getting out dfe ‘unemployment circle’. As such, a prominent
discourse of social exclusion is focused primaoily economic activity allowing therefore the
adult learner to measure the so-called gap betWléeracy and unemploymenkEinally, literacy

is represented here as everyday engagement withritten word along with the activity of reading.
As such, UNESCO is arguing that literacy is a neapspart of daily life, and therefore Adult
learners need to acquire basic reading and wr@orgpetencies because they have not reached yet
the appropriate literacy level so that they careas¢normality’ and get out of the ‘illiteracy diet
This argumentation brings the everyday world of #ualt learner into the classroom, but also
potentially positions this learner as ‘abnormal’ iar deficit. Again, UNESCO illustrates this
discursive engagement by acknowledging that “ldgraducation for the masses is an essential
factor in the economic, social, political and crdduprogress of individuals as well as of
communities” (UNESCO, 1965, p.3). The above statégm@osit an association of a strong
human right and development discourse on literadye uses of this human right and
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developmental discourses show that UNESCO ackngekedhat literacy education is linked
with economic development therefore the internai@ommunity needs to consider literacy as
a right of every adult worldwide in taking theirllfuesponsibility and participating in the
economic development of their community. As suderdcy being a right, the international
community-Member States and United Nations agentliBSCO included-need to widen the
access to adult education to every citizen becduse the ‘responsibility of mankind’ to
advance this new vision of adult education.

The association of the human right and developndéstourses is more accentuated
during the Paris international conference on addlication in 1985. An illustration of this
conceptual engagement resides in the fact that UINIE@ 985) states again that “education is a
right for all, throughout life” (p.43) and “thosehw will be the victims of economic deprivation
are illiterates” (UNESCO, 1985, p.44). As such,iwiiual country responses to adult literacy
appealed to economic development focusing on higleearning and the acquisition of basic
reading and writing skills. The ideologies of thggegrammes depend on broader state policy
and ideals of participative citizenship. However,reviewing a wide panorama of national
campaigns from the ¥6century to the present in countries from Europé Snandinavia to
Africa, Latin American and India, Arnove and Grafinclude that:

Larger scale-efforts to provide literacy have neem tied to the level of wealth,

industrialization, urbanization, or democratizatmfra society, nor to a typical type of a

political regime. Instead they are been more closglhted to the efforts of centralizing

authorities to establish a moral or political corses and over the past two-hundred

years, to nation state-building. (p.2)
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UNESCO as a leading UN organization is always logkbwards universals such as the
achievement of individual human rights or the shgpf global citizens in a market economy.
Along the same line, themes of progress and dexwetap are harnessed to UNESCO'’s vision.
Empowerment, prosperity and equality are said toabkieved through it. UNESCO, for
example has been an advocate of “literacy as d’rfgh this whole period as in the recent
Global Monitoring Report which states that:

Literacy is a right, indeed an essential part efight of every individual to education,

as recognized in the Universal Declaration of Hurkights.8 It is also a means to

achieving other human rights. Those who can usealily skills to defend their legal
rights have a significant advantage over those eammot. Indeed, it is often the poorest,
most socially excluded and least literate individu@aspecially women) those rights are
violated by those with more power. Their inability read, write and calculate keeps
them from knowing what they are entitled to, an@/lto demand it. It limits their ability

to participate politically in society. It deniesth a voice. (UNESCO GMR, p. 126)

Issues of inequality can be tracked through UNES(Q#licies by examining the ways
in which particular views of citizenship are comsted within the key policy documents
produced. UNESCO positions those with literacy sead an ‘underclass’ needing priority
attention from the governmental bodies. As such, rtbtion of an underclass presupposes an
unequal society and those with unmet literacy nesdisadvantaged within it. This positioning
is achieved through a functional literacy discowand a subsidiary and conflicting discourse of
social participation. Again, the collocation ofitdracy with negative, stigmatized categories
(unemployed, low skilled, members of disadvantaggdmunities) has the effect of amplifying

the impression of deficit.
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Along the same line, a prominent discourse of $aoialusion is focusing primarily on
economic activity. As such, in the discourse ofigoexclusion, the notion of “literacy as a
right” is transformed into literacy learning as amtitlement’ conditional on fulfilment of
‘duties’ and the agency of the adult learner agamit is changed. This discourse is a well-
established part of wider discourses of neo-lilgralwhich currently frame national and
international policy. UNESCO’s view and promotioh tbe human right and developmental
discourses found a positive echo in academia. Wstiation of this discourse can be found in
Harvey’'s words (2005) when he states that UNES@3isn reflects one of the “basic tenets of
a neoliberal view positing a strong conviction teaery individual is entirely responsible and
accountable for her/his situation” (Harvey, 20085). Accordingly, UNESCO is drawing on a
strong deficit discourse of adult literacy learnedsile emphasizing positive commitments to
individual change and participation. Again, theseailink between literacy, rights, and active
participation. In order to participate, to exercesstain rights, to choose between alternatives
and solve problems, people need certain basicskilth as reading and writing.

Additionally, one can notice that UNESCQO’s humaghti discourse on literacy is
strongly associated with the concept of economieldpment by addressing the functionality
of literacy because the abilities of reading andimg alone cannot posit economic development
and sustainability. In UNESCOQO'’s rhetoric, the diss® on development, human rights, and
continuing education are associated in order t@ed@nd sustain learning opportunities for all
and posit education as a key element of natiomm@wmic development; this comforted line of
vision is still connected with UNESCO'’s discourse a@evelopment and lifelong education as
the objective of international conferences on adidtication was to “expand educational

opportunities within integrated lifelong educatisystems” (UNESCO, 1972, p.2). Along this
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line, literacy is represented as everyday engagewigm the written word, through the activity
of reading. The discourse of lifelong educationuagythat literacy is a necessary part of daily
life, and therefore there needs to be literacyheacfor those adults who have not reached the
appropriate level so that they can access ‘noryalithis argumentation brings the everyday
world of the adult learner into the classroom, blgo potentially positions this learner as
abnormal’ or in ‘deficit’. So the concept of furmial literacy introduces a form of exclusion by
pointing to the necessity for mastery of the wnitlanguage within society. The concept of
functionality therefore implies that the goal dktacy education is to enable individuals to fit
into the status quo rather than challenging ineétyual promoting social transformation. It is
also closely related to a reductionist versionitefrdcy as vocational competencies. Along the
same line of vision, UNESCO promotes a rather ingmardiscourse on lifelong learning.
The Lifelong Learning Discourse
Two essential publications on lifelong learning DNESCO (Faure Report, 1972;
Delors Report, 1996) posited fundamental principdédifelong learning.An illustration of
UNESCO'’s engagement in promoting lifelong learntag be found in the Faure report (1972)
which states:
The idea of lifelong education is the keystone lé tearning society. The lifelong
concept covers all aspects of education, embrasregything in it, with the whole being
more than the sum of its parts. There is no suiigtas a separate, permanent part of
education which is not lifelong. In other worddellong education is not an educational
system but the principle on which the over-all migation of a system is founded, and
which should accordingly underlie the developmehtach of its component parts.

(UNESCO, 1972, p.181)
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The concept of lifelong learning can be viewedaagistification of the necessity to
develop and sustain adult education worldwide whidr increasing alarming figures of world
illiteracy. Compulsory education cannot alone prrugh rates of literacy during someone’s
entire life. Lifelong learning is a conceptual apgeh to address learning needs throughout life
that emerged in the late 1960s as a response twicigaeconomic and political conditions,
especially in Latin America and OECD countries.elohg learning, like globalization, has
become a hegemonic discourse (Fairclough, 2006g prevailing discourse of lifelong
learning, | argue, has been intrinsically linked ttee dominant discourse of globalization.
Indeed, the assumptions underpinning the purpdsielong learning are inextricably coupled
with the strong globalization thesis which maingihat the neoliberal capitalism that underpins
globalization—which essentially has led to “viewingthe world through an economic prism”
(Saul, 2005, p.97) — is generally unavoidable. Adoaly, lifelong learning, too, is also seen
as necessary precisely because of globalization.

While lifelong learning has increasingly been citesione of the key principles in the
educational and development fields, there is neeshanderstanding of its usage at the global
level. Also, the concept of lifelong learning omtiouing education is not specific to developed
or under developed countries. But the industridlizeuntries, at the time of the economic boom
of the 1960’s, realized that the ideology of lifegpeducation reflected in effect the necessity for
the rapid training of workers in the vocationaldieAn illustration of this functionality of adult
education has been developed by UNESCO which pds#suniversality of its action by
mentioning in the Faure Report that lifelong edigrais “the master concept for educational
policies in the years to come for both developed @eveloping countries” (UNESCO, 1972,

p.181). Thus, lifelong learning is a key featureabhfforms of education whether formal or non
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formal and will be associated with UNESCO futurewments policing education in general.
Again, UNESCO illustrates this point of view by ackvledging that “lifelong education is not
an educational system but the principle in whick tver-all organization of a system is
founded, and which accordingly underlies the dgwalent of each of its component parts”
(Ibid.p.182).

At the same time, there was a need to clarify gretationalize the concept of lifelong
education. An example of this ‘theoretical refinethds illustrated through Dave’s (1976)
words when he states that “it is often difficultdonceptualize lifelong education in its entirety
on account of its comprehensiveness and multipldatitees” (Dave, 1976, p.35). As such, the
clarification and operationalization of the lifepreducation discourse is present in the Paris
international conference on adult education in Whldelong education is becoming an
«absolute requirement for social, economic, sdienéind technological development in the
modern world” (UNESCO, 1985, p.43).But it can begued that the general concern for
promoting learning beyond compulsory schooling tethrin the early 1970s. At this time,
UNESCO published the ‘Faure report’ (1972) wheielthng education’ was put forward as a
way to cope with the modernization process, econamcertainty, and technological change
and advancements. From this report, one can ackagelthe link between ‘globalization’ and
‘lifelong education’ (later to become ‘lifelong leang’). This report, as well as many other
reports, articles and books released in the 19T0¢ifelong education, coincided with the
dissolution of the Bretton Woods agreement on aaye high unemployment, and the
beginning of a widespread loss of faith in Keynesegconomics and in the viability of the
welfare state. While it can be argued that ‘soicialusion’ and prevention of social dislocation

dominated the purposes of lifelong learning as tstded by UNESCO (Delors, 1996), and also
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by the OECD up until the 1970s the changing econoamybe seen as the catalyst for lifelong
learning and the wind that has propelled the ideaptominence in governments and
transnational organizations such as the OECD, UNES@d even the World Bank.

Since the 1970s, lifelong learning has arguablynb&ether intertwined with the
economic sphere. The ‘knowledge economy’, which @sn be seen as a dominant discourse
accompanying globalization, has become the mairratjve for promoting lifelong learning at
present. In short, due to the increasingly glotslre of capitalism, as well as technological
advances—which arise from and contribute to glabéibn—there is an alleged need for
workers to ‘upskill’. In other words, with the gravg complexity of technologies, as well as the
growing necessity of global mobile qualified worketifelong learning is considered as an
imperative. ‘Training for the new economy’ and ‘atlag to the changing society’, thus have
become the dual central purposes of lifelong lewyiiMartin, 2003).

Through its objective to clarify the operationatina of the concept of lifelong learning,
UNESCO llustrates its position by stating that:a4c education can by no means anticipate
vigorous technological and social development drat, ttherefore, lifelong education, in an
ever-changing environment, is absolutely necessRNESCO, 1985, p.54).At the same time,
UNESCO states the relationship between basic educand economic development by
promoting the acquisition of technical skills theitl enable adult learners to perform better in
the world of work. An illustration of this conceplitengagement by stating that:

Many countries are in a period of economic augteharacterized by high

unemployment, underemployment and the increasimgicapion of high technology

requiring greater skills for individuals to parpeite fully in modern life. Adult

education plays an important role in ensuring tifiecéve exercise of the right to work
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by preparing individuals and the population to pky active part in economic life,

providing people with professional and technicalowtedge, skills and practical

experience, improving their qualifications and dimgpthem to learn new occupations.

(Ibid. p. 54)

Again, UNESCO keeps on clarifying the operatioratlan of the concept of lifelong
learning and recommends its Member States to:

Take all necessary steps to develop further itdt astlucation activities which on the

basis of the concept of lifelong education shou&tdme an integral part of the

educational system and a factor of its improvenagit democratization, with a view to

providing full and equal opportunities for educatior all. (Ibid. 46)

Twenty-eight years after the Faure Report, UNESCHstrates a refined
operationalization of the concept of lifelong edimra and replaces the former one by lifelong
learning. An illustration of this conceptual refinent can be found in the 1996 UNESCO’s
Delors Report which acknowledges the need to “nétland update the concept of lifelong
education so as to reconcile three forces: cometitvhich provides incentives; co-operation
which gives strength; and solidarity, which unit€p’ 18). UNESCO further illustrates this
conceptual refinement by arguing that:

There is a need to rethink and broaden the notidifetong education. Not only must it

adapt to changes in the nature of work, but it nalsb constitute a continuous process

of forming whole beings—their knowledge and aptésidas well as the critical faculty
and ability to act. It should enable people to digyewareness of themselves and their

environment and encourage playing their social apié working in the community. (p.

21)
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Accordingly, the Delors Report main purpose is twsip the basis for a ‘learning
society’. An illustration of this conceptual clécation can be found in the same report when
UNESCO states that the “the truth is that everyeeaspf life, at both the individual and the
social level, offers opportunities for both leamgiand doing” (p. 21). One can notice the shift
from ‘lifelong education’ to ‘lifelong learning’ wsa not only semantic but also substantive.
Lifelong education is associated with the more cahgensive and integrated goal of developing
more humane individuals and communities in the fafcepid social change. On the contrary,
lifelong learning is linked to retraining and leexg new skills that would enable individuals to
cope with the demands of the rapidly changing wiartg

Through this clarification of the operationalizatiof the concept of lifelong learning
one can notice that there is a connection betwadBILO’s portrayal of lifelong education
and the World Bank vision. Both United Nations ages acknowledge that lifelong education
or lifelong learning encompasses all forms of etional systems and that it is a key feature of
the new world economy as reflected in the EducafiwrAll Global Monitoring Report (EFA
GMR) of 2006. An illustration of this conceptuahdfication can be found in the 2006 EFA
GMR report in which UNESCO states that “After aibasducation in the formal system, an
adult may have to change jobs or will be vulnerabiteough globalization, economic
transformations, migration or personal choice teatgr geographic mobility” (EFA GMR,
2006, pl178). Along the same line of vision, the Wdank illustrates a clarification of the
concept by positing that lifelong learning is a threed of organizing and delivering leaning in a
manner that is intended to be learner, vs. ingtitally, driven” (UNESCO, 2002, p.2). Another
illustration of this conceptual clarification came liound in the same report when UNESCO

states that “lifelong learning encompasses learrougr the entire life cycle (from early
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childhood to retirement) and all learning systeffosngal, non-formal, and informal) is related
the global changing economy” (lbid. p.2).

