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1
Introduction

In its memorandum on lifelong learning the European Commission has given priority to the improvement of basic skills, especially the “foundation skills of reading, writing and mathematics, as well as learning to learn”.
 In Turkey, the provision of these basic skills still remains to be an important problem for the education system. In spite of major efforts both by the Ministry of National Education and by many volunteer non governmental organizations, and despite the National Campaign to Support Education launched in 2001 under the auspices of the president’s wife, the official illiteracy rate of the country’s population is still above 12 %, with appalling inequalities between men and women, metropolises and countryside as well as rich and poor. Even more alarming is the high rate of girls and boys not enrolled in primary school or dropped out of it at an early age, because these children will one day become the illiterate adults in the Turkish society. Thus literacy education will continue to be a major task for governmental bodies and NGOs in Turkey.

Although literacy education in Turkey has to cover a huge population of more than 7.5 million illiterates, it is not only a matter of quantity. The way literacy classes are planned, provided with material, organized and delivered, that is the quality of literacy education, is a point of ongoing discussion inside and outside the Ministry of National Education (MoNE). 

In the frame of the “Support to Basic Education Program” (Ministry of National Education/European Commission) this technical report on “Teaching Adult Literacy in Turkey” has been designed to address some of the most immediate questions concerning the quality of literacy education. It tries to appraise the status quo of teaching adult literacy in Turkey as well as to give some recommendations and concrete proposals for activities which shall enhance the delivery of literacy education. 

The tasks given to the experts by the “Support to Basic Education Program” (SBEP) include:

· An appraisal of the nature and quality of the range of literacy approaches, content and materials current in Turkey, with comparative reference to best international practice.  

· An appraisal of current relevant capacity and practices within the Ministry of National Education’s Non Formal Education General Directorate.

· Clear, practical, recommendations for strengthening future practice, especially those that fall within the remit of the project to support.

· Costed proposals for project technical support to enhance the provision, on a pilot basis, of literacy programmes and activities, especially for key project target groups.

To accomplish the tasks given by the project, the national and the international consultant have conducted 33 in-depth-interviews with more than 50 stakeholders, ranging from ministry bureaucrats to representatives of NGOs, authors of literacy books, administrators and teachers of public education centres, volunteer educators of various NGOs, and participants in literacy courses.
 These interviews were completed by a thorough document analysis and five field observations in literacy classes of both the MoNE and NGOs.
 The assignment was placed in Ankara but also included field trips to the city and countryside of Van in the East of Turkey as well as to Istanbul. The cooperation of both the Ministry’s units and the NGOs was very helpful. 

We want to express our gratitude to all the stakeholders interviewed as well as to the non formal education experts of the “Support to Basic Education Program”, Nefise Özgül, David Smawfield and Job Arts. Without their support this task wouldn’t have been accomplished. Moreover, if we wouldn’t have got to know all the highly motivated people teaching and learning literacy, we wouldn’t have experienced the liveliness of literacy education.

In spite of the good working conditions this study is limited in several ways:

1.   Time constraints: Given the time constraints of an input of only 23 working days the technical report can only address selected issues in Turkish adult literacy which appeared to be the most urgent ones. Most importantly we confine our analysis to the first grade courses in literacy whereas we mention the second grade courses only in passing.

2.   Concept of adult literacy: This study focuses solely on the programs related to adult literacy in the broader sense: interventions aimed at addressing problems, for individuals and for society, related to adult literacy. 

3.  Lack of empirical research: Given the lack of comprehensive scientific research on literacy programs in Turkey, it hasn’t been possible to draw final, justifiable conclusions on the quality and performance of specific programs. Rather we have given descriptions of several literacy programs including analytical remarks and questions which shall point at problematic practices of literacy education.

This technical report is divided into 12 chapters. After an executive summary (chapter 2) we give an overview on some numeric indicators for illiteracy among adults in Turkey and identify the most important target groups for literacy education (chapter 3). In chapter 4 we explore the existing approaches to teaching adult literacy in Turkey and their quantitative scope. Here we stress the fact that the most important target groups (women and marginalized populations) are not sufficiently reached by the existing programs. 

The following chapters are dedicated to a qualitative analysis of the existing approaches to literacy teaching. These analysis include the general teaching-learning approach as well as the literacy technique, contents and teacher training. We start with the Ministry of National Education’s literacy approach which is compared with best international best practices (chapter 5). Then we go on to discuss other approaches (chapter 6), including the functional adult literacy program of the Foundation for Mother and Child Education (chapter 6.1), the simplified literacy education program of the Rotary Club (chapter 6.2), the politico-educative approach of the People’s Houses Association (chapter 6.3) and finally the modernization approach of the Association for the Support of Modern Life (chapter 6.4). 

Organizational issues which we address in chapter 7 are of equal importance for the quality of literacy education. In chapter 8 we describe the literacy program development capacity of the ministry, and finally, in chapter 9, we present our results and recommendations for teaching adult literacy in Turkey. 

Ankara, 5th March 2004, Fevziye Sayılan & Arnd-Michael Nohl

2. 
Executive Summary 

In Turkey the provision of literacy skills remains to be an important problem. In spite of major efforts both by the government and NGOs, the official illiteracy rate of the country’s population is still at 12,5 %, with appalling inequalities between women (of whom 20, 1 % are illiterate) and men, metropolises and countryside, west and east as well as rich and poor. In view of the high rate of young girls and boys not enrolled in primary schools (10, 21%) it is to be expected that literacy education will continue to be a major task for governmental bodies and NGOs in Turkey.

Yet the provision of literacy education is not only a matter of quantity but also of quality. This technical report, prepared for the Support to Basic Education Program of the MoNE/EC, focuses on the quality of literacy education, that is the way literacy classes are planned, provided with material, organized and delivered.

The Ministry of National Education (MoNE) is the major provider for literacy education in Turkey. In 2002 it has, by its public education centres, organized more than 6000 literacy courses for nearly 300.000 illiterate people. The Ministry cooperates with other governmental bodies (Army, Ministry of Justice) as well as with several NGOs. Apart from its own literacy program the ministry has authorized two programs developed and implemented by the Rotary Club and the Foundation for Mother and Child Education, respectively. Yet according to Turkish law the MoNE is exclusively authorized to certify literacy skills and literacy programs.

The 1st grade adult literacy program of the MoNE aims at enabling people to write and read Turkish, making them good citizens and enhancing their capacity in everyday life skills. This program has been adapted from the primary school Turkish language program and thus does not fully comply with the requirements of modern adult learning theory. The overall teaching/learning approach of the program focuses the right behaviours of reading and writing rather than the processes of understanding, analysing and creating language. The literacy technique is the sentence method which is very systematically followed in the program, though there are some reservations if participants finally learn not only how to read but also to write their own words and sentences. The contents of the 1st grade adult literacy program are entirely oriented towards village life or life in a town. Rather than cross examining traditional gender roles the contents tend to support them. Regarding democracy the contents of the textbooks rather express the expectations of the state towards a good citizen than making the participants familiar with their democratic rights and how to seek them. Teacher training is only given to volunteers whereas MoNE-teachers are supposed to be able to know how to teach literacy from their practice with children.

Alternative approaches to literacy are those of the Foundation for Mother and Child Education and of the Rotary Club. 

The Foundation for Mother and Child Education provides a functional adult literacy program in which literacy is taught in an inductive way, using the phonetic literacy technique. The overall approach to learning and teaching focuses on understanding, analytical skills and the life-world related pre-knowledge of learners. Topics and messages inserted in the course books appear to be very useful for the life of women, though there are certain shortcomings concerning gender issues (focus on traditional gender roles) and issues of democratic participation and seeking one’s civil and human rights. In spite of these shortcomings this program provides – by its general teaching approach ( a strong basis for the democratic empowerment especially of women. 

The Rotary Club has introduced a simplified literacy education program which focuses learning by action. Though sharing some similarities with the sentence method this program foresees to start with a collective activity in the classroom (e.g. cooking tea) and then describing it in sentences which constitute the material for learning literacy. Though this method stresses the importance of creativity and action in literacy, there are also certain reservations: Participants learn rather to read than to write, there are doubts whether the course is long enough, suitable for older participants and whether the teacher training is sufficient. 

Other NGOs accomplish their literacy work by taking the programs of either the ministry or the foundation and by adding their own contents. Whereas the People’s Houses Association tries to politicise participants the Association for the Support of Modern Life intends to modernize them. Such NGOs, especially the latter one, provide a major and sustainable source of literacy volunteers.

The organization of literacy education is crucial, since shortcomings in providing classrooms, teacher payment etc. ultimately lead to a setback in quality of education. Although the organization of literacy classes is based on demand, teachers and volunteer educators take major efforts to increase demand and to make illiterate people in the field aware of their need for education. Yet the provision of suitable classrooms continues to be a problem of cooperation between public education centres and NGOs on the one side and primary schools on the other.  As literacy work is accomplished both by paid and unpaid teachers and educators, there are certain tensions between them. A further problem is connected to unequal payment to teachers by the MoNE and the Rotary Club respectively. The length of courses is a frequently discussed issue in the field. The common opinion of all practitioners of literacy education is to prolong the duration of courses.

The literacy program development capacity of the MoNE is reduced to the work of one responsible director of the respective department, accompanied by volunteer work of professors who write literacy books. 

As a result of the evaluation study several activities have been recommended which can be differentiated into urgently recommended activities, other activities to be accomplished during the duration of the SBEP and activities beyond the scope of the SBEP. As an urgent activity it is suggested to develop new course material (text book, exercise book, teacher’s guide book) which is oriented towards poor people’s (especially women’s) life in big cities, is sensitive to gender issues and democracy and pays attention to the learning characteristics of adults. In addition it is suggested to produce a resource book for adult literacy teaching in order to enhance teachers’ capacity. The production of these books will be accompanied by teacher training. Other activities recommended for later implementation within the project include enhancing the attractiveness of 2nd grade courses. Recommendations for the concern of the MoNE cover developing a genuine adult education approach to literacy and strengthening adult pedagogical capacity of teachers. The most immediate recommendations are then transformed into an Activity Plan.

3. 
Literacy Among Adults in Turkey: Numeric Indicators 

In Turkey, the literacy rates and basic population and development indicators are obtained from the General Population Census. The official statistics regarding the status of literacy past 2000 is taken from the Year 2000 General Census results and projected. In this context, according to the latest State Bureau of Statistics data, 12.5% of the total population is illiterate. The rate for males is 4.7% while the rate for women is 20.1%. 

	Rate of Adult Literacy (%)
	   1997
	    1998
	      1999
	   2000
	  2001
	 2002

	Total               
	   85.1
	      85.8
	       86.3            
	   86.5
	   86.3
	  87.5

	Male 
	   93.8
	      94.3 
	       94.4
	   94.5
	   94.0
	  95.3

	Female 
	   76.6 
	      77.3  
	       78.3 
	   78.4
	   78.3
	  79.9



Source: State Bureau of Statistics, Population and Development Indicators, 2003

However, although the official statistics do give us an idea of the current situation, it is necessary to be cautious as to whether it reflects the reality completely. The statistics, especially for literacy rates, are collected by conducting questionnaires in the general census. The reliability of data that are collected by way of an individual’s verbal statement is questionable. The persons being questioned may or may not state that they are illiterate. Due to embarrassment or apprehensiveness felt in the community/society, the information given could be often be misleading. Again, in general it is the (male) head of the family who answers the questions, also giving the information concerning the other members of the family. A husband who does not want to send his wife to a literacy course may well hide the fact that she is illiterate. We know that a lot of women do not attend the courses because they cannot get permission from their husbands. Therefore, although we cannot know the exact figures, it is accepted that there is a hidden section of the population which is still illiterate. Hence the figures of illiteracy are probably higher. 

