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Abstract

Using Foucault’s notion of dispositifor social apparatus, this thesis charts the
pedagogical relations established in contemportenaty discourse in terms of a space
of visibility and a form of sayability, and analgsihem as operating within power-
knowledge. It furthers this analysis by conceptiag the space of literacy as a
normative heterotopia and as a recent mutationospbwer, the government of the
developing body. Such analysis problematises theodrse of literacy, from the term’s
systematic indefiniteness to its real effectivityproducing subjects, spaces and

disciplinary techniques.

Literacy combines and interrelates a nineteenthucgrstablishment and a twentieth-
century rearrangement of pedagogical space. Thenaatanguage, the developing child,
as well as the world of demands and national pssyr&l emerge as part of the
nineteenth-century educational state, forming afdisciplinary procedures, a structure
of perception and a desire to recognise and utdisguage development. Literacy
discourse appropriates these knowledges and medtitile sites in which they operate. It
articulates the recognition and enablement of anekard literacies with the
governmental project of intensifying and directthg powers of a population. The
pedagogical relations operationalised in literaisgaolurse project a continuous

disciplinary power over a general social space.

Thus, literacy has become both a common and mwdrited social concern, and a term
which structures lives, spaces, discourse and pdeginning with a close analysis of a
recent education policy document, this thesis l@ikbe deployment of literacy as a way
of organising experience through discourse andrasans of modulating the relations
between three historically constituted terms: tinelent, the text, and the world.
Schooling and literacy thus insert themselves @toachinery of social production and
into the production of everyday concerns and preeesConsequently, literacy enters
into our most material and non-linguistic momeht®tigh a teleological arrangement of

time and space, @edagogisationwvhich is at the same timaextualisationof existence.



Introduction: A Difficult Space

This thesis contends that the discourse of literaaintains a social apparatus in
which the space and power relations of schooliegraplicated within practices of
examination involving the student and the text.Seheelations in turn make possible
knowledges about language, identity and the woHatlwsustain the discourse on
literacy. The historical correlations between idgntvorld and text are rendered
intelligible via their relation to schooling. Thel®ol itself functions as a generalised
heterotopiaof deviance and normality, a space that is incregggimposed upon a world
defined as both opposition and extension of theaiclin this space, language and text
mark the collision between the student and thedvamnld register the “truth” to which the

student is subjected.

Foucault’'s notion of dispositif or social apparatus, is used to map the pedagjogic
relations structured by literacy discourse in teoha space of visibility and a form of
sayability, and to analyse their operation withower-knowledge. By power-knowledge
| mean a circulating network in which ways of urelanding and conceptualising also
involve power and authority, and techniques of mahhg, arraying and disposing
people and objects are also productive of knowledge formulable/visible/operable
“space” of literacy is conceptualised as a norneaktigterotopia and as a recent mutation
of bio-power, the government of the developing bdlych analysis yields a coherent
account of how the discourse of literacy articiuddteat term’s systematic indefiniteness

with its real effectivity in producing subjects,aggs and disciplinary techniques.

The literacy dispositif articulates two distincstarical strata: an establishment of
fundamental terms and relations in the nineteeatiury, and a reorganisation of
pedagogical space in the twentiefhe nineteenth-century educational state produoed t
national language and the developing child, as asthe world of demands and national
progress, in biological and linguistic models offan development and in the insertion
of pedagogised subjects into a graduated natiabé.tAround these notions formed

disciplinary procedures, structures of perceptsord a configuration of desire centred



around the recognition and utilisation of langudgeelopment. Contemporary literacy
discourse appropriates these knowledges and medighieir sites of operation,
articulating the recognition and enablemenalbfiteracies (with an emphasis on the non-
standard) with the governmental intensification dirdction of the powers of a
population. As a result of this convergence anidwaletion, the pedagogical relations
inscribed within literacy discourse project a coabtus disciplinary power into a general

social space.

Literacy has thus become a common social concestnyeturing of spaces,
subjects, discourse and power. After analysingrttegrated functioning of the literacy
dispositif in a recent education policy documeing, YWestern Australia@urriculum
Framework this thesis examines literacy in several levéissaoperation and historical
construction: as part of a discourse, as the snbstaf a power-knowledge regime, and
as an organisation of space. Literacy is deplogeal\&ay of organising experience
through discourse and as a means of modulatingetatons between three historically
constituted terms: the student, the text, and thiddwSchooling and literacy thus insert
themselves into a machinery of social productiosh iato the production of everyday
concerns and processes. As a result, modern Wesstbjects live a pedagogised and
textualised existence in which the most materidl mon-linguistic events are

accompanied by literacy in a teleological arranggmoétime and space.

Thus literacy, along with the structured discoutsevokes and the set of implicit
powers and knowledges it activates, structures keabge and actiom a wide variety of
events and practices, establishing the historicdldascursive relations through which
language acts as a surface of recording and assudesof power. An anecdote illustrates
this by revealing the curious persistence of a mecsocial apparatus circulating and
relating notions about literacy across a rangete$ spractices, divisions, connections
and knowledges. The anecdote also serves to irtedithe questioning philosophical
intent of the thesis, aiming as it does to maptiaia which already pervade social space
but remain, after their own fashion, both self-ewvitland invisible.



My fourteen-year-old brother Miki and | are in @mo, and | am helping him with
his English homework. For over an hour, we haveudised his assignment. Having
noted his thoughts on the assignment and expl@esral ways of completing it, | have
prompted him to criticise the fundamental assunmgtioehind the assignment’s question,
and we have decided upon an argument that folloRgssellian analytic line, looking at
the logical structure of the question and ordehiggdiscussion of the text according to
this analysis. The assignment question itself \&ksrt by his teacher from an internet
source, and contains enough modifiers, such aségomas” and “perhaps,” to make it
meaningless. We logically reduce the essay quesiidiin choosing to depict certain
groups and human behaviours in certain ways soxte $emetimes comment on some

aspects of human society. Comment with referentieetdilm Coneheads

Miki has written out an essay plan and is thinkimgyving and uttering short
phrases, talking about unrelated matters or arguimgts as he alternately paces, sits and
scribbles, always returning to his writing deskate slowly or stand until | settle in a
corner of the room. We are both aware that theyassdue the next day, but the work is
simultaneously relaxed and tense. We share arestterlogic, and our discussion takes
us far afield from the assigned topic of stereatgmnd the social values in texts.
Recurrently, however, we return to the text andaixestion, which we have read as
unrelated (the final point in my brother’s argumenthatConeheadss not abouhuman
society at all). In the midst of this activity,ih@l that he has again moved from the desk
and is repeatedly gliding his face just above tberf and slowly mewing. | can tell he is
thinking of various things to which our discusstwas led him, and that he uses this
action to pull his thought away from the topic, algo to weave his thought around it.
The mewing is non-phonemic; it results from thdason of a certain glottal position,
and a continuous variation of the tone with itselugh, and he looks up, his eyes focus,
and he laughs back. The curious thing was thagdare time we had both not considered
this at all, either as funny, strange, disturbingermal. It was only by isolating it that it

became something, and the laugh became a disconutbe object thus discovered.

In its everyday strangeness, this little experiengelves a combination of spatio-

temporal structuring, social imperatives, practiaed forms of knowledge. It represents



an ordinary, intimate and biographically singuleet, but it also extends into a fully
social regime, an ordering of spaces, knowledgdsaations. The strangeness and the
humorous charge of this event is marked by andistagainst a background, against a
ubiquitous regime of disciplined languagdethis latter sense, this ephemeral event may
stand as an emblem of the difficult space thisisheeplores. It opens up from a single
point and instantaneously to reveal a whole ladental architecture, against which it acts

as a sort of comic inversion, interrogation anerintption.

If there seems to be a shifting from “space” agifygng the episode with Miki,
and “space” as signifying the socio-discursive spafditeracy and education, it is
because one is a part of the other. This spacipa dispositif, a total social apparatus
which coordinates places, discourses and pracfltesspace activated in this single,
non-verbal performance involves a discourse: thedbion of objects and concepts,
speakers and statements. It is in this spacehbaetobjects (students, for instance) are
operated upon and affected by forms of power. $h&ce involves the formation of
knowledge and the maintenance of power (techniduieks and tactics, ways of getting
things done, programs, plans and procedures). iBpesltif thus involves a certain
articulation of power and knowledge within a sinbistorical form. The specific form of
this power-knowledge, moreover, is signalled byréiation of the mewing to language,;
language seems to be the substance running thtbisghpparatus, the stuff that
constitutes it, its residue and confirmation. Atggatar language of instruction — both
that used in instruction and the language onesisunted to use — pervades this space and

inhabits the various locations within it.

In its refusal of language, Miki’s performance ikes and interrogates assumptions
about the nature of language and its relationshthdught and identity, assumptions
which have a crucial status in literacy discouligebring this ordered space, the time
that accompanies it, and the underlying knowledigassupport it to light, | use the work
of Deleuze and Guattari to offer a radical phildsogl critique and the work of Foucault
to build up a more systematic picture. While sormthe assumptions used to build and
maintain this space are usefully interrogated blelee and Guattari, it is to Foucault

that | turn for a guiding analysis, and it is walFoucaultian methodology that the thesis



proper continues. With his slow, historical uncangrof knowledge and power as a
single space, Foucault’s theoretioaluvreis the material from which | construct an
analytic for understanding this space of invisddsumptions, self-evidences and lines of

force.

The first point to make is about the laugh that endmls experience possible.
Perhaps there was a certain uneasiness in thdt;lpathaps that laugh arose from a
recognition that something quite outside of alMiwas discourse was taking place, and |
was registering that anxiety which brought Fouctutt sudden confrontation with the
fact that we order a “wild profusion of things” (@ault,Order vii) which constantly
threatens to get out of hand or, rather, escame fnar systems of classification and the
order they assume. But while Foucault's laughtes dieected at the fabulous ordering
system of Borges’ Chinese encyclopa€diay laugh was in response to a non-systemic
action, to a combination of deep thought and oghements (boy — floor — cat —
homework), which had somehow found a tiny gap exdbnse network of social
determinations and elaborated itself. At one aedstime time, the gliding meow
announced the absurdity of an ordering of the witrdd did not include it, and changed

that order by bringing in a profound doubt.

But it could not have done this without the laulgattbrought my brother back into
order, that arranged the action as a completesitighted in an objective past, within a
time and space sufficiently distant and differemtds both to laugh about it, and to
wonder at it. The laugh was a break and a recailtitagthis world of something that
might otherwise have passed and left no tracdeacs between events. In that, the laugh
was certainly a christening act, making a unitypbject, of something. It was also,
however, an intervention, a very real change iretiggerience, an activation of a certain

set of things in action, opening them to new paksés, connections and powers.

! See Foucauli@rder Preface). The Chinese encyclopaedia is mentian&the Analytical Language of
John Wilkins.” Borges’ essay criticises attemptsieate a transparent philosophical language on
taxonomic and ideographic principles.



The laugh was not a word, much less a phrase eserigtion, but it functioned
with all the facility of an elaborated system adlices, of optical equipment and indexical
markers, to isolate the thing it transformed. larsht was always virtually accompanied
by a social complex that gave it precision as agltirection in its cutting up of “the
world” into unchanging units and functions. Thesaisocial world here, in the little
room that we share, which comes in to invest thghéer at every point with
potentialities over which we have only a little tmh Foucault describes his encounter
with this text, not merely as the recognition ofigpossible other system that bears upon
“our” own, but as “the laughter that shattered| gsad the passage, all the familiar
landmarks of my thought” (Foucauldrder xv). Thus, it is a disordering that makes
order itself visible. The laughter referred Mikéstion to a division of time, a system of

structured and related spaces, and a cluster ofrg®ns about language.

The first thing that came into view as a resulthaf meow was related to time, to
how it is ordered, and how that was ordering otioac The homework is for the next
day, when a minor authority (a teacher) will exaenirfor what it tells her about my
brother’s understanding of a list consisting oftaer properties of texts and language,
and his performance of a certain capacity of produthought on demand in essay form.
It is clear that time is divided into two, into st time and home time, and labour is
likewise doubled. No doubt this has much to do waitheducational view of the human
mind, but it is also a way of marking two arrangeiseof time; a chaotic or free time
which is characterised by an anxiety focussed upemleadline, and a tightly prepared

time which is distributed into periods, activitimsd subjects of study/instruction.

This situation also involves division of space, aywf organising it and making
certain things appear. To take an example, Attarifieficit Hyperactivity Disorder (and
Miki's activity could easily have activated thisxagty about the inability to order one’s
faculties) can be diagnosed only if a child is widive in two distinct social settings.

Thus, the division of a child’s life, of the reglivf childhood, into two distinct spaces,



creates an overall space of correlatibhrsfact, all of school performance is correlated
with aspects of another environment, one whichseduto explain a wide range of
performance characteristics as they are manifestde school’'s observational regime.
This space — and the practices of recording argbreag operating within it — makes
visible an ideal student, one who is abstracteohfatl complicating forces and appears
as a justification for various interventions. Amahe indices of this ideal student is a
path of optimum literacy development. This develeptal destiny converges the parts of
a total instructional environment around the figaf¢he developing student. The little
room in which the homework is being done is tigliyedto a network of spaces

concerned with observing, evaluating and formirggdtudent.

The space which impinges on us, here and, in ainesénse, everywhere, is a
space concerned with the control of conduct; & fgovernmental” space, to use
Foucault's terminology. It is concerned, moreowvath my brother’s conduct of a certain
set of behaviours believed to indicate the devekqrof language in the individual.
There is also here, then, a way of making a celéamguage appear, of controlling that
language and turning that control into an imputatlire (universals, invariants,
constants, implicit rules, language as a vehide/édues and world views). This is not to
say that this model of language is untrue, buterathat it is a particular treatment of
linguistic facts, and one closely related to thehteques that structure its appearance.
Language may be said to contain invariants, butishanly when it is cleansed, in a
presumptuous way, of anything that varies, inclgdhre way a “constant” is used. A
presumptuous delimitation of language, denied nlitile performance, seems to
inhabit this impinging space of governance and eamcand seems to light up in the fire

of our laughter, to glimmer as the substance uplicwthis governance is exercised.

Beyond this, and approaching assumptions of whihdifficult to speak, the
mewing and the laughter bring into question thé dddanguage. The language of

governmentality is illuminated by a counter-langeidgy a sort of impugning, doubting

2 See the American Psychiatric AssociatidBSM-IV for diagnostic criteria. For a discussion, seeldiay
and Timmi. Graham furnishes a Foucaultian readif§@HD as constituted in discourse, but
unfortunately confuses “performative” with “emotilanguage.



figure of difference. This strange thinking asseagel of place and sound and bodily
disposition occasions a doubt whether there is auting as language, or whether it
operates only as an object under certain regimasitdides different objects under one
denomination, or if it is heterogeneous and costanon-linguistic” things in its essence.
In any case, it brings into question what rolehaf school in legislating the boundaries of
language and ad language, in designating not just what is correttabso what is
linguistic and what is English. To mew is clearbt @ linguistic fact — it is a
paralinguistic vocalisation, according to acceptelimitations — but its a way of

carrying thought within the body and reorderingcibsnponents. Gliding the face above a
surface is not linguistic but somatic, a way ofwdrey a particular quality of voice,
enacting a particular type of thinking. What inist geared to is communication or

representation, the cardinal qualities of languadmguistic disciplines.

The mewing speaks: it introduces a positive charaeble practice; the laughter,
on the other hand, marks the enormous distanceskettiis act and the disciplined
language, ordered in time and space, which we dlaehtfor granted the moment before.
In its very rejection of linguistic form, Miki’s dons summon up a group of assumptions
about language, about what it is composed of arat Wwis for. These assumptions form
a kind of substance through which this discourkegdorm. How does one achieve the
distance to view the outline of so a self-evidenb#on as language, and how may one
relate it to this situation? To do justice to themanent critique that informs our laughter
and to further this charting of an insistent sp#ds,necessary to take two directions.
The first is to look at notions of language, vidéze and Guattari, from a radical
philosophical perspective, and the second, usiRguzaultian methodology, is to

examine the relationship of language to the otlements of a total social apparatus.

% Grace argues that descriptive linguistics is uaateby its attempt to describe languages dominayeal
prescriptive elite, drawing on Kloss’ distinctioetiveen Abstand and Ausbau languages. Grace’s argume
relies on the assumption that there are changéesithaatural or internal to a language — thads,al

usage “when languages are left alone” (Bailey 18@he external changes. Assuming language to be
integrated into a social assemblage, however, stiggfeat “language” is a conveniagtémarcation, and

that linguistics therefore arises from a presungdefinition of language as an integral system.



Deleuze and Guattari’s analysisAnThousand Plateaudemonstrates that
language is primarily neither communicative noomfational. Rather, they argue, the
functions of communication and representation arevdd from modes that are usually
considered by linguists as peripheral to the fumcind proper character of language: the
performative and the illocutionary. The performatig a statement that is
indistinguishable from what it says, such as “l aweThe illocutionary is a mode in
which language gets things done (“the commandexipeession of obedience, the
assertion, the question, the affirmation or negétj8pengler, gtd. in Deleuze and
Guattari,Thousand Plateaus6]). From this beginning, Deleuze and Guattavieltgp an
alternative model of language to mainstream lirigess

The mewing, understood in these terms — as a wggttihg things done, as an
instance of the illocutionary mode — is not a peseaise of voice, body and space; it is
as language-like as any sanctioned utterancendtifons like Deleuze and Guattari's
radical project, destabilising the authorities elshing language as an object, returning
language to the dynamic image of indefinitely brang systems in constant
transformation, to physisof constant rearrangement. Their project retriglessevent
from the status of anomaly, instead creating a fofghescription and a way of
conceptualising that resists the “organising” laangg (that is, describing and controlling
it as if it were a system of functional interretaits with a common end). Like Foucault’s
laughter, they shatter order and render visiblgotheer that pretends to be a thing:

When the schoolmistress instructs her studentsraleaf grammar or
arithmetic, she is not informing them, any morentske is informing herself
when she questions a student. She does not soinsialct as “insign,” give
orders or commands. A teacher’s commands are etk or additional to
what he or she teaches us. They do not flow framamny significations or
result from information: an order always and algeedncerns prior orders,
which is why ordering is redundancy. The compulsdycation machine
does not communicate information; it imposes ugenchild semiotic

coordinates possessing all of the dual foundatimgammar . . . . The



elementary unit of language — the statement —eiother-word (Deleuze and
Guattari,Thousand Plateau#5-6)*

The insistence of the space activated by the ‘istat¢” here, however, points to
the inadequacies of Deleuze and Guattari for thesis, in both process and project.
While they provide a salutary critique of the urigiaig postulates of linguistics, their
ensuing reconceptualisations are more a rendefitegnguage as rhizome, or its
disaggregation into a chimera of transformationanta set of landmarks, concepts and
procedures with which to capture the kind of irg&ations with which this thesis is
concerned. Moreover, Deleuze and Guattari are coadevith a defoundational project
of repeatedly forming new concepts (Deleuze andt@uaga/Nhat is Philosophy),
generating new terms with which to describe aneri@ne. Their emphasis is on
changing the language of philosophy as they engéthet. Such a practice does not
provide the analytic detail required to deal wiilk tlefinite historical relations between
spaces, words, gazes, gestures and meows actinatgdbrother’s action. Nor does it
address what this thesis is more generally condesnih: a peculiarly open space or,
alternatively, a space with distinct componentsolvirionetheless form a series of
communications, loops and articulations. If theglaage of the classroom imposes order,
it also emerges from an ordering space. Deleuzezardtari open up an analysis by
putting into question what is taken for grantedjlevRoucault furnishes the analytical
schemata for distinguishing the historical funciaf this discourse. Moreover, Foucault
makes the space in which this discourse operatdgsable as a form of power-
knowledge. Language is not merely a way of gettimggs done: statements are

themselves ordered by, at the same time as they,dh#g space in which they appear.

This space produces a particular consciousnesgegfressure of time and of the
purpose of the exercise, which compels the desiweite the thoughts dowiThis desire

is not yet a concern for literacy, for a display @ssurance of the capacity to read and

* That classroom discourse is primarily an ordeiingade clear in Bellack et al. While classroork tsl
conceived as a language game, the analysis focupses'soliciting and responding moves” (87-132)
“structuring moves” (133-65) and “reacting move$6%-92). While the result of the research is a$et
“rules of the language game” (237-52), it is cldeat each of the teacher’'s moves is an orderinty, ibo
terms of setting out the conceptual, spatial am@lserders, and in terms of issuing instructions.
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write, and to think of texts, in appropriate walyss, rather, the experience of an
imperative that has spread itself throughout thie tand space, throughout the social
body, and has found an application here, in thagmoThis space is not any particular

place, but, rather, the simultaneous interrelatiod distinction of places.

Such a disciplining space is marked by the insistéort to make the child
recognise itself both as an expression of the eaifitanguage and as inhabiting a stage
of development. That is, the desire to write thdwdghwn is an artefact of a pedagogical
space that involves a subjection of the educatisubject and the making-visible of a
developmental scale. The school, as a place, eilsd persons, as a regime and a body of
ongoing evaluations, knowledges and interventioosstitutes a complex social practice
of constant training, not only of teachers and siiisl, but also of parents, friends and
relatives, in a game of concern and applause,itrg@ad tracing, a game which is
simultaneously moralising and calculating. The stth@me division is a loop of
subjectification. It creates in the student an oletéon of her/himself, and of an order,
parallel to this self-observation, into which sfite and which s/he expresses. This
circulation involves a distinction and articulatiohpersons. Through this game of
concern and training, through this constant obsenmvaa subject of education emerges
who is also subjectédo educationConcurrently, the school separates itself off from
“the world out there” and brings this world backvarious fashions: as different ways of
speaking, writing, reading and knowing, as the deisaf the new economy, as the
order of nature. The school, as place and pradicbe perfect spatial metaphor of the
privacy of thought, of internal representationshef world, and at the same time an
efficient mechanism for the disciplining of privateughts, of their ordering into a text,

of this desire to write thought for the judgmenjpobgress.

The space analysed in this thesis and referretiliquely in the anecdote is also a

special kind of social control by enclosure, sepanatreatment and release. The ease

® There are a humber of sites involved, and a wadgsubjects, but they are all related to a sisgttem
of pedagogical subject-formation. See Covaleskiafdiscussion of the subjection of students and
teachers. Marshall (“Busno-Power”) argues thapaas of an attack upon the welfare state, neoiber
discipline forms the pedagogical subject as a amesist “autonomous chooser.” For an early formaolati
of education as a mode of subjection, see Adanjs (73
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with which this confinement (even though it regeieelegal sanction) is accepted as a
universal “cure” for childhood is the result, oetenactment, of complex relations
between economic processes, institutions, autbsritiracticesBut these are themselves
connected to the status of children as deficiehpbtential adults. The darker historical
associations of childhood with disease and maderss into contemporary disciplinary
space, but they do not explain it. It may be thaldbood is treated as an inevitable
disease, but only according to a Renaissance nm&idet it must express itself and go
through its various stages if the patient is tobgeter and become a healthy adult.
Nonetheless, schooled childhood presents a spagat@l focus of vigilance that is
curiously akin to watching the crisis of an illne€s the other hand, in the first
formulations of insanity that emerge from “the dreanfinement,” childhood haunts the
figure of regression, of a disease that arises tfereactivation of childhood patterns of
thought and behaviour. Childhood is defined botthasfoundation of adulthood (reason,
order and work) and the symptom of its degradaimmeason, disorder and “play”).

This childhood-madness association remains vigtyaksent in contemporary schooling
because childhood is invested with the time of tgwaent, corresponding to a plotting
and monitoring of appropriate stages. This is winyemw that acts as a vehicle for
thought is so difficult to accommodate. The nowdrchildhood that operates within the
space | am charting presupposes an imperativettiaienandates intervention and
diagnoses the disruption of an ideal trajectorye Tdar of a type of madness (regression)
and a type of bio-psychic disease (retardatiorgegdedevelopment) intersect in this
labyrinthine circuit of concerns and techniqueagdostic suspicions and sites of
treatment. The space here involves and investaiobsitceams and ghostly fears, all of
which have as their object the child. These desireselated to the insertion of the child

into a cloud of disciplines and sites of interventi

® Although literacy theorists regularly point ousthiteracy should not be reduced to schooledditgi(e.g.
Barton, 34; Freebody et al.), the use of out-ofestliteracies is almost always to improve schaglifihe
recognition and codification of Aboriginal “ways lgfarning” is a particularly clear instance of tfsge
Batten et al., 7-17).

" See Foucault#adness and Civilisatiqrv9.

8 For a discussion of the historical status of pléthin education, see Brehony.
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A single term, “literacy,” explains this space dhd combinations of sites, objects,
models and ideal entities, its interventions amerdings. It unites this space and makes
its geometry seem orderly and beneficial, its povggnmensurate and proper, its
knowledge sober and intelligible. Literacy is thgnsunder which my brother’s
subjection occurs, and it is thus the term con&drand refused in that strange act
marked by a laugh in the privacy of his room, theitstrangely connected to the space of
his subjection. Literacy is the central figure luktspace, combining all of these concerns
and processes in a single term. This term, diffitubefine yet constantly invoked, is
essential to making sense of this space and itsiains and practices. This is largely
independent of the various definitions of literand the complex series of debates
concerning the properties of this entity, the lesy to assist in its development, the rules

for its definition, engaged in by literacy theaosist

The meow and the laughter mark the presence ameésgitthe insistence of a
structured and regulated practice of knowing litgrdvioreover, they arise from a
difficult and circular relationship inscribed inighdiscourse between experiences and
delimitations, between practices and their namiige meow itself was indifferent to
literacy as desired, to literacy as an object ofceon and discovery and as a substance to
build, and this indifference was underscored bauahter of recognition. Nonetheless, it
was this discourse, this network of desires, assompand ways of knowing which
impinged upon this paralinguistic act as part ofr@scapable “everywhere,” a sort of
practiced reality. It is thus this relation of #fidult, perhaps impossible knowledge to an
inescapable and everywhere evident reality tham$ahe outline of this self-

problematising discourse.

Literacy discourse presents a series of probleatsattt paradoxically, putting the
definition of literacy into doubt while guarantegiits existence beyond discourse. The
disciplines that involve literacy (it skips and jpsacross and along various circles of
signification) always tempt the researcher intoneixéng the thing that is touched by
literacy, that it skims upon. There is always anfdation, a nature, that literacy seems to
rely upon, and that can be easily undermined ierta enter a new discourse, a critical

one that leads us out of a labyrinth. This esctipe Jiberation from former strictures, is
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always false, since literacy is a de-founded signizhich merely skips and skips back
along different lines, with no ultimate regard #éofoundation. It is a purely pragmatic
construct, even when its discourse goes into tpéhd® the bodies it inhabits, the
societies it changes, and the individual histatie$fects. It is the critical mapping of

literacies that assures their effect as tools efgreknowledge.

Literacy, or the impulse to study literacy, cansbstained by the claims that are
made for it (in connection with modernity, scienegoism, visual bias, rationality, for
example) or by the emptiness of these claims (hcstionon-correlations, studies
establishing the schooling-literacy distinctiontique of numbers and tendencies, of
individual developmental sequence). Literacy mdé&sahese visions; it is something like
the ground on which the battle for its decipherntakés place. Again, the status of
literacy is difficult to see here because of itsessity and self-evidence. One cannot
even be sure what are the effects of certain pextnd techniques of measuring literacy
and what might be its ideal correlate: can we kaythe notions of language, text and
student operating in this discourse precede themof literacy? The “there is” — not
only of literacy but also of its concatenation bjexts — may be only the necessary

correlate of a practice of knowledge which produteswn objects.

Moreover, tracing an historical experience of laaqggs such a narrative contributes
to an account of the means by which language carbe tecognised as a single system.
To speak of an elementary unit of language pressggptoo much and leaves too much
unexplained here. To search for statements agrieging units of a discourse, on the
other hand, does something different: it makedligiele the extraordinary rendering of
a space of correlations by the meow and the laoghnbarked it, or by the regulations
and definitions in th€urriculum Frameworkand in many other documents like it.
Where a culture locates and controls, studies aadte languaggqualanguage (as both a
picture of itself and a symptom of its quality) lessiderable bearing on the question of
language’s primary nature, whether it should b& seea variable assemblage of forces
or as a system of representation. This specificpgivileged site of language is entangled
in a space of “non-linguistic” things — in persoasts and times, in techniques and

knowledges that are themselves part of the spedfiiects of this site. A historical
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account of how a particular taken-for-granted madéhnguage is discursively
constructed goes beyond an insistence on suclohetaous connections and the
provision of evanescent examples of language astari of effects. A discursive
analysis situates the statement, not within thatatg wanderings of a too-general object,

but rather within a definable discourse producisgivn modality of language.

Thus, rather than announce a preferred view aBlitgand language, this thesis
looks at where these ideas go, how they are ctediland put to work. This thesis is
concerned with the function of the term “literaéy"the organisation of social space and
conditions under which the development of linggisbmpetence become a kind of truth
for human beings. It examines the historical arsdutisive relations under which
language became the key to a form of recording lwvisi@lso a form of power. It argues
that the study of literacy is made possible onlyalgyreceding historical arrangement and
a co-determination of elements that secure itsasriess. Analysing a policy document,
the1998Curriculum Framework for Kindergarten to Year 1duU€ation in Western
Australia, shows these historical relations in a highly arged form, at the end, so to
speak, of a long process of assembly and artiomaBrom this terminus, it is possible to
reconstruct a historical account of the elementhisfdiscourse and to relate them to the

present, while at same time underlining a set stbhical differences.

The space which was recognised as activated imgéesinon-verbal performance
(though as a node of that space, not as a repatgentis an insistent space, involving
the formation of objects and concepts, speakersttements. In addition, it is a space
in which something like those objects (for instartbe persons marked as students) are
operated upon, are inserted into forms of powegraon, incitement, cultivation. One
should not say that there is a difference here éetvdiscursive elements and operations,
but rather an interaction of what may be takemasdistinct levels. On the one hand,
this is a space for the formation of knowledge dirad and relating bits of language as
much as non-linguistic materials, perceptionsasituns and events) and, on the other
hand, it is a space pregnant with powers (techsiguieks and tactics, ways of getting

things done, programs, plans and procedures).
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Since literacy is discussed in a range of vasflgdint sites, this attempt to
delineate a single discourse is a big gamble. &udiscourse does not correspond to a
scientific discipline, nor is it limited to a rangéthem, but is, rather, distributed
throughout the social field. The thesis requirgefnition of discourse that accounts for
all these facts, and is able at the same timedoacherise this diffuse speech as a unity,
as a single discursive formation. The material evae it looks to is a collection of
words, graphs, formulas, even photographs; a sabjetts, texts and acts which refer in
some way to literacylThe convergence and interaction of these elememgstuce
power-effects and ways of knowing is establishethé&analysis of th€urriculum
Frameworkas an exemplificatiorThe contention of this thesis is that the discoofse
literacy activates, and is activated by, a setttions in which the space and power
relations of schooling are implicated within praes of examination involving the
student and the text. In turn, these relations npalssible knowledges about language,
identity and the world. The circuit of codeterminat between identity, world and text
are intelligible andhinkableonly if one begins with a relation to schooling.eT$thool
itself, as a general type of space, functionslastarotopiaof deviance and normality, a
space that is also a reflecting mirror upon a waithich is defined by its very difference
to the school. Language, and the texts that emlipdgme to function in this space both
as the signifying surface of collision between shelent and the world and as the truth to

which the student subjects her/himself.

In moving from a particular manifestation of liteyato more general discursive
and genealogical analyses, this thesis moves frpartacular discursive site to more
generally a discourse that surrounds, informs, seppmeasures and judges literacy. In
doing so, it does not oppose a true understandititeqorocesses of reading and writing
to mistaken and mythical ones. Literacy is deathwiot as a real substratum over which
descriptive and prescriptive regimes play out gadeclarification or distortion, but
rather as a set of formal persistences, patterbeiofjy and saying, that constitute at one
and the same time a discourse and its object. fgwst sets about, then, to characterise a
discourse which is concerned with literadihe terms identified as central in the

Curriculum Frameworlprovide a historical and discursive point of aatjwot only to
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draw the past into an intelligible relation wittethresent, but also to focus the historical

material while nevertheless emphasising its hetaron its distinct situation.

Chapter One analyses a specific and recent maatif@sof the discourse of
literacy, of the relations that persist in thidfidiflt space. It argues that the Western
AustralianCurriculum Frameworkor English constructs and enacts literacy as anse
to know, assess and subject students. Literacyftinoms a linguistic substance
connecting and articulating student and text, kieolge and ability, the school and the
world. Each of these articulations is structuredh®yspace of schooling as a component
of a naturalised pedagogical form of power. Litgrpmovides the observable basis of a
power-knowledge coupling in which the powers ofsh&dent as a linguistic being are
intensified, multiplied and generalised as a madelevelopment. This close reading of a
policy document in the first chapter yields up agal thesis that literacy is central to the
pedagogical organisation of social space and datedia key set of knowledges that
render current forms of power inescapable. Secuhisgpower is the status of literacy as
both the necessary access to the world as texastite natural substance of the student
as subject. This allows literacy to function, thas,an insistent demand for a particular

form of subjectivation, simultaneously liberatingdadisciplining the literate subject.

The vantage thus gained makes it possible to ogate the discourse of literacy
more generally as the projection of knowledges tanted by the terms, spaces and
practices involved in the schooling of a nationavelopmental subject. The formation of
literacy as an object of study in the discourseatvthe persistence of a national
developmental subject and an inevitable referem@mteducational rationality. To this
end, Chapter Two explains as a groundwork the @nalaborated by Foucault in his
investigations of historical discursive formatiotigt is, in the interrelations between
objects, concepts, strategies and statementsatiteliscourse is examined as the
construction of an object, in particular throughytmlists,” which establish an

ontological guarantee of literacy while removing possibility of its direct perception.

These lists establish a world in which, whateveés, ititeracy bears an imperative to

be studied and investigated. Three types of listirggdealt with: the lists of theoretical
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positions; the mapping of a public discourse; drerecounting of an ideological legacy.
In each case, a world is drawn, simultaneouslyieohiby the notion of literacy and
assuming literacy as an unknown thing that is aeonfor researchers, the public, the
state and the educational establishment. Litemcpmstructed as an indispensable force,
the contours of which are defined and redefine@d@liog to the practical context, social
needs and political ends with which it is assodakes Foucault has argued about other
historical concepts, the chapter argues that ditgt is systematically constructed by the
discourse and owes its existence to practicesatimat it to appear. Rather than seeing
literacy as discursively constituted, such listsuase that one may cleanse the concept of
unwarranted accretions and recover a core or efadition. This is itself a mode of
construction, positing a pedagogical space as tersrior the discourse, imposing a

specific developmental urgency that is mapped both the student and society.

Chapter Three shows that this guarantee of liteaadyre protean object of the
discourse involves literacy discourse in a setrmfacidable circularities. Without an
understanding of this discursive formation andrtiations that are immanent in it, the
discourse provides an insufficient account of éitsr as concept, object or experience.
The discourse fails to account for itself, systeaadity forming its object while at the
same time obscuring this process. However, thersttts of literacy persist in putting
into play a consistent set of relations betweermaglthg, the developing subject,
language, text and nation-state. These radicakmaacies of the discourse, combined
with this discursive consistency, call for a Folttan understanding of knowledges
concerning literacy as a discursive formation rathan as a persistent object over which
definitional disputes are conducted and towardswtiffering disciplinary approaches

may be applied.

The practices that form its object are necessamligible to this discursive
formation, are beyond the space bound and orgabiséd statements, its fundamental
orientation, its array of speaking positions, cqisand possible arguments. Three areas
of the discourse are analysed here historiographical theepistemologicabnd the
political, all of which are involved in circularities and biguities inherent in the

discursive foundation of literacy as an organigergn for historical inquiry, as a
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knowable object and as a political problem. Moreptreere is the general political
problem of a form of knowledge that ineluctablyeats implementation, policy and
everyday practice. These circular relations or lgmes of finitude” (FoucaultOrder

270)are always presupposed and entered into by theutise.

Discourse analysis is not sufficient, however,aiof a complete picture of literacy
as a social apparatus, and how this operates i@uh&culum FrameworkThis
discursive work is supplemented and transformerkebgurse to Foucault’s analyses of
how knowledge and power condition each other, awd this may be thought as the
analysis of a single complex social apparatus asidgie, complex network of places.
Chapter Four elaborates on the articulation of pawe knowledge in Foucault’s work,
explaining the notion aflispositifas a systematic relation between forms of sayghiti
which statements operate, and spaces of visibilibgre techniques of power work,
within a larger schema of the operating ensemldwel is discussed as a grouping of
historical techniques of disciplining and arrangbaglies in space and time. Power-
knowledge is the interaction between fields of klealge and power, intensifying and
supporting each other in a recent confluence iaigisary sites such as prisons, schools
and factories, and developing into distinct tecbspolitical regimes such as bio-power.
This set of concepts explains the power-effeclgarfacy better than standard accounts
of context and ideology. The chapter continuesitfgreéntiating the uses of Foucaultian
concepts in this thesis from other Foucaultianistidf education and litera&yStudies
of literacy using Foucault are taken to operatdwvithe literacy discourse, and thus to be
part of the object under investigation. While tthissis also lies within the discourse, it
differs from other Foucaultian studies by histaiicg the discourse of literacy as
involved in the historical extension of pedagog&adce, and thus employing the
elements of this discourse — the statements anempeffiects — in a new and differently

critical way.

Chapter Five argues that the discourse construdismaintains a special type of
space, deterotopia a type of emplacement that is connected in aasyneay with the

totality of social emplacements. This heterotopiaat the same place as the school, but

° For an early overview and introduction to suchiis, see Ball.
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is structured by the relations of schooling. Litgr@erforms an important function,
projecting the pedagogic heterotopia into the $@pace at precise points, generalising
the “pedagogical condition,” a set of relationst thiie becoming “visible” everywhere,
hence a structure of perception, a way of ordespare. The danger for literacy theorists
and literacy workers is that recognising subalterd neglected literacies subjects the
groups who bear them to more intense forms of peglagl power. This recognition is
not simply the sign of an expansion of rights apgartunities but also signals the
extension of a discipline extended throughout $@gace — in the workplace, the school,
the family and even the self — in the observaticaining and developmentalisation of

language.

In detailing the spaces, practices and forms ofwtedge involved in the
constitution of literacy and pedagogical governrabtyt, the thesis moves over a great
deal of historical ground, frequently shifting frane continent, century or institution to
another. This study does not seek to describetanteash is still with us in a certain
relation of government to the moral regulationrafividuals, although it does take for
granted the long history of disciplinary techniquesducation and their extension
throughout the social field.Nor does it seek to unmask the ideological valueterlying
certain definitions of language, text and stud@tiat it seeks to isolate is not an image
of society as it really was or is. Rather, it selekdetermine a single level of existence,
both practical and conceptual, at which the quastidanguage traverses the school, is
projected onto “history” as a wholkis found and examined within the workings of a
student both ideal and typical, within a schemauafcessive steps, cognitive leaps and
abilities, and where language assumes the aspaciuistance to be recognised as the

truth of self and society, of a set of forces, rse@ald impositions, where the text emerges

19 See FoucaulDiscipline 227-28.

Y This projection is done in several ways: by pasitivritten records as the precondition for histalric
knowledge (as opposed to archaeological and etapbin); as theine qua norof civilisational
development; and as a fundamental factor of dewedop. While the forms of projection have been used
promote ethnocentric Western arguments and prieif&gestern” histories, it is nonetheless the entire
historical field, and not merely a Western pregcititat is marked thus.
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as the surface for deciphering, reordering andtoguresg the proprieties, rights, and
possibilities of this space. In shifting from plaoeplace, then, it determines the spaces,
practices and knowledges of literacy as a histbfazanation, as a recent convergence of
elements. This is distinct from literacy as an essavith an ever-receding origin, an

eternally developing but nonetheless self-identiaialg.

It is precisely at this point that the thesis dgférom the other works within the
discourse on literacy. While even critical literabgorists see literacy as an unseen
constant substance with historically and culturadyiable forms, this study treats the
experience, practice and knowledge of literacyressng only in a very recent articulation
of schooling, developmental psychology, the nastate, and a new set of relations
between language and human subjectivity. The dasfgérs is that attempts to define
liberatory subjectivities may thume ultimatelyaligned with a deeper and more persistent
project of pedagogised governmentality, therebynadising a multiplying form of

power.

In light of this danger, Chapter Six suggests setaments of a Foucaultian history
of literacy in order to problematise, and to malgble, the taken-for-granted effectivity
of the knowledge of literacy. This “counter memoliyiks the notion of literacy with the
practice of schooling and a recent developmentasttaction of childhood. While
neither a comprehensive historical account notlahalysis of the relations in which
literacy emerged, it dramatises the possibilitg ¢foucaultian history of literacy that
describes literacy as a historically constitutedi@eknowledge assemblage rather than
as a contested term, and of the introduction of diemensions to the historical, epistemic
and political understanding of this assemblage demrentally, the thesis works to
interrogate and interrupt what Mark Depaepe chisprocess of “pedagogisation,” in the

sense not of sabotage but of a different questipiin

12 See Depaepe (“Demythologising” 220; “Comparativstety” 119; “History of Education” 338). While
Depaepe restricts his work to the emergence oflagmgical discipline in the late nineteenth centitrig
used in an extended sense here. In Foucaultiarestafleducation, this term is almost exclusiveliated
to the “pedagogisation of sex” as part of the mistd turn to bio-power, the management of popalai
through the policing of health (Foucal{inowledgel04). See Jose (33) for an exemplary application.
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1: A Curricular Manifestation

The disordering act presupposes the antecedentiokdelates: the surprising
epiphany begins in disorder with an inarticulateving, but the space it opens to view is
secured by a network of official determinations doyapparatus that polices the space of
literacy in its everyday functions. Clearly, a spaerges that traverses social
emplacements and marks them as places of leachévg/opment, performance and
assessment. This space is formulated throughaf &rbwledges that are activated, in
more or less concrete ways, by the term litera@ysiof seeing self and other, ways of
judging, marking, measuring and explaining witherefice to literacy, to its levels and
components. Conditioned by and conditioning a gmoading ordering of time, this
organisation of space enables and informs opersatiad processes, interventions and

interactions which are made intelligible in thehligf these knowledges.

This chapter maps some of the official orderingthaf vast and ramified space. It
investigates the statements on literacy in the @@8iculum Framework for
Kindergarten to Year 12 Education in Western Adgtrdooking at how this term works
in the articulation of knowledge and power in natibeducation policy. Analysing the
way in which notions of literacy are deployed irstdlocument clarifies literacy’s
importance in the structuring of a national pedacmgpaceintegrating political,
epistemic and technical elements into a single d¢exapn addition to rendering
intelligible the placing of children into schoolrfa period, and validating schooling as
beneficial and necessary, literacy forms a comgilek marks a whole set of things:
material artefacts such as portfolios and transonp, modes of control, acts of
regulation, and forms of evidence and knowledgangigg the essential nature of

students of English.

The Curriculum Frameworlallows us to understand how the practice of camfin
the young in special institutions is made thinkabled how that practice is tied, first, to
both a knowledge of the young as beings specialbfided to learn and incapable of
living in the world outside of the institution argkcond, to a set of special technologies

for controlling and converting this population iritos image, by way of designating
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them as linguistic being3he forms of power enacted by the schooling ofditg are
most evident in documents like these, the procediggulating its implementation and
change being clearer and more immediate than argythiphilosophical essays or

popular representations.

Added to the order disclosed by the mewing is agy@mforcing and securing that
order. TheCurriculum Frameworks a regulatory document accessing and controdling
real function, and a discursive component of adangtegrated social apparatus or
dispositif! The dispositifealises a form of power. Within the dull, anonymdanguage
of theCurriculum Frameworks a prescription for transforming the child istdearner,
for fashioning and seeing a being composed of atanbe made visible by schooling.
The literacy dispositif is not an immaterial pedgigal will, manifested without
reference to a material practice that mandat&tatements, practices, orders and
procedures circulate “literacy” throughout the sbeis an articulation of power and

knowledge.

Central to this analysis, then, is the connecti@at €ducation policy exploits
between the systematic use of pedagogical diseipihd the discourse of literacy. The
Curriculum Frameworkncorporates literacy discourse, including critidt@racy
discourse, into the project of state-directed sthgoBy instrumentalising the discourse
of literacy within the rationality of schooling, @y defining the human subject as
unavoidably a subject of language, literacy potitakes possible the extension of

pedagogical discipline to the entire social field.

The Curriculum Frameworks an outline of the legally enforced standards an
orientation of schooling in Western Australia. dddies a system that had already been
operating in compulsory education, and was to bereled to post-compulsory
secondary schooling. It is based on an “outcomexiehof teaching and assessment, one
that underpins the curricula of all Australian 8taaind Territories. The outcomes

describe “what students should know, understanidevand be able to do as a result of

! O'Farrell (Michel 129) defines a dispositif as “the various instiingl, physical and administrative
mechanisms and knowledge structures, which enreamtenaintain the exercise of power within the docia
body.” The importance of the concept is arguedhaer 4.
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their curriculum experiencesC(rriculum FrameworKl4). The main part of its three
hundred and twenty-eight pages consists of an “@¢hing Statement” (11-48) and the
“Learning Area Statements,” each about 35 pages (49-320). The “Overarching
Statement” gives directions for the practice ofcgdimg in general. It is divided into five
sections: the “Overarching Statement,” “Principdéshe Curriculum Framework,” “The
Major Learning Outcomes,” “The Scope of the Curuon,” and “Learning, Teaching

and Assessment.” Each Learning Area Statemensasdavided into five sections:
“Definition and Rationale,” “Major Learning Outcomsé “The Scope of the

Curriculum,” “Learning, Teaching & [sic] Assessmgrand “Links Across the
Curriculum.” It is in documents such as @arriculum Frameworkhat literacy assumes

a function as power-knowledge, and it is in reqariaframeworks like this that the
discourse of literacy achieves its most directatétion with social existence and the
forms of power pervading Western societies. Tlericulum Frameworkvas chosen
because it administers schooling, because its pofagguplication extends over a whole
state, because it stands in many ways for conteamp®vestern education, and because it
is operated as a way to discipline teachers anget@msure the compliance of teachers and
schools. The focus of the analysis is the “Endlisarning Area Statement” of the
document, as it most clearly exemplifies and enagisdagogico-politicaktonstruction

of “literacy” and “language.”

The outcomes model and the full implementatiorhefGurriculum Framework
(the successor to an almost identical consultatraft) have both come under sustained
attack in Western Australia. Despite this, tBerriculum Frameworkemains
paradigmatic as an attempt to institute a fullggrated national pedagogical regime. The

criticisms, which are concerned with the articaatof clear standards and their

2 This is a compressed formulation, implying the afat least two kinds of knowledge (knowledge tatug
and the knowledge of teaching) and two kinds of grofef educational and state institutions). More
concretely, it denotes the merging of these inodbncrete everyday forms of assessment and itistnuc
the ordering of time and the ranking of studentieaming beings.

% These attacks are mainly from parents’ and teathesups, as well as televisual and print medée $e
Education and Health Standing Committee’s repdreylconcentrate on several key factors: the vagsene
of assessment guidelines; the lack of prescribBamais material; the difficulty in articulating nier with
tertiary requirements; the implied ideology of sb@onstructivism; the bureaucratic or technocratic
evangelism of the model; and failings in consuttatand teacher training.
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implementation, reinforce rather than underminedbeument’s claim to distil and

codify a shared pedagogico-political project.

While the conservative attacks on “post-modernigmd “Marxism” in literature
and history teaching may fairly be seen as an mmdiattack on education” (Brabazon
286), the power-effects of integrating criticagtiaicy discourse into the pedagogical state
are often uncritically endorsed as a defence ageorservative reductionism rather than
a specific modality of the educational state. Ohthe major themes dealt with in this
chapter is the problem of the transcription oftical” knowledges of literacy into policy,
a problem which is also an explicit, coded, anctadpd feature, and yet one which
nevertheless appears to surprise the practitimfenstical literacy, and seems, moreover,
particularly to be cast as a rewriting of progresdinowledge into a reductive
implementation of a conservative agefde later chapters will argue, this is because the
determining relations of the discourse of literaegder imperative the conversion of
literacy into an intensification of pedagogical poywhether it be construed as liberatory
or not.

The term “literacy” is deployed in tH@urriculum Frameworko establish an
epistemology of signs relating the surface behasiofithe student to a depth of
understanding, allowing for the school’s observatad disciplining of the student as a
being defined in language. Literacy operates aggstivating device, articulating the
power of the school onto an observable seriestsfyalsich have the understanding and
use of language as their originating object. Thigct (anda fortiori, the student) is
itself divided according to the various uses angdisat supplies, the forces that act upon
it, and the modes in which it is manifested. Aduhally, literacy allows for the
inscription of school power as restraint by markiihg student as incapable: by defining
both world and student as linguistic and normadgingties, it legitimates their temporary
prophylactic separation. Literacy is the centréitatating term, the very basis for the

intelligibility and operability of pedagogy as powaowledge.

* See Green (“Re-righting”) for a discussion of #estralian context in the 1990s.
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The epiphany was also of a power that pervaded/egace, an everywhere in
which language is inserted as a disciplinary suitg&taa material and mental substance to
relay, display and learn. In deploying the discewsliteracy, theCurriculum
Frameworkarticulates power-knowledge with both a generaiad®pace and a
specifically pedagogical space. The discoursetefdcy at work in this document
furthers a long-term process of defining all spaax®subject to pedagogical intervention,
control and measurement. Analysis of @uriculum Frameworldemonstrates the use
of literacy as a key term in binding together elataef pedagogical power-knowledge,
defining as ineluctable a bond between concernthonation and the conduct of the
subject within her/his relationship to languagetdse the analysis proper, then, it is
necessary to situate tlirriculum Frameworkvithin the context of pedagogical space
and also with reference to the development of thecomes” model.

The Curriculum Frameworks both a historical terminus of older practicad a
knowledges and a concentrated exemplification. arfadysis undertaken here provides a
detailed image of the operation of pedagogical spamugh the discourse of literacy,
and an initial opening towards understanding tlsealirse, reconstructing the elements it
articulates together and historicising their emecgeand integration. THeurriculum
Frameworkis thus a starting-point for the analysis of tieedurse of literacy; it
represents the surface of the discourse’s effiaacofficial implementation as power-
knowledge. Its statements traverse and organiemergl space of pedagogical power, a
set of relations, practices and knowledges thatttay constitute a current social
apparatu$.The apparatus of social production that emerges the analysis of this
document delimits the subsequent focus of thedh#ss apparatus is explained in later

chapters as the effect of historical discoursesliaed of descent.

® Daphne Meadmore has argued in a similar veinttteaQueensland Student Performance Standards are
an instance of modern governmentality:

In terms of the national goals for testing and icuta which are in themselves expressions of
governmentality, the production of subjectivity @m individual basis, but also in a totalising
way from the earliest years of formal schoolingyésv an integral part of the competency
agenda at national and state levels. Foucaultentr technique” of the examination
continues to be a means of securing the goalswargmentality. In current assessment
discourses, this technique, in various forms, @efiits promise of power/knowledge.
(Meadmore 628)
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In laughing, Miki and | were registering a knowledglating to language as a
measure and product of the mind and, linked tg tnahowledge of social chances and
judgments arising from one’s performance of langudg putting literacy discourse to
work in education policy, th€urriculum Frameworkveaves two aspects of this highly
ramified discourse together: the psycholinguisticlg of literacy and the sociolinguistic
study of literacy as social capital. In mapping the powers of the educational state, the
document utilises accumulated and selected knowkdgncerning language in the
development of an individual. Additionally, it putdo operation a group of
understandings about how literacy distributes enoa@pportunities, how representation
affects social relations and reflects social ar@hemic interests, and how patterns of
language embody social power. Moreover,@ericulum Frameworkranscribes these
knowledges and configures them as operational tetrag are mobilised into an array of

disciplinary techniques and a strategy of sociahaggment.

Perhaps what marked our laughter most was a cotigninaf the multiplicity and
ambiguity of literacy with its precise and diffetetted regularities; literacy is amorphous
as a whole but precise at the points of applicatfghile “literacy,” like most terms, is
amenable to certain uses, misuses and politicalgcsve definitions, its ambiguity and
flexibility is structured and informed by the retats obtaining in its formation. Much of
literacy discourse is written, as it were, with thducational state” as an addressee,
because of the role of the state in implementitegdcy pedagogy and because a literacy
theorist is virtually positioned at the same tirseaditeracy policy advisor. Policy does
not univocally dominate and determine the knowleolfgéeracy and all that is said on
the subject. A set of knowledges is drawn upon feomore general literacy discourse,
operationalised in a type of power and arrangeattioulate various social sites within a
pedagogicaspace This space confers upon these knowledges cadifetheir currency
and efficacy. Insofar as this knowledge is operatiised in education policy, its outlines
are determined by this space. Further, criticalistiof literacy and literacies are adopted
by the project of schooling because they rendejestgoof literacy more visible and
multiply the sites in which pedagogical interventis practised. It is important, then, to

understand th€urriculum Frameworlas a node in a more general space. At the same
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time, however, th€urriculum Frameworlarrays, disposes and maps a pedagogised and
pedagogising space by using this network of pownemnktedge.

The discourse of literacy at work in this documisrgystematically related to a
spatial organisation of pedagogical power. A séeaiplacements” or structured spaces
exists in this discourse, corresponding to a setades of operation. The distribution of
these spaces is not binary: one does not move@stance, from an academic to a
pragmatic mode and location. Nor is it a simplet@periphery arrangement: no area or
activity directly determines the form of the otheasd one is not compelled to return an
analysis to pedagogical concerns. Rather, the aitésvays are multiple in the practices
they invite and in the knowledges they call fotthieracy opens up an indefinite space
calling for the multiplication of stages, of sitefsintervention and study, in the act of
reading. Because literacy discourse involves diogldetween knowledge, power and
space, it is not enough to note that the distrdvutif the concepts in this discourse is
singular and recent, as is its tendency to ad@medgo describe a society that mandates
literacy and commands its visible performance. Chericulum Frameworknust be
analysed as effecting a practice, as activatingpaesand as enabling an ensemble of
social relations. This practice is a formpaiwer-knowledgethis space iketerotopi¢
and the entire social ensemble, the patternedbictien between knowledge, power and

space is a social apparatus, a dispositif.

While no space directly determines the othersspiaee of schooling models the
knowledge of literacy and structures literacy’s gteation into other spaces. Miki’s
homework (along with his other actions) was, adiérdone in reference to the school’'s
judgments, rules and criteria. This pre-eminenigedical space is thus special, the
implementation of literacy within a pedagogicalfohaving a unique status, an
importance assumed by the discourse, as both gtmagon and the home of literacy.
Another space, the state — with the nation, so@eaty/the standard national language as
its surfaces — is generated from this general igtia derivate growing from real
pedagogical space (with the family, community actibsl as its sites). The state codes
the value of the primary activity and of the actanstitutions and processes involved,
and redistributes them onto the geographic scalleeohation. It is both for and against

the coding of literacy by the state that literacscdurse is brought into being; the
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discourse calls to be used in the formulation dicgdy the stateThe Curriculum
Frameworkcould not work without this disposition of relatghips, this spatial and
social array, and it is this space that determihesvays in which th€urriculum
Frameworkutilises literacy. The term literacy is particujamnportant because it is
coextensive with this space and facilitates itsafpen; it binds these various sites in

terms of a single substance.

It is not that any of these sites carries withiitsitown political bias, although such
sites may be said to have ways of proceeding: ¢élveldpmental psychology of reading
requires a closed and restricted experimental ftmmfeaching of early reading in a
classroom requires careful attention to individtisdumstances and a familiarity with the
pedagogical options; writing a book advising teaslom the politics and pragmatics of
adopting new technologies involves an estimatiothefaudience, an ecumenisation of
the political issue&Beneath and beyond this play of different prote@oid regulations,
unifying this geography of sites and rules, isuheasy union and mutual intensification
of literacy and pedagogical discipline. Even wheergork on literacy is not related, in
content or manifest intention, to the state’s etlanal project, it is brought into a
relation with it by the discourse as a whole. Tepahdence of authorities is always
reconstructed in a chain reaching from the modtrades study to the most explicit
directives. No word is written that is not destirmgdthe discourse to enter into pedagogy.
This state process of pedagogical extension is,dikical studies of literacy, antagonistic
to the reduction of literacy to school instructenmd the “basics,” resulting in the strategic

articulation of “conservative” and “progressive” des of instruction.

Outcomes, Frameworks and Transcriptions in Power-Kowledge

Miki’s violation was not simply of language and pgdgical expectations but of a
subjectivity which takes language as its substamckdevelops through language. The
discourse of literacy as it operates in @@riculum Frameworkloes not seek to liberate

the subject except at the price of rendering herdisubject of language, a functor from

® See Green, Lankshear and Snyder for one suchpittem
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which variables are deleted in order to arrivenatttuth of language. It is only at the
price of a new subjectivity, of a new and differéarim of subjection, that a freedom
emerges. This freedom, however, is a freedom @uage from its content; it is the
abstract autonomy of a language, of the “systenwhih one is subjected. Language is
constructed in th€urriculum Frameworlas simultaneously immediate and unattainable,
the whole set in an infinite series and accessiblaugh any length as a general
formulation. Language, moreover, is constructedramduced performance, a set of
rules for proceeding; distinct from significationdasignalising protocols, and from any
particular effort at communication, it stands airgmite remove from its manifestation.
Nonetheless, language as system superintends gmgsgerformance, lending all
textual performance a silent normativity, guaramgéhe predictability of texts, enabling
a parenthetical delimitation on any scale: theetethe phoneme, the syllable, the genre.
Language, as it is presented in G@riculum Frameworktells us we are merely
following orders issued from a non-place, an un&gda source with no foundation. The
world outside, the world of a strange and unanalgsfiux, is somehow the outside that
constitutes the unfathomed material pressurentedssitate a new location of

knowledge bothn andaslanguage.

The document’s statements on “literacy,” “languagegnventions” and
“understanding” are discursive constructions ofaapts which regulate and manipulate
the discursive objects, but unlike statements eénttore theoretical works on critical
literacy, they are both enabled and constrainednoytersecting discourse of
governmental rationality. The “statemeritsf the document, that is, the immanent rules
for forming objects and concepts that apply to thésourse, are already implicated

within a problematic of knowing, controlling, anehdering productive a populatién.

’ For a definition of what Foucault meant by “thatsment,” seérchaeology(51-7) and Chapter Two,
below.

8 As Bruce Curtis points out, Foucault’s use of “plagion” indifferently covers populousness, which
involves the “hierarchical differentiation of esses,” the intermediate notion of the “social bodyitl
population proper, which “depends upon the notiba common abstract essence” allowing the
identification of “analytic tools and objects otémnvention, such as birth death, or marriage ratesittis,
“Foucault on Governmentality and Population”). Tuse throughout this essay conforms to the latter
notion, with language as the abstract essence.
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Moreover, this document (and the form of ratiowyalitenacts) has a form of executive
relation with the work of schools and teacherst ihea power-knowledge relation.
Further, theCurriculum Frameworlassumes a place within a dispositif, a functioning
apparatus of a form of power. This should not b&fused with the governmental
function, although an articulation with governméitysshould be noted and analysed in
its specificity? The document codifies the form of visibility inveld in the practices of
schooling, in the operations of techniques of pekrewledge on a group. Students are a
construction in this discourse that has a deterngieiffect on the form of power-
knowledge that schooling enacts. As objects ofucgired visibility, students are
constituted by, rather than pre-existing outsidela# practice of schooling. The concepts
and objects of educational discourse have cetctamsequencewor the relations between
school, teachers and students. The objects cotetirircpolicy documents correspond to
and are constituted in a practice, and the kinobgéct constructed implies a form of
power-knowledge involved in a particular practiddimited set of discursive objects is

arranged and related here: gtedent of literacytheworld, and theext.

The document is part of a rearrangement of Ausinakegulatory inscriptions of
education, in that it renders regulations as “ooes,” drawing upon a method of
evaluation: the “objectives model” developed in e by Ralph Tyler iBasic
Principles of Curriculum and Instructioand Benjamin S. Bloom and others in the

1950s'° David Hamilton itemises the features of the “obijaxs” thus:
the objectives model requires that the dgualkent team:

(1) secures agreement on the aims of the curriculum

° Foucault’s notion of governmentality may be surrigedt as “the rationalisation and systematisatioa of
particular way of exercising political sovereigtityough the government of people’s conduct” (O’Ebyr
Michel 106). Governmentality is a category that spansifitee conduct of the individual to the
construction of useful ways to determine the cohdfipopulations by the state. Foucault was corexrn
with governmentality because the concept openaalfigdd of analysis of modern forms of power (Lemke
2). Pedagogical power thus coincides with a broad naifayovernmentality, but labelling ti@urriculum
Frameworkas merely an instance of the latter risks eraggggecificity.

19 See Bloom et al Tiaxonomy, Bloom et al. Handbool, and Hamilton et al. This is not to argue that
Tyler envisaged a standardised psychometric nosatadin of teacher assessment. Indeed, Tyler's vgork
presented by Helsby and Saunders (“Taylorism” 6Ra84an attempt to enlarge the scope of teachidg an
teachers’ agency.
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(2) expresses them in terms of pupil performance
(3) devises appropriate curriculum materials

(4) measures the fit between pupil performance andhdee

outcomes. Qurriculum Evaluation46)

The outcomes model is a modification of this, anéle clear by the confusions
experienced by some teachers: outcomes assessoesmat merely imply behaviours,
as is the case with the objectives model, but pa@tes a standardised set of
interpretations of students’ performance and prtgjumnd builds up a language of
achievement stretched over “developmental contiffuiaplemented from the early
1990s, the outcomes model is a system of repattiaigbecame virtually compulsory in
every Western Australian primary and secondary alolvah the introduction of the
Curriculum FrameworKwhich functions as something like a compliance fiets
teachers) and has similar counterparts in othetrAlisn states. Teachers have often
characterised this new regime as scattering insbrumto bits and pieces. In part this is
because it is superficially similar to the priobfectives” approaches.

As Barry Kissane, one of the authors developingadapting this system, pointed
out in response to some teachers’ criticisms obtiteomes model, the problem this new
model attempts to counteract is the historical éeweg to scatter the syllabus into small,

unconnected fragments:

| do not deny that some can . . . reinterpret “omtes” to fit the practices of
the past; indeed, this may be precisely why thécmmes based assessment”
problem is described as a problem . . . . But imple response to this
problem is that such misinterpretations are mistgiegpoint about outcomes.

(Canberra Mathematical Association 10)

11 Forster and Masters give a working definition efelopmental assessment, show how to use progress
maps to monitor student “growth,” compose an aofagchniques to monitor the “full range” of outces)
provide instructions on judging amdcording performance and transcribing attainmeid progress maps
and developmental continua, and demonstrate thefudescriptive and graphical reports of student
achievement.
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Outcomes are designed to render a normalised dtkdewable and tractable in depth
and across time, and it is in this depth and feknat we see the operation of power, as
much as we see a division and exclusion at wotkerhaphazard scattering and
fragmentation of objectives.

This line of descent is supplemented by a prockabsorption: a highly significant
feature of theCurriculum Frameworks its transcription of a wide range of elemerfts o
critical liberatory literacy discourses. Marxiggpifinist and Foucauldian terms, concepts
and phrases are incorporated into the educatioadérof disciplinary power. The
Curriculum Frameworkecognises the contingency of the meaning of texte
historical, social and technological genesis ohliekt and meaning — and the relations
between power and languagaugriculum Frameworl82). These critical theoretical
insights multiply and strengthen the disciplinasyces of the school, contributing to this
mode of power by encouraging students to recogh&mselves as subjects of texts and
language and thereby legitimating the articulabetween student and text. These
insights also multiply the spaces and categoriesbeérvation of student achievement,
removing neither the object nor the problematicaritemporary schooling from the
parameters of its operation as power-knowledgeic@riiteracy discourse is employed
in the formulation, mapping and assessment of stunlg#comes, and in the creation of a
continuous field of intervention. This is done abthe expense of critical literacy theory,
but rather as part of this discourse’s claim taespnt the truth of human identity at its
most essential, general and manipulable. Whaté&eentifferent success of this
particular manifestation of pedagogical power firesents — in contrast to Miki's
ephemeral refusal of the dispositif — a long-teremdl and the legacy of an existing,

elaborated rationality.

A further essential for the document’s operatioa language of convergence and
articulation. TheCurriculum Frameworks organised around a concentrated formulation
of the problem of schooling: how might it “help ens that students achieve the
outcomes” (11)? This seemingly mundane questiocean both a history of the
machinations and negotiations involved in cominggeee on the “values” and
“outcomes,” and the subtle transcriptions of whatworld requires which are written

into these outcomes, the great variety of methadsuétimate purposes that these
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outcomes seek to accommodate and simultaneousdisatieel. The school is the agency
that transforms the student according to a sebohative and agreed goals legitimated
by the apparent agreement about them. An arragcbhiques is already presupposed,
techniques developed from the knowledge of theestuds a manipulable and
transformable object. It is important to note hida this project of transformation and
agreement is made possible by the use of genenad tand that such terms reinscribe
education and its goals as the issue of the steeation, the community at large. To
speak in general terms is both the office of tlagesas the accommodation and
nullification of difference, and a feature of thetalanguage of critical literacy studies,
as much as it is an aspect of normalising textsiath@ cognitive stages of reading, and
other “reductive” treatments of literacy. In thedlish Learning Area, what enables and
determines the knowledge behind the techniquesp$tormation is a complex

articulation between students and teéxfbhis articulation is conceptualised as literacy.

Pedagogical power is already articulated with aybafdknowledge of the student
as reader. The careful articulation between the@seheterogeneous orders is made
possible by the discourse of literacy. T®erriculum Frameworknakes use of this, it
does not impose it. The discourse of literacy pemfoa double function here: it enables
and delimits. Without this conceptualisation oflé@cy as the meeting point between
pedagogy and students, the relations of power legtee school and its students would
be, if not incapable of being put into practice,rfeore difficult to justify. The notion of
critical literacy performs two functions here: lagtsame time as it allows the student to
see the arbitrary and normative character of liigrd reveals literacy as the unavoidable
condition of the confluence of power and meaningther, the discourse of literacy
allows one to speak of something visible, capableeong recorded and assessed, and
materially related to the demands of the worldhm activity of reading. This is a
growing, maturing thing, a thing acquiring ever ngewers and functions. In the terms

set up by the document, literacy exists both withestudent and in relation to texts.

12 Edwards and Usher, like Gredngistenc contend that the copresence of student andrteslves a
kind of Derridean violence, in which the “institoialised violence, where bodies and souls areptiised
and controlled . . . is intimately linked, and pegph . . . made possible, by the metaphysical viglevithin
which the message and hope of education is cordfg@dwards and Usher 139).
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Literacy is defined as a capacity within the studenich needs to be developed. As a
propriety regarding the use of texts, literacy deanand for sensitivity to “context.” In
both cases, literacy requires the recognitiontofith: a truth of the subjectivated body
(the organised capacity for language) and a triitanguage (the system of which one
partakes, of which one expresses a greater or lasssunt). TheCurriculum Framework
regulates schooling as it operates on the developai¢hese truths through technologies
of observation and assessment. This notion oBliteenables, and combines with, an
ensemble of techniques which make the studentsétsdeji knowable and manipulable as

possible.

The Curriculum Frameworlplaces the concern for providing students withrditg
in the English Learning Area, which is accorded &ssential characteristics. This
Learning Area is, first, an object of study, knoveain the organisation and functions
peculiar to it, and, second, part of a technoloigyetf-fashioning, a way of acting upon
students and of transforming them into the imprgwbject of the educational process.
These characteristics are united in the figurdnefstudent and are seen in what students
do with English. The student is presented as aasetl construction, in terms of her/his
interaction with (the English) language. Firstd&uats learn about language in terms of
its effective practice, the systematic objectilagywhich it may be observed, and the
modality that is characteristic of it. Thus, thégdrn about the English language: how it
works and how to use it effectivelyC@rriculum Frameworl81), and they study
language as a “vehicle for communication” (82). flialanguage is encountered as a

use, an object and a purpose.

Second, studying English accompanies the varifogueldpment of the student: in
study, the English Learning Area is involved in trevelopment of literacy as the
existing powers of language; it enhances the coantiflearning in all areas’raft
Curriculum Framework74)*® and provides new ones, namely “functional andoatit
literacy skills” Curriculum Frameworl82). For theCurriculum FrameworkEnglish is

an important part of the curriculum for two reasaeasons that are simultaneously

13 Although the release@urriculum Frameworldoes not retain this formulation in the “Definitiand
Rationale” section, a close analogue is presettitariLinks Across the Curriculum” section. This @sion
seems to be a negotiation between the specifi€iBnglish as a subject and literacy’s status as a
fundamental basis of all schooled knowledge. Seiculum Framework108, 110).
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related to two places (inside and out of schoaod) avo times (before and after
graduation). Studying English enhances studenashiag in all areas of the curriculum
and, further, it provides them with “the ability ¢ontrol and understand the conventions

of English that are valued and rewarded by soci@yitriculum Framewori83).

The importance of the English Learning Area is ldsthed through a relationship
between literacy and the official national langudgeglish “has a special role in
developing students’ literacy because it focusekmmwledge about language and how it
works” (Curriculum Frameworlg3) .M Literacy “gives [students] access to knowledge,
allows them to play an active part in society aodtgbutes to their personal growth”
(Curriculum Frameworl82). There is an implicit definition of the studémare: s/he is at
the same time a social and a personal being, bof ahd above these, a linguistic being.
A certain parallelism is developed between outcoamekliteracy, since they constitute
and make accessible a level that persists acr@ss 8iat constitutes a position in a

developmental continuum, a level that is simultarsbpreal and potential.

At every point, literacy is accorded the greategtortance as both entry point and
medium in the acquisition of knowledge, as the ratoasis and measurable
manifestation of learning, as the set of practwil which to respond to the changing
world, and as an entity whose changeability enjstisols and researchers to follow its
transformations. Literacy is both the technicali®&sr discipline and the figure that
unifies the endless differences separating itsmeha forms. In the section just quoted
and throughout the document, there are severalitiefis of literacy, each of them
presupposing certain relations within which litgraccurs, is practised, defined and
altered. Literacy is, first, a faculty, whether argd or inherent, already there in the
body, already present and active, when the intéiseiof schooling takes place. Second,
what assures and directs the development of Iyasaihe study of English, a language
which stands as the exemplar of language in itemg¢conditions and properties, and
which, as the sign of a social demand and propraiines those standards of language

that are to be demanded of students. Third, althdlere are different forms taken by

14 Australia is the first country to develop a natibliteracy policy, with others following. For Baiin see
Department of Education and Employment; see Goodmya critical appraisal.
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literacy, literacy itself is also a kernel, a galedentity that remains as it is transferred,
as knowledge and ability, to the other learningaré&ourth, specific forms of literacy
are required and defined, both for the proper cemgmsion of texts and for the
production of texts acceptable to the regimes, geaead disciplinary, represented by the
learning areas and enforced within correspondigatsites. Fifth, social and
technological developments demand literacy, in dipdorms. Sixth, social and
technological change define literacy, which istgelf an unstable and dependent entity.
Literacy is therefore both something greater thenEnglish Learning Area and a

legitimation of the English Learning Area’s impaorte.

Once again, literacy is both legitimated and protagsed by the demands of the
world: it is both the thing that will preserve séunds in response to the world, and that
which must be carefully guided and controlled, thich must be altered, in order to
conform them to these demands. The knowledge redjtirface the vicissitudes of life is
supplied, theCurriculum Frameworlclaims, by literacy, by the concerted interactionl
control of the interaction between student and t8ttidents must have knowledge of and
skills with texts because “Changes in the natureak and social life and the
development of new technologies have produced lggradion of new and different
forms of communication”Qurriculum Frameworl82). Students must inhabit this
“‘communication-saturated society” (82) with a fuanal and critical knowledge of

language and texts This world takes a position of prominence in by discourse.

Students and the Demanding World

An invocation of the world and of the changing extpons and demands of
society has historically been a feature of edunafidiscourse® However,

representations of the demanding world have bebaraiational and politico-economic

15 Lo Bianco and Freebody (8-24) give a more detaitmustruction of contemporary global change from
within the rationality of literacy education. Whillkeeir work distinctly echoes thH@urriculum Framework
and other official policy documents, it was not piial as official policy. Green, Lankshear and Snydél
it as a progressive step (79). Appendix A showsatbed as graphically represented in tBerriculum
Framework

16 See Mikulecky and Kirkley for an example.
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or national and humanistic, if they are not nati@mal religious.” In theCurriculum
Framework however, the world exerts a different kind ofgmere, and bears the marks
of new discourses and disciplines. The societyphaduces the needs of students and
delineates the imperatives of schooling is techsiEmiotic and technico-informatté as

is the set of needs it imposes. Setting aside tlestpn of what the authors really think
about the nature of society, and whether the invmcaf such pressures is not just part
of the rhetoric of educational planning, this imatheless a significant difference, a vast
shift in both the nature of the world described amthe mode of its influence.