Again, the World Bank refines the operationalizataf the concept by acknowledging
that “lifelong learning is not a new learning systeand presents it as an “essential
rationalization of existing learning systems to mdkem function in an integrated manner for
the best of individuals” (lbid. p. 2).lt is fair toonclude that ‘training’ is, indeed, what the
hegemonic discourse of lifelong learning has gdlyelb@come. This is not to say that that there
is an easy way to supplant such a constrainingpodise with more liberating ones. The present
situation in which we find ourselves in is what iFeereferred to as a “limit situation” (Freire,
2000). The current dominant discourses of lifeleayning and globalization make it difficult
for alternatives. Yet, as Freire explains, “it & the limit situations in and of themselves which
create a climate of hopelessness, but rather hew dne perceived by women and men at a
given historical moment: whether they appear a®retor as insurmountable barriers” (2000,
p.80). According to Freire, the first step to owmring, or at least mitigating, such barriers is by
truly understanding the ways in which they work ameld power over those who have less
power in society. In examining barriers to altewetlifelong learning it is important to
delineate and unravel such perceived barriers.udh,sa Freirian approach to lifelong learning
can be seen as a tool enabling illiterates andati#e to overcome the perceived barriers of
inequality. Again, the discourse of critical pedgga@an be co-opted in the dominant lifelong
learning paradigm. IBeyond rhetoric: adult learning policies and praes for example, the
OECD calls for the *“transformation of the individueather than the regurgitation of
information” (OECD, 2003, p.163). As such, bothtiostors and learners are encouraged to

think about broader issues of access to knowleidgguality and the relationship between past
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and present when thinking about the future. Consetlyy literacy is clearly treated as ‘situated’
(Street, 2005) and considered as potentially toansdtive, to the individual learners, educators
and society as a whole.

Along with the concepts of human rights and lifgjJdearning, UNESCO developed also
the poverty reduction discourse, one argument &gsdcwith the discourse of developmental
discourse.

The Poverty Reduction Discourse

This new objective for literacy programmes is ral@vin UNESCO’s apparel. An
illustration of the operationalization of this disgse can be found in the Hamburg report in
which UNESCO states that illiteracy is “one of tfaztors in low economic growth, social
tensions, and political stability” (UNESCO, 197248). While considering literacy as a
fundamental and a political right, UNESCO startsviden the narrow definition of functional
literacy in order to improve the practicality oktlxperimental World Literacy Programme. A
thorough illustration of this conceptual operatimstion can be found in the review of the
EWLP when UNESCO realizes that:

The concepts of functional literacy must be extente include all its dimensions:

political, economic, social and cultural. Just avelopment is not only economic

growth, so literacy must aim above all to arousthaindividual a critical awareness of
social reality, and to enable him or her to underdt master and transform his or her

destiny. (UNESCO/UNDP, 1976, p.191)

Nonetheless, UNESCO is still considering that etioa is a “right for all” and “lifelong
learning is an absolute requirement for social, neaac, scientific, and technological

development” (p.43).Accordingly, the relationshiptween education and the world of work
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becomes consistent with the concept of poverty agoln An illustration of this relationship
can be found in the Paris report in which UNESC&est that “those who will be the victims of
economic deprivation are illiterates” (UNESCO, 198b44). Another illustration of this
conceptual operationalization is developed by UNBS&hen it states that it is very important
to “stress the relationship between the developroémbcational skills, economic growth, and
social development” (Ibid.p.50). These strong retethips tend to render literacy more
functional.

During the 1990s many UNESCO’s documents mentiothexl role of literacy in
sustainable development. The Fifth Internationahf€ence on Adult Education in Montreal
(1997), the World Education Forum in Dakar (UNESCZD00), and the United Nations
Literacy Decade (2001) invited renewed attentiod affort for literacy promotion as a key
element of sustainable development. Also, the Wdritations Literacy Decade (2003-2012) and
United Nations Decade of Education for Sustainadb&velopment (2005-2014) have now
reaffirmed the strong relationship between thetfagmainst illiteracy and poverty reduction. An
illustration of the operationalization of the coptef sustainable development can be found in a
2002 United Nation’s report in which:

A map of areas of high illiteracy in the world aesponds quite closely with a map of

high levels of poverty, and literacy competencears essential learning outcome

contributing to economic development. In this pecdpve, it is not literacy on its own
that makes a difference, but rather what it enapéexple to do in order to benefit from
new freedoms and address poverty. Literacy is dtieedfeatures — but a universal one —
that is linked with poverty reduction, economic @gtb and wealth. (United Nations,

2002, p.3)
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Accordingly, the relationship between literacy qaverty reduction was already present
in UNESCO's discourse since the Tehran Conferemd®65. An illustration of this conceptual
refinement can be found in the Tehran report in cwhUNESCO states that:“Literacy
instruction must enable illiterates, left behinag tbourse of events, and producing little, to
become socially and economically integrated in av neorld orderwhere scientific and
technological progress calls for ever more knowedgd specialization” ( UNESCO, 1965, p.
29). It was assumed that literacy and basic edutdtiad a positive impact on economic
productivity and economic sustainability. But ibrains difficult to empirically demonstrate the
economic returns of literacy because the changeegis of society and the world of work are
presented by UNESCO as accomplished facts whicplpdmve to adapt to. An illustration of
this empirical difficulty to show the economic rets of literacy can be found in Nair's and
White’s work when they state that thereis no mentd the “original interpretation of the
cultural paradigm approach to communication, wigobmotes empowerment as human agency
as in such definitions of empowerment as the gbditindividuals to challenge cultural and
strauctural deprivation or oppression” (Nair & WHilL994, p.162)

Nonetheless, it was the role of literacy educatoigach to the learners the two streams
of learning related to literacy skills and econonskills by putting an emphasis on the
relationship between the acquisition of these msitaal skills and the economic returns of
literacy education.Accordingly, these two learnfagets were seen as one. An illustration of
this conceptualization of literacy can be foundthe Tehran Conference report ( 1965): in
which UNESCO states that:

Functional literacy was accepted as an essentisémesit in overall

development...closely linked to economic and sodi@rjites and to present and future
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manpower needs...[The delegates] accepted the newepbrof functional literacy,
which implies more than the rudimentary knowledfeeading and writing that is often
inadequate and sometimes chimerical. Literacy dducanust enable illiterates, left
behind the course of events, and producing litdehecome socially and economically
integrated in a new world order where scientifid é&chnological progress calls for ever
more knowledge and specialization. (UNESCO, 196®)p
As such, UNESCO'’s vision of functionall literacne that entails the economic
integration of the learners shares some commaoeshtith the World Bank approach to poverty
reduction and basic literacy education. As such,WB developedPoverty Reduction Strategy
Papers (PRSPs) as the implementation documenke d?dverty Reduction Strategies (PRS). Both
are concepts innovated by the World Bank and thernational Monetary Fund to better deliver
international aid and provide debt relief to coig#rwho meet criteria set by the Bank and Fund.
With this new approach, poverty is no longer restd to the sole economic dimension. The
multidimensional aspect of poverty is fully recarg and interrelations between the economic and
social aspects are fully integrated. PRSPs praditierent reasons for seeking better literacy rates
These can be regrouped into three categories: ibhé approach, the social approach, and the
functional approachAn illustration of this common conceptualizationliteracy can be found in
a 2005 World Bank report in which the organizatsbates te importance of the social approach
in bettering literacy rates:
The strategy for reducing poverty focuses on pramgothe productive use of labor-the
main asset of the poor-and providing basic so@alises to the poor. Investment in
education contributes to the accumulation of huegital which is essential for higher
incomes and sustained economic growth. Educatipeegally basic (primary and

lower-secondary education)-helps reduce povertynbkeasing the productivity of the
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poor. By reducing fertility and improving healthdahy equipping people with the skills

they need to participate fully in the economy amdaciety. (World Bank, 2005, p.1)

Such a social approach envisages literacy as eedasiitcome that focuses on social or
cultural dimensions. It is mostly linked to humagvdlopment, empowerment (of women
and minorities) and personal well-being. As sudbrdcy is there seen as an instrument to
fight against social and cultural inequalities,agrainst domination. These inequalities are
redressed through target programmes that use ddmgoages or through such measures as

correcting gender bias in curricula.

Accordingly, the World Bank acknowledges the vitaportance of functional literacy
in the new world economy. So it is therefore vitahave a literate populatiom order to so,
the World Bank along with UNESCO integrated anotiwey categories-the right approach and
the functional approach to refine the concept ofepty reduction strategies regarding literacy.
Throughout the right approach, there is a righitéoacy as there is a right to education. Such an
approach is never formulated as such in the PR$R fmllows from the approach relating to
literacy enrollment in formal education. Anothedication of such an approach is the fact that
illiteracy is closely linked to poverty, of which is an indicator. Thus, reducing illiteracy will

lead to a reduction of poverty since it is a pathe way poverty is measured.

At the same time the definition of literacy willlyeon a functional approach centered on

the skills and competences needed to function adelyuin society. This approach tackles

mainly preparation for work, self- employment, a&s& micro-credit (particularly for women),

management of the environment for better produgti@nd sustainability of crops. The aim of

this literacy approach is to sustain economic ghoavtd to increase the productivity of the labor
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force. An illustration of this conceptual refinemezan be also found in the same report in

which the WB affirms its new vision, one which regg that:

Education strategies that maximize the impact afcatdon on economic growth and
poverty reduction and aim for higher economic giowhd more equitable distribution
of that growth” while the Bank’s strategy for edtion is focused in (a) attaining the
Education for All and Millennium Development Goalsd (b) strengthening education
as the basis for a knowledge economy, by buildeghigher-level skills and knowledge
needed to compete in global markets and fosteranmngrowth. (WB, 2005, p.4)
Again, the WB is developing its vision by acknowdety that education is the
basis of the knowledge economy and by recogniziagthis educational strategy entails
a reflection on educational strategies and metlogiles in order to develop more
informed poverty reduction strategy papers. Alonthwhe poverty reduction discourse,
UNESCO is developing a conceptualization of theliegdion of illiteracy.
The Discourse on the Eradication of llliteracy
Since 1948, the acquisition of basic reading anitingrskills has been considered as an
inalienable human right. But, the persistence lieibcy remains one of society’s greatest
shortcomings. The World Declaration on EducationAd (Jomtien, 1990) constitutes one of
the world’s broadest agreements in the field ofcation, reaffirming the right of every person
to receive an education which satisfies his orldasic learning needs throughout life. With the
Dakar Framework for Action (Senegal, 2000), theenn&ational community once more
established illiteracy as a priority issue, settamgwumber of goals for the year 2015. It is
believed that many countries will fail to achievese goals. Consequently, illiteracy not only

limits the full development of individuals and theparticipation in society, but also has
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repercussions throughout life, affecting a persdarsily environment, restricting access to the
benefits of development, and hindering the enjoyinaérother human rights. While states and
civil society organizations have made significafiores to address the problem, results have
fallen short of the mark. In light of that fact,daacting in accordance with its official duties as
set in its statutes, UNESCO developed literacygmsi which approach the issue from a new
angle. In order to assess the importance of théication of illiteracy, it is useful to process
through a genealogical investigation of the coneeyt understands how “a particular concept
or belief comes to be perceived as a truth or blpro in the first place” (Gale, 2001, p. 385).
According to UNESCO (2010), “recent statistics & Latin American and Caribbean
countries 2 show that, as of 2007, 8.6% of the [atjmn aged 15 and older is completely
illiterate; this is equivalent to approximately 8%llion people” (p.6). It should be noted that
illiteracy in seven of these countries exceeds 1096; have illiteracy rates in excess of 20%.
These data pertain to complete illiteracy — thateémnsus and household survey respondents who
state that they can neither read nor write. Thissueement technique is the subject of much
international debate. Data gathered by such meaderestimate the actual status of the
population, and fail to reflect individual readingriting, and mathematical skills in different
contexts of social performance (UNESCO-UIS, 200&)dy, the issue is approached not only
in terms of complete illiteracy, but also functibiteracy. The latter is measured by assessing
reading, writing and mathematical skills in theigas domains of social life which influence
individual identity and insertion into society. Ienathis perspective, literacy involves not only
reading and writing, but also the acquisition af 8kills necessary for effective and productive
performance within society (UNESCO, 2006). The Wadbeclaration on Education for All,

issued in Jomtien in 1990 and ratified in Dakar2@02, has enriched the concept. The
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Declaration defines literacy as a basic learningdn® be addressed throughout life, enabling
individuals to develop the knowledge and skills essary to fully participate in society. It is
intertwined with concepts such as citizenship, walt identity, socioeconomic development,
human rights, equity and the need to create “liéeranvironments” for its survival and
development (UNESCO, 2006).This broader understgndif the concept and problem of
illiteracy creates enormous methodological chaksnoy terms of measurement. In the 1960s,
experts abandoned the literate-vs. illiterate dichty in favor of an approach which views
literacy as an ongoing process, encompassing éwegytrom the development of basic abilities
to more complex linguistic and communication skiich unfold in a variety of social
contexts.

Thus, an important commitment in the internatioeffbrt to promote universal literacy
IS emerging in developing countries while UNESCG wdvocating the organization of a major
international campaign to eradicate illiteracy amalster the national efforts in developing
countries along with the financial support of ingliadized countries.