The Ministry of National Education continues to reach the illiterate by the use of the Public Education Centers. Each Public Education Center must conduct a field survey to identify the illiterate in its area. These centres conduct the identification work together with the primary school principals and the neighborhood mukhtars. There are difficulties experienced in scanning the homes one by one because there is not enough staff. In recent years, NGO’s and especially the Association for the Support of Modern Life have voluntarily identified the illiterate and have offered literacy courses in the metropolises.

Determining the rate of illiteracy in the metropolises is especially difficult. The rapid population movement in the cities which have a high rate of migration and new areas of settlement makes it difficult to monitor illiteracy. The Public Education Centers in the metropolises can only rely on statistics when determining the targets/objectives in a campaign. Yet even the authorities feel that they cannot do anything regarding unrealistic figures.

Although in recent years the rate of literacy and the rate of enrolment in school have been clearly improved as a result of the introduction of compulsory 8 year primary education in 1997 and the Support to National Education Campaign started in 2001, the rate of illiteracy amongst a large section of the population is still existent. A total of 7.5 million people are illiterate.

Illiteracy should not be seen as a problem only amongst adults. The rate of enrolment in school also shows the rate of illiteracy of children. According to the year 2000 data from MoNE, one in every then child who is at the compulsory school age is not in school, the rate for boys being 7.63% and the rate for girls being 11.6%.
 

	
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Net Rate of Enrolment in Primary Education (%)

Total 
	81.08
	83.59
	90.45
	90.80
	89.79 

	 Male
	86.28
	91.00
	95.15
	93.62
	92.37

	 Female 
	75.61
	75.78
	85.53 
	87.78 
	87.04


Source: State Bureau of Statistics, Population and Development Indicators, 2003
Although, according to the results of the 2000 General Census, illiteracy amongst school aged children and youth is a problem, the rate of illiteracy of people out of school age is higher. The rate of illiteracy that is effected by inequalities in education due to social class, regions and gender is very apparent. From urban to rural regions, from western to eastern Turkey, from higher to lower social classes, from men to women, from children to adults, the rate of illiteracy is rising.

The most evident difference is seen in the income level. The section of the population that is of the lowest income earning population has a higher rate of illiteracy compared to the higher income earning sections of the population. The rate of literacy is increasing as the level of income increases, which shows that there is a correlation between illiteracy and poverty.
 According to the year 2000 General Census results, the rate of illiteracy amongst women in Ankara is 7.5% in general but the rate increases to 18.5% in the slum areas.

When we look at the distribution of the illiterate population, we can see that it makes a difference in the literacy status whether they live in the urban areas or in the rural regions. 

	
	Total %
	Female %
	Male %
	Difference %

	% Rate of Adult Literacy (Rural)
	79.01
	69.24
	91.02
	21.78

	% Rate of Adult Literacy (Urban)
	89.85
	85.41
	96.14
	12.73


Source:  State Bureau of Statistics, 2003: 153-155

The rate of illiteracy increases as you go toward the East, from the city to the rural regions from Western Anatolia, where the level of income is higher. As can be seen from the table shown below, the highest rate of illiteracy is in the South Eastern and Eastern regions, and the lowest illiteracy rate is in the Marmara and Aegean region. 

Literacy Rates According to Regions and Gender (over the age of 6) (2000 General Census)

	  Regions
	Total Female Rate of Literacy in the Female Population  (%)
	Total Male Rate of Literacy in the Male Population (%)

	South East
	                     61
	                     74

	 East
	                     65
	                     77

	 Black Sea
	                     79
	                     86

	 Central Anatolia
	                     85
	                     90

	 Aegean
	                     84
	                     90 

	 Marmara 
	                     88
	                     92

	 Mediterrean
	                     82
	                     88


Source: meb.gov.tr/stats, 2003

The statistics show that the rate of illiteracy and the low rate of enrolment in school is also a gender problem. The government aims at “making education attractive, especially for girls” within the framework of developing educational policies to meet the needs of different genders. However instead of a literacy program which is based on gender it is still foreseen to give both genders equal opportunities and responsibilities. For this reason, although there have been improvements in the female literacy rate and in the rate of girls in school, the problem of gender in education still continues. This situation is especially striking in the numeric data.

Although there are parallels between men and women regarding the inequality concerning countryside and cities as well as between regions, it has to be stressed that the ratio of illiterate women is very high in general. It can be seen that the rate of illiteracy among women is more concentrated in the South East and the East and in the rural areas. Illiteracy decreases as you go from the South East towards the northwest. The highest rate of female illiteracy is observed in the South Eastern region with 39% and then followed by the East and the Black Sea region, 35% and 21% respectively. The rate drops down to 12 in the Marmara region. The rate of illiteracy of women in the urban areas is 14.5% and is increased to 30.7% in the rural areas. For males, this rate is 3.8% in the urban areas and 8.9% in the rural areas. On the other hand, with the ongoing migration from the rural East to the urban West the illiteracy problem is carried to the urban areas. There is a serious literacy problem in cities which have a high rate of migrants, metropolitan areas and especially in disadvantaged areas. In the disadvantaged areas of Ankara, 1 woman out of 5 is illiterate.
 

It is also evident that the rate of illiteracy amongst elderly women is higher. The rate which is 5.2% in women of the 15-19 age group is increased to 52.9% in women of the 50-59 age group.
 This shows that women increasingly profit from education.

Even though there have been developments in the last 10 years (especially the rate of enrolment has improved in primary education since the basic education reform and the education campaigns), in the face of the rapid increase in population it is projected by UNESCO that until 2015 the figures can only be decreased to 5 million illiterate and that 80% of these will be women. 

4.
Teaching  Adult  Literacy in Turkey: Existing Approaches and  Numeric  Indicators 

Throughout the history of the Republic literacy courses and campaigns played a great role in increasing the literacy rates in Turkey. With the primary education law which came into force in 1924, the primary education became compulsory. As a parallel to this law, courses were established in the year 1924 directed towards illiterate adults. Subsequently literacy campaigns were organised during the following 80 years (in the years 1928, 1960, 1971, 1981, 2001). 

In 1983, the law no. 2841, called “The Law To Make The Citizens Literate Who Are Out Of Compulsory Education Age And To Provide Training And Teaching At Primary Education Level”, came into force and fixed the literacy related responsibilities of the MoNE and other state institutions. By this law MoNE and General Directorate of Apprenticeship and Non Formal Education were identified as the full responsible bodies for literacy courses. Besides this law stipulated that other state organisations must cooperate with the MoNE, that the private sector has to inform the MoNE about illiterate workers and has to allow them to attend the respective courses. By the same law illiterate citizens were also obliged to participate in literacy courses. Besides, with the Trade Union Law no 2821, it had become compulsory for trade unions to establish literacy courses for their illiterate members. According to the § 42 of the Turkish constitution, basic education is compulsory. It is provided as a public service to all citizens free of charge. The legal basis which guarantees the right to education and the legal framework which organizes the institutional obligations and the cooperation between institutions is thought through and structured in a sophisticated way.

Within this legal frame, the literacy education of the population out of the compulsory school age is originally provided in Public Education Centres run by the MoNE’s General Directorate of Apprenticeship and Non Formal Education. There are first grade and second grade adult literacy courses organized as a parallel to the primary education program. The first grade courses (90 hours) aim at teaching basic literacy skills whereas the second  grade courses (180 hours) are organized as a completory education and at the end of this education a certificate is issued to the graduates equivalent to the 5th grade of primary education. Those who graduate from the first grade literacy course receive the right to continue with the second grade  course. Those who graduate from the second grade course are allowed to enrol in open primary education. 

Although literacy education targets the whole illiterate population, priority has been given to the following groups: the economically active population between 14 and 45 of age, women  and poor people in the urban and rural regions.
 

4.1
Cooperation with Official State Organisations 

The cooperation between MoNE and state organisations are, as a requirement of law, of a continuous nature. This cooperation with state organisations is organized in protocols. In protocols signed between MoNE, the Military Forces and the Ministry of Justice, the organization of literacy courses for illiterate soldiers and prison-mates is foreseen. The mentioned organisations identify the illiterate individuals and the public education centres provide course material, teachers and certificates.
 
In the courses offered within the cooperation with the Military Forces, 99.087 privates were given literacy training between the years 2000 and 2003. In the cooperation with the Ministry of Justice, 9.311 prisoners were educated in first grade literacy and 5.904 prisoners in second grade literacy between January 1997 and December 2002.
 

4.2
Cooperation with Non Governmental Organizations

It can be observed that the cooperation between MoNE and NGOs has increased since the year 2000. This cooperation continuous, like the one with state organizations, within the framework of protocols signed by the MoNE and two NGOs. These volunteer organisations identify illiterate persons, practice their own literacy program by their own teachers and they supply their own teaching materials. However the certificates for successfull graduates are given by the MoNE. 

One of the NGOs which have signed an agreement with the MoNE is the Foundation for Mother and Child Education (AÇEV). This agreement allows the foundation to implement its own Functional Adult Literacy Program (İYOP). The program is mainly based on volunteer teaching. The volunteers who are at least high school graduates are trained in a 3 weeks’ course of the foundation. 

The second protocol has been signed by the MoNE and the Turkish Rotary Club. According to this protocol the Rotary Club has been able to implement its Simplified Literacy Education Program (KOYE) since 2000. Whereas in the first years priority was given to training teachers and volunteers in the Eastern and South Eastern provinces, in the coming years the Ministry wants to limit the Simplified Literacy Education Program to four metropolitan provinces for the sake of a thorough monitoring of the KOYE program.
 

Both the Rotary Club and the Foundation for Mother and Child Education train their own volunteers as well as teachers in the IYOP and KOYE programs.

4.3
Public Education Centres and Literacy Courses

Since the establishment of the Republic, due to the dissemination of primary education and to the efforts taken in adult literacy education, the rate of literacy has increased from 11% in 1921 to 19.2% in 1935, 32.5% in 1950, 39.5% in 1960, 56.2 in 1970, 54.7% in 1980, 80.5% in 1990 and 87.3% in 2000. It can be observed that the rate of literacy was significantly increased in the years 1960, 1971, 1981, 1992 and 2001 when large scale literacy campaigns were conducted.
 

Unfortunately the latest detailed statistical information on non formal education dates back to the years 1997-98 when the State Statistics Institute published a respective study.
 The only updated statistics available are the numerical data in the MoNE’s yearly publications.
 According to the MoNE data, 579.000 people attended and completed courses offered by the public education centres between the years 1997 and 2001.
 In the year 2002, a total of 294.629 participants attended the 6.106 coures offered by the centres, of which 104.962 were male and 189.667 were female.
 

The main responsibility of the 922 public education centres which are active throughout Turkey is to offer literacy courses. Although the Functional Adult Literacy Program (İYOP) and the Simplified Literacy Education Program (KOYE) which are equivalent to the MoNE first grade literacy course are offered througout Turkey, it is evident from the table below that the number of participants in the MoNE’s first grade literacy courses (198,494 participants) are approximatly 14 times more than the former programs (14,516 participants). 