The idea that the outcomes respond to the demamdscally imposed by the
changing world does not sit well with the way th#ammes were constructed: they arose
from a long and complex set of negotiations, tratishs (especially from the US model),
and a ministerial level of formulation handed dden“consultation” and modification.
The outcomes model derives in part from an intéonat trend in adopting management
practices from commerce and business, specifyitgpawes as “attainment targets,”
“standards,” “benchmarks,” or “competencié$.The first formal statement of “Agreed
National Goals for Schooling” was issued as theltes the 6¢' Education Council,
attended and drafted by the State, Territory anthi@onwealth Ministers of Education
in 1989. This, with its ten goals, was to provibe basis of the outcome statements, and
established the project comprehensively to assessanitor educational practice on a
national level, within the bounds of a single doeum the annudllational Report on
Schooling

The annuaNational Report on Schoolingill monitor schools' achievements
and their progress towards meeting the agreednatgmals. It will also
report on the school curriculum, participation aegkntion rates, student

achievements and the application of financial resesiin schools. The

" For the first of these, one can draw a lineagehkitends at least as far back as Joseph Prisstig§5
“An Essay on a Course of Liberal Education for Cand Active Life;” the second is exemplified in
Arnold’s 1867-8Culture and Anarchyand the third by Comenius’ 1688bis Sensualium Pictus

8 That is, it generates an imperative for the intetgtion and efficient operation of communications
technology as thsine qua norof the social good.
19 See Moore; Brindley; and Eltis
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annual national report will increase public awas=nef the performance of
our schools as well as make schools more accoentalhe Australian
people. . . In the history of Australian educatibere has never been a single
document which informs the citizens of Australimabthe nation's education

systems and the performance of our schoblsbért Declaratior).

Moreover, the new framework would render teachiimgatly answerable to a
hierarchy of supervision, a hierarchy simultanepbsireaucratic, political and expert,
since the outcomes straddle the divisions betweesetareas:

In making judgments of student achievement, teactedied upon a whole
range of criteria based upon their experience anmviedge of their students
and upon their familiarity with certain curriculacumentation which also
provided them with specific criteria. Among theserggdocuments
comprising statements organised and sequencedys tat described
achievement and progress in English language tarddy. These
“frameworks” of student achievement were designedxpert teams
commissioned by Commonwealth or States and Tdeg#aninistries to
provide detailed descriptive criteria in ordernéorm teacher monitoring and
their reporting of student progress to school arebsl systems throughout
the State or Territory. (Breen et al. 5)

The judgments of thBational Reportvould be based on the criteria laid out by mimsste
as the “agreed” goals, with an argument derivethfeorepresentation of the changing
world as the motive force for educational innovatidim 4 of theHobart Declaration
is:

To respond to the current and emerging economicaoidl needs of the

nation, and to provide those skills which will allgtudents maximum

flexibility and adaptability in their future emplment and other aspects of

life. (Australian Education Council)

From the standpoint of critical literacy studidgsieasy to contrast this imperative

with sensitive analyses of the “New Times,” of ‘tHiis-time capitalism” and the “New
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Work Order,™ but a simple contrast would miss an important disien. The point here

is not that critical literacy is being highjackeadaranslated into a vision of the
transnational corporate state, but rather thasargsgion of the changing world and its
imperative for better communication (including ical understanding of sources, media,
genre, and of all the manifold interests and idgi@l® served by texts) serves as a bridge
in this translation. Redefining Australia as a @rgte enterprise and recasting literacy
skills as communication skills are attractive bmtleducational planners and proponents
of critical literacy pedagogy. Literacy discourseves the purpose of running the state as

a business in the communication-saturated world:

A leading edge education and training system drike&lopment of an
innovative society. Information and communicatitgshnology in education
and training has the potential to raise educatiandards and minimum skill
levels, including information and communicationshigology literacy skills,
necessary for the future economy. A workforce waithess to individualised
and flexible, quality training through new techrgiks will address
Australia’s need for competent workers who learoulghout life.
(MCEETYA, Information Econom9)

This can easily feed into the growing constructbdemographic knowledge
which is itself purpose-built to intensify the (nsterial and state-sponsored) demand for
greater surveillance of the achievement of outcoameisthe standardisation of teaching.
A National Reporbolsters the need for “change” in educationalngres (that is, an
intensified pedagogisation of the population) ling research on the employment
chances of early school leavers, while at the dameedefining the imperative as
national and economic. Thus, for early school leadeiring the last two decades of the
twentieth century

% Gee et al. is the standard reference, but thesphead the associated concepts, have been adopted
widely in critical circles, as the work of Faragl&arrell (“Reconstructing Sally;” “New Word Ordgrand
Luke (“Genres”) testifies. Similar conceptualisasof the inequities arising from the internatiosed and
textualised economic order can be seen in Puseskuléicky and Kirkley, Porter et al., Seddon, Green

(“Re-righting”), and Rassool.
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there has been a growing body of research linkigly levels of education
and training to high levels of employment and, ecsely, low literacy levels
and early school leaving to high risk of unemplopméMCEETYA,

National Repor{78)

TheNational Reporframes this as part of a project to develop petipleugh
education that might better serve the national econ

There has been a growing recognition that the gtheof the Australian
economy is inextricably linked to the quality ofuedtion and trainingSkills
for Australig published in 1987, highlighted the need for Aaigirto become
a highly competitive trading nation with an indydbase characterised by
high levels of productivity, innovation, technologgd workplace skills.
(MCEETYA, National Repor80)

The world sets the stage for this new project tdneely monitored schooling; it
establishes a necessity as well as legitimatingyémeral direction. It does not, however,
determine the form of schooling. Indeed, the fofraahooling and the developments in
educational practice constitute an internationahate in themselves: in March 1997,
MCEETYA decided to “examine the common and agresalgyof schooling in Australia
to ensure that they reflect current and possitileréueducational developments”
(MCEETYA Commor4) .

The demands of a communication-saturated worldpeopriately met through
the use of texts. Th@urriculum Frameworldeploys the text as a way to connect its
constructions of social demands, schooled dis@ind student subjectivities. Texts are

indispensable, but the choice of text and contentibject to discretion, because texts

2L For a departmental description of the world asctivetext determining definitions and implementatidn
literacy, see the DETYAnnual Report 1995/9@ his involves, inevitably, a definition of thetitan state
in terms of the international economic order, pnése as a set of imperative “requirements” for oardl
acquisition of skills:
These developments, together with technologicahgband the efforts to improve the
competitiveness of Australia’s industry in the mt&tional environment, have had major
implications for the skills base of the Australiork force. The requirements for initial
entry into the work force have been changing, &edet is a growing recognition of the
continuing need to acquire new skills, upgradeentrskills and maintain the relevance of
qualifications, that is, for life-long learning. EX YA, Annual ReporB-4)
Needless to say, externalising the reasons fonsifted discipline places them, if not beyond cigim,
then, at any rate, beyond control.
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function generally: there may be better and woesést but they all demonstrate the
workings of language, and they all develop literacthe presence of a reader.
Obviously, what really happens is a selection pfdgl texts selected for their generic
conformity, not because the content is chosent$dack of deviance from generic
formulae, but because the generic outlines anéutietion of the text in teaching a
systemic view of language convert each text ineexébook. If the school has a great deal
of discretion in choosing texts, then, it is beegwehile the content of each text differs,
its general function does not vary. Hence, texteVige the means by which students
achieve the desired outcomes of Engligbtifriculum Frameworl82). As the

precondition for the outcomes and the surface oiclwbutcomes are achieved and made
visible, the text cannot be excluded from this gpdde presence of the text is one of the
conditions of possibility of literacy and literagystruction. The text is aligned with the
imperative for literacy that is established her¢hassupply of student needs, as both

historical and endogenous forces.

Literacy is constructed as a pedagogical imperdtecause of the functions it
performs in relation to the terms established exGhrriculum Frameworknamely, it
contributes to the successful navigation of a comation-saturated world, because it is
teachable, and because it is the preconditiontadaded knowledge. Literacy permits the
insertion of the appropriate subject into the wargbroliferating texts, genres,
broadcasting and technical communications, becabs¢h adapts to this world and
affirms it. The student of literacy is thus a higtally singular being, simultaneously a
sign of capacity, a storehouse of skills and urtdatings, and a degree of flexibility in
adapting to the changing use of language in thédwbiteracy must inhere in the
individual as a discipline and as a set of measealtcomes performed by her/himself
within a space of freedom enclosed in a field afassity. Far from being merely a vague
term, literacy allows for the precise structurelnfisions necessary to pedagogical

power.

This structure of divisions is repeated closelth@Curriculum Framework’s
definition of functional literacy as “the ability tontrol and understand the conventions
of English that are valued and rewarded by soci@@yirriculum Frameworl83) and has

several consequences. The set of student neetldrédathe use of non-standard English
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is subordinated to a greater need, secured byial sieenand, for learning to use
Standard Australian English effectively. While thisw division does not necessarily
mark non-standard English as deficient, it nonegekubordinates it: what is necessary,
therefore, is to translate the functioning of pextagal power, namely subordination, to
society, to its values and rewards. The agencli@&thool is simultaneously translated
into the interior of the child in its deficiencydudisplaced into the society to which the

school responds.

Thus, when the document states that teaching iEnigéish Learning Area
“involves recognising, valuing and building on stats’ existing language competence”
(Curriculum FrameworlB82), it is performing this double operation of umgtthe social
and individual dimensions in the one site. Existiognpetence, the interstitial site of
operation, unites the divisions in a functionalgtiet, and provides at the same time the
individual and social knowledge upon which pedagagy constant and individualised
elaboration, problematises and corrects, renddisiel® and supplies, the student.
Existing competence is the point at which the aurstate of the student is assessed and,
as a result, instruction is enacted,; it is the aiterhich knowledge is constantly

generated.

This intervention is superior to a mere markingleficiency, or to the application
of instruction to dabula rasa or even to a whole person, since it is the ercgliri
intervention into an empirically apprehended ohj#e individuality of which is both
internal (developmental, medical and teleologieal)l social (arbitrary, environmental,
necessary for survival). Existing competence, iocgthe student as a point in a series of
series (FoucaulDiscipline 145) is thus an individualising technique at #nels of both
knowledge and procedure. One is evaluated accotdinge’s position between origin
and destination, and pedagogical intervention sgihed, evaluated and thought in

relation to this position.

In theCurriculum Frameworkfunctional literacy is defined as having a numtsier
uses and serving a number of purposes. In one,smd®le generation of literacy
research lies behind these statements, a wholédradf defining literacy as that which

is defined by its uses. In another sense, thatites of uses are returning to a reductive
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state pedagogy, disguising the imperatives of #i@nal economy as needs, impositions
as services. The result is an extraordinary com@®na cartography of the “basic”

social uses of language and a mapping of how thxesoof schooling are situated.

These uses are separated into three domains:ténparsonal, the professional, and
the intrapersonal. First, students need functibteahcy as the basis of interpersonal
communication: “to communicate ideas, feelings attidudes [and] interact with others”
(Curriculum Frameworl83). Second, professional uses of functional ltgiserve the
need “to cope with increasingly complex communmatiemands”Gurriculum
Framework83). The student is thus the inverse image ofdbimand to cope, to reflect
the world and to be its sign, its efficient relayfunctioning component in the circuit of
communication, continuously making her/himself addq to these demands. Third, the
intrapersonal needs “to explore and develop idmasto access an increasing range of
knowledge and ways of thinkingC@rriculum Frameworl83) mark the student as a
cognitive being in need of a functional literacymeeting the need to develop internally.
Thus, the student stands in a threefold relatiditdmacy: as a social being, as a potential
professional meeting the needs of a world suffugigd “communication,” and as a
private being in need of a way to develop ideasiategjrate them within modes of

knowing.

Several assumptions operate here which are implitinecessary. The student
needs an ability, not an act. This small but imgiotrpoint is vital to the placing of
knowledge in the depth rather than at the surfadeloaviour. It is not that students do
not need to cope with the demands for communicatgosed on them by this world.
What is at stake in the placing of the respons#etoands in the depth of an ability is the
validity of schooling: this is a knowledge whichniscessary if the acts demanded of the
student are to represent a response, not to tlelsdiut to the world for which it is
preparing students. Students, beyond their needge with the demands of

communication, need to ladleto cope.

Below the act, at its source, is a potential wischssentially removed from the act,
which is its general, persistent nature residindpivithe student. A ground is established

in the gap between the act and the potential foomcwhere the needs of the student and
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the operations of the school intersect. This opmratvhere the knowledge itself writes
the object and renders it subject to interventi®mecessary: there must exist a potential,
a depth where acts secure their repeatability.sEheol must have a potential within its
object attainable by its intervention.

Within this division between act and ability, anetlopens up, both as consequence
and as elaboration. The student’s acts becomeya(bbdcts and abilities) divided
according to a bifurcated and teleological orgaiosaof time. The student, as the body
on which intervention occurs, exists across thésitin between a current state and a
desired one, between the state last tested andispg@rand that to which it is destined.
This temporal division marks the current studerdefecient in knowledge and
insufficient for a life in the world, and the futustudent as sufficient in knowledge, and
as able and adequate for the world. Lying abowetdrporal division, a division of
space renders it visible, physical and true. Ifdheent student is saved from the peril of
the world, it is because schooling effects thesiori of space and the division between
student and world, in the same process. This studeparated from the world so that a
transformation may be enacted in a space and il @resent, is confronted and made

needy by the demands of the world and by her/his social and private needs.

The student, then, is defined in being divided teralby, spatially and socially.
The nature of the student is anterior to a futiieewhere s/he copes with the world’s
demands and with the ubiquity of communications twedchallenges of technology.
Students, that is, cannot yet be part of the oetaiorld because they are inadequate,
incompetent, and incomplete: inadequate becaugectmnot yet meet the demands of
society, technology and business; incompetent sectiney cannot yet communicate
appropriately or take a critical distance; and mptete because they cannot yet
elaborate their own thought and ideas, cannot geesponsible for their own
development through language. These three divisiesaemble the criteria for, and the
nature of, students as the object of interventioay are constructed asat yetthat
necessitates a careful control of their developrt@mérds a destination. Hence their
incompleteness, which is neither pathological moninal, but a complex of
normative needs regarding three spheres of actilitg school is positioned between

the student and this complex, which in turn all@tsdents to be defined as deficient
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and in need of transformation. Literacy, in its mauises, is the substance of this
transformation. These divisions, and others wh&hforce them, are made necessary
and palpable by the historical process of the séjoar of children from the world, and

are perpetuated as necessary divisions in thei@eamtschooling.

The Curriculum Frameworkhen defines and operationalises critical literacy,
which “focuses on knowledge about language andihawrks” (Curriculum
Framework83) and on understanding the relationship of laggua social relations. As
a set of practices, critical literacy involves asgvity to the varieties of English in use,
an understanding of the ideological legacy cargdEnglish, and an ability to reflect
upon the use of language, both one’s own and thathers Curriculum Frameworl82,
83).

Critical literacy here reinforces the authoritytloé school, for it reiterates the
opposition between the student and the proteardvadlexts and language. Although the
student’s release from the isolation of schoolosaonditional upon him/her becoming
“competent, reflective, adaptable and critic&ufriculum Frameworl83), this is as a
further condition for negotiating the world. Schiaglis already aligned here with a stage
of the body’s development, crucial to the accumaitadf the desired qualities, thoughts
and dispositions. The student is regulated accgriirtertain propositional attitudes
regarding language: what s/he is to believe, thknkbw and understand.

This situating of the student in relation to knogde establishes a distance between
the subject of knowledge and the knowledge it$elthe Curriculum Framework
students understand their knowledge as beliefsasithings known. What is drawn here
is a specific relation, not of indoctrination bditlke management of the relation to
knowledge through an understanding, over and aboyespecific knowledge, of the
operations of language in constituting knowledgathr than impose a doctrine in
teaching literacy, th€urriculum Frameworlenjoins schools to elicit a linguistic truth of
being. That is, th€urriculum Frameworlencourages students to recognise themselves
and texts as inhabiting a universe composed ofattréc of language, with its rules
inscribed in the understanding and buttressed kariay of constitutive practices.

Understanding, then, is not merely a euphonic symofor knowing, but the encoding of
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a displacement of knowledge, the opening of a spameved from belief, where belief

becomes visible as a possible construction, andenéigher truth resides.

Critical literacy is defined in th€urriculum Frameworlas consisting in three
understandings, or sets of understandings, whichlbeaoughly categorised as
sociological, hermeneutical and political, eachvbfch defines the student as a different
kind of agent. The agency of students is triplyed®ined here in their connection to
language. In partaking of these understandingdests are participants in a shifting and
dynamic social process (and inasmuch as their Eggis confined and cut off from its
social purposes, it is all the more closely regadand assessed); they are seekers of the
truth of society through its manifestation; andabjects of power, they are agents of
their own power, affecting the power of others whliemselves being also the objects of
power. First, then, critical literacy requires ardarstanding that “language is a dynamic
social process which responds to and reflects éhgrapcial conditions”Curriculum
Framework83). Language is presented as coterminous witlegoaurrounding the

subject and constituting the medium for socialacti

Second, students are to understand that languaggigs of society emanating
from the social, that it is subject to a speedhasion, and that it bears with it doxastic,
ethical and cosmological dimensions. One must wtaed that language “responds to
and reflects changing social conditions,” that “éoryn of communication depends on
context, purpose and audience” and that the ugmglish “is inextricably involved with
values, beliefs” and world-view€@rriculum Frameworl83). The world appears in the
interstitial gap separating words and things, texis their complex sources. Language is
the result, instrument and reflection of sociatés; the text is the surface where the
world is both made known and removed. Third, aiitideracy involves “an awareness
of the relationship between language and pow@driculum Frameworl83). With this
third set, language suffuses and controls the warld the student is placed in a definite
relation to this world. The world described by tpditical set of understandings is one
where language determines and redetermines therpduvelividuals as they use
language as producers and consumers, and as speaakidisteners. Students reflect here
on their own power as it is mediated by languagd,se language as power in

operation.
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“The use of English is inextricably involved witlalues, beliefs, and ways of
thinking about ourselves and the world we inhaf@tirriculum Frameworl83). This is
the student’s necessary position, the universatipndor language users, which critical
literacy allows the student to understand. Theetimeeds of functional literacy are
transformed by the understandings of critical éitsr, so that social, personal and private
life are penetrated by a series of knowledges repred in the student, who becomes a
constant calculator of ideology, power and culte@iventions in her/his use of
language, in the language of peers and family,ddipuofessionals and companies. The
school is the dividing line between these threaigsocand the student, and must represent
them while removing them, to prepare the studenthfe desired kind of relation with

each.

As a concept, then, literacy arranges elementseoéthool’s power. It establishes a
nature common to the student as the object ofgisei the text as a means of discipline,
and the world as the source of needs: languagstdblishes the existence and nature of
student needs by providing a measure required $anavable (functional) and ideal
(critical) life. It locates the school between #tadent, on the one hand, and self,
community and the professions, on the other. divedlall activity to be observed, plotted
onto a developmental schema, and evaluated acgai@imutcomes. It also dictates the
range of the outcomes, though not their specifideat. Literacy constructs a student to
be known, a truth to be extracted, and the natlitieecacts — though not the acts
themselves — to be elicited and observed.

The Context Outcomes

In specifying the “English Learning Outcomes,” Derriculum Framework84)
adds a significant dimension to the visibility tdidents, where these outcomes, each
occupying a small subsection for itself, create swdaces: one of deep inscription and
one of codifiable behaviour. These subsectionsingutip the student’s behaviour into
topical and behavioural divisions, lay down thdéadn which all students are ideally
assembled, the model of which the classroom ishHauinstrument and shadow. These

divisions are not an inventory of data to be gattiebut a table of spaces for any
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collection or arrangement of possible data. Thegeoones are both highly ideal, then,
and highly corporeal: while some (outcomes 1-4)carecerned with language in general,
others (outcomes 5-9) codify the behaviour of stisleof their bodies, as manifestations
of language. That is, the table makes this bodpo#ls abstract and real, available for
evaluation. This section composed of sections;English Learning Outcomes,” thus
does more than codify the body for a teleologidmesvation posing as descriptive: it
also, as it describes them, puts into play thes®and forms, the justifications and
orderings, informing the power of the school. Atgusingular operation of the play of
forces, involving its own modes of calculation aedsoning, is described here, a peculiar
interaction between schooling’s objects and fumdj®pecific to contemporary
education. Each outcome codes a play of visibsliied operabilities within a dense
series of discursive operations.

These nine general outcomes are subsumed undéaltels, “context” and
“language modes.” “Context” covers four outcomeatieg to “language as a whole.”
Thus, in the first outcome, “students understaiad tte way language is used varies
according to context"Qurriculum Frameworl84). Students “adapt to” and “appreciate”
the role of context, reducing the specific texaitgeneral relation, rendering their
understandings intelligible in operating upon thierplay between the specific and
immediate text and an invisible, variable pattegnih language. The student is here
desired to understand a multitude of things, tqoada as to render him/herself
intelligible, and to appreciate diversity in textpaactice Curriculum Frameworl86).

The division between surface behaviour and projosit attitudes is made visible, once
again and with more specificity, in the interactlmtween text and student. The invisible
level of understanding, appreciating and adapsnmganifested at the level of observed
textual activity and related to the (invisible)ttrof context. The second of these
outcomes requires that “students understand thgukge has an important effect on the
ways in which they view themselves and the world/imch they live” Curriculum
Framework86). Students are to understand that languagetattesir ideas about the
world, that it is the mediator between the world #mem. It is language that forms the

plane of division between them and the world, astthe product of the division between
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world and student, also constitutes timatvhich“beliefs, attitudes, values and world-

views” (Curriculum Frameworl86) are manifested.

Language is the parallel image of a division e#ddvy and for the school. It is by
effecting a set of divisions, by constructing olge&and concepts to traverse these
divisions, that the school becomes the necessargdy, as the representation of the
world through language. Students are those wheegarated from the world, and who
cannot understand, appreciate, and adapt to thedge that describes it and issues from
it. It is this incapacity to appraise language Whaecomes precisely a problem in their
isolation from the world and, paradoxically, makasecessary to isolate them, to
provide them with a regulatory space in which fiter# upon language. In this division,

texts are the language of the world and the expegief students.

Although situated on a division between words dmadgs, texts are here primarily
ideological. Students “identify different explaraats or versions of the same events or
phenomena in texts'Qurriculum Frameworl87), not to get to the truth of the
representamerbut to understand that, wherever there is languageflects, encourages,
marginalises and influences beliefs, values, atisuand world-views. Words, students
are to understand, carry associations and conantatand reflect ways of thinking and
attitudes. Language here has a dual nature, battmnigea supplement of associations and
working as the vehicle for attitudes and ways @fkimg; it is both aporetic and precise.
Its powers to influence, reinforce and reflectetmourage and marginalise “may serve
the interests of some social groups and disadvartegge of others'Qurriculum
Framework86). The understanding of students is situated dmtvthree terms: thhing
represented; theepresentatioras language; and tladtitudesof the linguistic
participants, observers of events, and subjeatspresentation. The uniqueness of the
distribution of these domains and the specificityheir objects becomes clear with

further examination.

That to which the text refers is not necessariligiole the reader, and includes
“individuals, groups, and concepts.” What mark&refts is that they are outside the
text, that is, they are things that may undergargéety of explanations, that may be
described in different versions, but nonethelessaie identifiable. Without this quality,
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one cannot guarantee that versions are of the gangg that they are versions: the

referent of the text remains identical to itselftsiseparation from the te¥t.

Representation and referent are placed in a cagkitionship, where the referent
is dense, rich and unknowable outside of the #nd,the text is both the point of access
to the referent and its trace. Further, represemtéias two aspects here, as a property of
language in general and as an array of speciftarieges. These two aspects are united in
their ability to inform affects, evaluations andgeptions through the text. Because the
privileged site of textual representation is theder of texts, the text, in this operation,
mediates and constructs the psychological relatiebween the objects (rendering them
subject to conceptions, beliefs and affects) aedaffects of the perceiving subject,
whose understanding of objects is, inevitably, mesdl by texts. Words, because they
must operate within this psychological ensemblanoabe neutral, cannot simply bear
the object to the perceiver, and cannot leave @&egtdoerception of objects unaffected

by prior representations.

Because words, texts and language are connectedwértain social and personal
residue, because they reflect or influence thectife and cognitive relations between
the self, objects and the world, they “can influepeople’s beliefs, attitudes, values and
world-views.” In theCurriculum Frameworkhowever, the referent, the object insofar as
it is not the reader, is removed from the studamd, placed beyond the student’s reach,
aligning the epistemology of reading directly witmoval from the social world effected
by the school. The relation between student andbijects represented, then, is

constructed, by virtue of this separation, as “wafyghinking.”

What remains in this absence is a mode of subpgabiv where students must
recognise themselves in this game of representatibere they stand for the subject of

language in general, and know themselves as subjéuoe influence of texts, caught in

% This referent is therefore similar to Kantisumenoror “thing-in-itself,” of which nothing may ever be
definitely known. The function of theoumenornn reifying knowledge and separating it from antio
receives its classical expression in Lukatsistory and Class Consciousne3$e function here is similar,
but not underpinned by a teleological understandingass. Moreover, it is the text that realidas t
“ideological” category, rather than a metaphysegderience of alienation.
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the refractive trap of language, subject to belgfd attitudes which are the vestiges of
the object thalies beyond the text and which can be approachbdtiorough texts. The
student understands representation as indepentésnbbjects, as the arbitrary
evaluative veil placed over the inaccessible evephenomenon. The phenomena are
not to be examined, experienced and known: thegwaeuated; they form the hollows in
which words are placed. Nothing is to be learnethei but the means of mediation
effected by the tex®.

For students to understand — that is, to be obdexseinderstanding — is for their
manifest, visible and nameable acts to be trarssiate the privacy of understanding.
The state of the student named as understandintpteg the space of instruction, the
organised space between the teacher and the st&dedénts, superintended by a regime
of observation and instruction, are to understangulage as a surface meeting between
the psychology of the language user and the tdad.stability of this pairing is secured
and maintained by the absence of the referent. driderstanding of language is the basis
of a subjecting practice, a series of complex dpmra elicited from the student,
rendering the student available to assessmentableesis the agent and recipient of
language. In recognising themselves (as requiredyhject to the affective charge of
language, students acquire a depth that is bothalsoal individual. They are to conduct
a self-examination which is simultaneously an exetion of language in general. From
this operation, a visible residue is obtained, White teacher identifies and registers as
the required understanding. A distribution operata®, then, between a surface that is
observable in this confined space, and the lateptidthat structures it, that may be
recovered from it. The surface is constituted kg,aghereas the depth is composed of
states or steady relations between students arab#iscted properties of language.
Functionally, there is only one state here: undeding, which may also be rendered as

knowledge or awareness.

To be visible, understanding must be accompanieshtgctivity. The consequence

of the school's assessment is not a mere deptthpkgy, but a property, an activity and

2 Nevertheless, the object is a regulative catefforieaching about representations; an intact itjeist
essential to thinking about “versions of the samenés or phenomena in texts.”
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a form of knowledge: the student’s knowledge-apilithis is not only a correspondence
between act and understanding, since, if it isgoify a steady state, and not a fortuitous
performance, it must be repeated. It is necessaupify a multitude of acts, to array

them as evidence of understanding, and some actgwan here as exemplaty.

The regime of assessment brings into being theratadeling as superior to mere
beliefs and attitudes, a quality abstracted fromglege and the world it represents.
Within this regime students recognise themselvebaground, the representative and
symptomatic ground, of the psycho-semiosis of &xg of representation, and of
language in general. At the same time as the studditeracy is at work dissecting
her/himself, s/he is subject to the teaching gazgmze ratifying this self-examination,
aligning the perceptible and the nameable, allgttive true and the false, the mistaken
and the intuitivé” Thus, at the same time as assessment individsalisestudent as the
privileged site of the workings of language, langgiaormalises the student as its
manifestation: one accedes to the true naturengulage, known in advance, and learns
to perceive oneself correctly, as the subjectfleage. The student is normalised in the

realm, and as the realm, of signs.

If the student reaches the understanding by wajtfides and beliefs, this comes
about at a certain price, and alters the stattisesle preliminary states. The
understanding accounts for them, and thereby ntaéta as the derivates of
representation, rendering them inadequate exp@&samtable to account for their own
constitution. What is constituted as beliefs, valaad attitudes (and these are brought
into existence only from the vantage point of ustiarding) becomes something to be
described, something available to assessment asoone and understood, as influenced,
reflected or marginalised. As the student’s refatmthe truth of representation and to

herself intensifies, other relations (to objeatspthers, to one’s own acts) are divided up

#\ith theDraft Curriculum Frameworkvas released professional development literataptete with
carefully graded work, overwritten with the outcanedemonstrates. Such literature was already
published in the early nineties, following pilobpects, in light of the need to give model exampuies
implementer-teachers, especially in the wake ofgfdead confusion. Appendix B is from these, shgwin
precisely how the outcomes model directs the ovigngrof writing by the stages of language
development, that is, how the discipline of the tdopts the forces of “language.”

% Teachers, no doubt, mark according to other @itaich as correctness; this is a descriptionef th
teaching inscibed within th@urriculum Framework
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and mediated within this understanding. A singlaugd, the space of assessment uniting
the teacher and student, is also that on whiclitiderstanding is established as the
background (or higher ground) from which to exanoneself, to recognise language as
the fabric of belief, as the basis of the self dreconstitutive substance of one’s
thoughts. The acts and signs of this space areyaldemonstrations of understanding in
a machinery of approval, development, reportinggundance. The form of the
understanding is always pre-empted, always sulpaghether it fits an outcome, and to

whether (and how) it meets with the teacher’s apgro

The nation, as dominating and regulating forcegmnin the third outcome, where
“students use the conventions of Standard Austréizgglish with understanding and
critical awareness"Qurriculum Frameworl87). TheCurriculum Frameworldefines
Standard Australian English as “the forms and usaf@ustralian English that make up
the dominant languages [oral and written] of gowsnt, business, education and public
life in Australia” (87). Between the student and thorld, between her/his language and
that of education, government and business, stéedsiediating form of Standard
Australian English, as sign of the insufficiencystfidents and of the function of the
school. What is performed here is an adductionjreyimg into line of the language of
students towards a language that claims both aingyower (of exclusion and inclusion)
and a validity as representative of Australian etyciStudents thus are brought to
“understand that many of the conventions of Stashdarstralian English are highly
valued [and] following them is often rewarded” (&f)d that “departing from them may
be used by some people to make negative judgerabatg [the offending students] or

discriminate against them” (87).

In this way, forces are arrayed through and witigleage as a representation and a
required understanding of deviation and its punistimThe language to be acquired
marks the direction in which the the sppech ofdfuglent is guided: it designates a goal
that is sought, an ideal language that is neithgdrdnr nor natural, but actual and
powerful, a language that must be attained. Withdkscription of the power relations
obtaining between students and the great institatiorgans of the nation, this direction
is ensured, insistently placed in the studentseustdnding. From this a special physics

of curved lines, of adduction, may be drawn: fanirrigidly imposing correctness, this
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language discipline continuously charts reorieatetiand approximations along with
shifts in the destination itself. Moreover, becacgeventions themselves may change
and produce further curves, changes in directibanges in what counts as Standard
Australian English, “people sometimes disagree atdich conventions are

appropriate” Curriculum Frameworl87). A further set of curves is produced in the
student’s relation to established conventions:esttgl“understand that some conventions
may reflect attitudes, values or beliefs with whikby disagree and that they can
contribute to changing current practice€u¢riculum Frameworl87). Nonetheless, this

is built upon a knowledge of existing conventioaisd it is against these, and against a

knowledge of these, that the language of the studeavaluated.

Despite this freedom to question and change coires)tthe school ensures,
through its evaluation and intervention, a geneegéctory of language development by
managing particular deviations as mistakes andbgcting them according to the
appropriate forms. The articulation, through th&aroof appropriate conventions,

between students and public life, is clearly oetlinn the examples given:

Students may, for example, greet an official visitothe school
appropriately; check their own spelling in a letigrite an appropriate letter
of complaint to an organisation; read an officiatdment with
understanding; speak appropriately to a represeatat a government
organisation; write a report for a wide readershipproduce an essay using

current academic conventiong€ufriculum Frameworld8)

Not only does th€urriculum Frameworlsuggest a list of activities and a range of
acceptable activity, but it inscribes students imitivo operations, two interactions with
public life and its institutions. Students are bserve the conventions of Standard
Australian English, and thus to redouble its cesisiprand exclusions, as well as its
positive injunctions, within themselves. In additjohey are to adopt these appropriate
conventions when in contact with the various aucksnrepresentatives and functionaries
of public life; that is, they are to work as pafrtiee public ensemble. The range of
possible actions here might extend to the contriameiof standard conventions and

speech situations to the point that the powersigstion react and repress. However, the
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dangers this poses to the authority of the sclaml,in particular to the relationship
between the school and the public, between theestuahd the world to which such
performances are addressed, whether fictionally tact, are controlled by the teacher’s
intervention and judgment. Whatever the commuroceatd the world, it is to be assessed

and emended by teachers, who ensure the perforsiaaiety and appropriateness.

In requiring that “Students select from a repeet@if processes and strategies when
listening, speaking, viewing, reading and writingrbflecting on their understanding of
the way language worksCQrriculum Frameworl88), the “Processes and Strategies”
outcome enjoins the discipline of students as #ardrs and practitioners of a set of
skills and corresponding capacities enabled, asdessd directed by the school. Students
are here a stockpile of abilities, those persistamr powers that guarantee a regularity
of performance, a discipline, beyond and outsidecbbol. In this outcome it is the
abilities themselves that are organised and regulilas the appropriate selection from

existing capacities of those that serve a givepqag.

The strategies that students adopt depend uporgrarel/aluated according to,
“purpose, context and audience” (88). Purpose, imditeracy theory multiplies the
possible forms of literacy, is here projected iateegularity residing in the student,
multiplying the points of observation and intervent That is, it provides a reference
point for checking the proper application of theveos of literacy, for measuring their
efficiency, in an environment where the consequené¢he speech act are displaced
onto the text. The normative purpose is definethagransmission of information, the
efficiency of which is evaluated and individualiseeferred to the student’s level of
development and to the relevant learning area. @&atuative and intervening
observation is not, however, a mark of the autii@itthe teacher’s judgement: this, too,
has to be trained, and professional developmergmatg and teacher training in

outcomes-based assessment is both assumed anckenfor

Using a detailed list of expectations, teachers thie student onto the scale of
achievement levels. The teacher is engaged, thenhermeneutics, interpreting acts as
signs of development, placing students within aayathat is both logical and spatial. A

student must be known and judged to be placedeimpipropriate grouping, and this
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placing in turn informs the evaluatio€@rriculum Framework3-101). The uses to

which literacy is put are divided into five langeagodes: listening, speaking, viewing,
reading and writing. What is expected of studentst the school must ensure, is that
students accumulate the techniques appropriateesetmodes, and the proper judgement
in selecting these techniques. Thus, it is not entl abilities that the student’s body is
invested, but also with strategies, which must telwes be accumulated, repeated and
adapted to purposes. The student is an agent afeshsuperintended and assessed on the
basis of to their appropriateness and efficiency/thfe subject of strategies, the student
occupies a unique position, participating in tHatrenship between language uses and
ends, regulating this relationship, subordinatargguage strategies to the ends they
serve. At the same time, this judgement and deptoyns watched over, assessed and
corrected: students are subjects of language asbfar as they are subject to the school

and to the linguistic truths it produces.

In this distinction between knowledge and abilitg student duplicates the
observing power of the school, continuing it loriggiathe period of formal schooling.
The student is developed in two ways: as a bodcofimulated and practised strategies,
and as a critical faculty, a deliberative regulatod these strategies. Schooling is the
model, the structuring space, of the linguistictachbetween the individual and the
world, both as a cognitive diagram and as a rdmenvable practice. If the understanding
develops a critical distance between student atxtddepractice of reflection continuously
develops the understanding itself, oscillating lestwthe particular text and the general
properties of language. The understanding is néit@nt for this, but aeflectionon this
understanding is necessary. This reflection isqueréd by both school and student, is

enforced and normalised, and must be (if the ouésoane to be realised) internalised.

The student poses the problem of the learning wfideas, for which the solution
is the use of strategies involving language. Ia thilection, in this representation and
regulation in the depths and foldings of languagelérepresentation, the relations
between the subjectivation of the student, theltapoof texts and the teleology of ends
are elaborated. Students are brought into an udabta relation to “new ideas”; they
confront, collide with, produce and transmit newad. Language, as the activation of a

supervisory power, swarms everywhere: studenttanse the language that is outside
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them, they are to appropriate and understandey, &ne to relay new ideas with it. At the
same time, they are to generate, through the iatereative capacity for language, new

ideas of their own.

The division between outside and inside is a fafsaysis insofar as it fails to
represent the transmissions, modifications, mutatand reduplications of the interplay
of language, thought and communication. It doesespond, however, to two levels of
the practices that manage and record the use glid@e in students. Thus, in treating of
ideas from the outside, the school measures theded exact duplication of a text in
the student’s answers, where a text acts as tlterapetween itself and the student’s
account, use or reduplication of it. Naturallyctrey the life of language and ideas inside
a student requires an indirect method, a sortsufuslsive interferometry, where a set of
mutations becomes the legitimate form of the sttidenwn thought, and is neither error
nor falsification. Beyond the relaying of ideasitha student must develop a self, a
relation to the text of mutation and variation gaguarantee of the presence of thought in
confrontation with the text. The technological enbée of the student must be tested
against problems, difficulties, and new ideas. “Shelent” is a distinctive and unique
development arising in part from the accurate répetion of ideas. Each student is thus

both the subject of an imperative of ideationaloepiction and an elaboration of self.

The problematic that opens the space around themstinas as its beginning and
end the student’s practice of language. It is nough that this practice is visible,
assessable and tractable: it mustéreleredvisible as something, as the expression of a
relation, as the use of language in the solutioproblems. All problems here are defined
as problems of language. The student presentdemah set of problems as a set of ideas
with only potential content, and is invested withieperative to name and to develop
ideas through language. S/he also presents amakgat of problems, with the demands
of language in the transmission and understandiidgas. These processes are
assessable because a knowledge relates the ipviisdide to a public, imperative, stable
set of demands made visible and tractable by neferéo a body of texts and to language

as a general, systematic object.
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In the birth of ideas, in the demand that ideambde known, and in the division
between the external and internal is generatedwlkage of, and a struggle for,
development. Students “use strategies such asshwaimng and discussion” to develop
ideas and experiment with language “as a way o¢ldging their language skills”
(Curriculum Frameworl88). Development, a process that is both naturl an
compulsory, both enforced and observed, assuresdidity of the student. Above and
apart from the development of skills and langudlge understanding superintends them,
deploys the strategies of language, and produtesheer dimension of visibility, another
dimension for assessment. The abilities and the sagether with the external demands
and the internal necessity of language, are unératicoordinated by the understanding
and its deployment of arrangements and strategiespermanent attitude of adjustment.
The selection of strategies transforms the undeadgtg into strategic action, turns the

strategies onto an undeveloped inside, and asseméle forms.

Quite apart from the specific problems mentione ha general field of
“problems” is delineated in the development of laage skills. The knowledges at work
are delicately arranged, conditional, related #ekisting developmental stage and
referred to a problem. While fundamentally the ingpige is that the student transform
her/his language (as acts, skills and understasyirigs subject to a function of
appropriateness, to whether a strategy solvesreistic problem at hand. Even the
repetition of an existing successful strategy maalailure, if taken too far, if too
mechanically applied, if in the repetition thereagression rather than the proper
transformation. Under these pressures, underdhise of surveillance, encouragement
and problematisation, the student must regard ramdform her/himself well and
constantly. Each transformation must clear up fcdity, resolve a problem, come to
grips with a new idea and develop new languagésskil

This field of problems is knowable because of, dexdves its specific character
from, the purpose for which language is used. [€atggories structure the purposes and
problems: they are ideational, informatic, epistegeal and ethical. Thus, students
need to identify the ideas they seek, to “clarityaithey need to know when seeking
information for particular purposesC(rriculum Frameworl88). For the need to know

and the act of seeking, purpose is the preconditéya: ideas are drawn out, refined and
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clarified in the search for information and undes evaluative gaze. Again, an inside is
made visible by a technique of drawing its relatiomn outside, by tracing back from the
purpose the formulation of ideas that were necgdsaieach it. Further, the problems
and purposes allow students to be assessed irattikiy to use the heuristic conventions
leading to information, a judgement involving ameemy of time and motion against the
location, and the path leading to, the informatiequired. Hence, students are to “use
key-word searches and their understanding of theerdtions of informational texts . . .

as aids in locating information” (88).

Once it is located, the information must undergother set of more or less visible
operations, judging its truth according to cerstandards: students “assess the
usefulness of information for particular purposastl evaluate its “reliability and
currency” Curriculum Frameworl88). Moreover, students must employ a range of
representational devices in the quest to comprelamdlin the process of making
comprehension available to a higher judgement: #ieyo “make notes and graphic
representations of information and combine [itbiatcoherent whole by summarising,
comparing and synthesising” (88). Finally, the eshset involves a rectitude in the use
of texts, with students recognising the importaoicgroper attribution, of representing
information in a way that is “not misleading,” obgeag the scholarly conventions of
guotation and citation. Further, students “take mtcount the possible effects of and
responses to the presentation of ideas and infaynigB88). Not only are the legal
conventions to be observed, the whole fact of lagguwse is to be continuously
submitted to a normative anticipation and anti@pamodification of language if
students are to be the proper subjects of lang&tgdents thus not only produce a set of
actions, but also mimic and embody a normative ldgveental trail and a schema of the

language-using mind defined in advance by the pmglagl regime.

The Language Mode Outcomes

Through a number of operations, divisions and s, the outcomes under the
title of “context” create a complex mechanics afaeling and intervention and a

teleological diagram of the student. What allows thagram to function is the more or
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less manipulable, endlessly complex and ramifidissnce of language. The “language
mode” outcomes enact this endless complicatiors €emplifies th&€urriculum
Frameworks use and appropriation of critical literacy diacge for the project of state-
directed schooling. The “language mode” outcomethéu the making of students as
subjects to and of language, employing criticaréity concepts to complicate and
further subdivide the student, creating a diagrath bf pedagogical technique
(observation, assessment, instruction, evaluadad)the workings of language

(according to mode).

The central terms of the context outcomggirpose awarenesandcritical
understanding- are used as the core categories for the measntemd amendment of
student achievement. These terms are mapped antartbuage outcomes, which “relate
to the specific language modes of listening, speghkiiewing, reading and writing”
(Curriculum Frameworl85). The transcription of one set into the othgragpendicular
and reiterative; it is a series of cross-sectidiese terms recur throughout the language
modes: they constitute the central functions ofleage instruction and the destiny of
students as developing and language-using beifgsctiwo social demands. In addition
to describing their object, these terms also cpoed to the procedures for generating
that object; they are corollaries of the technasgf observation and elicitation
(purpose) practised by the school and through tlosviedges (understanding and critical
awareness) generated by it. While this ramificagienerates important details, it also
establishes a central trunk. The transcriptionraitdration of the “context” terms thus
enacts areconomy of reductigrthese are the central lines of language in géasri
concerns the outcomes. All else, however impoffarinstruction, is peripheraf

It is enough here to note two points: the reitgeatranscription of the general
nature of linguistic performance is given to soraeéation and complication as it meets
the different language modes, and it divides lagguato functional modes that are at
the same time sited on the body, related to itamsgtion, and coordinated as the
intervention, the emendation and appropriatiorhefliody as the bearer and being of

language. Thus transcription is alstine of complicationthese main terms are mapped

% See Appendix C.
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onto the division of language modes (with writify, example, purpose and
understanding are active, but critical awarenegsts stated concerfl)Hence, a new
division is introduced, whereby the student is sa&ipia into the five modes of language,
five ways of marking and directing language, fiveys of mapping the acts of the body
and correcting them, where language consists ipithgence of purpose, understanding
and critical awareness. This section of @wericulum Frameworkeiterates and refines
the mapping of language onto the body, escalatitly the knowledge and the power

involved in this mapping.

This is a mapping of the body as a vehicle, aptssessor, as the organ of
language. In the outcomes pertaining to listenting,student’s relation to language is
governed by three imperatives: purpose, truth datlience (assessing information
according to a goal, clearing language of distogiand being critical of the sources of
information, and obeying the orders of the teachidrg powers of the student are
increased by her/his understanding of languageptiytinsofar as these powers are
given definite normative forms. That is, the schivates the development of language as
the understanding and following of conventions.sTimrmative supervisory environment
is signalled: “Students may, for example, contré&appropriately to conversations;
follow directions; . . . use body language to slgttention, understanding or response
[or] build on the comments of previous speake@irficulum Frameworl89). As the
understanding of language, context acts as thestape of forms by which language
might be known by the student, allowing the undergding of the student to be mapped.
The language modes exemplify and delimit the nareaiperations ensuring the

student’s proper use of context.

Two main figures dominate here: language conssthteh a relation between the
student and truth, and a relation between the stuatel discipline. This first relation
codifies the conditions of the student’s relealse:dtudent must dissolve the wall of

language in order to gain the truth. This is doypeferating the criteria of truth upon the

2" The omission of critical awareness from the “wagfi outcome belies the stated reliance on writtenkw
in assessing a student’s understanding.
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text, upon the deceptive material that gives faortrath and necessarily imposes a
distortion. Release is legitimate once the schaslgroduced the proper subject, the
appropriate seeker and evaluator of truth, and vhestudent has cooperated with
her/his own formation. The second relation, foumthie appropriate uses of context,
involves the student’s sensitivity to, and obseorabf, a whole set of impersonal
instructions which will be carried implicitly by hguage. Students observe conventions at
a number of levels: their speech and listeningr theportment (as a sign of attention and
understanding), their potential thoughts, and th@ent of their thought. The school’s
language corresponds to the wall that forms thelitiom for the power of students to
understand and obey instruction. What is releaséuei docile body sensitive to the
instructions embedded in language. At this polrg,d¢onstruction of language in literacy
discourse has modified the operational and episteimiensions of schooling, changing
the space from erisis heterotopia into &ransitional heterotopig® from a distinct
institutional space to a persistent and unavoidedtelitionof the subject in language.
This wall, which may have been an absolute threshetween childhood and adulthood,

has assumed the form of a constant and inevitabilsia@h within the linguistic subject.

In the “speaking” outcomes, student performanabssibuted across a wide
range and mapped as a self-reflecting, self-obsgrsubject of language. The
mapping of speech generates a whole ensemble dappeng acts and knowledges,
and renders visible a loop of subjectivation, wHarnguage moves in a circuit
between the student’s mind and language to eadctbm®ntext: “students speak in
order to interact socially, communicate ideas afiormation, tell stories, reflect on
their experience and values, explore ideas, exphnegsthoughts, feelings and ideas,
and for pleasure and enjoymen€yrriculum Frameworl89). The student is observed
as a developing speaking being, and precisely abserving being: the school’s gaze
must be reduplicated, must be imposed by studgms themselves. The student’s
experiences and values, in being spoken, are fifered up to the reflection,
observation and intervention of both student amdgkt The problem presented by the

student is a normative one, the problem of makpegsh appropriate to every

28 See Foucault, “Different Spaces” (178) and Chalpiee.
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situation. Language possesses here a will, a mtygri its modes and contexts, which
functions to indicate student achievement andasesthe power of the school, to
displace it to an impersonal and general demamdmiext. The forms of propriety
may change, but its general function — imposingwareness of language’s proper

uses — remains constant.

In the viewing and reading outcomes, the appropgatical, aesthetic and
informatic manipulation of texts is practised bydsnts. The representation of gender
and ethnicity are to be examined critically, a&h®e use of language and manipulation of
conventions” Curriculum Frameworl®0-1). Text and context intersect, fixing meanings
and determining what is appropriate, what is t@agsessed, what place and value are to
be given to each use. The truth that emerges fnismteeting of assessment, the text and
the student has four components: convention, reptagon, exclusion and meaning.
Representation comprises a power to enforce agttmwards the social types and
categories present in the text, and to marginalisisempower, within the matrix of
language. The surface of the text is to be intéggdras it acts upon the reader’s mind, as
it assigns a place in representation to these tgpdsategories. Propriety of
interpretation is what is secured here, in thregswen assessing the interpretation against
the mutual determination of text and context (thain the relation between text and
historical, social and technological forces); inasing the student’s use of language
against the problems and purposes that emergeanoemcounter with a particular text;
and in judging the consistency of the student’glege, both as a stylistic and
propositional entity and against his/her curreagstof developmenCrriculum
Framework102-7).

In the “writing” outcomes, students “communicate .information, tell stories
[and] keep records'Qurriculum Frameworl®2). However, the bulk of purposes involve
writing as a manipulation and transfer of the cotgef thought: students “communicate
ideas . . . reflect on experience, explore idegsiess their thoughts, feelings and ideas,
and [write] for pleasure.” The pattern of subjeation continues and intensifies: at the
site and in the act of writing, the student is &ldack into him/herself, and the inside is
made available, in the process of its developnterthe teacher’s observation. While the

acts are the site of observation and interventimmreal object of this power-knowledge
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is the inside, the reflective faculty of languagke students of writing are also self-
correcting and self-assessing in “testing theirkweith an audience, revising, editing and
proof-reading” (92). What is achieved in the outesiwhat is aimed for in pedagogy,
are students continually aware of their place nmgleage and of the problems of power
and representation, students aware of the poweted around inclusion and exclusion,
and of the powers of punishment and reward cirmdadt the border of standard and
non-standard languages. What is engendered iss#igiy, locating the forces that
determine the correctness of a use, and the dentfaaitdsre associated with them. Rather
than enforcing arbitrary forms upon the studerd,gbhool situates itself at the line
between the student’s current inadequacy and thésr@nd demands, insofar as they are
linguistic, of a successful and self-determinirig participating in the forms and powers

of the world.

Conclusion

This chapter has concentrated upon a single dodyisuath upon the way it
instrumentalises the discourse of literacy wittne tationality of schooling. Literacy
operates here as a transversal function repeasielf throughout th€urriculum
Frameworkand the configuration of school power, functionasga “statement.” The
Curriculum Frameworks not an unequivocal, unproblematic expressioschbol power
and operation: however much it may seek to dotstpas not exhaust the way in which
education operates within the st&té.is removed from any particular site of schoglin
it is general, consultative and administrative. ldger, precisely because of its generality
it constitutes a diagram, a model that can be gpj@i®d and adapted to a variety of
circumstances. This diagram also represents ahtbicefor the acceptable workings of

any school, and this general relation is importantts effect and power.

2 While the analysis here refers to the draft versibtheCurriculum Frameworkit remains valid for the
final form, which was not substantially altered eTprinciples of th&€Curriculum Frameworkmoreover,
form the explicit basis of much subsequent poli@nping, including post-compulsory education, for
which see DETYA'’s (2000post-Compulsory Education Review
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Underlying both the schooling of English and thecdurse of literacy are two
central objects: the student and the text. Schgoimits legitimacy and in the forms of
its intervention, is referred to an outside, todleenands and usages, conventions and
powers of a world of which schooling is a transipaitt, a passage and a preparation.
Schooling relies upon the marking of the studenhadequate, and it is the site where
this inadequacy appears, is mapped, modified anéded. At the same time, schooling
is the representation, the reduplication and st of the world through texts. The
proximity and confrontation of text and studentd &ine isolation of these elements
within a space of observation, form a conditiorpo$sibility for literacy education,
whether it seeks to train productive citizens actecritical cultural agents. This space
and this combination are both the model and tHea®bn of the textual workings they
describe and problematise: the division betweedeieand world, the mediation of this
thin membrane of representation, the imperatiyerodlematise this surface which
affords both distortion of and access to a worlgblpel. The epistemology of this
pedagogy, however much informed by critical sodiatorical, psychological and
sociological scholarship, is thus haunted by aspédlivision and replication, a space

both practical and conceptual.

This is where it shares a certain basic identitywhe discourse of literacy, a
foundation for the transcription of literacy intdueation. The proximity between student
and text and their isolation within the school allthese elements to commingle in a
dance of truth where the student is to recogniseualerstand a state of affairs, a power
joined to forces that train the body insistentlgdRgogy and educational discourse form
their knowledges by observing and manipulatingitiberaction between student and text.
Language, such a fugitive and ever-vanishing, pejuitous object here, comprises the
transcendent locus of this meeting, the systemishatvays at play and never realised,
never glimpsed as a whole. It is the common substahwhich student and text partake,
and which allows them to interact intelligiblyisttheir mutual order. Language, which is
intersected and partitioned here in a variety ofsyaemains whole, since it is a nature, a

level of operation, a mode of being.

A rationality superintends the meeting of thesedhterms and codifies the

technigues and knowledges that attend it. The teahoperations of this rationality and
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the knowledges informing it interpenetrate, buitgipon each other with new crossings
and overlayings, absorbing the technical and afiticscourses surrounding its object.
This rationality is motivated by a central questibaw is it best to make the student
recognise the truth of language through the textiléN¥he contours change with each
configuration of text and student, with each introton of new levels (context, stages of
development, language modes), the boundaries aneléments remain constant. Thus,
when the discourse describes a demanding worldeasasis for literacy pedagogy, this
is more of a permutation than an establishmerftese relations. Accompanying the
student, the text, and the isolated space of tueitact is an array of techniques of
watching, aiding and directing the student’s depeient toward a recognition and
manifestation of the truths of language. This raldgy enacts a hierarchy between the
teacher and the student, a teacher who instrudtsliatributes students according to the
place of each in the development of language,erptrformance of those acts which
stand as evidence of the knowledge and recogrifitenguage. Language, the substance
shared by student and text, the knowledge that beiatceded to and practised,

homogenises and translates the forces and procassesk.

Literacy, the notion of a set of abilities and urstiendings relating to certain social
uses, demands and needs, is not merely an imporiato educational discourse but is,
rather, intimately bound up with the knowledges prattices of contemporary
education. The notion of a faculty results from thgulation of performance, the
laboratory quasi-repeatability of tasks, which kkshes the existence of a faculty rather
than the occurrence of an event. This faculty, Whicns the fact of language into a
human “organ,” has as its precondition the repeatelassessed task, marked always
with the observance of the signs of power (e.gpr@griate conventions) as the character
of its health and maturity. | use the term “orgéetause, although the parts of the
production of language are not localised in a gimghss, they are united in instruction
under a single function — it is neither metapharfration to say that a human organ is
manufactured under the sign of literacy. Literaagges from its visible sign through the
body and back into that organ: this rationalityuiegs a protocol of recognition, a trained
habit of seeing things backwards, of seeing irstiréace effect a deep cause which lies

at the centre of a being.
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For this to be established, however, it is necggseainstitute and refine procedures
to produce that depth. A continuum is drawn betwerinvisible and the visible; a set
of divisions establishes need. A dispositif is gatesd, allowing a constant flow of truth
between its elements, a truth that presents tisetfudent and teacher alike. The gaze of
the school catches the tiniest details it is pdsgibcatch, including the movements of
the mind, and reproduces its gaze within its objéztrender them facilitative and
understanding, to allow them to agree in a plag®he disagreements, the place of
language revealed.

For that reason, it is difficult to see exactly hawberatory pedagogy enters the
discourse and remains liberatory. Within the waogkiof this social apparatus, the
insistence of the copresence of text and studadttlee whole impossible relation of this
to the world of need and demand, does not serlied@te the student but rather to
articulate her/him with a putative representatibarindefinite and protean outside. At
the same time, and far more concretely, the relaifdhe student to the text, to
appropriate conventions and the other signs of poagit complicates itself, as it
integrates a more convincing account of textualdyns the basis for a more complete
subjection to a regime of language. It is by nomsesn automatic regime, one which
merely presents the texts and watches and nurttueedevelopment of a textual
consciousness. For there are, as the discours¢satigany ways of reading, and a great
many more ways of using, a text. Rather, the wétk® school is to render the student
serviceable to a knowledge of literacy througtdisgiplinary techniques and its legal
security; literacy assumes discipline and enclofuréhe text and the reader to appear,
and for the text and reader to return to the dismthe truth of their development and

elaboration.

The relations established here between expert ledgel and teacher practice, and
between curriculum and student understandingsa aeg of doxastic confirmations and
subjectivating recognitions: the teacher confirhmeséxpert view on the nature of literacy
development as s/he becomes more adept at seelmg@gnising the performance of
language and text under the concept of a normglsthema, while the student confirms
the expert account of language in the productioitsgferformance and learns to

understand her/himself as the relationship betveggersonal portfolio and general
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outcomes. Th€urriculum Frameworks both a grid of perception and a regime for
enforcing that grid, for activating in every actlahguage an assessment and an
evaluation, for referring every act to a generaémalised goal, for seating language in a
vast expanse between the mind and a world that ni@srsomething evanescent and
shifting, flexible and adaptable from that mind €Rurriculum Frameworkemoves the
seat of power to a place so distant and ubiquitioaisit evades all responsibility for

laying down an imperative, while at the same tirmmdnding the fulfilment of that
imperative, and ordaining the achievement of ou®that connect the soul to that
world. It is within this place of operation thakliacy attains an unchallenged power in
setting the boundaries of the self, in definingsitbstance, and in charting the acts, the

understandings, and the uses in which it is mateifkes
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2: Discourse, Authority and the Ontological

Guarantee

There are many aspects in tBerriculum Frameworkhat are more or less
uniquely contemporary and local, reflecting vergergt changes in educational practices
and specific circumstances. However, the documarticgpates in a larger discourse of
literacy, combining elements of pedagogical powarvledge that emerged at least a
century ago, and coalesced to form the relationkesp enacted and operationalised in
the Curriculum FrameworkThe general relations obtaining within @arriculum
Frameworks codification of literacy as a mark of developrhfom immaturity to
employment and independence, from the school tevttel, are formed in the discourse
of literacy at large. The discourse of literacyweoer sensitive it is to the more recent
uses of literacy within power, nonetheless openai#gn a system of general relations
which combine and operate upon the student, theded language and, further, position
these between the pedagogical power of the scimaolree economic and social concerns
of the nation-state. What is needed, then, is aeqtoalisation of discourse and a general
account of literacy as an object acting within anaduced by discourse. Thus, in laying
out the philosophical and methodological legacwatk in theCurriculum Framework
this chapter discusses and applies the work of &dtyggoing from a general
characterisation of his work to a more detaileduksion of discourse. To explain and
explore these notions, it examines the use of “Aigth” in the discourse of literacy.
These lists produce an ontological guarantee@fldy and secure the persistence of
discursive relations that characterise the dis@unsterms of the circularities in its
arguments and in terms of its historical articalatof spaces where literacy emerges as
an object. Demonstrating a broad system of diseairggularities, this section lays the
groundwork for the chapters to follow, which wika with more specific elements of the

discourse.

The discourse of literacy, while being ostensilidpat the one constant object,
thing, or referent, arises within a complex fiefd@ations which we may call, after

Foucault, a discursive formation. This discoursenced be assigned the status of an
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ideology, since it neither serves the interesis pérticular class or group (though
ideologies and ideologues may select and deplagme®f it), nor explains certain social
relations of production as inevitable, nor beapsdicular social purpose for which its
disciplining effects are intended. Nor can it betha theory, since its authors do not
even agree on a definition of literacy, let alome appropriate concepts and methods
with which to study it (though of course there isaage of definitions and a scattering of
methods). The discourse of literacy bears the appea of a discourse about to collapse,
judging by the extreme relativisation of the ddfom of literacy. Despite this appearance
of conceptual fragility, however, it maintains adtiof regularity in a wider, more
dispersed sense — in the public outcries it enabildébe concerns it excites in private
exchanges, in the disputes it generates in pedagudjyhe disciplines that inform it.
Although individual participants in this discours@y construct strong or weak,
principled or unprincipled arguments (and staketeo&ble or untenable positions)
regarding literacy, teaching, and the nature adestis and the world, thtispersalof

these positions and their effects follows a greatere crystalline regularity. Analysed
as a discursive formation, the discourse of litgrzan be seen to actualise a set of
historical relations regulating the appearanceisdudsive objects and speaking subjects,

the formation of concepts and the elaboration raftsgies.
Foucault: Establishing an Archaeology of Literacy

In order to situate a discourse of literacy, tanidy its correlative field of power-
knowledge and the spaces into which this discasrseserted, to chart its internal
ramifications, its historical conditions of poséiyi (what made it possible to think about
literacy) and its historical limits, this thesisesghe work of Foucault. What makes
Foucault particularly useful is his delimitationdicursive formations, especiallyTine
Archaeology of Knowledgat a level of existence which is not the saminasof
linguistic function, ideological systems, or lodieachitecture Archaeologyl0). Text
and language, and questions of their status, bsesdaries and extensions, are not
therefore neutralised by assumptions about théiureabut may be situated as unities
formed through discursive relations. Statementsilteracy, moreover, are not referred
in Foucault’s discourse analysis to an externaidpbut may be described at the level of

their conditions of existence. Other aspects oftkalt’'s work, dealt with in later
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chapters — his problematisation of the notion afi@ his history of power-knowledge
relations, the analysis of governmentality and fto¢tpias — serve a number of other
purposes in relation to this thesis. They provideiaderstanding of techniques of
observation and control which inhabit, and proaterin, schooling, explain the specific
function of “the nation” within this discourse, aptbvide for a general type of cultural
space with which the discourse concerns itself.@dwer, Foucault's work provides an
ethical attitudein his proliferation of subsidiary projects and cepts (problematisation,
eventalisation, limit-experience, the “endless faration of reason,” the specific
intellectual), one can see the outlines of an atlpcactice of intellectual work which
offers it up to social uses without prescribingrets.

Throughout his work, Foucault has a consistent gnoffer an alternative history
of the human subject as a construction. Using dvieepts has often been a fraught
process for researchers, and a variety of adoptiocedures have been attempted. One
may adopt the “toolbox” approach, where certaincegts and historical claims help to
analyse various discourses and the processes aesbaiith them; or an “ethical”
approach where the forms of thinking and writingaged by Foucault constitute a way
of life, a way of operating as a responsible kn@aperson within a larger project of
liberating the subject from knowledges which erleiand dominate her/him. In addition,
Foucault has been rewritten into the discipline&atlamerian hermeneutics (Kdgler),
sociology (Gane), curriculum planning, educatigealchology, philosophy, the history
of science and the philosophy of history. This ihapproaches the discourse of literacy
with a specific reading of Foucault’s work, itsemtation, meaning and ethical attitude,
its objects and strategies. At the same time,@sUss concepts in a fairly piecemeal way,

since their modularity is one of the strengths @fi¢ault’s conceptual repertoife.

Foucault’s work is traditionally divided into threeriods, often thought to
supersede each other: the archaeological periogecoed with discourse and
knowledge; the genealogical, charting the formatbpower-knowledge; and the
ethical, historicising the human subject’s relatrath itself. Foucault has claimed that he

pursued the same underlying project throughouphi®sophical and historicaleuvre

! For a thorough analysis of Foucault's project@&earrell (Philosophe); for a clear and concise
introduction to Foucaultian concepts see O’Fafidithel).
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and that its abrupt breaks were occasioned bysshifts emphasis, objects and
techniques. For instance, he characterises his ag&khistory of the forms of
experience, as a history of forms of judgment agilhnes of truth, as introducing new
figures of thought, as specifying preterminal regiiles(Archaeology76), as writing
books both as transformative experience and refeetitiansitions (Foucault, “Interview”
241-46), as a critique of the modern category an i@rder, passim.Discipline and
Punish13;MadnessChapter 1Clinic 195-199), as an “historical ontology of ourselves”
in relation to truth, power and self (“Genealogyethics”262), as the application of
philosophical fragments to historical problemsgame-openings and invitations, and as
a history of problematisations (“Polemics’114). $aeelf-descriptions, however, are
undercut, not only by their shifts and incompatiiait, but by the frequent

pronouncements that his work is informed by neithéreory nor a method.

Foucault's work on space and power-knowledge vélbealt with in detail later; it
is important at this point to outline his notiondd$course. His first attempt to
systematise this work was TiheArchaeology of Knowledg&vhere he explains to
readers and to himself what he has meant, in leMquis analyses, by the term
“discourse.” This summary may be thought of aslenmation of his “first period,” the
historical treatment of discourse and knowledges itnportant to note, however, that the
problems he would later address as power-knowladge from this first period, and
determine the emphasis on discourse as a seteaftief material relations. Hence, his
formalisation of discursive analysis is also anropg to his subsequent work. Describing
literacy in archaeological terms, then, establishésst layer of analysis. Once the limits
of this kind of analysis are reached, it will bgglemented by characterising literacy as a
space that extends through all social emplacentaritsterotopia) and as a set of
technigues and procedures and forms of organisiddrestrumentalising knowledge

(power-knowledge).

The constitution of literacy as an object involegsroductive interrelation of
knowledge, practice and space. In tackling liter@sw discourse, it is necessary to
recognise that Foucault neither supposes that the@nething outside, a real and
permanent object, of which this knowledge speakd (aay recover as a pristine reality),

nor that literacy is merely fabricated from wordsmaterial interface, implicating words
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and things alike, a set of mutual interrelationsolldelimit and determine the object, a
dispersal of it in speech and in space, is whist @giestion. A fundamental assumption is
that literacy does not exist without something gesaid about it, and that the fact that
something is being said implies a sensible, védriéiaxperience. IThe Archaeology of
Knowledge Foucault identifies four major sub-fields whiclushbe analysed in order to
account for the constitution of a discourse, orstéonical enunciative practice. These sub-
fields, or “conditions” for the formation of statemts, are: a domain of objects, a set of
enunciative modalities (or types of statement);caug of concepts, and a number of
themes and theories (or “strategies”). Understodtiese terms, literacy discourse can be
seen systematically to construct and maintainvits objects even as it claims to describe
them. Such a description serves to explain theligecuode of existence in which

literacy has both an ephemeral definitional fragiéind a robust persistence.

The term Surfaces of emergentsignifies, for Foucault, the institutions and
practices in which a particular object becomesedétiated from others before being
“designated and analyseddrchaeologyll, italics in original). In this analysis of the
discourse of literacy, these include any institagiogroups and situations from which a
prospective student could be isolated, where afdathaviours can render schooling
necessary, where norms and prohibitions producedheof partial expulsion that offers
the child to the school. Before objects are “desigd and analysed” they undergo a kind
of primary differentiation, whether by becoming kxed by mute processes, as in the
case of a working class adjusting to shifts inl&#imur market from production towards
service’ or by being designated as individual anomalies ftisbehaving child in a class,
the truant, the “unrecognised” dyslexic). Thesdamas of emergenaee: the school; the
family (the site of proper roles, concerns abotgiament, diagnostic confirmation,
dissonant attitudes to school, cultural depriva)pthe regime of normative judgments
(which extends to the policing of truancy, the meament of self-esteem, and the
recording of presence, aptitude and attitude); alevhetwork of surfaces on which one

may misspell, misspeak, and be judged; the muttitfdmmediate sites where literacy

2 See LoBianco and Freebody (11) for an examplaeftay education and literacy are situated withis t
larger social and economic construction.
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and its absence may become visible, where it isiplesto point them out, to begin to
decipher their relation to existing spaces, toagthem as themselves and not as
something else. A regime of space, an arrangemiaichvalready inhabits power-
knowledge relations, is necessary for the existendigeracy to be noted, to constitute

both a self-evident thing and a problem.

By “authorities of delimitatiohFoucault refers to the ensemble of institutions,
professions and practices that were able to deiismirsive objects in a particular culture
and time. They delimit, designate, name and estalln objectArchaeology?2, italics
in original). It might be that teachers themselaesrecognised authorities on what
students are, or what education includes, but utigosity of teachers has always been
suspect and subject to supervision and trainingal®dy, teachers have never been
recognised authorities on literacy. Parliamentammittees, linguists, cultural theorists,
historians, radical educationists and test desgghave great difficulty defining the term,
yet it persistently reappears in connection wittoastellation of themes: new
communication technologies, education, work, samdélesion, cultural achievement,
language acquisition and development, national @mandevelopment, international
trade and revolutionary struggle. What seems thkedst authority is the national literacy
testing body, which is at once a government boalyamauthority on pedagogical
efficiency, psychometric methodology, norms of méjng and developmental
progression. However, this too is an analysing@mdplicating authority. If literacy is
given anywhere as an object, it is where studeneteihered to examination, that is,
primarily in the school, with its systems of repogt referral to psychological authorities,
failure thresholds and pedagogical specialisis.ftom this institutional site, too, that
literacy comes to designate a community in the fofra statistical table, at its largest
scale designating a world divided into literated diiterates. A set of national and
international bodies defines the learner as endawtda right to education and literacy
(basic, functional, or level-specific) while at thmst minimal and obvious level the law
and the police ensure the spatial co-presenceuofiley cohorts and define the

surrounding institutional spaces into which nomadiance may place the deviant.

The authorities of delimitation define and designatways which are historically

available in a culture. An inspectorate, for ins@mmay by virtue of its power to observe
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and judge, to command a response from pupils agidt#achers and to inspect the
conditions of teaching, designate an improper pradf reading, map a whole system of
relations where, against a norm for which they lgtet;acy is not taking place. For
literacy to appear as an object, before any arglyssearchers chart it as a concern
pervading the social body, signaling vague anxgeatielegitimating nation-wide testing.
The hierarchy of authority, distributed as it isotiighout a variety of scientific disciplines
(psychology with its behavioural, cognitive and meatidivisions; sociology;
anthropology; linguistics; and the various hybrigicgplines), is also extended throughout
the social field, to the family and the neighbouwrtipthe teacher (and, at various times,
the head teachers, assistants, pupil teachers antbrs), newspaper editors, reporters
and readers, employers worried about competitieemasdia commentators, and to

communities seeking empowerment and independence.

Such designations can have quite different spawg®hjects as their immediate
targets: a government campaign can designate a marherisis extended throughout
the nation or localised in an ethnic group; a reparschools can point to a group of
failing institutions; a psychologist may diagnosehéd as needing special instruction;
parents may demand more effort in light of a givewort card. Also, authority is based
here not so much on the logical consistency ofreahyéical schema or the agreement of
hypothesis and result, but on the existence of poglations established through
techniques that place, number, measure and jutigendt so much the respect accorded
to judgments that sanctions these operationsisihieir effectivity and their concurrence
with concerns arising in particular social setlfs. instance, class, sex and ethnicity
may have a greater determining effect on sociahoésthan literacy does, but literacy is
more easily mapped and more clearly rendered stiagirecording and remediation
mechanisms.

The “grids of specificatiohare for Foucault “the systems according to wittod
different ‘kinds of object’ are divided, contrastedlated, regrouped, classified, derived
from one another as objects of discourggthaeologyl?, italics in original). The
division of courses — into commercial and classioabetween English grammar and
English literature — divides a body of students iméterogeneous units in relationships of

complementarity, opposition, or prefiguration. Aasaseen in th€urriculum
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Framework the division into “phases of development,” graded levels hierarchises
students along lines of cumulative instructidn.addition, a three-dimensional schema
of development situates students in relation toranaccording to a typical hierarchy of
development, a plane of skills and understandingsma subject, and a comparison
with other subjects. Placement of students intogrd@iles ranks them in relation to both
their immediate group and to a national totalithjs also arranges schools according to
comparative success. Schools themselves, as tisiglholding aggregates of students
and producing particular results, are again disted according to sector — public, private
or independent — and this is submitted to furtmedysis, in terms of career destinations,
social and economic origins, ethnicity and behavafiparents. Literacy not only
operates in schools, in Australia providing a naicaverage for grades 3 and 6, grading
and separating by State, by school and sectonramitored across subjects, but divides,
by a complex of markers, different types of ilfidgges. A parasitic political discourse also
operates here, manufacturing a crisis, constructirgpeating a false causality between
illiteracy, crime and unemployment. This, howeveagdifies the rules for interpreting the
“legitimate” table of correlations and allows forrere diffuse system of myths to

emerge.

Grids of specification can be seen in the varigaeses or kinds of literacy, with
the historical and anthropological field dividingrpal “scribal” literacy from a full
social one, but also deriving the latter from tbenfer; in psychology and ethnography
one detects literate modes of thought without rgpéiny necessary skill in writing and
oral modes of thought that may accompany writiniisskMore generally, literacy as a
mapping of social usages spawns a whole rangebaii\agions: scientific literacy,
computer and technoliteracy, emotional literacyntpand media literacies. Finally, a
hierarchical and cultural model distinguishes &tarin its various levels and

complexities, from a general understanding thaistearry meaning to a variegated

3 SeeCurriculum Frameworl93-101.
* See, for example, Rothman.

® For examples of work in these areas, see LuriaerLankshear and Snyder; and Cole and Scribner.
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ability to reflect upon the capacity of language &ext to construct power relations, to

de/legitimate types of knowledge of the world, amdonstruct identitie.

Discourses, Foucault points out, not only consitliscursive objects, but also
regulate the appearance, status and roles of etungcsubjects. The planes of
emergence, authorities of delimitation and thegyatispecification complete a work of
making-visible, but they do not, of themselves,stitate knowledge. There is the crucial
guestion of the speaking subject, which Foucaldtganot as the knowing subject,
whether as transcendental consciousness or psyitalempiricity, but rather as a
dispersal of subject positions with their own rui@srelating to objects, their specific
distances and functions. Enunciating subjects ep@ecording t@nunciative
modalities This is an important dimension in accountingdatispersal of positions
concerning the definition and promotion of differéteracies, not as a pure contestation

but as a set of regularities.