Nonetheless, UNESCO is dealing with strong oppmsstifrom some western countries
which were associating mass literacy campaigns thghspread of communism. As such, mass
literacy campaigns to eradicate illiteracy benefitieom less funding due to the political content
of these literacy programmes. An illustration oégh theoretical conflicts can be found in an
early 1957 report in which UNESCO states that tlaeeesome unanswered questions:

What are the factors causing a high rate of ibitgrin a given country? What factors

contribute to the reduction of illiteracy in thepgadation as a whole? How can illiteracy

be eliminated altogether? What are the best metfavdsombating illiteracy? What can

be done to prevent the relapse into illiteracyhafse who have been taught how to read
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and write? Is it more urgent to teach the adultesal and write, by conducting ‘literacy

campaigns’, organizing literacy classes, persuali@@te persons to help their illiterate

relatives or neighbors? (UNESCO, 1957, p. 9)

Nonetheless, through UNESCO's literacy policiese @an notice that the methods of
combating illiteracy are changing because the otder are not suited to this ever evolving
world economy. An example of this conceptual rafieat can be found in the Montreal report
in which UNESCO acknowledges that: “Other formsedtication-economic or cultural- in any
literacy campaign should be emphasized; withouh smotivation the best methods may be
doomed to failure” (UNESCO, 1960, p.18).But it rémsathat UNESCO needed to clarify the
operationalization of the fight against illiterady continuously refining the definition of
literacy and illiteracy. An example of this conaggdtorientation can be found in the same report
when the organization states that:

Action should be taken to create within the competerganizations of the United

Nations, including UNESCO, a special fund, deritein increased contributions from

Member States, for the specific purpose of elimingatlliteracy in the developing and

newly independent countries. (UNESCO, 1960, p.30)

Nonetheless, the fight against illiteracy was gtk primary aim and one of the basic
requirements of cultural, economic, and social tgraent. The fight against illiteracy was
represented through the need to promote the toaditiview of functional literacy, one that
promotes the need to acquire the skills of readirging, and calculation in order to be able to
solve real life problems.

Accordingly, UNESCO adopted a new position acknalgieg that illiteracy cannot be

easily eradicated. An illustration of this concegtengagement can be found in a 2000 report in
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which the organization states that it will “no marse a “monolithic view of illiteracy as a
disease in which the germs might be eradicated apfiropriate drug or vaccination”, rather it
will view literacy as a “product of educational,ced, and economic factors that cannot be
radically changed in short periods of time” (UNESCZDO00, p.4). As such, along the years,
UNESCO continues to refine its conceptualizatiohditeracy and recommends its Members
States to help developing a strategy for a commgiie approach to national literacy
campaigns and investigating the possibility of general application to the struggle against
illiteracy in developing societies. Many developioguntries recognize that adult education is
vital for economic and social development in geh@nareasing productivity, improving health
and in particular the quality of life. An illustiah of this vision can be found in the 1978
UNESCO report in which the organization states tleatnbating illiteracy is still the major
objective of adult education, going hand in handhwa concern for the universalization of
education” (UNESCO, 1997) and this fight represam$&JNESCO’s leitmotiv.

Consequently, UNESCO, through these military andioa discourses about illiteracy,
iIs empowering literates all around the world andhpng member States to internalize these
distinctions about literates and illiterates andipat the same time new meanings to literacy
and illiteracy through various literacy practic&ut the military and medical discourses on
literacy are not neutral because they define thgests (literates and illiterates) in ways that
reinforce the societal and institutional undersiagsl of the state of illiteracy all around the
world. Thus, UNESCO discourses on literacy posseaseertain resonance because UNESCO
is creating a literacy arena that values the usalem of its policies by addressing
recommendations to Member States and United Naagescies, and promotes scientific and

professional authority regarding its views abotgtréicy and illiteracy.
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UNESCO is using these rules to regulate a weht@falty practices, beliefs, and values
by constituting and constructing the world of lggey. Through these rules, UNESCO is creating
new categories of actors, defining new sharedniatesnal research interests, and disseminating
new models of literacy. Therefore UNESCO is creptndiscourse of power in the international
literacy arena through its institutional authorityithin the United Nations system and
controlling over information and professional exjger about literacy concepts, traditions, and
practices. In doing so, UNESCO is perceived as negigimate apparel than Member States
because it has access to more information and gwmiofeal expertise about literacy. As such,
UNESCO is still refining the operationalization thfe concept of illiteracy by continuously
clarifying its meaning.

The Discourses on llliteracy

UNESCO developed along the years various concepatiains of the term illiteracy
through its use of the dichotomous model in definiteracy. During the first international
conference on adult education in Elsinore, Dennf{a@d49), UNESCO portrays a distinction
between the ‘so called masses’ who representedntisses of illiterates, and the so called
cultured people who represented the literate ntilesri This theoretical position of UNESCO
about literacy represents what has been termedtiegt§2003) as the dichotomous view of
literacy, one vision of literacy that distinguishestween illiterates and literates. In 1949 during
the first international conference on adult edwgtiUNESCO distinguished between the ‘so
called masses’ and ‘the so called cultured peopte’doing so, UNESCO recognized that
illiterates represented the majority of the worlapplation therefore it was urgent to promote
‘literacy for the masses’ (1965) because in Westeth countries the state of illiteracy was

different and illiterate people were referred tdraentally incapable’. This concept of handicap
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in defining illiteracy shows that functional illitecy was more important than basic illiteracy in
westernized countries. This new UNESCOQO'’s positignon literacy distinguishes between
functional illiteracy and functional literacy whiktating that in some parts of the world we had
what can be termed as ‘unspecified literacy’, a wéyportraying individuals considered as
illiterates not because they couldn’t read andenbitit because they didn’t appear in national
censuses as illiterates. Nonetheless, it remagis #tcording to UNESCO, the ‘marginalized
people’ are still ‘excluded’ from the ‘pockets atelacy’ (2002). So, from the ‘mentally
incapable’ to the ‘marginalized’, UNESCO consid#rat there exists ‘official illiterates’ who
know how to read and write. One can deduce from situation that the ‘illiterates are those
who are outside ‘official literacy circles’.

This distinction is still relevant in UNESCO’ssdburse through the development of
the concept of “literacy for the masses” during fhehran meeting on the eradication of
illiteracy” (UNESCO, 1965). The concept of literadgr the masses is relevant in under
developed countries according to the prevalent UBIES discourse stating that the problem of
illiteracy is of little importance in developed cdties where compulsory primary education has
been present since decades therefore undermingngctires of illiteracy. An illustration of this
conceptual vision can be found in an early 1953ntejm which UNESCO states that in these
developed countries, the “mentally incapable” (UNES 1953) represent the ‘illiterates’.
Many years later, UNESCO (1978, 1985) developed @oxitioned the concept of functional
illiteracy to sustain the difference of ‘illiteras’ between under developed and developed
countries. The concept of functional illiteracy gadong with the concept of ‘basic illiteracy’
developed later by UNESCO (1999). In doing so, URBBESs rendering the theoretical debate

about the fight against illiteracy throughout therld more and more complex by assuring
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Member States from Westernized countries that tdie f illiteracy is these parts of the world
is completely different than the one in under depetl countries. The ‘functionally illiterate’
has acquired more skills than the ‘basic illitesateecause they know how to read and write but
they cannot apply these skills to the new demarida globalized world. This UNESCO'’s
position about functional illiteracy sustains thgpiortance of the literacy, one defined primarily
as the acquisition of reading and writing skills.

At the same time, UNESCO is trying to promote aewxidiew of literacy by implying
that the many uses of literacy imply that literd@s plural understandings. An illustration of
this conceptual refinement can be also found in19@0 World Conference on Education for
All and the World Education Forum (2000) in whiclNEISCO states that the international
community is no longer using the “monolithic vieWiltiteracy as a disease in which the germs
might be eradicated with an appropriate drug orcwetion” (UNESCO, 2000, p.4). Thus,
assuming that literacy has to be conceived broasityhe basic knowledge and skills needed in a
rapidly changing world, it remains that literacy asfundamental right in every society and
therefore a necessary skill in itself and one ef fibundation of other skills (UNESCO, 1997).
Therefore, Member States and United Nations agenm@ed to acknowledge that literacy is a
catalyst for participation in cultural, social, @oonic, and political activities and for lifelong
learning. But, literacy remains the right to reawl avrite and the acquisition of these major
skills will continue to determine the distinctioretveen illiterates and literates as far as
UNESCO literacy policies are concerned.

The Discourse on Schooled Literacy
Being literate has become of enormous significanalie contemporary policy discourse as a

means of human capital development and as a resporike effects of globalization. Policies
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across the world commonly assume that lack ofdagrrestricts the ability of workers to adapt
to new technology and leads to safety concernsasilly mistakes, prevents those without such
skills from obtaining or retaining employment andsha negative effect on a country’s
economic performance. For example, the OECD orgéniz strongly recommends a focus on
improving literacy skills as the ‘key’ to unlockirtge benefits of globalization (OECD, 1997;
1999). At the individual level being literate isnggally equated with success in life, with
notions of a person being ‘educated’ and havingesedo the goods and trappings that are
valued highly in society.

Early as 1949 UNESCO asserts that there is a strefagionship between adult
education and schooled literacy. An illustrationttu conceptual engagement can be found in
the Elsinore report in which the organization stdteat the “least educated of men can possess
as genuine a culture as the scholar” (UNESCO, 1$48). Another illustration of this
conceptual vision can also be found in the samerteghen UNESCO portrays adult education
and literacy as a ‘living culture’ (1949) and acwiedges the fact that adults who didn’t go to
school or who were left out by the school systemmehsome ‘unschooled knowledge’ and
needed a training to help them cope with the neadsrequirements of formal education. By
doing so, UNESCO stresses the importance of namgbeducation as a part of the overall
standard educational system.

As such, literacy is treated, however, as if it v@aset of unproblematic, information-
processing cognitive skills that are independenthef context in which they are used. The
process of acquiring these skills is conceptualaed ladder that has to be climbed up where
people are ranked from top to bottom with the emsjghan what they can’t do rather than what

they can. This leads to a deficit model where thosethe bottom rungs are positioned as
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lacking the skills that others think they need.sTapproach has framed the terms of the debate,
defined the scope and content of which groups eseea 0 be deficient in literacy and why, and
denied the central role of culture and relationshop power in determining literacy needs and
aspirations. Literacy skills are seen as neutral apjective within a discourse that takes no
account of the ways in which they are used in $jgecommunities. In this discourse, ‘literacy
skills are elevated; they are viewed as a setabinieal skills which, once acquired, usually lead
to positive employment outcomes’ (Black, 2002:18)terms of the curriculum that is available
for learning this means that adult literacy is feahas the acquisition of a body of standardized
reading and writing skills that can be formally essed and compared within and between
nations.

The synergistic effect of these UNESCO'’s policycdigrses positions literacy learners
as people whose deficiencies have a direct andrselvienpact on a nation’s economic
development and therefore they pose a problemh®literate ‘others’. Moreover, the discourse
defines the problem as lying with the individualawhas somehow failed to learn rather than
with broader structural conditions. A particulapest of this is to describe adults’ literacy skills
in terms of children’s reading ages. Such messagesiternalized by those who are deemed to
be lacking these skills and shape how they thinbualthemselves and how they act in the
world. Again, this is compounded by the myth of iteeracy that implies that anyone who is
brought up properly will rise above the hardshippased by poverty. Consequently, this myth
permeates common-sense understandings of whahirejuto learning implies because the
failure to acquire mandatory skills in schoolseers as an individual problem. Bourdieu argues
that: Agents, even the most disadvantaged, temqetceive the world as natural and to find it

surprisingly acceptable, especially when one lagkhe situation of the dominated through the
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eyes of the dominant” (1990,p. 131).Thus, polickeara tend to also incorporate and perpetuate
the discourse of deficit that pervades literacycpcas.

Accordingly, UNESCO further acknowledges the nemdirtk literacy with a universal
access to basic education by stating that one detdeéEliminate illiteracy at its source by
enrolling all children in basic education and depehent programs to ensure that they will not
relapse into illiteracy and provide the newly lgtr with opportunities for lifelong education”
(UNESCO, 1985, p.58). Later, UNESCO keeps on pusithe importance of compulsory
primary education in fighting against illiteracynAllustration of this conceptual refinement can
be found in a 1989 report in which UNESCO states thniversal primary education belongs to
the “global approach to combating illiteracy alomigh the education of out-of-school youth and
adults” (UNESCO, 1989, par.32). Again, UNESCO iitates this conceptual refinement and
adds that:

There is increasing awareness that informationiteraty should be complemented by

more detailed statistics on the percentage digtabuwf the population by the highest

level or grade of education attained, so as toigeoadditional and finer indications on
the educational composition of the population #iratessential to the planning of socio-

economic and cultural development. (UNESCO, 1994 )p

A stronger illustration of the importance of comgnrly education can be found in the
United Nations Millennium Declaration of Septemi@®00 which recommends Members
States: “To ensure that, by the year 2015, chilénesrywhere, boys and girls alike, would be
able to complete a full course of primary schoolargl that girls and boys would have equal
access to all levels of education, which requiresr@wed commitment to promote literacy for

all” (UNESCO, 2002, p.2).Nonetheless, most disarssion Education for All didn’t take into
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account the question of the training for illiterai@ults and children in recognizing that literacy
and numeracy skills are key elements to increase #tonomic possibilities. Most of these
adults and children didn’t acquire the necessailjssif literacy such as reading, writing, and
calculation, or did not master them enough to be &b cope with the demands of the new
world economy. Therefore, their lack of literacyllskis due to the inadequacy of the formal
educational systems and relates to a gap in priocessthe reduction of poverty.

Thus, by trying to implement an reinforce the umdadity of primary education or
compulsory primary education, UNESCO, the World Barand the United Nations
Development program are trying to improve the expentation of mass literacy programmes
in order to increase the literacy rates of adutid ehildren by enriching the formal education
system through the introduction of functional litey components.

Since the ‘“industrialized countries almost attainediversal primary schooling,
UNESCO and the World Bank acknowledged that it tiras to renew the conceptualization of
literacy by adding operational terms. An illustoatiof this conceptual vision can be found in a
Bank 2002 document in which” sufficient literacy’ defined as the “equivalent of four years of
primary schooling” (WB, 2002, p.8). As such, the VEBnfines literacy in the midst of the
school system and eludes the nontraditional madasquiring life skills.