  Courses offered between the dates 8 September 2002 and 8 December 2003

	Type of Course
	Number of Courses
	Female
	Male
	Total

	First Grade Literacy Course
	11.262
	132.213
	67.281
	198.494

	Other Methods (İYOP and KOYE) 
	
	10.386
	9.130
	14.516

	Total
	11.262
	142.599
	76.411
	217.010

	Second Grade Literacy Course 
	4.365
	40.575
	41.682
	82.257

	General Total
	15.627
	183.174
	118.093
	299.267


This situation shows that for the sake of sustainability of literacy education public budgets need necessarily to be increased. However, as a result of the neo-liberal educational policies, the budget for education has constantly dropped in the past 10 years.
 The margin that is allocated to the General Directorate of Apprenticeships and Non-Formal Education, which is already small, should be increased. Additionally, the approach of the MoNE to encourage volunteer participation should continue.

Another important problem of literacy education is the discontinuous attendance and/or dropt-out of course participants. In the year 1997/1998 from which the latest detailed data on literacy education is available the difference in the number of enroled students and of course graduates was significant.
 However it has been observed that where the attractiveness of literacy courses has been improved by giving poor illiterates material support (coal, wood and food), the problem of non-attendance and drop out has even grown.
 

However, questions toward the quality of literacy education may be raised in view of a second problem which has been observed during the past years. There is a large number of participants who attend the first grade literacy course twice.
 This situation points to the problem of effectiveness of literacy courses. Concerning this problems some representatives of the General Directorate for Apprenticeship and Non Formal Education and literacy teachers state that the duration of the first grade course of 90 hours and the duration of the second grade course of 180 hours are not sufficient to learn to read and write. 

4.4
Campaigns and Projects

On the 8th of September 2001, the National Campaign to Support Education Campaign has started under the auspices of the President’s wife, Mrs Semra Sezer. It has been the target of this campaign to reach 2 million people in 4 years. The table below shows the number of courses and the number of participants from the start of the campaign (8 September 2001) until 8th September 2003. These numbers include all literacy courses organized in public education centres.

Number of Courses Offered and Number of Participants in the scope of the National Campaign to Support Education

	Courses
	Number of Courses
	Female
	Male
	Total

	First Grade Literacy Course
	22.883
	310.711
	140.815
	451.526

	Second Grade Literacy Course 
	7.901
	75.984
	75.509
	151.493

	Total
	30.784
	386.695
	216.324
	603.019


 


Source: www.cyem.meb.gov.tr/okuma yazma kursları, 2003

The courses have been organized by a national secretary established at the Presidency. Commitees of the 81 provincial governeurs have opened literacy courses in the whole country. Approximately 100 Non Governmental Organizations have participated in this campaign, offering volunteer educators, financial support and promotion. 

Apart from the national campaign the MoNE organizes specific projects which include literacy courses directed to specifically disadvantaged social groups and underdeveloped areas. Two of these projects shall be described briefly, the “Development of the Education of Young Girls and Women Project”  and the “Support to Social Development and Employment in the Eastern and South Eastern Region Project”.

The “Development of the Education of Young Girls and Women Project” was implemented during the years 1997-2000. Along with income generating and vocational courses this project offered literacy courses to all adults, primarily targeting young girls and women. However the figures given for this project by the MoNE show that a slight majority of the participants of literacy courses were male.
 
The “Support to Social Development and Employment in the Eastern and South Eastern Region Project” has offered literacy education to adults, primarily to young girls and women who experience poverty related to social and economic reasons in the East and South East.  These courses were organised together with courses for basic life skills, income generating skills and employment incentive vocational skills training. In the scope of this project, between September 2001 and October 2002, a total of 151.213 participants attended the 7730 literacy courses of which 64.812 were female and 86.401 were male.
 As both projects were directed towards young girls and women but in fact served the needs of men, it becomes apparent how difficult it is to find an adequate approach to reach the most needy target group for literacy education, that is, to reach female illiterates.

5. 
Analysis of the Ministry of National Education’s Literacy Approach
The first grade adult literacy program of the MoNE is the main program used throughout Turkey. It is not only implemented by the MoNE but has been also adopted by other governmental bodies (e.g. Army, Ministry of Justice) and NGOs (e.g. “Association for the Support of Modern Life”). The first grade adult literacy program of the MoNE comprises of 45 units of 2 hours each. The program is outlined in an educational program and implemented in a text book accompanied by an exercise book and a teacher’s guide book. The objectives of the program are – as expressed by the MoNE (: 

· to ensure that adults are able to write and read; 

· to ensure that adults are able to understand and speak Turkish and to express themselves in this language; 

· to educate adults as good citizens. That means to enhance their understanding of labour and social life and to develop their capacity to solve everyday life problems as well as to strengthen their sensitivity for the family, the environment, the democracy and – as a main focus – for the nation and the state.

The following analysis is based on a thorough examination of the written material of this program as well as on stakeholder interviews and observations in adult literacy classes. Where appropiate the findings will be compared with best international practice. 

We start with the general approach to teaching and learning underlying the literacy program (5.1). Then we go on to analyse the literacy technique (5.2) and the literacy contents (5.3) and proceed with the teacher training (5.4). The results of this analysis are summarized in the end of this chapter.

5.1  
The General Approach to Teaching and Learning

The general teaching/learning approach adopted in this program may be termed as “behaviouristic”. With the term “behaviouristic” we want to suggest that the whole argumentation of the program is implicitly based on the behaviour both of teachers and students rather than on their capability to understand, analyse or creatively construct language. 

Some sentences in the first part of the teacher’s guide book may serve as an example for this behaviouristic approach implicitly underlying the program. Describing the characteristics of guide books the authors write that “one should not only stick to the main lines of guides but also take into regard its details”
. With reference to the adult literacy text book they write that “the teacher must ensure that the exercises in the exercise book are being done in accordance to their sequence within the curriculum. Also while doing the exercises one must obey the advices of the guide”
. While in these sentences the behaviour of teachers is defined and sanctioned, in the next sentence the students’ behaviour is described: “The exercise of each page must be completely done by the students.”
 The teachers are being obliged to control students’ behaviour: “To identify the progress of the students and to take the necessary measures, the reading and writing activities have to be evaluated very often.”
 This behaviouristic approach fits well with describing literacy only as a “skill”, thus reducing it to a rather technical issue
 which is not connected with specific life experience. 

The behaviouristic approach of the program is also reflected in the plans for the 45 literacy units. While the teachers are allowed a certain flexibility concerning the length of each unit, they are obliged to follow these plans. The plans for the 45 units are indeed very sophisticated, very systematic and each unit does build on the achievements of the previous one. The plans consist of very detailed instructions for the teachers’ and students’ behaviours. More or less each sentence is a direct or indirect imperative. For example in the plan for the first unit the authors write: “The teachers have to emphasize the usefulness of reading and writing and to draw attention to the fact that literate people are not in need of help of others to read and write letters and enrich their knowledge and experience by reading books and newspapers.” Or: “Introduce yourself. Write your name, surname on the blackboard.”
 

This behaviouristic approach, although it is not explicitly stated, is very systematically followed throughout the program, especially in the guide book. In the plans for each unit the teachers find clear, understandable and sufficient advice as to how he/she should behave in the classroom. Yet the teacher doesn’t find any explanation as to why he/she should show the suggested behaviour. Apart from some general remarks on the literacy method (see chapter 5.2) the teachers are not introduced to the reasons and explanations for specific provisions of the plans. 

While the behaviouristic approach of the guide book is in itself very logic and done in a very sophisticated way, it leaves virtually no room for the creativity of teachers and for the needs of students. In the case that students express the need for repeating specific exercises or for discussing problems related to their life-experience, the guide book doesn’t give any help to teachers as to how to answer such needs. Although the book allows some (though very restricted) freedom to depart from the plans, it doesn’t help teachers to use their own creativity. Furthermore, as the book is so systematically and densely written it makes each deviation a risk. Because teachers are not enabled to really understand why they are doing what, they will not be able to return when they have departed from the plans. The general behaviouristic approach of the guide book thus makes teachers’ creativity as well as consideration of the students’ life-experience a risk rather than an advantage.

In the textbooks of the MoNE the behaviouristic approach is reflected in a restriction on the combination of pictures with texts, both telling the story of a family in a village
 or in a small town
. The textbooks only foresee to expose participants to the text and to make them infer the contents of the text from the pictures. But it doesn’t foresee (language-)analytical tasks. Even the exercise books are based on two different kinds of tasks which both fit well into the behaviouristic approach: (1) The focus is on sentences which the learners have to read, then to repeatedly write and thus to memorize. (2) As the course moves on, an increasing emphasis is given to multiple-choice tasks (e.g. insert the suitable word out of a choice of 5 into a sentence). There is not even one single exercise which instigates the learner to creatively write his/her own sentences or texts. And there isn’t any task of which the answer is not already given by the authors of the books.

Thus the Ministry’s approach “focuses primarily on building word recognition skills through repeated exposure to print; there is minimal instruction on word analytic strategies. Likewise, there is no focus on building critical thinking and strategic reading skills that enhance text comprehension.”

In our observations of teaching practices and in our stakeholder interviews it became apparent that there are teachers who follow the behaviouristic provisions of the program very closely. Yet there are also teachers of the MoNE who try to pay more attention to understanding, analysing and creatively constructing language together with the class.

Where teaching and learning is approached behaviouristically, that is, as a question of input and output, the process in between tends to be neglected. In the following example the teacher of a second grade adult literacy course teaches her students a unit called “Turkey and its neighbours”:

The teacher first asked the students what neighbours they know, e.g. from the TV-news. The students were able to name at about 4 neighbours. Then the teacher showed the northwest of Turkey, told the students that there is not only the Marmara Sea but also two countries, asking them how they are called. She asked one student personally who could only identify Greece. The teacher added “Bulgaria”. Then she formed a sentence: In the northwest of Turkey there is Greece and Bulgaria”. Before she said “Greece”, she stopped shortly and thus encouraged the students to join her, so everybody in the classroom could then say “Greece and Bulgaria”. This sentence then was written on the blackboard. The students copied this sentence under control of the teacher. After the teacher had repeated this procedure with every direction, she asked students to give her the name of country in specific directions. If the student then gave the wrong answer, the teacher told her not to memorize but to look at the map on the blackboard, which was rather small. This teaching pattern was then repeated with all neighbour countries of Turkey.

In this short excerpt from an observation protocol the teacher bases her teaching on the pre-knowledge of her students. But then she exposes the participants to additional knowledge on the neighbours of Turkey, repeating this information in a sentence joined in by the students. The meaning of the neighbouring countries or of the directions as conceived by the students are not under discussion. Rather it is the expected behaviour (to identify the right countries) the teacher focuses on. This behaviour then is repeated and memorized by the students. This is continued in the writing exercise as well as in the control exercise. 

In the control exercise it becomes apparent that the teacher herself is not explicitly and intentionally following a behaviouristic pattern (which would inevitably lead to memorizing the sentences). Instead she expects the students not to memorize, although she doesn’t give them any assistance in finding different learning strategies.

In the following example of a first grade course we find a combination of memorization and an analytical approach:

The educator asks the participants to read aloud paragraphs in the text book. From the pages 15 to 33 each student then reads out one paragraph in a very fluent way. Then the educator asks one student to summarize what has been read. The student stands up and begins to summarize very nicely. At a point the educator interrupts her and asks a question concerning some other detail of the text. This time a second student stands up and answers this question. There are another two or three questions posed, each answered by a different student who stands up. Some answers are given in the students’ own sentences, but most answers are formulated in the textbook’s wording.