The first of these modalities is tetatus of the speakawrhich allows the
researcher to identify who can speak, under whadlitons, in relation to what, and to
whom. Each category of speaker is subject to fudbbdivisions which affect their
authority, their area of competence, the situationghich they speak, and the
institutional and practical effectivity of theirepch. This area of analysis examines what
particular speakers can speak about, and whenmeakey’s authority is derived.
Teachers, for example, are capable of pronounaitigpatative statements about
particular students, and about students as a tgltgan relation to a mode of teaching.
The teacher’s status is built up by its many retegiwith, and involvement in,
institutions, forms of training and accreditatiand legal rights and restrictions that
specially apply to it. In Australia, for instan¢eachers were frequently rearranged into
categories based on age, position and sex (aftabtethe 1890s enumeratesiaad

Master, Head Mistress, Assistant Master, AssigWlistress, and a girl or boy Student

® See Goodwyn (19-21) for an analysis of the repetitical prominence of “literacy” as a favouredrte
and a discussion of its proliferation of “phrasesoirporating the word literacy.” See Sensenbaugharfo
early list of “multiplicities of literacies.” Barto (13) also mentions this multiplication, as is ti@med
below. For science literacy, see Aikenhead; Shaemus;Sagan; for computer and technoliteracy, see
Green, Lankshear and Snyder; for emotional literaeg Steiner and Perry.
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Teacher, each having a different set of requisiléssand tasks), and certification

through a hierarchical arrangement of authorities.

Moreover, each category of speaker is situatedinvégtramified field, connected to
other speakers, with their own authorities, jugidns and effectivitiedn Australia, at
the level of the administrative educational auttesiabove the teachers, there have been
a number of persons, offices and institutions:Itispectors of Schools (particularly the
Inspectors General), the Minister for Educatioe, ttrembers of the Central Board of
Education, the Curriculum Council, and other sueny Boards and Committees. These
are qualified to speak about education as a cald#iel observed whole on a State or
Federal level, on the amount of funding, facilitidee powers of committees, the general
quality of the current students, the quality ofcteer's, the problems of attendance, and on
the relevance of courses and methods to commuaiityezns. The status of these
authorities involves the differences between thelds of concern (literacy, health,
curriculum, work opportunities), range of comparatknowledge or experience (the
Inspectors General constantly reported on praciicether countries, and committees
frequently refer to international and foreign ma&jelegal powers and duties, and
relationships with groups outside education (vaibusiness sectors, the judiciary, the

press, civic groups, governmeht).

A range of diverse speakers also speak about aajestedent, an object
intersected by various faculties and processegéeacquisition, conservation of
quantity, 1Q, moral development, the effects oh&thy, parental inputs in development,
gendering effects of schooling), reported on ifedént ways by linguists, psychologists
and sociologists, to use very broad terms. Thegeadtheir authority from institutional
settings, publication, academic credentials, antligion in educational reports and plans.
They speak from the site of the university, whiehalves a hierarchy of knowledge, an
organisation of time (timetables for classes andtmngs, annual reports, deadlines) and

hierarchies and departments of knowledge. Theysgsak from the “laboratory” (a

’ For a detailed discussion of Foucault's concepthefspeaker’s status, seehaeology(50); for the
Australian examples, see Rankin (28-9).

8 SeeArchaeology(50); Australian Language and Literacy Council)(53
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place involving the control of variables and thdighto verify general hypotheses), the
field of selected social data, and a “documenteaig’t which involves a global

correspondence and staging of debates.

There are, then, many speakers in literacy diseowih very different statuses
allowing them to speak in specific situations, entain matters, and in particular ways.
One must not confuse this array of speakers wdlviduals, since different statements
imply a different subject: a teacher’s report te fithool, for instance, does not involve
the same relation between speaker and object asthe person’s report to a family, or a
reflective book on pedagogical practices. Thisalisse does not present a single
speaking subject to state it: it distributes thessitions according to the operation of a
particular statement.In terms of an interrogative project, these speafiee involved in
the struggle to recognise true (or at least bastpty. As a series of programmatic
designs, they address a set of authorities andcepses at the level of a national polity

(this includes national governmental bodies theweselwhich address each other).

What is more, the authority of a speaker may hesteared to another situation and
made subject to new forces by means of quotat®theafollowing excerpt frorithe
Australianof 10 July1980 (gtd. in Green, Hodgens and Lukegishows:

The report [the interim report of the Committedrajuiry into Teacher
Education in Victoria] said: “Looking realisticalpt all the influences that
affect the acquisition of literacy and numeracyd ahthe competition that the
school faces from homes with poor communicatiomawerished language,
absence of quantitative logic and excessive tatavizatching, it is clear that
the beginning primary school teacher should halvasic competence in the
teaching of literacy and numeracy if the childase equipped to meet the

increasing demands made by the community.”

The authority of the report is used to reinforoe ‘ttealistic” mythology of a

culture threatened, by its own forms of communaratiwith educational

° SeeArchaeology(51).

10 SeeArchaeology(54).
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decadence. The role of the teacher and schootlisdcas the final defence against
this threat, and “literacy” and “numeracy” stand‘@sler-words” for this defence.
The authorities, moreover, are hierarchised, soté@@hers submit to the
appropriate supervision, and this is in turn maalpable, visible and
unobjectionable by the same words, by the samategénvocation of “literacy

and numeracy.”

In other words, the quotation demonstrates the wgr&f a circuit of discourse
between popular concerns and authoritative defimstj within which each enunciation
has a specific position. The effect of the statdnemodified, however, by the position
of the speaking authority. Thus, while Barriculum Frameworknay be situated within
the same circuit, it operates from a different posj and therefore establishes a different
relationship between the relevant speakers andisbjat the same time as the
Curriculum Frameworlclaims to address popular concerns through catguitwith
“community reference groups” and feedback, it pnesan official authority in defining
what literacy is to be, consolidating its definitg orientations and measures by listing
the “expert learning area committees” involved ssembling the documen®qrriculum
Framework323).

Discourse analysis also offers a means of investigjghe formation o€onceptsas
a material practice. Foucault divides his discussibthe formation of concepts into
forms ofsuccessionforms ofcoexistencend ‘procedures of interventidrihat occur
within groups of statements, and makes furtheimdisons and divisions within these
three groupsArchaeologys6-9). This is a powerful inventory, allowing thesearcher to
see, for instance, the discursive implicationsedatibing the progress of a student in
semesters (a type of succession), or of the ovadayf student work with letters that
stand for outcome statements, and thus relate éinket work and student to a generic
set of statements (as a type of dependencéichaeologys6]). Schooling assembles a
legitimate corpus of student work, marking it natyowith a grade but with the
fragments of a schema of judgement, and assemblthgt, as the year’s work or in
forms such as a portfolio, the character, stageratedof an individual student’s

development.
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The formation of concepts also involveBedd of presencehe “statements
formulated elsewhere and taken up in the discoy/sehaeologys7). TheCurriculum
Framework’sdescription of national economic priorities (itsalfeinscription and
simplification of economic modes of descriptionfldhe discourse on criminality (in a
parsimonious set of assertions bearing little r@hatio criminology) as repeatedly
brought into educational documents and speechesai@pin this way. These are not only
reactivated and given a legitimating force (ashm quotation fronThe Australia); they
are also subjected to scrutiny, criticism, disoussind exclusion (taking the same
guotation as included in a critical study of thigetlacy debate” by authoritative
researchers). What concerns discourse analyset ith@se formulations in themselves
but the relations established with them in thealisse: “the relations established may be
of the order of experimental verification, logiealidation, mere repetition, acceptance
justified by tradition and authority, commentarysearch for hidden meanings, the
analysis of error” Archaeology57). The discourse of literacy establishes aceatiti
relation with popular theories, explains partiadhes or observations with subsuming
metaphors or more extensive definitions, and exaduzkrtain historical or psycho-
cultural interpretations by narrowing the critesfarigour. That is, it uses a set of
analysable techniques of concept-formation, whiely tme studied as historical and

material relationships between statements.

An archaeological account of educational discourgst also analyse the
conditions for the formation aftrategies That is, it must chart the field that produces th
thematic structures and theoretical options avilaba discourse at a given time, in a
particular dispersion and pattern of recurrencehis connection, the constant themes of
the civic, personal and national economic utilityeducation present themselves as the
products of a certain ramified arrangement of éstadd forms of argument, with rules
for appropriation, relationships to other discoarspoints of diffractiori,and even the

positions of desire that are discursively possiBlehaeology64-70, italics in original).

Foucault notes that the above groups of producéiations are not in themselves
enough to account for the formation of statemdnisthat one must look also at the

relations within each group and between them. Tagewith the analysis of relations
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productive of statements, this thesis deals waltestents themselves as operations that

modify the correlative field of constitutive forctsat allows them to appear.

“The conditions necessary . . . if one is to ‘saything’ about” an object of
discourse, constitute a complex set of relatiom&s€ are difficult to identify, but one
can already see, developing in the archaeologgalarthat is productive of objects, that
offers them at the edges of “saying.” The discuesibject “exists under the positive
conditions of a complex group of relation&r¢haeologyd5). A communion exists at
precisely the discursive level, which is definedatithe edges of discourse: “these
relations characterise not the langudgadug used by discourse, nor the circumstances
in which it is deployed, but discourse itself gzractice” @rchaeology5). The
difference between these relations and those oepémwowledge seems infinitesimal,
and yet it is because the model followed refertgradl, to systems of representation, to a
distance in which one may speak of something,ttteatlimension of the statement is a
distinct one. The relations that permit objectbécspoken of “determine the group of
relations that discourse must establish in ordeptak of this or that object, in order to

deal with them, name them, analyse them, cladségnt etc.” Archaeology46).

What characterises a discourse is the interacfitimese levels of operation, unified
as they are by a transversal function, the funatioihe statement in ordering and
evoking a correlative field. A discursive formati@ma structured way of speaking about
something, but its object does not exhaust itsagttarisation: it is united as a practice in
the way it forms, distributes and relates objextsicepts, speakers and strategies. This is
important in explaining the relationship of tBerriculum Frameworko the literacy
discourse in general, since it is not to be assuimatchll the possible arguments about,
and uses of, literacy, are to be found in the damtmwWhile theCurriculum Framework
selects definitions of literacy and applies th@sa particular social institution and model
of subjectivity, it is important to note the “statent” function, the insistence of the
general discourse, the way its evocation is algolued in structuring theossibility of
the knowledges and practices at work in educat@icy In its discursive provision of
this possibility, the discourse of literacy annoesman ontological guarantee, in a way

that demonstrates the interaction of the corraddirid within the condensed statements
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taking the form of lists detailing the alternatkefinitions, disciplinary allegiances,

popular myths and political usages to which thethktieracy is subject.

In applying a Foucaultian analysis, then, one camerpect to discover a simple
level, onto which the more elaborate details aedties are superadded. Each statement,
if it is to be taken as such, also involves theraen of a whole discourse, mobilising
and altering the relations that make it possibl@weVer, approaching the discourse
where the establishment of its object is most setienallows us to see the discourse,
guadiscourse, more clearly. Literacy is established guaranteed object of discourse by
the use of lists in authoritative academic studiése lists are not literature reviews
merely, since they contain mention of non-acadeheories, unwarranted assumptions,
abuses and anecdotes, side by side with researchdifferent disciplines. Examining
such lists of the myths, debates, models and igesdaf literacy reveals a complex
discursive interplay between the social productibliteracy as an object, the status of
certain speakers with regard to a true or usefuethdhe validation of certain concepts,
and the mapping of available strategies of arguatemt. Above all, however, they
guarantee the status of literacy not only as aaablgf social concern but as a reality

about which one must speak, a truth with which imost contend.
Myth-Lists: Charting the Literacy Discourse

This discourse can thus be approached transvelséljrom within, charting these
myth lists from the viewpoint of their productioh@adering statements. The myth lists
order the discourse, representing its rules, piisigib, personae and social importance,
as well as guaranteeing the existence, beyondiskeudse, of literacy asdefiniendum
that is, “that which is to be defined,” namely eality just beyond the definitional
disputes. Taking the discourse and explicating this way is not a survey of all the
work done on literacy, nor is it an examination regourse to authorities, of an inferior
discourse (myths about literacy, mistakes and misgptions). Rather, itis a
cartography, a charting, of the material productibthis discourse, including the
transcription of statements between authoritagxecutive, bureaucratic and popular
sites. The myth lists arrange the group of authtivié discourses concerning literacy and
the relations obtaining between them and the whelie of their production, the
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necessary relations through which they achieve thestence. Rather than reveal the
discursive conditions of possibility proper to varsdisciplines they array and
coordinate a hybrid form, the discourse that cameéself with literacy, traversing as it

does a variety of disciplinary domains.

A central function of these lists is their settmg of what it is possible to say, in its
greatest extent, of literacy at the time of theiblcation, reproducing the positions,
interests, emphases and definitions availableatttime. This is not to ask what literacy
is today, nor what may be said to be true withirtate regimes of veridiction. Nor is it a
guestion about the meaning of literacy as a teomwhat is said in this discourse
concerns also what meanings are to be disallowddvéiat connections cannot be drawn.
Rather, the question is: what things, whether gted as true, false, doubtful or

beyond question, is it possible to set out as stds relevant to a discourse of literacy?

What it is easy to say in the discourse of literhayg been established, varying
across a number of social sites. It is importamtdte that this discourse has also emerged
in a set of authoritative and executive sites. Withese sites, literacy is no longer just a
set of popular prejudices, which the enlightenegaecher must combat. No longer is
literacy unproblematically the strong causal aggi/estern consciousness, visual bias,
industrialisation, and so on. No longer is it iry&@nse merely the possession of an
individual or a quality of her/his mind. That ibgte is a long trail of the more and less
theoretical fallacies which it is possible to rebasrder, and restate in a familiar formula.
This kind of restatement, this setting out of taedscape of literacy, is an important and
persistent feature of this discourse. The listaldcies, presuppositions, myths and
beliefs about literacy are a fundamental stapléerficy theory. They define what is
being argued against, what contentions are beirdgjfrad and abolished, what general
associations will be ruled out for literacy, whali\{for the theorist, at any rate) survive
scrutiny. In addition, these lists situate literasya social product, as the result of a
certain struggle and cooperation in the effortlitam social goods and political power,
as the effect of a cultural network of assumpti@ssthe object and site of mediation for
certain anxieties about a culture’s identity, abtsitedefinition in facing an uncertain

future.
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The list of myths comes almost always at the begmof a work, and it secures
the social importance of literacy, and the intelietimportance of properly defining it,
for the work dealing with it. It always seems tttase lists are dispensable, that what is
being said could, in principle, be understood with@ference to the myths and
misrepresentations of literacy. Nonetheless theyrreiith a great deal of consistency:
literacy is routinely lamented as misunderstood @widically manipulated, as invoked in
specious arguments for Western cultural superiamty cultural imperialism. Such lists,
then, provide a ground for the existencevofks on literacyand, in this sense, tell us a
great deal about the organisation of literacy dseursive field, as a means for the
production of statementsThat is, at the same time as they claim to repttediscourse,
they put into play real discursive relations, cajlup and relating statements, affording
them a form otoexistencécf. FoucaultArchaeologys6). How exactly is literacy
constructed, in the first place, as an invocatama call to thought and attention, as the
alibi for the appearance of another book? The fanatf myth-lists in literacy discourse
is to establish literacy as an object endowed afitlunshakably necessary ontological
guarantee. The boundaries delineated for this diseo- by the functions which literacy
serves in it — prevent it from understanding litgras a discursive entity. Thus, however
“constructed” it may be, “literacy” is always aetfoundation of this discourse, uniting
fields which have no othéopos no other ground of correspondence upon which to
appear. The specific discursive function of litgrabe very historical interactions of the
term “literacy” (with normative practices, veridlaiscourse, and ethical ways of self-
reflection), render it impossible, within this reg of statements, for such a grounding
function to be recognised. This listing of listsfpems a double function, showing that
literacy is involved in a discourse that sets itiouts various versions and orders it; and
giving an outline, by way of other authors, of wpasitions are held regarding literacy.

Among other things, literacy lists establish acfetles for the consequences of

1 Defined by Foucault as a “distribution” that mayfeconstructed, “with the things said and those
concealed, the enunciations required and thoséfiteh . . . with the variants and different effeets
according to who is speaking, his position of powfee institutional context in which he happeng¢o
situated — that it implies; and with the shifts aadtilisations of identical formulas that it alisecludes”
(Archaeologyl71).
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discussing literacy in different ways, tabulatirgpdndencies attached to various

strategies.

In Literacy: An Introduction to the Ecology of Writteanguage David Barton
furnishes a list, based on Kenneth Levine’s (198&)k, of “ways of talking about

M

literacy,” “metaphors” which entail assumptions abthe nature of learning, the
purposes of reading and writing, and presuppost af power relationships (Barton 12-
13). Barton arranges a table where the absendae@ldy is thecondition(sickness,
handicap, ignorance, incapacity, oppression, dapam, deviance), which is met with a
responsdtreatment, rehabilitation, training, therapy, envprment, welfare, control) via
ameand(clinical intervention, compensatory aids, anada® pursuing a particular goal
(whether it be remittance or political rights), andy involve arapplication(a context

where intervention is appropriate). The full talsleeproduced below (Barton 13):

Condition Response Means Goal Application
1 Sickness Treatment Clinical Remittance Dyslexia
intervention
Compensatory
Handicap Rehabilitation aids
Alleviation
2 Ignorance Training Instruction Mastery Orthodox literacy
tuition
3 Incapacity Therapy Counselling Adjustment
Assimilation
Autonomy
4 Oppression Empowerment [Political Rights Conscien-tisation
organisational/
legislation
5 Deprivation Welfare Reallocation of |Benefit Positive
material resourct discrimination
6 Deviance Control Isolation Correction Negative
Containment  |Conformity discrimination
Physical coercio
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Barton expands on the dangers and benefits of imetapoting that literacy itself
has become a metaphor: “in terms like computenalite, visual literacy and political
literacy,” where literacy means “loosely . . . uretanding an area of knowledge” (13).
Argumentation about literacy is tied not only t® piower as metaphor, but also to

different regimes, processes and interests, tadullato quasi-Aristotelian categories.

At the same time as it cautions, such a list recarttl circulates literacy as a range
of metaphorical extensions that may be adoptecutilisked elsewhere. A remarkable
number of such metaphors, for example, simultarigayerate in th&€urriculum
Framework coordinating these arrays of meanings withimalsi concise network. This
is partly to do with the polysemous blandness efdbcument’s language that is
nonetheless carefully accommodating of these metagath additions, and is partly the
result of a discourse that has already been mappelds capable of extracting these
complexes of established social meaning and pradticaddition to this complex
interaction of statement and discursive field, ¢hiera more fundamental operation at
work in tables like Barton’s: these tables guaramet only the “field” of literacy as a set
of social meanings and uses, but literacy itsslamentity of broad concern and a

constant behind the table of variables.
Instructing the Practice of Discourse

Beyond mapping the discourse as knowledge, lisébksh it as a practice. [Fhe
World on PaperDavid Olson produces a list of “widely sharedidfsl or assumptions
about literacy” (3). Such a recital recurs regylamlthe work of literacy researchers, and
the destruction of such myths, of “widely sharelidie or assumptions” is routine.
Olson’s recitation mostly outlines alternativesingument about the proper definitions
and associations of literacy. Ostensibly recoundirigt of myths, he assembles the
image of the discourse of literacy as a strateractre, setting down a map of topics,
arguments and counter-arguments. Moreover, he wmtstan image of a world in which
a plurality of debates concerning literacy emerdesthese ends, he outlines the pros and
cons of six common propositions: 1) that writinghe transcription of speech; 2) that
writing is superior to speech; 3) that the alphabet superior technology of

transcription; 4) that literacy is a preconditidrsocial progress; 5) that literacy is the
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key to scientific modernity; and 6) that literasysynonymous with schooling. In Olson’s
discussion of these myths, in the limitation oéalatives and the return of implicit
themes, the discourse works to connect literaeynperatives of national economic and

social development and to the practice of schooling

Olson’s point in making a list of myths and contaial propositions is not to
argue that myths should be demolished, but ratherstruct the researcher as to how
literacy is to be argued about in an already curistil field of controversy, and to
establish an underlying orientation towards teaglaind studying individual and social
development through literacy. It is not a refinedinition of the necessary relations
between writing and speech; it is a reflection dratliteracy acquisition inherently is,
and on how that may teach “us” how to read, ancetstdnd reading, better. An inherent
quality of learning is appealed to as the arbifdyadter teaching: “Learning to read in
part is a matter of coming to hear, and think apspech in a new way¥orld 8). It is
the lessons about learning, teaching, and poliayyale paramount, even here. It is not a
guestion of a voluntary ideological position, iisnatter of ineluctable discursive
relations, a mapping of the discourse where ¢éapbsis a point of bifurcation. At the
same time as these points in the discourse areadappother point is silently
established. This is the ontological guaranteettiere is something, obscure and not
directly approachable, yet too self-evident to démgracy as the objetteyondthe

discourse.

Olson begins by discussing the role of writing.easkling reasons to support and
to refute the contention that it merely transcrippsken language. Writing, he states, is
widely supposed to be the transcription of spebahyriting only captures some
properties of speech (“verbal form — phonemes,rfes and syntax”), leaving other
aspects absen\orld 3); moreover, the unsaid in writing, when resuggblas “intonation
and emphasis,” can “give rise to a radically déferinterpretation”\(Vorld 8).> While

neither argument is clearly preferred, the relaiop between writing and speech is

2 This cannot, of course, be an exhaustive critigj\iéting systems produce, in addition to transdvipt
effects, graphical and temporal relations that oabe directly verbalised (cf. Roy Harris 164). Thble
by Barton, above, is an obvious example, as aebedic equations.

89



established as an important issue. Literacy, lymgsible and unstated, renders the

controversy intelligible, as that to which bothesdf the proposition refer.

Merely outlining the theoretical options for vargopositions and arguments gives
the literacy theorist the opportunity to occupy angue for a series of positions,
beginning again at each new theme, thereby chastivaj Foucault calls the “points of
diffraction” in the discourse. This can be see®lson’s discussion of the legacy of Eric
Havelock, Milman Parry, numerous UNESCO documents m effect, every
educational authority since the 1870s, addressieig propagation of the myth of “the
superiority of writing to speech¥orld 3). As Olson points out, this idea is as old &s th
RenaissancE.This myth is, on the surface, at odds with theva¢ive status of writing.
Rousseau, at any rate, argues from the first positiat a mere mode of transcription
should not receive such care as writing does. Gdgmovides a counterargument by
guoting Rousseau and Saussure and arguing adaenstiperiority of script, stating: “So
convinced are modern linguists of the derivativaliy of writing that the study of
writing has been largely neglected until very regé&rf World 8). This argument is, of
course, at variance with the point that is madebat the “transcription” argument.
Countering the characterisation of speech as “laoskeunruly,” Olson states that “all
human languages have a rich lexical and grammatinatture capable, at least
potentially, of expressing the full range of me@sih(World 8). Olson assumes a
position he has already disqualified, namely, tdgtten language communicates the
same thing as the spoken. However, the assumggtiaken to the more difficult plane of
meaning rather than verbal form. Concluding, Olson rereatfone’s oral language, it is
now recognised, is the fundamental possessionat@t mind; writing, though
important, is always secondaryVprld 8). How speech is fundamental is not explained,
and the old status of writing as derivative searsetreinstated in the interest of this new
argument. The difference here is one of emphagigting may be secondary, but it is
not purely derivative. Writing is always surroundgdspeech in its preparation and

explanation, it is always something that can omigeathrough, with, and assisted by

13 Mignolo (1995) confirms this in some detail.

90



speech, but cannot be without its countergddespite his seeming preference for one
side, then, Olson is charting the possible bramgshfrom a point where the discourse

offers them.

Next in Olson’s list is the belief that the alphtaisetechnologically superior to
other writing systems. This idea is charted badRaeoasseau’s division of scripts and
societies into the pictorial (hieroglyphic) sigrfssavages, the ideographic scripts of
barbarians, and the alphabetic systems of civilpEgples \orld 4). The argument
substantiating this prejudice as historical andrsedted comes from a variety of
different sources from different levels. The Frefatiguage, with its “alphabetisme” for
“literacy” seems to assume that the alphabet i®tihe true system of writing, and thus
that non-alphabetic readers and writers are nbyt litarate (World 4). Samuel Johnson is
corralled alongside “the three classical theorfethe invention of writing” . . . “ Cohen
(1958), Gelb (1963) and Diringer (1968),” all of @vh “treat the evolution of the
alphabet as the progressive achievement of marename precise visible means for
representing sound patterns, the phonology ofahguage”{Vorld 4). From Havelock,
Olson adduces a Western presumption of the “gemigie alphabet as an “invention”
of the “Greek mind,” and underlines the epochal megs attributed to the advent of an
arbitrary set of phonographic signs with a quotenfMcLuhan. From these criteria,
“alphabetisme” is superior in its universal appiitiy, its simplicity and its learnability.
In answer to this, Olson points out that the alghabs an adaptation of existing
technology to a new use, and its conceptual novedty unnoticed until recently. What is

more, it is less than optimal for monosyllabic laages like Chinese.

The arguments for alphabetic superiority, Olsortiooes, have been unmasked as

ethnocentric and selective:

Nor is the simplicity of the alphabet the major sawf high levels of
literacy; many other factors affect the degreelg@facy in a country or in
an individual. Finally, our tardy recognition ofetliteracy levels of non-

alphabetic cultures, especially the Japanese wiitoedy outperform

1% This is demonstrated by Roy Harris to be an argurftem a special case, namely, transcriptive naiti

15 For a full discussion of “graphic relativity,” s&eigarski.
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Western children in their literacy levels . . . haed us to acknowledge
that our view of the superiority of the alphabetaisleast in part, an aspect

of our mythology (8).

Quite symptomatically, Olson cannot escape the yanons, Occidental
perspective even as he denounces it: “we” are enadeabout whether the alphabetic
few of the West acquired a tool or agent of readind writing which, whether because
of a genius or not, had certain other, world-shetteeffects. The distinctions and
hierarchies of a previous and contradictory tradiof self-flattery and cultural
imperialism give way to a guarantee that the ingose of literacy, whether it is
connected to superiority and progress or not,ss ah imperative. Beyond the myths
there is a thing, both guaranteed and resistadmstorical manipulations, which forms
the grain of a real process, which in turn deteasitine efficacy of instruction. This is
why the alphabet, curiously, has taken on an exbta role for western literacy levels,
as if these were defined by a well-known standasdf (high levels of) literacy were a
social good. It does not change things that Olsk& most other literacy theorists, does
not consider literacy an unambiguous social good; iAtervention like this is bound, at
every point, to reactivate the assumptions floatibgut the term, to use the prejudices in
their argument, since literacy itself is socialstekmined by the popular discourse in

which it is constantly spoken of.

The insistence of a popular discourse is even madent in Olson’s presentation
of the most recurrent, most fugitive and denounuogth: that of “literacy as the organ of
social progress” (Olson 5). Literacy, by virtuetsfcorrelation with other social factors,
is assumed to have some causal stagia visproductivity, industrialisation and
democracy. Olson cites Carlo M. Cipolla as a praxnample of this contention and
comments that “The correlation invites the infeeetitat literacy is a cause of
development, a view that underwrites the UNESCOmmitment to the ‘eradication of
illiteracy’ by the year 2000 as a means to modetios” (5). Olson’s rejoinder to this
myth cites the various studies which see literacg eneans of social control (10). Olson
ignores the distinction between, and thus reinfotbe fusion of, literacy as a historical
argument and as a policy objective. The slippagenminology Olson allows here is not

a symptom of sloppy thinking but an index of how tpublic debate” has connected
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these issues, especially with the all-purpose teemacy, which is not as institutionally
identifiable as education:

A number of historical studies have suggestedlitesacy is a means
for establishing social control, for turning peopito good citizens,
productive workers, and if necessary, obedientis@dAries [sic], 1962).
Strauss (1978, 306) concluded that the emphadigeoacy by the Protestant
church in Reformation Germany could be seen aatteenpt to convert the
populace “from their ancient ways and habits t@akish orthodoxy resting
on the virtue of conformity.” The rise of universebmpulsory education has
rarely, if ever, been sought by the uneducatedrasams of liberation but
rather imposed on them by a well-meaning ruling<ia the hope of turning
them into productive citizens (de Castell, Luke &gyan, 1986; Graff, 1987,
Katz, 1968; but see Tuman, 1987, Chapter 5, foitigue of revisionist
accounts). Recent calls for improvements in bdsltssvhether in Canada,
the United States or Britain, come largely from &yers in business and
industry rather than from the workers themselvesd, Avith notable
exceptions, the demand for evening, adult educatomses, is a direct
function of the amount of education people alrelaalye. So, is literacy an

instrument of domination or an instrument of likema? (Olson 10)

Somehow, literacy becomes equivalent, in an unspulagy, to imposed literacy,
and to an imposed education. Divisions of knowleaige class, the state and its
populace, the learned and the ignorant, are supesed, via the categories of the
educated and the uneducated, onto the literat¢handiterate. In determining the
function of such a list it is important to note tttfze argument, that literacy is a cause of
social development, is hardly glimpsed. This isordly because the measures have
changed, the scales have been altered and théevery tailored to other questions, but
also because the list functions to lay out a setietorical and social possibilities for
literacy. Here the central question is whetherstiage and its representatives and
powerful groups, its measures of progress and dpuetnt, are the same as, or can ever
coincide with, the good of the majority, the peoples “workers themselves.” More than

this, there is an implicit disaffection with thets quo, with existing educational
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inequality as a mark of continuing broader sociafjuality. The question, “is literacy an
instrument of domination or an instrument of liiema?” signals these concerns, for an
instrument is to be wielded by someone, for sontpgre. What is at stake discursively
is that literacy is historically implicated in peajts of domination, and the literacy
researcher is inevitably speaking about this qaesiiVhether liberation is or is not
always (at least historically) the domination ob#rer, the necessary assumption is that
literacy is, at any rate, an instrument of chartg@ane political and systemic social

level.

Because the myth list is a setting out of altexatiand an establishing of a
controversial field of parents, teachers, reseasgtstudents and policy makers, Olson is
necessarily inconsistent in his use of the critefisocial development and progress.
Olson cites Clanchy’srom Memory to Written Recoid stating the case for two
literacies in nineteenth-century Europe, one ferdhite and another for the rest, in the
interests of preserving the social order from cagitassaults (Olson 10). With Cipolla and
Graff, he notes that “advances in trade, commexnoe industry sometimes occurred in
contexts of low levels of literacy” (Olson 10). Maver, he quotes Kaestle et al. that
“literacy must be analysed in specific historicatemstances and that ‘although for
purposes of public policy, increased literacy sumsed to benefit both individuals and
society as a whole, the association of literacyitogress has been challenged under
certain circumstances™ (Kaestle et al. 27, qtdOison 11). The inconsistent use of
criteria involves a simultaneous mimicry and préaeon of literacy as a social and
rhetorical entity. Thus, it is not to be assumeat tBlson agrees with economic measures
and ethnocentric cultural values or that the notibprogress is open to question for him.

This is clear when he furthers his argument bygitiross-cultural historical studies:

The same point has been made in regard to theofasdientific and
economic development in other countries. In Chireartumber of highly
literate people always greatly exceeded the nurmbemployment
opportunities available . . . and in Mexico whitedacy levels have been
found to be related to economic growth those edfeare restricted largely

to urban areas and to manufacturing activitiess¢®[11)
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It is beside the point to take issue with the iiplieleology and progressivism in
the remark about “scientific and economic developiyi@r with the mapping of cultures
according to Western categories, or with the stiggack and forth, throughout Olson’s
list, of “from above” and “from below” criteria gfrogress. Beyond simply summarising
the researches of others and reactivating certags-celated sociological assumptions,
Olson is distributing the discourse into pointgldfraction and into possible speaking
positions. What is evident, moreover, is that éitst, as a term that has accrued so many
meanings, and that has been used in so many bateshe definition of the good,
inescapably reactivates these battles and thaiegmonding strategies, tropes and

truisms.

The omissions in Olson’s reasoning highlight a nandf features of literacy
discourse. Olson equates the theoretical opti@moohecting literacy and social
development with the ideological and political mment that produced, in a number of
powerful sites, the notion of “functional literacfOlson 11) and relegated non-industrial
and non-capitalist societies to the status of theesstitious, the imbecile and the
inefficient. Opposing this dualistic ideology irshiole as advocate for both sides, he
contends that it is only appropriate to view ligras beneficial in specific settings.
While he relates literacy to a setting and a pugpbe does not fully pursue the
formulation “functional for whom?” (Olson 11): héusates literacy at the level of a
service forindividuals though it has both been imposed on entire casmand situated
in one region of the brain. The research he hintssdfcited does not speak of individuals
but of social systems and classes and the relsweard! unit for which literacy varies in
value. That Olson does not fully address the qoesif benefit is symptomatic of the
fundamental pedagogical orientation of the disceuasher than of his own failings as a
theorist: literacy in the functional mode, and asmaposition, must have above all a
benefit for the imposer. The question “for whomfat is to be relevant, must include
uses of literacy other than acquiring it for oneskehis, however, entails a lack of
presumption concerning the purposes of (and pelisopns/ed in) defining, packaging

and disseminating literacy. Here the presumptidhas such activity is, or ought to be,

15 “Good,” that is, in the various dimensions disagsby Olson: individual and social benefit,
communicative superiority, civilisational advancemaelistribution and political power.
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an effort to serve, benefit and advance the inteisndividuals, within their existing
social roles. This concern for helping — this pexeutic theatre — is not merely a
rhetorical device; it is a fundamental condition tiee existence of literacy and a direct

result of how the discourse is situated within e@aaand epistemic context of operation.

It is in engaging with and distributing these piosi$ in the discourse that literacy
is established as an object of therapeutic conesran enduring and mysterious force
and as a problem of national schooling. To fullgderstand the functions of a listing such
as Olson’s, then, it is necessary to examineitsientirety. Olson contends that as a
recent tradition, more or less echoing an earler, dlas maintained, “writing and literacy
are in large part responsible for the rise of dgtvely modern modes of thought such as
philosophy, science, justice and medicine and c@ae. . . literacy is the enemy of
superstition, myth and magic” (Olson 6). In thentigf further study, however, claims
about the fundamentally literate mode of westentiént Greek) thought, and about the
primitive or non-scientific character of oral sd@ge have been questioned, leading to

wide disagreement on the affinity between “highttdught and literacy (Olson 12).

Finally, Olson enumerates the literacy myths reiva a pedagogical site of

application:

Genuine knowledge, we assume, is identifiable wigt which is learned in
school and from books. Literacy skills provide tbate of access to that
knowledge. The primary concern of schooling isa@bquisition of “basic
skills,” which for reading consists of “decodingfiat is, learning what is
called the alphabetic principle, and which for wgt consists of learning to
spell. Literacy imparts a degree of abstractiothtmght which is absent from
oral discourse and from oral cultures. Importamhho abilities may be
thought of as “literacies” and personal and sadélelopment may be
reasonably represented by levels of literacy sedhaasic, functional or

advanced levels. (Olson 7)

To this Olson provides the rejoinder that knowledgefrom being identical with
its vehicle, can be presented in a number of whlys.tone is properly educational:

“Emphasis on the means may detract from the impoeaf the content being
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communicated” (Olson 12). That is, the discourse eeaddressed to teachers, as well as
to others whose care is also to oversee and eosgrative development and ability. The
intellectual claims are tested on the basis of gegigal space and teacherly concern:
“Reading ability depends upon not only letter aratdwecognition but in addition on the
general knowledge of events that the texttisut consequently, a strict distinction
between basic skills and specialised knowledgedsfensible” (Olson 12). Moreover,
“the role of the school is not to displace childsgore-school perceptions and beliefs but
to explicate and elaborate them, activities thaedd as much or more on speech as on
writing” (Olson 12). Similarly, the use of litera@g a measure of general competence
“underestimates the significance of both the iniplinderstandings that children bring to
school and the importance of oral discourse indanigp those understandings into
consciousness — in turning them into objects oflkadge” (Olson 13).

The entire critique here derives its persuasiveddrom several problems, all of
which are associated with the relation betweerlitd@cy discourse and the project of
schooling. Olson uses schooling as the site toditieracy discourse defers, a site onto
which it opens, as its evidence and its ratiorfaiest, Olson is concerned with the
relation between the preexisting knowledge andss&fi students and the optimal speed
of cognitive development. Second, and partiallyesupposed upon the first, is the
guestion of the right mix of modes, both oral aitetéte, to facilitate this development.
School does not equal, but is somehow closer ¢olitdrate mode, while home is where
one acquires one’s first and most natural langug@lged, he argues that the fundamental
role of the school is to bring that which is imglwithin a competence “into
consciousness.” The skills of discourse must beonbyt practised but also represented,
recorded and reproduced at another level sepamatethe level of practice, which it is
the end of schooling to reproduce. Olson is najder in claiming this; he is
representing the bifurcations of existing argumelnteracy has been constantly placed
within the truths of educational discourse anddssimed the positions and cares of the
school. Its very definition, if not identical withe course of the mind as conceived
within schooling, is nonetheless accountable, ssuace of danger (in “ideological” or in

“mistaken” conceptions) for schooling, for knowledgnd for the society it creates.
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An autonomous level disrupts Olson’s discourse,tibpay it a proper tribute,
literacy is everywhere to be discovered, promisingd forbidding a better world,
inhabiting fantasies of “our” superiority, subjéstconfusions and premature definitions,
closure and control, and working as the tool oéaawnlonial tutelary order. It has
escaped the boundaries of easy lists, if in faetér corresponded to such boundaries.
Literacy is a shimmering, an obviousness estaldislyats ubiquity, subject to dangerous
misconstruals. It is an item of such power that thisunderstanding will make it
available to dangerous misuses which will changentiture of knowledge itself, insofar
as literacy is social and involved in power: “désphe fact that virtually every claim
regarding literacy has been shown to be problemlggcacy and its implications cannot
be ignored” (Olson 13). The ontological guaranteeracy, its insistent dangers and

definitional pitfalls, entail a discursive, andesifically pedagogical, imperative.
Rescuing Literacy from Myth: Understanding and Implementing

The danger posed by misunderstandings of literppgars also in another type of
list common to the discourse, wherein the listalyepresents literacy myths as popular
misconceptions and manipulative political distartsoHarvey J. Graff's list of myths,
presenting a different kind of “public debate” m&k opposes the simplistic
identification of literacy with democracy and pregs to the methodological rigour of
historical studies. He has two fundamental streguor anyone researching literacy: first,
“a consistent definition that will serve comparatiwover time and across space.” This
means primary levels of reading, since this istiost reliable measure historical sources
can give. Second, one must “stress . . . thaaliters . . . a technology or set of
techniques for communication and for decoding apidaducing written or printed
materials.” Literacy has too often been identifigth putative consequences which
empirical studies do not support, on the one hadgocredited with changing
personalities, thought patterns and cultures, anith@ other with propelling “economic
development, ‘modernisation,’” political developmant stability, fertility control, and
so on and on” (Graff,egacies21). Literacy does none of these things, writegffGthe
mistake made here is to argue from a notion afddg in the abstract, which is at best a

“set of techniques . . . [at worst,] meaningledsfdacies271). Quoting a colleague, he
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asserts that “The only literacy that matters isliteeacy that is in use. Potential literacy
is empty, a void” (M. M. Lewis, qtd. ihegacie271).

Graff's best-known workThe Literacy Mythoutlines the mythic elements in a way
specific to his techniques and concerns. He begitisthe conceptual muddle which
pervades the public sphere, citing US Senatorsspapers, education studies and
postage stamps:

[T]hese are only samples of recent commentarytthathecome
commonplace. The recent bombardment of woeful tiéteracy decline,
drops in Scholastic Aptitude Test scores, low Isewélpreparation for
fulfilling and productive lives, and illiterate tgschool graduates can too
easily obscure the significance that lies behimgéhfamiliar words. (Graff,

Literacy Mythxiii-xiv)

His list continues, more as an itinerary for argabtban as a conspectus of all the
relevant myths. The first “myth” is not a myth #t aut the value, arising through the
“western tradition,” which has been attached terdity since the Enlightenment or even
the Protestant Reformation. This value is the sguaccording to Graff, of much
confusion and misrepresentation, of premature diefins and question-begging research.
The two fundamental problems of literacy, as aaaaitity, are its taken-for-grantedness
and the inordinate value placed upon it. But thiali a repetition of a historical
discourse, of a constant rhetoric which characterike west:

Contemporary discussions about literacy, basitsskihd mass schooling are
hardly unique . . . . They are at once reflecting derivative of ideas and
[Enlightenment and post-Reformation] assumptians. These are ideas that
permeate the trans-Atlantic western cultural hgetand influence social
thought broadly and deeply: in our assumptionsthadries of society,
economy, culture, religion, as well as educatiodekd, the
commonplaceness and ordinariness, | fear, haveeddheir significance to
many. (Graff Literacy Mythxiv)

The “primacy of print . . . has advanced to uniaétg,” and the outcome is the

unquestioning acceptance of literacy’s value. Adoay to Graff, the consensus (in 1979,
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whenThe Literacy Myttwas written) was that, whatever its uses, theevafuiteracy for
a whole range of sites, and for society as a whwedes, unquestionable. These sites,

beginning with the advent of mass schooling, foma great interacting field of progress:

Value to community, self- [sic] and socioeconomiarthi, mobility, access
to information and knowledge, rationality, moralignd orderliness are
among the many qualities linked to literacy foriinduals. Literacy, in
other words, was one critical component of theviaial's road to
progress. Analogously, these attributes were desghjficant to the larger
society . . . . From productivity to participatisghooled workers and
citizens were required if the best path to theriand its fulfilment were to
be followed. (GraffLiteracy Mythxv)

For Graff, the history of the rise of literacy et of a series of ideological
accretions, equivalences and evaluations thatcteflethe rise of print dominance. The
“primacy of print” takes the institutional form afass schooling, mass schooling
becomes associated with progress and enlightenanahijteracy, seen as benefiting the
individual and society, comes to be identified wtlogress itself (Graft,iteracy Myth
xVv). The problem, from the standpoint of a historieg that an unvarying story, seated in
these self-serving prejudices, comes to be repdstadholars: “in theory and in
empirical investigation, literacy is conceptualised as an important part of . . . the
evolution of modern societies and states” (GHatgracy Mythxv). Underlying this
persistent simplification is the assumption ofrhiey’s value, and the result is an
unchanging myth:

Primary schooling and literacy are necessaryor.economic and social
development, establishment and maintenance of datnomstitutions,
individual advancement, and so on. All this, re¢gss of its veracity, has

come to constitute a “literacy myth.” (Graffiteracy Mythxvi)

Constructing an epochal moment in this narratiwe ttrning point of its
subversion, of the dethronement of literacy, Gséffates himself alongside a growing
minority of researchers, a “movement,” which hadureto reappraise this legacy (Graff,
Literacy Mythxvi).
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In constructing a narrative of the consolidatiortoltural notions and the
investigator’s work in clearing those notions dadittunwarranted historical accretions,
Graff's list is more diffuse, more addressed toyligp notions, than Barton'’s or Olson’s.
His list invokes a world of misunderstanding broughout by the accidents of history:
the mistaking of literacy, an historical elementmfogress,” for the progress itself. In
Graff's account literacy is on the one hand a $ogran ideological phantom, an alibi for
self-congratulation, a delusive, overstated misre@ntation of a real process. On the
other hand, however, it is a real thing, minimé&bnaic, and yet with a substance all of its
own, reacting in different ways to the various pices, understandings, purposes and

technigues with which it comes into contact.

The list of Graff's preface tdhe Literacy Mythin addition, leads to another, in
which the deficiencies of past research establisét af criteria, and a set of imperatives,
for studying the topic. As in other lists, popuéend theoretical conceptions of literacy are
but part of a continuum, and the needs of theayaéso the needs of society, of a global
but western “us.” “A literacy myth surrounds us¢ tlaims, “our uncertainties and
anxieties are striking’Literacy Myth2). It is not simply the European countries that
have a literacy crisis; the underdeveloped worlkslif§ering from “book hunger” and
UNESCO has made literacy a global concern (GLatiéracy Myth2-3). “We” are all the
responsible agencies, “ranging from the U.S. CeBsueau, the Army, and the Navy to
the census authorities of Statistics Canada anditited Nations,” and governments
around the world (Grafl,iteracy Myth3). It is with a view to these agencies, in a
conversation with them, that Graff presents histrbasic criterion. Against the failure of
these agencies to define literacy, in light of thmeirpose of recording its rates and
proportion in the population, of enforcing and plang its dissemination, Graff sets out
the criteria of a “useful” definition.

In his discussion of definitions, Graff adopts atsynatic ambiguity: while the
usefulness of a definition is subject to critenals as clarity and flexibility, it clearly also
relates to the recording, assessment and teachpapalations. UNESCO'’s definitions
of literacy and functional literacy, while they adkwledge the context-specific nature of
literacy and its subordination to certain needs ek, fail to define these latter terms

and are thus “less than useful” (Grdfiteracy Myth3). Likewise, David Harmon’s
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distinction between literacy as tool, skill attaemh and ability developing in necessary
stages is “a useful beginning” but replete with amanted assumptions (Grdfiteracy
Myth 5). The obstacle is not only to a theoretical ustdgrding but also to the testing of
literacy, to its being rendered within useful pragis unencumbered by a dislocation
between the actual skills needed in a particuhae tand place and the method of

recording them.

Enumerating the various misunderstandings of litges a changing historical
practice, denouncing the manipulations of poputajyglices, drawing out the
provenance of ideological distortions and critiegsexisting official and scholarly
definitions, Graff's list also performs a subsigidut discursively essential purpose: it
establishes literacy’s existence and places itljagond final definition. To be sure, it is
a thread to draw through history, a thing to bel@rpd by recourse to social and

economic categories, but it is itself guaranteddreeexplanation and definition.
Disciplining Literacy: Literacy as Inevitable Subsiance

The socioeconomic history of literacy exemplified®raff is one of many
disciplinary types of discourse surrounding andesting literacy. In order for the
discourse to constitute itself, it has brought ¢hieso a single space, but it is only with a
great deal of effort that these can in turn be ghvinto some kind of order, mapped and
tabulated. One such effort is the tabulation by Ragsool. Rassool discusses popular
literacy mythologies worldwide, as well as the was policies, in particular colonial and
post-colonial, in which literacy has been implichie the maintenance of hegemonic
relationshipsilt is in this context that she arranges authovialiteracy discourse

according to bounded scholarly disciplines (Ras8@yl
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Subject discipline

Literacy foci

Experimental behavioural psychology

Focus on the individual
Perceptual process

Logographic knowledge
Phonological awareness
Decoding of texts
Functional literacy
Methods of instruction

Cognitive psychology

Focus on individuals and groups
Impact of literacy on intellectual development

Abstract thinking skills

Social psychology

Focus on groups
Variety of positions taken:

a) greatdivide theory — differences between orallgerhte cultures (e.g. Goody
and Watt; Hildyard & Olson)

b)  emphasis on development of cognition and consceassim relation to social
relations within external world — ideological anadlifical aspects of literacy
(e.g. Luria; Vygotsky)

c) emphasis on need to understand various ways irhvdtififerent societies and
cultures make sense of their world — challengetgtie@e theory (Scribner;
Cole & Scribner)

Psycholinguistics

Focus on the individual
Reading and writingrocess

Internal relations between perceptual process#mgnaphic systems and reader’s
knowledge of language
Meaning production at interface of person and text

Sociolinguistics

Focus on individuals and groups
Different forms and functions of written and spolk@nguage within variety of social

contexts

Bilingualism and multilingualism
Discourse and subject registers
Communicative competence

Social anthropology

Focus on groups
Interpretations of social consequences of literatated to groups of people within

their sociocultural contexts

Social change

This tabulation arranges conceptualisations ofdig within two levels: as a set of

foci and in their relationship to a discipline. lief in the table is a historical progress

and elaboration of the concepts, away from theviddal and towards groups and

sociocultural contexts. Where a concept of literamerges, it is the excrescence of a

discipline, the effect of a certain organisatiorknbwledge. Such a table constructs

correspondences between forms of knowledge, conespl their social expression as
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policy (Rassool 39). Beyond this, however, liesdbgect that organises the table, and
that guarantees it at the same time as it is estedol by it. Literacy is the meta-object,
the thing to be remade in the image of a disciplinat must be subject to an ever wider,
ever moresocialisedconceptual network. In beginning her mapping tefréicy “with the
guestion, ‘What is literacy?’” (1), Rassool set$ fsam literacy as a guaranteed term,
which allows her to anchor her analysis of theasiinformal notions and hegemonic
truthsaboutliteracy, even where these differ to a degreeshbggests, not only that
literacy is a contested and flexible term, but thate is nothing there to conceptualise,
that nomination and conceptualisation are excligiredated to a power struggle. Indeed,
Rassool’s attempt to characterise literacy seek#egrate real literacies, whether
subaltern languages or official dialects, with ngytllating to literacy and development,
histories of restricted access and hegemony toialffiteracies, and the symbolic suasion
of the definitions of literacy. It ithrough and not despite, this thoroughly constructivist
and socialised account of literacy, that the coteplede-foundational but ontologically

securgguaranteeof literacy is uttered.

In “Mapping a Typology of Literacies” (10), Rassanbves from pedagogical
forms of literacy (3) to the struggle for powerysd out within the nation-state (59-128),
to the changes in international policies, defims@nd socioeconomic relations (129-
214), and finally back to the need for a new pedagyd multiliteracies in response to the
needs of a changing world (215-40). Her typologthiss increasingly socialised,
connecting the multiple identities — charted thiotige concept of literacy — to new
needs, designing a new relationship between th@oseimd the world. It is important to
recognise here that a similar mapping of these nstaledings (as well as their
coordination and operationalisation) occurs in@ericulum Frameworkand similar
policy publications. However much the myths ofrétey have proved illusory, literacy

remains in them the inevitable substance invokeatigxmapping of the world.

The chart, then, is part of a larger process aitishing the ubiquity of literacy
within the ensemble of social forces, as a reac@gent of power and hegemony, as a
contested term in struggles for justice and redagniand in official and disciplinary
definitions. Finally, literacy carries here an imgiéve for theright literacy, historically

and culturally appropriate but otherwise arbitsadéfined, to be provided. Beyond the
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nation-state, the world establishes its demandsatslout the parameters for the needs of
its inhabitants. Thud,iteracy for Sustainable Developméakplores the range of skills
and communicative competence, knowledges and aessd¢necessary] to function
effectively in the democratic process, within tlexible parameters of the information

society (Rassool 21).”

The discursive functioning of myth-lists and so@al disciplinary cartographies
thus begins to explain how literacy discourse djgsrao insistently in both private
experience and national policy. These lists esghldiworld in which, whatever it is,
literacy implies an imperative to be studied angestigated, for all of the things it
touches, whether discursively, historically, pchiiy, socially, pedagogically or
practically, and at whatever scale. Several typdistong, often overlapping, are
practised: the theoretical distribution of posis@nd counterpositions; the analysis of a
public discourse; the historicisation of an ideaafand institutional complex; and the
tabulation of disciplinary concepts. In each case#dd is drawn, simultaneously unified
by the notion of literacy and assuming literacyaasinknown substance, a misconstrued
but present thing, a concern for researchers, ubgq the state and the educational
establishment. Literacy is a silent, anonymousedptice contours of which are difficult to
grasp, are presumptively defined and redefinedrdaug to the practical context, the
societal needs and the political ends with whiah @ssociated. This is close to, though
not quite the same as, the imperative world, thddwvaf change and challenge, which
prefaces the policy planning literature and demahesreation of a literacy which will

lead the nation into prosperity, competitivenesvgtbpment, and so on.

The lists are ordered in a variety of ways: acaggdo a serial list or in two
dimensions on a table: as a series of pros andacgs a flat plane of interaction
between the disciplines, a field of interactiond disconnections. None of these lists
explicitly characterises a discourse of litera@ther than seeing literacy as discursively
constituted, they assume an absolute separatiarebetthe organisation of knowledge
and the object of knowledge. The practice of Igfilself assumes that the same object is
being spoken of and that an educational purpoaedsshould be served in any study, in
conjunction with the proper national and internadibbodies. That is, listing assumes that

one may cleanse the concept of unwarranted acesatiod recover a core or real
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definition. A Foucaultian analysis suggests, ondbetrary, that this object is
systematically constructed by a discourse andeasdime time owes its existence to
practices that give to the object the possibilitgppearing. The cleansing of the object
performed by these lists is itself a mode of carwdton, and participates in a pedagogical
space which acts as a problematic terminus fodig@urse, as the source of a specific

developmental urgency that is mapped onto botistilndent and society.
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3: Three Circularities

In the analysis of th€urriculum Frameworkn Chapter One, statements on
literacy were shown to integrate the various eleseha national project of schooling.
These elements are comprised of a set of knowlettgeserning texts, students,
language, the world, and the nation; a way of gigtung the population through
schooling, measurement, analytical distribution pedagogical intervention; and a
referring of these knowledges and practices tsgaee of schooling, reifying this space
as both travesty and image of world and nation p@ralrwo demonstrated that literacy
is discursively established as both the guaranfmatdation and the unknown object of
study. This chapter advances further the analyditecacy as a discursive construction,
arguing that the discourse of literacy presentst @fcircularities obscuring the
discursive formation that supports it even astatesnents activate it. That is, the
discourse suppresses its conditions of possibilitth the result that knowledge of
literacy encounters a number of curved horizon®bdyvhich the discourse ceases to
operate. This chapter’s discursive analysis situltieracy within a set of relationships
internal to the discourse and enables the theqisogress to a fuller account of literacy’s
historical provenance. This guides the later amglys Chapters Four and Five, of
literacy within the contexts of power-knowledgeinegs and historical spaces. Through
these overlaid and integrated levels of analygstiesis will account for the efficient
articulation of pedagogical discipline and concaptionstruction, via the term literacy,

in theCurriculum Frameworkand also within a pedagogised social space.

The discourse of literacy engages in three formsrotilarity: historical,
epistemological and political. First, in its histal treatment, literacy is either the source
of social thought or a site determined by sociltiens. Second, the discourse defines
literacy as both the basis and object of knowletlygs creating an analytic of finitude,
an undecidable epistemological circularity. Thirdthe political relations it establishes,
the discourse ties literacy to changing the warlddrve people, and to changing people
to serve the world, involving it in an ambiguousiameluctable relationship to power.
The analysis in this chapter demonstrates thaethewhiguities are immanent to the
discourse, and so accounts for the systemic antl@gw@End constitutive themes exploited
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within current policy literature, as exemplified the Curriculum FrameworkAt the

same time it also explains some of the anxioushirgvith which the thesis began.

“Literacy is,” this virtual content of the listss hot merely an affirmation, but a
statemenarising from aliscoursethat is, from a social ordering of thought. Aatisrse
does not correspond to the boundaries establishedrticipating disciplines, to any one
set of ideological values, to hierarchies of prajass, or to a succession of phrases.
Nonetheless, this statement operates in a privdl@gey, as an unobtrusive and
unnecessary affirmation, even when its very dedinits put into question. In fact,
literacy has already claimed a separate site $etfjtas a hub between different
systematic bodies of knowledge, and it is consyasilimed that “literacy studies” have,
or are about to attain, the status of a separatéptine’ Looking at the circularities that
result from the ontological guarantee of literapgis up the prospect of an historical
account of the discourse of literacy as the efééen ongoing intensification of
pedagogical power. Analysis of the discursive pecities and limits of the literacy
discourse bears out Foucault’s contention thabdises systematically construct their
own objects while disguising this constructionfas gradual revelation of a pre-existing
reality. As a consequence, the discourse of lifeexdibits symptomatic paradoxes,
irreconcilable dualities and circular relationshigegween object and ground. In
apprehending these features of the discourse,ambeagin to chart the broader set of

historical relations immanent to the emergenceeggpce and practice of literacy.

To describe literacy as a discursively produce@ctpf knowledge, it is
necessary to go beyond standard accounts of ihestes and divisions of knowledge
into which literacy fits. The extraordinary flexiity and polysemy of th€urriculum
Framework combined with its precise operationalisation mbwledges of literacy, are
effects of the structure of this knowledge, of pleeous and undecidable nature of the
relations it establishes between itself and squiattices, and of its inscriptions of text,
subject and world within its very constitution. Bat is insufficient to note that literacy
is related to a division between disciplines inrtheodern form, as Goody and Watt have
done:

! See Street, “Introduction,” and Black.
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The accepted tripartite divisions of the formaldstof mankind's past and
of his present are to a considerable extent basedam's development first
of language and later of writing. Looked at in mp®ral perspective, man
as animal is studied primarily by the zoologistnaa talking animal
primarily by the anthropologist, and man as talkamgl writing animal
primarily by the sociologist. (304)

Far from fitting into this disciplinary correspormdee, literacy, as an organising notion
and as a set of knowledges to be applied to datheiproduct of a very recent
confluence of events, discourses and practicest Whaliscourse takes as an object is
not merely the sociological construction of “mareaslking and writing animal” but
humanity insofar as its language interacts withitusons, practices and knowledges that
together form the literate subject as the objedénoiwledge and discipline, study and

correction, across a variety of disciplines.

Applying a Foucaultian archaeological techniquevadl one to outline the unity
of the discourse in its parallelisms across digegg, and in the circularities and
undecideable problems that it concerns itself withistorical studies, using the
category of literacy to select historical datdleggitimate (or deeply problematic) as
history, but also necessary. Moreover, it resultan address to a transcendental subject
of history, even where this is explicitly deniedield the most critical histories, anchored
and instigated by the category they seek to chgdi€literacy), retain the language of the
powerful mythology they challenge. Interpretingd@eircularities as orderings effected
by statements suggests that the history of literatyle a paradoxical enterprise in terms
of representing a real entity, is intelligible be tonstruction of a social reality. The
discourse is structured by possible strategiegbhition and argument, which are
themselves undecidable. These dispersals arefthg one discursive formation.
Similar circularities pervade the epistemologiaad @olitical problems faced by the
discourse, revealing a discourse that finds itseth impossible — in terms of defining a
real object, forming concepts or prescribing policgnd at the same time imperative,
because literacy must, regardless of its lack @hien, its historical dubiousness and its

political implications, be researched, argued alamak used as a pedagogical tool.
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While studies from a variety of disciplines invgstie literacy from quite different
perspectives, the discourse they form faces diffesiwhich arise not merely from
logical considerations, nor from the structurehsfse disciplines, but from the function
and dispersal of literacy in them. Moreover, acdetssociated themes, claims and aims
resurface despite being dismissed or falsifieceraity is not merely an object, or a
concept, in this discourse. Rather, it functiorecpgely as what Foucault calls a
statement, as a transverse element organisingastitciting the discourse, organising
what can be said into a set of concepts, themestaatggies, and involving historically
specific speaking subjects, in a patterned dispéisahaeologyb4; 122). This discourse
behaves according to an “analytic of finitud®rfler 364), where the term under
discussion forms both the limit and the possibitifyjknowledge, thereby confining it
within a circularity. These three broad aspecthefdiscourse are arranged, that is, as
paradoxes that cannot be resolved without remaWiedimits which give them their

definition.

Historical Circularity

The history of literacy defines and discovers &tsrwithin circularities set forth
in the discursive relations that constitute thewdealge of literacy. These relations
determine the possible hypotheses concerning ths amd uses of literacy, which are
themselves the consequences of the possible dafimiof literacy, pre-given and
determined by the rules for the formation of stagets. In their objects, in the roles and
modes of possible speakers, in the branching efretives and in the distribution of
concepts, the history of literacy presents itsglaaivision between two alternatives:
theories based on the “Great Divide” hypothesistardries that emphasise a context of
use. These are two available branchings withimglsidistribution of possible positions.
These options occur within the one system of dsgewithin a set of strategic positions
already activated as part of the discourse, alrepdyating as a condition of its
existence. The history of literacy, in assumingekistence of literacy, cannot historicise
its own emergence as a discourse because it imgs@ssary to project a modern notion
of literacy onto historical data, rearranging ttiéda as a result. It cannot help but
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reactivate certain constitutive themes: the tramdeptal social subject, the development
of both the individual and social mind, and thetieinship between mind and textual
form. Literacy is recovered by reconfiguring thetbrical archive along the continuum
between individual and social usage, creating actefas a result, such as the hybrid text
(a text showing traces of both “oral” and “literatellture) and social meanings, which
are in fact projections of pedagogical categoasinterpretive spiral, moreover,
endlessly renews the concept of literacy by remdgtiboth historically insufficient and

necessary.

Within a variety of disciplines and perspectivégracy offers to the researcher a
line of historical development. But this is notmse knowledge, as description bereft of
any instruments and desires. Indeed, the first isgois to reform, to save the neglected
or mutilated subject, group and epoch from a distgdinguistic violence, a violence
overlaid with a power that distributes bodies, bamiies, fortunes and social goods.
Beyond this gaze into the silence of a mute ajtebitit reproducing it in another
dimension, lies the paradox of the illuminatingseace of leaps in consciousness, where
the present state of the Western mind stands adeitmation to which history tends,
marking every epoch as both a leap forwards aradpai®r absence, and possibly also as
an amputation, as the presence of an unreachdtge 8eyond its internal divisions, the
literacy discourse is concerned with finding tracEbterate activity and referring them
to the problem of the relationship between text dweddevelopment of a subject who is

social, individual and typical at the same time.

The discourse’s writing of the history of the wastthe development of literacy,
rather than disclosing the progressive revelatfom structure that was already there, of
the material relations that lie beneath the levéli@ology and prior to the moment of a
positive discovery, constitutes the emergenced$eursive formation. A group of
discourses on literacy undergo a series of opemggtablishing their unity. However, no
unity is guaranteed by the fact that these disesuase concerned with what appears to
be the same object (Foucaultchaeology32). The discursive formation surrounding
literacy is characterised by “the interplay of thées that make possible the appearance
of objects during a given period of time&rchaeology33), by “a group of relations

between statements,” the forms in which they ap@eat the subjects who produce them
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(33-34), by “the simultaneous or successive emagjenf concepts, “in the distance that
separates them and even in their incompatibiliythaeologyds), and by “the
dispersion of the points of choice that the dissedeaves free,” or the “field of strategic

possibilities” @rchaeology36-7).

A discursive formation, Foucault proposes, is tragd bystatementsboth
determining and determined by the space of itsedggds and possibilities. Unlike the
relation between a proposition and its refererthat between a sentence and its meaning,

the statement does not name a thing so much eiviates domains:

what might be defined as tleerrelateof the statement is a group of domains
in which . . . objects may appear and to whichrelations may be assigned:
it would, for example, be a domain of material abggpossessing a certain
number of observable physical properties, relatmfrizerceptible size — or,

on the contrary, it would be a domain of fictitionigjects . . . [or] a domain of

spatial and geographical localisatiomstghaeology91)

The notion of the statement is the essential compioior Foucault’s
archaeology, for in the rareness of statementdinde the historical specificity of a
discourse, rather than being lured by the retrdspetlusions and “conveniences” of
what Foucault terms “traditional history.” In thdase, the historical field is selectively
arranged wherever literacy appears and, in addilitenacy confers meaning on history,
bestowing a shape to affects or intuitions, dravardgvelopmental line as the biography
of either Europe or the Western mind. The fundaalgrdaradox in these histories is not
that they are unable to fix the boundaries ofditgt but that they transfer a recent, dated
concept into a historical experience structureddrycepts pre-dating literacy, and often
quite at variance with it. Hence, either a propmoaint of reading and writing is
structured by the meanings held in the past, irclwvhase these histories are no longer
possible, since the reading-writing couplet iscued by a notion of literacy, or the
account of literacy is avowedly a fiction for today which case it can no longer claim to

represent the meaning of the experience of reaatidgnriting in the historical past.

As Chapter Two demonstrated, lists of claims alitaracy, whether of positive

claims or myths, are a way of establishing literadfyproviding it with a place in
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discourse. But this is not the only function of tis¢s, and not the only part of
establishing the existence, and perpetuating therence, of literacy. It is not only that
literacy is, but also that it is a certain way, dnalk it is necessary for us to recognise it.
These lists also establish the overall form ofdiseourse, the various phantasmatic
binarisms, the popular and scholarly fallacies, da@dwhole range of epistemic,
ideological and political abuses to which thesepate As theCurriculum Framework
suggests, and as the historical works on literattgnate, literacy teaches the Western
subject, by way of internal necessities which dse accidental and historical, to separate
text and interpretation, to lie, to confess, taheandividual. At the level of discourse it
does not matter that these contentions are roytqedstioned, undermined or falsified.
These contentions organise the discourse, theyflgisie to literacy, and form the axes
around which strategies immanent to the discouppese each other. These axes,
insubstantial in themselves, form the substandienfcy while at the same time leaving
room for a further substance, deferring to thatasgible object which is known only by

the name of literacy.

The great explosion of historical studies of litstaconcerning themselves mainly
with national statistics, demographics and classuis from the 1960s, but this tradition
is preceded by decades of work on orality andddgrin classical studies. These two
“traditions” in the history of literacy are dealittvhere: that arising from the work of
Milman Parry and extended by Havelock, Ong, lliictd Sanders; and that emerging
from demographics and class analysis as exemplifiite work of Cipolla, Graff and
Vincent. These selections, though restricted, egeably representative of these two
ways of doing the history of literacy. A part oflscursive formation, this history forms
the objects of which it speaks and the probleroenfronts are discursive effects. It

arranges the field of history according to a sedtafements.

These two ways of historicising literacy begin wiitie re/construction of an
exemplary text that is both literate and oral, ¢bgruniting and separating two modes of
language. This hybrid text furnishes a compostenfivhich one may extract a literate
and an oral mode. What is said of the oral/litehatierid text finds a domain of
candidates; that is, various textual traces offédént” combinations of oral and literate

modes are rendered discoverable. At the same wimag, is claimed for literacy finds a
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domain of falsification: on the basis of the trafmend in the hybrid text one can claim
or contest, on the one hand, that literacy inhdioth the literate mind and its
civilisation, or, on the other, that it organisefsedd of uses into social meanings. In
organising a space for the arrangement and retatnsti of history — according to
reliable literacy rates, or with regard to conceptglied in the forms taken by certain
exemplary texts — histories of literacy performraductive function on the archive of
historical data, constructing the literate socmtyhe literate mind. Works dealing with
the history of literacy arrange statements in teofrs style, as either a biography of
western thought or a series of understated affiejeiedb connections, and they imply a
transcendent subject, conferring meaning across fline histories here are not
scatterings of opinions, but rather evidence chtéepned dispersal. Rather than judge
these histories as failed attempts to represené $ostorical object, then, the thesis deals

with them as part of a discursive formation.

The classical tradition of literacy studies begnith Milman Parry’s work on
Homer. A “first work” always has antecedents tadseovered, but Parry’s work is
credited by several literacy scholars (HavelockgQitich) as the work which produced
the possibility of a rigorous historical study wétacy. Whether it was preceded by other
work on orality, it was the earliest to be recogdisind used as the foundation of a
possible history of Western literacy. Parry, wigtiim the 1920s and 1930s (“Traditional
Epithet;” “Epic Technique”), established that treeeps of Homer show patterns of
construction which differ fundamentally from othmyems in the Western canon. Certain
functional parts, such as ornamental epithets, wiher meaningless in Homer’s time or
irrelevant to the meaning within a passage. Parpjagned their presence in the Homeric
poems as insertions to keep the metre and rhytharliné. This formulary character
derives from the oral delivery and compositionted poems, relying on a repertoire of
learned formulas which would maintain the rhythmiovement of the poem while

leaving the narrative relatively unhindered.

Parry’s analysis has had several consequences.if@stablishes definite criteria
for the recognition of a true transcription of opaletry; second, a new aesthetic
experience is described to recognise the real \afloeal poems (with the ear as the

organ of appreciation); third, a fundamental défere can be perceived between oral and
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literate experience; fourth, all “literate” critarareprima facieinvalid for the judgment

of oral literature and constitute either an injostor a misrepresentation (for instance,
there is no “original text” of Homer). A whole othworld is established, defined and
delimited, different in kind to “ours.” Our worldhe literate world, becomes, as a
negative image of this, a mass of literate autasneaiand blindnesses, and bears the
possibility of a new kind of characterisation. Hoe first time, the oral mode is accorded
a positive and constitutive difference, not asck |®dut as grounded within a set of proper
cultural virtues (the values of “heroic” culture,the Homeric example), its own aesthetic
situation: the sound of a musical composition @ogcitation) going to the appreciative
ear, and a recognisable cluster of forms. It isonger caught up in a mistranscription

that had devalued and despecified it for over aurgn

Parry establishes the distinction, for centurieggueg unsystematic and scattered
over a wide range of discourses, between the téemad non-literate cultures, between
two modes of speech, two ways of thinking and peirtg, two types of society, two
types of mind. At the same time, light is suddehhipwn upon the relative values of
literate culture, values which appear only in tigétl of this positive difference.

Havelock, taking up and inflecting Parry’s workcoestitutes a long transition from the
“oral mode” to the “literate mode.” If literate ¢ufe is haunted by a set of assumptions
which have for millennia blinded it to the prop@paeciation of Homer, what are these
assumptions? How has the form of writing and regdonstituted the perception and
experience of language in the literate mind? Fordieck, the alphabet forms both the
absolute condition for the rational and analytiaretter of Western thought and the
beginning of a series of graduated conceptual adgregen in their effects on the form of
texts over the centuries. All that we take for geanabout language — the text, the author,
commentary and analysis, the decomposition of $pedc words, the idea of a single
language as both written and spoken, the distindietween form and content, and even

the notion of language itself — are consequencdsi®fiterate revolution.

For Havelock, the invention of the “true alphabistan opportunity to investigate
for the first time the historical conditions of tdevelopment of Western thought in its
analytical, rational and scientific structures. Ndiat the alphabet, there would be no

concept of words as separable elements, of langoégee text. Going further, he and a
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group of scholars — lllich and SandeA8(C), Olson World on Papey, McLuhan
(Understanding MediaGutenberg GalaXy Goody and Watt (“Consequences”), Goody
(Savage MindTraditional Societiesand Ong Qrality) — claim that alphabetic writing
and the technologies of writing building upon i éne necessary condition for “the
forms of consciousness found in modern WesternghtjFleischer Feldman 47). A
proliferation of lists of cognitive consequenceses from this work, sometimes at
variance with each other but nonetheless univactiair assertion that Western literacy

is the latent basis for Western thought.

This tradition has produced a sequence of impolii@nacy events, signposts,
rearrangements, crises and revolutions that ineli@atew stage in the development of
latent conceptual structures of the West. The @nistek adoption and conversion of the
Phoenician script constitutes the first true remuncof sound to script; the Homeric texts
attest to a compromise between poet and scribéhanélatonic dialogues mark the point
of departure between an oral philosophy and a pemaps reluctantly literate one; the
twelfth and thirteenth centuries see the oath celdy a contract, and from then on
someone “holds” land (as a tenancy guaranteedtitle aeed) rather than sitting on it
("possessing”); the book at this time becomes dexid, randomly searchable document
catalogued in a library (rather than merely putéheand the common people are taught
that their lives and afterlives are controlled elsere, in account-books and the Book of
Life. These, among other things, are the landmefkeracy, as both a cultural
syndrome and a road to modern reason, before tedeaation caused by the moveable-

type printing press (cf. HavelocRreface lllich and SandersABC, Ong,Orality).

In an old move — at least as old as FergusGive Society— contemporary non-
literate societies are drawn into this not onlyasllustration of the great gulf between
our thought andheirs but also as an intimation of the character ofptediterate
ancients. Thus, a traveller’s tale of oral invensidgs related by Havelock to illustrate his

point that early histories are remnants of creatna fabrications:

Achieving alphabetisation, in a period restricteataft literacy, these
“histories” were able to survive. Preceding composs lacking this
advantage would have enjoyed only an ephemeraieexis, the character of
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which can be gauged by analogy from the report@eance of a

nineteenth-century explorer of the Sudan. (Havelbitkrate Revolutior23)

The quotation follows, telling of Sir Samuel Balgadiscomfiture in having a highly
fanciful “history” sung of him, and especially aving to pay an exorbitant price for the
performance. Havelock expands this into an observain the essential difference
between oral memory and literate history:

oral record of what is supposed to have been therppresents an act of free
composition, not less so when cast in epic formait never be historical in
our sense. The true parent of history is not arey“@miter” like Herodotus,

but the alphabet itself. Oral memory deals prinyawiith the present: it
collects and recollects what is being done novs @pipropriate to the present
situation. . . . What it preserves of the pastidial and incidental, and is
woven into coherence by the use of fantasy, likeMlycenaean background

emplaced in the Homeric poems. (Haveldakgrate Revolutior23)

Though Havelock is credited with perpetuating agBivide, he proposes that
the Western mind was built in heterogeneous stepssponding with new
conceptualisations of writing, the text, and larggidself:

The change (from pre-alphabetic to alphabetic cedfubecame the means of
introducing a new state of mind — the alphabetiedni. . [T]he alphabet
converted the Greek spoken tongue into an artefamteby separating it from
the speaker and making it into a “language,” teaan object available for
inspection, reflection, analysis. Was this meretyadter of creating the
notion of grammar? It is true that Greek origindipd no word for a word
singly identified, but only various terms referrit@yspoken sound, and that
syntactical categories and parts of speech firshime subjects of discourse
toward the end of the fifth century, after nealyee hundred years of
alphabetic usage. But something deeper was alsg goi. A visible artefact
was also preservable without recourse to memonputd be rearranged,
reordered, and rethought to produce forms of stat¢@nd types of discourse
not previously available because not easily merabkes If it were possible to
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designate the new discourse by any one word, theppate word would be
conceptual. Nonliterate speech had favoured diseodescribing action; the
postliterate altered the balance in favour of c#ften. The syntax of Greek
began to adapt to an increasing opportunity offépestate propositions in

place of describing events. (Havelotkerate Revolutiory-8)

The Great Divide is not so much a divide as a saiesteps charting the development of
Western man and his distance from the oral, pratiée and illiterate Others he has left
behind him.