But one should acknowledge that the World Bank dNEESCO'’s positions on schooled
literacy reflect the United nations Literacy decadgon of the “challenges of universal literacy
“, an approach that posits the fact that “learramgl literacy for all” are not a reality for the
hundreds of millions of people who are unable tadrand to write, or who lack access to
learning. The rationale for the Decade is to “iase national and international efforts to meet

the objectives set for literacy by the world comityin(UNESCO, 2004, p.14). As such, the
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United Nations acknowledge that this common callectommitment in improving literacy
policies should value the education of the mostrigtable’ population through the promotion
of compulsory primary education and ‘continuing ealion’ along with the acquisition of
lifelong learning skills.

Thus, literacy is still in UNESCO agenda but theaspt of “Literacy for All” is diluted
in the concept of Education for All. Thus, UNESCe World Bank, and associated
organizations are equating literacy with educatian.example of this conceptual orientation
can be found in the same report which states thigersal completion of primary education will
improve literacy rates among what has been ternsedth® most disadvantaged groups’
(UNESCO, 2003). Another illustration of this newsian of literacy for all can be found in a
2004 report in which the organization states thhae ‘importance of literacy, especially adult
literacy as part of an “integrated approach to thalization of the EFA Goals and the
Millennium Development Goals (MGDs) as well as otpelicy priorities such as the World
Bank's Fast Track Initiative (FTI)” (UNESCO, 2004,17).But all the literacy programmes
should acknowledge that it is important that pedyaee a positive educational experience and
feel that their issues and concerns are valuedusecin valuing these, one also values them as
people. This has implications for the curriculunthié power imbalances that keep on pervading
curricula all over the world are to change.

Also, international literacy programs should acktemlge the close connection between
literacy practices, identities, and discourses.iAgliteracy practices in schools are shaped by
power and ideology so educational practices shthddefore take cognizance of the cognitive,

social, and emotional issues affecting learningwelcer, adult literacy practices all too often
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foreground the cognitive at the expense of theat@mnd emotional dimensions and focus on
skills for employment rather than learning for thieole of life.
The Literate Environment Discourse

As early as 1949 UNESCO developed the conceptivhy culture”. Definition of this
concept can be found in the Elsinore report in White organization states that adult education
aims to «enabling each individual to live as futidarich a life as possible” and allowing
individuals to “understand how they fit in with tHaws of production and consumption”
(Ibid.3) in a living culture” (UNESCO, 1949, p2).hiis, non formal education and formal
education reinforce the knowledge acquired by adhitough various lines of human reflection
and action and determine the reality of an enviremmopen to all types of learning. In
portraying the notion of a literate environment, EBCO is widening the definition of literacy
and posits literacy practices enabling the learteexquire the skills necessary for bettering the
lives of each individual. At the same time, UNES({SQ@reating a link between the concept of a
literate environment and the fight to eradicatdételacy. In doing so, UNESCO (1989)
documents the “absolute priority that should besgito the struggle against illiteracy and the
creation of a literate world by the end of the oeyit (par.1). Further, UNESCO illustrates its
position by developing a socio-cultural approachlitgfracy by stating that the fight against
illiteracy will help build “literate societies respsive to the different cultural traditions”
(UNESCO, 1997, p.17) and posit the need to “enttiehliteracy environment by enhancing the
use and retention of literacy through the produrctamd dissemination of locally-relevant,
gender-sensitive and learner-generated print nadgér{lbid.18). Also, UNESCO stresses the
fact that the acquisition of literacy skills is gdge in non formal and formal settings in order

for literacy programmes worldwide to take into asabthe importance of locally relevant
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modes of learning that privilege writing processasd which are gender-oriented. An
illustration of this conceptual refinement can barfd in a 2002 UNESCO document in which
the organization states that:

Literacy for all is at the heart of basic educatimn all and that creating literate

environments and societies is essential for achgethe goals of eradicating poverty,

reducing child mortality, curbing population growtachieving gender equality and
ensuring sustainable development, peace and deayoq®@AIESCO, 2002, Art.7)

The mention of literacy for all posits the stromjationship between the acquisition of
basic literacy skills, the socio-cultural comporsent literacy, and the economic development
paradigm. Also, by bringing in the notions of demagahy, health issues, and the concept of
sustainable development, UNESCO was stressingltinal pneanings of the concept of literacy
by addressing to its Members States the need twrpocate these crucial key features to all
literacy programmes in order to improve their difesness. Again, UNESCO is enriching the
traditional and casual definition of literacy, ogp@ng beyond the only satisfaction of statistical
purposes. As such, UNESCO acknowledges that MerShees need to create and sustain
“dynamic literate environments in countries wittwlditeracy rates” (UNESCO, 2002, p.4).
Thus, UNESCO is trying to overcome the pitfallsasf operational definition of literacy by
urging Member States and organizations working owplémenting literacy programmes
worldwide to take into account the fact that:

Compte tenu des multiples facettes de l'alphab@isadans la vie quotidienne, les

efforts tendant a I'alphabétisation universellevdot a I'évidence dépasser la simple

exigence d’accroitre les taux de participation ptogrammes d’enseignement scolaire

ou d’éducation des adultes. La création d'enviromerets d’alphabétisation riches et
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dynamiques, ou la communication écrite soit utisie facon durable a toutes fins et

sous des formes appropriées au contexte, est fadele progrés de ces efforts.

(UNESCO, 2004, p.18)

Consequently, beyond positing the plural meaniofjditeracy and the international
efforts in trying to accomplish Universal Literadjpere is a need to improve the participation
rates of adults in formal and non formal educatiggragrammes. As such, the creation of
dynamic literate environments in which written coomtation is used in diverse appropriate
contexts will allow literacy programmes to succe@tbo, there is a need to acknowledge the
creation of dynamic literate environment in thessl@om, at home, and at work is an essential
condition in facilitating the multiple uses of aoea skills. Again, the creation of literate
environment necessitates a wider access to infamand communication means in the
perspective of incorporating local knowledge andnseular languages according to the
requirements of UNESCO Universal Declaration ont@al Diversity. Thus, the creation of a
dynamic literate environment necessitates the vatdion of various sectors outside the
educational system. Following the United Nation€d®demendations, it remains mandatory to
create literate environments and literate societiesrder to achieve poverty reduction, reduce
infant’s mortality, slower the world demographigaxsion, sustain gender equality, and assure
sustainable peace and democracy.

Consequently, it is urgent to widen the access tal @and written modes of
communication in accordance with the new technokdgera and improve the reinforcement of
individual and collective capacities regarding theoduction and management of local
knowledge along with textual communication modegdiation to visual arts, dance, music,

drama, and computer science. Thus, one need tteareenmunity oriented libraries and help
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them develop multilingual and multicultural polisieand economic, social, and cultural
development programmes. In doing so, it remainsoitamt to cooperate and help editing
businesses, the media, the technological industaynilies, individuals, civil society
organizations, universities, research centers, #al private sector to contribute to the
undertaken actions in order to create environmémas sustain literacy overall. Again, the
creation of literate environments is one of thgets of the United Nations Literacy Decade.
Again, the proposed conceptualization of a ‘literahvironment’ attempts to create a literacy
arena in which one should acknowledge the needdouwgage reading and writing.

Finally, UNESCO is widening the definition of cakliteracy by incorporating to its
refined definition the need “to create environmethist foster workplace literacy” (UNESCO,
2004, p41). In doing so, UNESCO is privileging eosg association between literacy and the
world of work by promoting functional literacy. Buby continuously refining the discourses
that surround the social construction of literatlNESCO didn’t take into account certain
conceptualizations of literacy.

The Framing of Excluded Discourses in UNESCO’s Pdlies of Literacy

The least prevalent discourse in UNESCO’s concdpaiemns of literacy is the
discourse of literacy as a text which is not mewobin any document. Few documents (2/18)
mention the francophone discourse of literacy drel discourse on indigenous literacy. The
majority of UNESCO documents was positing the plawee of an Anglophone discourse of
literacy and didn’'t take into account other conoefizations of literacy in Francophone

countries.
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The Francophone Discourse on Literacy

During the first international conference on adelfucation, the French experts
representing their country during this internatiomaeeting of adult education specialists
remarked that adult education was a flexible conespsome countries as France developed a
wider term that encompasses all age levels. Amstiition of this conceptualization of adult
literacy can be found in the Elsinore report in eththe organization states that the expression
‘adult education’ is not used in France; it is edlfpopular education’ or education populaire”
(UNESCO, 1949, p.10). Another example of this cptwal vision of adult literacy can be also
found in the same report in which the French espadknowledge that “popular education is
much wider and expresses the will to include atiaaclasses in the cultural work” (Ibid.p.10).
Thus, as early as 1949, education specialists weading with divergent views in how to
address the conceptualizations of adult educatioridwide. Therefore, UNESCO is facing
some theoretical and educational challenges imdgryo define the concept of adult education
during an international meeting of educational etgpdrom various cultural and linguistic
backgrounds. It remains difficult to promote a waglefinition of adult education. The same is
true with the definition of literacy.

With the influence of the French language and celuring the past century it was
obvious that UNESCO and the affiliated United Nasiocorganizations could not take into
account the various understandings of the concémdalt education and adult literacy as
evidenced later in francophone countries. As UNESE@Ques, the “original meaning of the
English word literacy is different from its transtas in several other languages” (UNESCO,
1949, p.6). Accordingly, these theoretical debdtese been evidenced in the proposed

conceptualizations of literacy in academia. An egknof these conceptual battles can be found
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in Fransman’s words (2005) who states that “sckdimve devoted considerable attention to
defining literacy” while “their work has had direichplications for approaches to practice and
policy” (Ibid.p.6). Another example of these compleonceptualizations of literacy can be
found in the EFA World Monitoring report (2006) wmvhich the organization states that
“academics ranging from disciplines as psychologgonomics, linguistics, sociology,
anthropology, philosophy, and history have engagedin ongoing and, at times highly
contested debate over the meaning and definitidheoferm literacy and how it is related to the
broader notions of education and knowledge” (fE&cluded from these definitions of literacy
was a critical view of literacy, one that viewsf#cy as a means of imposing and legitimizing
‘dominant’ discourses over local conceptualizatiafsknowledge and recognition of the
particularities of various cultural traditions.

As mentioned earlier, the particularities of thentophone educational system was not
taken into account in defining the concept of &tsr. UNESCO was struggling in delineating
the basis for a flexible portrayal of the concept literacy, one in which the multiple
understanding of literacy could be put into plaldee Francophone tradition operationalized two
terms in representing literacy and illiteracy. The®ncepts of ‘alphabetization’ and
‘analphabétisme’ were designed to denote the déiffiee between literacy and illiteracy. An
illustration of this conceptualization of literacan be found in the GMR in which UNESCO
states that “alphabetization refers to ‘literacgyaining’ and is used in France to denote the
process of literacy acquisition and ‘analphabétisssepoor reading and writing skills in French
as a second language” (EFA GMR 2006, p.6). Thusemnains constant that the French
language used two different terms to conceptuafizene hand the relationship between the

cognitive processes involved in the learning precad literacy as the acquisition of the skills

203



of reading and writing and conversely to posit plaeticular situation of minorities using French
as a second language and dealing with the diffesulto master reading and writing skills.
Again, one can notice that the Francophone tradit® identifying a different concept in
defining illiteracy by positing the importance dfet local context in representing different
literacy acquisition processes.

The French education specialists and literacy sialklers acknowledge that France was
dealing with a complex situation in trying to copéth the demands of a wide range of
immigrants who couldn’t cope with the demands & ¢aucational system and with the world
of work. Thus, it remains important to deal witlesle new orientations of the literacy/illiteracy
debate by delineating new conceptualizations @frdity. An illustration of this conceptual
refinement can be found in a UNESCO 2006 documemthich one French Nongovernmental
Organization specialized in immigration “ATD Quaftonde’ “coined the term ‘illetrisme’ so
that the poor French with limited reading and wgtiskills would not feel they were being
compared to the immigrant workers labeled as ‘draptes” (UNESCO, 2006, p.6).
Accordingly, the ATD Quart Monde Organization iffelientiating between two different types
of illiteracy: (a) Functional illiteracy (illetrise) for French people with poor reading and
writing skills and (b) ‘unspecified’ illiteracy (Aadphabetisme) for immigrants who were facing
difficulties in mastering the French Language. Awotillustration of the refinement of the
concept of ‘illetrisme’ can be found in the samewnent in which the report states that the
addition of a new concept into the French literagicle acknowledges the concept of
‘illetrisme’ as the term representing “those whal Haeen through part or all of the French

primary school system without gaining adequatdsskilbid.p.6).
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Thus, it is remarkable that the French educatispatialists couldn’t admit the fact that
most of the immigrants living in France who haviagormous problems dealing with the
French language in schools and at work but they beagcquired reading and writing skills in
their national and official languages and therefooeld have been considered as literates in
their native languages. Thus, one may believettiatistinction between functional illiteracy
and ‘basic’ illiteracy was the result of a parteuhistorical process of French history but as we
found out later during a thorough analysis of UNESBES discursive formations of illiteracy,
the concept of functional illiteracy was utilizeg the former organization to pinpoint the state
of illiteracy in westernized countries in her efoto build an international consensus in the
fight against illiteracy. Thus, illiteracy couldntbe only a problem that under developed
countries had to deal with rather it was now a magternational point of focus for all literacy
stakeholders in their ongoing theoretical debate$ @hallenges in delineating a ‘new world
literacy order’.

An illustration of this theoretical challenge cam found in the EFA World Monitoring
report in 2006 in which the report states that “Wphones discourses contributed to a new
understanding of literacy” as “in Canada”, wherée“tinternational adult Literacy survey
provided a new meaning for the term ‘analphabetididinking literacy with broader learning
and the mastery of information to work within theokvledge societies that will dominate the
twenty-first century” (p.6). Thus, the concept ahétional literacy and functional illiteracy is
finding its momentum in the international commurbgcause literacy specialists realize that the
new state of world illiteracy necessitated new embgalizations of literacy rendering this

concept more flexible in order to cope with the dens of the new world economy.
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Later, with the influence of the ‘New Literacy stesl Movement’ (1996), the notion of
the plural meanings of literacy was being incorpeatanto the Francophone literacy circle when
the word ‘litteraties’ started to be equated witk Anglophone term ‘Literaties’. Thus, the new
demands of the new technological era posited tbegration of a new vision of literacy, one
that recognizes the multiple uses of literacy arsdsobcio-cultural, economic, and political
contexts. While the notion of multiple literaciesasvfinding its way into the international
community, it remains that the literacy stakehadderere struggling in incorporating local
perspectives in the literacy arena as to recoghiaeindigenous people have a right to access
“all levels and forms of education provided by thiate” (UNESCO, 1997, p.5). As such,
UNESCO recognized and acknowledged the need tciassdhe ‘right to literacy’ with the
‘right to education’ in order to give indigenousopée a voice.