In this excerpt of the observation the teacher focuses on the analytical aspect of text understanding. By letting the students summarize the text and by posing them further questions she makes the students think about the text. Nonetheless some students don’t summarize the text in an analytical way, that is, by finding their own adequate words for the story, but rather repeat some sentences memorized before. This shows that even where the teacher tries to follow a non-behaviouristic style the system of the textbook and its underlying program make the students memorize.

In the stakeholder interviews many teachers seemed to stick to the approach of the MoNE program without questioning what they are doing when they are teaching literacy. That means these teachers behave as expected from them by the program and teach to ensure the requested behaviour by their students. But there are also teachers who analyse what could be the best way of teaching literacy, who think about the meaning of literacy and about the meaning of what is taught in the literacy course and who also make their own students adopt an analytical approach to language. Yet these teachers complain about the lack of material and (scientific) advice they could base their activities on. 

In the context of current international debates on general teaching/learning approaches to literacy one can contrast the behaviourist and memorization-based approach of the MoNE-program with more constructivist approaches: Whereas a view of reading based on constructivist principles “emphasizes the student as an active learner, capable of integrating information with existing knowledge, and capable of engaging in self monitoring procedures, thereby making the process student-centred”, approaches based on the behaviourist theory viewed the literacy process “as teacher-directed, as skills taught in isolation, and regarded students as passive learners”
. Furthermore, in the behaviourist approach learning is linear and focuses on control by the teacher. In contrast the constructivist approach focuses on problem solving, analytical and meaning related thinking and stresses the link between comprehension of texts and the life-experience of learners. 

It should be mentioned that the adoption of either approach has also its effects on the literacy techniques and contents. Whereas a behaviouristic approach not only fixes the expected behaviour of students but also that of the teachers, constructivist approaches allow and even encourage the teacher to use their own creativity.

It is to question if the behaviouristic approach is sufficient to teach functional literacy. “A literacy skill that is confined to the mechanics of reading and writing is insufficient. If a human being wants to reach the level of a functional literate, he/she must be able to use the literacy skills at a level on which he/she is able to answer the expectations of the society he/she lives in. This makes it necessary to overcome the mechanical direction [of literacy; AMN & F.S.] and to make people enjoy a basic education in accordance with the conditions of the regional society and the country”.
 An approach which shifts the centre of teaching from the teacher to the learners and their life-experience would also comply with best international practices. “In many instances, authoritarian methodologies and skills-based curricula, emphasizing copying and memorization, have been replaced by a variety of student-centred approaches. Facilitators are trained to draw out learners’ own knowledge and capitalize on their prior experience. In addition, some literacy classes offer opportunities for adults to learn how to incorporate traditional ways of knowing with basic education skills that will help to lead them into fuller participation in the modern world.”

5.2
The Literacy Technique

The literacy technique adopted by the MoNE is the “sentence method”. This method is shortly described in the program of the first grade literacy course. The program first stresses the assumption that there isn’t any difference between literacy learning of children and adults: “It has been found out in the research done on reading and writing in our language that children and illiterate adults show the same psychological characteristics.”
 Then it goes on to state: “For this reason the ‘sentence method’ will be used in adult literacy education as it is used in the primary schools.”
 

The research referred to in the quotation above was an experimental comparison between three different literacy techniques (the “letter method”, the “word method” and the “sentence method”) applied around the year 1960 in three different classrooms in the Turkish armed forces. Though it is claimed that this experiment was “appropriate to the techniques of scientific experiment”, it has to be questioned if the result of this experiment, that is, that “the ‘sentence method’ is the most appropriate literacy teaching method”
 in Turkey, is valid and reliable. Whereas it is difficult to assess reliability because this experiment is not described in detail, the problems of validity are obvious: The experiment is confined to young, male persons in the strong hierarchical structure of the army of the 1960s. Its results don’t necessarily apply to women, older people and to the volunteer adult literacy classes of today.

The ‘sentence method’ is briefly described in the program: “According to the sentence method which is to be used in adult literacy education, literacy will start with short sentences with few syllables. As time passes the sentences will be divided into words and the words into syllables, then the vowels and consonants within the syllables will be shown. After this, new sentences and easy texts will be developed out of the words and syllables.”

Yet though it is foreseen that the sentence method also includes the analysis of sentences and their differentiation into words and syllables, the examination of the teacher’s guide book shows that the more analytical approach to literacy starts very late. As is apparent from the advices of this book, in the first 15 units (that is the first third of the whole course) the teachers are forbidden to analyse sentences and to differentiate them into words or syllables. The teachers are given the advice to “avoid reading or letting the students read the texts by separating them into words and syllables”
. Stating that there is enough space to separate sentences into words and syllables during the writing exercises, the reason given for this advice refers to the natural flow of reading, its speed and problems of understanding. 

If one has a closer look into the book, it becomes apparent that the separation of sentences into words only starts with the 16th unit whereas the separation of words into syllables starts only with the 25th unit. The separation into letters is left for the 34th unit. That means that for a very long time teachers and students are obliged to work only with sentences. This also means that only a short part of the whole course is given for analysing sentences and – if at all – for recombining and forming new words and sentences. In the guide book the authors write: “To avoid chaos from the beginning of the course one must for a long time restrict oneself to only let write the sentences shown in the plans.”
 Only after 42 units the students are allowed to construct their own words out of syllables. There isn’t any unit which encourages students to write their own sentences or texts.

While the textbooks are only to be used for reading whole sentences and texts and don’t instigate any language-analytical activity,
 the exercise books give ( in the frame of the program outlined above ( some opportunity to first differentiate sentences into words and then words into syllables and finally into letters. Yet even where the book has introduced language-analytical activity the focus is still on repeatedly copying sentences. There isn’t any exercise in which learners are asked to analyse words and sentences and to recombine them out of their own creativity. 

In our observations of teaching practices and in our stakeholder interviews we have found out that not every teacher closely follows the sentence method. Although there is a significant proportion of teachers who work only with this technique, others have stated that they mix methods (e.g. they use additional syllable books
) and/or improvise. In a research on literacy teaching only 52,4 % of the interviewed 42 teachers stated that they follow the sentence method exclusively, whereas 45,2 % follow it only partially.
 This doesn’t indicate that the sentence method is not successful or inappropriate, but it shows that there may be a big proportion of literacy teachers who use improvised teaching techniques without any assistance by the Ministry.

Asked for their opinion on the sentence technique used in the MoNE’s literacy program, stakeholders have given different and sometimes even antagonistic answers. There wasn’t any class teacher (the typical teacher for literacy in public education centres) who entirely rejected the sentence technique. Yet there was a significant number of teachers who claimed this technique had turned out to be insufficient and needed to be supplemented by other literacy techniques (which yet were not specified). Volunteer educators in NGOs like the Association for the Support of Modern Life who use various methods (in some branches of this association educators work with the sentence method, in others they make use of the phonetic method) sometimes claim that the sentence method has turned out to be less appropriate for Turkish literacy classes than the phonetic method. 

The authors of the MoNE’s literacy books, Feyzi Öz and Firdevs Güneş, claim that the sentence technique is the most appropriate for the Turkish language. They base this claim on the assumption that adults think in entireties (“Gestalt”), resembled by sentences, in which then singular words are identified.
 This deductive method (deduction from the entirety of a sentence to the singularity of a sound) is contested by critics of the MoNE’s approach who claim that this assumption is falsified by scientific research which shows that learners “pay attention to all letters in a word and identify the meaning of a word by transforming letters and letter groups to sounds”.
 This assumption is supplemented by the argument that the MoNE’s approach is not adequate because it doesn’t pay attention to the affixes frequently used in the Turkish language.

Within this assignment it hasn’t been possible to evaluate the outcomes of the MoNE’s literacy courses concerning reading and writing skills and to compare them with those of other programs. There are also only few published evaluation researches on literacy acquisition comparing different programs. Two of the studies on the MoNE’s approach show that participants are very pleased with the course.
 Yet the fact that participants are satisfied with what they have learned in the course does not necessarily mean that their literacy performance is good. Evaluation based on the opinions of participants doesn’t give an insight to performance achievements. There is only one published comparative performance study on literacy programs in Turkey, but this study too cannot really assess the quality of singular teaching methods (e.g. the sentence method) but assesses the programs as entireties (without differentiating between method, teacher training, teacher motivation etc.).

However our own observations of the MoNE’s literacy courses and the opinion-based evaluation show that the focus on reading skills in the MoNE’s sentence technique is also reflected in the competencies of course graduates. Whereas a big proportion of graduates are able to read shorter and longer sentences and to write short notes (which constitute of a few words), only a small share of the graduates are able to write longer sentences as is requested e.g. in official applications.
 

By and large it has yet to be empirically analysed in a comprehensive comparative study, which, if any specific, literacy technique is appropriate for the Turkish language. As the MoNE’s responsible person for literacy program, Ömer Gülbay, states, regrettably there hasn’t been done any comprehensive scientific research on the process of adult literacy learning within the Turkish language.

The international discussion on literacy teaching methods indicates that it may be pointless to search for the best and most adequate method for teaching literacy to Turkish adults. “There is no fixed or prescribed didactics of literacy. Rather we observe a pluralism of methods … The methods formulated as independent concepts in the beginnings of literacy work (…) today must rather be understood as integrated parts of literacy than as independent and competing concepts.”
 Yet a plurality of methods should not be understood as an ‘anything goes’. Research done on adult illiterates stresses the fact that “the adult illiterate needs to learn the alphabetic principle and to acquire phonological awareness in order to become a successful reader.”
 This indicates that “adult literacy instruction in phonological and lexical (decoding) processes can be beneficial to many adult illiterates.”
 So even if literacy teaching is based solely on the sentence method, as it is in the MoNE’s approach, it will be very important to ensure phonological awareness raising and decoding skills earlier than proposed in the MoNE’s program.

5.3. 
Literacy Content 

The MoNE first grade adult literacy program content was established according to the general objectives of the Turkish education system. The content of this program consists of 7 main topics that aim at appropriate use of Turkish in conversation, basic arithmetics and citizenship besides mere literacy skills. These 7 main topics are the same as in the first three classes of the primary school, but slightly adapted for adults. These 7 topics are: 1) our family, 2) our close environment, 3) our nation, 4) our government, 5) our Republic and democracy, 6) Atatürk, 7) issues regarding our country. The teachers plan these lessons in detail according to the lesson plan and teach by using the Adults Reading Books. 

The most widespread Adults Reading Book was prepared by a commission chaired by Prof. Feyzi Öz in 2002 and 30,000 copies were printed. The book has a total of 59 pages, is coloured, large and has large font and has the appropriate characteristics for a first reading book.
 The contents of the book is structured around a rural family and the events surrounding them.

In the framework of the traditional family, this work is divided as the role of the men is to produce and the role of the women is to reproduce. The rural family is depicted in their routine farming work, the children’s schooling, marriage and military service, the neighbours and the relationships in the community, the carpet and literacy course that is opened in the village, birth, death and illness, emphasizing the stable, happy and simple village life. 

The book starts with the basic subject and predicate sentences (“Take (it) Ali”), then goes on to simple 3 word subject, object and predicate sentences (“Take the water Ali”) and then on to sentences that includes objectives and adverbs (“The product is very good Emine, it looks like there will be a lot of work today”). The stories are statements on actions and the dialogues are simple. 