It is a small step from this general form to thenelation or substantial
modification of the categories of development arafjpess deployed in these works. As
analysis of th&€urriculum Frameworldemonstrates, the discourse imbues literacy with a
flexibility derived from its interaction with sodidemands and ways of mapping and
tracing it as an index and cause of social devedpinif each age or society represents a
different modification of oral and literate mod#sen there is no fully literatielosto
which the human mind, civilisation and society telidreover, the recovery of statistical
data has fueled arguments over the interpretafitmsdata, and of the criteria for
progress with which one argues for or againstisSieal and social-psychological
histories of literacy, though they claim to be dts in their object and its measurement,
are really two versions of developmental histomg tvays of arguing for or against
literacy’s association with progress. Beyond thigsibn of discourses is a version of
development divorced from progress, where mutatimhtransformation constitute the
key concept and progress is a matter of preferenpelitical project. There are two
important events to be noted here: the introduabiostatistical tables and sociological
concepts, with literacy becoming a matter of popaoites and percentages, and Graff's
questioning, in the context of a statistically imfeed social history, of the association
between literacy and terms associated with progfesa consequence literacy, while
never given the status of a real essence, becomediferating and protean entity

requiring endless study. Literacy is no longer lasodute limit but rather a variable form
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(according to usage), an element in larger mogaarying with roles of other

components), a sociopolitical self-image, a recabler clue to the suppressed Other.

What secures this interplay and flexibility of cepts, however, relies upon a
basic circularity in the discourse, where the dbjede explained and studied is also the
foundation of this knowledge. This leaves a savfaguestions unanswered, since the
discourse disclaims its construction of this objefgnce, it cannot date the birth of a
coherent, integrated concept of literacy. Nor ¢axplain why this concept seems to leap
from its scattered popular, technical and speatdaises to an absolute division between
two types of mind. It generates undecidable opmostand unanswerable questions
because it constitutes literacy outside of histbiteracy as a historical object is
inconstant both in terms of its meanings and ié£fices, and thus one can never be sure
that histories of literacy delineate the one thihg, one set of concerns, signified by
“literacy.” These lacunae and ambiguities do nigtrgie the discourse; rather, they
mandate the extension of literacy to the entiréasdield, as both object of study and
area of demand, concern and intervention. It isefloee important to examine these
circularities in explaining th€urriculum Framework’€xtension of literacy into the
categories of the nation and economic and cognitexeelopment. It is also important to
examine the problems and questions that this disepby its very constitution, leaves
unaddressed.

In providing an insight into the practices wherigefiacy” emerged, where
“industry” and “intelligence” may have come befohéstorians not only cast light on the
notions surrounding literacy, but they also throw hotion of literacy itself into doubt.
This is not a question of the refinement and reutédn of the concept, but a question of
extension. If concerns about literacy are reallywala particular structure of relations
among language, observation and instruction, dvelé&om a modern form of
subjectivity where language is an absolute limd defining substance of the human,
then the value of literacy as a historical heuristncept fails. First, former and other
ways of reading and writing must be understoodnéisipations within a teleological

development towards literacy proper, or there ipawticular connection, and the idea

2 See Mignolo for an extended discussion.
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from which one began looks like culturalbris Second, it may be that “our literacy” is
simply a regional example of other ways of ordeand practising language through
marks; but then the question arises as to whetkdrave abstracted our experience as the
kernel of experiences which may only have an idgmthen seen from the perspective

we are forced into as subjects of our relatioratmlage.

Historical studies of literacy, then, are facedwitie suspicion that their founding
assumption, the existence of literacy (and theeeitsreffects on the historical domain) is
valid only where literacy constitutes a particuiatorical experience. Thus, in a culture
where non-literate capacities were the foundatioedacation, the effects of literacy are
either the effects of a cultural ensemble not ragg literacy (and literacy is not the
effective unity), or literacy is a set of matefiatts operating autonomously in relation to
a cultural apparatus, or it is merely an elemerttognised from one historical
perspective, with no general law or explanatorygalutside of a particular cultural
practice? But the intelligibility of a history of literacieshe reason for their being, is
“our” recognition of literacy as a real entity. Thencepts underwriting this intelligibility
are not writing and reading, but the characteeatff, possibilities and powers these

bestow upon ways of thought, lives and societies.

The later historical tradition in literacy studieghich uses statistical evidence and
sociological concepts, also comes up against asefiproblems. Literacy and illiteracy
have remained terms that are difficult to defile, ¢vidence for which, on a population
level, is difficult to interpret. Historically, anglarticularly before the advent of literacy
studies, a variety of measures were taken. In asg,@s soon as a division between
literate and illiterate is given, a borderland in&bly opens up, with its profusion of
differences:

the word “illiterate” may be employed to connotpeason unable to read a

text, whether printed or in manuscript. Logicallyeamight be tempted to

% Most treatments of literacy claim more than onéheke propositions, differing as to whether théenial
or the cultural elements are more determinatiieiming literate scientific practice, social retats or
experiences of internalised thinking (OlsWiprld on PaperEisensteinPrinting Press Havelock,
Preface lllich and SandersABC), establishing a problematic interaction connegtociety, cognitive
spaces, scientific and technological progress,@minand political circumstances, and book format
conventions (tables of contents, index pages, afgtizal ordering, emblemata and illustrations).
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deduce from this that a person who knows how td rediterate,” but the
deduction is not a legitimate one. Between thdltoiléiterate and the literate
there is the intermediate army of the semi-illiter& here are, to begin with,
those who can read but cannot write. . . . Howabese who can read but
cannot write are not the only inhabitants of theartain land of semi-
illiteracy. There are those who can both read antewut can hardly
understand what they read and can hardly writehamytbesides their
signature. (Cipolla 12)

The difficulties were already present in Cipolla%69 bookLiteracy and
Development in the Westnd they have only proliferated since then. Retance,
Cipolla points out that while a high number oflgee workers is recorded as building the
Fabbrica del Duomgpthe large number of sculptors, a trade involvimgye education
than most builders, makes this figure unrepresieetaf the wider society. “Another
group of labourers working on a different buildingithout all theDuomostatues “would
have included fewescultoriand moranuratori and consequently would have shown a
lower rate of literacy” (Cipolla 57). The meaninfgtkese numbers, rates and
percentages, however, is not confined to a deadenetf. The agencies for which they
were produced, the new instruments of statistiespbwers, concerns and character of
the modern state become both a problem and a setufers. A society introduced
measures of compulsion and assessment precisely tvaditeracy of its members
became a concern and the substance of its powemm&aningf literacy becomes a
problem in that it can no longer be confined toshent processes of economics, but
must be found in the unrepresentative supplemeatitabiographies, anecdotes, and
ideological pronouncements (cf. Grdffteracy Myth Vincent,Popular Culture Mass
Literacy). Cipolla had already called for studies into “whpaople read and to what
purposes,” but his assurance that “the set of gghuevailing in a given society
ultimately determines to what use existing techegqwill be put” (Cipolla 109) both

masked and revealed the problem of the relationdsst literacy and powér.

* This kind of circumspection has also entered sttmlies of ancient literacy: see William V. Harris.
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Cipolla’s judgment, since overturned many timess wt literacy, while
presenting a danger to social stability in the &ghth century, was an essential
ingredient in the technological and political pregg of the nineteenth. His chronological
scope is almost as great as that of “cognitivetanians of literacy, but the strategies
adopted are significantly different. It is not tpeality of a mind that characterises a
civilisation, but the economic structure of a natibat interacts with the proportion and
class of literates in the population. His most fasisuccessors in economic and
institutional histories of schooling in Europe, May J. Graff and David Vincent, have
since restricted the temporal scope of such woret,heve transformed the notion of
“values in a given society” into dialectical strigg between authorities and workers, and
multiplied the forms and status of the uses ofdity. The discursive function remains,
however, the tying of literacy into notions of demment, and the insistence on
organising social, economic and personal developagmstances, correlatives and
qualifications of notions of literacy. In this hasical tradition as in the first, literacy
orders the field by acting as a substance that snthleehistorical data intelligible, and as
that which is to be discovered, explained and fjadlby the interpretation of these data.
Moreover, literacy invests an ambiguous transcensidnject that unites the nation, the
society and the individual. Whereas this subjeatasked by the exemplary text in the
“philological” tradition above, in this sociologicanode it is structured by a variety of
different instruments: statistical tables, cas#ohigs, policy pronouncements and

autobiographies.

Though Graff claims thakhe Literacy MytHocuses “on individual men and
women in society and the meanings of literacy &mth(19), it consists mostly of a
statistical argument pitted against the “literagytimi’ Rather than present Western
cultural history as successive realisations abexst Graff decorrelates literacy and
illiteracy from the various concerns they have blegted with, both in nineteenth-
century North America and in contemporary Westecieties. The people are allied with
the powerful truth of the statistical table agath& myths of the press and the
educational authorities. Thus, in arguing agaimstrtotion that literacy brings economic
rewards, Graff's contention that people did notiséas way is substantiated by the

statistical evidence:
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An illiterate could achieve some success in thekimgrworld of the
nineteenth century. These conclusions form onelibasagainst which to
assess the rhetorical claims of middle-class sghiohoters and by which to
understand the criticisms and aspirations of theking class. Much more
than the skills of literacy were at stake to thether issues were thought to
be at least as central to the curriculum of thaerutvorkers. (Graffl.iteracy
Myth 200)

Graff contrasts the exactness and authority ofiviestatistical research into
literacy and employment against the opportunistexactness of nineteenth-century
officials such as Horace Mann. Strangely, this fofrargument elevates the reviled
falsifier to the status of interlocutor, while sitgng the people for whom Graff is
ostensibly speaking. Discussing Mann’s abuse t¢isfits to show the moral and

economic advantages of education, Graff chides:

Mann also failed to show that additional educafmmeach child was
economically profitable, exaggerating differencesAeen markers and
signers, and ignoring the factors of age and eitiynide further confused the
value of education to parents with its worth to ¢bexmunity, firms or
individuals — these could be very different. Figahis use of wage rates
ignored the imperfection of the labour market, abitiequality, and
discrimination. (GraffLiteracy Myth204)

Literacy here organises the lives of workers, st tine may see what effect it has on
them. While in cognitive histories one finds irefiacy the explanation for an ideal mind,
here it is the ephemeral and contradictory phargtamed and removed over otherwise
silent lives, in the context of their labour, themployment, and their relations to the
powerful institutions that largely determined tle®@eomic content of their lives. In the
first kind of history, the ideological and the loistal elements are perfectly coincident;
in the latter, ideology forms the veil to be draleack, and also the alibi for writing of the

great historical processes in which literacy hdg an accidental role to play.

For Graff, literacy is always characterised by gopse. It is not that the essence
of literacy is modified by the end to which it igtprather, it attains an essential character
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only within the pursuit of some end or other. Heraoey knowledge of literacy is a
knowledge of purposes. Actual processes can beurezhenly with reference to a goal.
There is no universal scale of higher and lowecfioms. The shoehorning of one literacy
(a rule-bound dialect, say, used strategicallyrtiensocial positions via authority and
bonhomig into another (a national educational scale,ristance) will misrepresent the
fact of success (whether the literacy in questias &ttained its end) and will code the
other literacy as a deviation and failure of the ameasured. Nonetheless, a minimal

relation of resemblance permits all literaciesecctassed as forms of the same thing.

As a consequence, the literacy researcher hasdertsitive and discriminating,
keeping the purposes of literacy study in mind. Teatification of different literacies

illuminates both the essential character of aditgrand the nature of society:

The study of literacy, | urge, is important notyi and of itself; it also
illuminates the dynamics of society and providesgbeting insights into
how its processes functioned — for example, irtiiration, in mobility, or in
family adjustment. Literacy study therefore congéts a valuable mode of

analysis for students of society. (Grafteracy Myth19)

The study of literacy is a study in social cartgdmg in the variable benefits derived
from literacy and the involvement of literacy irrties of social gain and injury. This
historiographical perspective is an ironic coumtethe “literacy myth,” and, indeed, the
demolishing of this massive, ramified and diffusmud of fallacy and misconception is
frequently invoked as a reason for studies ofditgr the historical study of literacy is
“one way of confronting directly the literacy mythe value assigned to literacy, and its
place in social theory” (Graft,iteracy Myth19).

Here, literacy functions on two scales: as the sgmof a total social
environment and as the meaning and uses of readishgyriting in the lives of
“individual men and women” (19). That two thinge d&eing studied is the sign of an
essential agonistic impulse behind the writing, dredresult of the social apparatus
producing both the myth and the facts. Literacg,d¢burse of writing and reading at two
distinct levels, characterises a society as thexmad its complexity and contradictions.

The agonistic impulse is to denounce the pretessidan ideological complex and to
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bring it into conflict with these pretensions a thoint of its application. Thus, society
produces and maintains inequalities alongside tbeigion of literacy, and distributes
different literacies according to existing sociararchies and divisions. Further, the
study of literacy aims to recognise the excludetividual or the marginal social group,
with their specific forms of speech, their exisiennarked out by the exclusions of
power and the difference peculiar to them, outsiddie presumptuous mismeasures and

declarations of a social centre.

In order to engage in such a study, however, or& oamply with the
fundamental division of individuals into literatedailliterate, and fortify this division

with the solid language of economics and demography

The daughters of illiterates who persisted in tities; in sharp contrast to
other illiterates and many literates, remainedaoshé longer; the persisting
families’ ratios of children at home are nearly @qtror settled families, it
was apparently less important to send out younglesnnto service and
thereby to further reduce family size and depengeaiios. (GraffLiteracy
Myth 178)

As a consequence, literacy functions as both tiesobtion and the revelation of a social
structure and the people within it. The transcetalesocial subject that was discovered
in the philological tradition was replaced by amlgtical image of social structure
derived from the ordering of various sources irtatistical tables.

In The Rise of Mass Literacy in Eurofpiblished in 2000), David Vincent

reinstates the transcendental subject as “meaaimdsociety,” while retaining the
appearance of cautiously objective history. He abstses orality from his history while
acknowledging it. The operations of the correlafietd of literacy, the insistent desire to
locate literacy in the discourse and to rearrahgeatchive around a modern experience
of literacy, are difficulties posed by the objeatifiding the discourse being also its
definiendumThe battles for the definition of literacy belhe tmarks of a long tradition in
The Rise of Mass Literacg history that presents working-class autobidgyags the
other side of the state ideologies and uses oétite and where a degree of popular

militancy secularises the curriculum. The dispwganeen the “autonomous” and the
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“ideological” model is a barren one, writes Vincambt because it has been proved one
way or the other but because “the limitations ohswres of nominal literacy,” for a
social history based on statistical tables “arevsly established” that the historian may
study only “the use to which the skills might b&’dincent, Mass Literacyb). Vincent

is referring, in fact, to Graff's earlier formulati:

Basicor primary levels of reading and writingpnstitute thenly flexible and
reasonable indications that meet the criteriorym@lver of historical and
contemporary sources, while not wholly satisfaciarthemselves, can be
employed . . . . Only such basic but systemati@attbns meet the canons of
accuracy, utilityand comparability that we must apply consistently.
Otherwise, quantitative and qualitative dimensicaisnot be known, and

only confusion and distortion result. (Grdfggacies3-4)

In Vincent's work, this limitation is bypassed, sinthe transcendental category of
the Western Mind is replaced by an aggregative dhes. collective mind, which had
disappeared under the prohibition against mythurfases as the mind of society, as a
social assemblage of feelings, pleasures and as®ods operating at a manifest material
level. Thus, with the Europe-wide change from phiado standardised time, new
combinations of feelings with space or objectstaeed out in a spare and cautious

language:

Fact was sold as newspapers, further anchoringngéalthe formal
calendar, although for most of the labouring pdoras only Sunday that

was identified in this way. (Vincenitjass Literacyl07)

What is signalled in this passage is what one calemger say: it is too much to
propose that people believed newspapers contaamedolr even what the status of that
fact was; it is overstepping the bounds to namedhweho identified Sunday, lest one
attribute thought where there was none. Insteadnaber of evasive substitutions both
erase the expressions and reinstate them, atuélediea social semiotic that pretends to
be only the material residue. History becomes diastlivernacular of rigorous material

statements of meaning; society, without quite bangrthe grandiloquent destiny of the
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West, echoes the text of the great cognitive hystor series of new pleasures and

private communions:

A new dimension of privacy was made possible awiddals transmitted
their secrets to each other over long distancekfamilies established lines
of contact beyond the confines of their villaged arighbourhoods. . . . And
the use of [postcards] reflected both the growiagety of applications of
literacy and the unpremeditated appropriation eflgbours of the teachers
for the pleasures of the poor. (123)

An empty space reopens in this passage: who ipreateditating? Society? The
teachers? The poor? An empty, transcendent corss®es leaves its mark in the
impersonal volitions and social feelings, grantiodghe historian a unity of meaning. This
is because literacy discourse always hails a teatntal subject, whether national and
social or individual and universal, for it cannat @wvay with the double pedagogical
knowledge that calls it into being.

In dealing with the problem of an oral culture, ¥&mt argues it out of existence.
First, “the ‘oral tradition’ is now regarded more a by-product of European intellectual
history than a substantive category of culturalysis’ (91). Second, it was long dead:
“at least in western Europe, communities uncontateih by the written word
disappeared at the Reformation and Counter-Refawmatif ever they existed” (91).
Having dismissed this category, he is free to dis¢he various interactions between
voice and print in the new social order of the teeath century. All signifying activity in
modern Europe thus becomes “literacy,” and itsditg, in turn, becomes an expression
of the character of society as a whole. Oral caltarsubordinated to the study of
“Reading and Writing in Modern Europe” (the sulatitf Vincent's book). The use of the
oral other in making the literate self visible ipexsistent pattern, beginning with Parry’s
recordings of Yugoslav minstrels to confirm his cloisions about Homeric poetry. In
this determination of the literate through the ardlexible boundary asserts itself, one
that refers both to the geographical and cultuoahains proper to literacy, and to the
boundary between sociological and cognitive history

127



But there is a further boundary, another levebafigon, the local expression of a
dispersal common in literacy discourse. If an otature is studied, or if it is not Western
(or “modern”), it belongs to comparative studies. iliterate group within the West, on
the other hand, partakes of its essentially lieesaicial subjectivity. Further, the
opposition between oral and literate, which strredithis discourse in its beginnings, is
rearranged. There are oral elements, but all adkoeality is corrupted by the presence
of the written text: prayer book passages were oetitlo Hungarian peasants, the names
of newspapers were shouted in the streets: “Prescéteeet-sellers, workplace and

fireside readers engaged the illiterate in the @voflprint” (95).

The undecidability of literacy’s boundaries depeadsvhere one sees its primary
manifestation: in social discourse and the charadta society, in a text symptomatic of
such a mind, in the extent of educational institosi, or indeed in the negation of literacy.
The search for literacy in oral discourse is cornghereversible. This excision of the oral
is inverted in the hunt for the vestiges of oralitiyhin a written text. If the oral is
everywhere possessed of an original or distinehfof perception, this can only be
demonstrated in an exemplary hybrid text, a pro@erscription. Or, if a text cannot be
found to meet the criteria defined by Parry’s amdd’s successors, then the certainty that
this transition took place allows one to find otlhiestiges of orality, in a way that restores
the distinction between the two ways of relatinght® word. Thus, when lllich and
Sanders fail to locate a true transcription of emhposition, an analogue of Parry’s
Homeric hybrid, at the end of the European DarksAgieey rearrange and reread the
Book of Kells according to their existing hypotlgeabout a transition from oral to

literate society:

The book talks as if literacy had not yet settledt talks through the style of
its meandering threads. They challenge the readgeave the one story of
Christ’s life out of four tales, thereby fleshingtahe “Word of God,” the
Gospel Truth. Seen in this way, the Book of Kedls ikind of “Homeric
page” in which, at an early date in England, otathgelling has been for a
moment visibly frozen in the cadence of knot anét that punctuates the
series of letters — just as the strum of the Iynegbuates the utterance of the

singer. (lllich and Sanders 30)
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If we accept the Great Divide hypothesis, we iraMig write about oral life
within literate categories; if we accept an indeéirvariety of oral/literate combinations,
of different modes of literacy, we risk misinterfing these with a contemporary, class-
based or universalising model. Each strategic exorg of the boundaries of difference
imposes a silence which will nevertheless be brokens, with lllich and Sanders, both
language and words, which are made possible witlaljphabet, are inapplicable to oral

experience, and therefore there can be no realrhist the time before writing:

The historian misreads history when he assumesléragguage” can be
spoken in that word-less world. In the oral beydhdre is no “content”
distinct from the winged word that always rushesbfore it has been fully
grasped, no “subject matter” that can be concedfgdntrusted to teachers,
and acquired by pupils (hence no “education,” ‘héag,” and “school”).
(lllich and Sanders 7)

[The] immense yet evanescent power [of the songsaditerate poets] eludes
description, and those who uttered them were uné&iell their oral skill, to
see their own speech as a string on which wordse terbeads. (lllich and
Sanders 7)

It is this very silence, the violence of the misesentation, which establishes the
unrepresentable other as either the mute, bladkgbaignd against which a knowledge of
the effects of alphabetisation begins, or callsémresentation as another form,
peremptorily excluded by a machine of power anduyamgtion. Indeed, the threat of a
violent incorporation takes both epochal and intkocal forms in the same book:

As the two of us wrote this book, the literavg constantly silenced us, a
deafening silence that makes it impossible forrdasler to know anything
about the writer. Using this contemporavg the speaker engages in
semantic violence, incorporating groups, whose afdgrmulating thewveis
heterogeneous to that of the observer, and thugdrihem into silence.
(Hlich and Sanders 127)

At the level of discourse, literacy is a fundaméengascription of history, society

and knowledge, either as the great necessity f@vant, concept or experience, or as the
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parasitic level which silently shaped their chagacBut this set of propositions is also
ordered as a set of fundamental alternatives. iShahe speaks either for the deep
wellspring of thought or for the epiphenomenon wahicay, at times, achieve a measure
of prominence. The delicate line of division betwdieese alternatives in historical
studies is carefully charted not only with relagaf opposition, tabulation, critique and

exclusion, but also with strategies of reinscriptamd changes in emphasis.

The reinscription of history through literacy isistent and exacting, often
prescribing the causalities to which historicakfeas of societies should be tied. Indeed,
sometimes the difference between the accountitdérady sceptic, claiming the
fundamental cognitive structures do not change litghacy, and a literacy proselyte,
claiming that literacy is indispensable to anythiaglo with texts in the West, is almost
unnoticeable. This rewriting is, however, cruc@tlie maintenance of literacy as a
discursive entity; it is in the regular distributiof such oppositions that literacy is
sustained as an object. A particularly clear cadeavid Olson’s review of Elizabeth
Eisenstein’sThe Printing Press as an Agent of Historical Charigevhich he attempts
to reinstate a cognitive model of literacy as thei of the Protestant Revolution,
rejecting Eisenstein’s more materialist interpietatHe quotes her as writing that
“Intellectual and spiritual life were profoundlyatisformed by the multiplication of new
tools for duplicating books in fifteenth centuryrBpe. The communications shift altered
the way Western Christians viewed their sacred l@wkthe natural world” (Eisenstein,
Printing Press704, gtd. in Olson, “Modern Science” 150). Thisynsaund like an
endorsement of literacy as a rewriting of cognitiyrthe book, but Olson takes issue
with it, since it does not accord literacy the deeganising role it must have, in his view.
The problem is not that Eisenstein advocates “dinauniable explanation even while
stressing the significance of a single innovati(iEisensteinPrinting Press702, gtd. in
Olson, “Modern Science” 151). She has failed, natteesee literacy in the depth that

explains history as meaning:

Admittedly, Eisenstein provides abundant evideheg printing (and writing)
did serve different purposes in religion and sagryet a second look reveals
a deeper relation between them than she allowsofQI'Modern Science”
151)
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That we may assent to his recasting, the apprepreairientation of perspective
must be written in, which allows us to see literaest below the surface and tied to

everything:

To see this we must distinguish skill in the mediofmvriting, that is literacy,
from the technology of printing. Printing may inddeave been used in quite
different ways by science and religion as Eisenstaggests. Yet writing as a
medium of communication and the required competenttethat medium —
literacy — played much the same fundamental roteenProtestant

Reformation as it did in the rise of modern scier{t&1)

Hence, Eisenstein’s contention that the printiregprwas better suited to the
service of science than that of the Church (ancetbee was important in their
separation) is reordered, with literacy in the peiaind in the depths, guaranteeing
an underlying homology between the critical diseaastablished by the printed

text and that involved in scientific scrutiny:

In both cases [literacy] permitted the clear défgiation of the “given” from
the “interpreted.” Literacy generally, and printimgparticular, fixed the
written record as the given against which inteigdrehs could be compared.
Writing created a fixed, original, objective “téxgrrinting put that into
millions of hands. (151)

Such rewriting is possible because of the systestrafegic ambiguities in the
discourse, where it is possible to define literasysocial and individual, as the text
generating change and the society dictating the aisd forms of texts. Lying at the basis
of this set of ambiguities is a circularity, tyitfge changing causal status of literacy to
changes in its definition. The strategic rewritgaes further than this; it imposes a need,
an imperative, to distribute and reconfigure litgrghroughout the historical
reconstruction of the social. One must create gezlnwithin the text, for a better popular
and scholarly culture concerning literacy, creatlesire to purge the concept of
binarisms, multiply the forms of literacy, expoke fallacies, uncover and reform the
abuses. One should lay down a complex circuitryHerendless renewal of the concept,

its currency, its urgency. Thus:
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In most urban and suburban communities, most @nlehill pick up the
printed code anyway, school or no school . . is likely that teaching
destroys more genuine literacy than it produces.itBs hard to know if most
people think that reading and writing have any gaayway, either in
themselves or for their use, except that theyratispensable in how we go
about things. Contrast the common respect for madkies, which are taken
to beaboutsomething and are powerful, productive, magical;tigere is no
panic if people are mathematically illiterate. (P@oodmanCompulsory

Miseducatiomtd. in GraffLiteracy Mythl)

This circuitry depends, however, upon the seleatiotiata as evidence of
literacy, demonstrating certain arguments aboutatsre. A set of historical data, for
instance, which comes from marriage registers aitithryg tests, as well as educational
examinations, is subjected to scrutiny: did sigrong’s name imply the ability to write,
or just to sign? Were there social relations wigabhibited signing, even when the
ability existed? Does the language of the PrussmhAustrian scales of literacy
correspond even approximately with developmengagjet? At first, these measures are
admitted, then rejected, then readmitted with greedution, since they cannot be done
without, but cannot be assimilated with certaidtycommunication is maintained
between the level of data and that of interpretatamd meanwhile the data widen, to
include working-class biographies, anecdotes, doamscripts, non-literate “reading”
methods (the slave who reads to the illiterate enaite mass that is read to the
congregation, the radio script read to a mutuallyreymous audience), non-western
writing systems, and writing below the familiarésholds of phonological and
ideographic representatiorgu{pu, pictographic stelae, psychic writing). Literacy,
destroyed at its mythic level from the outset, renéself and multiplies the sites in

which it appears.

A discursive circuitry like this is not, howevehgtcomplete circuit, for the
discourse of literacy demands also that recordiggsade, that populations be
assembled and measured, distributed accordingetosag, ethnicity and disability. This
whole disciplinary apparatus is not directly ded¥eom a desire to serve the knowledge

of literacy (or even of the learning process); \Wk&e, the discourse of literacy does not

132



always serve these techniques of display, measuteand division. Nonetheless, the
physical arrangement and measurement of perforbonges is the physical and political
fact that lies behind the knowledge of literacyese today, and the discourse of

literacy makes sense of this arrangement of bodies.

All cultures differ in their employment of litera@nd orality (Street, Gee,
Lankshear, Green) omutatis mutandiditerate and oral cultures are essentially défer
(Havelock, Ong, lllich and Sanders). The discoymr®eluces two different historical
divisions, on the axis either of culture or ofdgey. Both divisions suggest that the
identity of a culture is related in some essentay with the unity of its literacy
practices. Sometimes, an established social grospbmgroup is the basis for the
discovery of a specific literacy (the middle classyrking-class girls). In other instances
even the most individual utterance can be assiedled a major literacy practice. The
hybrid text resurfaces in a new space, where tite of children before they are captured

and reshaped by the powers commanding literacyshhrough.

At the historical level, literacy can be assignedaither cause nor effect. Prior to
this, however, it requires a commitment to a paléicdefinition, or rather to a relation
between literacy and social processes, cognitivetsires and textual practices in order
to see one or the other literacy at work, or ineoitd see literacy as a relevant factor at
all. It is literacy, moreover, that confers a neéatss on the text as a historical artefact,
not in its material appearance, nor as a messafjess®d to someone, but as a
succession of abstract historical models of arrareges of signs and organising
structures in a graphical space. Moreover, the texts form and frequency or in the fact
of its having been written by someone, is evidegiteer of the il/literate character of a
society (and the structure of meanings and didiohwf cultural goods within it) or the
condensed image of a social mind. Twriculum Frameworlutilises these discursive
powers of literacy to mark all social practicesesvant, to mark surfaces as
manifestations of depth and development, and taateedxpert knowledges and popular
expectations. In unifying the system of disperdhis,available theoretical and political

options, curriculum policy is also the sgar excellencef this discourse.
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Insofar as the history of literacy operates asstesy of regularities, it is circular
and undecidable. The hypotheses about the roleetddy are consequences of preceding
definitions of literacy, which are themselves givenhe rules for the formation of
statements, in the objects one should refer todnlyt literacy but the text and society),
in the way one may speak of them (whether onemdjgishes an underlying depth or a
multiplicity of correlations), in the branching alternatives (the Great Divide leads one
to the unfolding of literacy in the Western mindutious demographics permits a history
of local conditions and a specificity of struggelsich nonetheless constitute a
communal meaning), and in the distribution of cqtséthe circular codetermination of
mind and text or the fight for kinds of texts). Hewer, these are not two distinct
discourses; they are two possible branchings ofglesdistribution of alternatives. Even
if a struggle occurs between them (falsifying ttenas of the Great Divide or rewriting
the sequence of social usage as the epiphenomarelbgment of the single underlying
history), or if a reconciliation is attempted (wlehe Great Divide is written as aleatory
and subject to uses and ideologies, but is norethehe history of “our” literate selves),
these options occur within the one system of dsglewithin a set of strategic positions
already activated as part of the discourse, alrepéyating as a condition of its

existence.

Epistemological Circularities

The discourse of literacy is a historically conggd circulation between social
practices and the forms of knowledge that takeetipeactices as their object and in fact
require them as the conditions of knowledge. inportant to examine the
epistemological circularities operating around osi of writing, language, text and
knowledge that inform the discourse and projeactraex of knowledges upon literacy
while denying their historical constitution. By g language and literacy to notions of a
fundamental truth of humanity and the world, thecdurse of literacy creates an
imperative to study the various manifestationseafuality and at the same time to banish

its object to a vanishing-point beyond the reachralysis. Hence, a second group of

134



circularities in the discourse, those relatingt$oepistemological organisation, need to be
described and analysed.

If the Curriculum Frameworlsuggests that subjects are constituted in texyyali
it draws upon a fundamental feature of literacyadisse, which locates subjectivity
within the marks left by the text and, conversemarks the subject, humanity and
consciousness as a form of textuality, a visibleknmaa system of meaning. The
discourse recurrently presents the text as the hodaeir humanity, encircling us in a
native power that can best be seen in the uncadumrrative of oral peoples, as in
James Paul Gee’s example of a tale told by a $fadk girl, “L.” Having recounted L’s
“show and tell” story about the freedom of her pythe brutal authority of her father,

and her attempt to understand, and having idedtifsearray of devices, he muses:

Why is there so much similarity between oral poeing narrative in oral
cultures . . . myths, and certain types of “higérhature,” and what some
black children and adults can do when telling ay$t@he answer, it seems to
me, is that it is in these cases that we see tlesfurichest, and least
“marked” expression of our human biological capafor language,

narrative, and sense making generally. (Gee, “Naisation” 92-3§

The text is seen in the very absence of writteguage because, in distributing

the text into the social, the discourse transmiltesext and language, projecting their

® The identification of oral narrative style witharples of “high literature” tends, then, to gestiran
elusive essential linguistic mode, at the deepolgickl seat of language. Here Gee aligns the oral
performance of L with literary modernists and maims from “Pound and the Imagists” to “Frank and
Spatialisation,” returning to an essential identith a deep spring of language that unites thesedrly
Hebrew poetry, Greek epic, American Indian naregtjor African poems and stories.” He uses thisfmot
elsewhere, for example, “Meanings,” where it recalsiost word for word, in his discussion of anothe
text:

The language of this text is recognisably partroAfrican-American cultural tradition that
has now been fairly well studied . . . . The chitks language in a poetic, rather than a
prosaic way; she tries to “involve the audienctheathan just to inform” them (Nichols
1989). She uses a good deal of semantic and synpacallelism, repetition, and sound
devices (phonological sequences, intonation, atedatzanges) to set up rhythmic and poetic
patterning within and across her stanzas, jusbaBildlical poetry (e.g., in the Psalms), the
narratives of many oral cultures (e.g., Homer), amath “free verse”(e.g., the poetry of Walt
Whitman). (280-81)
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operations onto the body and onto the world. Thisration can be seen in Derrida’s

interrogation of notions of writing, in which heamstructs the claim that the alphabet
constitutes the key to Western history. His wor&ften invoked in the discourse as an
authority on the meaning of writirign Of Grammatologyhe describes the paradoxical

quality of any Western history of writing:

What Saussure saw without seeing, knew withoutdgusiteto take into
account . . . is that a certain model of writingsvwecessarily but
provisionally imposed . . . as instrument and tépin of representation of a
system of language. And that this movement, uniqetyle, was so
profound that it permitted the thinking, witHenguage pf concepts like
those of the sign, technique, representation, lagguThe system of language
associated with phonetic-alphabetic writing is théhin which logocentric
metaphysics . . . has been produced. This logasentthisepochof the full
speech, has always placed in parenthesis, suspetteduppressed for
essential reasons, all free reflection on the oragid status of writing, all
science of writing which was not technology andhlstory of a technique,
itself leaning upon a mythology and a metaphor w&tral writing. It is this
logocentrism which, limiting the internal systemlafiguage in general by a
bad abstraction, prevents Saussure and the mapdtitig successors from
determining . . . that which is called “the intdgaad concrete object of
linguistics.” (Derrida 43)

Can one write a science of writing when writindp@th the condition and the limit
of that science? Writing itself is the presuppositof all scientific knowledge. Thus, all
science is at one and the same time both enabtedil@enced (at least as concerns its
conditions of possibility) by writing. For Derridehe notion that writing is a system for
the representation of spoken language is bothainediation of the science of language
and a false delimitation of language on the baksés“bad abstraction.” He questions

Saussure’s characterisation of the linguistic sigrarbitrary, which hinges on the

® See Ong, and Mignolo (317-21).
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opposition between nature and institution. Deradgues that this is a false opposition,

since the material relations of writing are shargdll systems of signification:

If “writing” signifies inscription and especiallyé durable institution of a
sign (and that is the only irreducible kernel af toncept of writing), writing

in general covers the entire field of linguistigrss. (Derrida 44)

Since difference, and not the supposedly natunadi leetween sound and thought,
is the source of meaning, all systems of signifegtincluding “the world,” are
analogous to writing. The science of linguisticsshort, derives its claims to scientificity
from a bad metaphysical fiction, but this fictiaf presence, representation) is the
pudenda origbof Western science and metaphysics, the presuengxielusion which
has no basis in logic but which nevertheless seasdhle basis of logic. Thus ends
logocentrism, and a general practice of writingeaeral condition of textuality, invades
the space that was always there but hidden foexigencies of logocentric thought.
Writing, in the sense of meaningful differenceghis model for all signs, and the vulgar
concept of writing as an orthographic system ohslrepresentation, particularly as it
relates to “phonetic-alphabetic writing,” is a diyaelror, keeping us from the play of the

world.

For Derrida, there is no difficulty if a knowledgéthe alphabet is the necessary
precondition for both the misrecognition of writing a separate and derivative form of
language and for the recognition that the worlanists play of difference, primarily a
form of writing. This is because, for him, writimgboth logically and ontologically prior
to any system of inscription. The histories of aagmmind constituted through literacy, of
a mind made in the image it beholds, moving fromte&ye, seeing its thought,
arranging and analysing it as both outer and ity are histories of a logocentric
colonisation. Writing, in the sense of differencesnifested in the trace, is what is

repressed in the logocentric search for certaintysharp, absolute divisions.

Thus, when Derrida invokes “writing before the apht,” he is not being
ethnocentric. It is understandable that Mignolol(2misreads this as an ignorance of

"“Shameful origin.” | take this terms loosely fradietzsche, particularlfhe Will to Powerwhere it is
characterised as a first step in the critique oepted (and especially moral) concepts and evahsti
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other, non-alphabetic, non-book writing systemgrida situates the notion of writing,
however, as prior to systems, as something thHadtis “instituted” or “arbitrary” and, at
the same time, “natural.” For a Foucaultian analySerrida’s analysis may be
interrogated in its historicity: this rewriting tife world as text is a historical practice
with a discursive determination and derives frostdrically constituted entities (text,
language, writing). Writing became the condition knowledge of the world, that is,

under certain historical conditions.

Apart from these general conditions, literacy soatontinually and visibly
constructed, systematically as a concept withiargfic and formalised disciplines,
therapeutic and pedagogical practices, and unswgsitatty (but with precise functions)
within policy planning, parental concern and populature. Since literacy is dependent
upon these for its definition and uses, shouldehmsthe criteria for determining the
particular level of reality it inhabits? Does liely have a substance apart from a social
definition? Is a minimal definition at all tenalMdnen the actual social practices of
literacy have only writing in common, and when etle& notion of writing is a
troublesome one (cf. Ginsburg, “Morelli” 88-89)@ fact the discourse of literacy relies
on the assumption of a set of problematic concapizarticular of language as system

and representation, and as the unity that is b&ialised in all instances of literacy.

Participating in the epistemological circularitefsthe discourse of literacy,
policy literature inherits its circularities andfihtional problems. By situating
subjectivity within textuality, th€urriculum Frameworks compromised by the
problems inherent in the way knowledge of literacgiependent upon, and restricted by,
the situated material manifestations of languagaskessing the language of a person, in
distributing performance across a developmentgllgad abilities and knowledges, does
the measurement of literacy measure the languageasiit inhabits the body at the price

of eliminating its function? Is the condition fdret pedagogical and psychological

8 Ginsburg proposes a continuum from the tackingatiae of hunting societies (“something passed here
two days ago”) through Mesopotamian divination #relimage of “the book of the world” to medical
semiotics. Because the mental operations in eachimuilar (with differences such as the level of
abstraction in signs, and whether they point taritpast or both), Ginsburg suggests a genealogica
descent of the interpretation of natural signs tioates close to destroying the possibility of aicle
analytical distinction between written characted ahysical trace, and thus between the writindhef t
world and the writing of the book.
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measurement of literacy the silencing of langudgetnot then fundamentally a
mismeasurement? If literacy functions differentialbcarding to purpose and setting,
does literacy testing not assume a set of conditiarset of expectations, that measure
only one type of literacy, namely, that brought, @ltaped and constructed for the
purposes of testing? Is the space of visibilityimch an object called literacy emerges,
then, both the only means by which we can knowddg and, at the same time, a
guarantee that this same literacy does not opels¢evhere? Does the isolation of
literacy as a cognitive entity within testing didtthe complex object from which it is
abstracting an essence? The discourse’s vacillagbmeen a social and an individual
entity is deployed in the peculiar ventriloquy egea in by theCurriculum Framework

in its consistent claims to represent an objeais@nomic situation that demands certain
forms of literacy, a social demand that rewardsagetiteracies and, at the same time, a
personal set of needs that are supplied by thadyeprovided.

Literacy is, insofar as it can be attested, a serigperformances which assume
certain unities and properties. A psychologicd ¢tesa pedagogical examination restricts
the tested individual in the materials s/he woudd to discern meaning. The set of
relations which aid or impede effective understagdiis narrowed to a triangulation: the
subject is given a text and a question, and megitzveen text and question to produce
an answer. The text is assumed to bear the rigiwwem even though a number of ruses
and external disturbances are acknowledged — tesahiéinstruct their students on the
correct procedure for navigating a test; questiitidoe deliberately misleading, coding
the question rather than the text as authority;ressilts may be minimised as a measure
of true literacy in favour of judgments about etlityi, gender and class. Nonetheless,
these relations produce an ideal entity that rébegs existence on a testing regime, and
cannot exist anywhere else in this form. Despiig thremains an indispensable notion
in our understanding of the life of language initigividual, and a fundamental measure
of her/his potential value. Literacy is fundamentathis discourse: regardless of how
many correlations it sheds (economic, cognitivditipal or personal) or how much it

eludes characterisation, literacy is after alldhganising term.

Is the problem here that intimations of languagel (dne knowledge-ability

nexus) in the individual are destined to remaimmations because there is an
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impermeable barrier between surface manifestatidnraner reality, or is it that language
does not operate, even in literacy testing, orbdsas, and within the site, of the
individual? It appears that knowledge of literagyctuated by a desire, not to see the
effects of language and its course, but to seedhser of language insofar as it concerns
the individual in the presence of a known text. €hacern about language is a concern
about the replication of a capacity to use a texgproved ways (though not necessarily
to replicate its approved meaning) and to situagettuth of the individual in his/her
relation to the text.

This is even more the case when orality is conlgténought back into a positive
relation with the text. Whereas for Ong, Havelddlson, Goody and Watt, Eisenstein
and others, literacy derives cultural and cognisignificance from the experience of
language as a separable text, anthropologist€litel Fleischer Feldman and J. Peter
Denny emphasise that the “fixing and interpretifteats” are features “present in
nonliterate hunter-gatherer and agricultural gro@pgnny 86). In Fleischer Feldman’s
view Western culture does not have “oral systentextfand interpretation,” not because
they are impossible but because they “have beetdeabover to writing” (Fleischer
Feldman 62). Her evidence, and therefore eviddmaiditeracy was not the key to
Western consciousness, is the anthropologicadtitee on “highly patterned and artful
oral forms found, usually, in cultures that havemportant (or any) written literature”
(47). The text is reinstated in the silence fromolht emerged as the positive condition
of the Western mind, and the discourse producealibgact image and drama of the
human being confronted with and growing in the eneg of the text. The history of
literacy, in this view, is the history of the diféat relations in the human-text dyad. But
the text, which separates language and thought finenatterance of the speaker and the
time of utterance, does not become the new kegris@ousness, nor does it dissolve the
insistence of literacy as the object of the disseuRather, the relationship between
subject and text becomes a universal condition lisgrdcy becomes a universal

substancé.

° At certain points in this thesis, the “substanisafiominated as “language.” This “language” is that
constituted by, or invoked in, the discourse arhicy. Although literacy is more often conceptueiss a
relation, and thus may be thought of as the “fotanthe “substance” of language, it is impossiblentke
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The textualisation of the world structures the peatal relations of causality
between language as social demand and as indiype@uf@irmance. Literacy is, thus,
formed as an object of knowledge in its relatiopgbilanguage dysfunction and in the
correlative interactions between the language-ngakubject and her/his environmeint.
Western cultures, literacy emerges in a relatiolanguage abnormalities and
normalising institutions, within which the propesrformance of language, and language
itself as a normative complex, are defined. FoxAfeler Bannatyne, knowledge of
language function and dysfunction are co-deterntisbBements in the study of literacy:
the absence of a function in certain disordersaallone to see the real components of

language, which emerge as absences:

The major problems for the genetic dyslexic area(aitory fluency and
sequencing, (b) auditory vowel discrimination afabsare, (c) associating
auditory symbols to sequences of visual symbols(dhdound blending or

vocal-motor sequencing.é€arning Disabilities25)

Language dysfunction, according to Bannatyne, jadsots to the familial and
social preconditions of linguistic competence: leemprimary emotional communicative
dyslexia is caused by the absence of a good mtrerked as the presence of
disinterested, depressed or angry mothers), othmr anomalous early situations
(institutionalisation, twins, living in a foreigand) (17-19; 27); in the case of “social,

cultural or educational deprivation dyslexia,”

the published evidence indicates that several supesed causes may be
operating, namely, a language barrier between emttiteacher, a subcultural
value system which undervalues education and adbpkrsonal motivation

in the father in the form of job ambition. (Bannaty 26)

The dispersal of language dysfunction into therbeaid body? into personal and

emotional aetiology, into social institutions demauy or rejecting literacy, is necessary

such a strict distinction. This is because botmgeare strategically redeployable, and because they
alternate between surface and depth.

9 Dronkers provides a short history of languagerbséudies and their conceptual dogmatisms; see als
Hissock.
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if one is to relate language disorders to theiseauand establish an essential and

hierarchical classification.

A dyslexic subculture, a dyslexic social classaatyslexic organism, all become
visible in terms of the institutions whose funcimmthey interrupt. The study of literacy,
then, situates the subject within a set of ingohg — the family, the school, the
psychiatric institutions, business — and therefioegitably involves, as therapy, the
restitution of their smooth functioning, eitherlsetter versions of themselves or as the
production of an individual better suited to thére literate subject is thus not only one
to be known, but also one to be made: the funafdhe knowledge of literacy is to
enforce literacy and to eradicate its other. As@sequence, this knowledge also seeks to
eradicate the classes, cultures and instituticstspitoduce this other at a social level. If
language is the being that speaks us, then litetaeysmooth functioning of language, is

the being that we form, enforce and regulate frbat speech.

At the physical level, this psycholinguistic typglodisperses the opposition
between literacy and illiteracy, but at the sot@akl it multiplies it. It identifies the
essential order behind the surface order of sympt@annatyne assumes, if not an
allegiance with the social order, at least a pplecof economy: the quickest way to
return the system to optimal functioning is to reimée proximate cause. There is a
distribution of the dyslexic subject here withirthocial circuit of language-production,
tracing the distributed function of speech. In &iddj there is the silent and
polymorphous writing around the dyslexic: not oislys/he reduced to a symptomatology,
but also to statistical analysis, to a regimeresfihg and recording her/his language,
inscribing it upon a personal and family histongdanrolling the social field in the
remedy. Needless to say, the psychologist is thgesuof this enunciation, is the
authority who draws the social field; but the sbigld must first appear at the other side

of the description, testing and diagnosis.

Literacy discourse has been characterised, famoaslgne side blaming the
victim and the other side blaming the system (Gdatrativisation” 273). But between

them these sides constitute the field they claimietecribe. Literacy discourse involves a

1 Earlier studies follow this general pattern; seayGand Schonell as examples.
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fabrication, a thin tissue of recording and comrmation, a surface of mutual inscription
between the literate subject and the world. Indecedly relativist construction, the
writing is different wherever one goes, whatevee agses it for, but it is always
codetermined by a social context. Social contegtiadividual purpose are thus brought
together to become two sides of the same planecdj@s in the example of Gee and
“L,” the literacy researcher imports a new sociade for appraising (but in fact rewrites
as stanzas) the performing subject’s work and demot only a new text but also a
universal human subject of language. This remol&$d‘the world of literary appraisal
(or, more exactly, literary appraisal within a bawkliteracy studies), and out of a
classroom where the same performance was defidiaig.means, however, that the
discourse of literacy can never have an “unmarketdition to the speaking subject, but
is destined, within this arrangement of elemeitsee the world as an act of constant
inscription. This is not, however, because theexth)f this constant inscription is not an

object of this discourse — s/he is both subjectabjdct, and under the same conditions.

Inscription is both the limit and the origin of kmkedge in literacy discourse. It is
the origin because it is only by drawing a surfatmscription between the subject and
her/hissociusthat we derive their reciprocal “meaning” in histan school. It is the
limit because a transcendental subject is writtém literacy, whether as the social
totality (nineteenth-century Europe, for exampleas the mind of a civilisation; it is the
totality of which any individual performance is mstance. In recognisably analogous
terms, Foucault describes the general functiorsiginification” and “system” in the

“human sciences”:

The role of the concept of signification is, intfao show how something
like a language . . . can in general be given poegentation; the role of the
complementary concept of system is to show howifgigtion is never
primary and contemporaneous with itself, but alwsgsondary and as it
were derived in relation to a system that precédesnstitutes its positive
origin, and posits itself . . . in fragments andioes through signification; in
relation to the consciousness of a significatibe, gystem is indeed always
unconscious since it was there before significatsomce it is within it that

signification resides and on the basis of it thheicomes effective . . . . In
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other words, the signification/system pair is wliasures both the
representability of language (as text or strucamalysed by philology and
linguistics) and the near but withdrawn presenctneforigin (as it is
manifested as man’s mode of being by means ofrthbytac of finitude).
(Order 361-62)

This analytic of finitude, this circularity and hging back of representation to the
conscious subject, occurs because the human ssjghoeigh deriving their concepts
from biology (function, norm, development), econosnflabour, need) and linguistics
(sign, system, meaning) found their knowledge o&f¥hupon a notion of representation
as both object and condition of knowledge:

representation is not simply an object for the hois@ences; it is, as we have
just seen, the very field upon which the humanrsmes occur, and to the
fullest extent; it is the general pedestal of foatn of knowledge, the basis
that makes it possibleOfder 363)

Two consequences follow from this: the human s@&sriend to extend representation
everywhere (in this case, everything is a texty, ‘d@hey find themselves treating as their

object what is in fact their condition of possityi)i thus constantly unveiling themselves:

It is always by an unveiling that they are ablea@®nsequence, to become
sufficiently generalised or refined to conceiverafividual phenomena. On
the horizon of any human science, there is theepta@f bringing man’s
consciousness to its real conditions, of restatibg the contents and forms
that brought it into being, and elude us withi{@rder 364)

In literacy discourse the level of analysis is ¢antly raised to a
transcendental one, to a meta-language (cf. Gesrdhivisation”) or to an account
of the way “our civilisation” thinks, or to an exingtive table of causes. Derrida’s
contention thus has the aspect of a historicahgement rather than an ontological
priority, and shares with literacy theory the egisic circularity of this analytic for
archaeological, not for logical, reasons. Thericulum Frameworks heir to this
circular and necessary inconsistency in the defimst of language and text. In the

extraordinary regulation of the relation betweelf, $ext and world, it performs an
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unveiling that is as epistemically necessary asiittegral to the power it

instrumentalises.

Political Circularity

The Curriculum Frameworks also haunted by literacy’s ineluctable conroacti
to power and distribution, presenting it with uraleable conflicts between liberatory
and prescriptive literacies, and between the eidared social power through literacy
and the hierarchising of literacies as the basisdstricting social goods. Some form of
exclusion is necessary to the operations involwdderacy: a definition and delimitation
of language (not only of what the proper language be, but also what language itself
may consist in), and a separation of people acagriti levels of literacy and the
literacies of their language communities and plategork. Several points about the
discursive connection of literacy to power andpbétical need to be made at the outset,

before dealing with instances invoking this coniwect

First, there is a connection, ineradicable and searg, between literacy made and
literacy made known. It seems that the knowleddéerbicy arises from an attempt to
make or to induce the performances recognisedfieddind problematised as literate.
Knowledge concerning literacy and its induced arabrded performance are two

distinguishable but inextricable moments, two atpetthe same process.

Second, this co-implication of recording and impgsiof knowing and inducing
the appearance of the object, means that a poblfiktd is generated, a field concerned
with the technical achievement of literacy, witbhanstant redefinition of literacy as a set
of goals and conceptualisations (inclusion, exolusind general formulation), with an
evaluation of techniques, and with the formulatdrriteria of evaluation. Moreover, the
co-implication produces the general political psyhlof a form of knowledge that always
ineluctably affects implementation, policy and guay practice. Simultaneously,
literacy study is involved in determining or quesing what is good (and bad) in literacy
and orality; what is practicable and possible (amgractical and impossible); and what
the object of literacy studg.
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Third, there is a set of restricted relations titeracterise the productive relations
of literacy (as knowledge and power, as the extractecording and planning of
performance), and a set of exclusions, eradicatmasrestrictions. It is important to note
that these do not exist in a dimension of poweassp from that of knowledge: the
operations of power directly inform the knowledgmstructed, and the knowledge
gathered directly invests the power operationfhem extraction and constitution of

performance.

Fourth, the very terms in which literacy is disagsannot be freed from the
suspicion that they are reifications of contemppfarms of control. It is not simply that
the knowledge of literacy reifies a dispossessiodistracts from a real dispossession;
literacy discourse is constituted within a dimensidhich is directly political, which

directly involves dispossessions and empowerméntsigh language.

This means that one cannot escape the politicahliing the scale and distance,
by concentrating upon a single field, such as te®hcal or the cognitive and
mechanical. Indeed, one may distinguish betweepahgcal effects of the different
disciplinary emphases, noting the authority eacfvde and the field of practice encoded
into it. A historical argument may claim that a rennal progress has occurrédr that
the definition and uses of literacy have alterex #hat consequently policy should be
concentrated upon numbers, or upon the enginearidglefinition of effective literacies
within the present context of use. Again, a psydugpiistic developmental sequence will
be instrumentalised in the construction of an ogtiliteracy experience and the design of
a mapping system and the training of teacherscording the progress of their pupils. In

each case, a political use is already codifiedreslalready a set of consequences.

While this positioning of literacy discourse ingdation of articulation with
pedagogical technologies and policies implies parsibility concerning definitions,
programs and evaluation, this political immanersciself a part of the discourse, a part
of its problematisation of itself and of its effectThis is not a privileged moment of self-

consciousness; it occurs in a set of well-knowngpas, as a reflection upon the social

2 The argument that literacy reifies a dispossessased on class and race is made most forcefully by
Stuckey.
13 See, for instance, Vincemass Literacy Cipolla; and Stone.
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and individual effects of literacy discourse anactang (determining whose languages
are excluded, what kind of society is constructedrivileged) and as a reflection upon
the demands of the world (specifying what needsetdone in response to the challenges
and demands of new technology and economic orgamsaew cultural forms and
norms). When regarded as a set of social and nhabieffects, the implementation and
epistemisation of literacy is active and constietiwhen thought in relation to the world,
the operations of literacy are reactive and comgteng. Literacy is both a choice of
necessarily arising political effects and a neagssiaoice of response to political and

economic demand$.

This co-implication does not constitute the impb#iy of literacy in politics, but
it does mean that the discourse is characteriseddaytain circularity. Whatever naive
discourse was involved in the study of perceptadl @gnitive processes in reading has
long since abandoned the promise of learning wigiviolved in readinger se but is
interested in retaining the auxiliary role it alvgdyad in technicising the constitution of a
population instructed under the gaze of the sfdte.problem of the political presents a
division, or bifurcation, of political alternativesot because some prefer a monocultural
and others a multicultural society, but rather lbseathe acquisition of literacy involves a
contest over the definition of this concept anadatioversy over the proper and most
efficient relation between non-standard and stahtieracies. The problem, then, is not
the exclusion of certain minorities, but the in@lunsof the entire population, whether or
not their cultures treasure literacy, or their nsirmde capable of developing it. The whole
political problem, written as one of exclusionprecisely the opposite: it consists in the
explicit aim to subject everyone, without exceptitmna rule of language connecting and
distinguishing margin and periphery. What is aksta the discourse is the delineation
of specific relationships between a population Wwhgc“made” through literacy, and a

world that demands and defines this making.

This political project of constituting a single gekted population must account
for and respond to the requirements of hegemontheo&cceptance of the governed to be

subjected in this way. Consequently, a range dfigall options runs from the

1 In this connection, see Lu and Taylor as exemmases. Taylor takes the transcendentalist vietv tha
power will always be an intractable problem.
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representation of the governed insofar as theyaronibe provision of language, to the
demands of the world insofar as they can be a pnololf instruction. Below the practices
and projects of the state, with its objects (thpypation and the individual as writing and
written beings) and its alibis and actual practitghe world’s demands, the literacy needs
of different groups, the working of subtle and ésipkexclusions) there operates a
process of inscribing difference and power as lagguasvriting, as the image of a
linguistic reality that hovers just beyond the agma@ce of things and can be reconstituted
only by a constant effort of inducing its perforrnanThese relations determine the
operations of literacy in théurriculum Frameworkand are characteristic of the
discourse.

There is a persistent set of themes even in the antieth century, in which
reading became, for the first time, the one esskrtad towards emancipation. Mortimer
Adler, later to become associate editor for theyElopedia Britannica’&reat Books of
the Western Worlderies, in 1940 wrotdow to Read a BooMlt includes a critique of
how American schools are failing democracy, anécgrates many of the points made by
contemporary researchers. As for the reign of nepsys and advertisements, indifferent

schooling prepares us for a life of gullibility:

Slighting the three R's in the beginning, and netgig the liberal arts almost
entirely at the end, our present education is ¢sdlgrilliberal. It

indoctrinates rather than disciplines and educ&es students are
indoctrinated with all sorts of local prejudicesigredigested pap. They have
been fattened and made flabby for the demogogueetoupon. Their
resistance to specious authority, which is nottuagpressure of opinion, has
been lowered. They will even swallow the insidipugpaganda in the

headlines of some local newspapers. (Adiaw to Read a BooK5)
The secret to an active, critical and democratidenaf life is the art of docility:

To be docile is to be teachable. To be teachat#¥enarst have the art of

being taught and must practice it actively. Theerastive one is in learning
from a teacher . . . and the more art one usesattanwhat he has to teach,
the more docile one is. Docility, in short, is frecise opposite of passivity
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and gullibility. Those who lack docility—the studerwho fall asleep during
a class—are the most likely to be indoctrinatedkirzg the art of being
taught, whether that be skill in listening or idéng, they do not know how
to be active in receiving what is communicatechent. Hence, they either
receive nothing at all or what they receive thesaab uncritically. (Adler,
How to Read a BooK5)

For Adler, the problem of reading was tied to tiendegration of civilisation.
The Great Books were not being read, or were redtbut being understood. They had
lost what he supposed to be their proper histormalin stimulating an ongoing “Great
Conversation” between ages and members of Wesiglisation.'> The substance of
freedom was already a relation to the text, in thse the corpus of the Great Books,
which would transform the individual reader intpraselyte for a better, more critical
way of life, and in turn transform her/his friengsd) and thus, ultimately, the character
of society. The Great Books were conceived asrtiispensable higher knowledge that
casts a searching light of reason upon other taxts pther, more ephemeral forms of

reasoning and action.

Adler defines the concern for reading as both tieegguisite for subjectivation
and the condition of freedom early and preciseliilévhis discussion owes much to the
Culture and Anarchyradition, there is also a novelty in his worklat the quality of
reading, as a technical and cognitive exerciseprbes directly related not only to the
understanding of the text but to the quality arability of society as a population to be
disciplined. This is completely unlike Matthew Atd® “sweetness and light,” since
Arnold is explicitly not concerned with “civilisath” or institutional politics, whereas
Adler, an active controversialist in economics aotitical theory, is directly concerned
with the effectiveness of political rule, with tpersuasiveness of true and “great”
thought over the art of the “demagogue” and thesgtdser, two figures that dominated
the plans and the fears of this period in bothtedipt and communist countries. The

distinction in the forms of rule was, for Adler andhny others, between a totalitarian

15 See Hutchins’ introduction Great Books of the Modern Worflor the full argument.
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country with a literate but uncritical style of d¥ag, and “democratic” countries with a
critical and actively participating constituency.

For Walter Mignolo, the definitions of literacy,lyag very much, from the
fifteenth century, upon the presuppositions ofdtkure of the book, mark cultures using
other sign systems as deficient, both in term$eif taccess to truth and their ability to
represent and extend thought apart and away frerfotins imposed by speech. Thus the
quipu'® were not only misunderstood, but served as arriatheevice within the practice
of colonial conquest. The mute, the idiot, the illiterate and the socigithout books, are

established as the negation of, and hidden basisdo experience of knowledge.

Acutely aware as Mignolo is of all the powers ofglish in the postcolonial
system of difference and identity, of power andegpe he recognises that language is at
the same time the road to recognition as it isutilecked door that keeps the excluded
out of the sanctuary of culture. Thus, he relateglfcision to write his study of
Renaissance definitions of the book and languaggtteeir connection to early
colonisation, in English, because in that languagebook has a greater chance of being
heard. Two important things occur: the book isuwékicle for the recognition of excluded
textual forms, and English is the language in regméng the racial exclusions of the
Spanish Conquest. The question of writing in a daddhn language, or even in a
surviving dialect, is not even a possible one,esithe market does not exist. Inevitably,
the material effect is a reflection of the discuesarrangement of elements: a fading
language is rendered in a strong one; the non-tsondered within the pages of a
book; and the book itself takes the form imposea Inyarket that is acknowledged as

political and exclusionary.

This positioning of resistance within a form of pawan inverted image of the
Curriculum Frameworls extension of power to subjugated groups, is notekalt of a
poor navigation in the currents of power, but ratifean exemplary one. Quite properly,
if one is sensitive to the prestigious forms thiowdich power is exercised, divided and

reproduced, the result is a book that writes panteritself as its problematic but

® The thread and cord recording devices made arighred by Quipucamayocs in the Inca Empire and
in the early period of the Spanish conquest of Peru
7 See Mignolo (69-122).
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necessary form. It is perfectly consonant withittea and aim of recovering a silence
and a silenced subject, for this is precisely whatdiscourse claims to do and at the
same time finds itself, or its correlative practifaling to do. Literacy discourse
proposes the positive mission of recognition arttienticity, with the effect of laying
down the criteria and the experience of linguisticlusion. It makes such an exclusion
thinkable and palpable. It trains the gaze to distiee ineffaceable result of a state-
supervised production of language. The standatdipagion for making the workings of
power visible is that it makes power harder to eiser And yet such a political
epistemology has nothing to back it but a convictigerhaps an imaginary store of
dramatic images, memories and scenes of discoVbgymaterial effect is to attach a

respectable opposition to power to the greatecieficy of the power it opposes.

Knowledges concerning literacy do not occur in euwsm, nor in relation to an
object which exists independently of the power-klealge in which it is inserted. The act
of constituting literacy within a knowledge is alygaattended by power-effects, by the
enabling of some subjectivities and practices, stormas of control and conduct, to the
exclusion of others. Literacy, as a constant sgeialvention and indispensable
productive mechanism, is particularly sensitivéhi® statements defining it: it constantly
changes according to the political imperatives isggbupon it, the substance assigned to
it, the body described as bearing it, and the aitshof the discipline in which it is
inserted.

Literacy embodies, thus, certain relations of dation: literacy as a class marker
(Cressy); as a device of exclusion and divisiond&ty); as an index of productive
capacity relative to population (Vincent); as perbio-power (Marshall); as
indoctrination in middle-class norms (Gee, Willigrhake and Freebody); as the basis of
hegemony (Graff). Finally, literacy functions topéain, and to correspond with, the
schooling regime and its attendant legitimatingsces. These relationships between
literacy and power engender problems which remagular as long as the relationships
hold. Is it a liberating strategy to expand the bemand range of permitted and
recognised literacies, or to close down the schibsteiety? How does literacy relate to
the way we use and experience power? If literatabéishes, or operates upon, a

mechanism of power through the governance of “kedgé-ability” through the life-
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cycle, can one possibly escape this power? If edipgrknowledge and effectivity is the
basis for our agency in a pedagogical society dsasehe site at which power seizes,

produces and enables the individual, is it possibkaink beyond it, without reverting to
a romantic muteness, or a mad speech, or a spegohdcompetence and the work of

representation?

Literacy is constituted as a substance by meandimh power may be exercised.
It unites a regime of control and manipulation wathegime of observation. It does not
coincide with the recognised divisions of clasghatsame time as it makes class visible
(or audible), it slides away from class to divitle population in different ways. There
are two simultaneous relations between literacygowler: on the one hand, because its
uses are defined by structures of power and awyhdris a contested term which, by
virtue of its fingency and effectivity, may be angortant point of articulation between
ideologies and practices. On the other hand, tteimalso the result of anpriori
delimitation, the artefact of an immemorial division which our experience, and our
political imagination, depend. Literacy, while atof contestation, is also a horizon of

modern political subjectivity.

If linguistic performance in literacy tests is sedtjto a pervasive coercion,
enticement, or normalisation of obedience, thersame the docility of the population, in
being tested, signal a circuit of truth and powenay of measuring and controlling? The
very existence of the concept of literacy marksdh@racter of a form of domination and
normalisation. And yet, is not literacy itself tkey to liberation, the way towards a better
understanding of domination today, and a meansadpng, resisting, and liberating? In
short, is not the means for liberation the sambh@substance and witness of oppression?
And is it not the sign of a form of therapeuticeintment, like that of mental patients,
with which society claims the right to protect lfdeom the irresponsible youth until s/he
becomes capable, of easing not only the economdebus/he presents, but also the

moral and political dangers s/he presefitsPshort, literacy presents us with the bad

18 See American Youth Policy Forum, which relates tha authors

presented evidence, from their research and byttt America's schools are failing to
help students attain . . . critical skills. As auk, many public policy interventions have been
either ineffective or failed to directly addrese firoblems young people face in attaining
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conscience of our form of freedom, the exclusiohgtvallow us, the sane, the healthy,
the mature, to minimise the disturbance threatdryatie insane, the sick, and the

irresponsible, to our way of life.

At the level of the politics of pedagogy, a certaianscription occurs, where
the recognition of local literacies reinforces atcal and universalising one. This
can occur in subtle and circuitous ways, but theeseelations resurface, as the
effects of a social organisation of knowledge ahtthe state’s inscription of the
demands of the world. The literacy researcher fiidgherself engaged in the
inscription of power, in the enforcing of definitis. Thus, in the National Literacy

Survey, the validity of local practices must eche truth of the central authority:

The Management Committee has written an introdndbathe Report which
documents its role [in] developing and implementimg Survey assessment
methodology. This assessment methodology was uimigine way it linked
the richness and validity of classroom assessnrantipes into the
framework of a reliable national data collectiongess. While the focus on
teacher judgment meant that this methodology wae rmastly than
assessment processes dependent on external mahkdnmgethodology
proved to be a very effective tool in obtainingesssnent data across a wide
range of achievement that was reliable and vala@tlifonal strengths of this
assessment model included professional developpesmfits for teachers
and the enhancement of teacher professionalismdhrthe emphasis on

teacher judgment. (Forster and Masters iii)

There is a distinction in this passage between ttatsare valid and those that are
reliable, corresponding to a distinction betweenlttal, intractable but observational
and empirical data of a teacher, secure in itsecanénd the decontextualised, abstracted
and essentialised, but tractable and centralissd, af standardised testing. Professional
development does not merely bridge the gap betwessier assessment and external

testing; rather, it is the subordination of “validacher assessment to “reliable” external

labour market success. This, in turn, has led tedartation system which often wastes its
scarce resources.
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tests. At the same time that the teacher is beitngduced into the collection of these
data, she/he is being erased and omitted, conviatied redundant double, a validation
whose difference is simultaneously cancelled ot imivocalising move that is meant to
reinforce validity*®

As far as contemporary literacy studies are corexkrpolitical threats are posed
within words, within images, within the ceaselestdurse of everyday life. This occurs
on two fronts: the media-saturated arena of condompwvhere everything becomes
commodified, where rhetorics of cool and authetytientice youth into needless
consumption and unthinking attitudes; and in tHermation-rich arena of production,
where the structure of work-relationships, thecesthuf the corporation, the forms of
domination, are rendered natural within an ongoavgr-changing use of languagé.he
illiterate have three obstacles here, situatechmeetentirely different planes: the
functional, which secures at least the right tokytie right to subjection; the critical,
which allows one to question and modify that sutipec and the powerful, which allows
one to participate in government, law, science,@her prestigious genres. This follows

from the recognition that the form of contemporpoyver is constituted within language.

Literacy discourse was traversed from its begintip@ question that relates the
study of literacy to the making of a person, aetygiand a mind, a question that asks not
only what “we” are (as opposed to “them”) but dt&aw we may be remade, either in
defence of essential cultural forms, or in theriegés of constructing a better version. The
question assumes the involvement of a state, atypaind the authorised and subaltern
forces which in reality form a social characteralhits far-flung meta-historical
speculations, in its mapping of cultural recombimat and neuropsychological correlates
to literate processing, the question which rematrevery level of this discourse is not
far from educational planning. It is precisely sthby this literature: how may schooling
best “help ensure students achieve the outcom&sftiCulum FrameworKL1). This
guestion organises the entire discursive fieldlildlacy workers want to make children

literate according to their own preferences, commaitts and so on. The knowledge

19 See Keeves and Masters.
% For examples, see Lo Bianco and Freebody (Chap@mdCurriculum FrameworKinside cover and
passim).
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generated is rarely against litergmr se and even in such cases it is still in the intsres
of forming a better person through a good education

The question makes it clear that, whatever onegehdor literacy, the power to
define it is available principally to the stateg ffinter)nation, the educational policy-
makers. One is thus always in a relation to govemtal definitions of literacy, and
always making (scholarly authority permitting) dtempt to influence policy. This is
exemplified in debates between official survey lesdand literacy theorists. In a response
to the published findings of the firstternational Adult Literacy Survap 1995, Harvey
J. Graff launches into a thoroughgoing critiquéhaf presumptuous and mythic
definitions of literacy to be found in the document

The research cited and the great revision in thiplabout literacy challenge,
qualify and contradict the science and certaintyitgfracy, Economy and
Societyfrom the assumptions of its first paragraph tdass. Ironically, or
perhaps not, the results of IALS needlessly cirarihe themselves as they
reveal, to borrow my own phrase, the persistinggraand costs of the
literacy myth. (Graff, “Power and Costs” 3)

The IALS report closely follows the definitions foinctional literacy, it
perpetuates a deficit model, ignores recent rekdasth into literacy and work pattern

(the “New Work Order”), and rewrites new, progrgssierms into old, reactionary ones:

The terminology for describing the complexity déhacy practices likewise
suggests a reductionist view in which what “reatgunts is skills and levels
rather than the broader and more complex uses aadings of literacy
indicated by such terms as “practices.” While #vent “literacy practices” is
frequently employed, there is equally often a stml@ards more narrow
functionally defined evaluative terms; skills, agies, levels, tasks, and
abilities are used as though they all meant theesssnand were a gloss on,
“literacy practices.” Under the heading of “liteygaractices at work,” for
instance, a gloss is provided that immediately cedipractices to the test
situation: “most adults must face some literackdas work;” and again

under “literacy practices in the community” we &kl “everyone, whether
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employed or not, can engage in literacy activitiéSraff, “Power and Costs”
7)

In other words, state institutions have the poweaalisorb and reinscribe the
meanings of research, to deploy progressive or¢tieally nuanced research in the
pursuit of long-standing institutional and ideolcaigoals. In criticising the IALS study,
Graff also makes visible the inevitable relatiopshetween the literacy researcher and
official implementation and instrumentalities. Bri§treet supplements Graff's criticism
with similar findings and a number of close ana$ystthe survey questions. He

concludes:

There is a power relation, then, between the rebees and their
respondents, on the one hand, and between thisydartstyle of research
and other research traditions, on the other. Theareh team indeed have
immense power as the very debate now going on dbeutfindings
indicates. . . . That they do not draw attentiothte power but instead write
as though their findings are the neutral produdlméctive scientific inquiry
is itself a classic procedure of institutional pow&treet, “Literacy,
Economy and Society” 11)

Stan Jones, the author of the data analysis ochidyaters, replies with a defence
of the non-ethnocentricity of the survey questi@m] describes Graff’'s and Street’s

work as that of a modish but useless new scho@s&arch:

Graff and Street represent a view of literacy angea of learning and social
science research in general, that has had a baefipence, but has failed to
deliver insights which are helpful and which mowdigy forward. (Jones,
“Ending the Myth” 14)

Jones cites the accuracy of the IALS data, theiesarity over other
questionnaires and surveys when correlated witerathta, and the accuracy of his
information on the job market. Moreover, the fdwttliteracy does not correlate with
employment opportunities or socioeconomic statiesdmt prevent it from having some
effect (21). His decisive argument comes, howewBen he states that it is not he (or the

survey team) who define literacy, but society:
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Street and Graff are sure to claim that we havs frivileged this one kind

of literacy. But it is not the IALS researchers wiewe privileged it, it is
society. While we might determine test scores, a@tdletermine
employment, income, social participation or anyhaf other characteristics
we found associated with IALS literacy. It is not the IALS research team
to determine whether it is fair that this one kofditeracy is so valued by
society. It would have been negligent of us, howglvaving discovered these
connections not to have reported them. (Jones,ifigritie Myth” 20)

The social world inscribes the subject once agaid, this time the researcher provides a
recording and an amplification of that inscriptioaising it to the status of an
international benchmark for success; defining trenfthat success ought to take. Does
the understanding of literacy as the result of ppae the sign of a hierarchical social
structure inscribing its own uses into the subjiek the subject, or is this merely the
ghost of the promise that Adler brought into thecdurse, the promise of subjects freer
and more discerning, more self-making, than thenfof society would allow? Is it,
moreover, the consequence of the discourse havaug ra contract with a “democracy”

it distrusts, with a world that it both seeks toveeand to overturn?