The Discourse on Indigenous Literacy

Indigenous peoples represent a diverse group arahedalefinition can fully determine
the multiple understandings of the concept. YetRao and Robinson-Pant state: “they are
distinguished around the world by their differentiteral world-view consisting of both a
custodial and non-material attitude to land andirstesources” (2003, p.1). An illustration of
this operationalization of the concept of indigemdanowledge can be found in the United
Nations Development Programme which applies fouterca in distinguishing indigenous
people:

Indigenous peoples usually live within or maintan attachment to geographically

distinct ancestral territories; They tend to madmtaistinct social, economic, and

political institutions within their territories; Hy typically aspire to remain distinct
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culturally, geographically and institutionally raththan assimilate fully into national

society; and they self-identify as indigenous drat. (UNDP, 2005, p.2)

For instance, indigenous African education and Kedge has generally been
understood as a simplistic process of socializatigalving the preparation of children for work
in the home, the village and within a select etlidmain. Thus, most contemporary discussions
on indigenous African education rest in the shaddwa Westernized ideal about transmitting
the ideal of neutral literacy programmes. Howewé, an African centered synthesis one can
begin to appreciate the particulars of indigenoagsaof knowing and their epistemologies.

It remains that population censuses and internaltiiberacy statistical data cannot fully
acknowledge and identify indigenous people andrtbpecific socio-cultural particularities.
Accordingly, UNESCO acknowledges this matter aargues that “Education for indigenous
peoples and nomadic peoples should be linguisfiedd culturally appropriate to their needs
and should facilitate access to further educatiod appropriate training” (UNESCO, 1997,
p.5). But a stronger illustration of this conceptuafinement of indigenous literacy can be
further found in UNESCO'’s discourse when it states: “Literacy programmes in indigenous
communities need to be perceived by the peopldeidcal cultures as an expansion of their
existing skills rather than the remedy for the latiskills” (UNESCO, 1999, p.2). Accordingly,
the incorporation of indigenous languages in thecational system can be viewed as a key
element of indigenous people’s cultural identityutBone can notice that with the lack of
linguistic and cultural diversity in mainstream edtional systems, the state of indigenous
identities is facing a real threat.

It remains constant that the colonization procestettaken by the influential European

countries was implemented through the instrumentedfication. An illustration of this
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conceptual orientation can be found in the word8@y (1993) who states that “schools in
colonial settings were primarily designed to méet tonceptions and needs of the colonizers
rather than the colonized, and this influencedatm@unt, type and availability of education” (p.
334). Hence, as Chilisa states: “Education was édynsonstructed and driven by an ideology
aimed at colonizing the mind and alienating thé aad creating an individual that did not
believe in her/himself” (2005,p.660). A thoroughaexnation of international organizations
‘definitional posture can lead to an observatiamalque based on my personal experiences as a
second language learner and teacher. Accordingljgenous African knowledge is understood
by my students as unofficial knowledge of essdgt@hecdotal memories of the complex laws
of cultural artifacts and rituals. As such, thetidition between indigenous literacy and Western
European standard literacy posited for the studetsmplex and uneasy choice in finding their
way to making sense of both systems. Finally, tieeseneed to reform curricula to incorporate
indigenous forms of knowledge and go beyond thé&cstaliance on rote memorization and
regurgitation.

This undermining process of the indigenous peopiegiistic and cultural heritage can
be also found in O’Malley’s rhetoric’s (2003) whiee states that:

Even if governments fulfill all of EFA's stated d¢®a-establishing free primary

education accessible to all children and acquinmgh needed supplies and teachers—

this effort may fail because of the colonialistteyss of education that remain; This is

because state education systems in many developungries have scarcely developed

pedagogically from those established by former malgpowers. . . . Teaching often has

more in common with army discipline, with rows afgils silently copying notes from
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the board, than an attempt to exploit a child'sirgtcreativity and curiosity about the

world as a route to learning. (O'Malley, 2003, &r.

O’Malley (2003) went on to argue that “schools beeaa place to fear rather than a
joyful learning experience giving students anotteason, beyond poverty itself, to discontinue
school early” (par.3). Thus, O’Malley directed lsigtics towards the governments which must
“contend with not only the excessively limited fir@al resources that maintain and limit
literacy and learning possibilities for their céirs, but the form of education itself’
(Ibid.par3).Accordingly, the lack of a real momemtuegarding indigenous literacy and
linguistic diversity was prominent in another aiie of the failure of the international
community to bring the rights of indigenous peojalehe table. An illustration of this political
failure of international organizations to take ir#ocount indigenous literacy can be found in
Tove Skutnabb-Kangas’ words when he states “tH# tm@mother tongue medium education is
inadequately protected in existing internationatrioaments and standards” (Ibid. p.203). Thus,
indigenous people were marginalized and excludeth@fmainstream educational system and
were left out with no hope in improving their so@altural, linguistic, and political conditions.

As a result, indigenous people were facing the éeéachieving economic sustainability
and the difficulties in acquiring fundamental laey skills. As such, indigenous people had to
deal with mainstream educational systems that edultbpe with their personal and social
needs in trying to improve and increase their rafesuccess and achievement. An illustration
of this conceptual refinement can be found in a42NESCO document in which the
organization states that “State education systeften dail to meet the specific needs of
indigenous communities with curricula and teachimefhodologies” because they are “based on

a world view that does not always recognize or e@pte indigenous notions of an
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interdependent universe and the important plac¢éhar societies” (UNESCO Institute for
Education, 2004, p.34). As a result, the differsnoetween mainstream and indigenous cultures
were growing stronger as the values, beliefs, aathing methods developed through the
traditional educational system couldn’t cope witte tneeds and aspirations of indigenous
people.

An illustration of this conceptual refinement caa farther found in the same report in
which UNESCO acknowledges that while “mainstrearacation systems generally privilege
academic knowledge and devalue traditional wisdomd skills”, indigenous peoples were
“raising serious concerns about the negative impaotodern education on their communities’
ability to survive” (ibid, p. 37). As such, indigens people couldn’t improve their ‘so called
literacy skills’ because of lack of education irithnative languages. Thus, indigenous people
were sidelined by the discriminative linguistic andltural exigencies of the mainstream
educational system. Finally, one can sense the d&alecognition of the plural meanings of
literacy, one literacy vision that can recognizattindigenous people might not be ‘literate’ in
the mainstream language but that rather privildiggscy in the mother tongue.

Accordingly, the lack of operationalization of bijjual education regarding indigenous
people led Aikman to state that: “The value ofréf@es and the languages of literacy in self-
development need to be carefully assessed in sxigthere communication, knowledge,
learning and teaching are oral practices” (200103®). Aikman’s vision of bilingual education
was echoed in the words of Lépez (2001) who poanisthat: “Indigenous learners, who are
generally oral bilinguals, should acquire bilinglisracy through a simultaneous or concurrent
process whereby they may develop their interpregaind productive capacities, as well as their

creativity in general, in their two languages” @02 However, even though UNESCO is
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recommending the implementation of bilingual pragsaof education, its Member States are
not taking full account of these international necoendations promoting the development and
sustainability of indigenous literacy worldwide. Alte same time, UNESCO is missing a
necessary and important re-conceptualization oérddy, one which promotes the
conceptualization of literacy as ‘text’.
The Discourse of Literacy as Text

As mentioned earlier in Chapter Four, the concdjztatzon of literacy as a text was not
mentioned in any of the UNESCO’s documents froma1@42002. Nevertheless, the concept of
literacy as text is represented in the EFA Globalnibring Report in 2006. An illustration of
this conceptualization of literacy can be foundai2006 report in which UNESCO states that
literacy can be represented as an ‘autonomousf sdlls’, as a ‘learning process, as applied,
practiced and situated’, and as a ‘text’ (2006).ofugn these four metaphors in defining literacy
figures the conceptualization of literacy as a;texthis latter definition of literacy as text, ®n
looks at it in “terms of the subject matter and tisure of the texts that are produced and
consumed by literate individuals” (UNESCO, 2006,51). This conceptualization of literacy as
a text is similar to Lytle and Wolfe‘'s conceptualions of literacy. Lytle and Wolfe introduce
four metaphors in operationalizing the conceptitefrdcy: Literacy as skills, literacy as tasks,
literacy as practices, and literacy as criticalle@fon (1989). An illustration of this
conceptualization of literacy as text can be founduerbach’s words when he states that the
representation of literacy as practices indicateariations in types of texts, participant
interactions around texts, purposes for using festsial meanings/values attached to texts,
ways of producing texts, and ways of socializingldten through interactions with texts”

(Auerbach, 1992, p.73). But this conceptualizabbfiteracy is missing in UNESCO'’s rhetoric.
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Nonetheless, the concept of literacy practicestpdise importance of a socio-cultural approach
to literacy, one “expanding the concept of literaoyinclude understanding of the social and
cultural contexts within which literacy is used” @er, 1989, p.34). In that sense one can imply
that UNESCO didn't use the term of literacy as iexts literacy documents from 1949 to 2002
but acknowledged the notion of literacy as sociacpces in its promotion of the plural
meanings of literacy.

Positing the Association of Ethnography and Econoras in Defining Literacy

UNESCO's definitions of literacy have always proetbthe traditional and monolithic
view of literacy as the ability to read and writefdre moving forward in accepting and
marketizing the notion of functional literacy, oassociated with basic functioning and life
skills of survival and finally posting a socio-aulal portrayal of literacy as a means to achieve
social empowerment through a recognition of litgras a process embedded in various social
practices. This led to the theoretical challenges methodological debates that UNESCO was
facing in unraveling and delineating the multipledarather competing discourses about the
traditional view of literacy as the acquisition tfe basic skills of reading and writing.
Therefore, UNESCO was associating various discsuirsealefining literacy and promoting a
new momentum regarding the standardization of gdred statistics at the international level
by referring to the expertise of various consuliaantd literacy experts in order to bring to the
table a consensus in defining literacy.

Based on the work of academia, UNESCO integratedogiraphic perspectives and an
understanding of literacy practices as multiple andturally varied in order to help avoid
simplistic and often ethnocentric claims regardihg consequences of literacy based on one-

dimensional and culturally narrow categories andind®mns. As such, an ethnographic
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perspective can sensitize us to the ways in whiehpoower to name and define is a crucial
component of inequality. Accordingly, by providitigeracy to the illiterates, governments can
expect economic returns and political benefits. sThinternational organizations began
associating ethnographic perspectives on literaith the concept of economic functionality
and therefore acknowledged that literacy can retathe demands of the labor market and the
needs to improve productivity in the new world emary. Accordingly,

Literacy and basic education are key skills helghmg poor extract themselves from the

conditions causing poverty and improving the basiacation status is a pre-requisite to

achieving the development goals of enhancing algui@l productivity, improving the
health and nutrition status of the family, and m@dg fertility. Lacks of literacy and of

arithmetic skills are barriers to entrepreneursinol market transactions. (WB, 2001,

p.3)

Above all, the World Bank is positing a strong telaship between literacy and the
concept of livelihood and acknowledges that litgrand numeracy are directly useful skills in
market transactions. Besides these theoreticakledions between the WB and UNESCO'’s
conceptualizations of literacy, the latter's attésnfo come to an international agreement in
conceptualizing literacy revitalized what has bessmed as the theoretical challenge in coming
to terms with an unified definition of literacy. Altustration of this theoretical challenge can be
found in Mosse’s words (1998) when he states timaeshe 1980’s, “anthropologists began to
be employed by development agencies as problenersdl{p.14) and started to use, what has
been termed as the “ethnographic perspective’€6t2001, a), into international organizations’
policies on literacy education and development. r&hsubsists a complex methodological

dilemma in associating the ethnographic perspedlitezacy as a web of social practices) with
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literacy policies surrounded by an economistic pecsve (literacy as a poverty reduction
strategy). As such, researchers in the field oftdderacy were experiencing some difficulties
in making their research findings meaningful ter#cy policy makers. Another illustration of
this theoretical dilemma can be found also in RetsmPant’s words when he (2004) states that
there was a “practical dilemma around how to awdmdplifying lengthy ethnographic analysis
into bullet points or generalizing statisticallpin tiny unrepresentative samples” (p.781).
Accordingly, this methodological dilemma in assdicig the multiple meanings of

literacy with quantifiable data in measuring liteygrogress is visible in the constant renewed
UNESCO'’s definitions of literacy from 1949 to 200%h illustration of this conceptual position
can be found in the Paris report when UNESCO sthtashe “teaching of reading and writing
must be integrated into a cultural context’ (UNESCIO85, p.56) while at the same time
literacy remains an “essential prerequisite foriamatl, social, economic, and -cultural
development” (Ibid.p.56). In the same document, 38D is associating a tradition definition
of literacy as the basic ability to read and waitel posits likewise the economic functionality of
literacy. Further UNESCO (1997) promoted a new epiwalization of literacy known as the
‘civilizational’ concept of literacy while distingshing between functional literacy and social
literacy. An illustration of this conceptual refment can be found in a 1997 UNESCO
document in which the organization asks the Men&tates to “replace the narrow vision of
literacy by learning that meets social, economid palitical needs and gives expression to a
new form of citizenship” (UNESCO, 1997, p.16). Buai, the same moment UNESCO is
promoting an operational definition of literacy tag ability to read and write for the purposes
on establishing an international basis to the coaiphty of educational statistics. Along the

way, UNESCO acknowledges that although literacy Wwader meanings, the capability of
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belonging to a literate environment requires thetery of the essential practices of reading and
writing. As such, UNESCO is privileging an operatib definition of literacy for statistical
purposes in order to help policy makers to studyirggprogress of literacy in conformity with
the Education for All goals and the Millennium Degmnent Goals. Nonetheless, UNESCO
states that “while the criteria used to determirfeethier a person is literate or not can differ
between countries”, there is a clear trend fordbentries to use the definitions recommended
by UNESCO whereby an illiterate is a person “whare with understanding both read and
write a short, simple statement on his everyday [UNESCO, 1990, p.2).