Topics such as ways of getting good product, helpfulness, the virtue of hard working, cleanliness and good nutrition, making a family budget and shopping, respect and love in personal relationships, the necessity of paying tax and completing military service as a civil responsibility, the personal and community advantage of being literate, environmental consciousness, the importance of birth control and the value of daughters are emphasized appropriate to the curriculum. The family which is in the focus of the book is depicted as a family which constitutes an example by living to the goals foreseen by the program and the expectations of the state. The topics of the book were identified by different ministries, e.g. the Ministry of Health, the Ministry of Defence.
 In this way the norms of the program and the state are integrated in the texts.

MoNE authorities and teachers criticise the use of the rural family structure in the book content. It is stressed that with this content the book is not very attractive for the illiterate living in the city or in urban areas.
 

Although this literacy book formally may be accepted as adult education, there is an important problem regarding the basic pedagogical approach. That is, the contents are defined by a curriculum which does not allow adults to get to know their life-world and to use their experience as a source for education. 

The second adult reading book was prepared by a commission headed by Prof. Dr. Firdevs Güneş. In the year 2000 five thousands copies of this book were published. The book has 143 pages and it was printed with pictures and in big letters. 

The content of the book is related to a family which migrated from a village to a town and is living in a rural house with garden. A traditional gender division of labour is dominant in this family with two children. The father goes to work, the mother cares for the children, the children go to the school.

Like the first book, this book also starts with simple sentences and later long descriptive sentences are used. The themes are as follows: child care, environmental awareness, domestic division of labour, neighbourhood, social relations and solidarity, patriotism, missing the village life. In addition  an example of an official application and a format for writing a letter and also examples of folk songs and folk maxims are included in the book.

The material used in both books is formally appropriate as a literacy book. However the main problem is that the content is based upon the needs of children in primary schools and nly slightly changed for the purposes of adult education. As a result the books show the characteristics of children’s books. The characteristics of adult learning are not taken into account at all. The stories are simple without dramatic components and the life problems of the adults are very simplified. More importantly, the world of an illiterate adult is not this straightforward and carefree. The books, as it is, are not very attractive and interesting for adult. They idealisation of the family and rural life is not very convincing. The contents could instigate participants to think and to discuss their ideas even if they are focusing on the family. In this way a content could be developed which allows the participants to use their life-experience as a source for learning.

Even though there have been important legal changes after the 1995 Beijing Conference and although adult illiteracy is mostly a gender problem, contents still don’t reflect gender issues.  Rather it emphasises the traditional gender work sharing and how women can better perform their reproductive role. According to research done in recent years on sexism in school books, such books play an important role in the reproduction of traditional gender roles.
 This traditional gender role is reinforced in a similar way in the adult’s literacy materials.

Another important problem is that, although the topics of democracy and citizenship are mentioned both in the first grade program and in the adult literacy book, the issues of Nation, Republic and government suggest a passive form of citizenship. Issues such as the responsibilities of the citizen to the government, paying taxes, completing military service or abiding the law are emphasized but the issue of citizen rights has been ignored. The recent changes made in the civil code and the expansion of citizen rights in the frame of democratisation have not been reflected in the content. No efforts have been made to raise awareness of illiterates, who constitute the most disadvantaged group economically and socially, concerning issues of citizen rights, human rights, equality of men and women and democracy. 

International best practice shows that there is opportunity to improve literacy contents in three dimensions: Firstly, it is possible to mainstream gender activities in the literacy contents, that is to raise awareness of both male and female illiterates towards gender issues.
 Secondly it is possible to introduce components which teach critical thinking into the curriculum. Such a critical thinking should not only include issues of the democracy process in Turkey but also critical media reception.
 Thirdly, and most importantly, literacy material is increasingly produced on a local level, by both the teachers and learners concerned. In this way it is guaranteed that literacy material pays attention to the life-experience of course participants.

5.4
Teacher Training

Within the literacy program of the MoNE, there isn’t any specific teacher training for class teachers. It is assumed by the Ministry that these teachers know how to teach literacy anyway and that it isn’t of high priority to give these teachers a further training (e.g. on adult literacy). 

Nonetheless, there is a training program for volunteers who want to give adult literacy courses. Since 1997, the Ministry’s department for adult literacy education has trained 2386 volunteers who have applied individually or as members of NGOs (e.g. the Association for the Support of Modern Life). In total some 34.830 people have graduated from adult literacy classes given by volunteers between 1997 and 2003.

The program for literacy educators
 foresees a 50 hours’ training in which the volunteers learn general features of education, the Turkish education system, and adult literacy. But the focus lies on the techniques and practice of adult literacy teaching. The volunteer educators learn the different techniques of adult literacy, how they find illiterate people and organize the course, how they carry it on etc. There are four practical units in the training in which the participants try out how they will give a lesson.

5.5
Summary

The first grade adult literacy program of the MoNE, as the most widespread literacy course in Turkey, constitutes of 45 units of 2 hours each. Its aims are to enable people to write and read Turkish, to make them good citizens and to enhance their capacity in everyday life skills. This program has been adapted from the primary school Turkish language program. The overall teaching/learning approach of the program is behaviouristic, focussing on the right behaviours of reading and writing rather than the processes of understanding, analysing and creating language. The literacy technique is the “sentence method” which is very systematically followed in the program, though there are reservations concerning the capacity building for students in writing their own words, sentences and texts. The contents of the 1st grade adult literacy program are entirely oriented towards village life or life in a small town. Rather than cross examining traditional gender roles the contents tend to support them. Regarding democracy the contents of the textbooks rather express the expectations of the state towards a good citizen than make the participants familiar with their democratic rights and how to seek them. Teacher training is only given to volunteers whereas class teachers are supposed to be able to know how to teach literacy from their practice with children.

6
Other Approaches to Teaching Literacy

As indicated in chapter 4, there are other approaches to literacy teaching existing in Turkey. Some of these approaches are understood by their authors as an alternative to the MoNE’s program, others combine existing approaches with their own. We will first analyse two alternative approaches, the functional adult literacy program (6.1) and the simplified literacy education program (6.2). Then we’ll go on to investigate two approaches which combine their own material with existing approaches, thus giving it a politico-educative outlook (6.3) or an emphasis on modernization (6.4). In our analysis ( especially in the first two subchapters ( we follow the argumentative layout of the previous chapter where appropriate. That means we first pay attention to the teaching-learning approach, then investigate the literacy technique and contents and finally describe the teacher training. We base our analysis on documents, observations and stakeholder interviews.

6.1
The Functional Adult Literacy Program of the Foundation for Mother and Child Education

The functional adult literacy program of the Foundation for Mother and Child Education (AÇEV) is the most sophisticated approach in Turkey developed by a NGO as an alternative to the MoNE’s literacy program. Although the authors of the program state that they had “developed a functional adult literacy program with the goal of eventually replacing the existing programs”,
 the AÇEV today implements her approach in cooperation with the ministry and with its authorisation. 

The authors of the program describe its goal as introducing the “many dimensions of literacy” and helping “the participants to use literacy to empower themselves”. This goal is persued on the “foundation of respect for the individual as an intelligent adult” rather than of seeing illiteracy as a deficit.
 Literacy is not defined as a fixed state but as a process in which literacy skills must be constantly improved.
 Emphasis is given to the functionality of literacy skills in the life-worlds of participants.

The AÇEV-approach comprises of two courses the latter of which is meant to intensify the knowledge gained in the former (rather than to move ahead). The first course lasts 120 hours and finishes with an exam. Successful learners are then awarded a certificate by the MoNE. The second course lasts 80 hours, yet the learners don’t receive any certificate because this course is only preparatory for the second grade course of the MoNE.
 In our analysis we focus on the first course of the AÇEV. 

The general approach to teaching and learning of the AÇEV-program is more “constructivist” than that of the MoNE. With the term “constructivist” we want to suggest that the whole argumentation of the program is explicitly based on understanding, problem solving and analysis in the context of previous knowledge of both teachers and students.

In the booklet called “General Information for the Teacher” it is stressed that the program aims at “creating a learning environment which ensures that participants are active members of the learning process and which encourages them to explore”.
 The educator is advised to take the characteristics of each individual learner into account and to integrate parts of her/his life-experiences in the lesson: “In spite of their [the learners’; AMN & F.S.] shortcomings [in literacy; AMN & F.S.] they are very experienced in other areas of their life. You can use their experiences in these other fields in a way that encourages them. E.g. to use the examples given by the students during exercises, to deal with topics they have proposed. This will show the students that their knowledge is important too and that their thoughts are paid attention to.”
 However the life-worlds of participants are not only paid respect to in order to motivate them but also as part of the literacy technique. The program is based on the assumption that while reading “we combine our private knowledge and our general life knowledge, use the hints given to us in the text and guess those events which are not openly stated in the text.”
 Thus the life-experience is not only seen as a source for motivation but also as an important factor of the learning process itself. 

The constructivist teaching/learning approach adopted by the AÇEV is also reflected in the teacher’s hand book and the student’s book. However there are also some obvious constraints and contradictions.

The constructivist approach is most apparent in the text book discussions on pictures. Before the participants read a text the educator lets them discuss a picture related to it. This is to discover the pre-knowledge of the participants and to make them aware of it. This exercise also helps to instigate critical thinking.
 There are also exercises like reading and discussing newspaper articles which aim at improving understanding and critical reflection of texts. This is also an aim of additional exercises with which the authors try to improve the life-knowledge of participants (e.g. how to marry officially). 

Constraints and contradictions in the constructivist approach are obvious in the advices to the teachers. Teachers on the one hand are obliged to “comply with the principles of the functional adult literacy program and with the order of course practice proposed in the teacher’s handbook”.
 These propositions are very detailed and prescribe each step during the lessons (though in contrast to the teacher’s hand book of the MoNE the authors explain why specific steps are necessary). On the other hand educators are encouraged to pay attention to the life-experience of the students, using life-world related material and discussing problems and topics raised by the participants. Yet the teacher’s handbook doesn’t give any advice as to how time and program constraints could productively be combined with improvised exercises related to real life situations.

This contradiction of expectations can also be found in the observation of an AÇEV-class. In this observation it becomes obvious that the teacher tried to take into account the daily life of participants, yet failed to pay them enough respect. The following part of the observation starts with the introduction of a new topic:
 

The educator, Güniz Demir, says: “Today we have a long topic: poisoning, suffocation, and burning.” She starts with poisoning. “How does poisoning occur?” She receives many different answers without commenting them. “From what material can one get poisoned?” She answers this herself. She asks, “how can we protect ourselves from poison?” This time the students give many answers to which Güniz adds some more. “What does one have to do if being poisoned?” There are again many answers, one of which is “to vomit”. She leaves this uncommented but later tells the students that vomiting may not be a suitable way. 

The next point is burning. She asks: “What do we have to do to protect ourselves from burning?” Many answers come. Then Güniz adds her own advice. A girl tells something which is apparently very important for her but Güniz only says “yes” and continues with her own advices. Then another woman tells her something and this time Güniz pays more attention. “What does one have to do if being burned” asks Güniz and receives again many answers to which she adds her own. One woman says she has opened one blister, but nevertheless Güniz doesn’t tell her this is dangerous. 