Within these three areas the literacy discourse@egin peculiar forms of
circularity that distinguish it as a discourse sEiit accounts for the historical existence
of literacy within an undecidable polarity, wheitedacy is either the source of social
thought or where the organisation of uses by tleeakdetermines the form of literacy.
Second, it situates the analytical problem ofditgrin such a way that literacy is both the
basis of the discourse about it and the objecg theating a circular analytic of finitude
characteristic of Foucault’'s “human sciences.” Thit involves a relationship to politics
which is both completely tied to serving societydmanging the world to serve people,
and insistent on changing people to serve the wdddending on the shifting boundaries

between student and world.

To paraphrase Foucault, the discourse of literacyot speak of literacy
precisely because literacy is the condition of mty of the discourse. That is, the

practices that form its object are invisible tofinecessity, are beyond the space bound
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and organised by its statements, its fundamenightation, its array of speaking
positions, concepts, and possible arguments. Ahthgse relations that form an outside
are always presupposed, entered into, activate@geted upon, in the discourse. It is thus
necessary to go beyond this discursive analyssdar to more fully account for the
ways in which literacy effects its role in the pgdgisation of social space, to determine
how it articulates the elements of a dispositif] &ow it secures the insistent and

multiplying forms of power encountered in t@erriculum Framework
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4. A Passage to Power

This chapter outlines the work of Foucault thaeexis the archaeological treatment
of discourse into an analysis of space and powewladge, and explains the place of
discourse within a concrete social apparatus, spadiitif, a complex of heterogeneous
social practices that forms a historical unity, stitating the historical substance of
literacy through an interrelation between formsayability, spaces of visibility, lines of
power and curves of subjectivity. To do this ihecessary to show how, in Foucault's
work, the concepts of discourse and power-knowledgenterrelated and necessitate
each other. Foucault’s integration of discourse amder-knowledge within the dispositif
allows this thesis to chart the discourse of litgriaoth as discourse and as an effecting of
power relations, not merely of the relations thecdurse claims to analyse, but of those
relations within larger cultural experiences ofjegbon. This mode of analysis goes
some way toward characterising literacy as a dseeentity, moving away from the
discourse’s use of it akefiniendumremoving the distance that confers upon it an

ontological guarantee.

The deployment of Foucaultian analytical terms pratedures does not
necessarily yield a satisfying explanation of teedagogical extension of textualised and
disciplined subjection in policy documents like therriculum FrameworkThe second
part of the chapter discusses the work of theooispedagogy and literacy who use
Foucault, and charts the differences between thehttas thesis. Beyond the mere
encoding of power th€urriculum Frameworlconnects literacy to a whole array of
powers and to a configuration of procedures andespd-oucaultian theorists of literacy
and education both miss and enable such an atimuia various ways: in their de-
specification of Foucaultian concepts, their appéainational and transcendental
subjects, and their axiological distortionEhe discussion of their work is therefore both
a review of their contribution and a critical ara$yof their power-effects within the

literacy dispositif.

! Keith Hoskin (“Examination”) goes to the lengthaéiming Foucault as a “crypto-educationalist.”
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The Dispositif: Foucault, Power-knowledge and Space

Studying the discourse without a space of cor@taéind a power-knowledge
nexus produces a number of ramified oppositionsudtntate circularities, and is
therefore not sufficient for understanding the digse of literacy. Thus, to invoke
cultural context as the explanation of differerfid&ons and uses of literacy, or to
multiply literacies in an indefinite taxonomy ofgatices is to reaffirm these circularities.
Context explains certain co-constitutive relationstributing to certain literacies, but it
does not explain the space that makes literachleigor the space that is adjusted to
enable its recognition), nor does it explain theptex array of interventions, concerns

and assessment techniques that come into play.

Turning away from the circularities in the discayrt is clear that the
concatenation of propositions about what literacgnd is not operates in a field of power
relations: these propositions are focused not problem of definition but on the issue of
pedagogical techniques and educational policy.H@rohe hand, there is a variety of
official and lobbying bodies arguing the benefis literacy education, literacy standards
and literacy-based skills, and on the other thezdlaeorists defending a moderate view
of literacy’s social benefits, a recognition thagite are no good standards to go back to,
and that current standardised testing has queblimsacial valué.lt is from here, from
what is essentially a political debate, that libgrderives its status as an object of
extreme scrutiny, continual research and publidroeersy. Literacy is established not as
a guarantee of social progress but as a pivotal itethe definition of the political
community, in assumptions and fears about sogmbrkiction and survival, where

language, power and identity coincide.

The Curriculum Frameworldraws upon a historical development of educational
discourse, wherein literacy has become a termpedisable in the exercise of
educational power. In it, language becomes thdesungifying term in educational

discourse, the object and the instrumargducation. It is through language that children

2 Graff (LiteracyMyth and Street (“Introduction”) argue for a broadlgMist understanding of context,
and Stuckey goes to the extreme of defining litgeca reification and obfuscation of class ineigyal
Curtis Educational State‘True Government”) argues that nineteenth-cen@epada is an example of a
modern “educational state” forming disciplined gmdductive citizens through education and inspectio
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learn, and all subject areas, all disciplinarydglare but differently organised ways of
using language. The definition of literacy, themnaidirect intervention in the definition of
knowledge, and an indirect attempt at definingpgbeer-knowledge nexus of a society.
With centralised, national education policy, tlEsidebate about how to (re)shape the

nation-state.

The puzzle posed by the Foucaultian analysis o€ireiculum Frameworks not
what, if anything, literacy is, but why it has vescently become substanceand such
an important one. This substance is not only soimgtivhich is made up of some kind of
matter, and which exhibits certain properties Irtted forms in which it manifests itself;
it is also a historical discovery and inventionysbhing to be seen, measured, and acted
upon. It operates as the object of a knowledg&éheaground for normative interventions,
and as a site of self-reflection. In addition te froblem of what it does there is a
question posed by its affirmation, by the assefidetithat it is and must be investigated.
The discourse opens out onto, invites, reprodusdsrecorporates a space and an array
of powers that offer, modify, and instrumentalisis tsubstance. To treat literacy as an
historically produced substance means, then, wnstouct a mechanism for its
production, to look at the formation of institutgyrobjects and processes that combine to
secure literacy as an object of scrutiny, manipateénd concern. Understanding the
operation of this substance in power-knowledgegdke analysis beyond the recognition
of the discourse’s undecidability and beyond themmalisations of power such as the
appeal to context, and enables a conception odtifeas a modality of the imposition

and spread of power-relations.

To outline a picture of this power, it is importaatnote the way in which literacy
is divided, put into use and established in theaiisse. Literacy is distributed between
two sets of scales, two sets of instrumentalities @bjects of visibility: the social and the
individual. On the one hand, it is that which Miiif millions out of unemployment,
render national economies vital and competitivéuce crime, contribute to democracy,
redistribute social goods and so on. On the othrdhit is the substance that animates
the linguistic performance of children, which candeen by applying a certain vigilance,
eliciting performances, and checking them agaimsagram of normal developmental

stages. Between these two poles is the nucledreeddritological guarantee: it is not so
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much what is seen, nor is it necessarily whateselin the observed subject, that forms
the basis of the discourse. What is important isxaisible act of affirmation, that

literacy be agreed, by all concerned (except pbsaillew reluctant subjects) to beere

As an object appearing in a space of visibility arslibstance of power-knowledge,
literacy is a set of experiences, knowledges amdatipns dependent on the pedagogical
organisation of space that connects with its disgden discourse in a productive way.

Literacy is the indispensable assumption in theagedical disciplining of language.

The relationship between the often unspoken affionaof literacy that operates
within the discourse and a structured space th&emliteracy visible threatens to defy
analysis. An insuperable dichotomy presents itseife the said and the seen, the known
and the done, each have their own separate modesngf. What makes the isolation of
students and the training of performance into agetsable manifestation of literacy is
by no means the result of a simple connection.éSmach of Foucault’s work addresses
this problem, it is important to discuss that wiorlsome detail. Of particular importance

is the crucial role played by concepts of spaceigreknowledge and dispositif.

Foucault provides a way of posing a problem anamgiing an argument that
escapes such dichotomies, stepping back to exathenastorical conditions under
which knowledge and its objects are constructetiays relating knowledge to a
reorganisation of space and the practice of powss is exemplified irMental Iliness
and Psychologyin this short book, Foucault executes a strategiersal in epistemology
typical of his work. He organises what he takeldadhe central elements and problems
of psychological discourse, then elaborates thddorental lines of a deep epistemic
problem (“can psychology really know madness?”YeAfnswering this in the negative
through a discussion of how knowledge is constdigtehe case at hand, he proposes a
different way of understanding both madness andhpdggy. The notion of mental
illness we now have was made to appear througlerscgig and confinement, an
historical event quite peculiar to Western socgtand this has affected the forces that
constitute madness, and the experience of madise#fs Psychology cannot speak of
madness because madness is the condition for g#s#diy of psychology. Those
neutral presuppositions, the division of body anddnthe use of discourse as a

symptomatology, the dual tracing of an evolutiondeyelopment and a personal history,
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are made possible by a history that locks madngsand finds its truth in what is

isolated and set apart from the world, a mind bwdth hides and reveals itself.

Like madness, literacy appears to its investigaasrsomething that has always
been present, at least for the past five thousaadsysince human beings began to
inscribe characters onto materials, or, alternbtj\tee past three thousand years, that is,
since the Greeks won for themselves a “truly phoheystem of transcription, an
alphabet. This invention is presented by a numbeclwolaré as a world-historical event
that changed the entire horizon of human possibilihe alphabet made possible the
inspection of past thoughts, their accurate repetdn, critical assessment and revision.
It shifted the experience of language from the epral medium of sounds which passed
from the mouth to the ear to a relatively permameobrding of utterances onto the visual
plane, passing from the page to the eye. Thusukgey and thought along with it, passes
from an essentially temporal experience to onettrads to be localised in spaCcEhe
old formulaic speech of epic poetry, where thouginésamalgamated and connected in a
narrative, becomes the philosophical treatise,rosgal into topics, divided according to
analytical elements. That is why, they contend diseipline of rhetoric loses its gestural
components and certain characteristic verbal comptsrsuch as redundancy, to become
the essay and the dissertatidfinally, it seems, this historical career is qgadively
changed by the printing press, which democratisesvord and opens it towards an
empirical criticism of its representational statilee printed word announces the
possibility of the empirical sciencésiteracy is written into history as the hitherto
undiscovered but real substance of an epochalftranation, rather than as the recently

invented object that animates a new discourse.

In order to account for a discourse’s formatiorhaiit recourse to an autonomous
and pre-existing object, Foucault frequently, asrals his works, deals with the role of
historical spaces in the construction of discourBesicault’s work is dominated by the

notion of spaces, by the variety of spaces in hystwhether they present figures of

% It is promoted by Havelock and Ong in particular.

* See Goody%avage MindTraditional Societies Ong Qrality and Literacy; lllich and SandersABQ).
® David Hamilton Theory of SchoolingFordism”) is a proponent of this view; OnBdmus$ is an early
source.

® See OngQ@rality and Literacy, Olson {Vorld on Paperand EisensteirRinting Pres3.
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enclosure and confinement, tables of resemblandeliffierence, sites of reflection,
inversion and representation, or places of subidiwviand discipline. To explain the
advent of the modern experience of madness, fanpbea Foucault finds it necessary to
isolate a total reordering of space in the “Greatfiement.” To explain the emergence
of clinical medicine inThe Birth of the Cliniclikewise he demarcates the novelty of the
regulated observation of ordered bodies made pedsyteaching hospital. In deriving
the historical convergence leading to disciplinsogiety, he points out the construction
of a classificatory space:

The organisation of a serial space was one of tbat gechnical mutations of
elementary education. It made it possible to sigulershe traditional system
(a pupil working for a few minutes with the mastghile the rest of the
heterogeneous group remained idle and unattenBgdjssigning individual
places it made possible the supervision of eacivioheal and the
simultaneous work of all. It organised a new econoifithe time of
apprenticeship. It made the educational spaceifumtike a learning
machine, but also as a machine for supervisingatakising, rewarding.
(Discipline 147)

In Foucault’'s work space unifies words and thirsgging and saying. Historical
spaces integrate and explain relationships betkeewledge and power, and historical
uses and knowledges inform the creation of spdiedsed, the preface Tthe Birth of the
Clinic proclaims that “this book is about space, abauglage, and about death; it is

about the act of seeing, the gaz€fific ix).

As Chapter Two points out, Foucault’s notion ofcdigrse is always situated at the
edges, opening discourse to particular spacesyasfof power and larger social
processes: it is a matter@ations investigating their form, strength and selecyivit
their historical range of possibilities. A discoaiis a complex arrangement that arises
from a set of interlocking elements which cannotdmiticed to linguistic elements.
However, analysis at this level discloses onlyspeéisal of statements and a set of
fundamental dependencies, an established circaiffiofnation and the branching

complications within it. Discourse analysis expsaimow the notion of literacy operates
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within the discourse, but does not explain thealisse’s relation to processes and
practices that cut across it, invest it with poveerd establish the spaces with which it
operates. For such an understanding the propeotiaitalysis is the dispositif, the total
social apparatus, which is a set of relations, tmrag, spaces, instruments and procedures
that allow particular things to be said and domel #hat ensure the saying and doing of
particular thing<. This is not to be confused with the broad sodiaitext mentioned
earlier. A dispositif is a lean, parsimonious afp¢no explain elements of existence that
are consciously done, that are techniques even tihegrpass into automatism. Thus,
even those elements which do not cohere and thréatestructure must in some way be
dealt with. As Deleuze notes, the dispositif isaaalytic tool explicitly designed for
Foucault’s project of integrating heterogeneousglgva tool built by an “archivist” rather
than an anthropologist (DeleuZgucault70-85)° Analysing literacy as a component
produced by a total social apparatus extends armiporates the discursive analysis, and

permits a more systematic understanding of it®hdsl mode of existence.

The interrelation of power-knowledge, discours@cgpand subjectivity in
Foucault’s work, then, is best explained and sclisethas a dispositif, or “concrete
social apparatus” (Deleuze, “Dispositif” 159). Tdlispositif is a tangle of heterogeneous
lines. These lines follow directions and trace bedss. Foucault has traced four kinds of
lines in his studies: lines of visibility and atlability (together forming knowledge),
power and subjectivity. However, the dispositif n@sny dimensions, and the four types
of lines discerned by Deleuze in Foucault’'s work ‘dry no means contours given once

and for all, but a series of variables which supptme another * (“Dispositif” 159):

These apparatuses, then, are composed of the fiofj@lements: lines of
visibility and enunciation, lines of force, linesubijectification, lines of

splitting, breakage, fracture, all of which crisess and mingle together,

" Deleuze’s account of thiispositifis used here because it carefully charts itstyfii constructing a
theory of the historical articulation of heterogens elements, thus moving away from the
“archaeological” emphasis on discourse.

8 Admittedly, Deleuze’s interpretation is in dispu@Farrell argues that the dispositif is equivalenthe
“historical a priori” ofOrder and the later notion of “regimes of trutt¥ichel 66). While | concede that
“dispositif” designates in some sense “the samelleas the “historical a priori,” (O'FarrelMichel 66), its
deployment within an analytic of power-knowledgsuiés in the more articulatory notion presentecher
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some lines reproducing or giving rise to otherspigans of variation or even
changes in the way they are grouped. (“Disposiiti2)

What, then, might be the elements of a dispodititeracy? Cutting across the
conventional distinctions established by the disseyit is possible to propose a different
list of historically constituted spaces, persond practices. These are: the student, the
school, the text and the teacher. For each of thleseents, there is a complex and quite
contingent history, relying on small changes incpce, in unforeseen rearrangements
and convulsions, in timid suggestions, and in tbeasional migrations of knowledge and
practice. At a certain point, a confluence produectf “literacy” occurred. Literacy
studies owe their persistence to this accidentagjimg of elements into a machine that
produces, if not the concept of literacy, thendbeditions for its emergence. While the
present study dates the emergence of these elementecognisable modern form as
occurring in the nineteenth century, their confleeeand arrangement in the production
of literacy as concept, material entity, historipedcess and visible symptomatology is a

far more recent development.

The studentliteracy involves a number of necessary priorstarcts, without
which a compulsion to speak about it would havenhegenable or absurd. First, it
requires a population whose existence has becqmabéem, and whose ability to read
and write is examined as part of that problem. Bhafter Bentham published the
Panopticon letters, wherein he decisively connectesrvation with reform, convict
transport ships were carrying doctors to teachspariees the reading and writing of
morally improving works, particularly the Bible atite Book of Common Prayer.
Sunday Schools were begun with the dual purpog&eeying a troublesome population
(in this case of poor children) away from publiasg, and imparting moral virtues that
their parents would/could not, particularly by muting them in the reading of the

Bible.® A national statistical apparatus measuring thieieffcy of instruction was fully

° See Reeves (“Literate Society”). This was by n@nsethe case universally, even in the Commonwealth:
as | point out in Chapter Five, the Sunday-schooWales were an indigenous invention whose fumctio
was the performing of communal theological dispatet. In addition, Biblical morality was problenssil

by the emerging discourse of educational psychglagyt was by the later use of economics in moral
instruction.
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underway in Europe by the mid-nineteenth centugasaring the national space in

districts, and giving literacy historians what wabllecome the basis for their analy¥es.

This situation has obviously not remained staticsithe early nineteenth century,
and the problematic population itself (or at lghst parents and relatives who were for so
long the teachers’ enemy) as well as the libeedestame to take up and change the
schools and their work. By the end of this periwdrking-class and indigent families had
won the right to secular education by a constaegsre of numbers, and the schools had
dropped much of their religious instruction, thougtt all of it, and introduced technical
and “vocational” studies, along with the “Three Rsitd English grammar. When Great
Britain finally instituted national compulsory elentary education in 1872, it had
already overseen and recorded the operation obschar decades and developed a
sophisticated statistical apparatus for measuhegthievements of students. The
proximate reason for instituting a universal ediscasystem was the problem of finding
a way to manage the poorer groups after a longsefipopular risings culminating, in
Britain, with the massacre at the “Battle of Boskam\Wood” in 1838 The problem
population became a national, indefinitely divisilahd analysable one. A recording
apparatus, especially one by which government nmedsts performance, required a
reliable sign of success or failure. This interc@hcern for order was supplemented by
anxieties regarding the power of the populatioa psoductive force. That Germany had
a greater number of people than Britain, it wasiadyg meant that the latter’s population
needed to produce more goods and generate morthwiadlucation became not only a
problem of moralisation and population control, duhatter of national survival, strength

and progres§.

The problem population of today, that is, the amgexct to literacy instruction in
documents such as t@irriculum Frameworkretains many of these imperatives. More
immediately important, however, are the particklaowledges that constitute the student

as subject to, and of, literacy schooling. The stiids tabulated as a visible surface of

9 See VincentNlass Literacy. Hunter Rethinking draws attention to the nineteenth-century emerger
a new statistical apparatus in education policy.

" For a detailed account of these developmentsyseent (iteracy and Popular Cultude On the
“Battle of Bossenden Wood,” see page 85 of the same

12 See WardleSchooled Societi73), Connell and Irving (206).

13 See CurtisEducational Stafeand Graff [ egacies.
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behaviours and artefacts, utterances and assiganidrd@se must be easily recordable,
and are ideally unambiguous and consonant wittiarred and standardised language of
description. The visible surface, however, refera tleep structure, upon which the

regime of instruction operates.

This encoding of surface and depth is cognitive modal, in part. The student
acquires understandings, and even a restructufitigeavays of knowing along with
their accretion. Also, these understandings affebviour and disposition. Students
become available to examination, they organise #ativities and concerns towards it,
and reproduce it within their own thoughts and ireeg.What do | know now, and how
am | to say so when examinetiffedepthof students is thus divided into knowledge,
understanding and ability. Ability is a partialfreation of performance, a pushing of
surface behaviour into the depth it is to calllipdbility is the term that authorises the
power to detain, instruct and assess. This praoess be lengthy, not only in order to
produce a fully developed and skilled student,adsb to ensure her/his reliability under

assessment.

In addition, students are arranged according emgoral and developmental
dimension. At first they are unable, and therefan®t, to enter the world. They are
deficient in three ways: in relation to themselwegheir community, and to the world of
work (at least as far as the dimension of liteigogoncerned). What the student needs is
defined by these deficiencies. As with internmena penitentiary setting, the discourse
is greatly concerned with the readiness of inmetester the outside world. As students
develop, their deficiencies are replaced by a dqtyant reflection, of engagement with
their community, and of work skills. While the griswas designed to moralise the
offender, school was designed to erase the dapgeesi by deficiency and to save the
child from the vicious influence that may come fridm environment it is born into.
Three objects of knowledge are elaborated heredélieloping human being, the text,

and a world knowable in the form of demands.

Insofar as they are conceptualised as childredestis engender a special
problematic quite apart from that posed by othgruybations. Children, as observable and

manipulable beings confined to a regular scheditasks and to a regime of reward and
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punishment, become a map of typical developmeng. €@m enumerate a series of stages
and design particular regimens, texts and expeggetaoptimise development. There is a
dual horizon here: a set of stages and activijies$ying/producing them, and a proper,
organic or natural sequence which sets limits dimogation. This model, which limits

the arbitrary imposition of discipline and operatie®n a biological thinking being, has

entered most Western education systems sincdritgluction by Seguin in 1844.

The student, as this notion appears inGoericulum Frameworkin other policy
documents and in the discourse generally, is andstg indicator of national health, at
least insofar as s/he appears in a mass. It isrtanptanot only that students should be
literate, but also that they be literate to a ¢etiavel at a certain stage. Failure to achieve
the corresponding adequate level means that ttmoktacher has failed, or the parents/
social milieu, or the larger society. It is via ttenceptual structures of optimal
development and optimal (national) economic pragitgtthat children acquire the right,
inter alia, to be students. This is not merely a generauallianxiety, but one that has a
specific history and coordinates, allowing poli@cdments to sanction and codify a

practice of power.

The schootan be: an area of planning (a topic of organisedght), a particular
body of training and technique, a real individugi®ol, a jurisdiction, or a complex
designed for instruction. The early schools in Bndland Australia were frequently
small, isolated and subject to a quick death ifpbeedid not patronise them. Under
Inspectors and a system of “payment by resultg’sthools were often shut down, and
in Australia were compromised by the need of labmifor seasonal work in farming
areas, as well as by hostile attitudes among tbe ipdowns and cities, often making the
minimal fulfilment of attendance requirements imgibke* The great task of the schools
in the three decades after 1872 was to enforcedtmpulsory attendance law. The school
from here on assumes the presence and regulara@apge of students; it is the
condition of possibility for thinking about studsrand for acting upon them. It is the

place in which they appear; it renders them visible

14 See Austin and Selleck (67, 118).

169



The school is specially organised. The centraltional unit is the class, which
usually is located in a separate and speciallygtesi room. This room is designed for
maximum effectiveness in drawing out the repeatrtbpmances of students and for the
recording of their developing understanding, knalgke and ability. The national school
being necessarily tied to a national statisticakhu, it renders results available for
national and international comparison. While lissrpercentages were initially fairly
simple affairs (even in the Swiss army, where bvsix literacy levels were
recognised}? the introduction of a developmental scale and gingptarget
historical/economic perspective have complicatettereand necessitated tests designed
and overseen by experts from outside the sclfool.

This organised disciplinary space also relatekéaést of the social space, to the
various ways in which pedagogical knowledge suloidisiand orders the population, and
aggregates and composes groups and nations. $hméss literacy tests were the
product of another institution of instruction amdernment, the army. The technique
arose from disciplinary practices and psychomégsting, and probably drew on earlier
experiences with convictd.In any case, national supervisory and testingdsodi
constitute an area affecting the school rather tha@parate element of the dispositif. The
school is related to other sites in complex wags tend towards a flexible
pedagogisation of social space. The interrelatiggedagogical spaces does not mean
that school is simply the model to be imposed uptbier pedagogical emplacements.
One can see this in national testing, a consequenehich is the ideal unmarked
student, whose case is fully explained by corredatactors of age, ethnicity, parents’
occupation, residence and so on. The space of Beh@manates into the wider world,
but it mutates as it does so, engaging in an iategr coordination rather than in the
formation of purely analogous spacés.

15 See Cipolla, 12.

% See Forster and Masters.

7 On instruction of convicts, see Reevéterate Societyl 31.

18 The literature extending literacies to ever maemas — especially work and leisure — and measuring
assessing and typologising them, grows almost .d@éifiore et al. is a particularly enthusiasti@eyple of
pedagogising workplace literacies, while Knobel aadkshear is a good example of assembling a
pedagogy derived from mapping new critical discesn®lated to the internet. Watson and Johnson take
this process to the mapping of “multiliteraciescimmputer gaming.
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The school is the site where a series of primavisihins is enacted, dramatised and
made visible. The school functions as an encircvadj, from which students win the
right to emerge when they are deemed sufficierapable to operate in the outside
world. It is thus a second world, a habitable aadigable simplification, in some cases a
second world consciously designed for the constmaif better social agents, where
students are enabled to transform the corrupt waartdide. What follows from this is a
public concern about whether students are leathiagight skills, appropriate values,
self-control, strong personal defences, or a prapderstanding of aspects of the world
outside. Such concerns presuppose a school that tesponsibility for every child (or
for a national child), rather than, say, a familyrich bears a limited right to rear its
children as it sees fit. With regard to literacgtmiction, the concern produced by the
school is that a student comes to understand uleentiture of language, and to be able to
use a set of skills within it. The pedagogical tielas of schooling are distributed
throughout the social field, while its functionsesfclosure, representation, assessment
and discipline generate a proliferating spaceysidin between self and world, a

heterotopiarelating the individual to the social through laage and the text.

The textwithin the school the student increases, in a @@sn to observation,
her/his knowledge of the components of languagderstanding of its principles, and
facility in using it. This requires a regime oftiaeg, a technology of eliciting
performance, and a carefully selected group obteithatever is being taught, it is the
function of the text to manifest it. The text isedatively static artefact upon which one
practises interpretation. The fluctuation of thedsint’s interpretations is visible against
the stable textual background, as a source of acguas a means of enriching prior

interpretation, and as a way of examining featlikesstructure and context.

Locating the text within the dispositif of literatgads to some disturbing
consequences. Insofar as it is part of the diseoofriteracy, the text is above all an
artefact of schooling. It relies on the isolatedvaridly space wherein the student comes
into contact with the text and has revealed to hanthe contours of its mysterious
essence, language. That particular set of knowteddpch is designated as language is

also an artefact of schooling. Language is somegttiiat, above all, occurs in texts. In a
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school, even speech is a text. These are functeealents that are necessary to a

functional assemblage rather than “real” thingsais which language can only gesture.

Naturally, the text of schooling is the site of cems regarding the ideologies it
carries, its effects on the reader’s character,itsntbmplex relationship to a society’s
events, forces and tendencies. These concernsnisedfe role of the text within the
schooling apparatus, and are quite appropriate tioi$ the apparatus itself, as well as its
elements, which remain beyond question. Both ti@athl and critical literacy
perspectives are fixated upon this singular retetigp between the text and the student,
and advocate different truths of language with Wwha prepare the latter for the outer
world. At best, the school is a reproduction oftéaies and projections of the useful
truth, which is no doubt why Foucault condemnssia@lace of make-believéThe

student, the text and the world will be the foomsthe chapters that follow.

The teacherwhile the status peculiar to teachers cannoulbg discussed in this
thesis, they form a necessary precondition for nafekhatis discussed. Teachers are
both a necessity and a danger in this apparatgsoiitially, teachers have played a
number of roles, such as the authoritarian missigmpuite often also as a foster family
(it was common for the head teachers to be maameidto conceive and conduct their
roles as parental). Teachers might also be feltodesits, as in monitorial schools, or
apprentices, as in the colonial Australian schobdslay, they are closely regulated as to
the results they provide, the procedures of infsacand the norms of affective

behaviour they obsenzé.

The teacher of “English” has for a long time enjyespecial status within popular
culture as one particularly important in the trarssion of ethical and aesthetic values in
connection with the teaching of text and languégenany ways, they are responsible for
the pastoral care of their students, even thoughftimction has been recently
redistributed™* Obviously, teachers have to carry out the worthefschool in the
classroom (and the playground, but that is anattater). While they no longer

explicitly gauge “character,” English teachers reddte understandings of students

19 See Foucault (“Rituals”).
%0 See Masters and Forster (45).
L See Hunter (“Personality” xi).
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concerning language, many of which have an etlicaleta-ethical character — for
instance, that texts carry their own value-systemnshat tolerance ought to be observed

(Curriculum Framework’5).

This outline of the dispositif must be elaborated with respect to the provenance
of Foucault’s notion of power and its relationstopliscourse and space. Returning to the
notion of power and power-knowledge in Foucaukt, émergence of these concepts can
be found in Foucault's attempt to relate the vesidohd the sayable without reducing one
to the other. Further, the notion of disciplineco$f a wealth of historical detail on the
development of techniques through which human sodire rendered knowable,
mappable and manipulable, thus providing a modallyais of power-knowledge.

Tracing the development of these Foucaultian caisgagrmits an elaboration and further

definition of the literacy dispositif.

Foucault’s work on the relation between the visdoe the sayable is particularly
important to analysing the literacy discourse, sitiis is where two central elements of
literacy discourse — the subject of literacy areltéxt — emerge. This relationship is an
especially acute problem in Foucault’s early warkg is crucial to his development of
the concept of power-knowledge. TheArchaeology of Knowledg®eleuze writes,
Foucault was not able to articulate the relatiogtsveen these two lines, these two
historical dimensions:

Between the visible and the articulable we musintaa all the following
aspects at the same time: the heterogeneity aivhiéorms; their difference
in nature . . .; a mutual presupposition betweeno; a mutual grappling
and capture; the well-determined primacy of the over the other. (Deleuze,
Foucault68)

None of this dexterous manoeuvering and carefairtgaof relations could be
enough, since there was no reason for the twotty ento any kind of coherent relation,
and thus there was a need for a way out of thisiah@vasion and capture. Foucault
“needs a third agency to the determinable and ehtetion, the visible and the
articulable, operating either beyond or this sitlthe two forms” (Deleuze;oucault68).

This third agency was power, which operates inngl&mentally different way, but in a
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relation, to knowledge. While knowledge is concermgth substances, and functions
“divided up segment by segment according to thedgweat formal conditions of seeing
and speaking,” power is a “pure function” withouatls, which passes through points
“which on each occasion mark the application afra¢” (DeleuzeFoucault68). Two
forms of operation, power and knowledge, thus wrgonjunction, forming the social

apparatuses to which we belong and within whiclaetgDeleuzeDispositif 164).

For the complex of power-knowledge involved inritey, then, there is a
composite form of power (techniques relating te,libbour, language) and forms of
knowledge (ways of relating statements to visiieili}. There are lines of truth, light,
enunciation and subjectivity to be traced, butehieralso the question of a space of
visibility, or at least a space of coherence, whibeedispositif manifests its objects,
where they may be recorded and acted upon. The §igare of the reader and the text,
manifesting a knowledge of Western (or universajrand of the world, and of the
individual, replicates the functions of a scho@ap with its regime of writing and
speaking, and of learning about the outside whhers are learning about the learner.
The model for this combination of sayability andilility, for this functioning of power
as both linguistic therapy and normalisation, sahe model of a school. That is not to
say that this form of power-knowledge generaliesschool: its functioning adapts,

while retaining the minimal figure, to local condits as the effect of its dispersal.

In Foucault’s early work, the relations necessanttie appearance of objects
intersect with what would latéorm the field of power iiscipline and Punishin the
Archaeology of Knowledgé¢he distinction is maintained between concretegyo
relations and relations of knowledge, but ther@ ssirface of attachment, a form of co-
implication, which limits the relations of appeatario the role of offering an outline, a
historically constituted visibility, in which it nyain a doubling motion that is

nonetheless heterogeneous, be constituted in dyabite:”

These relations are established between instiitieconomic and social
processes, behavioural patterns, systems of neesimiques, types of
classification, modes of characterisation; andehetations are not present in
the object; it is not they that are deployed whendbject is being analysed;
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they do not indicate the web, the immanent ratibnahe ideal nervure that
reappears totally or in part when one conceival@bbject in the truth of its
concept. They do not define its internal constitibut what enables it to
appear, to juxtapose itself with other objectssitoate itself with relation to
them, to define its difference, its irreducibilind even perhaps its

heterogeneity, in short, to be placed in a fieléxteriority. Archaeology3)

What was to become power in Foucault’s later wotke-invention, disposition,
and proliferation of power-relations — is in tAechaeologysomething that “offers” but
does not impose. IBiscipline and Punisipower would intersect with this constitution of
objects, with the whole field of correlations aetied by the statement. The correlative
field plays a prominent, if problematic, role iretearlier works, buried in the description
of statements but insistently resurfacing as theré of a scattered, multiple and
unsystematised dispersal, a ceaseless activitpwépwhich acts throughout the social
field, especially upon and through statements tleéras. The description of statements
in their rarity, accumulation and exteriority, meir extrasubjective operations (arraying
speaking subjects without an author), in theiraitguistic relations (not to things, but
to fields and regularities) within archaeologicadlysis, already follows their operation

across a dimension of power and formulates it listien to power:

[statements] are invested in techniques that mrhtimto operation, in
practices that derive from them, in the socialtrefes that they form, or,
through those relations, modify. [Moreover, statete@vhen considered as]
things do not have quite the same mode of exist¢heesame system of
relations with their environment, the same scherohtese, the same

possibilities of transformation once they have besd. Archaeologyl24)

Foucault attempts to situate the practice of dissmuhe description of statements
as both events (in their conditions of enunciatem) as things (insofar as they function)
within two closely allied conceptual loci: the twatal a priori and the archive
(Archaeologyl29). Analysing a discourse is a matter of derivarggneral horizon of

description and situating it, in finding out whahove the mere patterns of statements, he
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had been describing, what relation it bore to aladge of ourselves, and what general

project it furthered.

In later work Foucault shifts the ground, but notirely, to one’s relationship to
power, to reinstate both knowledge and the histbgabject within the rationalities and
swarmings, and the historically specific modesrofiferation, proper to relations of

power. Power is not massive and oppressive, batiegfic, multiple and productive:

What makes power hold good, what makes it acceeanply the fact that
it doesn’t only weigh on us as a force that saystradso traverses and
produces things, it induces pleasure, forms knogée@roduces discourse.
(Power120)

The power enacted under the sign of literacy is pt®ductive as much as
restrictive. The act of inscription, the knowledgat is produced by the discourse on
literacy, is both produced by and productive obaver that sustains our interest, our
belief that the relation to the text, this encl@saf the subject within a membrane that
both renders her/him readable to the world andmallbim/her to read the world, is a
substance of power. It renders one subject to ahmiranipulation, measurement,
therapeutic intervention; but also makes one tlgestiof one’s own inscriptions,

interventions, retrogression and progress.

In Discipline and PunishFoucault made use of the concept of power-knogded
designate both an “eternal” relation (for no fiefcknowledge escapes power, just as no
form of power is without a corresponding organmaf knowledge) and an intimate and
modern binding of the concrete procedures of pdtterregulation of time and motion,
disciplinary and reformatory techniques, establishtrof control through visibilities).
Power is not to be located in official pronouncetserather, it is dispersed within the
social body. In speaking of “discipline,” Foucantites that it cannot be thought of as the
possession of a state apparatus, or indeed ang stthing. His analysis of this key term
informs the present study of pedagogical powerex@inplifies the conceptual utility of

power in resolving the antinomy between the sayabtethe visible.

“Discipline” may be identified neither with an iitsition nor with an apparatus. It

is, rather, a type of power, a modality for its &, comprising a whole set of
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instruments, techniques, procedures, levels ofiegpin, targets; it is a “physics” or an
anatomy of power, a technologigcipline 215). “Discipline” is an array of techniques
that aims to control the movements of the bodynéd motion, volition and overall
patterns of behaviour, fixed individuals into placerganised their traversal of
institutional spaces; in short, it constitutes Faults catalogue of the modern repertoire
of power, and of its rationalities. At this levdlanalysis, the imperceptible gap between
power and knowledge, which had been treated in &idtis early work as a

communication of surfaces, takes the shape of aahabnditioning:

Taken one by one, most of these techniques hawegahiistory behind
them. But what was new, in the eighteenth centuag that, by being
combined and generalised, they attained a lewghath the formation of
knowledge and the increase of power regularly cea" one another in a
circular process. At this point, the disciplinesessed the “technological”
threshold. First the hospital, then the school tteger, the workshop were
not simply “reordered” by the disciplines; they bew, thanks to them,
apparatuses such that any mechanism of objecitficabuld give rise in
them to possible branches of knowledge; it waslthiks proper to the
technological systems, that made possible withendisciplinary element
the formation of clinical medicine, psychiatry, ichpsychology, educational
psychology, the rationalisation of labour. It id@uble process, then; an
epistemological “thaw” through a refinement of powaations; a
multiplication of the effects of power through tteemation and

accumulation of new forms of knowledg®igcipline 218)

The most immediately relevant form of power-knowgedor this thesis is the
assembly, from the eighteenth century, of what Ralicalls “the disciplines,” a set of

“techniques for the ordering of human multipliciié¢Discipline 218).

While “discipline” is not to be confused with arstitutional site or a particular
state apparatus, disciplinary techniques emerge &@mumber of sites, including the
school, and operate, in relation to multiplicities tactics of power that fulfils three

criteria” (Discipline 218): they operate power while minimising the exoic and
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political costs; they intensify the effects of powe their maximum; and they “link this
‘economic’ growth of power with the output of theparatuses (educational, military,
industrial or medical) within which it is exercisgdiscipline 218). The “historical
conjuncture” in which these techniques spread timout the social body is composed of
two main processes: a rise in the itinerant pomratvhich the disciplines served to fix
and to order; and an extension of production, wiaek dealt with by installing

disciplinewithin production:

the disciplines have to bring into play the powedations, not above but
inside the very texture of the multiplicity, asaisetly as possible, as well
articulated on the other functions of these muttipés and also in the least
expensive way possible: to this correspond anongmiruments of power,
coextensive with the multiplicity that they reginiesuch as hierarchical
surveillance, continuous registration, perpetuatasment and classification.
(Discipline 220)

Just as production was the site for disciplinachteques in the eighteenth century,
literacy forms a process, a natural goal and afsetperatives through which, or
alongside which, various disciplinary schemes dgelilaiis the standard against which
they are measured and the site of an anatomiady stiuefficiency. Like production,
literacy permits both the consolidation of certiohniques within particular institutions
and at the same time allows for their social extensand frees up the disciplinary
modalities according to the sites it encountersfidcipline211). Where the panoptic
and the carceral effected a “diagram,” a way forvg@oto extend and adapt itself to
different sites according to a general abstractehdideracy extends to new spaces of
intervention and appraisal and opens up a new déietbncern, study and planning, a

new possibility for the composition, disaggregatsm control of multiplicities.

This is not to say that “discipline” exhausts tipeKations of literacy: power-
knowledge comes in more than one form. Foucaulelkpanded on a range of practices,
ways of doing things, modes of the dispersal of grown The Will to Knowledgée
connects the discourse of sex with a whole rangeaadftices connected with control of
the birth rate and the population, a power situatdatie level of human beings insofar as
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they are subject to biological regularities. Thaenh of power, operating on the basis of
an “anatomo-politics of the individual body” andkao-politics of the species” also
traverses the subject insofar as s/he is defineda@souring being, measurable in the
capacities and competences related to the productioealth. Finally, and crucially,

this thesis follows Foucault’s lead in tracing tpeerations of power upon the subject,
one who emerges in the discourse of literacy asubgect of inscription, in charting
power as it seizes him/her as a speaking subjedtesnof language a truth and a destiny,
and performs a multitude of humble operations up@textual being. Life, labour and
language are the three empiricities of the humanses mentioned by Foucault, and the
practice of power that operates at the surfachetiiscourse of literacy makes use of all

three?

In combining and arraying these three empiricitiesyever, literacy does not act
merely as the vector for a diagram, as the velficléhe spread of a topo-sensitive
disciplinary miasma. While it is true that thinkiagsite under the sign of literacy
involves a disciplinary reconfiguration, it is reatfficient to characterise the operations of
literacy — as an experience, process, knowledgengeg in its relations to the general
social space. This is because, at the same tinhe #ace, a body or a group is
reorganised as a site of literacy, it becomes aeimednd a remodelling — of a general
condition of representation, of a series of diwisistructured by the separation between
the text and the world, the “inside” space thatespnts the space outside, the possibility
that haunts the actual world. Literacy reorderswbed of production, taking
representation in general as the condition for peoty the world, whether as future
utopia or as a set of knowledges that prepare@mmik in the real world. It reorders
space simultaneously as a representation and tyavethe world, as encyclopedia and
utopia. Literacy permits the extension of a hetgpiat of deviance and normalisation, a
kind of place which while connecting with all otrearcial emplacements, at the same
time operates as a closed-off recreation, inversiotique and site of regeneration of the
world (“Different Spaces183).

22 James D. Marshall (“Foucault and Neo-Liberalisrs?6D) coins the term “busno-power” to articulate a
putatively recent mutation of power-knowledge, vehttre values and imperatives of the world of busgne
are built into the curriculum as normative values.
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While the diagrammatic extension of panoptic pomeay be one form of
heterotopia, the extended pedagogical space tbeddy organises bears a crucial
difference in the way it relates to, representsatests and reverses “the world” by
regulating, at a very general level, the interfabe,ever-present membrane between the
world and the self constituted through the textetlacy as pedagogical heterotopia
organises and relates a group of institutionasspeactices, and forms of knowledge and
control that emerged in the nineteenth centurymething like their current form, and
disperses this structured space of power-knowledgecomplex, mobile and modifiable
set, configurable to a variety of scales, groupigd levels of generality. What swarms
with literacy is not merely a set of techniqueggeaeral space or a physics of power, but

a general problematic of representation, to whishiglinary techniques are applied.

Marking Out Differences: Other Foucaultian studiesof Literacy and Education

The genealogical analysis undertaken in this thegigferent in important respects
to the understanding and use of Foucault in otbec&ultian studies in related fields.
There is an extensive literature on literacy anacatdon which uses Foucault, or certain
parts and interpretations of Foucault’'s works hiis section the work of several scholars
is discussed, taken as representative of certays wiappropriating Foucault. Rather
than subject them to a disqualification, the theberts the distance and the specific
trajectory it takes in relation to these workstHa persistence of characteristic objects,
concepts and themes, these works are also shomngart of the discourse of literacy or
at least to share its major presuppositions. § thesis is unable to escape such a

determination, it aims nonetheless to inhabit fetkht area of the discourse.

The work on education and literacy utilising Foutauway be distinguished and
categorised according to the connections it draat&éen Foucault’'s work and the works
of others, by the political or epistemic projecbapvhich it embarks, by the selection of
Foucault’s texts used, by the field of applicatiby the target of its criticism, and by its
status with regard to Foucault’s project. In thstfseries, one should distinguish between
the “twinning” of Foucault with some other figurgléx Weber, Pierre Bourdieu, Jacques

Lacan, Judith Butler, Valentin Voloshinov) and 8iiation of Foucault within a pool of
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authorities (postmodernists, poststructuralistgayisig with him, more or less, the same
contours (a general scepticism of essences, acsusif text-power relationships, a
hostility to the rational founding subjeét)Further, such work may use Foucault’s “twin”
as a corrective, as a supplement, as confirmati@s a resituation and reinscription of

Foucault’s ideas in the field of education and#ity.

The authors dealt with below are considered as pkagninstances of particular
uses of Foucault. Their work is important in brimgiquestions of power, exclusion,
representation and the constitution of subjectsiinto education and literacy. It is at the
margins, at the points at which they take certaitucally constituted entities for granted
even while claiming to historicise them, that tteeg interrogated. Not infrequently the
educational field is resituated in a sociologigalgsis of the construction of knowledge
and the distribution of power through representata on the political terrain of
representation. The intention here is not to demnatesthat the use of Foucaultian ideas
is incorrect or misguided, but rather to questima ¢ost at which the pairing of Foucault
with other critical theorists, or his inclusionarpostmodern interrogative tradition, is
brought about. In certain ways that are importanttie present work, Foucault’s ideas
are despecified in the works discussed here, girihe not only of misrepresenting his
fundamental ethical and intellectual project, dabaf reifying what should be
cautiously questioned.

This thesis assumes that work on literacy using-&olt is itself part, and not
outside of, the literacy discourse. Further, important to show exactly the difference
between this thesis and the work of other thegristshow how they do or do not relate
to this thesis. The section on Valerie Walkerdimbeose work does not directly address

literacy, serves a special purpose in showing #sigtence and effects of textualising

23 Sometimes this pooling is a long litany of attinal equivalences, as in Ira Shor's equivocatidns o
critical literacy:

Critical literacy, then, is an attitude towardstbig, as Kenneth Burke (1984) might have
said, or a dream of a new society against the poaerin power, as Paulo Freire proposed
(Shor and Freire, 1987), or an insurrection of sgajed knowledges, in the ideas of Michel
Foucault (1980), or a counter-hegemonic structfifeading, as Raymond Williams (1977)
theorised, or a multicultural resistance inventedtee borders of crossing identities, as
Gloria Anzaldua (1990) imagined, or language uggdrest fitting unexceptionably into the
status quo, as Adrienne Rich (1979) declared. {f&adi Literacy”)
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pedagogy somewhat beyond the limits of literacgalisse. The texts presented here are
assumed to be broadly representative of differanlitions, even though they are dealt
with in detail as individual texts. They repressateral features of literacy discourse that
can also be found in non-Foucaultian work, and ey represent certain theoretical and
strategic options within the discourse. The workswukssed here are by Robert Veel and
Caroline Coffin, Valerie Walkerdine, Allan Luke,duan Hunter. There are several
themes, tropes, and terms that run throughoutriigue: the transcendental subject,
pedagogical desire and textual subjectivities. fhiesis takes certain points of distance
with each author. With Veel and Coffin, the pedagalgdesire for reform and

recognition of subjugated subjectivities resultthia reification of the text as demand.
Walkerdine’s work assumes a universal mechanitseo$ign and the project and
presence of a transcendental subject, and, althibigybstensibly concerned with matters
other than literacy, it repeats the general refati@quired by the discourse. Luke shifts
the text to a “meta” level and assumes that thepgeduces subjectivity, thereby eliding
its function and constitution within power mechanss Finally, Hunter replaces the

transcendental subject of textuality with the unsad subject of deportment.

This discussion operates, then, as a critique rétia as a list of authorities.
However, it does not claim a transcendent poshiere: this thesis is implicated in the
discursive relations within which it operates. died not speak beyond these thinkers, but
seeks to locate the horizon of what can be saidlaneght about literacy; it seeks the
edges of discourse in order to indicate a regiomfwhich thought may speak. The
analysis of these theorists establishes the spae#ys in which this thesis diverges from
Foucaultian work on literacy and education, in tewwhmethod, object and orientation. In
seeking out the self-evidences assumed by othkoeit establishes the possibility of
tracing the construction and lineage of certairsiséznt themes, objects, desires and
concepts, rather than disqualifying tharpriori as unwarranted. By drawing attention to
the discursive construction of these elements, kiewé does present them as doubtful
and open to interrogation. In particular, the thestablishes its specific difference by
providing a Foucaultian account of the ways in Wtitese assumed elements are

involved in nationalised power-knowledge.
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The combination of a Foucaultian perspective aeditaracy discourse is evident
in a chapter by Robert Veel and Caroline Coffingdkning to Think Like an Historian:
The Language of Secondary School History,Lii@racy in SocietyHasan and
Williams). The discursive arrangement of pedagdgieaire operates here to align the
demands reified in the text with the recognitiorsobjugated literacies, echoing the
Curriculum Framework’sarrangement of literacies as a progression froral™oo
“critical” textual use<* Veel and Coffin report on research conducted by th
Disadvantaged Schools Program in Sydney, analysm{nguistic features of history
texts and the development of types of “consciousnesplied by these features (193).
Taking four exemplary passages, the researchea& bivn each of them into generic
structure, register and lexicogrammatical feat(@@€4.-05), which categories are further
subdivided. Having analysed the texts, and condulat they enact a progression of
thought from a concrete and linguistically simpbeai” style, through “grand narrative”
to an abstract, persuasive and specialised stdegoiment, they signal their concerns for
a “critical orientation” to historical texts throlngshared knowledge about language
between teachers and students, and the explictfubes shared knowledge to
deconstruct and learn to write historical text24 It is useful to examine this closely,
to look at the function Foucault has here, to dis¢lee operation of educational
imperatives, and the systematic dependence onnsotibtext, language and literacy at

work here.

Veel and Coffin cite two works by Foucaultie Archaeology of Knowledgad
The Will to Knowledgdn the text itself, Foucault is invoke in a aisim of the New
South Waledistory 7-10syllabus, and of Australian school syllabi in gaheThey
argue that theélistory 7-10syllabus is deficient in a number of ways: itscoumes are
very broad and rely on each school to devise its pmgram (195); it lacks “specific
reading and writing outcomes, making it very difficfor teachers to determine what
meanings and what modes of expression will be radsed” (195-96); and it allows
implicit norms of assessment, which result in egido. The criteria for assessment in
history education, Veel and Coffin argue, are pritpdinguistic, and failing to specify

such criteria is a way of perpetuating inequality:

24 Further examples of such literacy hierarchiesHasan, Luke et al. (“Genres”) and Cope and Kalantzi

183



The invisibility of linguistic criteria often hasé effect of marginalising
those students (and teachers) who cannot readhiieit messages in the
syllabus and cannot “naturally” develop the readingd writing abilities
expected by the syllabus. . . . The consequencéssonvisibility will be
worse for socio-economically disadvantaged studeimse they are less
likely to have access to privileged meanings framrses outside school,
and are therefore less likely to “read betweerittes” and determine what
is expected of them in school assessment. (196)

Foucault is specifically brought in at the deséoiptof another shortcoming of the
syllabus, its failure “to contextualise itself Saféntly with regard to competing
philosophies about the nature of historical knoykednd competing views about
teaching and learning history” (196). It is not egb to note that Foucault is used here as
the sign of alternatives, particularly poststruatist alternatives, to “grand narrative’
conceptions of history” (196), nor to point outtthdat is given of “the Foucaultian
conception of history” (197) is here inaccurateuéawult functions here as thhallenge
of the alternative, both philosophical and pedagalgio “dominant discourses” (224).
His name authorises the decentring of a unitarytenasrrative, the introduction of a
form of history which is situated neither in a ftamhal procession of causes nor in a
proliferation of views, but rather within the linigtic structure of a teachable text in the
transitional space of the school.

It is important to emphasise this. The discoursi@eafacy, whatever authorities it
draws upon, is invested with a pedagogical desigtle learning within language and
within its exemplary manifestation, the text. Tisahot to say that any one person desires
to do this, or that the desire to create freerplapmnd more powerful subjects is a
subordinate one, but rather that a pedagogicaldtom of desire offers itself within the
discursive field as the way to realise programgstablish a mode of operation, to fix
what is wrong. Thus Veel and Coffin recommend, asg of eliminating disadvantage
in history education, the explicit teaching of “kmedge about language,” a “functional
metalanguagg(225). “Shared knowledge about language” (22&) toe “critical

orientation” (226) it engenders is an epiphanoysegrnce of cognitive liberation, a
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recognition of the workings of social power withémguage, and at the same time the

pedagogical production of historians through tiseijection to language:

By teaching aboutowdiscourses are constructed through choices in the
resources of the linguistic system, one is not emiguring that students have
access to socially powerful meanings and practiceaking these meanings,
but also changing the way students view these mganBy this we mean a
simultaneous understanding that powerful meaniwggde often being
powerful for very good reasons, are in no way “reltuneanings — they are
constructed by particular groups of people foripalar reasons. Just as these
meanings have been constructed, so too they cdadomstructed and
reconstructed for new purposes. A critical oriéntato the language of
history is not just about making students effecte@ders and writers of

history; it is also about making them into gooddvigsns. (227)

It is certainly not from a judgment of their work wrong that this thesis distances
itself from Veel's and Coffin’s program and frommsiar enterprises. In terms of
describing the power-knowledge field at work iriécy discourse, however, the project
of rearranging the space of schooling as a st@atatgrvention for social justice is itself
part of the distribution that produces the ambigupower-effects at work in pedagogy
and education policy: the universality of schoolingkes the difficulties involved worth
the effort in a broad attempt to change the wonrtd & fairer one, and the student into a
more empathetic, power-sensitive, world-transfogragent. It is necessary to take some
distance from this discourse, to question its umegnts, to investigate the substances it

has recourse to, to interrogate the truth it spealise name of relativising truth.

Veel and Coffin provide a background to their resleatheWrite It Rightproject in
the Disadvantaged Schools Program. Over the caditbeés project, there emerged a
“protocol” of linking and explicitude designed, bscourse to the analysis of language
structures in texts, to render the acquisitionalfigd styles of thought transparent and
accessible to all students (and no doubt alsd teathers). It is within this protocol that
the relationships between educational institutigesernmental bodies, texts, students,
language and outcomes are made most explicitlanguage of protocol, learning
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design, and program-making. It is the relation teakearch establishes with the demands
of schooling, with a power that does not producatitseeks (it produces inequalities
rather than outcomes), that invests the statenoésisch research with their special
position, with their call for effectiveness and rga. It is from the protocol that the call

to explicit language instruction approaches antunginal, programming addressee.
The protocol, quoted in full, is as follows:

1. Analyse the range of written genres encountbyestudents in their
readingpractices and required of students in theiting practices. A
detailed consideration of both reading and writnagctices is needed to
build a picture of the learning demands of a subjecheWrite It Right
project, about 4,500 texts written by students iarage of school
disciplines (English, Geography, History and Scegrweere collected and
analysed for their generic structure and a ranged#xical
lexicogrammatic features. Of these about 1,00Gtextre in the area of
history. In order to analyse student reading pcastand access to any
“model” texts for writing, a range of textbooks amither classroom
materials were also collected and examined.

2. Locate the genres in relation to the syllabusca@me statements, public
examinations, school programs, school assessmdrdi@assroom practice.
As well, broader academic and public debates atheutature and role of

disciplinary knowledge, and of the pedagogical ficas surrounding the

use of a written text, need to be taken into actoun

3. Analyse register shifts (field, tenor, modepenres across subject area.

Link these to broad aims and rationales in syllabus

4. Analyse lexicogrammatical shifts in genres agmashject area. Link

these to specific learning outcomes in syllabi4(99)

Texts are here assigned the status of a collestgreof school demands, as the
cumulative, statistical, linguistic pattern for thesessed performance of knowledge, as

the expression of reading and writing practicesiiregl by schools and school subjects.
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Language is taken to be the total set from whiglsteelect certain features to express in
a composite, ideal way the knowledge that is tadgpiired and practised in school. The
researchers speak from a world made through textsfesting the powers of language, a
world that exists outside of power and is drawio ihby texts. It is imperative for
students to learn a shared knowledge of languateyfare to participate as powerful
actors in this textualised world. It is also imgemthat certain transcriptions are
performed, that links are established, betweenkiimsvledge — and performance — of

texts and the various sites of assessment andtdafin

Within these practices of statistical recordingking and knowledge-sharing, the
text assumes the peculiar status it has in the@dise on literacy; that of a truth which
embodies a knowledge necessary for the school todked as a transitional space, a
space not only reorganising the deficiencies adestis into the competencies of adults,
but also operating as the truth through which teedvis rendered knowable, changeable
and reformable. But it is also in these practiees] far more directly, that students are
assessed and separated into successes and failapgsed onto explicit codings of
power and performance, separated into those whthaakin the appropriate ways and
those who cannot or will not. The protocols of egsh are precisely designed to increase
the school’s power to produce the appropriate stjéo produce subjects of a language
which lies in an ideal space behind its textualisation. To operate a Foucaultian
inversion, it is language, that ideal and muteioraj texts, that secures the propriety of
all those practices by which we constitute the eepee of literacy. It is by referring the
operation of texts to language that the questigooefer, of the many sites and practices
to which reading and writing are subjected, isedidreified, made inevitable and shifted
from its immediate point of application to the pees of transition, to the problem of the
world outside the school, with its linguistic dibuition of power, opportunity and

recognition.

The work of Valerie Walkerdine represents anotheotetical attitude altogether.
She engages with Foucault’s analysis of power ardaity within the several dispersed

sites: the developmental child, the knowledges peed by mathematical assessment and
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developmental psychologythe counter-knowledges displayed by (working-class
female) children themselves, and particularly ttie@ation between the authoritative
veridicality of development and the subaltern krexhges of sexualisation, oedipalisation
and embourgeoisement of the developing child. 3beges a valuable argument about
the genealogy of developmental knowledge and ar@sedoes this thesis, that children’s
fiction, with its pretensions to representing tinatural” language of children, was an
important component of the emergence of a natidmié (Schoolgirl Fictions25). These
lines will be pursued later in this thesis, buttfoe present her work is examined for its
universalisation of a quasi-Lacanian “sign” and-@sourse to a transcendental subject,

and thus its participation in several general ietet at work in the literacy discourse.

While Walkerdine’s work, which is concerned with timamatics pedagogy and girl
subjectivities, is not strictly part of the disceearon literacy, it mobilises many of the
critical and technical disciplines concerned widdvelopmental pedagogy. As a result,
her theoretico-historical account of the formatadrthe pedagogised child overlaps to a
significant degree with the domain covered by ttezdcy discourse. She provides a
strong critique, moreover, of the institutions &mdwledges involved in constructing the
developmental child of schooling. Although her wddes not fall within established
disciplinary bounds, her multidisciplinarity ise§ paradigmatic, in that it outlines the
sources and the uses made of them for a propet’‘the®retical view of the schooling
of reading and writing. Walkerdine’s deploymentra@iucault is twofold: she is concerned
with such a reading in terms of psychoanalytic gaties nuanced by a historical
Foucaultian argument, while her more specific waskcerns itself with mathematics
and the constitution of “reason” in the disciplinaegime of schooling.

Walkerdine thus provides both a general and a apease of a larger discourse
involved with the critical interrogation of eduaati Her work does not belong to a
discipline: she is already distanced from an “origir a training in developmental
psychology, since she has set out to make an emdoftritique its foundations and its

social power. This critical and interstitial positimanifests important relations of

% Walkerdine is associated, in particular, with (Reucaultian/Lacanian) historicisation of the
psychoanalytically disciplined child of educati@ther prominent work in this area includes that of
Caroline Steedmarsfrange Dislocationysand Deborah Tyler.
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transcription, since the “post” discourse, the coration of Lacan, Freud, Foucault and
various other thinkers, is paradigmatic of “postid is transcribed, altered to function in
the particular ways according to its discursiveepleSuch critical discourse on education,
articulating critical social theory with educatidicancerns, is absorbed into the circuits
of the discourse of literacy. Critical discourseemtucation, in its proximity to literacy
discourse, offers up certain strategies and otiems for the latter to absorb and adapt.
Walkerdine’s work is crucial as an intermediary @eaa the transcription of broader
critical discourses into the discourse of literdeyits claims to speak for marginal and
silenced subjects, postmodern theorising on thettation of educated subjects
demands a textualisation of pedagogy, a textuais#tirough which the discourse of
literacy acquires some of its wider legitimacy. Maver, critical concepts such as the
split psychoanalytic subject and the unmarked mascaubject are made available to
textualising strategies of power. It is thus neags$o interrogate these concepts and

their application as they are made appropriabléhbyiteracy dispositif.

Walkerdine’s work is exemplary in that it obeyswanber of rules followed in the
literacy discourse. First, a distance is drawn ketwthe practitioner of critique and the
tools she uses for critique, by delineating a hoigfine of “post’ theorising”
(Walkerdine, “Beyond Developmentalism” 451). Secomdet of proper targets is
identified: the patriarchal phallocentric imaginattye colonial, and so on. Third, an
iconoclastic attitude is maintained, underwrittgrilioe idea that things will be better if
we see them in a new way by recombining “post” wahkd the order of the unconscious
to see what is really going on. Fourth, and thishere she differs a great deal from
literacy theorists, her work engages in the deratiosi of a totality, of this order of
things, of the patriarchal symbolic order that nsagel subjectivities impossible. These
features play an important part in conditioning titaascribability of “post” into literacy

discourse, in (re)aligning post with pedagégy.

Walkerdine’s work differs fundamentally from theepent thesis in several respects
which make it impossible to use as an authoritg hleat it permits a better definition of

the project of this thesis. First, she embarkshendifficult project of negotiating a

% Walkerdine is transcribed into literacy discousyeCormack, Comber and Kamler, and Calkwell, among
others.
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theoretical account between Foucault, (post-) Lgparticularly the reworking by

Urwin) and her own account of gendered schoolimgo8d, she assumes the symbolic
presence of a privileged subject (one who is, rfeeless, “impossible” for working-class
children and girls generally). Third, while sheriterested in the operation of texts in the
constitution of phantasy and symbolic identitiesoas a number of sites, this thesis
focuses on the constitution of the text (in allptssible forms) as the spar excellence
of the veridical regime of literacy. Fourth, hernkoften slides without distinction from
genealogical and discourse-analytic arguments gbaus of knowledge and domination
to Lacanian arguments about symbolic identity, sétuand desire which situate
subject-formation within the mute structural medbars of a mal/functioning bourgeois

norm.

Although this thesis agrees that schooling is gewtiéand ethnicised,
heterosexualised, nationalised and classed), tognéion and investigation of such
processes, and in particular the concern aboubtheef texts in organising and
legitimating forms of exclusion, suggests that nalisation is practised not on the model
of an ambivalent oedipal construction but rathehimia grid of observation. Thus, where
Walkerdine sees the systematic construction afifaifor girls and its explanation in a
phallogocentric symbolic economy, she focuses onlyhe “dominant” mode of
judgmentunderlying the lived experience of subjectivitydarot on the proliferation of
studies and remedies for inequality and the detetiwn to discover and redress the
causes of inequality (and even to interrogate tbtical specificity of “equality”)
within education systems. The desiring positioralable in literacy discourse are not
exhausted by those operating on unconscious, embdelrels: indeed, desires for the

finding, diagnosis and remediation of problemsdist&ributed along its entire extent.

Further, Walkerdine argues that “developmental pskagy universalises the
masculine and European, such that peripheral sgtigee rendered pathological and
abnormal” (Walkerdine “Beyond Developmentalism” #5&hat is relevant to the
project of the present thesis is the identificatdba subject invisibly present within a
form of knowledge, as part of a discourse that taonlk/ problematises its knowledge.
While it is true that Walkerdine’s suspicion isedited at developmental psychology in its

relation to mathematics pedagogy, this deciphasfnigequalities and exclusions occurs
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also in literacy discourse on a regular basis.@#oucaultian analysis, such deciphering
is neither false nor true, but is rather an avélahove in establishing modes of
problematisation. It is also the exact operatiothefCartesian, Western, rational, self-
founding subject, one that is more an artefachefdritical discourse than the direct
production of authoritative knowledges, that netedse discovered, rather than assumed,
in this thesis.

Another problematic feature of Walkerdine’s reshdar the project of this thesis
is her tendency to move from Foucaultian linesaodnian. While this shifting and
combination generates a cogent critical discoutifeima feminist deconstructionist
tradition, it significantly inflects the operatiai Foucaultian analysis. While she argues
that knowledges are historically constituted, that“truth” of “woman” as deficient in
reason is constituted through the very practicessé¢o test that proposition, Walkerdine
relies on a certain concept of the sign which sufgrites a Foucaultian understanding
of discourse into a binarising machine of self &tder, “man” and “woman.” Thus,
while Foucault distinguishes very clearly betwemmthe one hand, the statement and its
correlative field and, on the other, the relatidsignifier and signified, Walkerdine

redefines discursive relations as semiotic and hiaca

the “real” of a child is not something which cankm®wn outside those
practices in which its subjectivity is constitutddhe signified forms a sign
only out of fusion with the signifier. The signifiexists as a relation within a
discourse. The material can be known as a relatibywithin a discursive
practice. To say, therefore, that “the child” isignifier means that it must be
united with a signified. Particular children theref both become children —
but also present behaviours to be read — whichbreayormal or
pathological. (Walkerdineschoolgirl Fictions139)

This sign, as both statement and semiotic couptituges off the complex field of
correlations that Foucault sought to stress byngithe statement, as signifier, a destiny.
That is, the manifold relations between objectea&prs, concepts, themes, power and
knowledge that characterise a field, a set of d&eea and operating spaces that raise

certain problems, impose certain ways of seeingwkmg and acting. In reducing the
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statement to the sign, Walkerdine invokes a pedagbignage of the child as readable
sign, an image generated through the relationshadding. Abstracting the textualised
child from its conditions of appearance, moreowbscures any attempt at a historical
analysis.

Walkerdine is somewhere inside the discourse ocagegical social relations,
which literacy discourse touches on, where the tipréag of the foundation of
authoritative knowledges has increased alongsigeibliferation of scientific disciplines
in the study of the child. In order to conduct betique, she must separate off a veridical
discourse of description, of the psychoanalyticiséimnature which stands in the place
of real effectivity, from the parsimonious deniélaonbivalence and difficulty
characteristic of program and protocol. Foucaulhéefore used as one of a number of
strategic operators, as the authority for a codnitsory of child psychology, as the
producer of the epistemic scandal (in his claim ¢hdiscourse constructs its objects and
does not reveal them), and as the historicisin@p@nof the psychoanalytic. Walkerdine
thus constructs a discourse of struggle, artiauigine Foucaultian history of power with
a Lacanian reading of gender identities and a giwstturalist diagnosis of mathematics

pedagogy as a site of struggle between “man” arahfan”:

within current school mathematics practices, cerfantasies, fears and
desires invest “man” with omnipotent control ofadaulable universe,
which at the same time covers a desperate feardflesire for the Other,
“woman.” “Woman” becomes the repository of all thengers displaced
from the child, itself “father” to the man. As I\feargued, the necessity to
prove the mathematical inferiority of girls is matted not by a certainty but
by a terror of loss. In all these respects, | hagated to suggest a story in
which these very fantasies, fears, desires becbentces that produce the
actual effectivity of the construction of fact, @afrrent discursive practices
in which these fantasies are played out and inshgtositions in such
practices which, since they can be proved to elistally have power over
the lives of girls and boys, as in Foucault’'s pdkmeowledge couple.
(Schoolgirl Fictions139)
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There may well be a symbolic figure of “man” witheducational discourse, but its
centrality, efficacy and status are evident oniyegi Walkerdine’s theoretical
commitments. The procedure of psychoanalytic imeggtion, however much it is
steadied by a post-structuralist meta-languagegassand signifying chains, is a
deciphering of the familial “structure” within s@tispace. In educational discourse it is
part of a larger set of practices relating the feinio the pedagogical, as in the relations
of correlation (e.g., the economic class of theilfapredicts the child’s achievement),
articulation (programs of cooperation and correttimome instruction, family
counselling) and division (removal of the childrfrahe family’s pernicious influence,
the contest of authority between school and faknigwledge, the reluctance of the
family to consult the teacher about the child). Meadline’s theoretical moves are
effective in problematising and complicating thetamties of education; the function and
the status of the “post’ theorising” done in ediima, however, assumes a character that

is peculiar to the sites it deals with, to the &y/pé “effectivity” it enables.

There are a number of ways in which this thesiediffundamentally from
Walkerdine’s work. It attempts to provide elemenits counter-history, using the notion
of the dispositif. The thesis does not treat litgraor the developmental psychology
which plays a part in its structure, as Walkerdioes, “in terms of what postmodernists
have called ‘grand metanarratives of science, daumiversal stories whose central
character is ‘the child’ and in which key aspedtthe plot involve development,
reasoning, cognition and so forth” (Walkerdine, §8ad Developmentalism” 451-2).
Each component has, on the contrary, and despegewdr pretensions it may have for
itself, a particular set of possible values, possiand possibilities. To reduce such a play
of multiple forces and processes to a psychoawadytd semiotic struggle is as much
symptomatic of the discourse as critical. WalkeeBrexemplary work is also typical, in
its eclectic appropriation of poststructuralist dradanian feminist work (here Althusser,
Foucault, Lacan and Lacanian reworkings like Urgjinin its desire to recognise the real
oppression of children in the contradictions imnrdrte socialisation. This involves, at
the very least, a psychoanalytic subject desirmgjraegotiating syntheses. At the level of
discourse, this desire to locate the real, to seeknvisible pain of that which is denied,

is the positive feature of the criticism of schagli Rather than project a mechanism of
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denial or model the impossible subjects that séhgaonstitutes, or chart the oscillation
of desires between symbolic positions, this thes&nines the desire that produces this
search for tenable identities, a desire made a@laila the social-therapeutic space of
schooling. The difficult space that structures\isgbility of student identities
accommodates call to articulation and recognition. A FoucaaitianalysisansLacan
locates such desires within the dispositif, asrestracted and functional absence and as a

way of knowing and acting within the disciplinagyese of schooling.

Walkerdine focuses, moreover, on the problem oetiggmental psychology in its
relation to mathematics education and genderedodiclgo Where her work ends is in the
agonising recognition of impossibilities: the impimlity of “speaking for” the other
(Walkerdine,Schoolgirl Fictionsl95), the impossibility for a girl of both beingstudent
and becoming a woman, and the impossible fictioa cdnflict-free classroom
(Walkerdine,Schoolgirl Fictions29-60). Insofar as her work deals with textssit i
concerned with the particular subfield of the pextpgof desire, with the constitution of
desiring gendered subjects through text, and Wwighproduction of a counter-narrative of
difficult truths against the neatness of the sclsamtcounts. Concluding a chapter on the
role of fantasy in girls’ comics, she outlines thedd of concern, wherein, again,

Foucault and psychoanalysis are brought togethacdount for the other of education:

there is a complex and important relationship betwieories and practices
which produce truth and identities, and the cont¢tady, multiple

positioning of the little girls. | have examinedeoexample of a practice: the
fantasy of girls’ comics. We might also look at giractices of schooling
which produce positions for girls and claim to knthe truth of such girls as
singular beings: with personalities, intelligenaed so on. (Walkerdine,
Schoolgirl Fictions103)

The subsequent exhortation is a call to write @edifferently in feminist fictions,
to examine and appropriate this desire for femsusgjects, for “if current fictions
produce such powerful effects, such potent fantasie too must work on the production
of other possible dreams and fantasies” (105).t€keis the locus of operation for the

transitive period of childhood, the site where arsk for the true nature of this
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production is sought and found. Even at this slightove from literacy discourse,
however, Walkerdine’s statements are something qgliifterent. Where the discovery
and practice of “relevance,” “readability” and tliegagement of children in a better form
of subjectivity-production (as representers ofgbeial, as negotiating subjects) is for the
purpose of constructing the appropriate literacthamone discourse, writing desire better
Is part of a mapping of overlaid and contradictidigntity-constructions within a project

of better and more sensitive schooling, in the othe

The difference between the type of critical progetbodied in Walkerdine’s work
and the deployment of critical social theory ietd#cy discourse is, however, easily
collapsed when the former is put to use in litersteyies. To take an example, Nola
Alloway, Peter Freebody, Pam Gilbert and Sandy Mats@Boys, Literacy and
Schooling use critical social concepts, including Walkeedgmaccounts of school
subjectivities, in designing interventions whichlis¢ school space for the production of
“expanded repertoires” of literate practices atetdite selves. In this program, critical
theories of gender as performance are mobilissg¢are the productive interrelation
between selves, texts and school. The insightgiadier and self are performed yield a

program of diversifying the connections betweemh @t the performance of literacy:

teachers attempted to expand repertoires for ptieagethe self by, for
example:

— reconfiguring classroom literacy as active anteaied,;

— capitalising on choice and personal experience; a

— focusing on boys’ sense of self. (Alloway, et3l.

Using the critical understanding that masculinites produced through the

construction of modes of relating yields a progtarengender a “repertoire for relating™:

teachers attempted to expand repertoires for mgldty positioning boys as:
— “learners” in literacy classrooms; and

— “class participants” in literacy classrooms. iy, et al. 3)

Finally, the program introduced the text as théaser of the world into the
classroom, connecting the school with a mediatesidel of sites and formations by

means of “a repertoire for engaging with and negotgy the culture:”
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a repertoire for engaging with and negotiating théture.This entails
looking beyond standard school to literacy-relatederials from other
cultural sites and formations, including contempp@mmercial youth
culture, integrating a wide range of modes of exgian (oral, written,
electronic, musical, visual, and so on), and cggiral or imagined (for
example, fantasy) settings. For boys it also entalgotiating the hyper-
masculine world, along with what it means to beemalsuch a world, and

the meanings and ways of being constructed thrsugh a world.

As detailed in Chapter 6, teachers attempted tamkpepertoires for

engaging cultures by focusing on, for example:

— the “real” and everyday;
— popular culture materials;
— electronic technologies; and

— multimedia and multimodal work. (Alloway, et 8).