Even though UNESCO is incorporating ethnograpkispectives in its literacy policies,
the leading UN organization acknowledges at theestame that it is very difficult to measure,
evaluate, and compare literacy data between diffe@untries adopting multiple and
competing definitions of literacy. A socio-cultui@bproach | definition literacy might seem an
interesting theoretical tool in improving literagnvironments but it remains necessary to
evaluate the number of people crossing the illdgrgates. Thus, operational definitions of
literacy for statistical purposes are justified fome intending to compare illiteracy levels
worldwide. Therefore, the role of literacy researshshould integrate new theoretical lenses in
studying how to measure and evaluate plural mearhdjteracy. Again, an illustration of this
theoretical battle in defining the concept of btey can be found in a 2002 report in which
UNESCO states that “literacy is no longer seen asngular concept, but rather as plural
literacies” (UNESCO, 2002, p.60). But, it remaitmatt the more difficult task is to tell the
Member States and Non Governmental Organizations o measure the notion of

‘multiliteracies’.
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An ethnographic approach to literacy can positgtadternative sources of definition and
naming against each other in stark relief, as thekimgs of international organizations and the
literature regarding theorizations of literacy ifgstbut they cannot necessarily challenge the
power to name that comes with the respective postihe literates and illiterates occupy. If
one wishes to pursue questions of inequality oertetiin the world of economics and of literacy,
then, one will also need to pursue firstly the gioes of inequality in the world of policy
making and academic definitions. A similar argumeah be made about the definitions of
literacy and of ‘problems’ with literacy in othereas of the educational field somewhat closer
to home for academics — the naming and blamingcagsd with ‘problems’ that students
encounter as they enter the formal and non forehatc&ional systems reveals many of the same
misconceptions and misnaming that people experieratean apparently lower end of the
‘inequality’ ladder. Precisely in order to make tpeint that notions of inequality depend on
definitions and naming, it would be interestingdescribe some of the experiences learners
have in every echelon of the educational systemsugh, the real nature of inequality is to be
found both in the experiences of those attemptingnter the ‘literate system’ and in the power
of those running literacy circles. Again, an illaton of this difficult operational
conceptualization of the notion of literacy canfbend in the analysis of the metanarrative that
sustains UNESCO'’s policies on literacy.

Enacting the Metanarrative Sustaining UNESCOQ'’s Poliies on Literacy
While it might seem that there is a ‘rhetoric ofegrtry’ in UNESCOQO's policies on literacy,
a thorough analysis of its constant renewed conedipations of literacy through divergent and
complementary discursive formations reveals thaEBRO is portraying a holistic approach to

literacy by ‘privileging’ an operational definitiorof literacy for statistical purposes and
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‘promoting’ at the same time a plural vision ofefiicy. Above all, it remains that the

metanarrative that sustains UNESCO'’s policies terdcy can be viewed as ‘Learning and
Literacy for All' because the most important targ@t UNESCO since the 1965 International
Conference on public education and later throughJibmtien Conference in 1990, is to meet
the Millennium development goals of achieving unéa completion of primary education. A

strong illustration of this conceptual vision cae found in the Jomtien report in which

UNESCO states that the “definitions of literacy mbs sensitive to skills needed in out of
school contexts, as well as to school-based compgteequirements” (UNESCO, 1990, p.4).

Through this assertion, one may sense the neew&alén the definitional aspect of literacy. An
illustration of this conceptual need can be foundthe same report in which UNESCO

acknowledges the urgency to include the “basicniear needs or competencies but also in
terms of other knowledge, problem solving, andskéls” (UNESCO, 1990, p.5).

This metanarrative is constantly associating ltgravith schooling and makes constant
reference to the six Dakar goals. An illustratidrttos conceptual position can be found in a
2002 report in which UNESCO acknowledges that tieeeneed to: “Ensuring that by 2015 all
children, particularly girls, children in difficultircumstances and those belonging to ethnic
minorities, have access to complete free and cosopulprimary education of good quality”
(UNESCO, 2002, p.7). Accordingly, this associatibaetween adult literacy and schooled
literacy reflects UNESCO and affiliated United Nes agencies involvement in the Dakar
framework of action (2000) and the Millennium dexghent goals. Since the international
community through it funding agents such as thelevBank and the International Monetary
Fund are not putting enough money to the literatyet, it remains important and essential for

UNESCO as the leading international organization dducational cooperation to promote
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universal completion of primary education as a mseanreduce the alarming figures of world
illiteracy. But a problem still remains as schoahnoot be the only measurement system in
evaluating everyone’s literacy skills. Again, ldey is not a static process as it is the center on
various types of knowledge, experiences, tradifiansl beliefs outside of traditional and formal
circles of literacy.

Also, one can assume that if young children coreplle¢ir primary education studies, they
potentially acquired the basic and fundamentalsskil reading and writing and therefore need
to be trained with the adequate and additionalsskil order to perfectly function in the labor
market. But the combination of ethnographic perspes along with the economic functionality
of literacy cannot elude the fact that UNESCO'siqe$ are not taking into account ‘hidden
literacies’. Also, adult learners can be categariae ‘illiterates’ by ‘outsiders just because ythe
have never been to school or adult literacy clas8sssuch, the rhetoric of literacy is still
confined in the harsh circles of formal educatiosgbtems. Also, policy makers need to
acknowledge that someone can be portrayed asreetaaastering the reading and writing skills
but still remains uneducated because literacy $aded just naming processes adopted mostly by
outsiders. Thus, adult learners’ lack of literakills should not be perceived as a stigma and a
disadvantage. Again, literacy policies developedldwade need to take into account the fact
that literacy practices must be relevant to eaennkr. As such, policy makers and literacy
programmes planners should and could learn so maightful lessons from those portrayed as
illiterates what is therefore needed is acknowledga and thinking beyond current limits and a
new vision of adult literacy.

Nonetheless, UNESCO is left out with a unique visto developing and sustaining the

traditional and monolithic approach to literacy ealion, one promoting a definition of literacy
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based on the acquisition of basic and fundamethil$ ©f reading, writing, and calculation.
This traditional portrayal of literacy educationvialued for its merits in building a momentum
for the standardization of educational statistied an international agreement in implementing
an operational definition of literacy for statistipurposes.

Revisiting My Assumptions about this Study

Based on the evolution of the notion of literacyagademia, drawing on theoretical and
empirical research, some assumptions were presentedhapter 1. The five assumptions
identified in the beginning of this theoretical @stigation are discussed in light of the analysis
of this study’s findings.

The first assumption underlying the research was tthere is no universal definition of
literacy. This assumption held true according ®fitst finding (Chapter 4). The majority of the
documents posited many definitions of literacy raggrom literacy as an autonomous model
to literacy as social practices.

A second assumption posited by this research watsUNESCO's literacy definitions
portray the association of various discourses @iftiternational arena and in academia. This
assumption turned out to be true. UNESCO devel@edg the years various definitions of
literacy through the association of supportive disses widening the scope of literacy.

The third assumption mentioned that UNESCO wasilpging the Anglophone
discourse on literacy. This assumption held to rbe.tA thorough analysis of UNESCOQO'’s
definitions from 1949 to 2002 showed us that thgldphone discourse was the key element in
defining literacy. The Francophone discourse wdg orentioned in one document while the
conceptualization of literacy as a text didn't figun any of the documents reviewed. Also, the

concept of indigenous literacy was mentioned in lwouments out of eighteen.
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The fourth assumption is that UNESCO is promotifumctional literacies’ in order to
achieve universal literacy. This assumption turoatl to be partially true because UNESCO
was at the same time promoting the traditional vadviteracy by encouraging an operational
definition of literacy for statistical purposes.

The fifth and final assumption posits literacy asseacially constructed discourse
portraying diverse representations of political,oremmic, socio-cultural realities. This
assumption held to be true given that UNESCO wasnpting rich and dynamic literate
environments in order to advance literacy.

Summary of Interpretation of Findings

This chapter presented a theoretical and criti@hatche in investigating UNESCO’s
discursive formations of literacy from 1949 to 2002summary, the prior discussion represents
the complex policing of literacy definitions and lipes at the international level. The
discussion unravels the various discourses thabwud the social construction of literacy and
reveals the socio-cultural, economic, and politicatives regarding UNESCO diverging and
competing definitions of literacy.

The purpose of this investigation of UNESCO'’s drsote formations of literacy was to
delineate a more informed synthesis of the stufigdings. The main challenge lies in the
analysis of the collected data, the identificatioinvarious trends, themes, and significant
continuities and discontinuities in discourses, #mal creation of an interpretation framework
revealing what we learned while analyzing the atéd data.

The presentation of the analysis and interpretatbrthe different findings uncovered
through this study warrants overgeneralizationsstFhe research sample represented less than

twenty documents. Second the main focus of theystuals UNESCO. Thus, other United
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Nations organizations’ definitions of literacy adscourses are not taken into account in this
study. For this reasons, it should be indicated tha generalizations that can be drawn are
specific to UNESCO.

Finally, realizing that the role of the researcierm major reason for strengthening and
weakening the qualitative research process, | m@zegthe subjective nature of the claims |
made in analyzing the findings uncovered in thiglgt | therefore acknowledge the potential
biases involved in this study while privileging antinuous critical demarche all along this
study and wide openness to the various ways ofveting UNESCO'’s discursive formations of

literacy differently.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUDING REMARKS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to explore UNESCGssudsive formations of literacy
from 1949 to 2002. The conclusions drawn from ghigly follow the research questions and the
findings therefore address five areas: (a) UNESQ®@ieewed definitions of literacy; (b) the
discursive formations of literacy; (c) the excludidcourses in UNESCO’s conceptualizations
of literacy; (d) the relationships between the etiraphic insights and an economistic approach
to literacy; (e) the metanarrative that surroundSESCQO’s conceptualizations of literacy.
Following is a discussion of the major findings aswhclusions drawn from this study. This
discussion is followed by possible recommendatant a final reflection on this study.

UNESCO'’s Rhetoric of Errantry

A thorough analysis of UNESCO'’s literacy policiesrh 1949 to 2002 shows a plurality
of definitions of literacy. As such, the first majiinding of this research is that the concept of
literacy has been subjected to constant redefimstim reflect criteria for social, political, and
economic relevance and expectations. There isaralatd, universal definition of literacy but
rather a plurality of definitions presented by UNEER A conclusion to be drawn from this
finding is that no standard international defimtiof literacy captures all the facets of literacy.
Indeed there are numerous understandings of litesame of which are even contradictory.
Thus, there is a difficulty in incorporating varownderstandings of literacy into policy
documents. Monitoring and measuring the progredgesacy rates is a very difficult process.
Therefore, published literacy data at the inteorsti and national level cannot convey a

reasonably accurate picture of global trends agtmn@l patterns of illiteracy. Two factors set
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parameters for the literacy rates reported at kernational level: (a) the UNESCO definition
of literacy as ‘the ability to read and write, witinderstanding, a short, simple sentence about
one’s everyday life’; and (b) data on educatiorttdiament. The modes of reporting includes
self-reporting responses on surveys and populagosuses, in addition to grade attainment, but
this excludes objective measurement of real liteisglls, as well as any consideration of the
context in which literacy is taking place.

At first, literacy seems to be a term that is essyomprehend. Looking at different
understandings of this concept at the national iatetnational level along with research in
academia, literacy as a concept has come to bmplew and dynamic process entailing various
interpretations and continuing to be represented dafined in a multiple ways. Our
understanding of literacy and its correlate ilbtey is influenced by academic research,
institutional agendas, national context of literacyication and programmes, cultural values and
personal experiences surrounding the acquisitiditevécy.

As such, in the academic community, theories ardity have evolved from those
focused largely on individual characteristics ¢érdacy and illiteracy to more complex views
representing the social constructions of literddyws, the concepts of ‘literate environment’ and
‘literate society’ are used in order to unravel tioenplex and dynamic processes of the ‘literacy
myth’. As a result of these multiple, and convetgaonceptualizations of literacy,
understandings of the concept in the internati@eahmunity have taken a new turn, moving
from viewing literacy as the ability to acquire lwakearning skills, to practicing these skills in
order to cope with the new demands of the worldheoty and therefore achieve economic

sustainability, livelihood, and income generatids such, literacy leads to socio-economic
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development through the development of personalsmuihl awareness in mediating critical
reflection as a basis for self fulfillment and sdahange.

But one should recognize that the struggle for defynition of literacy to prevail over
others entails arbitrary choices of values, beligfisd traditions representing different and
competing perceptions of the social constructiotitefacy. Since no definition of literacy is
able to achieve unquestionable authority, our ederesearchers is to unravel the dialectical
relationships of the various choices made by Idgratakeholders in order to analyze and
interpret their moral, economic, and political jfisations.

Knowing that every definition of literacy is sum®al to open a new window in the
‘literacy house of glasses, the main problem tcatldressed remains one of implementation,
one that recommends individuals to jump the ropg emnform to the prevailing vision of
literacy adopted by literacy stakeholders. UNESCOmssionate benevolence in
conceptualization literacy and literacies should dpgestioned in order to delineate the
assumptions, beliefs, and traditions that surrcamaifuel its major vision.

While researchers in academia and literacy polioglysts recognize that other
understandings of illiteracy and literacy help coel@nd the plural meanings and multiple
dimensions of the process of acquiring and susigitiasic skills of reading, writing, and
calculation, UNESCO is adopting, an operationalniédn of literacy approach in privileging
‘functional literacy’ for the purposes of standaation of educational statistics at the
international level. UNESCQO’s most cited definitiarfi literacy relates to the portrayal of
functional literacy as in its 1978 document thates that: “A person is functionally literate who
can engage in all those activities in which litgras required for effective functioning of his

group and community and also for enabling him taticwe to use reading, writing and
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calculation for his own and the community’s devetgmt” (UNESCO, 1978, p.3). According to

UNESCO, literacy refers to the acquisition and oseeading, writing, and calculation skills in

individual and collective processes of learningrder to cope with the demands of social life
and the development one one’s community.