Güniz repeats the same strategy of teaching with the topics of electrical and chemical burning. The she continues with the topic “suffocation” where she follows the same strategy. The students discuss the answers among themselves and give each other advice. One woman tells Güniz how she has saved her boys life when he was about to be suffocated but Güniz still doesn’t say more than “yes”.

In this part of the course we have a maximum contrast to the MoNE-courses in which the students are usually taught by the teacher what is right and what is wrong. Although Güniz Demir too tells ‘truths’, she tries not to tell these truths directly, avoiding a confrontation with the participants. In the stakeholder interview Güniz Demir defended her lack of response even to wrong answers, saying that she must not discourage the women to actively participate in the class.

However it can be questioned whether it is the right behaviour of a trainer to say only “yes” when a participant tells a very important stories linked to her own life-experience (e.g. how she saved her boy’s life). Such stories would be a suitable point to relate the topic to the life-world of the participants. But the program of AÇEV doesn’t show educators how to follow the program closely and still pay attention to life-worlds.

The literacy technique of the AÇEV-program is distinctively different from that of the MoNE. The primary assumption of the AÇEV’s literacy technique is that “learning to read and to write consists of discovering the principles of the symbolic system” of texts.
 The symbolic system of a written language is discovered – the authors argue – by analysing the letters used in words and by producing the sounds symbolised by these letters and combining them to the meaning of the word.
 According to AÇEV, this assumption of an inductive way of learning literacy is especially useful in Turkish as the correspondence between letters and sounds is “far more regular than in other languages”.
 This is the reason given for adopting the phonetic literacy technique which starts with sounds and letters, goes on with syllables, proceeds to words, then sentences and finally comes to texts. 

The basic features of this literacy technique are what the authors call “phonological coding” and “phonological sensitivity”
 or “decoding”
. In each unit of the course the teacher first produces a new sound, then writes it. Then she asks the participants to find words which begin with the same letter. The attention of the participants is drawn to the differences between vowels and consonants. Their different sounds/letters are combined to syllables which then are combined to words and sentences. This procedure is repeated with different key sounds in each unit.
 To give an impression as to how this literacy technique is implemented in the course we cite a longer part of the observation of an AÇEV-class:

The teacher, Güniz Demir, writes vowels (ü, e) on the whiteboard. She asks the participants to read them aloud. Then she goes ahead with two consonants (k, p, t). And then she asks, “what kind of letters are ü and e?” She receives the right answer from the students. Güniz asks for words beginning with “ü”. As a next step she asks for words beginning with “e”. When someone says “eşki” she corrects “ekşi”. The same procedure is followed with the consonants. To each answer she gives comments as “nice”, “very good” etc. Now everybody writes the letters, one big one small, in her notebook which is then controlled by Güniz. 

As a next step Güniz says: “These are our letters, but what are syllables?” She gives the example of the combination of “e” and “k” which makes “ek” (add). Then she asks what words the students know with “ek” in it. She divides between meaningful syllables and meaningless (which then are not words for themselves). Then she asks the students to find words with the syllable “ek” in it. Whereas many right words are said one participant says “ekim”. Güniz doesn’t say that this is wrong but speaks this word in syllables herself: “e-kim”. In this way it becomes apparent that this word is not an example of a word with the syllable “ek”. The same procedure is followed with the syllables “ke” and “te”. 

As a next step the books are opened. Each woman reads one syllable. The educator asks the women which of these syllables are words in themselves. Then she lets them find words with the syllable “kü”, “pü” and “tü”. Where the students have found wrong words she shows this by reading them in the syllable version. The wrong answers are either constituted by wrong syllables (too long) or by wrong vowels in the syllables. 

Then the educator asks the participants to write down the words they have found. When she dictates each word, she does so in syllables and asks how many syllables and letters the word has. Only then the students write the word which is controlled by Güniz. After this Güniz writes the word on the whiteboard. Only few women make mistakes. The same procedure is followed with the words “telefon” and “petek”. After this exercise Güniz asks the participants to construct long sentences with each word. The students accomplish this task very nicely.

The phonetic literacy technique allows the educator to mobilise the pre-knowledge of the participants and to motivate them to construct their own words and sentences. Although it is out of the scope of our evaluation to determine what literacy technique is more adequate for the Turkish language, one can easily say that the phonetic technique enables educators to mobilize participants and to let the active learners construct their own words and sentences.

On the other hand there is criticism raised against the phonetic technique in general saying that the emphasis on meaningless sounds may lead to lower motivation of participants and to lower understanding of the meaning of texts.
 Yet one can argue that the particular method developed by AÇEV takes such criticism into account as the foundation’s program provides also exercises for understanding full texts.

In our stakeholder interviews it was difficult to identify a common-sense concerning literacy techniques. All those educators who work with the AÇEV’s program advocate the phonetic technique whereas none of the teachers working with the MoNE’s program objects to the sentence method. 

There is only one comparative evaluation on the performance outcome of both the AÇEV’s and the MoNE’s courses.
 Although this evaluation shows that participants of the AÇEV course turned out to be more successful than the MoNE’s participants in spite of the fact that the latter had a higher level of literacy prior to the course, this research doesn’t give any valid information on the effectiveness of specific literacy techniques. As the MoNE’s and the AÇEV’s programs do not only differ in the literacy technique but also in the general approach to learning and teaching as well as in the teacher training, it is (and will be) very difficult to empirically judge whether one or the other method is more successful. 

The literacy contents cover a variety of both topics and forms of texts. Apart from an ongoing story of a woman called Fatma, which we will discuss later, the text book comprises of different topics such as geography, personal identity, poems, the human body, address letters, health care, applying for an identity card, cancer, violence, child labour, democracy, family planning, inheritance rights, personal relationships etc. In each unit there are also exercises for mathematics, most of them related to everyday problems like reading the clock and a timetable, comparing prices etc. 

There are topics in which the AÇEV teaches new knowledge to the participants without letting them discuss anything (health, identity card, human body). But there are also some (more sensitive) topics for which participants are encouraged to go into a discussion (e.g. family planning, marriage). For example concerning marriage the learners are given the following sentence: “Arzu is 15 years old. She has recently finished the primary school. Her father wants her to marry a relative.” Then the learners are asked: “If you would be the person what would you do?”

The story of Fatma which continues through the whole book gives also opportunity for creative inputs of the participants because before the text is read aloud by the educator the participants discuss the related picture. Only after having described the picture (with all the daily life related inputs of the participants) the participants are confronted with the story and its message. 

To name some topics in Fatma’s story: beginning of the literacy course, visits, moral constraints, health problems, the need to go to school, care for children, shopping, the republic and civil rights, marriage problems, child labour, and the end of the literacy course. In contrast to the MoNE’s program, this choice of topics meets the needs and daily life problems of women rather than the expectations of the state. Yet this does not necessarily mean that the way these topics are dealt with is unproblematic. 

As to what concerns gender issues the students’ text books (both the first and the second course book) inform female participants about equal rights in education, family and politics. E.g. there is a dialogue in which Semra tells Emine that the court has written her a letter saying that she has inherited money from her grandfather. Although Semra wants to obey the family tradition and to leave this inheritance to her brothers, Emine advices her to use her inheritance right.
 The book texts suggest the reader to solve problems between partners or with children by communicating rather than by using violence or power.

Yet a closer look at the texts reveals that although women are shown as persons with rights, by and large they remain in rather typical gender roles, that is, in their reproductive role. Emine and her female friends are housewives who cook, clean and look after the children. They are also the persons who care for emotional relations in and outside the family. In contrast to this, men are shown as productive people who work outside the house as professionals, who are doctors or salespersons. Only in one single unit of the second course the possibility for Emine to become a head of a ward (mukhtar) is dealt with.

The gender standpoint emphasized in the program is that each gender has its specific role which deserves rights and respect. This is very well expressed in unit 3 of the first course. The text with the title “The anxiety of Emine” reads: “This evening there will be visitors. Emine has cleaned the house. She went to the market with Ayşe. She has a lot to do. There wasn’t any time left for homework. What will she tell Mrs Suna [the literacy teacher; AMN & F.S.]?”
 In the respective unit of the teacher’s handbook the educators are advised to take this story as a means to discuss gender roles. They should draw participants’ attention to the fact that women have many duties in the household and need also some time for themselves (e.g. for literacy homework). The book proposes to raise the idea to ask the husband for help, yet immediately implies that this is impossible. Thus rather than to arrange a different distribution of household work the program suggests to at least pay women the respect they deserve: “Actually the work of woman who sits in the house is very important and takes a lot of time. However, especially from the part of the men and the children this labour isn’t seen.”
 

The situation for children is different. They are not supposed to behave within traditional gender roles. For example, in the same unit women are suggested to get their children, both girls and boys, involved in household work too. And throughout the textbooks one can find messages that point at the importance of schooling for girls and boys. 

Democracy is an important issue in the AÇEV’s program. Both courses inform participants about their basic rights (e.g. about children’s rights, the right for physical integrity, education, inheritance, participation in political elections, etc.) and how to ensure these rights in their personal relations (in and outside the family). E.g. there is a story in which Fatma tells Emine that she has been treated badly by her husband.
 In the respective unit of the teacher’s handbook the educator is advised to inform participants about possible solutions. Among these solutions it is mentioned that one can report to a women’s association or even to the police and the court.
 Similarly in a story about consumers’ rights educators are advised to make learners familiar with seeking one’s rights by filing a case in the court, by informing consumers’ associations or the media.
 

Whereas the participants are informed about their civil rights and how to seek them as far as relations between individual citizens are concerned, there is a different picture drawn regarding the rights of individual citizens against the state. Of course the text books inform the participants about some of their fundamental rights. But there are also some fundamental rights missing on the list (e.g. the right of free speech). And – more importantly – in contrast to the rights concerning relations between individual citizens there isn’t any information about how to seek one’s rights against the state. This issue is fundamental in human rights as it isn’t sufficient to know that one has specific rights but also needs to know how to ensure these rights. 

This lack of information on how to seek human rights against the state is accompanied by a lack of topics and messages related to the political process. Although participants are informed about their right to vote and to be elected, there is no information given on political parties, parliamentary procedures, development of laws, etc. 

On the other hand the program of AÇEV provides a good example of a more participatory method because – as shown in our analysis of the teaching-learning approach – the course includes sufficient opportunity to have discussions on several topics within the classroom. As daily life experiences of participants are to some extend integrated in the course, the AÇEV-lessons may for themselves constitute a very small but not unimportant example for democratic participation. 

As to what concerns teacher training, the Foundation for Mother and Child Education recruits its educators from a wide range of volunteers. Whereas about 66% of the volunteers are recruited by the AÇEV itself, 16 % are from the Association for the Support of Modern Life and 12 % from other NGOs. The typical AÇEV-educator is female, 35 to 50 years old, married, mother of two children, graduate from a high school, middle class, has performed a professional life and volunteer activities before.
  

These volunteers receive a three weeks teacher training in which they work on the philosophy, the technique and the practice of the AÇEV-literacy program. If they are able to pass a theoretical exam at the end of this course the educators receive a certificate from MoNE. Until 1999 the foundation allowed all participants to pass but has refused some unsuitable educators the opportunity to open a literacy course. Since 1999 about 5 % of the participants fail the exam.

In our stakeholder interviews all educators were very pleased with the teacher training they had received. They especially appreciated the practical units of the three weeks course. But what was the major point of their satisfaction is the counselling system introduced by the foundation.