Concepts used in the critical examination of tHatiens of schooling are
themselves transcribable into, and instrumentahia everyday implementation of the
textualised discipline of literacy. Whereas Walkeeds concerned with rewriting desire
and with analysing the construction of gendereaslgdd subjectivities, this thesis is
concerned rather with the specific instrumentabgeadf critical social knowledges,
among others, in the literacy dispositif. The difiece between work such as
Walkerdine’s and that of this thesis concerns thjeas investigated: analysis of the
dispositif requires a specific complex of technisjaad concepts. The use of
Walkerdine’s work within a pedagogised space eféity research and implementation
does not, however, mean that a kind of blind regpoesis happening, but rather that the
productivity of this power-knowledge relies upoe #nlistment of critical desires and

that the general relations of the discourse perfagonstant transcription at its borders.

Again, the tiny but crucial difference that sepasditeracy discourse from
Walkerdine’s critical account of schooling needg¢cacknowledged. It is with this
difference in mind, a subtle but crucial differentteat the thesis addresses the work of

several literacy theorists who seek to engineesteebliterate subjectivity, and who

196



foreground Foucaultian theoretical concepts inrteHorts. This gap between “post”
theoretical critiques and their critical-pedagoba@ployments in literacy discourse is the
difference between a call to write desire diffelyeand a programmatic textualisation of

student and world in a general intensification efvpr-relations.

Foucaultian works like that of Allan Luke seek stablish a true nature of the text
within a meta-level] which functions as a description of the power mleatity-effects
of language, of all the social interests and edftotcontrol and define that constitute an
immanent politics of language as a representatidheoworld and an insertion and
distribution of subjects within the world:

Providing students with theoretically and histolficgrounded frameworks
from which to approach cultural and textual condgswof identity gives
students the discourse analytic tools with whicimterrogate the
sociocultural and historical contingencies of difiece, exclusion, and

marginalisation. (LukeSocial Constructiod7)

In this, the school is both a textual constructbthe world and a space where it is
imperative to double the texts of the world outsalspace where reflection of the right
kind will prepare students for that world from whithis space is removed. Thus Luke

calls for students to be taught to interrogatetéxéual universe of the school itself,

from basal readers to science, geography or hiséottg in order that

students question the politics of constructs susctseience,” progress,”

” o ” o

“History,” discovery,
forth. (47)

populations,” “society antthe individual,” and so

It is by demonstrating the truth of language intalimultiple significance, its
timeliness, its constructedness, in its compligitth power, that literacy discourse
constructs a knowledge that may be measured arda¢®d in its probable or traceable
effects; it is in the recognition of language as shbstance of truth, being and action that
a student is constituted as the subject of a pefegjqractice s/he performs on
him/herself and undergoes; and it is from the r@v@h of language that the school

achieves its essential spatial purpose of repreggtite world while withdrawing it. If

" See also Green (“Re-rightingrisistenc
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the Foucaultian scholars of literacy achieve thetmadical account of language and
power, this account is written in the interest gfraater efficiency; where the truth of

being is higher, where it has nowhere further tovgaere truth functions most invisibly.

Unlike Luke, this thesis does not take the texhassite of the production of truth,
subjectivity and power, but rather the knowledgéheftext as a component of the power
that subjects the student to textuality, asGhericulum Frameworlanalysis indicates.
Luke stresses the tactical limits of genre edunatdts assumptions of power residing
within text types. His instructional design andrazulum, however, are concerned with
creating an assessment regime that gives the éoh@lauthorities greater knowledge,
that ascertains the proper nature of the individoxafinding her/his context, by
generating the right pedagogical forms from a nunolbeo-present alternatives and their
combinations) and adjusts itself to ensure thaviddal's potential, in terms of measures
that conform as closely as possible to the “neefiffie individual him/herself.
Governmentality is at work here: if Luke is at oddth proposed new measures of
achievement, it is because these are misleadingvanldl replace the existing composite
methods, the latter providing a more comprehengsieteire and better informing the

choice about interventions at tactical (individuatd strategic (policy) levels.

Literacy discourse is described by Luke as in tiadie of a momentous struggle,
at least in terms of defining what gets taught, hefvat consequences should be made to
follow, and what kind of life students get taufiit. Yet what recurs again and again in
literacy education is the advocacy of a subjedtiat is at once the recognition that one’s
being is constructed through language, a pedagogiich students chart their own
progress with a language about language, a pradtucfioneself as a narrative and a
portfolio, and a goal to develop the powers of leage within the student as the
substance proper to the student. This dilemma mswah real as it is the product of a
historical mode of being in a dispositif: Luke’ggament elides the specificity of literacy
discourse by aligning the discourse’s injunctioptoduce, map and discipline
developmental-linguistic subjectivities with a bdea project of social justice. As the
Curriculum Frameworkshows, this concern to do justice to excludedesilyities is
readily transcribed into a power that accommodateisdisciplines linguistic difference.

Rather than merely perpetuate and reflect exigtimigions, the literacy discourse invents
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a strategic recombination, incorporating criticatadinguistic awareness into a modality

of power.

Other studies use Foucault to reduce the emergdrerkicational rationality to the
rise of the prestigious historical personality leé tiberal academic. Unlike lan Hunter
and Geoff Stokes, this thesis does not assumevtiettdominates the “University Arts
Faculty” is a prestigious persona that determihating about education in the arts, this
persona being at odds with a rational bureaucoaitec Hunter and Stokes, Atcounting
for the Humanitiesuse Foucault to further a Weberian argument atheupersonalities
cultivated in certain institutional settings. Anadysis of Hunter’'s work shows that, while
many of their individual findings are very valuabseich studies rely upon an untenable

circular argument.

In Accounting for the HumanitiesndRethinking the SchodHunter argues that the
ethical domain of educational administration isnhetically sealed, secluded from the
influence of claims which, by virtue of this faate external to it. This claim is sustained
by another claim — given more or less apodeictitust— that a historical ethical
comportment is thanfoundedasis of action in any modern form of life. Thecalarity
of Hunter’'s argument is clear. First, he assedsttiere are separate, mutually
unintelligible ethical comportments not amenableribcism. Second, he reads the
documentary record only in the light of this asstiomp Third, he states that the
documentary record proves that the history of hutiesneducation involves separate and
mutually unintelligible ethical comportments. Hunignot especially blameworthy here,
since studies purporting to be critical are by Emde done in this way, as he shows in his
rather limited analysis of “principled” critiques Rethinking the SchadWhere he
differs from most contemporary “critical” studiesin proclaiming his own circular

argument as representing the undeniable histdrigdl of education.

Hunter introduces the main themesAaicounting for the Humanitidsy contrasting
its theoretical commitments with those of more ittadal studies. He quotes “a recent
book on the role of the state in the developmemhas$s education,” by Andy Greene,
where class interests are used to explain andidessiucational developments. Hunter

uses this example to discredit Marxist studiesdofcation as presumptuous distortions.

199



According to Hunter, Greene misrepresents the ogpttef a certain nineteenth-century
factory inspector for workers’ children as “typit&ti). Hunter notes that Greene “claims
that [class] interest led to a narrow utilitariaew of education and a pedagogy based on
discipline, rote learning and the inculcation dbaltern moral virtues” (xi). Greene is
thus, Hunter contends, arguing that “economic pmsitdetermined the different

interests in education held by the classes invol@edilarly, Greene is depicted as
heroicising the Chartists and William Lovett in paular. Hunter is using Greene in two
ways: as an introduction to and discrediting of Xigtrtheorists, and as an introduction to
and discrediting of all “principled” critiques amstories of modern mass education.
While Accounting for the Humanitieeakes no mention of “unprincipled” postmodernist
work, Foucaultian historiarere mentioned, and credited with coming “closest ® th
mark” historically.

There are a number of methodological issues onhathis thesis disagrees with
Hunter’'s work. In dismissing “principled” historigise is not only constituting the field of
critical educational thought in a fairly narrow aygifying way, he is also proposing a
“correct” analysis of and response to the histdriteeoretical and practical problems of
state education. The Marxists and the liberalagjthe argues, have been blinded by
historically formed ideals which they have mistalksreternal, immutable and
achievable. These theorists, he contends, havedudteming from a severe illusion. In
order to establish his alternative as definitivenkér brings attention to a previously
unnoticed but apparently pivotal clue which clasfihe true meaning of the history of
Western mass education. The culprit, the key exgdtaig term, for this history is neither
class nor the state, but something else passedaveeing too vulgar by the idealist: it
was the specific improvised technical-pastoral guration of the state educational
bureaucracy.

In securing this conclusion, Hunter’s strategyisdncentrate on carefully selected
evidence to the exclusion of much that is relev@hus, his initial ploy is to quote the
Chartist leader William Lovett on the topic of thkayground. “At the very heart of
Lovett's plan for a democratic and emancipatorykigg-class school,” writes Hunter,

“lay a highly distinctive image of the playgrounddé then quotes Lovett’s description:

200



While much moral instruction may be conveyed ingbkool-room, the
playground will be found the best place fooral training where all [the
children’s] faculties will be active, and when thdispositions and feelings

will all be displayed in a different manner thanemlthey are in the school-

room, where silence, order and discipline shou&Vait. But when in the

playground, the teacher should incite them to ames¢ and activity, in

order to develop their characters . . . (Lovettatf, in Hunter, “Personality”

Xii)

He notes that this quotation is troublesome nog @l its insistence on “silence,
order and discipline” in the schoolroom, but als@iranging a complex form of power
in the playground. This is presented as a partiljugymptomatic quotation, yielding a
substantial insight into Lovett’'s agenda. Huntergaeds to juxtapose it with Kay-

Shuttleworth’s admiring testimony on the use ofyglaunds in David Stow’s schools:

A playground is in fact the principal scene of thal life of children . . . the
arena on which their true character and dispositae exhibited; and where,
free and unconstrained, they can hop and jump abwirig, or play at tig,
ball, or marbles . . . Amidst this busy scene tthmer must be present, not to
check but to encourage youthful gaiety. All is femeair, and subject only to a
moral observation of any particular delinquencw, téview of which is
reserved for the school gallery, and taken up ercthidren’s return there,
and pictured out as a moral training lesson . . .

A monitor or a janitor won't do as a substitute fioe sovereign authority of
the master, which all acknowledge, and whose camasson, in taking a
game or swing with them, is felt as a kindnessapdvilege, and who, in
consequence, is enabled to guide them by a mathkrrthan by a physical

influence. (Kay-Shuttleworth 79, gtd. in HuntergfBonality” xiii)

The “unavoidable and striking” similarities herajiier suggests, indicate that
political and economic differences, as well as itedyrogressive and repressive
characters, are belied by a basic similarity irstte educational discourse, which must
be attributed to the specific tools available faervention at the time. Hunter claims that
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“the learning environment overseen by its past@ather . . . was indeed the model for
the state’s intervention for popular educatiornas, however, proved surprisingly
impervious to modern theoretical analysis” (xiiikkiln other words, this is the truth (or
the central and most important thing) that has thubeen ignored because researchers
have sought to confirra priori convictions. Hunter thus implicitly denies tha¢ th
theoretical concerns one brings to an inquiry havenconsiderable part in the evaluation
of what is central or important. It would certaitlg presumptuous to eliminate class
interest, economics and politics from the listadtbrs in the history of education as
somehow obscuring the really important thing, ngntieé pastoral bureaucracy in the
playground. This is not to say that Hunter’s cotitenis worthless or false, but that
proclaiming the discovery of the essential trutheleen the most important part of it)
involves a set of extremely complex consideratainsut importance, relevance,

function, structure, field, level and so on.

In asking about importance and relevance, oneaskestion relative to a whole
set of conceptual definitions, limitations of scppdmissibility of evidence, types and
value of data, similarity to descriptions of cuitrsituations, allocations of resource and
status, and paradigmatic, phrasal and propositemahgements. Thus one might ask if
Hunter is describing something that is productivéhie current educational setting (that
IS, whether it informs or obscures such currenteoms as privatisation). Investigating
function, one might evaluate the discursive elemésthas isolated to see exactly how
they have acted in the various mutations of edanatithought (this would allow one to
define and delimit new fields). If one is askingegtions about levels, it is apparent that
Hunter’s discovery is situated in particular strat@ducational practice, and in the field
of its discourse, and at the level of particulaurenative events (books on education by
“experts” is a possible description). One mighteslie that Lovett and Kay-Shuttleworth
had cultivated different personae and audiencesttie effects and meanings of similar
utterances underwent entirely different regimemtarpretation in their respective
constituencies and underwent significant mutatiodiféerent levels of life (for teachers,
for workers, for trainees, for men and women, imominity programmes, in opposition
to other groups). That people may have acted fotrabor determination of educati@s

a classor that class identification may well have affecpedagogical practice are
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contentions that are not impaired by the “unavdielaind striking” similarities adduced.
Nor are these quotations enough to prove thatdaktopal teacher’s techniques of

sympathetic observation were ewdiscursivelyimportant.

Even if he does not disprove competing contentitns,incumbent upon Hunter to
demonstrate that this “statement” and its attendantlitions of possibility are crucial in
the history of mass education. Similarities alonendt fulfil this requirement, although
his work is important in having opened up new aesnof inquiry. The problem is the
notion of levels of operation. Recognising thatytde not, and cannot, investigate all
parts of the historical record, practitioners dfistorical discipline set up a general object
to investigate and generate several derivativeotdj@hese objects are more or less
fictional in that they are made up and maintainediacursive constructs, but they are
also in some ways related to a reality that preséldem and which they recognise as
authoritative and corrective. Thus, in finding tKaty-Shuttleworth promoted
playgrounds, one is not able to say the contrame@s a contravening rule, such as the
interpretation of irony, allows). Practitioners ay have a concept of both what they
study in general and what they investigate in paldar. Moreover, they spend some time
defining the effects of their objects and of tHeidings on, if not the “thing itself,” then
on the rules of investigation. This entails refi@eton how the parts of a discipline fit
together, asking whether a particular finding sapdes another, modifies it, or leaves it
unaffected. Instead of addressing these questiinmger conducts his inquiry on two
related levels. His positive project arises from $kearch for a genealogy of state-
educational reason. This is an investigation intestricted and theoretically guided set
of discursive elements (which may or may not adelyaepresent a larger body) and a
historical assay into the wider forces leading talgastate education. His negative project
is to demonstrate that “principled position” hisésrare wrong, and poorly founded. He
argues that historical fact is against both Maraigd liberal historians, and that
“principled” critiques and investigations fail teaognise their origin in, and debt to, state

schooling.

Hunter’s retheorising of the history of mass ediecaémploys a selection from the
theoretical and methodological outlooks of Foucaanll Weber. However, his

“genealogical” approach to the concept of culturd the development of education
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diverges somewhat from the actual critical methodigls of these authors. Hunter brings
a new interpretive frame and a new principle oésegbn to educational documents. That
he presents this principle as an exhaustive reptatsen of the rationality and practice of
educational administration, however, has vereliftistification, either in Foucaultian
epistemology or in school documents concerningrihaagement of students. His mode
of research and the claims he supports with itrdérom Foucault's comparatively
modest claim to be identifying levels of practiceldhought which had crucial mutative

functions in the surviving record.

Hunter also makes certain claims about the natunéstorical change that are
unsupportable within a Foucaultian problematic.drgues that, since there are separate
ethical comportments, one cannot influence anothetrhe also claims that modern
educational practice developed out of two distpreictices and their corresponding
ethical personae. Like all circular arguments, ldustis both difficult to prove and hard
to refute. If one adduces evidence of educatiorsalagement not in keeping with his
model (Paolo Freire, Pestalozzi, Montessori, antbua contemporary educators), this
shows (in his interpretation) only that the pragtic question was not in accordance with
the “real” or “true” practice, or that it was caddey a confusion on the part of the
educators. In presenting a view of the state otation that precludes “principled
positions,” Hunter’s thesis amounts to a narrowndightion of the “realistic” options for

change and improvement.

From this genealogical account, moreover, Huntawdra moral: one should work
with the bureaucratic apparatus in assigning th @a@cson a place in discourse by virtue
of their disciplinary qualifications. Thus, in puisof a reasonable future for the teaching
of English, Hunter draws implications from his galogy for how English teachers
should view and conduct themselves. Since the masigrool was a pastoral-
bureaucratic venture from the beginning, the “pgpledd” dualisms that inform it are
nothing more than the universalising projectionhaf prestigious humanities teacher’s
comportment. “We” should thus “step back from tleenghant critique of state

schooling,” which
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depends on a series of principled oppositions batvilee emancipation of
persons and the interests of the state, betwesopaErdevelopment and
social skilling, between critical and vocationaledtion. (Hunter, “After
English” 324-25)

The “oppositional critique” of state schooling thamains committed to these
binaries fails to realise that

the modern school emerged as a purpose-built emveat in which
personal inwardness was transmitted as a dessablal skill; in which
personal development was tied to the state’s isténedisciplining and
modernising chaotic populations; and in which #echer supervised his or
her charges with both the solicitous care of thetgraand the impersonal
expertise of the bureaucrat. (Hunter, “After Engli825)

What Hunter advocates is the separation of pedafyjogythe amateurism of the
English teacher, and specifically “a postpersonalisics pedagogy” (“After English”
332). The problem with English is that it has aleégen an “amalgam of introspective
ethics . . . and literary rhetoric” (“After EnglisB29). This has been compounded by a
later development in language teaching where *sdbwof language are pictured as texts”
and “all human activities . . . are also given agjionable linguistic unity through their
nomination as genres” (“After English” 329). Former, this has two consequences:
“the language user transcends all historical caomht. . . and is transformed into . . . the
subject of consciousness,” and the confluencewdid ethics and vague genre
instruction makes pedagogy impractically ill-defin@30). The solution is to design
technical rhetoric courses and a separate courseias, thereby ridding the pedagogical

space of inefficiencies (332).

Though often accurate and compelling, Hunter’s attarisation of nineteenth-
century mass schooling suffers from some shortcgsiooth in analysis and
interpretation. Hunter imposes a disciplinary mityalpon the teacher, one that
segregates knowledge according to its proper reptatves within a space of functional
divisions. He identifies the pastoral as a traditieriving from the emergence of

compulsory schooling, and as an inefficient aspéds operation. He replaces the
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transcendental subject of textuality with a seffelining “ethical comportment” which
should be properly compartmentalised. One normaégene thus replaces another: he
asks “us” tantensifythe disciplinary power of the school. In doing Be,ignores the
possibility that a textualisation of space enalibesschool to function, and constitutes the
form of its power, and the fact that pedagogy hesged since the nineteenth century.
With each reiteration of binaries, with each redregrof oppositions, a new arrangement

of the old terms comes into view, and forces aramged in a different way.

Hunter’s projection of school space onto a compentiynand subsequent critique of
teaching as a problem of (the teacher’s) ethidéffeenation, cuts short the possibility
of examining school space as more than the conpumof new statistical techniques with
a transcendent textual subject. The convergenae aft of government and a liberal arts
pedagogy centred on notions of culture, rather thaming a blind spot in the efficacy of
and the self-analysis of the other, is a key eiretlie mutation of state power. The
productive interweaving of these elements and stberates a rich space of
representation and removal, of alternating scdi@eiception, recording, concern and
intervention. The nineteenth century constructgrachic, topologically complex space
of forces and locations, a space which nationatiseschool and schools the nation, a

space of continuous expansion and problematisation.

For this thesis the correctness of one or anotisésrical position is secondary to
the deployment of these positions within the litggrdiscourse and the power-knowledge
relations it inscribes. The discourse’s readinessatl for the intensification of
pedagogical power is the general problem addrdsgéis thesis, especially where this
intensification promises something better this thmend, while at the same time
reinstating a relationship of truth and power betwsubject and language, between
student and literacy. In failing to problematise tklation between the discursive horizon
of thought and a general space of schooling, Fdtiaaunstances of the discourse on
literacy fail to recognise their own constitutiamdeeffectivity within the power-

knowledge coupling of the pedagogical state.

In the chapters to follow, this thesis traces th#irmes of this dispositif, examines

the relations between this discursive figure argl fimctioning of power, follows the
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abstract outline of this machine which constituiee of the horizons of what is capable
of being said, and seen, today. It re-reads atsmheof texts, mainly from the nineteenth
century, and constructs an account of the conversgehelements — problem
populations, national projects, techniques of ainspatial arrangements and
normalising knowledges — that haunt the knowledpges;tices and experiences of
literacy. The space of the school is the pre-entisg@ organising these elements and
proliferating its concepts, techniques and spduesighout the social field. Chapter Five
looks at how literacy operates in a complex spageedagogical heterotopia,
constructing the student, the nation, public disseuand language as visible substances
and establishing modes of intervention.
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5: The Spaces of Visibility

This chapter discusses the effect of schoolingaaisgh a particular set of cultural
parameters structuring the experience, use andstadding of the text in the discourse
of literacy, arguing that the school constituteggain type of place, not exactly physical
or ideal but practical and conceptual. The chapiglines Foucault’'s concept of
heterotopia and then proceeds to deploy it as a&hfodunderstanding literacy and
schooling as practices and cultural forms whichilewonnected to political and social
processes, are not reducible to them. The modsiad first in an analysis of
contemporary statements in the discourse of liferathose dealing in a summary and
marginal way with public discourse, national aniginational identities and institutions
as the foundation for knowledges of literacy — liseathey are invocations of an
established and ongoing construction of a pedagbgiad textualising distribution of
spaces generative of literacy as a self-evidentsipce. Rather than presenting a
spontaneous “isness” in which literacy simply appgetnese descriptions of public space
generate a space in which literacy emerges aspudtiic and schooled, both
governmental and inevitable. Because this insis&nteation of a space with a
governmental addressee, the nation-state as re¢lemdanwith development and language
as signs of an economic and cultural imperativa,sconfiguration of older, specifically
nineteenth-century spaces, the chapter then asalysesarlier construction of the school
as a therapeutic and clinical space optimisingriiguction and treatment of the child as
physiological sequence while at the same time sgrhe productive demands of the
state. It examines the ways in which the nineteeattiury produced disciplinary
pedagogical spaces that rendered visible and miabipithe developing student, the text
and language as pedagogical and developmentalimstts, and articulated the school

with a “world” understood as the pressures of moation and national development.

Treating literacy as thus co-determined with thHeost in its mode of being not
only avoids the reification of literacy as an awtomus social force but also makes it
possible to approach the question of why literaay lbecome visible, obvious and true in

this discourse. Moreover, it permits one to prdgidelineate literacy as part of mode of
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power, demonstrating that literacy constitutes ahmaism of projecting the general

relations of the school onto other sites.

Following its analysis of the construction of scleabspaces and subjects, the
chapter examines the special knowledges that emhevigle the nationalising of social
space in the nineteenth century, taking the Ingpete’s observation of Welsh Sunday
Schools as paradigmatic of how these knowledgedidated marginal languages and
groups by relating them to the economic and culteaands of national progress. The
nineteenth-century pedagogical heterotopia, a cexnghd specific distribution, directly
informs the therapeutic, textualised and organjcsdiquenced forms in which power is
exercised over students through school, as weleaforms of knowledge and
description that inform and structure this powdre Bituating of the text between school
and demanding world generates a series of avaithbbeirsive positions, including the
liberation of the subject through language. Dravattgntion to this persistent yet
mutative arrangement of spaces completes the dhasation of the literacy dispositif
and locates a moment in which the national langaagkthe text of schooling

simultaneously emerge.
Foucault’'s Spaces: The School as Heterotopia

The complex set of relations established betwebaod@nd world is part of the
generative matrix of literacy discourse and ofdgbgernmental textualisation of
existence encoded and enacted by it. Foucault'segirof heterotopias is useful in this
context because the discursively and practicalheggted space of schooling that realises
these relations necessitates a specific set olegisicelating to spaces and an explanation
of the paradoxical function of a space which isudtameously both open to all other

emplacements and also operates on the basis ofsexcland enclosure.

The complex space of interrelations operated tHrowadional schooling requires a
conceptual schema capable of discerning the oftesdpxical functions and processes
enacted in the literacy dispositif. The spatial ptexity of this dispositif was made
particularly clear in the analysis of tRirriculum Frameworkdisclosing an
isomorphism between the spatial division of theostland the internal divisions of the

literate subject. In order to map the emergendbeftpatial order which engenders these
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effects, and to complete the thesis’ charting efliteracy dispositift is necessary to turn
to Foucault’'s work on space, and specifically towork on heterotopias. In a lecture
presented to the Architectural Studies Circle i67,%oucault outlined a project and a
concern which is central to his work: the histdrimanstruction of spaces. He
characterises space as a central obsession ofatieoentury knowledge and proceeds
to elaborate on heterotopias, a concept he haddsliatroduced, in a faltering and
incomplete way, iThe Order of Thingsand which had been present but unspoken in
Madness and Civilisatiofit plays a fundamental part, also,Discipline and Punisland
The Birth of the Clinig! Having proposed a general history of emplacemvags of
organising space, both within discourse and witjdé declares:

But what interests me among all these emplacenagatsertain ones that
have the curious property of being connected tthallother
emplacements, but in such a way that they suspendralise, or reverse
the set of relations that are designated, reflectetepresented by them.
(“Different Spaces’.78)

These spaces he designates as either utopiaseootiopias. Utopias are unreal
places maintaining “a general relation of direcirmerse analogy with the real space of

society” (178). Heterotopias, on the other hand,raal places

that are designed into the very institution of sbgiwhich are all sorts of
actually realised utopias in which the real emptaeets that can be found
within the culture are, at the same time, represkrtontested, and
reversed, sorts of places that are outside aleplaathough they are

actually localisable. (178)

He proposes six principles for the description &tehotopias: they are present in all

societies; existing heterotopias can be made tctifumin new ways; they can, in a single

! In both ofThe Order of ThingandBirth of the ClinicFoucault’s remarks concerning space are prefatory.
In The Order of Thingseven though he is primarily dealing with formatcof knowledge, Foucault makes
it clear that heterotopias are as much discursvibey are physical places. Utopias, while unfegen up
cities with vast avenues, superbly planted gardemstries where life is easy, even though the toad

them is chimerical” (xvii). Heterotopias, on thdwet hand, destroy “the apparent syntax [allowingtds

and things . . . to ‘hold together™ (xvii). In th@eface torhe Birth of the Cliniés quoted in Chapter Four,
above. Various sites iDiscipline and Punistare clearly given heterotopic descriptions, inaigd

shipyards, schools, barracks, scaffolds and prisons
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space, “juxtapose several emplacements that aoenjpatible” (181): they are
“connected with temporal discontinuities” (182)eyt‘presuppose a system of opening
and closing that isolates them and makes them fadatetat the same time” (183); and,
finally, “they have a function in relation to themnaining space” (184), either in
denouncing “all real emplacements” or in creatiaglifferent real space as perfect,
meticulous, as well-arranged as ours is disorgdnis&dly arranged, and muddled”
(184). Schooling, as both a discursive construdtareal set of places, as a heterotopia,
may be seen as a ubiquitous pedagogised spacdingénditeracy discourse, and traced
to nineteenth-century problematisations of schpakts. The school emerges as a space
in which the disparate elements necessary foraheapt of literacy to take place — both
discursively and as an experience — are brougktheg, made visible, and related to
each other.

Foucault divides the utopia in general into thepigaf fiction and dream (his
sense of “utopia”) and the utopia realised, thetwdbdpia, necessarily a hetero-place, a
place of difference from the world of relationsahich it refers and which it in fact
suspends, neutralises or reverses. The schooltepe@®such a space, as a travesty, as an
ideal representation, and as an inversion of thédw®he world is to be found entirely
represented within its walls; the world is both tleeessary experience for education and
the experience it is necessary not to have in dclias within a generative space
between the school and the world that literacy gdan all its problems and findings, in
the relations it establishes between the systelangluage and its realisation in internally
represented rules and within a practice of indutiegliteracy event, arranging the
experience, organising a space of appearanceingaime separation and analysis of
performance elements, relating those elementsetavtiild, to a totality of relations, in
different ways, according as they are designatdtEated or represented.

Separation from the world is the condition for tleenand of the world to be
formulable and enforceable. Without this removal articulation the “world” (or rather
a fiction of the world) operates as a particulés,sks an individual career, as demands
which are here and now and for a particular purpoeseer in terms of a preparation for
the world in general (though, of course, such reshand articulation have a moral or

instrumental relation to the demands of other tustins). Moreover, while every
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emplacement makes it possible to claim that oteaisiing the rules of the world, it is
only in school that this function is recognisechasessary, as either lacking or too full
(teaching critical attitudes does not guarante&gyaation in power; reproducing the
demands of corporate life reproduces inequitabdtaseelations}. It is only with school
that this is recognised as a requisite functiooabse the school, far from being the site
par excellencef social reproduction, is the site of the repictéhn of the social as

representatiof.

Space(s) in the Contemporary Discourse of Literacy

That a heterotopia is continuously constructed feomixture of national planning,
education provision and utopian dreaming is a mogxpressed by contemporary
curriculum planners themselves. For example, theudation between utopias and the
literacy curriculum is the subject of a keynote r@dd by Ken Boston at the Curriculum
Corporation’s sixth National Conference, held i®99Boston argues that throughout
Australian history a relationship has persistedvieen the popularity of utopian fiction,
nation-building legislation and educational refanoorporating new technologies in
response to the new information economy. He arthagsa tradition of nationalist cyber-

utopianism has secured, and will secure in futaimregtional pedagogical space:

we now need a strategy for sharing curriculum nieteand delivery by
means of a national grid, based on a partnersttipean the
Commonwealth, States and Territories to providatanal and globally

competitive digital curriculum platform for all Atralian schools.

2 Thompson, conceding that “it does not appearrthatlution is just around the corner,” calls foe th
classroom to be converted into a theatre of diffeeeand exclusion, and thus a theatre of the world
excludes, with performance pedagogy, that is, i@sef role-playing scenarios where the lessorestis
receive from this experience (about exclusion @sdrdpowerment) are prompted and prepared by the
radical educator.

3 For this argument, see Stuck&fidlencd; Marshall (“Educational Research;” “Neo-Liberatig “Mode
of Information”) and Hamilton (“Peddling;” “Fordisih

* Thus the paradoxical research literature whichileahshows the efficacy and even superiority ofin
school activities in fostering literacy, nonethsl@ssists on using such data to provide for béttsruction
within school. See Hull and Schulz for a revievthi$ literature. Heath is important here for brimgio
this ethnography of communication a pedagogicakirative.

212



The notion that space and literacy are codetermjniumether this is
connected with an (inter)national space, a clagsrooa scriptorium, is a common
feature of the contemporary discourse of literdiigh, for example, argues that
“lay literacy,” that is, the web of meanings angberences that are constructed by
a literate environment, acts as both a cipher ateh&ral characteristic of European
societies since the fifth century BCE (lllich 3B)art from insisting, with Parry
and his elaborators, on the break between oralitemdte cultures, lllich contends
that Europe’s relationship to literacy has produaesgries of unique “mental

spaces,” which he also describes as “pedagogieakspEach epoch has an

effect that the visible text [has] at that momemtaoweb of other concepts
that, in their formation, are dependent on the aygi. | point to such

notions as self, conscience, memory, possessiweipsn, and identity.

The “urgency” of lllich’s plea for research aridesm the threat to this inherited
space by the “cybernetic mind,” a different expece of space, possibly unaccompanied
by a deep self (45; see also lllich and Sand&B<;). The articulation of spaces, indeed
the modeling of thought and experience througlesdie space, is persistently invoked in

the discourse, informing its hopes and fears.

These highly idealised notions of “space” — a matlaitopia and a spatialised
literate mentality — are accompanied by more liferere concrete analyses of schooled
space. Bruce Smith, for instance, contends thditibeal classroom of the nineteenth
century rendered “state control the most rationdl @asonable way to organise the
provision of Australian education” (73). The clagsn constituted a new kind of space,
producing experts and disqualifying others as aequence of its own workings, rather
than simply reflecting and enacting political irgsts (Smith 73). The liberal classroom
was not, however, an isolated location, but ratbened a node in a larger network and

occupied a pre-eminent position in the making nhaonal space peopled by national
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subjects speaking a national language. The lilégiabroom and the school have a

heterotopic relation to the spaces that surrouathth

Heterotopias in the Discourse of Literacy

On a more systematic discursive level, a heterotdsiribution of schooled spaces
operates implicitly within the contemporary disceiof literacy. The school orders this
distribution as the organised space of the visibdf literacy. Two examples are
analysed here as representative of the discoueeadBarton’s statements about the
ubiquity of literacy and a discussion of literagbates by Green, Luke and Hodgens.
Within the discourse as a whole literacy is coogid as discourse, as legitimate current
concern and as a real set of processes and psabyiogrtue of being a staple of public
debate and a shared memory which turns out to teedgeneous and incompatible.
Contemporary representations of literacy’s ubigaitknowledge a constructed
“everywhere,” a social space thoroughly pedagodmeday of a national language and
disciplined through the text. Literacy constituéespace — and schooling as a space —
which is at the same time the emplacement of aléstents about literacy and the place
of their logical noncompossibility. The space dfi@aling renders literacy multiple and
contradictory, undefinable and yet always subjectew definitions (as use) and new
investigation (as the material and cognitive b&misises). The space that unifies and
organises literacy (rendering it obvious and imgédle) also produces the multiple
literacies that preclude a unified concept of &itsr. As will be explained in what follows,
this contemporary heterotopia, along with manyt®tifficulties, promises and

ambivalences, is related to certain features oft@ol as it figured in the creation of

® Since heterotopic relations do not directly imalselation of similarity, this argument neither ersks
nor refutes claims that the spatial ordering oficutum is a direct mapping of knowledge. An exaenigl
David Hamilton’s enthusiastic recount of his diseovthat rhetorical categories of place are analego
and may be precursors, of modern didactics:
| began to recognise that the content, order, ésgtion and delivery of a lesson is [sic]
analogous to the content, order, organisation afidety of an argument. Moreover, |
realised that preachers, teachers and court-roagela are homologous occupations since,
respectively, they deliver sermons, lessons, afehdes. (Hamilton, “Dialectic”)
Whatever the case, it is certain that such an ggalould only be recognised in this way very rebent
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national spaces and subjects and the emergenceatibaal language in the nineteenth

century.

The current self-evidence of literacy is the resfih complex historical
construction of the nation around the school, #agogical subject, and the language
and text that emerged from them. The heterotopatioms realised by the school unite
the national space as a complex of pedagogicatianelopmental sites regulated by
reified linguistic performance, that is, by liteyad his interrelation of spaces, however,
is also characterised as a knowledge that is alweysficiently disseminated because of
the closing of the pedagogical heterotopia toedl emplacements. This space regulates
a series of historical relations between therapdutowledge of children, the control of
language and mobile populations, and the relatipristtween schooling, national
language and the subjection of national subjecteeWliteracy theorists define literacy
as a contested concept, then, they fail to poiheiher its relative stability or the
historical arrangement of spatial and conceptwahehts that secures its function as a
central concern of power today. That is to sayré&ionship of literacy to power
involves more than access, identity and subjegtitiiteform of that power, in creating a

bond between state and subject through languagésasat issue.

Literacy discourse always locates literacy, noyonla number of sites, but also in
a common space which it pervades. The relatiorntsttiyween the social and economic
world surrounding the school and the pedagogicatspf schooling runs through
discussions of literacy, this relational space g@onsistently deployed and redefined.
Typical is the construction of the public debatditaracy by Bill Green, John Hodgens
and Allan Luke inDebating Literacy in Australia: A Documentary Histd 945-1994
After briefly recognising the extreme recentnesYitdracy” as a topic of public debate,
they tackle what would seem to be the simple pralédefining what has been spoken
of. Their first step is to recognise that it isanpty term, a repository for assumptions, a

site of battle:

What is literacy? Across these documents we fimefférred to as “skill,”

” o ”

“competence,” “morality,” “tradition,” “heritage,”"knowledge” and so

forth. What is interesting is that all of thesenterare empty sets for
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contemporary social and cultural norms and valligs.picture that emerges
is that of “literacy” as a continually contestedlamfinished concept, an
empty canvas where anxieties and aspirations frenpopular imagination

and public morality are drawn. (“Introduction”)

The appeal of the term, they argue, is that “evedylis an expert on literacy:
parents, teachers, politicians, journalists andianedperts’ and, of course, students
themselves.” They argue that literacy is assumdxzbta common experience, because of
the experience of schooling. It is the common coirgt least the simulation of it,
because everyone undergoes the process whictagsisned, is designed to create
literacy. But there is more at work in such disouss. Literacy debates occur within a
public sphere, through a series of sites (“pulditiins, from talk-back radio shows to
school parent meetings”), and between a set obpsr€parents, teachers, politicians,
journalists and media ‘experts’ and, of coursedstiis themselves”). Above all, what
gives literacy its fascinating power over “everybigethat it is “an important cultural
touchstone: a point of shared cultural practiceexkrience.” In the face of change, the
school secures a universal experience: “in the haddynamic social change and
cultural diversity, the experiences of schooling &mecoming literate’ are shared social
events.” This account may be also, however, readdifferent way, with “literacy” not
merely something that all have in common: it isvbjue of schooling that “literacy”

becomes a recognised substance of experience.

At the back of these statements is a confusioorgfues, groups and interests

making up a society, a culture, a nation. Greergdeas and Luke continue:

But people have dramatically different memorieb@toming literate.
Depending on the time and place of their schoolingse range across
innumerable versions of the 3R's and the “basmgirammar school literary
education, from religious training to bilingual @@tion, from phonics
teaching to creative writing instruction, from memas of corporal
punishment and rote learning to open classroomss& remembrances of

literacy past, filtered through years of life higtand experience, are easily
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turned into claims about how reading and writshguldbe taught, about

what teachers and schoslsoulddo. (“Introduction”)

What is presented here isarface of emergenc8chooling and public debate
produce not only normative models but also theirmesl of a discursive object. Before a
scholarly discourse can be put into play and bafeaeing and writing can become the
object of knowledge, this object must emerge insth&al space as a problem, as an
answer, as a recognised entity, as the traversabpéce that is specific and isolated and
at the same time public, common and coextensive tivé society. If there is a prehistory
of literacy, it is in here, in a public space whitds already seized it, which examines and
debates it, which forms a popular and shifting @na@bout it. Literacy is, in the first
place, the effect of certain social relations, ity those concerning school and
teaching. It is also the result of a debate abosf*about the nation and the future, about
the nature of children and learning, and abouptirposes and effects of reading and
writing. As a rhetorical topos, literacy straddiee intimate, the personal and anecdotal,
the common, the mystical, the national and theipulflthere is a “literate society,it is
first one which concerns itself with its litera@nd through literacy argues about its

character and its destiny:

This reliance on personal memory and local expedaes part of what
makes debating and discussing what we should mgydath literacy
education so difficult. For what at first glancepeprs to be a cultural
touchstone and shared experience, turns out tacbbestion of diverse and
conflicting experiences. Since the first compulsBtate literacy education
in the 1400s, one of the persistent beliefs abtaraty education has been
that it could be the “great leveller,” “equaliserid unifier. In fact, there is
ample historical evidence that literacy educatias served very diverse
social, political and economic purposes sinceftiha. In many school

systems, the unequal distribution of kinds andlkwgéliterate practice and

® See Reeves for an exemplary history of the ememgefithe “literate society” in Western Australia.
addition to researching instructional practices extgnsion of schooling, Reeves points to “envirental
print” as evidence of the increasingly “literatéfacacter of social relations throughout the ninetiee
century.
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skill are used to includand exclude students from credentials and,

ultimately, occupational and life outcomes. (“Irduztion”)

Insofar as it is a public and official obsessidateracy becomes a thing that needs to
be understood, a fact of universal interest anétgehnd a problem for scholarly
understanding. The “public,” that is, “everyonatluding the reader, is drawn into this
arena of debate and contention. The universal spigmeblic debate, moreover, is
discursively connected to the school by a serieamfes: the debate is confounded with
the nation-state and finally collapsed into a deladtout the school and schooling. David
Barton, inLiteracy: An Introduction to the Ecology of Writteanguage similarly, and,
again, paradigmatically, uses public space to éshathe relevance and ubiquity of
literacy. He begins by noting the space of litera@ynergence as a problem in public
debate, a problem which is “everywhere:” “In puldiebate everywhere there is perceived
to be a crisis in education, and the topic of nega@ind writing is at the centre of the

discussion” (1).

The literacy crisis is, insofar as it appears inmatividual book, a mere rhetorical
commonplace, a way of interesting the reading puliihen this topos of public debate is
present in a great many books, however, it ceasles imerely a rhetorical device. lItis,
rather, an acknowledgement of the one common suffam which literacy becomes a
“shimmering,” that is, a vague content — or multiplicity of cemis, contexts, meanings,
situations, problems and tensions — with a vergifipdunction. Constructing literacy as
the object of public debate assures, before aryrytie present, that theresuch a thing
as literacy. There is such a thing, regardless of the the@lediccounts which, in fact,
diminish any formal kernel into a contingent itiagy. Literacy is visible and sayable
“everywhere.” This is a structured ubiquity, anglféatures decisively inform the object

that emerges from it.

Where is the “everywhere” of which literacy disceeiispeaks as the site of

literacy’s obviousness? The space in which liteigmyears is not an abstract open space

" Deleuze Foucault74) coins this term on the basis of a careful irgadf Foucault.

8 lllich gives a concise formulation of the operatibspace of literacy in his discussion of theetkite
mind”: it is “a space that is uniform in its chatexstics but diverse in all the distortions and
transformations these permit” (43). The enumeradiopublic sites of debate can be read as an esipres
of a space that literacy emerges from and modifies.
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but one structured around sites of national conc¢&werywhere” is “[ijn schools, in the
community and in political debate” (Barton 1). Tlasot the “literacy in everyday life”
that Barton designates as his starting-point. “lBwéere” is where literacy becomes a set
of relevant social concerns, rather than an operatinalytically and empirically
reconstructed category. The first of these concisrnse relating to the role of education
as a social good or service: “More than one hungleadls after the introduction of
compulsory schooling we do not have an educatisystem which turns out happy, well-
educated people” (Barton 1). A sense not only itdif, but also of a distinct mission, is
present here. A social goal unites the historiodl political “we.” When making this
complaint, this claim of failure, Barton is speakiior “countries like Britain and the
United States.” There is a European transcendsubgéct at work, a “we” for which

one speaks, in the name of a democratic, advaaodd;ommunal dream.

There is a common and current process, addedddathire, which makes an
intervention into the “literacy debate” somehowaliiNot only is educational provision
inadequate as it stands, but “pressures are cdingnmggovernments and elsewhere for
education to account for what it achieves, andetlaee new demands from rapidly
changing technologies. This is happening throughmalustrialised countries” (Barton 1-
2). The positions from which one sees such issseeeelopment, the North/South
divide, and so on, are clearly governmental, esstladdl at the levels of quantitative social
science, population and production surveys, mésady testing and a range of analyses
which estimate the overall size of production dneldverall per-capita
production/consumption of a population. Bartonegmer arguing for this view of
humanity, nor has he come to some kind of compremvisereby the committed

social/cultural missionary must strategically chebss topos, in order to wield some

° Of course such a subject, while functioning irstheexts, is all but explicitly disallowed, transésl as it
is upon national necessities and the need to retigetrue being of language. Hence, Leong and
Randhawa frame the puzzle of literacy between Hiegophical tradition and a human imperative to
develop linguistic consciousness (v). Similarlylahl Luke (“Getting Over Method” 3) defines the clims
of literacies as “about the kinds of literate crdsi[students are] likely to encounter and how weeld/
have them design and redesign those cultures airdets.” The mission, and the subjectivity, also
includes critical literacy experts, such as Nicdtasaclas, Tove Skutnabb-Kangas and Naz Rassool,
working simultaneously within and against Westeomchated institutions of global governance.
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influence on the state and on the internationatation planning bodie$$.Rather, what is
operating here is an assumption about the natidimeaelevant unit when arguing the

relevance, urgency and extent of literacy.

The developing countries are the counterpart ®\i¥estern concern, and the basis
for an elaboration of the policy appeal: “in dey®hg countries there is a realisation that
literacy rates are not increasing in the ways oigtisally predicted twenty years ago;
cries for universal literacy by the year 2000 azard less often. In many countries the
concern for money being spent on education igigll{Barton 2). The view here, the
gaze, is not one from within a community, nor isuen what might be called a
governmental gaze, but rather supra-governmenégatoB speaks here as a “world
citizen,” as an adviser to the United Nations, 8E$CO and its various prograris.
Further, the reference to “many countries” leavemclear whether he is writing of
“developing” countries or countries in general, tiMhichever it is, there are a number of
prerequisite views on education operating in thasesnent. First, education is to be paid
for and provided, or at least supervised, by thtesSecond, the natural unit, though
merely an artefact of measurement practices andgfigmption of state responsibility, is
the nation state — the “country” — when it comeagsessing the state of education,

whether it is entering a crisis and whether itéinl provided?

The discourse of literacy requires a public spacghich a crisis of literacy —
regarding its nature, extent, powers and usesablestes literacy as an object concern
and contestation. Barton is paradigmatic, thestaging the literacy crisis, or at least the
crisis in education, as a set of public conflictsanges, debates and pressures from the

concatenation of which an insistent questioningltes

Competing views of what education is for are bemmagle more explicit.
People may disagree about the nature of “the thsisthere is public

unease about what is going on. The purpose of $£hod education has

9 For a statement of this ethos, see Goodson (\liset), where he formulates a model of power as
“mediated surrender by subordinate groups” (4).

1 See, for example, Wagner et al., where Bartoryghaot himself a contributor, is a much cited seur
121t should be readily admitted that this is anfaxteof the current mechanisms of evaluation and
comparison. However, it is also clear that it iSr@scapable artefact, and a deep determinant oy ma
frames of discussion and concepts in the discourse.
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often been taken for granted. More and more ibig being called into
question. Questions about reading and writing tyrm a wide range of
places: in discussions about falling standardslircation; in calls for Plain
English in documents; the requirements for a twerkforce; the effects

of new technologies on our lives; the need for tlitekacy provision. (2)

Barton is writing in 1994, long after the purpog$eschooling and education was
brought into question, long after its purpose bexamspect and seen as the function of a
reproduction of social inequality and as the resitompromises among interests, goals,
institutions, forms of reasoning and social striesuPresenting these questions in this
way presupposes a unitary social space, a bewilgléus” which calls us to account,
calls us to answer its questions. The literacyrisebas to answer to this assemblage, has

to respond to this set of questions, on his/her asaount.

Barton thus places his discourse within a constgutational, governmental and
public space. The theorist’s position as authartges directly from this insistent
uncertainty concerning language, instruction antcpoFrom this mass of questions
about education, language, technology and bureaydBarton shifts to the public
discussion about literacy, or, on a deeper leedh¢ assumptions about literacy which

inform the clamour:

All sorts of people talk about literacy and maksuasptions about it, both
within education and beyond it. The business manlagmoans the lack of
literacy skills in the work force. The politicianants to eradicate the scourge
of illiteracy. The radical educator attempts to empr and liberate people.
The literary critic sorts the good writers from thed writers. The teacher
diagnoses reading difficulties and prescribes gnam to solve them. The
preschool teacher watches literacy emerge. Thegaeall have powerful
definitions of what literacy is. They have diffeteheories of literacy,

different ideas of “the problem” and what shoulddo@e about it. (2)

These are sites where empirical problems are tetatdiscourses on literacy, sites
where the use of a notion of literacy is involvadelations of power, control,

intervention, the general form of social relatiamsl the formation of cultural identities.
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Barton is claiming for literacy a unique mediatipgsition: this is why the task of
producing and disseminating a properly understpodier-sensitive definition of it is
essential for the discourse. The discourse — Basttypical here — thus draws a
relationship between itself and the uncertaintre$ @ncerns in public space. This
particular configuration, involving an ignorant pigbsocial power and a mysterious yet

ubiquitous object of discussion, ensures the ingmoe of the discourse.

A writer presenting critical models of literacysguated outside of the public
debate, and outside the agencies that inform pdbliate and operationalise a proper and

more judicious understanding:

While there have been radical changes in how rgeaafial writing are taught
in schools, these new views of reading and wrikiage failed so far to reach
the public and to be understood by the media; tirosehools and colleges
have not yet succeeded in getting public supportii@anging and improving
the teaching of reading and writing; public undansling of literacy issues is
not very sophisticated; there is widespread ignmgabout language, and the

most simplistic approaches are latched on to. (Ba2)

The specific persons applying the “powerful defonis of what literacy is” are
replaced by a dual body: the public/media ensenadolé¢he one hand, and those in
“schools and colleges,” presumably the researchibosare making changes and
improvements in the teaching of reading and writiighe battle for better
understanding is here intensified and broughttihéonarrow confines of schooling. A
series of semi-equivalences appears: reading aitidgyliteracy issues; language. These
are either part of a complex arrangement of disetements or a collection of
synonymous terms all standing for each other. e of conflict is a complex
articulation and a political one: “those in schoatsl colleges” require public support for
changes and improvements in teaching, but the puhlist first be made to understand
the nature of what is being taught (“reading antimg” and “language”) and the nature
of learning (“literacy issues”). The imperative f@searchers is also related to the danger

of ignorance and the simplistic approaches it pestriarton implies — and again he is

13 Teachers occupy an anomalous position here, attegnin their alignment with the public or the exis
(see Covaleskie; Green, Lankshear and Snyder; NtciNel Land).
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typical of the discourse in doing so — that thasereous approaches are enacted by
misguided politicians and carried out by misdirddeachers. Here, in the conceptual
battleground of the public sphere, is a field inahhunderstanding is the answer, in
which ignorance is the source of recalcitrancesabpinefficiency. In fact, the actual
effects of ignorance are left silent, and we caly orfer them from the opposition they
are brought into with the “changing and improvingaching methods, and from their
being “simplistic” and based on the public’s “igaoce about language” and an

“understanding of literacy issues” which “is notrysophisticated.”

The space of public controversy from which literaoyerges is again paired with
an everyday experience of literacy. Barton intradulcis conceptual chapter, where the
model/metaphor of “ecology” is advocated as braati@ecise enough to unify the field
of literacy studies, with another, second introtuctthat of “literacy in everyday life.”
This is wholly different to literacy in the publgphere. Literacy is something one
“encounters” when waking up in the morning, readimg newspaper and listening to the
radio (a reading of a written document), and soldw points to note, for Barton, are that
everyone is affected by literacy practices, antl tthese practices differ markedly across

cultures, classes, and any number of social plaseniBarton 3).

It is not a set of common themes or a logical sphatorganises and secures the
scattered arguments, models, policies and techsaitiueugh which literacy circulates:
literacy is nothing more than one of the “emptyss& which it is attached, a cipher for
contemporary norms and values. As the above examsplaw, it is the underlying space
of experiences laid down in memory that renders tétim intelligible and yet allows it to
flit between sites, reorder its signification, saribe different social domains as instances
of itself and act as the sign of a promise andteapal. This emptiness, however,
disguises a malleability with a form; it obscureset of characters and substances that
are systematically formed by historical relatioBarton’s “everywhere” and the
“remembrance of Literacy past” are ahistoricalicaifions, despite gestures at
historicism which themselves reify “power” and “setg.” The space invoked in forming
the contemporary emptiness of literacy is engemntlera historical space hollowed out,
and a network of positions generated, in the nergtecentury. This space arises from a

historical background involving practices which Basince that time, continuously
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formed and re-formed this persistent discursivenfiiion, the circulation of power
associated with it, and the spaces in which it apgmk the closed and open heterotopia
which offers literacy everywhere, establishingasnal outlines, its relevant characters
and the relations that define them. The discoufrdieecacy finds in this spatial network
not only certain persistent themes but also a moréamental historical groundwork. In
the search for such a groundwork one must first torthe space in which the subject of
literacy was formed, the heterotopic disciplingpgce which gave rise to knowledges
concerning the developing child in measuring aathing the child’s life, labour and
language. At the same time, this institution relates developing child to the nation-
state.

Seguin: Therapeutic Space and the Developing Child

As became evident in analysing @arriculum Frameworkdiscourse of literacy
inherits and perpetuates a model of childhooddesvalopment ruled by a sequence of
cumulative stages, which are both organic and ¢gniThis object of knowledge was
formed within a type of space and a project of cargeculiar to the nineteenth century
and still bears the marks of this first space @egpance. The developmental child first
emerged not from the systematic study of normdticdm nor from their education but
rather from the treatment — the simultaneous staaiytrol and instruction — of abnormal
children. In 1844, and in a revised form in 1868ward Seguin publishddiocy and its
Treatment by the Physiological Meth@lbook concerning the treatment of idiocy by a
regime of physiological training and education artéxt central to the reform of
instructional techniques in the nineteenth centuny to the establishment of a
relationship between spaces, bodies and knowlédgevould later be essential for
developmental child psychology. This treatment wasarily a therapeutic affair,
dealing with children whose abnormality was searé had become a burden on the
normal population. At the same time, however, Segecured the value of his
neurophysiological treatment in two ways: he carcded a site of substantial,

incremental difference from which one can defire dievelopmental course of the child,
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and presented the treatment and study of thesdrehihs a service to the state and

society.

By taking children from the places where they ifeerd with the normal course of
events, where they cost their parents both in teftiseir own needs and in terms of
opportunities for productive work and income, Segrould claim to serve society at
large. Moreover, as some idiots could be taugpetform simple but valuable tasks,
Seguin’s hospital would be a means of transforraiisgcial drain into a source of value.
In operating a form of enclosure which at the séime also revealed the outer, normal,
unenclosed world, Seguin’s institution acted agd kf model school space, setting out
a heterotopic relation in which the abnormal spzfdestruction reveals the normal and
natural course of development and in which the &mnehtal social relations are
reconfigured as a knowledge of typical developnagmnt the pedagogical operation of

body, space and language.

What is novel in Seguin’s method is not the impogribf stages onto instruction:
there are examples of this more than a centuryreelio fact, his treatment regime treats
the human organism as much through stillnessesitertes as with stimulation and
motion, where these tactical moves are relatedstoadegic knowledge of the developing
individual. The distinctive element is the introtloa of an absolute sequence of
development dictated by the organism itself, impgsiself by its unchangeable
resistance to external forces and by its prograssom lower to higher stages of
organisation and defining a sequence which musindergone in order for the individual
to become socially useful and valuable. Socialisiss essential but subsidiary goal
here: even if one does not become useful to that pbiself-sufficiency, the nearer one
approximates to this, the better and happier sihd®; along with the immediate

community and the society at large.

This is where knowledge, as it is manifested indliméc or specialised hospital,
becomes the site for the child to appear as thesubf three forms of knowledge
sharing a common organisation: knowledges reldbride, labour and language. One
sees first of all that life can be recorded irtlal minutiae of its unfolding as the organic

substructure prepares for the peripheral elabaratigpon which full human complexity
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depends, and one can observe the various behawbwisch this is a manifestation.
With idiots — a group halting at every stage ofaonig development — one can assign a
definite function for each organ and for each lefarganisation. Thus a picture of
normalcy is correlated with organic structure, #melchild becomes a thing known in a
certain correlative if not fully causal density.dhort, the processesldé come to
dominate a particular level of perception, and thisot only manifested in eugenics and
developmental psychology but also, from a quietroegg with such pioneers of
“scientific education” as Montessori, in an elaliedbknowledge of the developing child
in the work of William T. Preyer and enters inte ghlanning of compulsory educational
systems? Life is here accompanied by two other terms wihighfundamental to the
establishment of the nineteenth-century episteatmur and language. Together, these
three categories directly invest the operationaguin’s hospital. The emergence of a
modern national pedagogy is thus a specificallgd@xperiment, emerging from a
reorganisation of knowledge and a modificationistiblinary techniques to suit that

new knowledge.

For Foucault, the modern episteme in the humameeseis characterised by a
fundamental reorganisation of the study of taxongatimy analysis of wealth and general
grammar into biology, political economics and plafyy. The shift becomes possible
through a rearrangement of knowledge from the “Sitad’ episteme to the “Modern.”
While the former episteme arrays objects objectshofvledge according to a
homogeneous table of identities and differencesamcing the possibility of a general
ordering of all knowledge, the latter relates thimsee fields of knowledge (the “human
sciences”) to a heterogeneous origin, to laws ofassion and modification that come
from a source external to the objects studiedhAtdame time, this shift provides for
these “Modern” types of knowledge the conditioritedir possibility.

These three areas (life, labour and language) c¢gave Seguin’s work on the

treatment of idiots, a text central to the reforinmgtructional techniques in the

14 Chadwick (9) cites Seguin as an authority, big ihrough Preyer and Montessori that the genecalah
of education as the scientific discovery of nataetelopmental stages is introduced into anglophone
education systems. It is Montessori who adapts iB&gtmethod” to normal children, after successfull
using it to teach “a number of idiots from the asyb both to read and to write so well” as to pass a
examination at a school for normal children (3&e $oodson and Dowbiggin for a parallel history of
psychiatry and schooling.
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nineteenth century and to the establishment ofagioaship between spaces, bodies and
knowledge that would later be essential for develeptal child psychology. In the
regime of instruction and therapy Seguin developselcan also see the development
and mutation of the techniques Foucault desigresédiscipline.” Reading Seguin
against the insights dfhe Birth of the Clinicin addition, establishes the function of a
visible space in which a form of perception is stiwed, showing how certain objects,
the child of developmental psychology and its laagg®) make their first uncertain
appearance. Seguin’s clinic also marks the cortsbruof a space that relates the
developing individual, in a difficult and problenatvay, to an image of the social
totality, that is, to the state and the natidn.

Life

In The Order of ThingdFoucault describes an epistemic break in thestifences
underlying the change from taxonomy to biology. Tdentity and difference between
living beings, from Linnaeus to Lamarck, was esthigd on the level of a visibility
folded in on itself. One arranged beings accordingnorphological characters that
defined their appearance in distinction to one laeptaccording to the number of legs,
the presence of fur, thickness of skin and so amat/ll the taxonomic systems had in
common was their arrangement in a space wherees s¥ireal beings was
superimposed upon an ideal table, where in prie@gicharacters faded into one another
along lines of visible resemblance. While estalntigla variety of differing orders, this
table referred ultimately to a principle of ordirthe possibility of arranging beings
according to an ordering and representing funatibich required nothing but a surface
visibility.

After Jussieu it was no longer possible to thirik thay, and with Cuvier, natural
history was replaced with something approachinggy. Cuvier arranged beings with
reference to organic structure and function. Beganiany unlike organs performed the

same basic functions (such as respiration, ingesiia reproduction) the criterion of

15 Foucault gives an analysis of Seguin as partgsreealogy of psychiatric powePgychiatric Powe201-
31). Thus, while his treatment agrees with this emeertain points, its argument furthers a diffiére
project. Pedagogy, in particular, is not histoticalterrogated but inserted as a modification mital
treatment” (215) and as establishing “instinct’agsistorical coordinate in psychology (222).
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resemblance was no longer a visible one but reliie#nowledge of living things to the
functions of their organs. Organs were recognisdaktcoexistent and interactive, to
have a hierarchy, and to imply other organs andvh&e shape of a living being by their
presence. From this epistemic break emerged comaematomy, where the individual
is dissected into organs, where the organs are a@dpo analogous organs rather than
whole beings to one another. The organs themseless distinguished into central and
accessory parts, according to how important theygwesurvival. Lastly, there emerged
an ontological division between living and non4igibeings, which fixes a primary

antagonism, and establishes a proximity, betweetitimng and the dead:

Death besieges on all sides; furthermore, it tereafthe organism] also
from within, for only the organism can die, andsifrom the depths of their

lives that death overtakes living beingSrder 277)

Before and after life, passing into and out oftileéng through respiration and feeding,

dead matter is the radically other that partakdgeofnd makes it possible.

Seguin sets out the brief history of attemptsesting idiots, with the success of
the physiological method as its culmination. Inrdpso he develops a kind of mutual
determination of the normal child and the idiottBde writes, may be identical as
infants: helpless, immobile and inarticulate. Hoem\as they age, each day brings the
idiot’s affliction into clearer relief as the gldetween the normal and the afflicted grows.
Neither the child nor the idiot is discovered agaimblank slate or a background: rather,
they both form the background to the other andvaade determinate by the other. This is
decades before Preyer “discovers” the developmehieachild, and certainly Seguin
does not recover a complete model of normal chiddhfoom his investigations. What
Seguin produces is an image that draws out botldibieand the model child as possible

objects of knowledge, observation and medicaligsatio

An infinitesimal interval, and a time for it to emge and take definite shape is the
hollow where this knowledge resides. In surveyimg $ymptomatology of idiots, Seguin
remarks:

the majority of young idiots do not differ very sdoly from common

babies; because the power of both may be exprésste same verb,
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they cannot. But tomorrow the well infant will usis hands, the idiot will
allow his to hang in half flexion; the first will ove his head at will, the
second will toss it about; the look of the formenptrates every day
farther than the domain of touch; that of the fai@s no straight dart, and
wanders from the inner to outer canthus; the oflesiwierect on his spine,
the other shall remain recumbent where left; that Will laugh in your
face with a contagious will, the second shall motipved into an
intellectual or social expression by any provoaatMhatever. And each
day carves more deeply the differential charaaé&l®th; not by making
the idiot worse, unless from bad habits gotten églect, but by hourly

progress of the other. (53)

This comparison with reference to a temporal orajiows the child and the idiot
to enter a developmental history that is not ofiysological but also psychological and
educational. This is not, however, the only measgus uses for the identification and
analysis of the infirmity he studies. He also depsla symptomatology concerned with
distinguishing idiocy from the various types ofiinfity that are confused with it because
of a superficial resemblance. There iséhéant arriére the backward child, who is
merely slow, while the idiot is arrested in devetegmt. There is the dement, or
masturbator, who superficially resembles the idiat,is marked by different somatic and
behavioural symptoms, and whose essence is setfidesn, his “hope, gaiety,
cheerfulness, friendship, love, future, all givgnfar the worship of one’s self, and of a
few apparitions evoked by the mania of self-desioug his tendency is toward early
death, through imbecility or dementia” (Seguin 67).

There is also insanity, of two pronounced typetliectual and moral. The
intellectually insane is distinguished from theotdby “a firm step, bright colours, a
general richness of tissue,” an emotional imputgikevealed by the ears and eyes, an
incapacity of attention and an oscillation betweartism and loquacity (Seguin 68). The
morally insane also appears healthy, but “his festare sharper, his look more shaded
by the brow, his mind deeper, his intellectual urdteasier, his moral propensities worse.
He is jealous, cruel, unflinching, yielding to feronly, losing nothing of his natural

tendency to cruel sprightliness under a temporeggqure of authority” (Seguin 68).
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Finally, there is the imbecile, whose degeneraaraused by a deficiency of nutrition in

later life:

the same cause which leaves, at the outset oftiéediot incapable,
ignorant and innocent, leaves later, the imbe@lemnfident, half-witted,
and ready to receive moral impressions, satisfa¢tohis intense egotism.
(69)

What makes it necessary to distinguish betweerettyges is their coexistence in the
single space of the school for idiots and the denggetreating them in the same way,
coupled with the necessity, of course, of protectirem. “But if these children,
uneducable in ordinary schools, and unprovided gcial ones, must be, for a time at
least, indiscriminately treated with idiots, thiscessity does not justify their confusion

with them, nor the social indifference” (Seguin.71)

For Seguin, there are four types of idiocy, whdatesl to their aetiology: endemic,
hereditary, parental, and accidental. The endeonia fs connected with some forms of
cretinism; the hereditary form occurs when caseadioty or insanity are known to occur
in preceding or collateral generations; the patdoten is referred to certain conditions
of the mother and father; and the accidental esalt of vicissitudes of the organism
after birth. It is not at all the causality thatfies the disease, but an invisible centre
characterised by the dysfunction of an organiccsting: ‘idiocy is a specific infirmity of
the cranio-spinal axis produced by deficiency dfitian in utero and neo-natithat
relates to a “specific condition of the mind.” Thstit is related to deficiency in a

particular function, nutrition.

All the causes of this deficiency are arrangeddiadussed. However, a great veil

hangs over the first months of life:

But everything pertaining to conception, gestatgarturition, lactation,
remains enshrouded behind the veil of Isis. If womeuld only speak,
we should be able to call upon them in the nanseigince, a social
protection they do not seem to need, nor carenftheir present mutism;

and we should soon be enabled to generalise fremitidividual
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experience frankly told, the laws of anomalous tioean our race.
(Seguin 43)

The identification of idiocy follows the biologicatethods of Cuvier, as discussed
by Foucault, which refer causality to organic stuwe, guided by the want of a vital
function. The homogeneous space of identities #fetences, here the space of the
school, is cut up by a range of intellectual, bétvanal, moral and anatomical marks,
ranging from the colour of the skin to the convns of the brain. This space is cut up
according to criteria of organic function. Moreoyvgliocy is defined by the
developmental stage of the organism at the tinthetieficiency. It is in the organic
depth of a line receding to an invisible functionatleus that the idiot and the normal

child find their co-determining intelligibility®

Being given children whose condition prior to bjrithh infancy, youth, and
manhood is perfectly established; having studieddéficiencies and the
disorders of their functions, their intellectuabgress and physical
development under a physiological training, oueléar them and their
fellows must follow them with scalpel and microsedgeyond life, to mark
the peculiarities of their organs as we have ddrikeir functions. . ..
That these exceptional children are better subjactsin fact the only
subjects fit for the study of the impending quastiof anthropology, will
be readily admitted; considering the relative sa@ssrof the organs and of
the functions in ordinary subjects . . . And on t¢tieer hand, considering
that idiocy is not an accident like illness or inigg, but a condition of
infirmity as settled as other permanent conditiohlfe; that it presents to

our comparison all the elements ai@ma whether we analyse the

16 Of Seguin’s concept of development, Foucault notes

. . . development is common to everyone, butdbisimon more as a sort of optimum, as a

rule of chronological succession with an ideal oate. Development is therefore a kind of

norm with reference to which one is situated..(Psychiatric Powe208)
He further argues that this implies a double noivitgt one relating to adulthood (as completed
development) and to childhood. Idiocy and retaoati

will be situated by reference to two normative lsvéhe adult, representing the final stage,

and other children, defining the average speedwéldpment. Rsychiatric Powe209)
The argument here differs in emphasis: Seguinttsdiefine normal childhood and optimum development
even as they are thus defined.
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functions, whether we observe the organs; thistative status of the
organs and functions in idiocy is at the same smeertain and so extreme
that it affords unequalled data to the studenioofgarative biology.
(Seguin 75-76)

William T. Preyer, who is credited as the fathedef¥elopmental child psychology
some fifteen years after the revised version oueg book, has the benefit of the
obverse side of this call to observation: his depelental psychology is full of
descriptions of the early infant’s organs suchhastrain and the muscular and nervous
systems, and they relate these organic stated, [pppoint, to stages in the functional
development of movement, perception, reasoning.and language. He inherits the

legacy of so many cadavers and patients, of so rtmamed and instructed souls.

Biology, then, operates in Seguin’s text as a wiagalating the idiot for his
pronounced organic and functional correspondermceshich one may base an
anthropology. However, his is also an educationatern, an attempt to find the
physiological techniques, based on an understarafifghction and sequence of
development, that will both expedite the developnaen maximise the capacity and
obedience of all children. It is through this edimaal concern that Seguin approaches

the second term in Foucault’s trilogy: labour.
Labour

Foucault notes that, at the archaeological leliel analysis of wealth was displaced
by political economy. This was because the esdbnsitbitrary mechanism of exchange
value, through which commodities represented e#uér @s equivalences, became
subject to a source which was external to themt $biarce was labour, and it operated
on the principle of toil and subsistence, the Ineaitd length of life, and the number and
organisation of workers. Labour introduces a litiita and a history to economics, even
if, with Ricardo, it grinds economics to a halt aegeals itself as the fundamental
limitation of exchange, so that, at the end of @toic change, at a point of final
equilibrium, “man” comes face to face with his firde, with the fundamental and

limiting reality of his bodily existenceé)rder 379).
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The physiological method trains idiots accordingtoarmony of three “vital
expressions[:] activity, intelligence and will” (&n 83). These functions must at all
times be trained in concert, avoiding any predomeealdiocy confers on this method a
necessity of training every aspect of the humamarmsgn that is necessary to perform

labour:

Physiological education, including hygienic and aldraining, restores the
harmony of these functions in the young, as fasrasticable, separating

them abstractedly, to restore them practicallyh@irtunity. (Seguin 84)

The treatment of idiocy begins with preventionpfirthe conditions of conception
to the regulation of pregnancy in its activitiescieements, the amount of air and food
taken by the mother, and medical intervention sesaof preventable transmission by
“correct[ing] disordered functions, . . . preveng]] steady impressions and sudden
shocks” (Seguin, 85) onto the foetus. Nourishmeadt\warmth must be maintained at the
neo-natal stage, as must the quality of the mathaik. This is not simply because
nutrition is essential to health but because tkerdgal organs of the nervous system,

which form an absolute condition for the growthcapabilities, are formed at this stage:

in early youth, and particularly at the time whba body of the new-born
actually loses weight, caloric, and substance tédkes nourishment, this is
mostly applied to the consolidation and distinctidrthe two substances
composing the encephalon. But if this nerve-foodastimely supplied to
the infant, it becomes idiotic, epileptic, paratytor hydrocephalous,
whatever may have been the cause of the deficieheytrition. (Seguin
87)

Next comes the “watching of the deficient abilitegghe child, and particularly the
distinction of their constitutional and externalisas; many infants look like idiots, or bid
fair to become such, who are only crippled by stwingtor somebody, and many idiots
continue for months their marmot-like life, who @nheught only dull babies” (Seguin
87). The difference “may be established only bgmerfice to the age appointed by nature
for the evolution of each function. Among the firsxtending the arm, opening the hand,

grasping, is a series; looking turning the headupe axis, raising the spine to the
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sitting posture, is another; hearing voices, listgrio catch sounds, reproducing them to
amuse the organs of audition, is another of théesadyroups of capabilities which
spring up, one after another, and which are so émhvainly expected from idiots”
(Seguin 87).

The mother is to be trained not only to “watch owr tardy coming of these
functions” (Seguin 87), but also to prepare heldctar treatment by instruction at home.
Mere visits to the school will prepare the child fieatment. The treatment proper, even
though it works upon the lines of disciplinary pawaaalysed by Foucault, emphasises
the limits of the organism, its fundamental neeuts @apacities. While details such as
dress and food are arbitrarily prescribed and ketaidiocy exerts its own force on the
world of needs and transforms even the most eleangptocesses and actions, such as
immobility, walking and hearing, into somethingtih@quires careful explication. Thus,

with immobility:

If the immobility of the whole child cannot be ended at once, we may seat
him before us, half mastering his legs betweerkaaes, concentrate all our
attention upon the hands, and eventually upon ieenwost affected. To
accomplish our object we put the quietest hanchercorresponding knee,
whilst we load the delinquent hand with a heavy btball. Useless to say
that he does not take hold of it and tries to deegle his hand; but our
fingers keep his so bound around the neck of timebdioell that he does not
succeed. On the contrary, we take care to let #ighwfall more on his hand
than on ours; if he does not carry it, he suppbdsleast. Supporting the
burden, the more he moves to remove it the moffedis it; and partly to
escape the increase of the burden, partly by fatibis loaded hand becomes

still: stillness was precisely our object. (Seguid4)

The arrangement of force against force, the mintganisation of bodily parts, the
analysis and sequentialisation of movements atffeatilires of disciplinary power. In
particular, they are reminiscent of Foucault’s caents on the alteration of the human

body under the regime of “political anatomy,” whigme disciplines became,” in the

234



seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, “generalllasyof domination”Discipline 137).

Thus, he writes:

The human body was entering a machinery of powagrekplores it, breaks
it down and rearranges it. A “political anatomy,hieh was also a
“mechanics of power,” was being born; it defineaviine may have a hold
over others’ bodies, not only so that they may #atvone wishes, but so
that they may operate as one wishes, with the teabs, the speed and the
efficiency that one determines. . . . If economipleitation separates the
force and the product of labour, let us say thstiglinary coercion
establishes in the body the constricting link betwan increased aptitude

and an increased dominatiobigcipline 138)

Furthermore, the entire sequence of instruction¢lvhuns from the elements of
motion to reading and writing and is paralleledabyoralising sequence, seems to follow

what Foucault calls the imposition of disciplinaiye:

It is this disciplinary time that was gradually ioged on pedagogical
practice — specialising the time of training anthdbking it from adult time,
from the time of mastery; arranging different sggeparated from one
another by graded examinations; drawing up prograash of which must
take place during a particular stage and whichliresoexercises of
increasing difficulty; qualifying individuals acading to the way in which

they progress through this serid3iscipling, 159)
Or again:

The seriation of successive activities makes ptssilivhole investment of
duration by power: the possibility of a detailechvol and a regular
intervention . . . in each moment of time; the bty of characterising,
and therefore using individuals according to theelén the series that they
are moving through; the possibility of accumulatiimge and activity, of
rediscovering them, totalised and useable in d fagult, which is the

ultimate capacity of the individualD(scipline 162)
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Seguin’s institution was a purpose-built space damb and accumulating
knowledge, control and capacity. It is a pedagabsgEace that prefigures, in many ways,
the distributed pedagogical apparatus of todays $pace is not merely the
exemplification of the growth of “discipline;” isialso a new modulation of it. Certainly,
the school for idiots exercises many of the teamesgdetailed by Foucault. No doubt
there occurs in the school a microphysics of powaegmentation of the body into
useable parts and manipulable actions, an ordefitighe, activities and visibilities for
the moral regulation of a group and a distributddindividuals. While some
gualifications can be made to Foucault's generfa¢sse (partitioning, for instance, was
never total, but oscillated between isolating amadgregating individuals), the machinery

of political anatomy is certainly present.