One should acknowledge that there is value in wgtdeding literacy not only as a set of
reading, writing and numeracy skills, but also aset of skills that are socially relevant for
cultural, social, economic, and politic mediatiombus, the literacy skills acquisition processes
will be improved in a community or environment thdevelops and sustain literate
environments. UNESCO's role in advocating for By all around the world remains to instill
international and national agreements on the puo$diteracy for all in order to give a voice to
all citizens all around the world. It is a momerdalnallenge and a collective responsibility for
all literacy stakeholders to work under the guidamaf UNESCO, a lead agency and
international coordinator of the United Nationset#cy Decade. In doing so, Member States,
United Nations affiliated organizations, private darpublic literacy stakeholder, will
acknowledge that literacy for all is a key elemehbasic education and the creation of literate
environments and societies is essential for achie\veconomic development and reducing
poverty worldwide.

The Discursive Constructions of Literacy

The second finding of this research is that varioasis or clusters surround UNESCO'’s
conceptualizations of literacy such as the tramsébive approach to Literacy, the functionalist
perspective, the poverty reduction discourse, tBeodrse on lifelong learning , the discourse
on literate environments or literate societiesgd ahove all the multiple portrayals of ‘illiteracy’

positing the human right discourse on literacy.
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A conclusion to be drawn from this finding is thRNESCO is continuously portraying
multiple supportive discourses about literacy dgbns. UNESCO'’s definitions of literacy shift
from a traditional vision of functional literacyne associated with economic development and
the demands of the market, to a socio-cultural @gugr of literacy, one positing the importance
of literacy as a means of personal and social erepoent and that understand literacy as a web
of social practices. UNESCO is moving back andhfant defining literacy along the years by
valuing the individual parameters of the literacguaisition process and the social consequences
attributed to literacy. Thus, various critical viewof literacy and ideologies are infused in
UNESCO'’s discourses from 1949 to 2002.

Every UNESCO discourse espoused a particular astbrlial conceptualization of
literacy through a portrayal of specific traditipnsalues, and beliefs. These different
conceptions and understandings of literacy reflantd promote various values, beliefs,
assumptions, and practices in literacy circlestiarmore, these multiple discourses show that
literacy cannot be separated to the particularlatges, assumptions, beliefs, and practices that
color our understandings of literacy in differerdripds of history. A thorough analysis of
UNESCO'’s conceptualizations of literacy from 1949 2002 displays not only the various
discourses into play but also the theoretical amdhodological difficulties that UNESCO is
facing in unraveling the dialectic between suppertiand conflicting discourses. Thus,
UNESCO'’s diverse discourses cannot be represestadsat of divergent conceptualizations of
literacy but rather as a ‘web of theoretical peedi. However, in analyzing UNESCO’s
discourse on literacy, one is left with the temilidlea that literacy might be envisioned as a

‘moving theoretical object’.
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UNESCO Exclusivist Anglophone Discourse on Literacy

The third finding in this study is that the franbope literacy discourse, indigenous
literacy, and ‘literacy as text’ are the main exsdd discourses in UNESCO’s
conceptualizations of literacy. Conclusion to bavenr from this finding is that the Anglophone
literacy discourse is probably the most influenttaoretical tradition at the international and
national levels. The practice of literacy in Fraplcone countries, formulated in terms of the
fight against illiteracy, is supported largely yncepts, which don’t correspond explicitly to the
Anglophone term of literacy. Reciprocally, the Hsll concept embraces meanings, which
don’'t necessarily exist in the French lexicon. Ehdéserms are the object of numerous
contradictions, each of which is specific to a jgatar vision of education, according to the
countries and the contexts in which they are uS&ESCO, which until then had concentrated
its efforts on developing countries, realized thatas turning its back on northern countries by
under estimating their state of illiteracy. The samtrue with UNESCQO’s conceptualizations of
literacy that do not take into account the speitiis of indigenous communities and the
conceptualization of literacy as text.

Furthermore, the exclusion of the francophone diss® and indigenous literacy show
that there is a two-level conceptualization ofraty: “functional literacy” for developing
countries and “functional illiteracy” for developedcountries. Consequently, the
conceptualization of illiteracy in developing coue$ is formulated, as a reflection of the
cultural and linguistic impediments which portrayder developed countries as Nation States
undermined through lack of recognition of theiditenal and rich educational traditions, and
struggling to cope with new functional western medef education as emphasized by

UNESCO'’s conceptualizations of literacy.
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A Two Level Approach to Functional Literacies

The fourth finding in this study is that there istvao- level approach to functional
literacy: A functional literacy approach in assdimn with productivity, and livelihood for the
purpose of economic development in a globalizeddvaind a functional literacy approach that
privileges socio-cultural aspects of literacy. Anclusion to be drawn from this finding is that
UNESCO, despite its historical and professionat inldeveloping and supporting international
literacy initiatives, is struggling to posit a deamomentum between two divergent and
competing discourses: a functional literacy appinc@ssociated with an economistic perspective
and a socio-cultural approach to literacy basedhensocio-cultural construction of the reality
of literacy. The theoretical challenges and hisedrdebates that UNESCO is facing are due not
just to the complexity of taking into account tlesult findings of ethnographic understandings
of literacy but, also, to the web of analyticalatdiarses brought in by literacy policy analysts
from various professional backgrounds. | suggestttie major operational conceptualization of
literacy developed and sustained by UNESCO, in lwliteracy is envisioned in terms of its
consequences and its goals in sustaining the stimdion of educational statistics, contrasts
with the ethnographic research perspective prinigditeracy as plural meanings diluted in
various socio-cultural practices.

Another conclusion to be drawn from this finding tisat UNESCO’s conflicting
positions are influenced by the influential advocawork developed by the World Bank, whose
mandate is to work with institutional partners td pto place the realization of the Millennium
development Goals. Acknowledging that literacy iskey element of the comprehensive
educational framework positing that sustainable etgyment is more than just numbers,

UNESCO Member States are left out with ensuring thédren and adults have the right to
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access all forms of education, acquire basic anddmental literacy skills, use these skills to
achieve their personal and collective goals, andarne active agents of a lifelong learning
process.

In order to effectively implement literacy prograrisoughout the world, UNESCO
needs to acknowledge the market-driven literacyagigm and infuse socio-cultural and
political parameters to its ever evolving literacgnceptualizations. In doing so, UNESCO
needs to keep on working on an agreed internatiomahentum for literacy and a strong
political commitment of its Member States in thegte of putting the fight against illiteracy to
the table. Theoretical challenges and conceptuadtds shouldn’t hide the fact that literacy is
more than an ‘accident of history’ but rather a wabpolitical commitments, institutional
alliances, and structural and developmental cororext Therefore, UNESCO Member States
have to keep in mind that education as well asadg is a key element in promoting the
empowerment of the entire masses through an edgigalring of world resources.

A Comprehensive Literacy Model

The study’s fifth major finding is that there is amphasis placed on a Comprehensive
Literacy Model that privileges the discourse oéiécy as a social practice while sustaining a
functional approach to literacy based on a devetoyal perspective in achieving sustainable
economic environments. A conclusion to be drawmftbis finding is that literacy is central to
strengthening the empowerment of individuals andlectvities in their quest to acquire
essential life skills and their desire to achidwairt goals and true aspirations.

Literacy has in some ways indeed become theoretioalng object rather than a unified
discourse aiming for social and personal empowetniére fifth finding of this study shows us

also that there is a strong relationship betweéeralcy programmes orientations, their
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operational definitions and funding issues. A thugio analysis of the types of literacy projects
that are financed can unveil the intricacies of fiteracy game’ and reveal the ideologies,
assumptions, beliefs, and practices behind vamomseptualizations of literacy at the national
and international level. Furthermore, UNESCO indtteempts to posit the comparability of
literacy data on an international basis reinforeeguantitative approach to literacy as the
discourses on economic development and lifelongnieg remain the key features of almost
every literacy policy implemented at the internaéiblevel. But it remains important to continue
recognizing the high rates of people who never wersichool and are not able to read or write
because they have been denied their right to éiyeaad education.
Recommendations

The following recommendations are based on therfgs] analysis, and conclusions of
this study. The recommendations that follow ares{gulations directed to literacy
stakeholders and (b) recommendations for furthegaech.

Moving Beyond Literacy Definitions: Implications for Literacy Policy, Research
and Practice

UNESCO processed through a web of various disceursalefining and refining its
definitions of literacy from 1949 to 2002. Whilédiacy was being envisioned as a ‘theoretical
moving object’, the complex understandings of &tgr were complicating the unambiguous
message that UNESCO aims to address to nationalirgecthational policy makers. The
organization’s actions have been guided by two magaditions:

It is primarily incumbent on Member States, with ESICO support, to provide

education for all and lifelong training in the causf the right to education; (b)
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UNESCO is neither a financing body nor a reseamshtution, its key function being to

bring together ideas, skills and determination. BECO, 1985, p.45)

Moreover, UNESCO is characterized by its “role dsaa agency acting as a catalyst
and mobilize and its special functions as an ideater for exchanges” (Ibid.p.45) while its
actions and recommendations help Member States:

UNESCO helps governments to define appropriatecigsli provide them with the

necessary expert advice, collect and disseminatevamt data and significant

experiments and support Member States while aldpirfge them to mobilize the

necessary resources from external sources. (185).p.

But there is a tension resulting from an acknowdgdgnt of the wider and conflicting
meanings of literacy (ies) developed by UNESCO #msdMember States and the need to
develop at the international level consensus tloatatl conceptualizations of literacy will
mobilize greater resources from funding instituticeuch as the World Bank. With the urgent
need to monitor progress against the Millenniuméayment Goal, there is a push towards an
operational and functional definition of literacgut, UNESCO needs to do more than just
proposing a theoretical discussion of the diffemaetinings of literacy but rather moves beyond
ways and means to influence institutions fundirtgrdicy at the international level. Thus,
UNESCO needs to contextualize the importance otiptelunderstandings of literacy within
theoretical debates in academia and make full ubethe richness of the diverse
conceptualizations of literacy by moving away framnique operational definitional of literacy
for statistic purposes. In addition, UNESCO needadknowledge the ideological assumptions
behind the theoretical debates and make them éxpliorder to be able to incorporate these

new understandings of literacy into an internatiguudicy document.
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Furthermore, UNESCO needs to go beyond the ‘teddthiapproach which posits
literacy as a neutral technology. (Street, 1984) tan to operationalize the concept of multiple
literacies. But by promoting universal literacy dbigh compulsory primary education in
accordance with the Millennium Development GoalyB3$CO is only concerned with the
comparability of literacy data at the internatiokatel putting aside a renewed momentum for
literacy. While the human right discourse of ligyais associated with the promotion of
functional literacy for the purpose of measurirtgriicy achievements and monitoring literacy
progress, the notion of ‘rights’ within UNESCO'’sljotes is “depoliticized as the rationale for
recognizing literacy as a right is only a set ohdfés it confers on individuals” (UNESCO,
2005, p.137). A rather dynamic relationship betwé&racy and social change should be
UNESCO’s main focus; this new vision posits a maealical stance on literacy as
empowerment rather than a conservative statistjgatoach to literacy.

UNESCO needs to build stronger partnerships fardity to strengthen its role as
facilitator of networks among Member States, Nonv&omental Organizations, United
Nations agencies, and with the private sector. UBIB3ole is to ensure that these relationships
reinforce the political commitment to build profesgl exchange and cooperation, mobilize
appropriate support for literacy as one of therimaéonal goals in education.

The UN Literacy Decade, in the context of inteloral efforts to implement Education
for All, provides for UNESCO a unique test in itde as an institutional facilitator in creating
an international commitment for an increase of ritial resources pertaining to literacy
programmes. UNESCO can generate a sufficient mameatround literacy in Education for
All conferences, workshops, and forums. The fitepsvould be to lay out feasible strategies

for sustainable literacy efforts at national angioeal levels with international support.
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The urgency of the current situation, and the patkoffered by increased international
attention to education, call for a renewed glob@hmitment to literacy, based on a rigorous
financial framework and closer attention to whataiseady known about the plurality of
literacies and the consequences of literacy aintfigidual and societal level. Universal primary
completion, no matter how challenging a goal, isthe only step toward the ultimate goal of
quality education for all citizens. Rather, theatien of sustainable literate environments should
be of global interest and lead UNESCO toward awedeand challenging literacy advocacy
approach. UNESCO has to make it clear that theslivdtween literacy and development are
very complex and that literacy does not automdjiogénerate socio-economic development.
But it remains constant that literacy can play anrmous transformative role in the lives of
individuals and communities by making the awareheir full potentials through the use of a
continuous critical reflection process. All liteyastakeholders need to be more committed in
addressing key literacy education issues and &ditimg institutional impediments depriving the
illiterate masses of their full potential for expsen, communication and participation by
creating learning opportunities for all.

In conformity with its mission, UNESCO needs to aclate plural models of literacy,
one that are technically sound and culturally respee to the needs and values of its
beneficiaries. UNESCO should create opportunit@ssfynergistic dialogue among Member
States and institutional partners regarding hownstegam societies value the exercise of the
reading, writing, and calculation skills in theeliacy process. UNESCO must face the challenge
of creating literate societies, not just makingalals literate. This literacy challenge is based
on the allocation of funds to optimize the econom@turns to literacy programmes and the

universal access to primary education to boostalite rates worldwide. The international
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community glaring silences foster an artificial sensus between UNESCO and the other
United Nations agencies on the so called realadglissues. Nonetheless, it remains constant
that it is essential to create a political will fargenuine and critical debate on the fundamental
purposes, assumptions, sets of beliefs, valuestradiitions of literacy. UNESCO needs to
reflect on the ethnographic perspective of literaxyealize that literacy cannot be the solution
for all our problems in society rather it shouldpgsblaming it on ‘illiteracy’ alone. The unequal
distribution of health across societies has nothmglo with literacy rather it is a matter of
political and economic injustice.