The counsellors, who receive a one year’s training, visit each course 3 to 5 times. During these visits they write detailed observation reports and supervise the educators (rather than control them). The feedback is to help the educator improve his/her lesson. The counsellors, who receive only very few money as a reward, are also in charge of the contact to the schools. Two counsellors are responsible for each district (ilçe).
 

Not every successful participant of the teacher training opens courses. About 30% of those participants drop out of the volunteer system before having given any literacy lesson. More than 40% of the participants only give one course and then leave the foundation.
 Thus there is a high drop out rate irrespective of the information given to and the discussions with would-be participants prior to the teacher training. In the foundation’s own evaluation of its volunteer profile attention is drawn to the fact that volunteers who come from other NGOs have a lower drop out rate than the foundation’s own volunteers. This is explained by the strong social relations within the NGOs which motivate volunteers to continue literacy education whereas the other volunteers haven’t got such a sense of belonging to the AÇEV as such.
 However in spite of high drop out rates the administrators of the foundation assume that the financial effectiveness of their volunteer system is higher than it would be with paid professional staff.
 

To summarize, the Foundation for Mother and Child Education (AÇEV) provides a functional literacy program consisting of a 120 hours course and a follow-up 80 hours course in which literacy is taught in an inductive way, using the phonetic literacy technique. The overall approach to learning and teaching may be defined as constructivist, as it focuses understanding, analytical skills and the daily-life related pre-knowledge of learners. Topics and messages inserted in the course books appear to be very useful for the life of women, though there are certain shortcomings concerning gender issues (focus on traditional gender roles) and issues of democratic participation and seeking one’s civil and human rights. In spite of these shortcomings the two courses provide a strong basis for the democratic empowerment especially of women.

6.2 
Analysis of the Simplified Literacy Education Program (KOYE) of the Rotary Club

The Simplified Literacy Education Program (KOYE), developed by the Australian linguist Richard Walker, is used by the International Rotary Club for adult literacy training in Turkey. Rotary has been using the KOYE program for more than 10 years in Thailand in primary school reading and writing education.
 

The KOYE program has been in practice for 4 years throughout Turkey in the Public Education Centres within an agreement signed by the Rotary Club and the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) in the year 2000. The KOYE, which is a program that is equivalent to the first grade literacy program, is 60 hours long. 

The objective of the KOYE program is stated as “transforming the illiterate person to someone who is literate and cultured”.
 It is also aimed to provide functional literacy, critical thinking skills and to increase the quality of life. The main objective of the KOYE is to teach adults to read and write in the shortest time possible.  

The approach that governs the KOYE program is based on the discussions regarding effective learning of a second language. “It is based on the natural approach and principals of communication techniques.”
 The natural approach that was developed for learning of a second language refers to the idea that language can only be learned in a natural environment. Again, it emphasises that language is best learned in a communicative and cultural environment; it refers to the use of language rather then the rules of language.

The approach foresees that the ideal way to learn language is by creating a natural, communicative environment by use of activities. This approach, based on the social context and learning needs of the course participants, aims to connect basic literacy to functional literacy. The KOYE is sometimes seen as a technique and sometimes seen as a program. 

Literacy Technique: The fast learning system of the KOYE which relies on use of the memory is based on brain technology. It starts with the sentence and uses the synthesis method. Rather than the grammatical structure, it is important that the sentence should hold some meaning from the life experiences of the course participants. The meaning of the sentence is strenghtened by repeating the sentence (by reading and writing) many times. After the analysis, they go on to words, syllables and sounds. This activity ensures that the information is stored in the long term memory and therefore this activity gains importance. 

There are 2 different units in the KOYE technique: activity based units and text based units. Each unit consists of 5 steps, with only the first 2 steps being different. In Turkey, the activity based unit is most widely used.

The units, which are structured on activities that are appropriate to the learning needs and cultural context (like making jam, cooking vegetables), aim to provide life skills. 

Three activities are conducted during the course duration and each activity comprises of 5 steps.  

1) The activity planned by the trainer is conducted in front of the course participants.  

2)  The course participants repeat the activity.

3) A group text is produced as a poster. 

4) A big book out of posters is produced.

5) The group book is used together with various games. 

The teacher must decide which activity to conduct by discussing with the group what they would prefer to do. When the teacher is conducting the activity (lets say making tea), he/she first separates the steps and then shows the steps one by one: 

“First we boiled the water, then we prepared the tea cup ...” The course participants repeat these steps. By doing this, the necessary steps and materials will be in sequence. The teacher asks, what do we do next at the beginning of each step. This guides the participants in discussing amongst themselves which step goes before another step. The aim is to do exercises regarding numbers and sequences and also a natural and communicative environment is established when the participants discuss amongst themselves. In the third step, a poster is established where all the materials of the activity are listed. In the second poster, the process of the steps are listed.

These posters are hung on the wall. The teacher reads the materials one by one and the sequence of actions and the class repeats them. In the first sentence, the names of the materials are listed (basic words) and in the second poster the steps in the process are listed in sequence by using simple sentences. The course participants repeat the sentences and also write them down in their notebook. 

In the next lesson, by using these texts, the teacher reads the material and steps of the activity. The class repeats. Later on the teacher reads aloud the syllables of the words and sentences he/she has chosen one by one. By doing this, the participants can see how the words are pronounced.  

The posters which are established during the 3 activities make up the book for the group. The group studies this text. The produced book becomes a resource of sentences, words, letters, sounds and syllables.  

The basis of KOYE is the sentence method. Later on words, syllables and sound are studied. In this way, it is similar to the MoNE first grade literacy approach. However this approach which begins with the sentence and meaning takes into consideration the social and cultural characteristics of the participants. Therefore it aims at creating a participatory atmosphere.

However, we see that this is not always practiced in the way that it is supposed to be. The critical component in this model is to choose the appropriate activity according to the needs of the participants. It can be observed that instead of choosing a activity that is related to the needs of the particular participants teachers only use one model activity. Activities such as “fruit salad, tea, sandwich” are being widely used. The activities are not adapted to the individual, local or societal needs of the participants and the teachers are not taking the necessary care in determining these needs. At the same time, the teacher focuses on the activities that he knows best, which the participants have difficulty in understanding.
 

The other important problem is the duration of the course. It seems that the teachers, course participants and Ministry staff all agree that the duration of the course is not sufficient. For this reason, the course that is planned to be 60 hours reaches 90 hours or more and there is some uncertainty regarding the matter.
  

Literacy Content: The KOYE  program does not provide the teacher with a certain or standard content. The basic literacy training course aims to structure the course on the life experiences of the participants, therefore it is assumed that the participants will acquire the skill of critically examining their own life. At the same time, it aims to ensure that they become a good citizen and to be beneficial for their community. Contents shall be developed on the bases of the life experiences of the participants. A reading book, besides the text that is established during the lessons, is not given to the participants. 

The contents of the KOYE program is prepared step by step in cooperation of teachers and participants. It is foreseen that 80% of the training is activities, 15% is social studies and 5% is mathematics.

In an ideal program, it is recommended that the teacher uses 20 hours for adult personal hygiene, 15 hours for first aid, 10 hours for sewing and button sewing and 15 hours for general knowledge (reading, citizenship, math). 

Teacher Training: In the KOYE  program, classroom teachers from the MoNE and volunteers are trained in a two days’ seminar. As a result of the two days’ seminar, those who receive a certificate can offer the literacy course. In this seminar it is explained how to organise the course, the technical processes and the mechanics of the work. There is no separate handbook for the teachers. KOYE gives the teachers a documents book regarding the technical process and planning. In this book, it explains how to do the enrolments, examinations, the lesson planning and also how to conduct the KOYE survey.

In this book, it is requested of the teachers to establish a profile of literacy of the participants, to determine the level of the participants and the individual and local learning needs. Further, it explains how to plan each step of the activity based on text. 

However, according to the interviews that were conducted and the research results of the MoNE, the weak point of the KOYE program is the teacher training program.

The teachers are stating that they need a handbook and that they have difficulties in their teaching practice. The trouble that they have in determining the needs of participants forces them to use the examples of activities that are offered in the training seminar. At this point, the similarity between the KOYE and the MoNE first grade course helps the teachers. The two methods are based on the sentence method and the experience which the teachers have in this area assists them in the implementation. The creative side of the KOYE-program as regards basing the activities on the needs of participants is shadowed as long as the teachers are not trained in this area in the seminar. The teachers should receive training regarding group work techniques and adult education within this approach that aims for the active participation approach. Likewise, the course participants have commented that the teachers do not sufficiently allow them to make comments. 

Summary: The research that has been done on the KOYE courses suggests that the participants of these literacy courses have better reading skills than writing skills. However the participants state that they are able to perform daily activities that need literacy skills such as reading newspapers, books, bills, they can write their own letters, do their shopping and make telephone calls.
   

Another problem that is emphasised by the course teachers is that the sentence method is not suitable for those who are middle aged or older. The younger participants learn with this model quite well, yet the older participants have difficulty in memorising the sentences. Similarily, the participants who were interviewed stated that they had trouble memorizing the sentences, they said that they “would be more successful if they had started from the letters”.

The strength of the KOYE is that it is a suitable adult education model because the model is based on the literacy profile and learning needs of the participants. At the same time, it is assumed that the communicative, group atmosphere for learning by using activities makes the learning easier for adult education. At this point, the shortfalls of the trained teachers becomes apparent, and this is a weakness of the KOYE-program. It is observed that the teacher training program of the KOYE is insufficient. The MoNE classroom teachers are the ones who use this method which is based on the teachers knowledge of adult education and use of initiative and creativity. This means that the program relies on the teachers pedagogical experiences. This results in not being able to adapt the course to the needs of the course participants, results in more widespread use of standard activity examples and a teaching-learning process that does not allow for much contribution of the course participants. This results in the absence of the creative aspect of the KOYE. The KOYE technique of sentence and synthesis is similar to the MoNE first grade teaching method, therefore the teachers are easily applying the activities that they select and are not having trouble using the model. However, in practice, the need for a teacher’s handbook is clear. The duration of the course is being extended to solve the problem of the insufficiency of the course duration but this is leading to some uncertainty in practice.  

6.3 
The Politico-Educative Approach of the People’s Houses Association 

The People’s Houses Association (PHA) was founded in 1932. In the foundation years of the Republic it had very important cultural and ideological functions in creating the “new” citizen. But later it was closed twice in 1950 and 1980. There are 62 branches of the PHA in Turkey. From the beginning this association was engaged in adult literacy.  

The PHA has adopted an emancipatory Freirean literacy approach with a specific awareness for numeracy skills. Therefore it aims at raising the consciousness of poor and oppressed people by teaching them literacy. Today its main target group is constituted by poor women.

Yet the PHA has difficulties to perform this approach in all of its branches. Educators can only be trained in the big cities. There the branches have adopted the literacy education programs of AÇEV and Rotary Club (e.g. in Ankara and İzmit). These educators usually use a synthetic method and adapt the functional or simplified literacy program to their own needs.
 The PHA carries out its literacy activities with volunteers. 

The content of literacy teaching is formulated in accordance with the living conditions of participants. The duration of courses is defined on the basis of a dialog between teachers and learners. The literacy course is given 3 times a week. 

Although the handbook suggests to use the sentence method, in practice the educators use phonetic and syllable methods as well. 

The PHA has prepared a handbook for educators and an exercise book for the learners.
 

The handbook shows the plan for lessons in a detailed way. For a three hours’ lesson the following plans are foreseen. 