However, idiots were never expected to operate spted and efficiency: rather,
they had a specific relationship to normalcy antutation which made their training
beneficent to humanity and to the state, for tlesyealed a training that was both
thorough and moved along the lines of a progressrattion. For idiots, their
relationship to work was arranged so that, fitsiyauld be carried out if it were either
enjoyable or promoted development and, secondnoglet work for money if one had a
particular proficiency, but relations of dominatiand exploitation, particularly when
affecting the health, would make it preferabletfor idiot to remain protected by the
state. Moreover, absolute refusal to work was gamic threshold which, when
determined as irremediable, was no longer subgegolitical anatomy. In any case, the
treatment of idiots does not aim to make idiotskvdirit augments labour, it is another’s
labour, not that of the ididt. The idiot is expected to succeed only up to allwel, and

to show by this failure of completion an outlinehofman finitude.

It is true that work will preserve the idiot frorthe horrors of idiocy,” but this is

always as less than normal:

True, idiots have been improved, educated, and ewesd . . . more than
thirty percent have been taught to conform to d@eid moral law [and so

on] . .. but this success, honorable as it issttutes only one of the objects

Y That is to say, their incarceration enables theua of their parents (Foucaulsychiatric Powe£13)
and their study underpins the training of normaldcan.
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to be attained as the honest return due to so@ethie generous support
afforded to those who took charge of the new estiafolents (Seguin 74-75).
Now, everything is ready for the triple work of inoping idiots, of studying
human nature from its lowest to its highest matefiesns; and of testing on
idiots the true physiological means of elevatinghkiad by education.
(Seqguin 77)

The idiot thus forms the limit of discipline ancetbondition of possibility of establishing
it on a new basis, that of the medicalised orgamatimer than the politico-anatomical
body.

The developmental child produced as the objectirtedvention of this
disciplinary space affects and limits the operatibdiscipline itself. The seriation of
activities and the imposition of disciplinary tirmadergo a fundamental reorganisation in
Seguin’s institution. The gradation of stages camonger be organised according to a
continuous, indefinitely divisible succession. Titiet-normal couple forms the contours
which it must follow. There is a natural successbstages which lead to each other by
a number of specific modes of articulation. At Haene time as the natural developmental
series has been a matter of dispute, it has atstefbthe bedrock for educational debate
since Seguin, and particularly since Preyer. Disw@phas been replaced by therapeutic
control, by the processes of determining an orgs@igience through observation and

reporting and constructing techniques to optimieerate of development.

As a consequence, the organic sequence cannat the, first instance, referred to
the will of the trainer, but must carefully artiate the functions with each other, lest the
primary functions fail to generate secondary cgranes. Thus Seguin discusses the
labour of the hand as follows:

The hand displaces and combines objects by preadrensacts on the
surfaces as in polishing, drying, etc., by handlihgcts on the substances
proper, as in carving, cutting, hammering, pierciogiaggression. . . The
practice of training idiots will show what distaneeparates these works,

what capacities each kind of labour requires; artiqularly how the slow
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and difficult introduction of the child into theads of aggressive works

will develop in him steadiness, will, and power. . (Seguin 117)

These principles emerge despite the techniquesddinmstruction used by Seguin
and his assumption that the sequence could bendiatt beforehand. Like labour with
regard to political economy, the developmental seqga is an external source for the
possibility of “scientific” schooling, confrontinthe latter with the limitations immanent
to it.

The asylum at times based its very functioningagour, with all the moral charm
that comes with labour, by retaining only those wheving secured entry and stayed for
a period, are productive enough to keep the ingiitigoing, and free of the taint of
charity. Thus, the trustees of the Perkins Instituand Massachusetts Asylum for the

Blind treat pupils on the model of a commercialtcact:

After the first year . . ., an account current Ww#l opened with each pupil;
he will be charged with the actual cost of his ldoar. and he will be
credited with the amount paid for him by the statehy his friends; also
with his earning over one dollar per week will be dwn. By the third
year it will be known whether his earnings will mahan pay the actual
cost of his board . . . . Those who prove unabketain their own
livelihood will not be retained; as it is not dedite to convert the
establishment into an almshouse, or to retain alyvorking bees in the
hive. Those who by physical or mental disability disqualified from
work, are thereby disqualified from being membedraroindustrious
community; and they can be better provided forstalelishments fitted for
the infirm. (DickensAmerican Noteg9)

Language

Combining this morality of labour with a disciplityaregime and a biology
of the organism, Seguin’s treatment representsaaibreak in a longer
therapeutic tradition and a crucial event in thenfation of educational
knowledge. The knowledge of the child’s organicalepment, separated into

stages and connected to the service of societyh-dsoknowledge of the child
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and as the production of labour — shifted the pracscale and goals of education
fundamentally. When combined with these breaksufdéguse and definition of
language as a faculty establishes a new objeqefdagogy. Language is used in
Seguin’s disciplinary space as the audible evidefdaterior and abstract
representation. Seguin’s distinction between lagglas a faculty of
understanding and speech as mere function encadgsdge within an
interrogative power-knowledge apparatus that s¢itives as a general model for
schooling. The elaborate “understandings” codeal litdracy in theCurriculum
Framework in a wide range of policy documents and acrosgltbcourse as a
whole, derive from the prior insertion of “languég®o this ordered therapeutic

space of instruction.

Foucault argues that, at the division between @lassical” and “Modern” ages, a
transformation occurred in the study of languagenfgeneral grammar to philology.
Whereas general grammar treated language as aeepgon of thought, and thus as
essentially discursive, philology found in the i@ laws of languages the principle of
their difference and affiliation. Thus, languagaesed to be a representation of
representation and began to acquire its own singmid enigmatic being. For the first
time, language became an object of science ratharthe more or less efficacious
vehicle of knowledge. It was at this time, als@ttlanguage became the expression of a
national soul, that it was seen to come from befowwn the great anonymous mass rather
than an elite. Language ceased to indicate thé ¢é\aecivilisation by the transparency
with which it communicated thought, and becamerangmous, involuntary change,
wholly unrelated to thought, but residing in thenficof feeling and the mode of life

specific to a nation.

Seguin’s comments on the speech of idiots dramttesese of careful
interrogation to diagnose speech and illustrateethergence of a model of language as
the organised ability to exchange ideas that residéendividuals. The subject of the
interrogation is accordingly diagnosed with regarthe invisible organic faculty for
language revealed in his/her speech. This diagnoedation is accompanied by a
pedagogical gaze: the subject succeeds or faidanas the speech corresponds to the

expectations of the trained examiner. Idiots, Seguaintains, are capable of using words
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— some possess speech — but without instructignléiok afaculty of language. He

writes:

Some idiots are deprived of speech, that is todayot pronounce a
word. Some, speaking a few words more or less @iadén sentences,
have yet no language; for the word language conwéysit the meaning
the interchange of ideas. In this acceptation,dagg does not belong to
idiots before they are educated, nor to those whdbat imperfectly so,
and, consequently, they have a speech more olinggsd, but no
language: strictly speaking, speech representutiation, language the
faculty. (Seguin, 62)

Perhaps this description of language as a facsiéyloose use of terminology, or
perhaps it is a precise expression of what langaagee to be in the nineteenth century —
a distinct power of the mind quite separate froaso®, and also from speech. What is
novel is not the distinction between mere speechlamguage, a distinction which was
common in the grammatical works of the precedinguwg. What is new here is the
normalising status of language; its possessiontyriaal person, the non-idiot. Seguin
points to a discovery of this faculty within thermal child in the gradual moving
division of the idiot and other children, in thenstantly widening yet infinitesimal
comparison made possible by the space of differenadich an observation, an

identification of salient features, of both pattgtal and normal symptoms, takes place.

Seguin (374-376) clarifies what he means by limgpdech by recounting his

exchange with an untreated cretin or idiot namdiedu
S.- Do you recognise me?
J.- Yes.
S.- Where have you seen me?
J.- Yesterday.
S.- Yesterday, | was not yet arrived.

J.- Father has told me your name.
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S.- Then you know my name, my little friend?

J.- M. Séguin.

S.- Well, do you recognise me; have you seen maré&ef

J.- Your name is M. Séguin (after a long efforéthier told me so.

| insisted on this point without obtaining any atla@swer. | touched the
subject of his progress, which he had heard s sfeken of that he was

quite fond of listening to it.

S.- You now learn well, do you not?

J.- Yes, sir.

S.- What do you learn with the Curé?

J.- I will repeat some grammar to you.

S.- This morning, what have you learned?
J.- The catechism.

S.- The whole catechism?

J.- Shall I recite my catechism?

S.- No, my friend, but what is an article?

J.- (A little faster than when he speaks). Theclrtis a little word which is
placed before the noun; we have but one artielfar the masculinda for
the feminine.

S.- That is very well. Will you give me an exampfea houn accompanied

by an article?
J.- We have but one article,. . .

S.- Can you tell me the name of a thing which ynaw, and which requires

an article?

J.- I —do — not — know. (This is answered muchamstowly than he has

recited).
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S.- At least you know an object which has a nanseibstantive?
J.- I —do — not — know.
S.- But you know what a pronoun is?

J.- (Quite rapidly). The pronoun is a word whicarsts in the place of a

noun.

The school for idiots is concerned with elicitifggtperformance of language,
assembling its elements into a functional unity exabrding and assessing the results.
This language, which is seen in the school, iseqifferent to languages that occur in
philology, the massive impersonal aggregationsdbéie a people: this is a language
that measures, at every stage of progress, a pars@language is also distinct from
mere speech, since it requires an understandingd amd a concert of all the vital
expressions: it is not speech as a surface, pgech furrowed into the depths of the
soul. The training of speech patrticipates in a tdeyprogress:” in the “grammaticism” of
mechanical instruction and in the “natural speeghich proceeds from a spontaneity of
the soul that conforms at the same time “exactihémries of philology” (Seguin 159).
Training, which sows, applies only to the speedétyure, which fecundates, rules the

development of language:

For a long time we must be satisfied with this deuydyogress, not always
keeping pace with each other, of formal speechernraining, and informal

language; later exercises and practice will tenghite them. (Seguin 159)

With the work of Seguin, then, a new organisat®nanferred upon the school,
one which combines life, labour and language andyres a new knowledge. It gives us
terms which educational thought has not yet escapehbild defined by a deep
organisation which instruction must respect isito succeed, a concern with productivity

and labour, and a language defined as a facultghwgdpeaks and understands.
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Pedagogical Heterotopia

Tied up with its construction of “development,” $@gs institution maintains a
heterotopic relationship with the world to whick therapy is ultimately addressed. Each
part of the institution is devoted, in its archttge and furnishing, to eliciting a certain
physiological process, to ordering space maxinfallyuse and orderly separations, for
practice and observation, forming at its bordetsamby a preparation for the world
outside but also a representation and recreatitimeofvorld, reordered for instruction:
weapons are arrayed not only for prehension andémeontrol, but for actual warfare if
the patients are able (as two were) to engage(8eijuin 262); farming is taught by
degrees as play, exercise and instruction, culiigat the release of patients to farms,
where “idiots are not exposed to crushing competjtbut receive the concourse of the
great Helper” (Seguin 264); collections for dispéag brought by the children and
assembled “so that references and illustrations fttem may be constantly at

hand”(Seguin 259). Thus with object lessons:

The objects gathered with the express view of giwahject-lessons, do not
need to be always in sight; where they may be fpand in such order
that the qualities by which they resemble one aotbr differ, be apposed
in their resting-places; so that it may sufficeotesent them as they stand
there, to exhibit to the children the vividnesgshdir properties. (Seguin
260)

The institution is a space of segregation and b#ipic reference: everything is
reordered and represented, but also excluded:aitmeah human being and its
development are seen through the study of idiogithe institution can only function to
study idiocy if its patients are properly selectédgether with a representation of the
world, the institution for idiots also creates avnabject from its inmates, a living and
modifiable body that is at the same time the regtgtion of the disease that

characterises it:

To constitute the broad and lower stratum of a biinstitution for idiots,
they and their congeners must accordingly be chimseiew of forming

what we may be permitted to call an efficient boflyncapacities. In this
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body the life, though defective, circulates and nmagrove, because the
children have been apposed with regard to the septation in the school of
the many infirmities characteristic of idiocy. ($&y266)

The institution is a completely medicalised spacplace of scientific observation
and constant experiment, requiring a central ameige authority capable of directing
the treatment of each patient according to a “attard First comes an initial assessment,

marking the beginning of the child’s career in ith&itution:

The child is weighed, measured in his diverse prtigus; his capacity for
endurance and activity is tested; his powers @lligence and speech are
ascertained; his will and habits delineated; a ged-nk portrait is drawn of
his whole being, and kept together with his phatpyr as witnesses to the
point at which he began to be taught. (Seguin 282)

This is followed by a continuous supervision of fitegress and direction of the
treatment through a constant and global knowleddgleeochild:

Therefore the Superintendent must have an abskhatgledge of the
children. Others may be more familiar either wihit habits, capacities, or
peculiarities; but none must know them so compjedslhimself. Then
come what may, resistance, obstacles in the tigieitc., he knows what to
believe and who to distrust, and can truly supendtthe work. The
possession of the character of his pupils andsostbordinates is the store
which supplies his capacity; out of it he drawsliest resources for the

accomplishment of his subsequent functions. (Seg8#)

Underpinning the Superintendent’s functions isitecbbservation” (283), the intimate
and timely knowledge of every student’s character progress. By continually
generating both knowledge and productive forcejribtution produces a power-
knowledge apparatus that is situated between thledical processes of life, the
productive force of labour and the therapeutic posfdanguagé?

18 On the therapeutic power of language see Segaif) (@r the types of command; also on books and
exchange of staff as heterotopic-scientific-disoguly device, see Seguin (289).
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The space is ordered for the increase of produbtinee: the functioning of the
institution is measured by its ability to generatewledge about idiocy (Seguin 289) and
by the level of productive activity of its patienthe productivity of the institution

depends also upon a strict hierarchy and complssenfeobservation:

the use of scientific devices does not dispens&tiperintendent from
measuring also the vitality of the children by gig/siological standard of
their activity; to see whether they sleep, eaty pttudy, labour with a healthy
soundness, or show traces of languor or restlessneghat they do or refuse
to do. If these two kinds of evidence coincidehait indications, they call for
due hygienic interference and instant modificationthe training. Thus the
Superintendent keeps his eye fixed upon the puild,his hand as if he were
constantly feeling the pulse of the institutione@8in 287-88)

It is for labour and the activity that trains iatithe Superintendent is concerned
with diet, and it is from a medicalised knowleddeh® developing child that a new
fundamental basis for educational interventionea nbject of knowledge and power, is

born:

the first struggle between the Superintendent an@upil does not consist in
showing him letters that he will not look at, batgenerating by food and
hygiene measures a given force to be spent andatetin increasing ratio:
thisis the A, B, C. (Seguin 288)

Thus, Seguin’s institution came to know and to igigee the idiot along the dimensions

of its biological stages, its capacity to work atsdunderstanding performance of
language, and in doing so generated a knowledgeeaformal child and its position
within society at large. The institution’s hetenaitorelation to what was outside
constituted a fundamental aspect, moreover, dfirtstioning. The national forms of
schooling which arose throughout the nineteenthucgnvere, like Seguin’s institution,
devoted to the immobilisation and discipline ofralpem population. Ultimately, such
institutions were formed under the sign of theorastate and utilised language as a mark
for disqualifying the forms of life and disciplimarthe movements and knowledges of
these populations. Their heterotopic relation so@al totality, their status as an image
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and preparation of the outside world (and the madi® the spatial and linguistic reality of
that world) was, even more than was the case vagui®’s therapeutic space, the very
ground of their being.

Nation and School: Reordering Space and Language

While the school was constructed in the nineteeatitury with a quasi-spatial and
guasi-governmental relationship to the state, #i@n-state itself was being reorganised
spatially, ethnically and linguistically. The newation-state organised populations
towards production, segmenting national spacefimtotional units. This new
coordination of spaces and populations producestiassof problem populations. While
the problem populations of the nineteenth centaryed greatly, several concerns
solidify around them. In particular, the relatioshthese populations developed towards
language, ordered space and economic recordingsp@énsmutated but recognisable
forms, within the discourse of literacy. Schoolitigg interrogation of language and the
traversal and enclosure of space were crucialdegbrdering of spaces into national
complexes. Discourses of development, civilisatiod nationality within which these
problem populations appear are re-invoked andatéteéin contemporary literacy
discourse.

The problem population is persistently defined, kady charted and disciplined
through its language. Contemporary literacy poiityerits this and modifies this
formula. In theCurriculum Frameworkfunctional literacy involves “the ability to
control and understand the conventions of Enghsilh &re valued and rewarded by
society.” The effect of this is the subordinatidrone set of student needs (use of non-
standard English) to a greater need (learning @oStandard Australian English
effectively). Hence, teaching in the English LeaghArea involves “recognising,
accepting, valuing and building on students’ erglanguage competenceCifrriculum
Framework82). This existing competence provides a pointlativpositive knowledge
can be generated, the student’s state assessatsamdtion enacted more appropriately

and economically than if s/lhe were treated &bala rasa an individualising technique
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at the level both of knowledge (one is evaluatembeting to one’s position between

origin and destination) and of procedure (interi@nappropriate to this position).

The connection between the institutional spacethedtate are, moreover,
transmuted into the representation of the natitamajuage as the point at which language
and social power coincide. Students “understandntiamy of the conventions of
Standard Australian English are highly valued [diotlpwing them is often rewarded”
(Curriculum Frameworl87). They understand that “departing from them ipaysed by
some people to make negative judgments about ffeeding students] or discriminate
against them”Curriculum Frameworl87). This awareness ensures a particular general
direction of student language development which is neitléunal nor ascending, but
must nonetheless be secured as part of an oveeadigeutic strategy coordinating a
national with a school space. The resulting stsate@ setting up of forces, a
representation of deviation and its punishmens. & description of the relations of
power between the student and the society. Neettlessgy, this representation of power
is a disappearing act: the school represents temtipns of society regarding language
only as an image of itself. Language is somethiregstchool fabricates for the benefit of
linguistic deviants, and only insofar as a societg already codified this language and
filtered its expressions into techniques of sopiaferment and censute.

The discourse of literacy finds a series of ectaogbcounter-echoes in the
nineteenth century, a network of positions, a gaephy which is often surprisingly like
our own. It was within concerns for the nation,hintthe construction of the national
population, that the inability to read and writeezged as a symptom, as more than an
educational or moral failing: it emerged as thensi§a great divide and of an anti-

civilisation dwelling within the precincts of theatmopolis. Indeed, it is in this concern

19 Foucault’s analysis of Seguin focuses, indeedheritautological” use of the school to confirm the
diagnosis of idiocy and to lead to psychiatric ncatisation:
the psychiatric power at work here makes schoolgsdunction as a sort of absolute reality
in relation to which the idiot will be defined as iiot, and, after making school power
function as reality in this way, it will give thaupplement of power which will enable school
power to get a hold of the general rule of treatinfienidiots within the asylum Rsychiatric
Power219)
This is thus the obverse of Foucault’s analysisiemthe school’s function is “tautological” witlespect to
the medicalisation of idiots, it is “redundant’relation to society. In both cases, it practicésiending act
in the guise of a repetition: it fabricates whatli®ady “known” through a disciplinary regime.
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for recording the population, and, through recogdimaking it available for training and

national strength, that one encounters the illieepopulations of the nineteenth century.

Henry Mayhew, irLondon Labour and the London Pod851), introduces his
subject not with a discussion of poverty, lazin@sgnorance, but in terms of an
ethnographic classification of the world’s popuatinto wanderers, settlers and the
“mediate variety, partaking of the attributes otijo

almost every tribe of people who have submitted$edves to social laws,
recognising the rights of property and reciprocalial duties, and thus
acquiring wealth and forming themselves into a eetable caste, are
surrounded by hordes of vagabonds and outcaststfreimown community.
Such are the Bushmen aBdnqua%f the Hottentot race — the tersohqué
meaning literallypauper But a similar condition in society produces sanil
results in regard to other races; and the Kafivehheir Bushmen as well as
the Hottentots — these are callédgoes— a word signifying wanderers,
beggars, or outcasts. The Lappes seem to have a@wr@ewhat similar
relation to the Finns; that is to say, they appedrave been a wild and
predatory tribe who sought the desert like the AnalBedouins, while the

Finns cultivated the soil like the industrious Bal. (Mayhew 1)

There are two distinct races of men, but this dm#sorrespond to a divide
between civilised and barbarous countries. Ratheir, coexistence is as close as

possible to a universal fact. Mayhew summarisegtheographic findings thus:

Here, then, we have a series of facts of the utswmsal importance. (1)
There are two distinct races of men, viz.: — thaaeing and the civilised
tribes; (2) to each of these tribes a differentfaf head is peculiar . . . ; (3)
to each civilised tribe there is generally a wamdghorde attached; (4)
such wandering hordes have frequently a differamgliage from the more
civilised portion of the community, and that adaptath the intent of

concealing their designs and exploits from themayhMew 2)

Alongside the invention of race, nineteenth-centthnography created a fruitful

distinction, internal to a nation, between two eudgristic ways of using space. Insofar
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as the national space had come to be imaginedghrawast range of mapping devices,
the nomadic tribe was the antithesis of civilisatibhere is a barbaric space and a
nomadic life within the heart of civilisation. Tlseandal of nomadic lives, with their
unofficial marriages, their nameless disappeararibesunassignable and uncontrollable
spaces they move through rather than occupy, desr@fritie nation and of the agencies
of recording their placement within the tables oligcal economy, their immobilisation
and civilisation. This intolerable existence cétlsan end to all that passes outside the
recording mechanisms of the state. Among the mantyilities and deceptions of such
lives, deep in the kernel of their secrecy, ligsdmlen speech, a fugitive language

designed for lies and obscurity.

The figure recurs throughout the nineteenth-cengdiycational literature of
reform, with some variations, but always with tlemegral outline of a barbarian within
civilisation, of a child, soon to be a citizen, mout a place secured by the discipline.
Thus, in his 1868 articl&jational Elementary Educatipedwin Chadwick quotes the

schoolmaster Simon Laurie with approval:

He [the schoolmaster] has a plastic work to dovibek of molding the
untutored nature of peasant and city boyhood irgbagely form. Nor will
anyone regard this as an exaggeration of the teaaféce who has had
opportunities of contrasting the uncombed, untagmeohg barbarian of
civilisation, distinguished for his loose and iresall carriage, his lawless
manner, licentious speech, and vagrant eye, wilséime child, sitting on
the school bench, well habited and clean, his masutadued into fitness
with the moral order around him, his tongue undsersse of law, his
countenance with awakening thought, his very badyrsng to be invested

with reason. (13)

2 For a detailed description of the nomads in VieloEngland and the problems they posed for the
emerging state apparatus, see Chesney. A simgatgmatisation occurs in the early imposition dica
attendance in Australia: see Connell and Irvind)(2®) for a discussion of the connection between
“larrikinism,” working-class mobilisation and thenerging educational state. Letters to the Western
Australian Colonial Secretary are suffused witloagern about the truancy and intractability of dfeh,
as detailed in Chapter Six.
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Bound up with the moral teleology is a complex gathtile rhetoric of civilisation,
motion and stiliness, license and lawfulness, nasma@nd settlement. Language is one

among a list of signs distinguishing the two rawéhin the natiort!

By the 1970s, the terms had shifted somewhat Heuptoblem remained the
backward peoples marked by their relation to spaice this time also marked by the
difference of illiteracy:

The illiterate peasant is generally characterisetims of his inability to
read and write . . . . This definition [is] inadedg for distinguishing him
from the literate. The latter moves fast and faa imorld inundated by the
written word, images, drawings, sketches, diagraosters, film, television
... to an accompaniment of increasingly symbodises . . . which
[underscore] the written or represented elemeng. d4saults on eye and ear
permanently modify the action of the literate, @gterin depth on his

sensations and impregnate his sensibility. (UNES&ctional Literacy7)

The distinction between literate and illiteraténersected and supplemented by a
discussion of space; the relationship betweeniti@ate and illiterate person has still to
do with their traversal of space.

The literate peasant, despite greater mobilityabits a well-defined “spatial structure”
(UNESCO,Functional Literacy7). It is the creation of a new type of (natiorsgpce that
marks the power of the literate and defines theespdilliterate peasants as empty. If a
literate space, acting upon both the perceptiodspamwers of the literate, is the full space
of modernity, the space of the illiterate is slavd asapid:

The illiterate peasant moves around much lesssalibm rapidly; he
lives in a fairly ill-defined spatial structure amdan environment
generally devoid of man-made symbols, whether gcamphacoustic. This
non-technicised environment does little to modify $ensations and
sensibility, or else does it less rapidly. (UNES@&QOnctional Literacy7)

% The invention of two tribe/races within a natioasaby no means confined to European countries. The
spread throughout Africa of the “Hamitic hypothé&sis a political is well documented, and has had a
lasting toll; see Eltringham.
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“Literacy training,” UNESCO writes, “aims at pronmog man’s adjustment to
change so that he may become both the agent amdbjenet of development’Hunctional
Literacy9). In this case, the development in questionavesmbination of
industrialisation and scientific agricultural referUNESCO had, by the time this
document was written (1973) abandoned basic edurcatid what it calls traditional
literacy training, in preference for functionakliacy. The document opposes functional

to traditional literacy in a clear dichotomy:

Traditional Literacy Functional Literacy

Isolated, separate, end in itself Group context

Sufficient command of reading/writing Related to a given environment

mechanisms

Access to printed wo For development

Diffuse and non-intensive Geared to collective/individual needs
Standardised, centralised basis Writing and training integrated

Functional literacy is here used in training fadustry, but this training, in a Third
World context “demands not only the acquisitiorskifls or know-how, but also a
recasting of the modes of being and functioningRIESCO,Functional Literacyl1). It
is a matter of changing traditional habits: flegimork times must be replaced by
punctuality; traditional agriculture must be reretemore productive by scientific
understanding, and so on. The whole network ofatoelations must be reordered. At
the same time that the national and internatiogaheies set out to help the
underprivileged, they delegitimised the knowledgkthe problem group and doubled

the dispossession carried out by a world bent evétbpment.”

Development, changing social and economic contertapetitive pressures,
globalisation and a range of other terms, becomatinface of a world outside, defined
and confronted by educational authorities anddigrtheorists alike. This world acts to

define the problem group, as dispossessed, defiaeboth. With few exceptions, the
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tissue upon which this world appears is the natiefined either internally as the
operation of forces that define its real historiciadracter, or externally as the net
pressures that act upon its borders. This worlchfieithe characterisation of the
dispossessed in a wider context, conferring upemthn objective, or at least a systemic,

status.

The problem population is made visible by recotosgiscourses of development,
civilisation and the nation. Identifying the physigical sequence of development
generated a child as the object of scientific ardlicalised intervention. Invoking an
ethnographic space of measurement and space iddrdif intractable, nomadic
population. The nation-state combined the functmithis dual mapping most
effectively, however, in the establishment of aspiectorate and within the site of the
school. It was in the reform of schools that thiamal project could most effectively
impose itself, instituting the discipline of rendggpopulations. The discourse of
inspection had, however, to negotiate this prdjeeh the beginning, to rewrite the
imposition of national discipline as a pedagoggslice. The example analysed here,
the inspection of Welsh schools in the middle ef timeteenth century, is a fairly typical
manifestation of this remaking of needs — lingaigbersonal and communal — by the
self-consciously developing nation. This articidatof needs with demands has
remained an essential component of literacy dismwand the school has remained the
heterotopic site where the nation becomes theleisibd distributable object, and the

tractable social territory, of intervention.

In 1846, Ralph Robert Wheeler Lingen examined, Withassistants, all the larger
schools and educational establishments in Walesy Were instructed by the Secretary
to the Committee of Council on Education, James-Bhayttleworth, “to direct an inquiry
to be made into the state of education in the paiity of Wales, especially into the
means afforded to the labouring classes of acquaiknowledge of the English
language” Commission on the State of Education in WalesThe inquiry was to be
minute and exact, reporting the legal positionaxfteschool, the room size, the state of
its apparatus, the number of children (both asro=mband as actually attending), the
organisation and methods involved, the books usddlge languages taught, “whether in

each case in the grammar or not,” the expensesr@t;tthe number of teachers, their
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salaries and position in public life, and attendasgnomic considerations such as
“whether they have a house rent-free, a gardenrfreat fuel, or other emoluments” (iii-
iv). Apart from this general injunction that attemt be paid to minutiae, four themes
predominate in these instructions: the relationfleffoveen Welsh and English languages;
the role of the Sunday schools as popular religesiablishments; the assembly of

statistical tables; and the certification of mastend teachers (iv).

The Welsh language was a particular problem irathas where Lingen visited,
because it isolated the Welsh from power and stgimdy district exhibits the
phenomenon of a particular language isolating thesnfirom the upper portion of
society” (2). Whether in agriculture or in miningdasmelting, the Welshman is always

confined to the bottom of society:

In the country, the farmers are very small holderstelligence and capital
nowise distinguished from labourers. In the wothks, Welsh workman
never finds his way into the office. . . . Equaliyhis new, as in his old,
home, his language keeps him under the hatchegg bae in which he can
neither acquire nor communicate the necessarynrgton. It is a language
of old-fashioned agriculture, of theology, and iofgle rustic life, while all
the world about him is English. (2-3)

This knowledge is derived no doubt in part from ¢benparative grammars that
had been written and from the Viconican traditiétiyong languages to a form of society
and a level of historical development, but alsarfiiie progress of the industrial society
into which the Welsh were not well integrated, dedause of which they suffered the
status of an anachronism. The Welsh language was g because it did not have a
living tradition but because the state could defimelife proper to the nation through its
complicity with an existing domination and its rewg of the imposition of national

demands as the pressure of necessity.

Welsh was not characterised as a pure deficienageln recognised the extreme
elaboration of its performance in matters of dityinH ascribes this achievement to the

isolation of Welsh mental faculties:
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Cut off from, or limited to a purely material aggrin, the practical world,
his mental faculties, so far as they are not ersgrbdy the hardships of
rustic, or the intemperance of manufacturing, lifaye hitherto been exerted

almost exclusively upon theological ideas. (3)

It is in this theological activity that the Sundsghool finds its strength and
foundation. This “completely unaided” Welsh popuitestitution revolves around the

learning and discussion of the Bible by the whammunity as equals:

Thus, there is everything about such institutiohgcty can recommend them
to the popular taste. They gratify that gregarisosability which animates
the Welsh towards each other. They present thershaf office to those
who, on all other occasions, are subject; andsifrdition to those who have
no other chance of distinguishing themselves. dpe&s current in them are
those of the most general interest; and are treatasgnode partly didactic,
partly polemical, partly rhetorical, and most umsadly appreciated. Finally,
every man, woman, and child feels comfortably ahéan them. It is all
among neighbours and equals. Whatever ignorarsteisn there, whatever
mistakes are made, whatever strange speculatierstated, there are no
superiors to smile and open their eyes. Commortdiabthought pervade
all. They are intelligible or excusable to one &eot Hence, every one that

has got anything to say is under no restraint fsaying it. (4)

The peculiarity of this practice and the fact tihéd only tangential to the state’s
definition of and aims in education are not losbmfhingen: “Whatever such Sunday-
schools may be as places of instruction, theyeakfields of mental activity”(4). Lingen
goes beyond the mere categorisation of instrudijodescribing both the content of
Sunday-school teaching and its social and rituattions. What is being taught is the
reading of the Scriptures (the proficiency of whigries with the school in question); it
is recited and remembered according to “Versespténaand Pwncau . . . [that is]
point[s] of doctrine, printed in question and answéth Scripture proofs” (4). Pwncau
are printed by each denomination for itself, aradneng forms the basis of a spatial

ritual:
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Each class learns its own part only. As soon &swell committed to heart,
the school makes a sort of triumphal processiather chapels, very often
to churches, to repeat publicly what they have teamed. The mode of
recitation is a species of chant, taken up in partd at the end joined in by
all. (4)

Sunday-school learning thus has a twofold sociattion: as open, convergent
public debate and as the interiorised preludegeréormance of recitation. This all tends,
however, to isolate the Welsh in their own worldtwgological riches, material poverty,
superstition and the consolation of the masterynafs own tongue which attaches them

to it;

The Welshman . . . possesses a mastery over hisamgnage far beyond
that which the Englishman of the same degree psssew/er his. A certain
power of elocution (viz. to pray “doniol,” as itcslled,i.e., in a gifted
manner), is so universal in his class that to laaut it is a sort of stigma.
Hence, in speaking English, he has at once to ¢otleg) conscious power of
displaying certain talents whereon he piques hitnaertl to exhibit himself
under that peculiar form of inability which mosterids his self-esteem. (7)

Language forms the first seizure of power for ttagesin the name of life and the
nation. The language of the minority is renderedrae inadequate, perverse, a
punishment to its user, the cause of unconsciawscstupidity and superstitious,
useless beliefs. Welsh not only directs the minthémlogical matters but forms the basis
of perverse mass action. Lingen relates the relggenthusiasm of Welsh to the Rebecca
riots and “the Chartist outbreak” (6). Shortlyesfvards, he judges the Welsh language
incapable of conveying secular matters and, beaaiuhe uses it favours, as radically

deficient:

The Welsh language thus maintained in its ground,tae peculiar moral
atmosphere which, under the shadow of it, surrotimelpopulation, appear
to be so far correlative conditions, that all aj¢srto employ the former as
the vehicle of other conceptions than those whadoad with the latter

seem doomed to failure. (7)
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The problem of Welsh is not so much that it is usétin an isolated, albeit
coherent and satisfying practice, nor that it ocoesly leads to bizarre crowd behaviour,
but that it creates a popular character that canoiway be integrated into national life as
it is embodied by business, transport, and indutng changes in social relations
brought about by production, which the represeveati the state claims to see, claim
upon him a beneficent and enabling interventionh lbor the good of these forces and for
the good of the Welsh in adapting to them. To émd, the Welsh language is bound for
extinction and English is to replace it as the raotongue. But if this is to occur, the
existing language and its modes of transmissiort imsnade use of. Lingen calls up
images of a multifarious network of popular instrog, an organism for which a foreign
language is alien. The school, if it is to taketlp task of changing the language, and
through this the ideas of the Welsh, is faced withproblem of the profound cultural
gulf between the mother tongue and the imposedikagg of instruction, that is, with the

political problem otranslatingthe population:

Through no other medium than a common languagédeas become
common. It is impossible to open formal sluice-gdte them from one
language to another. Their circulation requireg@vork of pores too
minute for analysis, too numerous for special miovi. Without this
network, the ideas come into an alien atmosphewéioh they are lifeless.
(7)

The native language must become the means of itseatinction:

Nor can an old cherished languagedogght downn schools: for so long as
the children are familiar with none other, they s educated to a
considerable extent through the medium of it, ehenigh to supersede it be

the most important part of their education. (7)

Contemporary literacy workers are familiar withstiproblem: the language forms
favoured by a group do not correspond to, or hateéhe same form as, “powerful”
forms in the society at large. In 1970, Fredericllis¥ns, prefacing a collection of
papers on the connection between language andtgpsitnates the same problem
within a dual commitment to sociolinguistic fielthdies and studies of pedagogy
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(Williams, Povertyvi). Once again, the investigation of language ficas must become
a meticulous map of differences and instructiomiaele more effective by using the
minor language as an entry into the standard lagguhe language of opportunity and
power. Williams cautions researchers against camjuanguage differences with
deficiencies, which he puts down to “careless prsation of standardised tests” and

“bias on the part of researchers and their teclasj(v).

One must appreciate and record the difference ptopevery language practice, if
this injustice is to be overcome. But in actingptomote a more benign knowledge, one
is always acting in concert with the state ageneigth a governmental civilising mission
which has barely mastered the rhetoric of inclusindeed, the analytical distinction
between deficiency and difference corresponds doegitimates a difference and
division in instructional programs. “Children wittue deficiencies of language require
quite different programs from those whose languagely differs from that of the
mainstream society” (William$overtyv-vi). The children who are merely different
themselves require programs tailored to the smecifaracter of their difference, whether

it is “bilingualism, dialect differences” or “radadly different uses of language” (vi).

The conjunction between field studies and educatimstrumentalities is an
inevitable relation since, even if the state isdiotctly involved in the education, it is
involved in the measuring of school success anceddation of schools and teachers. In
addition, that ineluctable phantom, the nationuriaxes to decide what is a laudable
goal, to what realities it should conform, andafip, what the relationship between

margin and centre must be:

It is a reasonable and desirable goal that altlodil in the United States are
able to function linguistically in standard Englishaddition to whatever
language or dialect they have learned in their leorfbke reasons for this
point are simple and practical — the language ofeducational institutions
(including its literature), and the language reedifor most better-paying
occupations in this country, is standard Englisht iBis important that
standard English be developed parallel, or be bpitin, the home language,
rather than at the expense of it. (WilliarReyvertyvi)
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The development which situated itself at the sitdhe body, helped by the trained
eye and the restraining hand of the instructaacompanied by the development, both
natural and compulsory, of a backward people regishe forces of modernity, forces
which are bound to change the very environmenthiclvold languages find their home
and sense. The school fights a battle for modemitjten as the battle to help the poor
to develop. This mode of transcription has poséithe researcher as the mediator
between the forces of the nation (the state andhtiiiet) and the interests of the
problem population:

Still less, out of school, can the language ofdassmake head against the
language of life. But schools are every day stagtkss alone in this
contest. Along the chief lines of road, from thétdecounties, from the
influx of the English, or English-speaking labowdnto the iron and coal-
fields, in short from every point of contact withodern activity, the English
tongue keeps spreading, in some places rapidlysdndibly in all.
Railroads, and the fuller development of the gneisieral beds, are on the
eve of multiplying these points of contag@.ommission on the State of
Education in Waleg)

What renders the new education legitimate andfulit the change of the world it
both reflects and fights for:

Schools are not called forth to impart in a foreignengraft upon the
ancient, tongue a factitious education conceivetbuanother set of
circumstances . . . but to convey in a languagécwis already in process
of becoming the mother-tongue of the country, sastruction as may put
the people on a level with that position whichfieied to them by the
course of events. If such instruction contras@&ny points with the
tendency of old ideas, such contrast will haveatkex and its justification

in the visible change of surrounding circumstan€eks.

The real language, insofar as it differs from tbagralised national language, is the
object of intervention precisely because of thtenval of difference. It is because it
shares the characteristics of a language withtdrelard speech that it is valued,
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promoted and utilised. An empirical knowledge isaitied by ascertaining the real
language abilities of students, and this in turabdes the school to transform its students,
to modify their language through their existingdaage, into that demanded by the
nation. While there are at least three theoretiodl political options here, they
nonetheless arise from within the same discursinepmlitical location of the mediation
between the world — whether as mainstream soawgern forces, or a nebulous field of
rewards and punishments — and the problem popnléatie Welsh, children, and others

whose deviance can be identified as linguistic.

As the instance of the Welsh Sunday schools exéeglihe problem populations
included linguistic deviance within their symptowlagies, and their difference implied
a national language devoid of the opacity, evagssm@nd backwardness of the marginal
groups. The national language was coupled witm#t®nal space to create an
ineluctable demand, an urgent need, within theespéthe school, thus reformulating the
heterotopic conjunction of school and world. Howevee model of a purified,
transparent and national language of interioritygigline and understanding itself arises
not from national spaqgeer sebut from the central pedagogical-disciplinary sitehe
school. The language demanded and invoked by tinritself emerged as a visible,
self-evident thing within the ordered, heterotogpace of the classroom. There, under a
careful regime of visibility and somatic/spatiahtl, the material devices of instruction
formed the experience of language that investsdneepts under which literacy

discourse understands it tod&y.
Making Language Appear in the School

The nation has, as agencies of demand and defingiaumber of technologies for
representing its demands, and it would seem tleadi¢ffinition of the language comes
from a number of modern dictionaries, businessesygvand so on. The notion of a
national language, however, is unassignable arfidseif does it proceed from an
agglomeration of public debates, newspaper artialasonal rituals, pronouncements,
fictions, performances and small acts of exemgitfan and instantiation? There is

nothing about the mythology of nation-states whitdkes a standard national language a

%2 Hence Durkheim’s contention that the classroomimary function is to instill a morality of disciple is
inaccurate: the knowledge imparted directly inve@stdagogical discipline.
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necessary consequence. The points of contact $pgeathnguage of modernity did not
suffice to create a standard language, but, ratided the ongoing project of schools in
imparting models of progress and language ontbd#e&ward peoples. It requires a
wholly other space, structured and properly, cotregedly national and universal, to
make this language appear, quite literally, to harthe air above its subjects. The

classroom is the pre-eminent space for the emeegefhis experience of language.

Language, as it is experienced within the schedleliberately constructed from
the beginning as a real entity standing above afoké the community, in a crude
metaphysics of spatial order. The contention thatiotions of language and text begin
with writing is true, but these notions do not gerfrom the pre-logical relationship
between speech and writing, nor from the long nmtadf texts in their organisation of
graphical space, but, rather, from a recent formnalosure and visibility, the national
classroom, where language is made manifest astdevidbject and is felt, embodied and

enacted through techniques of copying, reciting@nrdecting.

The regulation of this language and its appearaneeident in manuals of
nineteenth century schooling, of which A. B. Orleébas exemplary. Shortly after
working as an Inspector of National Schools in Wi, Orlebar, in a textbook setting

out the arrangement of slates, pupils and textalassroom, set out a physics, not only of

lines of sight, but also of light, correction arebpage. He arranged the relations between

the model, the rows of desks, the number of childiight and shadow, the eye, distance,

size and the guiding line:

In schools where the formation of large classgsasticable, the children
should be arranged in parallel rows; not less thann a row and not more
than fifteen; and each row being three feet afran one similar line to
another. The model should be hung on a wall befem in as bright a light
as possible, and the children’s eyes should bieeirshade, to obtain the best
effect. With such arrangements, from 100 to 150dcéin may be taught
collectively; for the lines being 5/16 of an indhidk, can be seen distinctly

by an ordinary eye at a distance of forty feet. &pe is further assisted by
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contrast of color, the guiding lines being vermili@nd the letters black on
a white ground. (Orlebar, qtd. in Austin and Sélét)

The model, a particle of text, perhaps a singleadtar, was ordered according to
the conditions of visibility in a collective, physil space, noting possible obstructions

and distortion:

It must be suspended so high that the childreherrémote rows may see
the model well over the heads of those before thrmnot higher,
otherwise there will be too much vertical foreskainhg. (Orlebar, gtd. in
Austin and Selleck 92)

Not yet a text, this model, combining sight, ortregghic propriety and piecemeal
correction under the teacher’s supervision, esthbd within an ordered, communal
space an object that was both handed down to bedeped and commented upon in its
visual self-evidence. It was not only this speclacmaterialisation of language that
formed the basis of the experience of a natiomgjuage. To be sure, the languages had
already been separated and historicised as theagrathboration of spontaneous speech
peculiar to a people or to a civilisati®rand a tradition was taking shape in comparative
linguistics which would ultimately biologise anctiaise the language group in terms of
a territory?* These developments were important also in sitgdéinguage as the
elaboration of an individual consciousness, ashgk of the free activity of a soul
endowed with a “mental individuality” (Humboldt, $8m). However, this experience of
the classroom constitutes the appearance of ana&tod pedagogical language, of
language as a common possession, as a facultyith wie accede through training, as a

problematic of definition, imposition and powerdaas a material entity.

This is an epochal event in the experience of lagguthis cutting up of space to
form a proper writing procedure, this setting upng with the silence, immobility and
attention of students, a model where language atsudthe structure for knowing it, may
appear. Literacy studies, while not wholly ignoriigdo not recognise this effectuation

of immobility and making-visible of language, thisciplinary and ostensive technique,

% Herder, Humboldt and Schlegel are obvious andémfiial examples here.
24 A notorious instance is the work of Friedrich RétOn the nineteenth century’s racialisation of
language, see Evans (27-41). On the nineteenthugettiscovery” of language, see Pedersen.
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as a necessary condition for the appearance afakbginguage and for the emergence of
the figure of the textualised student. But classraechnique is built upon this model,
relies upon a restricted grammar for the reveladblanguage, imprinting it upon the
child as the bearer of a reproduction, as a kna#i/ker/his own power of it, as an agent
regularly replicating it both to a certain levelpsdrfection and, having trained his/her
gaze to see its lines, as a critical subject af fldmguage, the world it purports to

represent and the power that is claimed for it.

As the dialogue between Seguin and the “mere speéthe cretin Julien
demonstrates, the act of interrogating a child passing beyond the mere elicitation of
mimicry: the recital of the catechism was interagpby a tabulated knowledge of
grammar and by a conscious reorganisation of tktdrieo a relation with everyday life.
Practices like the Welgbwncaucould no longer stand as authentic knowledgentaee
memorisation and repetition of a text could no Emgerve as a sign of language.
Moreover, an unschooled tongue was apt, as Maylawspout, to resist telling the
truth. In both cases, what is violated is the ratpd function of language as
representation. In Julien’s case, the recitatieguised a real want of development in
understanding, and understanding, in the depthiseafnind, is a recognition that names
can stand for general concepts which can be resedras tokens or instances of the
concept, by a combination of memory, analysis asb@ation. Preyer, thus, points out
the futility of rote memorisation, which “we regeia child to do . . . when he learns
phrases and vocables the meaning of which he diaswderstand,” on the grounds that

it does not develop the understanding (132).

This interrogation of the understanding is alreptBsent in the British Inspectors’
Reports, whose method of questioning passes froecltiam to the demand for other
textual operations, and thus, by way of the textwhy of a knowledge of it, to a
guestioning that will diagnose and prescribe ree®dind reforms. Moreover, the text
coexists with an array of concerns and evaluatiBrsscriptions for pronunciation and
reproduction inform the interrogation regarding ¢fe@graphy and political constitution
of the country and the events of the Bible, and&na judgment on the development of
the children, already marked by their reading dv&ir tanswers, as the index not only of

their own intelligence but also of the method, gyatraining and class of the teacher
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and of the physical adequacy of the school spaeé#.ifTo take a representative example,

David Lewis, assistant to Lingen, reports his ircsioe of the Cwmduad Day School:

the room was so dark that the few children whoredrtl read were obliged to
go to the door, and open it, to have sufficierttitigrhey read the f6chapter

of St. Mark’s Gospel, all of them in a wretched man . . . The master did not
guestion them, nor correct them when reading, thdugpard several false
pronunciations. The following answers were madayojuestions: Had heard
of Jesus Christ; he was the son of Gbdughthe had come on earth; he came
to save sinners; he was crucified by the Jeéla@mighthe was he was now in
heaven . . .. Knew the name of the parish, cowartgt,country in which they
lived. Had heard of the Queen; she lived somewheag London. 6x7=42;
9x8=49; 3x7=21; 33-16=17; 19+17=3&gmmission on the State of
Education in Wale465)

A delicate set of relations, still detectable apémative in theCurriculum
Framework is established between the school and teacheetexh and the world, where
the child, in its response to examination, is tiga sf all of these as well as of itself. This
intimate and complex set of locating and symptoatdieg practices enacted by the
inspector instantiate and record these relatioasnational level: in the form of vignettes
and statistical tables, in the form of problemates to norms (how are the uninstructed
teachers to assemble reliable statistical datat aresthe physical and temporal
conditions of proper schooling) and in a relaticoni text to performance to text. This
act of recording and judging generates the forfknoiwledge which, in its reliance upon
the text as the stable mediator between heterogsrsgaces (the school and its
instructional space, the child and its cognitiyegtgal and economic attributes, the nation
and its population), constitutes an important pathe experience and the visible surface
of literacy, both as national concern and commah #ris this form of knowledge, this
language and text, and this nationalised netwodngblacements, that are invoked,

deployed and instrumentalised in tBerriculum Framework

In conjunction with the appearance of languag&édassroom, a national space

was represented in which the mastery of the ndtlanguage was interrogated and
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performed. It involved an imposing conjunction traents: a roving inspectorate,
guestioning teachers and children to ascertain thatlsuccess of the individual school
and the growth of the nation towards civilisatiargoncern to immobilise the vagrant
classes, the petty traders, itinerant labourersjgaers, aborigines, linguistic minorities,
and to measure their value and their cost to thiemaa massive redrawing of all
economic and cultural activity into the rise of aneorporated whole, supervised by
government; a transcription of the population &shbalth of a single organism; a
comparison and competition with other countrieagshe same or comparable
measures; a problematisation of local systems aramgithem accountable; the
imposition of a single examination, of mass-testthg construction of the child as an
object to be known in its proper mode and stageewélopment, and to be made
according to these same modes; a problematisatioistouction at every stage, in terms
of the character, training, pecuniary incentived powers of observation of teachers; a
call for parents to share in the scientific andggedical observation of children; a
multiple construction of the child into a typicaddithy child, a backward or arrested
child, a culturally anomalous and a spatially er@nld. The child, the school, the
teacher, the language they perform, the spacedrdesrse, the patterns, values, and
speed of their work in the national language, vadireo be transcribed into the great table

of the nation.

While many of these processes occurred prior toiheteenth century, their
acceleration, enabled by the project of the psymaysiological study of the child as it
spread out from the mothers of idiots to all pasenias due to the advent of a recordable
and testable language and to the new evidentiatyssof children’s language as the sign
of their development and the material basis foresion of, and insight into,
consciousness. Moreover, a concern with the chitdasdom or with the emancipation of
a social class cannot of itself account for a |atesre recent discourse on literacy. These
options were available from the start as argumamtsemphases, resurfacing with a
certain regularity, from Froebel to W. T. Harristire case of the child’s self-activity, and
from Owen to the Mechanics’ Institutes in the cakthe subjugated classes. That

emancipation may be won through metalinguistic awess reifies the function of the

264



textualising dyad of school and government, retitejdanguage, as it is traced around

the text, as the substance of pofver.

Literacy, in its extension to new and diverse siteactivates these relations and
adapts them to new exigencies, including liberatorgs. But it retains, in its
proliferation and mutation, a certain architect@eyay of resurrecting the same
guestions, a structure that identifies and reifi@s what is needed. This minimal set of
relations repeats the call to government, the ardesf space according to a need for a
certain form of subjection and an awareness ofghbjection. Power, need, text, context
and progress order this space and introduce theratipe for, as well as the bare outlines
of, an intervention. The pedagogical heterotopiaveats all places to itself while
retaining an ideal form outside of all real spadds coordinates established by this
heterotopia operate insistently within the disceufsom policy documents to critical
studies, extending a pedagogising and textualisirexistence. It is this process that this
thesis seeks to make evident and, finally, to iofgt Hence, Chapter Six takes up and
interrogates a narrative of critical and liberatligracy by inserting a questioning and
difficult history of the margins of language, thation-state, governmentality, text, self

and the national, developmental subject of literacy

% Indeed, W. T. HarrisGeneral Governmejalready articulated educational development wittional
government. See also Stewart.
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6: Handbooks, Histories and Fictions

Critical histories of literacy produce a smoothratve of literacy and power, one
which, while offering a liberatory program of insttion leaves untouched the bases of
power in the literacy dispositif. Hence, this clepindertakes a “counter memory” or
“history of the present” interrupting this smootistbrical narrative and making visible
the stakes of constructing a past in the imageioeat knowledges of literacy. Because
the discourse coordinates heterogeneous knowlettges|ternative history uses a
variety of sources: children’s fiction, historissirveys, inspector’s reports and
handbooks for teachers. Two children’s bodksocchioandThe Neverending Stary
demonstrate a dramatic change in the relation letwehool text and world between the
nineteenth-century and in contemporary fictiontha light of this discontinuity, a
representative history of literacy given in a ‘i@t literacy” handbook for teachers is
given a close analysis. The historical narrativeslpced by such handbooks instruct
teachers in what to hold as true about literacy Basic historical mechanism and the
fundamental deception of such enchiridial fictismthe drawing of a line of essential
continuity between the reading and writing of tlastpand the literacy practices of the
present. In response to this, the chapter constructs gegieall relations of descent
between today’s literacy and ostensibly unlike glsinrsuggesting a connection between
new modes of governmentality and the control ofjleage encoded into literacy and
textuality? Additionally, this “history of the present” empliges a discontinuity,
focusing on the sudden emergence of literacy ircpah the latter twentieth century. It
draws upon Foucault’s genealogy of sexuality tauarthat, like liberatory discourses of
sex, critical-liberatory discourses on literacy dinel text are related to mutating strategies
of power. In accounting for the complexity of léey’s functions in establishing a

relation of truth between the student and the psweat construct her/him, as well as a

! This chapter doasot address the more populist handbooks for paremts, as Fleisch’svhy Johnny
Can’t Read It should be noted, however, that all these bagerate on common, but distributed,
discursive ground.

2 Bernardette Baker offers a similar critical higtof compulsory schooling in the US, arguing the t
exclusion of disabled and special children, alotity vaditions of enclosure, formed “both ‘external
conditions of possibility for public schooling’s engence and ‘internal’ effects that emerged thraigh
experiences of confinement” (6).
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relation between the state’s long-standing impeeat(of measurable achievement and
constant examination) and the truth of languagedparates within literacy discourse,
this genealogy further explicates the extraordip@omplex yet mundane transcriptions

in theCurriculum Framework

Two Very Different Text(book)s

The instructive difference between nineteenth-agrdnd contemporary
encounters with texts is demonstrated by two figutiee texts held by Pinocchio and
Bastian Balthasar BuRinocchioandThe Neverending Stogre both books written for
children; they are both concerned with the relabetween text, school and world, and
therefore exemplary pedagogising texts. Howeverréhations between these three terms
are radically shifted: whereas the world enjoysnaigy over text and school in the
former, the text and its association with the stieocompass and threaten to envelop the

world in the latter.

In Pinocchiq Lorenzini tells the story of a piece of wood whidespite the
author's best effortdjs destined to become human. It can be read aegjory of the
transforming power of education for a newly freegle. Its very first lines remove the

king from fairy tales and open a space for the chair common things:

How it happened that Mastro Cherry, carpenter, doaupiece of wood that
wept and laughed like a child

Centuries ago there lived--
“A king!” my little readers will say immediately.

No, children, you are mistaken. Once upon a tineeethivas a piece of wood.
It was not an expensive piece of wood. Far frordust a common block of
firewood, one of those thick, solid logs that am¢ @n the fire in winter to

make cold rooms cozy and warm. (Collodi 1)

% In the serialised version the story finishes viAthocchio’s hanging in Chapter 15.
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Pinocchio’s adventures, like those of the Italiople, move him from one cruel
master to the next, from one dangerous ruse tdhandtut finally he graduates from
being a natural resource (to be used and consuiméacoming a real boy (the national
subject, with his loyalties and duties). What ierasting in this pedagogical national tale
is that the spelling-book and the school are alfsent the adventure: Pinocchio
exchanges the book for a ticket to the Marionetteatre (Collodi 39). The story entirely
eludes the school while making the world performretructional function: Pinocchio
learns to tell the truth, to save his maker, ttetigo good counsel, and to treasure the
comforts of home. The discourse of the world corngiyeabsorbs the text and evades the
school? Pinocchio is born in the nightmare of a fairy tdfem which he emerges — as if

educated into being — a real boy.

Things are quite different in Michael Endd’ke Neverending StaryVhile the
school is the unreached destinatioffinocchiq it is the point of departure in Ende’s
novel. The text and the reader, doubled in theréigni Bastian, huddle above the school
in the attic: the text avoids the world. But hehes world disappears in a play of desire:
above the dour knowledge imparted in the classrabentext hovers as an infinite
language without borders, as@therworld glimpsed in a dirty mirror, as a glittering
ruse threatening to trap the reader forever iantless length if he should, by wishing
one too many wishes, lose all desire and forgeidiistity. Another language,
undisciplined and fantastic, lies just out of reanhan infinite region where desire and
madness struggle for the soul. The text and thedcthen, form a fleeting territorial
coincidence, each containing their own worlds. Bettext threatens to engulf the world
and to replace it with a hallucination. Hence, Bastnust in the end return to school and
family: like Pinocchio, he is changed, he “maturkygliving in thefabula but the threat
posed by the land of Fantastica is that the tektswiallow him, in a space that is both
boundless and nowhere.

* For the use oPinocchiofor the purposes of “didactic moralism” in the O@htext, see Morrissey and
Wunderlich.
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Though there are many more aspects to this talkipgé ambiguous and difficult,
the antagonism between school and world is cleafjndamental oneBeyond the text,
the real world threatens the boundless confabulatidahe text and its revival by the
reader because it destroys thbula imposing “the Nothing” which destroys Fantastica
and its creatures, turning them into “lies” (En@3)L The reason whihe Neverending
Storyis set above the school is clear, then: it attertypteconstruct an ideal pedagogical
space where the text iabularestored in its enchantments of desire, horrortaradr,
rather than involved in the dreary lessons Bagtears going on below him. The threat to
the alliance between human beings and the infiéery landscape is precisely the
school, which binds the text at the edges and ass$i@ (de)finite status, converting it
into a mechanism of discipline. However, it couldtjas easily be that the text’s efficacy
is its ubiquity, that control has found a mobil@ ahifting membrane, an ever-present
substance in which one finds oneself, without hofpdiscerning the boundaries to a
space outside.

The relevant passage that forms the cosmologyedbtiok and the world is the
dying assurance of the werewolf Gmork, who telleefti that once he has passed into
the Nothing he will become a “lie.” Fantastica ysrd) because humans have ceased to
believe it exists, turning more of its creatures ifiving corpses” (Ende 151), into lies
for the use of “the manipulators;” as a result,pedbelieve less in it and more of it dies,

spreading more lies again:

“If humans believe Fantastica doesn't exist, [$aidork,] they won’t get the
idea of visiting your country. And as long as tlieyn’t know you creatures
of Fantastica as you really are, the manipulator&/bat they like with
them.” (Ende 152)

® Among these is its genre: it takes elements délai’s fantasies (but curious fantasies - the Motfis
reminiscent of Madeleine L'Engle, for instance, \@hhe infinite fold of the other life draws modearly
from C. S. Lewis’ Narnia stories); it reinstateBargesian endlessness to language; and it forms wha
Foucault calls a library:

a site that is nowhere, since it gathers all thekb®f the past in this impossible “volume”
whose murmuring will be shelved among so many athegfore all the others (“Language to
Infinity” 100-01).

® Deleuze (“Postscript”) uses the computer as tipe sf post-disciplinary “societies of control,” an
argument that can be extended to the extensidtecddy and text, as a general means of evaluatitm,
various sites.
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Lies are the “instrument” by which humans are caited, because they live on
beliefs (Ende 152). Beyond the ideological levehgfolitical fable distinguishing fantasy
from ideology, Ende inscribes a functional ontologylistinction between the living
corpse of the lie and the creature of Fantasticaraally is. Two living worlds coincide
and communicate but retain their separate natnese Fantasticans enter into the real
world, they cease to be Fantastican and a paheoddmain is replaced by a negative
scotoma, “the Nothing.” In the real world, they bew instruments of control and

destruction. Gmork says of Atreyu:

“When your turn comes to jump into the Nothing, yoa will be a nameless
servant of power, with no will of your own. Who kme what use they will
make of you? Maybe you’ll help them persuade petiplauy things they
don’t need, or hate things they know nothing abouhold beliefs that make
them easy to handle or doubt the truths that ngghe them. Yes, you little
Fantastican, big things will be done in the humamldvwith your help, wars

started, empires founded . . . .” (Ende, 152)

This might easily be interpreted as manifestingghstoral, introspective
“principled position” mentioned by Huntégpposing as it does the freedom and
authenticity of true fantasy against the cynioas lof the manipulators. This simple
opposition, however, is complicated by the abserfi@epastoral guide (indeed, Bastian is
avoidingschoolingin reading this text, and the text is his alibi &vsence) and by the
meeting surfaces of Fantastica and reality, eadfifynog the other’s state of health:
“[Bastian]now realised that not only was Fantastica sick, thethuman world was as
well” (Ende 153; emphasis in original). The text anelworld may coincide, bdabula
and reality can never be the same thing. Justeawdhld threatens to empty the tale of
the powers of its strangeness, the story threatetusn into lies and to corrupt the world.
Ende warns of a dead world and empty lies becdugstekt and the world, poles in a

circuit of infinite renewal, threaten to merge.

" See Chapter Four, above.
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A Handbook on Texts, Power and History

There is a gap between these two tales, betweendthé that could summon up a
tale and realise it and the text that threaterentulf both world and story. What has
happened between the times of these two talesa@doubt be largely traced, but it may
be traced in a number of ways. The pedagogical tegtesenting the truth of language
and the discipline of schooling, has escaped thedainder the name of literacy. This
new text bears both the promise of social inclusiod the threat of absorption into the
discipline enacted through texts. What made passiiis mobilisation of such a text was
a combination of calls for standardised assessarmahattempts at recognition and
inclusion® Within the literacy discourse, the difference betw these two texts is
minimised, since literacy and the text are treateéntities which, though subject to
different uses, persist over time. The caesunarsformed into a line of continuity and
takes the form of a law of variation.

Allan Luke’s short handbookhe Social Construction of Literacy in the Primary
Schoo] presents an argument from a position claimingauity over the interpretation of
the historical evidence and functions as an “eindiloin” for teachers. Such narratives
supplement the official policy documents by promgliiteracy with a set of socio-
historical meanings and a socio-political motivatidhey produce a distance from which
teachers may both interrogate the uses and sthlitesracy and renew and reform their
literacy instruction. Beyond this, they pedagodistorical and political thought. Luke’s
historical treatment of literacy runs:

Since the Protestant Reformation, schools have tle@mged with the
selection and framing of practices, texts and cdatéhought to be worth
teaching. The evolution of alphabetic literacytie #" century BCE in
Greece was predated by various writing systemisarMiddle East and Asia.
Since their inception, writing systems have beexduer the storing,
recovery, critique and analysis of various knowks]gyuite literally as
memory aids for keeping kinship, agricultural, legiad literary/historical

records. The movement from oral to literate cubusas far more gradual

8 Graham and Slee offer a thorough Foucaultianrogation of the concept and practice of “inclusiam”
contemporary Australian education.
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and less dramatic than many earlier accounts woaNe us believe, spanning
centuries (Graff 1987). The transitions from wnitte oral cultures is
evidenced in hybrid literary genres — in converdidorms of written poetry
which are extensions of spoken genres (e.g. gpic,poetry), and in forms

of speech which are strongly influenced by writtemres (e.g. the lecture,

the political speech)Spcial Constructiord)

This history is not only worn thin and smooth (ttete for Greek alphabetic
literacy either relies on a special definition ®piainly wrong) but it is involved in a
form of address that has its own peculiar circunt#a and personae. In this booklet
Luke assumes the position of an expert writingriraaxiliary, but also somewhat
subversive, relation to state schooling. He is i in two parallel modes of address,
telling teachers both what they should hold trueutliteracy instruction, and also what
guestions they should ask of it and what practilseg should pursue. It is not an
historical argument: that is presented as alreathbéished. Here it is recapitulated,
inaccurately and hurriedly, but also preciselyants of this application. Thus, it is not
important to be right about the date of the phanatphabet'’s invention, but it is
necessary to outline a certain argument, namedy literacy makes possible certain

institutions and therefore plays a role in the tagon of power.

Luke follows this historical sketch with a lengtimgerpretation, one which it is
clearly important for teachers to remember, whiahk imperative for them to understand
if they are to problematise their teaching anddfamm it, continuously, into the proper
form of power. The interpretation stresses the obline alphabet in social institutions
and the control of populations, via literacy, byeegroups. This historical argument,
though short, continues for several closely-typagdas, and serves as the foundation for
the understanding of contemporary schools beingeated. | follow this argument here,
taking care to chart the function of such a histargin argument and exhortation

concerned with schooling.
For Luke, literacy enables the historical developh@# certain social institutions:

from commercial and agricultural enterprises tagrels establishments,
from the emergence of disciplines of analyticatsces to new means of
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government surveillance and monitoring of the pape) from the
development of new and hybrid genres of literatarthe mass
dissemination of “how to” manuals and popular tef@®cial Construction
9)

Luke is arguing, in fact, that literacy is far mdin@n the condition of possibility of
some institutions: it makes possible certain sqmiattices, forms of knowledge, modes
of power and types of narrative. Luke streamlimestistorical narrative to tell the story
of literacy as a technology of social exclusiom, fo

Throughout its early evolution, literacy as a teabgy of social
development and control remained in the handspaitaarchal elite . . . . To
be literate was to have access to and control wimnt patriarchal
knowledges and culturessdcial Constructio®-10)

The selection here is produced with an eye to congthe teacher’s perspective,
to abolishing the utopian hopes conjured up byliteracy myth.” Teachers should
know that literacy is a “double edged’ sword,” babcluding and excluding, liberating

and controlling. Luke sets up this knowledge asthircal moment, a moment of choice,
discernment and evaluation:

What is needed is a sustained, informed revaluatidhe place and
potential of literacies in Australian life and worlot the expectation of
educational, social and economic panaceas. Matheafurrent claims and
controversies over literacy which teachers mustesidare premised on
assumptions about the social consequences oftitéoa students,

communities and nations. (11)

Luke draws some general conclusions: that literaciefined by its social uses,
that there are a variety of literacies, that tregeintroduced through “literacy events” in
communities, homes and schools in the interacteawéen child and text (24), that
“schooling [is] responsible for constructing anéjgsimg for students the potential
functions and uses of literacy” (43), that childsdmould be taught a critical

understanding of the way texts work (42), and thiatup to teachers and the community
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at large to design social futures by constructitegdcies appropriate to the demands of a

future communication-saturated society.

It is at the price of despecifying the historiaalwriting it under a specific and
teleological sign, that one can write thus abohbsted literacy and the claims made
concerning it. It is difficult to argue against aofyLuke’s conclusions because what lies
at the very core of the argument is the figuratefadcy, a figure that rewrites history as
the tale of itself and enters into every socialaaxd space. Luke’s argument, which is a
distillation of other historical arguments, telks mot only what one should conclude
about the historical evidence and what one shoaoldrdthe basis of it, but also writes a
history secured by the ontological guarantee oftwitseeks. The presence of text and

writing automaticallymeanghat literacy, in some form, is operating.

But the sign of literacy operates with a strangédlity, organising historical and
social spaces into pedagogical onesjagogisinghe space of thought in which such
arguments are made. It is this power of literacgawer over, to enter into and convert
practices into versions of itself that is the syomptof its function within a pedagogising
regime. It is this that constitutes, not its relateternity as a variable, but its absolute
modernity, its timely situation within modern forragpower. It is necessary to ask what
history of literacy can resist, finally, the caillform the ethical moment of choice and the
imperative to hail educators as those responsibblednstructing the future. Such a
history would take the mode of being of literacyl @ne practices of schooling, as well as
their conjunction, as very recent things formedhsy conjunctures of concepts and
techniques, of placings, practices and forms ofgion that are discontinuous by virtue
of the fragility of their interrelations. It woulthus deny the name of literacy to much that
bears it today. Such a history would deprive thesent of the right to rename the past so

easily’

® This is intended in the way Michael S. Roth cheeases the “history of the present”iscipline and
Punish
The genealogy of the present form of the prisamdsticism of this form because it
undermines the claims of the ideology of the prisbheing concerned with eternal
problems, and because it uncovers the prison’s livikh practices it seemed to have left
behind. (Roth 43)
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A Foucaultian History of Literacy

As a counterpart to the historical enchiridiontod discourse of literacy, then,
another handbook may be offered, another sparsd Betdmarks, in the form of a
critical history that writes power into literacy andifferent way. The enduring struggle
between an educational state (now figured as tigadjsing neo-liberal nation-state)
and the subjects it excludes (variously definedlbgs, race, gender or sexuality and
subsumed under a rubric of difference) has, irditeeourse of literacy, a descent from
the nineteenth century. Hygiene and lighting, tbews of the hospital, a disciplinary
structuring of space and the deployment of thelteldgs authoritative gaze and voice,
were elements adopted and codified by the scholdition, a concern runs through
the nineteenth century to fix populations in spaseegulate their speech, to create a
transparent relation between the reader and whisliésays about, and within, the text.
Since the nineteenth century, the regulation ofl@age in organised spaces has
constituted the marked substance for the practitgevernment. Language has become
the variable that both grades and includes subjetking each subject visible and
composable upon a table of abilities; the govemattiality of the nation (and a world of
nations) has become a tractable image of prog@surrently, language becomes
visible as difference as well as deficiency, moidifyand intensifying governmental
operations. What emerges is an imbrication, muahthat delineated ihe Will to
Knowledge between dreams of popular liberation and a forim@power operating on

the body’s production of language.

To literacy may be applied Foucault's argument eoning sex, namely, that rather
than being repressed under a prudish Victoriamregand rather than being the key to
“our” liberation, “sex” is a form of knowledge thdeveloped from the techniques of
power that deployed it as truth. Foucault’s critiigtory reconstructs the discourse on
sex as multiplying and proliferating, in a comptagchanism of excitation and
incitement (Foucaulnowledge48). Drawing the discourse on sex into a relatuth

the production of truth, Foucault sees the novaltisex” in the West's last few centuries

19 See Gur-Ze'ev (288) for a statement of the chgherfacing “any courageous attempt to re-articulate
counter-education and resist the violent logicagitalism, and not solely its violences that become
visible.” See also Kenway, Pusey, Porter, et @dd®n and Green (“Re’right’ing”).
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as the result of “too much rather than not enougbadirse, in any case an interference
between two modes of production of truth: procedufeconfession, and scientific
discursivity” (64-65). A similar relationship betese language and truth emerges in the
nineteenth century. In the nineteenth century, dagg both constituted the truth of
particular nationalities and enabled a complex pemanent of speech. First, with the
spread of mass schooling, a utopian representafi@mguage and nation as coincident
was made possible: children would be part of atsgerof unity staged for themselves.
As a consequence, their language was both rendsyesl “ordinary” and

“representative” (middle-class) and more tightiytolled. Second, the creation, from
the eighteenth century, of national tongues, geedran ethnographic totality of
mankind, returning a map, and a fantasy of racthdaolonising countries (the vignette
standing for this here is Mayhew®ndon Labour and the London P9orhird, a whole
set of languages became both the objects of studiyhe site of eradication, but this was
haunted by a desire to “represent” the subject elersguage was removed, most
notably in collections of folklore, and in litera&u Fourth, language became the locus for
a continuous and extensive pedagogisation of sgawkbodies, from the very small (the

child) to the very large (the nation).

In attempting to account for the manifold objectiveneans, persons and groups
involved in the deployment of sex in bio-politi€®ucault begins with “four specific
mechanisms of knowledge and power centering on-séa’hysterisation of women’s
bodies,” a pedagogisation of children’s sex,” “aialisation of procreative behaviour,”
and “a psychiatrisation of perverse pleasukaiqwledgel04-05). Similarly, the
nineteenth-century deployment of language invob@seral specific mechanisms: a
developmental biologisation of speech, a symptologyoof subaltern languagé'sa
pedagogising subjectivation of children’s language] an economic moralisation of
enclosure. This nineteenth-century form mutates antultural ontology of language
practices subordinated to a centre, a distribusfasievelopmental types and speeds, a
textualising pedagogy of language and a mobilecamiinuous enclosure by language

itself.

1 See Wardle (9-10).
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In the final chapter ofhe Will to KnowledgeFoucault positions the concern with
sexuality within the historical practice of goverantality, and specifically within the
form of bio-power. Whereas until the seventeentituy the sovereign’s “power of life
and death” was exercised as the power to kill thgext or refrain from killing, and
corresponded to a right of seizuknpwlegdgel36), modern regimes, based on
“government” rather than “sovereignty,” sought émze and control the forces of life and
the anatomical possibilities of human beings, exgrta power bent on generating
forces, making them grow, and ordering them” (136)n array of techniques for
managing, measuring and regulating the forcedafdind a set of political technologies
for disciplining the body and rendering it efficieform the basis of Foucault’'s argument
about “the importance assumed by sex as a poliisak” (145). Among the many
historical changes in the form of power in Westesantries, he writes of the “growing
importance assumed by the action of the norm,eaexpense of the juridical system of
the law” (144). A normalising power “has to qualifpeasure, appraise, and hierarchise
...7 (144). Once this relation to life becameaatf political techniques, however, it

was subject to reversals:

What was demanded and what served as an objeclisdife, understood as
the basic needs, man’s concrete essence, theatealisf his potential, a
plenitude of the possible. Whether or not it waspit that was wanted was
of little importance; what we have seen has bemrabprocess of struggle;
life as a political object was in a sense takefiaed value and turned back

against the system that was bent on controlling.45)

Literacy belongs within this general expansion ioffpower, of a set of knowledges
and practices which produced language as a poldlgact by applying a power of
observation, regulation, and normalisation to ttteosl, the teacher, the student and the
text. Beyond Foucault’s historicising of the bodythe elaboration of a science of
language and the mirtdthere is a supplementary history of the technigquigmwer,

more or less subtle, geared towards the makingaafyztive individuals:

12 See also Mayo.
13 See Tolchinsky for a typical latter-day example.
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This political investment of the body is bound irpaccordance with
complex reciprocal relations, with its economic;uses largely as a force
of production that the body is invested with relat of power and
domination; but, on the other hand, its constituts labour power is
possible only if it is caught up in a system ofjsghon (in which need is
also a political instrument meticulously preparealculated and used); the
body becomes a useful force only if it is both aductive body and a
subjected body. This subjection is not only obtdibg the instruments of
violence and ideology; it can also be direct, ptagksipitting force against
force, bearing on material elements, and yet withotolving violence; it
can be calculated, organised, technically thoughitibmay be subtle, make
use neither of weapons nor of terror and yet rerohaphysical order. That
is to say, there may be “knowledge” of the body thaot exactly the
science of its functioning, and a mastery of iteés that is more than the
ability to conquer them: this knowledge and thistagy constitute what
might be called the political technology of the pofDiscipline and Punish
25-6)

Literacy constitutes a knowledge arising from thaditical investment of the body,
from a whole series of image-repertoires, from téelg of problems to do with the
control of meaning that arose in the last two cees, from ways of transforming certain
problem populations, from new functional sites vehl@nguage became a tactical device
of truth and power. In addition, literacy is a veegent concept, insofar as it is
constituted within certain minimal discursive redaships between agencies, types of
person, forms of knowledge, subjection and govereahhese conditions constitute a
specific arrangement of relations between certbjaats (text, language, student,
school), surfaces of emergence (the demandinggatingmorld), points of diffraction
(phonics or whole languadépasic skills or critical literacies; standardigesting or a
culturally sensitive typology of language use) angpe of subjectivation (the

recognition and elaboration of language as thetanbs of the developing self).