Recommendations for Further Research

Definitions and understandings of literacy haveablened considerably since the first
international conference on adult education. Asinttedns of literacy shifted-from an
autonomous set of skills for economic growth, tpracess embedded with social practices-
UNESCO along with other United Nations agenciesnaekedged broader understandings of
literacy ranging from political empowerment andiabtransformation to literacy practices and
lifelong learning. The growing international awaesa of the broader social contexts in which
literacy is encouraged, acquired, developed anthisigsl is especially significant. Indeed, the
individual and the societal facets of literacy arg together in delineating literacy as social
transformation and literacy as a process embeddeaduitiple social practices. Increasingly,
reference is made to the importance of literatarenments and societies to stress the constant
importance of written and oral modes of commun@ath the technological era. The quality of
literate environments affects how literacy skille gracticed in the families, communities,

schools or workplaces.
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Thus, the concept of literate environments revédasimportance of literacy uses and
practices and should be viewed an essential ofarelsein academia. A renewed research
orientation seeking to unravel the workings ofrlite environments and societies goes along
with the views developed in the 2006 EFA Global Maring report. As mentioned in the
report, a “literate society is more than a socwity high literacy rates; rather, it is one in whic
important aspects of social life such as econontéss, science, and government...form what
we call textual institutions” (UNESCO, 2006, p.3Zhe report added that:

These institutions should be responsive to the Idpugental needs and priorities of

citizens; and, in turn, the acquisition and uséitefacy skills should enable citizens to

actively participate in these institutions. As sutdn understanding of literacy must
include how individuals and groups adopt and wiliriting in the pursuit of their goals
but also how they come to terms with such textuattces of the dominant textual

institutions. (Ibid. p.32)

Moreover, the concept of literate societies widéms traditional understandings of
literacy by positing that:

Literacy is simultaneously an outcome (e.g. readwmgting and numeracy), a process

(e.g. taught and learned through formal schoolivamn-formal programmes or informal

networks), and an input paving the way to: furtkegnitive skill development and

participation in lifelong learning opportunitiesbi@.p.34)

Literate societies and environments provide anyawoh opportunities for lifelong
learning. These broader understandings of litereay provide fertile ground for further
research, innovation and progress toward the dpredat of effective literacy programmes for

all. Furthermore, the idea that functional literagil necessarily enable adults in the developing

235



world to function more effectively in their encoantwith the process of change and
modernization can also be seen as a means to irpteand sustain literate environments.

More research needs to be conducted in learningthewnistorical context, the cultural
norms, and the social environments affect the wayshich people value and use literacy in
their daily lives. This more informed ethnographesearch perspective is a means to uncover
and unravel the plural perspectives on literacy taedole it plays in the lives of adults. Within
this ethnographic research perspective, the dichots model of literacy needs to be replaced
by a socio cultural approach to literacy. Thus, en@search needs to be conducted on literacy
as practices to provide critical insights into #narld of adults and the place of literacy within it
with important implications for educational praeticAs such, the conception of literacy as
practices might well serve as an organizing frant&vwo understand the phenomenon of adult
literacy, helping to unravel many of the unstatest,powerful assumptions and ‘web of beliefs’
about literacy and its benefits.

Moreover, The assumptions underlying literacy wikt on the grounds that if policy
makers and practitioners fail to take account ehquerspectives and their implications, then we
might end up putting our energies into unproductiMections and could be seen as acting
without control and knowledge of the field in whigke are engaged in. Researchers need to
address the relationship between the approach tfrmadality and that of a social practices
perspective. Exploring the relationships betweeristeand practices might provide a good
starting point for new approaches to literacy depeient programs, measurement, and
assessment. This approach would require new fofrassessment that go beyond the standard
written test associated with autonomous modelitefdcy and would rather privilege the

dimension of communicative skills associated with social literacies approach. As such, it
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remains urgent to look for a “new global glossargort out the terminological confusion in the
field of adult literacy” and “literacy debates apdlicies will obviously gain from a common

understanding of different aspects and meaningth@fterminology around adult literacy”

(Lind, 2008, p.43). As she mentioned further, “inglish, the word literacy or literate has been
associated with being familiar with literature,more generally, being well educated” while “in
other languages, the word literacy is more directiated to reading and writing or the
alphabet” (Ibid.p.44). Thus, there is a strong noyan studying ‘other literacies’ by bringing to

the table a ‘glocal’ approach to literacy, one thasit a universal view of literacy taking into

account the individual and societal consequencéitecdcy acquisition and promoting a ‘world

phone’ discourse of literacy associating the mldtfacets of ‘world literacies’.

Personal Reflections

In this study, | analyzed a variety of policy doants on literacy published by
UNESCO from 1949 to 2002. It was not an exhaustiseount of all the policy documents on
literacy published by UNESCO, nor a full explanatiaf how we got to the present discursive
formations of literacy in the international areiBwever, bringing together distinct bodies of
knowledge and expertise surrounding literacy edowcaand analyzing critical accounts of
discourse analysis provided new insights into tiseahtinuities, and perhaps more prominently,
the continuities through which literacy is envisdras a moving theoretical object.

This study found that the discursive formationslitdfracy are embedded not only in
conflicting assumptions, beliefs and practices,dsb in the ideals surrounding the concept of
literate environments and societies. Often remiteskas a skill to be acquired, it became clear
that promoted literacy practices were discursiviglged to ‘good literacy practices’. This also

suggests the ways in which reading, writing, andutation and the broader conceptualization
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of literacy are also profoundly views deeply emlestich unexamined socio-cultural practices
and political motives. The metaphorical analysisl tosed in this study along with critical
discourse analysis uncovered how contemporary vaviseracy are associated with political,
cultural, and social visions that often have mareld with the regulation of individuals’ life
than with promoting reading, writing and calculatio

Discursive formations of literacy from each of tperiods examined in this study
continues to yield many more insights and argume®tse of the biggest challenges in
conducting this analysis was to decide when it timg to stop. But Phillips and Jorgenson
(2002) remind us that “the end point of discounsalygsis comes not because the research stops
finding anything new, but because the researcliggs that the data are sufficient to make and
justify an interesting argument” (p. 74).

Yet this study is not an accurate representationreaility because the traditions
surrounding critical discourse analysis reject tlodion of a “neutral and objective science”
(Rogers, et al., 2005, p. 382). I lived both insael outside the literacy discourses developed
by UNESCO and this shaped my interpretations efdity definitions as a complex interplay of
both a web of skills and an ocean of social prastdiluted through the permanent influence of
ideology and power. | engaged in this study becdusented to better understand how
international organizations ‘discourses influenesearch on literacy education. But as the study
unfolded, and my own experiences through this rekeapprenticeship shifted and changed, |
also became aware of the ways in which literacyleggd our lives and influenced our work.

While my own conflicting readings of UNESCO'’s clissive formations of literacy
surrounded and shaped this analysis, | do not asshat this theoretical journey did account

for the complex and diverse ways in which intemradl organizations construe, construct, and
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legitimize their conceptualizations of literacy. €Ttimited documents concerning essentially
UNESCO do not lend sufficient insight into how taey definitions are negotiated at the
international level to permit this. This analysi@swvprimarily concerned with how literacy

discourses reflect the literacy ideals of intemrai organizations rather than a simple historical
portrayal of literacy definitions. However, this adysis may nevertheless provide an
understanding of the discursive web in which litgrdefinitions are caught.

The analytic tool of multivocality and metaphor bseé were used to interpret literacy
definitions as conflicting texts caught in the wadtoften competing voices and discourses. But
while a multivocal analysis contributed to expositNESCO’s internal contradictions
regarding literacy definitions, it also suggests tieed for further investigation into the ways in
which literacy definitions are negotiated and @rout in the context of complex and changing
discourses and ideological motivations. A Foucauidapproach to discourse analysis might be
a good starting point in privileging continuitiesica discontinuities in analyzing literacy
definitions in academia and at the internationatle

A systematic and inclusive approach to managingdati® made it necessary to choose
the breadth of the historical time included in gtedy (1949/2002), as well as the themes and
categories that were generated. Indeed, as Phdinos Jorgenson have stated, “the point of
discourse analysis is not to exhaust categoriesrdiber generate them” (2002, p. 74). Key
decisions made along the way marked moments insthigygle to delineate new themes and
new categories in unraveling UNESCO'’s definitiorfsliteracy from 1949 to 2002. These
mainly took the form of how many texts to incluél®m which sources, and the ways in which
patterns of discourse formations across texts cbaldlustrated while allowing the reader to

make sense of the data. And as noted above, onggkirwas also to know when to stop
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analyzing. | attempted to resolve these challefyesioving out from the canonic Anglophone
discourse of literacy to more eclectic visions itérhcy, and from the insights into literacy
definitions gleaned in academia, to a re-analysibese histories from an outsider perspective.
I am still wondering why anyone in the entire worlebuld have the desire to stay
illiterate and be pushed into the shadows witkelitr no educational resources in a ‘culture of
plenty’. There is no such a thing as the arrogafd#literacy but contemporary discourses on
literacy are still infused with an arrogant view lgéracy, one that posit the individual and
societal prevalence of the literate few, those \daoned the secrets of written and new modes
of communication in a world in which schooling Haged to promote knowledge of universal
cultural values. | am reminiscent of Hampathe Badsamplying that the diversity of our
literacies will lead us to a vision of literacy whiis globalizing and globalized. Thus, the
beauty and importance of the ‘literacy carpet’ widlrive from the diversity and the richness of
our definitions of literacy. This glocal literatéate of mind will help us reflect along with
UNESCO the importance of building literate enviremts and societies representing the
synthesis of the humanized marketizing of literaxsgead of an essentialist economistic view of
literacy if we wish to survive the ‘clash of litend. We need to give everyone the type of
literacy education that promotes a positive apptean of diversity and the dynamism of world
cultures with a goal to liberate men and women fiaomg type of dependencies. As such new
literacies, literacies of the twenty-first centughould teach us to learn about ‘illiterates’ (the
others) through the recognition of their historyltgre, socio-economic trajectories, and
language. Our new vision of literacy should ber&ms$form it from ‘producer of stereotypes’ or
‘myth of illiteracies’, which is satisfied by noeproducing overt stereotypes of illiteracy, to a

web of formal and non formal educational tools aumsthg positive inclusiveness of all citizens
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around the literacy glaze. This holistic packagifdjteracy will lead us to lower the ceiling of
illiteracy and raising the floor of literacy.

As a second language learner and teacher, | rdatizat 1 belong to an academic
community that feels inadequate in the face ofeartbw reality of literacy, one entailed in the
harsh static categories of analysis and one elutti@gole of personal histories and trajectories
in naming and promoting literacy practices andged. | am left with imagining a new ‘literacy
theory from below and the role of ‘critical positiag’ is gaining wide acceptance deep down
from the bottom of my heart. As such, | am agathst economic reductionism of functional
literacy policies as envisioned by the World Bankl & NESCO and | decided to focus on the
illiterates’ cultural expressions of knowledge wighthat | will find academic and working
spaces where | will have the opportunity to shoat the illiterates’ personal experiences and
life stories can be read and written as criticatdeor the foundational lenses of real literacy
programmes. Again, this imaginary state can beetiinto a new source of meaning making
because | believe that the naming processes o@diepolicies as envisioned by international
organizations, eludes the marginalization of peedié trajectories and histories. As such, a
new hitoriogram of literacy is much need as it bees necessary to challenge UNESCO’s
literacy metanarrative by a plurality of voicesrfrdhe margin insisting on constructive and
liberatory differences. In this search for the seuof naming regarding literacy, | believe that
naming lies in the relations with power and auttyosis they entail arbitrary portrayals of human
experiences.

Also, as a compositionist, | believe that our resleecommunity needs to pay more
attention to the workings of international orgati@as such as UNESCO, the World Bank, and

the International Monetary Fund regarding litergmficies because they elude the literacy

241



histories of marginalized people and dominantditgrpractices in neocolonial settings. Thus,
as an African immersed in the westernized worldazdemia, | need to call for a critique of the
UN static literacy development programmes alondhiti$ cultural relativism edges and any
scholarship promoting the messy process of langwagek literacy learning. As such, as a
compositionist, one definitely needs to go beyohne idealization of reading and writing as
portrayed by UNESCO'’s literacy policies and attéoadhe social and historical systems from
which writing practices come. Thus, one’s teachsngleals needs to incorporate relevant
assessment procedures and curricula in order wateze literacy and reconsider what literacy
really is. Also, compositionists and second languéepchers need to take a close look at
international organizations’ policies regardingedécy and their implications in curriculum
development by delineating and unraveling theitdniss of colonialism and posit in the same
token the fact that the re-positioning of marginedi people (illiterates) is a necessary condition
for the development of real literacy. As such, pusitive consequences attached to literacy
cannot and should not outlaw the illegitimate webgower and inequality that neocolonial
conceptualizations of literacy policies entail. Agaa critique of international literacy programs
that prescribe literacy as economic medicine andgmal relief is necessary because it allows
the ones portrayed as illiterate subjects to berga voice. Thus, | would like to be part of a
theoretical project based in Freirian approach ritical consciousness valuing literacy as
historical, social, and cultural practices rathert individual cognitive skill.

Also, this theoretical project needs to acknowletlge fact that literacy is a ‘funds of
knowledge’ including constraints, misconceptiongd aendless possibilities. Not knowing
international organizations’ policies regardingefédcy can involve an appropriation of

unwelcomed and illegitimate literacy histories. $has compositionists, we need to help our
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students to appropriate reading and writing prastia order to self-author their life experiences
and trajectories and become therefore literacy dmokAs such, literacy programmes will be
fueled by our students’ sophisticated, powerfutj aritical knowledge and discourse practices
often unavailable in traditional educational systeithus, this theoretical project will become a
success story when it will be able to posit leasvenose position in their community and belief
in their ability to effect change allowed them ® art of a network of literacy practices outside
of any formal literacy program or school curriculuinally, compositionists need to challenge
UNESCO'’s autonomous model of literacy because $itetacy policy overlooks the personal
trajectories in which individual lives are basedd asludes their desire for socio-cultural,
personal, and political growth. Then, literacy via# imagined as a social narrative of personal
empowerment taking center stage in our composdiasses.

In summary, although the findings of this study gesj that literacy definitions are
shaped by continuity in the various conceptualegi of functional literacy (ies) found in
UNESCO'’s discourses, there were variations in thppertive themes, clusters and skills
associated with literacy definitions. Indeed, drsore formations associated with literacy
intersected and moved back and forth across také)d on new meanings and speaking to new
themes. The analytic methods of constant comparistetaphor analysis, and multivocal
approach adopted in this study made it possibldelmeate UNESCO’s literacy discourses
from their claims to universality and allowed faw critical readings of contemporary literacy

policies based on the analysis of eclectic texts.
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