1 This opposition arises from a previous distincti@iween synthetic and analytic techniques in readi
instruction: see Sully (195-6).
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Literacy is a form of power that generates a peddifion of problematising
knowledges, one that defines itself as the poldidsstruction and secures its right to
represent society in a managed contestation. Tleefahe state is essential to this, not
as the univocal imposer of curricula but as thét@arpas the site of compromise and
contest, between ever-reconstituted interests pgrand definitions. It should be noted,
of course, that the state ends up inscribing sepeate for certain interests, but it should
also be recognised that the state keeps the camest allows all voices at least a token
hearing, a transcription into the terms of refeggmisto policy documents. This political
dimension is a correlate of the reconfiguratiotaoiguage and text within schooling,
bridging the interval between the two texts mergbabove. The power engendered by
this reconfiguration enjoins one to maintain thedsnt and the text in a mutual relation
of elaboration. The school acquired its own paldéicinvention, the secular school
textbook. No such book exists or existed outsidénefschool, and although the same
material artefact may persist across social sgatemay even be read in different
places, only the organised space of instructioniatedpretation, only the school, permits
it to exist in its particular and distinguishindaons to interpretation, assessment, and
the hierarchical distribution of literate abilitiead understandings. The textbook,
“language” and the school are important elementeérpedagogisation of social spate.
The pedagogical text, which represented both tite of language and the evidence of
discipline, has since been generalised: it hagpeskcthe confines of the school under the
name of literacy. Having one’s literacy defined amduded carries with it the pleasure
of recognition and the hope of integration, bal$o carries with it the threat of

absorption into the ubiquitous disciplinary meclsamof the text?

In the nineteenth century, the rule of force inasth was replaced by a careful
rearticulation of space, signals and languags. ibiaccident, then, that punishment, long
associated with an encounter with the Word, shouttle nineteenth century become

unified with an instruction in language: the ABCagpmar, phonology, tone, spelling,

15 Kaplan extends this category to hypertexts, asederal policy documents (see Lo Bianco and
Freebody) and other works on critical literacy (leges; Taylor; Mikulecky; Kirkley).

18 From this point of view, the political economytbe text book and its cultural politics (see Apjide:
Castell, Luke and Luke) are subsidiary issues.i8tuaf the ideology of children’s books (see Dixon)
similarly assume their pedagogical function astieaks. An early example of the conversion of téats
textbooks is Adler.
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writing and elocution are the disciplines for ageodisposition of the body and the
instilling of good habits. The language of the salaxquired a technology of
moralisation as it replaced physical punishmerthasnost direct means of control.
Thus, an 1873 manual of school discipline instrieashers not to raise the voice in
anger, not to strike a child, not to use such “wfahand injurious” punishments as
locking the child in a closet, or enforcing “unnatiuand long-continued attitudes of
restraint,” since these “are all a resort to mérgsgral force, instead of moral incentives,
and involve no appeal to a sense of honor or dutychild” (New York Board of
Education 4-5). The problem with the methods oféas that they enforce physical
rather than moral habits, they undermine the te&hathority, and do not result in real
obedience (5). The art of discipline is definedalyrohibition against violence, and
involves a complex of signals and automatic respens modulation of the voice

combined with a coding of authority into the spatestruction.

The training of the senses in the work of Seguhdmits basis the
intellectualisation of every modality, but here tialy is disciplined by language and
space: language in the instructing voice and irtdBks of reading and writing, space in
the arrangement and ordering of pupils and in thengement of visible authority. The

teacher must be a master of lines of sight and $leeof the voice as a signal:

In directing the various movements required ofghpils, care should be
taken never to touch them. The teacher shouldga&ke a position before
the class as will command the eye of every pupi, thence direct by the
voice, or by a signal. Pupils must be habituatetthéoimpression that the
teacher will give his commands but once, and tiey tust be obeyed at

once. (New York Board of Education 5)

While such practices are no longer the norm totlay tetain an important role, for
it was through them that the alliance of languag# space, far from being a textual
peculiarity, was established as the model of pdaethe school. Much of this general
model still persists in manuals of classroom disogp with an emphasis on fostering a
cooperative and supportive environment. However nineteenth century writers were

clear in relating this technology of language apace to the maintenance of an
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efficacious power relationship. The teacher’s atithand the student’s submission were
ensured by a careful use of the voice which, howdisapproving, must never be harsh,

since anger and resentment destroy authority:

On the contrary, the language used, and the tdritée @oice, should always
express a feeling of sympathy with the child. Tikithe way to win the

youthful mind, and to bend the will, through théeations; a different course
will antagonise it, and prevent all real submissggturing only a temporary

semblance of obedience. (New York Board of Eduadiip

This is a long way from the discourse of literasyitestands today, yet it provides a
polemical model, a line of descent that marks ttemel's knowledge of language as
deeply imbued in the disciplining of children. Asdiplinary use of language within the
school has initiated the catoptrics in which angmaf language as discipline was born.
In its relationship with a given text and the teathauthoritative knowledge of it, the
performance of the student is a sign leading simiperfections, to an image, never
complete but always gestured at, of the languagesas$ of proprieties. It is possible to
establish both a line of descent for the formsafagnment, control, regulation,
assessment, and correction, and a locus of resttilishment and invention of this
particular “language.” Language is the “systemthrex wholly invisible nor wholly
manifest, through which a text selects its particébrm. Language is moreover modified
by practices which have their own systems of apgt@odes of ethics, distribution of
cultural rewards, and “logics.” Language instructand the teaching of language can be
said to arise from a single, recently assembledrard spacé’ This accounts, in a
genealogical way, for the success of the teachimgiional languages: the class forms
the real locus of a national representation, a afandividuals arrayed according to the
one authority, subject to the same knowledge, eéngag work that, fundamentally,

unites them in the common task of submitting atdnimg.

Alongside the model of language as a system oflaégus, if not somewhat

earlier, emerged the textual spectacle of langdégy#ayed in the classroom. It is with

Y This accords with and somewhat extends DeleuzeSaradtari’s contentiorifhousand Plateau#5-6)
that language orders: here language (as both ngdand ordered) is itself the corollary of a difioigry
space.
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the Lancaster schools that the book became the carpnoperty of all, coterminous
with the walls of the classroom, and an ideal psssa beyond its material
manifestations. Lancaster seized upon the new evesaealised by the factory,

converting its internal space into the inside bbak, always open and in use:

It will be remembered, that the usual mode of teaghequires every boy to
have a book: yet, each boy can only read or spelllesson at a time, in that
book . . . . [l]f a spelling book contains twentythirty different lessons, and
it were possible for thirty scholars to read thetyHessons in that book, it
would be equivalent to thirty books for its utilitfo effect this, it is desirable
the whole of the book should be printed three titaeger than the common
size type, which would make it equal in size anst ¢o three common
spelling books, value from eight-pence to a shglieach. Again, it should be
printed with only one page to a leaf, which woudiaa double the price, and
make it equivalent in bulk, and cost to five or sommon books; its different
parts should then be pasted on pasteboard, andrgiexpby a string, to a nail
in the wall, or other convenient place: one pastethshould contain the
alphabet; others, words and syllables of from tweix letters. The reading
lessons gradually rising from words of one syllablehe same manner, till
they come to words of five or six letters, or mgyesparatory to the

Testament lessons. (Lancaster 50)

By the twentieth century, the curriculum had elabed a complex and political
distribution of language, not only over the spatthe classroom, but throughout the
territory to which its students belonged. “Englistés divided not only into grammar
and composition, but also into the history of Eslgliand it was ramified by
racial/national history and geograplfiys Lingen had previously wished for the Welsh.
By removing children from their locality, an “abstt” experience of the nation, and of
the national language, was made possible. It sslémguage, with its continuous
judgements of competence, with its insistence emtiesence and attention of the pupil,

and with its confessional revelations of charadteat re-emerges in the space of

18 See Willis and Central Board of Education.
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innumerable literacies, innumerable rule-boundesyistthat, formalisable as a set of
rules, can be employed in a power of naming, remtasg, marking and instructing, a

power that rewards by its total and individualisinglusion.

On a completely different scale, a state recordipgaratus emerged, a technology
for collecting the barest data of the ability tadeand write, for assembling a table which,
at one glance, could act as an image of the natidts progress and reversals. The
census, which had been in existence for some time,joined the examination to
provide “reliable” literacy rates, and attendanegarts determined, under the threat of a
school closure, how many students were in theipegded places. In Britain and
Australia this was done at the price of universahpulsion, of paying “Compulsory
Officers” and police, to arrest or report vagramtdren, to punish their parents. In a
letter (dated November 6 1888) to the Secretathi@Central Board of Education,
Charles Barclay Kidson, Secretary of the PerthrigtsBoard of Education, performs and

represents the supervisory and disciplinary hiénatbus:
Sir,
| have the honour to inform you that thetbct Board of Education
has directed me to draw you attention to a familhe name of
Campbell, living in the most deplorable state ofgrty, in Howlett's
Cottages, Roe Street. Owing to the laziness ofatier, a worthless
drunkard and well-known to the Police, the childr&r or seven in

number, are nearly destitute of clothing. The DesBoard are given to

understand that these children never attend a $choo

The District Board suggests that the chkildshould be removed from
the custody of the parents, and that they shouloldeed at the
Orphanage.

The “present method of punishing,” Kidson’s lettentinues, is insufficient, and he

suggests that an “Industrial School should betunstil.”

An apparatus of enforcement and obligation accomegahe introduction of

compulsory universal education, making use of gxggnstitutions to punish, correct
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and, above all, to enclose the child. The Indus8¢hools Act (1874) divided truants
into criminal and non-criminal. While the former reesurrendered to parents or
guardians, the latter could be sentenced to fiaesyef imprisonment or penal servitude.
The Western Australian Commissioner of Police (letter to the Colonial Secretary of
1%' July 1887) explains the benefits of Police ledista

The 19" Section of the Police Act 25 Vic. No. 15. on tluject of
vagrancy will enable the Police in many cases itogthese waifs and
strays under the notice of the Magistrates, andtiiose cases the children
be handed over to an “Industrial Institution” thebfic will be great gainers
except with reference to the money charges — Ben ew this head,
computed on the principle of profit and loss, tladabces will be to the
public; because in such an Institution the childrannot steal, and may

possibly have good principles instilled into them.

In addition to these coercive measures, a techgabgetention had of necessity
been developed. The old regulation of the teacmeasner, the Christian schools’ use of
emulation, “Love” and the sympathetic voice wasusttialised and put to work in
“controlling and directing the influence lads haweer each other” (Lancaster 34), and
later embedded within the teacher’s language, #sthe instrument of discipline and the
matter to be learned. But this is insufficient aceunting for the specific power of the
educational state’s control of space and the Bétiat supplements and perfects these
measures is a relation of the student to her/hinasetomposed of a substance that
belongs to the space and naturally requires educati J. Findlay points out that, for
nineteenth century education, the creation of fatlsat required instruction was a central

event:

the reaction in the child’s inner self to the imtgrtaken by adults in his
welfare is a capital feature in the entire storyioeteenth-century education.
(Findlay 148)

Indeed, this event was both epochal and persan@dams implies:
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The becoming aware of the self as a being to beatdd is as clear and
definite an event — albeit of much more importar@s the becoming aware

of the existence of the platypus. (Adams 73)

It has been argued that a long struggle broughttabe secularisation of the
curriculum, and that literacy is the perenniallytested terrain that we have inherited
from the English-speaking working classes, or eéhenworking class of EurogéAnd
yet mass schooling was conceived as both a Chmisitiy and an industrialising project.
If, for instance, the Welsh poor were not exactighristian, their piety was taught at the
expense of the demands of the modern world, thigiant popular forms were irrelevant
to a world that, for the education official, mad=thnds on the forms and uses of their
knowledge. A number of borrowings occurred betwieneducational authorities of the
countries of Europe in the nineteenth century,ding upon a foundation of graded
discipline in the three R’s and the catechism.htdame time, a number of popular
institutions were gradually invalidated, such ashledge school, the dame school and the
Sunday schools, by applying a set of new critdiendo them. The school adopted the
norms of the hospital in hygiene and lighting, adl\as in the authority of the teacher’s
gaze. Most clear of all, a concern runs througmiheteenth century to fix the student in
space, to regulate her/his speech, to create sp@ieent relation between the reader and

what he/she says about, and within, the text.

A history of literacy as power-knowledge is alshistory of exclusions, divisions
and limitations. In forming the proper school, &wverk of educational authorities
emerged, defining the proper school as a placiglof, Ihygiene and authority, of a
language and a curriculum designed for the newstifaeed by the modern
industrialising nation. A nation had not only tou@fied under the sign of a single
language, but its members also had to be fixegaees, for their productivity and
capacities to be known. It was under these condittbat a dual process occurred: a
scandal concerning the itinerant and unaccountablge of existence of the poor and
criminal classes, and a morality attached to rangrdnd recognising the language,

trajectories and economic output of this populatliarthis sense, Mayhew and Binney

19 See VincentRopular Culturepassim).
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stand as the counterpart to Seguin, Itard and Msote along with the scientific project
of discovering the processes specific to childhaod exploiting them in instruction and
discipline emerged a concern to render in writimg teal speech and economic existence
of the unaccountable populations. This knowledgth its philological collections of
folk-tales and adages, was disingenuous in its téatiens on the imminent
disappearance of such cultures: it was part optbeess of rendering them improper and
unviable. The problem of exclusion was the couratdrpf a state demand for inclusion,
for greater efficiencies in national production.itivig, both as the recording of these
populations and the discipline that came to be ebgoleof them, was thus part of a

disciplinary process of enclosure and partitiorfihg.

With a great many variations, schools (Parish, 8ynBame, hedge and Charity
schools) came to represent the scandalous pradtmaatisan indoctrination of religious
and political kinds, once the state came to inspedtevaluate them. An institution for
criticising and disqualifying schools was arrangemljmerating the faults of the smaller
and now unqualified institutions. Among the maniyecia for judging poor schools
inadequate, the failure to teach reading and vgrifor even speaking, in the national
language) took its place alongside political seditind diseasé.Frequently in the
English Sunday Schools of the early nineteenthurgnthe program was in fact to instill
a terror of sin, and writing was often activelyatisraged? We can see the criteria of a

good school in Lingen’s rhetorical questions regagé good school:

Is light essential, and that the scholars shouldraker the control of the
master’s eye? . . . Is ventilation essential tdtheand space to discipline
and method? . . . Is it at any rate desirable tprbeected from the weather?

(Commission on the State of Education in Wales 7p-1

Schools in all their variety came to be disciplifdan inspectorate, which insisted
upon the meeting of certain basic criteria derifredh concerns for discipline, health and
enclosure. The need for light calls upon a longag@yaphy of reason, but this time it is

structured in a new way. The hierarchy of gaze®dép upon a complete illumination of

%0 See Foucaultiscipline 141-43).
2L See VincentNlass Literacy27) and Walkerdine (“Developmentalism”).
#2 See E. P. Thompson (414-5) and Raymond WilliarB5-@).
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its objects: the master’s authority consists inrggand controlling, ideally in an
incorporeal way, the pupils in his care; the pgpitiastery relies upon the clear light in
which s/he sees the objects of a future masterth@clear “light” of exposition and
instruction, on the light that renders books legiaahd things visible; discipline and

method require a space ordered by a light that pethe authoritative gaze.

This history of the school does not of itself citng¢ a genealogy of the practices
of literacy. One must draw lines of descent fromaugs, often heterogeneous sources.
The school itself was the space of a convergeh@eas not only a place of representation
but also the laboratory of certain forms of ordgramd administrative and operational
assessment. Individual instruction became massucigin through certain techniques
and through the functional reordering of the clgsasce, and became more efficient
through the division of students into classes aades. Moreover, in the
operationalisation of literacy discourse, the peoblof representing the world and its
forces is brought into close articulation with ff@ychological development of the reader,

so that the figure of understanding has certaidrtaarks within the student him/herself.

State intervention in education was formulated psoalem not of the general
population but of the specific populations: of treor, the mentally deficient, the
working classes, the freed slaves, and variousetmoups. The problem of the poor was
constituted as a problem of fertility and deathd ahthe relation between fertility and
food supply?® The mass schooling of the nineteenth century feedigs efforts at reform
and control upon the children of the poor. What entie schooling of the poor inevitable
and practicable underwent a series of modificatidhe child in the nineteenth century
was primarily the object of a charity enthralledthg theology of work, an object
thought reformable by the imposition of an arbitranvironment, subject to techniques
of punishment imported from the prison reforms. Thid constituted a social danger,
not only in terms of criminality and pauperism, ligo with regard to the desire to locate
and fix it, to render it productive for, and ofethociety. Schooling was part of a larger
project of the spatial anxieties that surroundedddtegory of the poor: the promiscuous

mingling of bodies and the spread of disease;¢beetive and furtive parasitism of

% See Mitchell Dean’She Constitution of Poverfgr a Foucaultian history of Poor Law repeal ia th
1830s.
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begging and theft; their illegitimate marriagesiditg the official duties and a place in
the parish register; their unknown contributioriite national economy; the unknown
provenance of their children; their lack of Chastiknowledge; their improper and often
exclusive language; entire lives lived without tdognizance of the authorities, a scandal

of ignorance for the state and the society.

Thus, there arose a whole range of Christian pthitapic efforts (the Sunday and
Charity schools, certainly, but also the “child abtion” societies like the Children’s
Friend Society}: What made these efforts cogent and intelligible wat the idea of an
autonomous childhood endowed with certain rightschildhood as the site of battle
between a poor, opportunistic and nomadic classtictl in its use of spaces and
categories invented by others — and a disciplingahian, investing and reforming class
— or, more precisely, groups who set up thesengdisbins and this scandal and acted upon
them. This battle involved transportation and d&ggal punishment (modeled on
techniques current for prisoners), but at the siame it attempted an alignment of this
refractory class with the demands made on it byesp¢industrial urban society or
colonial society) and by God. The poor must bedikespace and given legal identities,
skills and capacities and a trained habit of warlg they must know enough Scripture

for salvation. They must therefore also have a @nygpeducational childhood.

Poverty, and the childhood of poverty, were distt@al across a number of sites
and non-sites, places where they become visibleabudplaces specifically constructed
for their disappearance, which are sometimes thgsame places under a new order of
description. Children appear in prisons, workhopfesgories, and schools (Charity,
Sunday etc.). In the early nineteenth century eteas a reaction against the instruction
of the poor in Mechanics’ Colleges, and even fotldist schools and hedge schools:
for a great many men of the elite, these were histloé Jacobinism and revolution. Over
time they would be slowly destroyed with accredatinspection, the funding of
assisted schools, and the institution of a stansidtdbus, but at this time a focus on
children, associated as they already were withogymetion and an anxiety about their sex

and their death, about the salvation of their sougs underwritten by a further anxiety

%4 See Blackburn for a detailed history of the Chetds Friend Society.
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concerning their delocalisation. It is not truestry, as Noelene Reeves (53) does, that
education in England was concerned with the repriooly, and the colonies with the
establishment, of a social order: both sites weodyrcing a fundamentally new object,
the population as a disciplined and moralised hafdyorkers, and both set their sights
primarily on reforming the “rising generation.”tlie children of deported prisoners
received religious instruction through readingituntand the catechism in the colonies, it
is because they were considered part of the sampdaiomn, the children of the poor,

who were subject to virtually the same regime iglend, Wales and Scotland.

The desire for a knowledge of the poor had beenussited in the reading public
through melodramas and novels. Hugh Cunninghantifaenthree discourses in the
mid-nineteenth century concerning street-childeereligious discourse of rescue, a
“professional” discourse of limiting juvenile detjnency, and a literature of “child-
watching” (Cunningham 101-02). A central momentio$ literature is Henry Mayhew’s
London Labour and the London Poaevhere children of the street are assembled s par
of a statistical and ethnographic study. In thiskyas mentioned in the preceding
chapter, the problem of poverty was formulatecermis of a division between a settled,

thrifty and civilised race and a mobile, deceiviagd uncivilised one.

Insofar as speech and language are concernedpdn@ipd criminal alike speak
cobbled-together languages belonging to anothey, eatanguage of travellers:

The language spoken by this rambling class is jp@aul its construction: it
consists of an odd medley of cockneyfied Engliskderprovincialisms, and a
large proportion of the slang commonly used by @gand other
“travellers,” in conveying their ideas to those whthey wish to purchase
their commodities. (Mayhew 479)

In his calculation of the numbers of each of hig-populations and their respective
exchanges, Mayhew repeatedly invokes the imperafi@ascertaining these numbers.

Such knowledge, however, is rendered impossiblalseof the mobility of the poor:

The number of children out daily in the streeté@fidon, employed in the
various occupations | have named, together witkrstivhich may possibly

have been overlooked — including those who begowitloffering any
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article for sale — those who will work as light fes, as errand boys and the
like, for chance passengers, has been varioustyledéd; probably nothing
like exactitude can be hoped for, much less expeatesuch a speculation,
for when a government census has been so frequentig to fail in
correctness of detail, it appears highly improbahé the number of those
so uncertain in their places of resort and so rugyan their habits, can be
ascertained with anything like a definite amounteftainty by a private
individual. (Mayhew 479)

It is only by way of the records found at the plRoédetention that Mayhew, and
his readers, may come to an approximation. A désikmow and record confronts the
poor nomadic race in nineteenth century Europe datention, enclosure, punishment,
moralisation through work and Bible reading, is terelate of this knowledge:

Taking the returns of accommodation afforded te¢hehildren in the
casual wards of workhouses, refuges for the déstnd homeless poor; of
the mendicity and other societies of a similar desion, and those of our
hospitals and gaols, -- and these sources of irdbom upon this subject can
alone be confidently relied upon, -- and then tgkimo the calculation the
additional numbers, who pass the night in the wapnéways | have already
enumerated, | think it will be found that the numbgboys and girls selling
in the streets of this city, and often dependewpinuipeir own exertions for
the commonest necessaries of life, may be estinsteodme thousands, but
nearer 10,000 than 20,000. (Mayhew 479-80)

It was not a desire to immobilise the poor childtttietermined the insertion of this
child into a relation of pedagogy, but a desiredatrol its movement and to know it in
its totality in order to save it, body and soulr Eas reason there was an increase of
disciplinary measures, long before they becamereadoby law, on condition that the
child be both poor and a vagrant: children wereuatetl by their saviours, who sought to
transplant them into new gardens of labour andttlamd by their punishers, who would
give them order and discipline. Their destinatisased — from the homes of the
charitable rich who would take them as servantB@édRagged Schools — but the issue at
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stake remained the right of seizure and the marthiaaity of their benefactors over the
right of their parents to dispose of them as tHegged, and over the children’s right, so
severely circumscribed by their poverty, to dedftr actions for themselves. It is not
surprising, then, that a consistent theme in edwutatplans is to establish, beyond the
influence of parents, a utopia of perfect justind aelf-discipline, a miniature society in
which teachers could mould the character of theé gemeration, away from the vicious
influence of their cruel and ignorant parents. Tisithe rhetoric that pervades the
establishment both of schools and of educatioresystlt is clearly at work in the first

plans of the state education systems.

Slowly, with the rise of the inspectorate, the Gtiginising mission became
progressively subordinated to the problems of spadetime in the accountancy of
results, and more “governmental” concerns overdmygi conduct, attendance, self-
discipline and work took precedence. One can deertltalls for “half-time” schooling
and other proposals to make instruction more eificiin the emergence of factory
schools, in the calls for better lighting and viatiton, and in the institution of
examinations and attendance rolls. It is not th@hastian education was no longer
considered necessary, but that other, autonomaetm$abegan to play a far more
important part. Predominant was the relation betwssdool results and the economy,
where costs had to be established relative totsesuhere funding was directly related to
measurements of effectiveness. Two models of diseipnd work came to be related in
the single space: the system of rewards and pueistsnadministered in prisons, and the

system of observation and maximum efficiency pcactiby the factory.

The ability to read and write formed part of akkse regimes, in different but
related forms. In the prison and the bark, it fodrpart of the moralising routine, where
reading was instituted and imagined in a way matlef@n the reformatory practice of
solitary confinement, where the crude soul wasddro both encounter its own guilt,
and in the Bible or a suitably religious text, sashthe Common Prayer Book. It is
significant that at this time tattoos were beinglmlay prisoners as pictographic
autobiographies, as counter-texts, as a “bodyésist these practices on the “soul,” as a
memory that could not be erased or denied. A tedteaspace of confinement, a set of

daily routines arranged around a timetable, weriaicdy common elements here; in both
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school and prison one sees the assumption of et power to punish, and the
technical association of the text with a possiblagertion of the individual into society

and an actual disciplining of the soul.

The soul was not only disciplined by the silent@fateflection: the text became the
basis, within the school, of a regular practicejwe from the catechism, of inspection.
A kind of jealous appropriation of the story of tf occurs, with regard to the proper
codes (the proper national and transparent langaalggitimate, disciplined and
moralised orthography, a moral grammar and a granefm@orality — no shouting or
avoiding the interview, silence and volubility betproper times, letters rather than
hieroglyphs), with regard to the medium (the boo# apeech, perhaps the diary, but not
the body: inscription rather than incision) anétpropriety of affect (a calm speech, a
reflective tone: the speech act is a representatimiving distance from the
representandnot an action or an assault), and lastly the gré@ame for truth. The
Gospels and the Prayer Book were the medium anplaéenfor an introspective reform
through which one may read one’s life and judg@sta corollary, other frames and
languages are removed from this solitary reflectipan the self: the events and passions
of one’s own life, the argot of one’s company, sésigns of recognition, the desire of
emulation, love of distinction and the intempelate superstitious worship of saints.
C.A. Browning, a medical officer in charge of teaxchprisoners on transport ships to
read, imparts the succinct formula: “read, marldarstand, believe and obey your
Bibles” (Browning,Address to Prisoner$4; gtd. in Reeves 65).

It may be claimed that a resemblance between ¢lagntient of children and
prisoners is accidental, that both penal regimelsealucational ones had an accidental
connection in the especially Christian (or Chrisiging) attitudes of the reformers
involved. To argue this is to miss the reformatchgracter of both institutions, to
imagine the function of their spaces as negatiwkpamitive on the one hand and
instructive on the other. Where the text enterduhetioning of such spaces is not only
in the rolls of attendance or the report of gooldawéour: it is encountered, as the
singular Word which is true, which lives in the heaaf the believer and is renewed every

day. Such a Word goes far beyond, and is far mguesecal and volatile than, the pious
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textbooks that also appeared, advising both prisan@ poor child to be “contented with
his station” (TrimmerThe Servant’s Friendytd. in Goldstrom 23).

Through the second half of the nineteenth centhey/child is given the peculiar
status of a being endowed with its own mentalitgpecific organic development, a way
of life and rights proper to it alone. While théerof language is given special
prominence here by many authors, it is in the sehsdarger description of the child
coming into the joys of representing, and theretgvking, the world outside. Hence,
what tends to stand in the place of the normatldsithe experience of an other, of the
idiot, the deaf and blind child, children evacuabéa history, of any social antagonism,
or indeed of any rights. Coupled with this orgamam-child that gives one basis for
seeing the regular course of development of thenabchild is the Mignon-child: a child
acrobat with a body testifying to its parents’ dtyiea poor street-seller who has assumed
the cares and disposition of a woman at the agégbt, an image of concern, an insistent
call for intervention, a figure in poetry and mealaaha®® Indeed, with the emergence of
this proper language and place, a number of figureth literary and sociological,
appear. Mayhew, typical of Victorian “child-watcBérdevoted intense attention to the
figure of the little girl who is both far too oldf her age and far too innocent. This figure
reappears, doubled, in Dickensttle Dorrit: Little Dorrit is far too small, having been
malnourished as a child, and Maggy, who is farlémge, is mesmerised by the access
she has to tales and text, to the shop-front &iit$ to the fairy tales in which, by a slight
displacement, Little Dorrit reveals hers#lfThe idiot child is parodic and tragic,
entranced by a text that she will never masterhifd@eprived of all senses (Laura, at
the Perkins Institution and Massachusetts Asyluntife Blind) also appears in Dickens’
work, as a network of ironies and pangs — she doeknow her mother is standing next
to her, she cannot see the beautiful scenery -aaedies of poignant joys — she can read
block words, she is a transparent representatidveiodwn character and feelings, and
she is fond of making things for her doll. Foredeomed to childhood, Laura is the

therapeutic counterpart to the solicitous pity anttammeled voyeurism of “child-

25 See Steedman (99) and Cunningham (123-5).

% See Dickensl(ttle Dorrit 434-35). By way of reference to a “Fairy Tale,”rbibis enmeshed in a
multiple interrogation. Her response, and escapeai a conspicuous speech dysfunction; she
compulsively repeats “No,” “thank you,” and “O n@#35).
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watching” (DickensAmerican Note§9-90). It is the blind child who performs the mos
solicitous role:

They all clamoured, as we entered, to the assistaster, who accompanied
us, “Look at me, Mr. Hart! Please, Mr. Hart, lodkn@e!” evincing, | thought,
even in this, an anxiety peculiar to this condititihat their little feats of
agility should beseen (American Note81)

The child constructed by the child-watchers impadeservation as a duty and calls
out for recognition by authorities. On the othendhathe secretive classes of the city
produce a language of danger and subterfuge: therproliferation of secret, rude, and
dangerous tongues, languages of the downtroddéhakia their own separate origin in
the dark. In his long digression on argot, Hugeralites between describing it as
original, as a monstrous corruption of French, Esguage of secrets and as a source of
literature:

Argot is the language of the dark.

Thought is aroused in its gloomiest depths, sgdidbsophy is excited to its
most poignant meditations, before this enigmatatedit which is at once
withered and rebellious. Here is chastisement Misibach syllable has a
branded look. The words of the common language &gpear as if wrinkled
and shriveled under the red-hot iron of the execti. Some seem still
smoking. A phrase affects you like the branded klevwof a robber suddenly
laid bare. Ideas almost refuse to be expresselddsetsubstantive condemned
of justice. Its metaphor is sometimes so shaméhedsve feel it has worn the
iron collar. (667)

This language of menace and low power, along Vki¢hsecret languages of street-
sellers, was being erased and disqualified. Thiserece about language as power is at
the heart of literacy discourse: it licenses tlaeier’s authority with a moralising and
disciplining meta-language. Also disqualified bylpgogy is the language that does not
exactly correspond with the text. The disciplineedding in schools gave birth to a new
relation to the text, and to the imposition of dah figure of natural correspondence upon

the act of reading. It is within this site that tteerespondence of the text to speech
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becomes a problem of discipline and correction,\ahdt had seemed a natural act of

reading was redefined.

Nor was this the only time that the rights of tarduage of the text were asserted
over the rights of the language of the reader. &ddefoe’s account of a “dexterous
dunce” in a Somersetshire school deserves qudtrghow that the relation between text
and language was by no means settled in the eighteentury, and that the univocity of
reading was the effect of a discipline schoolsraitiuniversally impose until later.
Visiting this country school, which was taught byetative of his, Defoe sat in on a

reading performed by one of the pupils:

Coming into the school, | observed one of the ldwehlolars was reading
his lesson to the usher, which lesson, it seems axdnapter in the Bible.
So | sat down by the master till the boy had reatdhés chapter. | observed
the boy read a little oddly in the tone of the doywhich made me the
more attentive, because on inquiry | found thatvibeds were the same and
the orthography the same as in all our Bibles.slkeoted also the boy read it
out with his eyes still on the book and his hedc (& mere boy) moving
from side to side as the lines reached cross thents of the book. His
lesson was in the Canticles, v. 3 of chap. v. Thed&/ these:- “I have put

off my coat. How shall | put it on? | have washey fieet. How shall | defile

them?”

The boy read thus, with his eyes, as | say, fullhentext. “Chav a doffed
my cooat, how shall | don’t? Chav a washed my vaaty shall | moil

‘em?”

How the dexterous dunce could form his mouth taespso readily the
words (which stood right printed in the book) is kbuntry jargon, | could
not but admire.A Tour219, qtd. in Fox 62)

One is faced, then, with a long concatenation apastion of different practices,
institutions and forms of rule. One is also facethwhe loss and adoption of a series of
goals; for the catechism, while surviving in a aartformal manner, was also converted

to the purposes of examination, and the competiglagion between pupils was
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dispersed into a range of divisions and tabulatioris normalising and individualising
practices. It is arguable, also, that “conduct” blaanged into the self-discipline of the
“on-task,” self-directed, autonomous learner. Baltms, however, conduct has become
a discipline that responds to the continuous affdrdntiated mapping of linguistic

spaces through “context.”

Among these lines of descent and mutation, whahsde be a very recent
difference is the discovery of literacy as an aatoaus line of psychologico-technical
development. The capacity to read and to write toecan object of intervention and a
sign of minimal learning achievement in the ninatbecentury, within a morality of
knowledge and work. In the middle of the centurithwhe work of Seguin, there
emerged a relation of “love” for the child insotes the child underwent the stages of
learning and taught the pedagogue the truth absrlf and about the proper means of
instruction. Unlike the solicitude for the salvatiand dignity of the soul that runs from
Comenius to Pestalozzi, this love is articulatedrughe limbs of the body, and finds as
its principle of observation and intervention rfwg tmind but the organism, as a thinking,

working, speaking, living being.

Literacy discourse assumes the space of schoddibgth utopian and dystopian, as
both an ideal service of constructing the perfectety — whether as a reproduction of
good forms of authority, the perpetuation or stteaging of a Christian ethos, or as a
progressive or transformative agency — and asrakigilure, as a site to fix, to reinvent
in its methods and materials. The school is anrosga space of revelation in a number
of ways. In that it arrays and assesses studéetschool creates at least a threefold
visibility: as the object of the school’s primariyidion of space, the student is defined in
being within the school; in the arrangement of fpito classes, students are arrayed in
a physical space and separated from the studeotb@f classes and grades; in the
accumulation of a documentary and assessment ¢steeyhthe student exists as an
individual trajectory and as an element in a tablee table of results is also commonly
published, that is, rendered up to the public asero less equivocal evidence of the
school’s success in helping its students in thesitin into further education and into the
world of work. “Payment” is certainly “by resultsfiough both results and payment are

distributed and varied according to the agencieiscaiteria involved.
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Schooling, as an enclosure from and disclosuraefiorld, must have a
representation or, better, a sample of the wonldvfaich it is a deferral and preparation.
The text is a multiplicity of layers when it is uisas a representation. Not only are the
outlines of its structure the outlines of the wgldemands (genre theory says as much),
but the textbook is the basis for a performanaatefpretation, which is itself a text
functioning as evidence, as symptom, as the oatdsracorrection within a larger
course of treatment. The text is two-way: one sed@she stage of development, the
interruptions, hesitations, inadequacies and coemges of the student, but also in the
class, ethnic and gender assumptions of the waalsldominant ideology, as prestigious
genres, as preferred ways of talking, reading aaigbaround the text. The text is the
very instrument of the school’s power of instruntiof the teacher’s power to intervene.
This power is almost always in need of an alibigwflence, since every mark can be
unfair, subjective, subject to another interpretatiThe mode of being of discipline has
moved into the text, from at least the nineteesetfitary, when punishment ceased, in
theory, to be corporeal. The gentle teacher is dnwith the text as evidence, is disguised
and revealed as the loving guide to the truthaofliage. The text is the body of
evidence, the visible sign of the truths of langud&epresentation” is thus the sign of
the school’s enclosure of language, of its metigsilp regulated and localised monopoly

on the powers of language.

There is an important absence so far in this adgeurich concerns the advent of
standardised national literacy testing. In one sgib$s a completely extraneous practice,
somehow bursting onto the scene as a new imperatogely following the birth of a
range of voluntary associations and pressure grdups technical discourse, using
standardised tests, questionnaires and statigticlahiques, produces a table of national
literacy achievement, not because that is the amsirate way to represent literacy,
intelligence or educational attainment, but becatigest suits the instrumentalities of
national policymaking’ This whole series of documents is designed fostaee, for the
Department and all the official agencies. In féds produced by these agencies for
themselves and for each other. Thus, the firstialigtwide literacy survey was

requested of the Australian Council for EducatidResearch by the House of

27 See Kearins, Mensh and Mensh, and de Lemos.
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Representatives Select Committee on Specific Legrisorders, and was to be read by
the State Directors-General and Directors of Edanatho had approved the study

(Keeves and Bourkéjteracy and Numeracy).

This intra-governmental mode of address was at iedislly prevalent, but the
“specialist” audience of directors, committees political representatives, as well as
researchers, was of necessity extended to theeesattirough the principals. There were
two main factors involved in this spread of thehtacal literature. On the one hand there
is the legacy of the payment by results system¢hvhas never really left Western
education, and remains a point of antagonism betwesearchers and teachers. On the
other hand there is the beginning of an attempgetterate a univocal system of reporting,
as both instrument and representation, and torategeachers into this system by
training them as assessors and reporters in tigeidge of experts, which has become
another point of contention, and another contesafithority. Whereas the earlier
Inspectorate judged the school (in terms of atteoeahygiene standards, light and the
effectiveness of instruction) and either maintainedlosed it, the survey and testing
researchers studied the (non-)emergence of a pmedeisycholinguistic set within a
population, sought to discover the appropriatessifentervention, and to reorganise
teaching accordingly. It was thus important fore@shers to win the assent of teachers,
both as to the object studied and the means aieglt. In establishing the reality of the
object, researchers invoked a world in which litgres both an impersonal demand and
the means to serve the needs of all persons subjdwt demand.

The 1976 study of literacy and numeracy by KeewesBourke, involving the
Australia-wide testing of students for specificlliskand capacities, sets down as its
justification the picture of a political, socialdaaeconomic world for which literacy has
become a concern, a goal, a demand and a termits¢gdalefinition and manipulation.
The world of which so many reports and studies Ispaad which so many policy
documents reproduce as the source of “demandgnstaucted here, much like the world
of modernity invoked by the British Inspectorat@éeTirst source of the concern for
literacy is international: “Across the world, ircent years, there has been a growing
concern for the achievement of literacy” (Keeved Bourke,Literacy and Numeracy).

While UNESCO has long concentrated on literacydi@reloping countries, the concern
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for literacy has been revived in Britain and thatekh States, “within the developed
countries, where it has commonly been assumedtidtighest possible levels of
literacy have existed” (4). It is with the introdion of the world and its concern, and
with the concept of “minimum standards of compegefac life in a modern, democratic,

industrial society” (4) that literacy arrives iis ppresent form in the Western countfigs.

UNESCO had already formulated a definition of fumaal literacy (distinct from
both basic literacy and literacy proper), and this “portability” of that concept, its
dependence on a social realisation of its fornt, dHaws Keeves and Bourke to use it.
They quote UNESCO's definition and cite it as tihebpematic basis for their assessment
instruments (6). The relevant definition (UNESC@83preads:

A person is literate when he has acquired the éas&nowledge and skills
which enable him to engage in all those activitreshich literacy is required
for effective functioning in his group and commuynind whose attainments
in reading, writing and arithmetic make it possifdehim to continue to use
those skills towards his own and the community'getigoment and for active
participation in the life of his country. (qtd. ikeeves and Bourke,iteracy

and Numeracy)

The point here is not that the quest to find théhtof literacy is corrupted by a
preliminary assumption that the proper object gEstigation is an assumed set of basic
skills necessary for social survival in a “modetamocratic, industrial society.” The
point is not whether there are such basics, or et they are. At the discursive level
what is significant is that literacy, in being dedd as the necessary set of textual skills
within a particular social regime, also opens uwdlscursive desire for a “social order,”
a desire for a world that exerts a pressure upmceety, which in turn demands of its
population a particular yield, and, alongside thisyhole set of discourses about literacy
said to arise from certain groups; especially ‘stakders,” “peak bodies,” and all the
other unities that serve to simplify and render aggable a murmur which is not always

saying much about either literacy or education.

% |n Britain the relevant study is the Bullock Rep@ept. of Education and Science 1975).
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With the 1970s one sees research which threataesadtivate the old English
model of “payment by results” tied to a newer USdelaf bureaucratic control through
the measurement of objectives, a combination ostimemative and formative forms of
assessmerit. The reconfiguration of literacy as a concern fibeVeloped” countries
coincides with, and is immanent to, the techniaisabf teacher perception. The problem
of teacher assessment has ever been the teadurete must be made to agree with the
technical descriptions, and these descriptionstiv@ieafter become true, since their
objectivity lies in their production from more thane site. What this tradition of testing
accomplished, then, was a new, precise and repedsaiguage of description, which
would render teachers more useful to the statgdemauthorities, which would confirm
the objectivity and verifiability of literacy by &blishing a language proper to its
description. In the early work of the 1970s, ttadistical data often relied on teacher
judgement and reporting: teachers, principals aed &tate Directors of Education
would fail or refuse to report, or would reporeipert opinions® so that data were often

unreliable, that is, did not all arise from the gaset of perceptual and descriptive codes.

Several imperatives, already operating in educatioFsearch institutions, are
evident in this report: results must be comparabl& portable across systems, and at the
same time must be submitted to multiple regrestigseld correlations between
achievement and an array of possible factors, agaktention rates, gender, social class,
ethnic background, school system and state ormegicaddition to this comparative,
external form of objectivity, literacy and numeraggre to carry with them anternal
objectivity, a relation between achievement anthted basic minimum. Literacy, along
with numeracy, was to become a key variable inteona mapping project, designed to
locate in space the various factors which led txfionalilliteracy. Low literacy levels
were to be correlated with a variety of factorgheaf them constituting a specific

learning disability:

There is, nevertheless, an awareness, stemminganeamiety of sources, that
some children in Australia, because of specificriggy problems and social,

economic, ethnic, geographic, cultural or linguistisabilities, may be failing

2 See HamiltonQurriculum Evaluatiorl11-16).
30 See Keeves and Lietz for a short history of thetfalian context.
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to achieve an adequate level of competence indhie Bkills of literacy and
numeracy before they leave school at the end gbéhnied of compulsory

schooling. (Keeves and Bourkdteracy and Numerac)

Moreover, the competences were to be as specyfidafined, and as univocally
produced by the test questions as possible. Whesevas impossible, the appearance of
objectivity was secured by aligning the “impressidnevel of performance” with “an
approximately normal distribution of marks” (Keeweesd Bourkel.iteracy and
Numeracy70).

Teachers, however, remained a problem for thiswegsince they constituted the
fundamental instrument, even before the testingthi® assessment, and yet were also the
partial viewer with only a small part of the landpe in view, and often, as this work
continued, the target of intervention as a reduthis survey work, very often a punitive
intervention (the withdrawal of funds, the “selftimism” style of school reform, the
intensification of outcomes demands, restructuang business model). A quite short
history, always full of distrust, concerns the aips of the educational research
authorities to give their gaze, accurate and olecto the teachers. ACERMational
Literacy Survey1997) attempted to solve the problem by trainesghers to make

“valid” measures:

Data from the Survey represents much more thamgstiot of student
achievement: by integrating the assessment pracesteclassroom
learning programs over a six week period of tinagheparticipating teacher
was able to allocate about eight hours to the ass&# of his or her
students, resulting in a valid estimate of eacHesttis achievement. Finally,
a fruitful investigation was made of the relatioipsbetween students’
achievements on common tasks administered undedtaonditions and
students’ achievements on classroom tasks whedersisihad opportunities

to review, revise and edit their work. (Forster &fakters iii)

The univocalisation of teacher and test is accahplil by means of a co-
emplacement. The extension of the term representaiprecisely used: one represents

by showing, pointing to, but also by assuming tlaee of that which is represented. The
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representational metaphysics do not end therebelng in the same place, by occupying
this metamorphic, assimilative time, the teacher the test begin to assume the same
schema of perception, they begin to assume the setiteitional and recording identity,
slipping only slightly at the edges (and this #igelf is a call to further merging).
Representing here means not only to take the jpiadrit also, by virtue of the place one
occupies, to be the thing itself.

What is represented here is a certain producteeifspy dated performance, but this
is merely the problem it is essential to have indrbefore this entire project is started.
The problem of representation is not merely thet &n imprint, a surface artefact of an
encounter. The object itself here is its own regméar, its own scandal of interpretation.
The problem is that the object disagrees becausadt yet the object it must become.
One might extrapolate a tendency in such a solutidhe problem of representation, one
that will approach the ideal of a perfect coincicenof a perfect identity between

reporter and reported, sustained by a univocalrsaha construction and interpretatitin.

The fact that teachers were mobilised nationallgddorm and perceive the
performance of their students by a top-down figtlies a massive effort of codification
from a powerful group of experts to a group of asontrolled executors. This is done
through a set of technical knowledges that arenewrssible: a teacher’s disagreement
about the criteria and language of description moli be heeded, while a failure to
implement and use them will be corrected. The ¢dernce of reporter and reported, of
local and central knowledges, is thus not a ratadiomere correspondence, but one of
imposition and erasure. At the same time thatehelter is erased, the student is both
erased and constituted through multiple correlatibver or his performance is explained
as the issue of the various factors that definéhlreras a linguistic being. Language is
thus both explained as a social effect and asg thithe abstract, divorced from its
constituting relations, arranged along a singléesgauniversal competence. The

condition of this univocity is erasure.

31 This emphasis on the control of teacher assessmeits subordination to standardised testing and
published results, is widespread: for the Englishtting edge” policies of disciplining literacy assment
and teaching, see Goodwyn. The National Literaay@&uis possibly unique in creating a standardisstl
to make teacher assessment into both a superfadhesand a necessary confirmation.
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It is important to note that literacy researchoiider to come to a definition of its
object, had to derive it from a characterisatiothef social, political and economic world
and the demands that issue from it. Literacy obtasobjectivity from this world, which
is both the pretext for bringing the concept inging and the obverse side of its proper
definition: literacy is what the world wants, thiesance of which it will punish. It is with
this assumption, that literacy is a cultural demand something to be supplied for a
culture by schools, that other constructions eféity begin. Literacy is no longer an
absolute universal but a dependent variable withigeersal name: if literacies are
culturally constructed, and if they form differenutbjects, with different powers and
modes of action, then teachers and education plane implicitly always designing the
social subjects they would like to create. Pofitgkers are not faced with the awful
realisation that they are exercising a kind of pote€form persons, positions, and ways
of being, since this is what they dayway The question for educators is not, then, how
to evacuate power from the classroom and allowehbkestudent to emerge in her self-
activity and with the teacher’s attentiveness. Tdwatrse would only lead to frustration
and the reproduction of unequal distribution otwuxal and social capital and a resulting
inequality in power. Hence, Allan Luke asks: “Whatds of social power and cultural
knowledge should be constructed in literacy edoo&ti (Social Constructiod4). Luke
situates the literacy worker and planner at theeskawvel: they are both subject to the
inevitable realisation that, as the people respdm$or conferring and constructing

literacy, they are involved in a fundamental s@tamd selection:

Whether we like it or not, literacy is tied up withe distribution and
division of knowledge and power. For teachersnia¢ter at hand is who

gets what kinds of literacy from schooling. (44)

But this is already the result of a form of submettand, as th€urriculum
Frameworkdemonstrates, it occurs at the state policy levieére even the most careful
and power-conscious analysis can become partwabjaction it shares with other agents
of the discourse, where the most critical of litgea is also the most effective form of
tying up a subjection to language in a recognitibthe truth of one’s language; where
the progressive “metacognitive” levels in fact ené beyond any particular ideology of

development, the practice of a developing, selarémg subject of educational
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discipline. This call to linguistic subjection hlasth a general framework and a plurality
of detailed, codified methods of instrumentalisatilm its generality it emerges as a set
of arguments for according to language the stéitss, of the absolute prerequisite for
learning, economic success, and authentic modesiof, and second, of the formal

system, the substance and the matter in whichealdpment occurs.

To take an early general example of this subjettimaDoughty and Thornton, in
Language Study, the Teacher and the Lea(h®73), argue the need for awareness of
language structures implicitly present in everygeactice as the basis of all learnitidt

is because of the obviousness of language thaitst be studied:

It is precisely the commonplace and the familiaoum use of language for
living which is in most need of exploration, if vaee to understand how we
use language to learn. We need to be able to caedimate of opinion in
which no teacher would be willing to accept that éwveryday familiarity with
language, as a competent native speaker, wasiseufific itselfto provide
him, as a teacher, with what he needs to know abonature and function.
(23)

All teachers must come to recognise that languags be questioned and analysed as a
linguistic object, that is, in terms of its “natuaad function,” especially as a means to

learning.

Language is presented as the absolute precondibmnly for learning, but also
for being human. Language is the medium with wigich obtains an essential

relationship to oneself, to the world, and to asher

| have focused attention upon the fact that mangsoblem-solving animal
whose integrity as an individual sentient self defgeupon his continuing
ability to make sense of his world and to form tielaships with other
similarly individual sentient selves. His ability tlo either of these things is

profoundly affected by his capacity to languag8) (4

%2 This orientation was adopted in early Australiasrhin critical language education through the wofk
Halliday Halliday; “Literacy”).

304



Language informs the powers of the human beingutfitr@an exclusive access, if not to
the truth, then to the means by which truth is raedi:

Values, capabilities and habits are transmitteduin language, moreover,
and it is these values, capabilities and habitschwvbuide him [i.e. “man”]
in his interpretation of the world and his relasaip with others, because
they provide him with his only models for judgindpat is and is not the
case. (43)

In doing this, language is the instrument of thikura whose values it has “built
into” it (43); a culture, with all its “categorieattitudes and assumptions” (43) manifests
itself in language in the action of providing arcess to truth. A study of language, an
awareness of its workings within learning, aimseider these values, this cultural mind,
explicit, and thereby to liberate the student dredteacher from the constraints of any
particular pre-established cultural universe. Th&y be part of a general liberation, but
the immediate goal, by situating the teacher andestt at the level of language, is to
impart the habits of a changing, post-industriatld:o

So we are faced with the inescapable fact that snaajor means for
making sense of his world has built into its eletaend structure a bias
towards interpreting experience in terms of a ptistig set of categories,
attitudes and assumptions. Should he live in adw&ubject to continuous
social and cultural change, therefore, this biastraat as a continuous
check upon his attempts to make sense of the resause it will always
make it easier for him to language the new in tesimshat he found
appropriate for languaging the old. (43-44)

Students and teachers are to ascend above thegfltver constitution in language; they
are to conceive of themselves as abstract linguigings, to recognise their own
constitution and substance in language, to seesttless and their world anew, as the
workings of language. To language oneself, to lagguhe world, is to inhabit a region
apart from any determination, all the better to ntlee demands of a changing world.

A hierarchy of instruction levels operates heraning from the basal reading

programs to the teaching of critical literacies] aach level makes either a claim to
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superiority or (as is more common now) to completaugty. In either case, the argument
is not simply for greater justice, but for a greatescipline, and an intensification of

language activity. Thus, one of the goals of laggustudy is to present what amounts to
an inflection of the statistical dream of locatihg factors of language production in the

service of this activity itself:

To show what personal, cultural, social and lingcictors brought into
the learning situation by teacher and learner dstrtimodetermine the
climate for language activity. (Doughty and Thom&®)

It is in the imperative to language that one caraie the complaint that basal
readers privilege technical skills to the detrimehineaning; meaning itself is the sign of

the subjection to language in its most successfakt complete form.

Literacy discourse is a discourse of abstractibtaking away the moorings of the
real and floating it upon the sea of a changeatriguage. The progressive discourse of
critical literacy and meta-cognition is the couptet, in its mode of subjection, of the
statistical discourse of objectivity. Whereas the tooks to bind the student in the
inescapable fact of linguistic constitution, theertseeks to remove all the constituent
and complicating factors, to render the studeh@gunction of language alone. The
rhetoric of liberation through literacy is most &ld not where the student recognises the
arbitrariness and interestedness of language, aextsarratives, but at the point where
the subject may form her/himself to meet the dermmardhis changing world. If statistics
and critical literacy studies present themselvesndishetical discourses, and the
acquisition of mechanical skills is opposed todbeonomous search for meanings, it is
because these oppositions are corollaries witlsingle disciplinary regime. The
Curriculum Frameworlembodies the convergence of the various discipliaad
political orientations in literacy discourse inte@amless implementation by the state of

an inescapable subjection to language.

Literacy, in its present form at least, is a vexgant invention. In fact, it does not
become a central term in Western education systemiisghe 1970s, and in Australian
education not until 1975, when it is framed withigoncern for the measurement of

poverty and as a correlative of it. Even those wavkich play a role in the emergence of
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literacy in scholarly discourse (Parry, Lord, Haak) are only taken up later as
problematic authorities within a new discourse vaitheducational set of applications,
desires and roles. The older technical literatureeading acquisition is now challenged
and supplemented not only by a new awareness afotireections between dialect,
literacy, power and social chances, but also iravigorated statistical control, a
standardised testing on an unprecedented scale awesv levels of detail. A whole new
operation of knowledge and power emerges, this érseng from the other as nation.

The nation becomes a sort of macro-pupil, in comtipetwith other national cohorts:

The need to target standards in this way has bgen griority in the light of
research findings from comparisons of reading matteint in different
countries. The most recent research of this kimdlied assessing the
reading attainment of a nationally representatarage of 1,817 nine year
olds (Y4) in England and Wales. The test was tieesas that used in a
survey of 27 other countries in 1991 and includasative, expository
(factual) and “document” material (charts, tablgsphs, lists, etc.). This
research has indicated that Britain is generaltypsuformed by countries

like Finland, France and New Zealand. (Beard 9)

At the same time, the focus on language moves &waywhat was essentially an
imposition of grammar-school snobbery, and an esighao doubt drawn from the
nationalisms of decolonising movements, is placgethoguage as the key to identity,
existence, authenticityand truth. No longer is the student to learn apased language,
whether it is the best that has been said and titargot: the language closest to truth,
and best for authentic subjectivity, is that whigln actual use. The interval between the
pupil and the substance of discipline is made alnmessible: the language as the real
and effective substance of communication, as adiviistorical entity, becomes the

medium in which one not only sees oneself, butctv one makes oneself.

In the support they lend to the literacy disposdiftical histories of literacy pose
the specific danger of a smooth and continuousatigerthat elides the mutation in

modes of power with which literacy is directly inved. Within this textualising regime

3 See, for example, Green, Lankshear and Snydem Fartical use of this notion, see Bennholdt-Thamse
etal.
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literacy is not simply access: it is everywhereglgn of a careful dispossession of space
from the body. Literacy is not a key to freedomsithe visible surface of a mode of
control, encoding the body within a continuous iikeary space. “llliteracy” is the first
move of a complex dispossession and training ofrdetile, textualised bodies;
“illiteracy” and its synonyms presuppose the cdostin of literate spaces. “llliteracy”
and the various forms of textual and linguisticrasion are thus also refusals and flights
from a regime. The inclusion of certain marginalisextual subjects - always in relation
to a centre - constitutes an incorporation of fieaking body into the productive

mechanism of the nation-state.

This counter memory resituates the history andrttezpretation of literacy
furnished by Luke within a disciplinary apparatumswriting about literacy as a
dimension through which social power is distribytieake’s exemplary history ignores
how a power-sensitive concept of literacy emergdsath reason and vehicle for a new
and continuous mode of power. The recognition egpgious language modes is
primarily a gesture of initiation and a securingsabjection. The hope of liberation,
though distant and unclear, is strategically relatethe operation of power as a
continuous mechanism operating within defined tepositive regimes but without clear
limits to its extension. Literacy always followsraass dispossession by the nation state
and accompanies an investment of subjects wits@pdining knowledge. Presenting
literacy as always unevenly distributed disguisesdoncept’s revolutionary form, its
continuous dislocations and constant reimpositioseonands. It is not merely the
selection of texts or their connection with pobii@conomic systems which encodes
power relations through literacy instruction; te&ttialisation of space through schooling

constitutes a disciplinary spatial network.

Luke’s historical interpretation also ignores tihmtegic power-effects of literacy
as a way of mimicking a virtual, discriminatory sdorder under the sign of inclusion
and access. Literacy encodes a set of appropratiges within a range of strategic
dimensions from the individual’s competence togbhenomic competition among
nations. Literacyocialiseshe school’s distribution of worth. Whereas IQ arther
cognitive tests could always be questioned asrmadlsed and pseudo-scientific

discrimination, literacy derives its legitimacy inathe accurate mapping and replication
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of social power and its unequal distribution. Catiliteracy is the extreme expression of
the insertion of its meta-docile subject into atoegime of textual competence. The
literacy dispositif is the continuation and intditsition ofbio-power seizing the body
through its production and performance of langu&gleat lies at the very foundation of
literacy is a recent restriction of language totehe, which the extension of “text” to all

social sites confirms rather than annuls.

Literacy is a concept custom-made for imposinguairimages of the social order
upon performed language, and for justifying botigliistic normalisation and a
continuously discriminative network of social d@ane. The danger presented by this
invisibility makes it imperative to interrupt anatérrogate the smooth historical narrative
presented by critical literacy theorists and edusatThe only sufficient disruption is one
which recasts the nature of literacy and illiteramye which causes the discourse to
pause, to question itself. Interrogating the disseis textualised, schooled and
nationalised subject de-nationalises the text,etapogises the schooled subject, and
opens a space where language and subject may @moyfreedom, then a language and
a body temporarily capable of mewing, crouchedhanfioor of one’s room, wandering

in the subtle folds of one’s thought, and awakeming's brother with laughter.
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Conclusion

Deleuze and Guattari argue that if desire is reqg@ & is because every position of
desire, no matter how small, is capable of caliitig question the established order of a
society Anti-Oedipusxxvi). It is not the intention here to close dowe tdesires that
literacy discourse enacts but to “molecularise’hih&o free them of any idea that they
necessarily imply a complex, require a proper geracedures, or belong to one place
rather than another. The desire to extend and empibmough literacy and the
recognition of other literacies bears certain dasgeth it, along with its strategic
possibilities. It was a “non-linguistic” assemblagesmall and ephemeral movement and
combination, a meow, that set off this thesis aaderliteracy appear as a mobile
ordering and a continuous working of pedagogicalgro Perhaps it was capable of
calling the social order into question as Deleur# Guattari suggest, but it was
necessary also to move through these questionultaréo see where the ordering is at

work.

This thesis introduced the topic of literacy witparadoxical incident, a biographical
detail which at first sight bore little relation $ahooling, power or language. It showed
that in some way schooling and literacy insert tbeles into a machinery of social
production and into the production of everyday @ns and processes, that literacy
enters into our most material and non-linguistiameats through a teleological division
of time and space, a pedagogisation which is asdinge time a textualisation of
existence. The concern for literacy makes developraed “writing it down” inseparable
constituents of the path of the individual towacd@mplishment. Literacy is not merely a
cultural concern or a reflection of social relaoit is an element structuring the very

interstices of our lives.

It has taken some time and labour to discover,dartain way, what is meant by a

gliding meow. That the thesis began with the qoestif what such an act could mean,
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and with the laughter that made it possible, wdsanoidental. From this laughter
emerged a tentative outline of literacy as a diss@ult is in the most innocuous places
that literacy establishes itself, conferring idgnto the practice it grows upon. Even the
practice of listing in the discourse, drawing atitem to the establishing of a noumenal
literacy, of adefiniendunwhich is nonetheless there, does more than sursentre
research and the wide diversity of opinions and udditeracy. Within such ordinary
functions, listing confers upon literacy an ontobad guarantee. Such an assertion
obviously flies in the face of a de-foundationaatiurse, but this is the consequence of
such listing: it gives literacy a place and a reasoappear as a concept, attached to and
lending coherence to a series of objects. The e@njusion of the discourse, the danger
literacy represents in being used as a way to degbeople from participation, coupled
with its promise to effect more equitable soci&tiens, impels more to be said and
studied about its nature.

The calling into question of the social (and sppbeder facilitated through literacy had
to be directed and mobilised. The mapping of tlganising space that first appeared as
an intimation needed a supplement, a detaileduation of its elements. Thus the thesis
analysed the transcription of literacy discourde mstate pedagogy in ti&irriculum
Framework It noted how the central elements of literacdigse — text, world and
student — are arranged in a way that intensifieptiwer of the pedagogical relations
inscribed in policy documents. Literacy discouiaahis application, does not liberate: it
articulates the student with the text and the m#guis governing their meeting. This is a
form of inductive or regulated confirmation by tteacher and student of
“understandings” of language. It is within this gdeof operation that literacy attains an
unchallenged power in setting the boundaries o&#ik in defining its substance, and in
charting the acts, the understandings and theinsesich it is manifested.

Literacy is part of a discursive formation thaaigonomous with regard to the disciplines
of which it forms an intersection. Also, it is ariwation paralleling the power of
schooling and one that legitimates and institutes,iif not natural, then as that which is
proper to the student. Furthermore, the knowledgestituted in such a discourse is

involved in, and readily renders itself transcrileabto, a governmentality, a project
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which insists on finding the nature or the properdtions of each segment of the
population in order to develop the power inherarthese properties and thus to increase
the power of “government.” This is particularly dgnt in the inflection of three themes
of governmentality in literacy discourse: life @svelopment), language (as literacy and
the knowledge and abilities that are consequei} &md labour (as the world of work

and the demands it places on language).

The insufficiency of the discourse in providingaectount of itself and its effects are due
to this governmentality — here taking the form eflpgogisation — which literacy
discourse effects rather than, as it claims, remtss The forms of circularity
characterising the historical, epistemological paotitical dimensions in literacy
discourse arise from the presumptive ontologicakguntee of literacy (the idea that,
whatever it is, it must exist) and from a modelasfguage and text that arise within a
historical pedagogical practice where language sgexific kind emerged as both object
and instrument of discipline. To write literacyorthe historical archive, historians had to
assume that what is presented as a variety ofitlefig, uses and relations is a species of
literacy, despite all appearances to the contidistory is used to cleanse literacy of
contemporary misunderstandings, but only on therapion that literacy forms an
intelligible ahistorical essence.

In dealing with literacy as a set of epistemolobprablems, this thesis discussed the
rewriting of the world, via Derrida, as text by tkowledges of literacy. As an
experience deriving from a particular social preetiteracy is knowable, but that
knowledge cannot be generalised to other pract&es) if they are categorically similar.
The space of visibility in which an object callé#iacy emerges is both the only means
by which one can know literacy and, at the same tanguarantee that this same literacy
does not operate elsewhere. Thus, the literacydise is marked by the fatal relations
that also lie at its foundations: its object ioats ground, both its limit and its origin.
The political dimension of the discourse likewigeemates a system of undecideable
alternatives in the political aspects of literagscdurse, where representation of
marginalised groups also entails their normalisgatibe recognition of a dominant
language and the social relations associated with i
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The unity of the discourse can be seen in its [@isahs across disciplines, and in the
circularities and undecideable problems that itceons itself with. In historical studies,
the problem of using the category of literacy tlesehistorical data is illegitimate as
history, but necessary to the discourse. Moreawersults in an address to a
transcendental subject of history, even whereishexplicitly denied. Even the most
critical histories, anchored and instigated byda&gory they seek to challenge
(literacy), retain the language of the powerful hojogy they challenge (terms such as
progress, increase, true and false literacies)lyaimgy the literacy discourse as a set of
transversal statements reveals that the histolifeodicy is a paradoxical enterprise in
terms of representing a real entity but intelligibls the construction of a social reality.
The discourse is structured by possible strategfieefinition and argument, which are

themselves undecideable. These dispersals arefgghg one discursive formation.

The space of this pedagogised language becamezgagiene in the nineteenth century,
located in a number of sites along with the sckhool prisons, transport ships, hospitals
and mental institutions. At the same time as melssding institutes a series of
techniques for measuring, managing and instru¢hegpopulation, it also constructs a
space within which language, nation and discipéirespatially interrelated and visible.
The endless commentary on education and literasymade possible by the invention of
these interrelations; it is not the mere combimatbconfused half-memories and
nationalism. In establishing literacy as a recogphisubstance, the public space of
contention cambeforethe pedagogical space of instruction, and bothes¢ spaces

bore the sign of language united with the productiba disciplined national population.

In charting the doubles of literacy, its power totevitself into social space, and its
various functions as sign of the spaces and presadyower, it has been necessary to
use an arsenal of Foucaultian concepts. To captuexactly as possible the way power
is deployed through language as a mode of pedagatjgcipline, the thesis examined
the relationship between discourse (as a combimatia grappling of the visible with the
sayable) and the power that discourse works withconstitution of power-knowledge,
the history of disciplinary techniques, governmétytand bio-power, the construction of

an emanative spatial regime, the function of sdhgand, in a modified way, of the text.
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The thesis also discussed some of the works aadyeand education that make use of
Foucault, and although it draws much of value ftbem, it finds them very much a part
of the discourse, with the same set of objectd)lpros and speaking positions. It is this
set of relations that the study has sought to ueicawt to analyse ideology or to
participate in the pedagogy of subjection to lamggudt is not that the present work is
outside this discourse, but rather that it requaetifferent critical deployment of this

same discursive field.

This navigation and mapping of literacy as discewsd substance of power has resulted
in a narrative with some surprising reversals. théetermined nature of literacy, its
status aslefiniendumrather than undermining the authority of the disse, effects a
mobility of the disciplinary mechanisms operatiased through the notion of the text.
Literacy discourse negotiates a constant reinserigf the relations between three major
terms — the student, the text, and the world —ne\&erending disciplining of language as
the indispensable truth of being. The capturetefdicy discourse in th@urriculum
Frameworkis by no means the final word: it is a strategiorganisation in a continuing

deployment.

The thesis elaborated the notion of a space diilitgi and characterised literacy as a
knowledge dependent on the pedagogical organisafispace. This space is dominated
by the figure and the practice of schooling, whyelmerates a threefold knowledge of the
student as a developing and language-using bewstgndd for employment. Further, the
thesis tied literacy to a nineteenth-century priojggenapping social space, a project that
delineates two races and two languages, whichidngsare later reactivated by

international literacy projects and contemporarloes.

Drawing on the example of the Welsh Sunday-schawotter the British Inspectorate, the
thesis showed that the normalising of languagedtsefom a discursive and political
situation, and is made possible by linguistic krexige, rather than a simple cancellation
of non-standard languages. It argued that the mati@ national language is a product of
the organisation of pedagogical space in the nemgtecentury. While schooling made

this language visible, the medicalisation of idifaismed the possibility of knowing the
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child as a developing being and of a pedagogyttheed and intensified a real curve of
learning and growth rather than imposing arbitstages of instruction based purely on
institutional preferences. Moreover, a “world” endered visible, marking certain
languages and language practices as retrogradestdient, the text, and the world

appear in a systematic interrelation in the pedmgbgpaces of the nineteenth century.

The knowledge of literacy derives from an earlimj@ct of recording, locating and
immobilising problem populations, and in constitgtia national population as the object
of government. The notion that emancipation mawbe through metalinguistic
awareness “reifies” the function of the textualisdyad of school and government,
reinstating language, as it is traced around tkig performed by the student and

corrected by the school, as the substance of power.

This is not to say that literacy discourse, in publ private, is merely the repetition of
formulas and relations set down a century ago.niineteenth century has no discourse
on literacy, nor did it foresee one. A discourséitefacy arose only in the twentieth
century: if literacy discourse systematically consts its objects, then the objects of
which literacy is the unifying concept do not easfore the twentieth century.
Differences in the cultural position and constintof “reading and writing” are rewritten
as different practices in literacy by the impositaf this term onto the historical archive.
Further, the call for the recognition of “otherteliacies, whether they be of different
cultures, classes, or places, does not of itselétitoite a liberatory orientation. In all its
relations literacy corresponds to the extensiopeafagogy into the world in the form of
the text. Literacy discourse constitutes literagsyaaneed, as a reason for the expansion of
mechanisms of recording, of bringing cultures, sdgsand places into a single, if
variegated, model of language. When seen from @raapological and genealogical
persepective, this discourse may be charactensgims of the way it disperses
knowledge within a correlative field and as an edatin a mode of power. This thesis
has been concerned, then, with what this mode wepaoonsists in, with the concepts,
spaces and practices of which it is composed.nbisconcerned with the nature of
language or learning, nor with the nature of scimgploutside their discursive and

political effects.
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The thesis shifts the discourse, showing thatpbissible to provide a counter-narrative
focussing on the historical constitution of the Wiedges and power connected to the
discourse on literacy. The final chapter countehedhistory and interpretation given in a
handbook of advice because, for a variety of rems®achers are addressed as both the
centre of operation in this discourse and as ataolesto good pedagogy. It argued that
the concerns for literacy are far more determingtlibtorical antecedents than the
discourse suggests. Taking Foucault’'s notiohiofpower it described the emergence of
a disciplinary use of language — and its avatatéke— as a mobile assemblage for the
general distribution of diciplinary norms. Literaegables the desire to extend this
discipline to the whole social field: the dangecdmes, then, one of conceiving of
literacy as exclusion. This desire for the extemsibtextuality is not an ideology or an
institutional imperative: it is a form of power apéng directly within the permanently

undefined “concept” of literacy itself.

This is not to say that literacy is “bad” or “gobdbut rather that it should not be confused
with a second nature, or conceived of as a riglig.d historically constituted complex of
forces, a key component in making certain sortsushan beings, and a way of
deploying, in ever-widening fields, the discipliokthe text. Each of these operations and
their correlates come into question at differentmeats, and are rearranged in strategic
ways. The intention of this thesis has been tasifg that questioning and render

explicit and problematic a historical and strategpmplex, the relation to language that
insists on the “recognition” of literacies and rkgas the relation between the student,

the text and the world.
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LEVEL 1

TASK - HOLIDAY ON THE MOON

Srudents were studying the school-based module 2046,
which examined life in 50 years’ time. The following
acrivity is a narrative about what it would be like to have
a holiday on the moon in the year 2046.

Farth
Moon heqms

BACKGROUND
The student is in Year 9 and has an intellectual disability and
aurism.

Students brainstormed ideas about the solar system and the
reacher blackboarded a list of keywords.

Students ralked about holidays in general - types of
activities, equipment which would be taken, etc.

Students viewed and discussed a stimulus picture of the
carth and moon and copied words from the blackboard.
Students and reacher developed a structured overview.

RELEVANT OUTCOMES

Wwilz2 Recognises that writing is used by people to
convey meanings to others,

Demonstrates an emerging awareness of how to
use conventions with symbols or expressing ideas
and informartion.

Explores ways of representing ideas and
information using wtitten symbols.

Wirites brief imaginative and factual texts which
include some related ideas about familiar topics.

W13

W1l4

w2l

ook ety Hilkg Wc@
Space Shig Story
urd ooh dud
oM meh

ahee

SUMMARY COMMENT

The sample shows evidence of achievement ar Level 1 and progress towards Level 2. The student relied heavily on
the kevwords generated by the class but was able to read his writing to the teacher.

The text demonstrates use of the following ourcomes.

(W 1.2) Scudent reads own text (C).

(W 1.3)  Uses known or copied words in writing (D).
Leaves spaces between words (E).
Experiments with punctuation marks (F).

Usually writes from left to right, top to bottom of page (G).
Uses the environmenr as a stimulus for writing (H).

Begins ro use strategies to proofread work (I).

Asks teacher for help with writing (J).

Lists several items of information about a topic (A).
Describes two or more events in sequence (B).

(W 1.4)

(W2.1)

Appendix B. Marking the text. (Education DepartmehWWestern Australia 1998, 31).
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English Learning Outcomes

UNDERSTANDING
LANGUAGE

1. Students understand that
the way language is used varies

according to context.

ATTITUDES,
VALUES AND
BELIEFS

2. Students understand that
language has an important

CONVENTIONS
3. Students use the
conventions of Standard
Australian Fnglish with
understanding and eritical

effect on the ways in which awareness.
they view themselves and the
world in which they live.
PROCESSES AND LISTENING SPEAKING

STRATEGIES

4. Students select from a
repertoire of processes and
strategies by reflecting on their
understanding of the way
language works for a variety of

purposes in a range of
contexts,

VIEWING

7. Students view a wide
range of visual texts with
purpose, understanding and

critical awareness.

5. Students listen with
purpose, understanding and
critical awareness in a wide

range of situations.

6. Students speak with
purpose and effect in a wide
range of contexts.

READING

8. Students read a wide
range of texts with purpose,
understanding and critical

awarerness.

WRITING

9. Students write for a
range of purposes and in a
range of forms using
conventions appropriate to
audience, purpose and

context.
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