1) The date of the day

2) Reading newspaper

3) Discussion on a picture

4) Exercises for listening and understanding the texts of the unit

5) Exercises for reading and understanding the texts of the unit

6) Exercise on sentences

7) Mathematics 

In addition in every lesson there is an exercise called “let’s imagine, let’s change it.” 

The following topics are dealt with in the texts of the units: Women’s illiteracy and poverty; women’s estate;  migration, traditional moral and ethnical practice; domestic violence; fellow citizen and solidarity; street, district, city and our country; poverty and livelihood matters;  global problems; war and poverty; domestic work and domestic workers; women’s health; child education; education right. 

44 sentences which are drawn out of these topics are used for the sentence exercises. There are sentences like “Fadime is married”, “Fadime is beaten up by her husband”, “Everywhere there is dirty”, “She doesn’t read”, “in our country the people cannot take part in the administration”, “the children can’t go to school”.  

In the teacher’s handbook it is also shown in detail how the 25 units of mathematics should be taught. At the end of the course the participants are evaluated with two questionnaires. The PHA issues a certificate for those who have graduated from the course. Yet this certificate is not official.

The PHA is carrying out its literacy work on a volunteer basis. Its original goal is to enhance the social and political awareness of the participants by the way of teaching literacy. With their approach to take the social context and the life-worlds of participants as their basis they are performing adult pedagogy. The methods they use are suitable for the learning characteristics of adults. The basic problem of the PHA is that there is no continuity in their literacy efforts. The volunteers change frequently. And the association has difficulties in training a continous staff. It is also a problem that those participants who have graduated don’t receive an official certificate.

6.4
The Modernization Approach of the Association for the Support of Modern Life (ÇYDD)

Like the People’s Houses Association, the Association for the Support of Modern Life (Çağdaş Yaşamı Destekleme Derneği ( ÇYDD) hasn’t developed its own independent approach to literacy but adopts other programs and supplements them with their own pedagogical inputs. As a NGO with a high number of members (16.000, most of them active) in 96 branches in different parts of Turkey (with a focus on big cities and the West) the association has been able to mobilize many of its members for adult literacy. For example, the Foundation for Mother and Child Education notes that during the past years around 16 % of its volunteering literacy educators have been sent by the ÇYDD.
 In Ankara the association has been able to open 12 literacy classes in the year 2003/2004.
 

The main source for the pedagogical input of the association is an “education booklet” developed in a cooperation project of the MoNE and the ÇYDD. The first sentence of the foreword by the president of the ÇYDD indicates the specific modernization approach adopted by the association: “It is of highest importance that the women in our country … receive education and become vocationally trained. Our young girls who are able to stand on their own feet, produce something and receive a reward for this and have learned a profession, will be more careful, rational and investigative when they set up a household and will know what they want when they choose their partner with whom they will share everything for a lifetime, and thus will do less mistakes.”
 The picture of a woman which is developed in this short paragraph refers to a modernized person who on the one hand shares the general knowledge and vocational skills with the male population but on the other hand is still responsible for the household. There is even a connection postulated between being a good professional woman and being a good housewife and partner.

This triple role (partner, housewife/mother, professional) is also reflected in the contents of the booklet in which a fourth role (good citizen) is added. A first part of the booklet deals with the position of women in (Turkish) society. It combines historical analysis and advice to the women (who are sometimes directly addressed). A focus is given to the Kemalist revolution and its benefits for the country. A clear standpoint is taken concerning the veiling issue: “The common sense of our people and its tendency towards getting civilized has resulted in women dropping of their turban and men dropping of their traditional clothing and turban.” 
 

Added to these social topics are themes as marriage, raising of children, family planning, health and environment. Each chapter starts with a quote from Mustafa Kemal. The book ends with a chapter on the “modern personality”. Here again the authors go into the Kemalist revolution with its benefits and obligations for the Turkish woman. The chapter continues with advice on “programmed living” as a requirement of the modern world. Here the focus is given not only to daily life planning (which shall ensure that time is used carefully), but especially to the planning of the lifetime (which is to guarantee better decision making). Especially this last part on “programmed living” shows that the “Kemalist pedagogy of the ÇYDD ... attempts to formulate a governmentality of everyday life and to develop a ‘technology of the self’ along the lines of modern life, productivity, rationality, hygiene, etc.”.
 

By and large the booklet aims at the modernization of Turkish women, attaching them the quadruple role of good mother, good partner, good professional and good citizen. It has to be questioned if these messages of the booklet can be adopted and identified with by the women participating in literacy courses (who are at least implicitly shown in the book as just the opposite of modern women)? 

Yet one has also to keep in mind that the booklet itself doesn’t necessarily imply its implementation in pedagogical practice. In our stakeholder interviews with active members of the ÇYDD we have discovered a variety of pedagogical attitudes toward illiterate women. Whereas there are volunteers of the association who apparently see their mission as straight forwardly “enlightening women”, there are also branches of the ÇYDD in which the volunteers have adopted a respecting, high esteeming attitude toward illiterate women.

This attitude of respect and high esteem is not only based on the cooperation with the AÇEV (with its emphasis on respect for illiterate) but also founded in the pedagogical in-service training of the association itself.
 The CYDD provides an effective communication program which last 7 months and aims at training its active members in issues like intercultural education, communication problems etc. 

To summarize, the Association for the Support of Modern Life (ÇYDD) is an important pillar for literacy activities in Turkey. On the one hand it has developed its own pedagogical inputs focusing on modernizing the life of marginalized women in Turkey. On the other hand – and even more important – the association provides a broad active membership of people ready to engage in literacy education.

7
Organizational Issues in Teaching Literacy

Literacy work is not only a matter of approach, teaching method and of contents, it is also a matter of organization. Even the best approach cannot be implemented if there are problems in recruiting teachers. And even the best trained teacher is useless if there is no classroom. Thus in this chapter we want to address several organizational issues in teaching literacy. We start with a short description of the common practices in organizing literacy classes (7.1). Then we go on to deal with the provision of classrooms (7.2), consider some new problems which resulted from disparity between volunteer and paid literacy teaching (7.3) and finally discuss the controversial length of courses (7.4).

7.1
The Organization of Literacy Classes

In Turkey, as in other countries, literacy classes are opened on demand. As demand changes frequently the number of classes opened in each public education centre or school is not fixed but changes according to the number of would-be participants. Yet demand is mostly initiated and instigated by the suppliers of literacy classes themselves. Teachers and volunteer educators identify illiterate people and ask them to enrol in a literacy course. According to our interviews with stakeholders there are three main ways of organizing literacy courses which can be differentiated by the way demand is created.

1. Each year, at the beginning of September, the public education centres in the bigger cities start field studies in the areas they are responsible for. During these field studies the public education centre staff is supposed to contact each household and ask for any need and demand for literacy and other courses (vocational and socio-cultural courses). The identified illiterate people are then directed towards literacy courses which usually open in October and November of the same year. Some of these courses are organized in the public education centre, but as there is often a lack of classrooms or problems of transport literacy classes are also opened in primary education schools in the respective area. The participants enrol by identifying themselves with an identity card and then the course starts. 

2. In the countryside where the public education centres haven’t got any regular teaching staff and where most people live in villages, the teacher of primary schools identifies during the enrolment of pupils those parents who are illiterate. He/she invites them to join literacy education for which the teacher him/herself opens classes in her/his own school. As soon as the teacher has gathered some would-be participants (identified by identity cards), the headmaster of the school asks the responsible public education centre to officially open the literacy class in the school and provide teacher and participants with the necessary material. Then the public education centre appoints the teacher to the literacy class and grants him/her an extra salary for each lesson given. The literacy class then starts under the responsibility of the teacher. As new demand for literacy classes can be identified by the teacher very easily, new classes may start even during the school year.

3. Where there isn’t a close cooperation with the public education centre or where there isn’t enough demand, NGOs conduct field studies themselves. They contact more or less each household in order to discover and encourage illiterate people. Sometimes even unusual ways to discover the illiterate are being taken, e.g. identifying illiterates by checking the questionnaires of the national census or the election forms (instead of signature illiterates here have to give their finger prints). As soon as enough demand is created, the NGOs look for suitable classrooms. These may be in primary schools or public education centres, in the buildings of other NGOs or even in mosques. The list of participants then is given to the public education centre which then authorizes the volunteer educator to conduct the course.

At the end of all first grade literacy courses participants are given a certificate issued by the MoNE. Whereas the public education centres don’t conduct any exams or tests for graduation, the Foundation for Mother and Child Education foresees an exam which the participants have to pass if they want to graduate.

The organization of literacy classes has gained momentum since the Campaign for the Support to National Education has started in 2001 under the auspices of the President’s wife and will continue until the end of 2004. In each province committees were installed and led by the governor and subsequently all headmasters of schools were instructed to facilitate the organization of literacy classes. This has resulted in the cooperation between the respective stakeholders (public education centre directors, headmasters, teachers, NGOs) be enhanced. However it should be noted that there are also complaints that although the campaign has raised the numbers of literacy classes provided, their quality has suffered.

7.2
The Provision of Classrooms

The provision of classrooms remains to be a major problem for literacy education in Turkey. This problem has two dimensions: The first dimension concerns the lack of suitable classrooms and equipment. The second dimension is constituted by the lack of cooperation with headmaster and by problems with (sufficient) heating, opening hours and cleaning of schools.

1. Although there are public education centres in Turkey which are very well equipped and big enough to accommodate many literacy courses, there are also many public education centres (especially in the countryside) poorly equipped and insufficient for a larger number of literacy courses. In addition one has to keep in mind that the best equipped and largest public education centre is only of minor value if possible participants live far away and cannot afford to pay transport. This is the reason why literacy work inevitably needs to rely also on other facilities than the public education centres, that is, on primary education schools, on mosques and other buildings.
 Although primary education schools seem to be the best facility for literacy courses, in our stakeholder interviews some problems concerned with schools were articulated. Literacy classes in schools face the problem that school equipment (chairs and tables) are made for 6 to 10 year old pupils, not for adults. Even worse, adults who want to attend literacy classes may also fear the negative reactions and jokes of peers about going to primary schools again. Again in 24% of the Turkish schools pupils are educated in double shifts
 which means that there is no time for literacy classes during the week. Yet to organize literacy courses on weekends implies both further pedagogical and organizational problems frequently articulated by stakeholders. If the lessons are concentrated in the weekends tend to last are too long which result in participants get exhausted. An additional problem is that in the time between weekends participants tend to forget what they have learnt before.
. 

2. Many stakeholders, both public education centre directors and volunteers from different organizations, complained that headmasters are unwilling to provide adequate classrooms for literacy in their schools. This problem of cooperation has its basis in difficulties of headmasters to ensure the heating of the schools even during normal school-hours. Sometimes there is a lack of heating material. And due to the central heating system of all larger schools the entire building has to be heated, if there is only one additional course in the afternoon. For this reason headmasters tend to switch off the heating before the literacy course starts. This problem is even more severe for weekend classes. Whereas teachers, volunteers and public education centre directors complain about unheated classrooms, people in the provincial administration go as far as to legitimise such behaviour of headmasters and to suggest that every teacher should bring along his/her personal heater. Although this problem seems to be a mere technical one, it tends to undermine the motivation of teachers and volunteers.

7.3
Volunteer and Paid Literacy Teaching

Literacy is taught by class teachers, master educators and volunteers, each of them rewarded in a different way. At least five arrangements could be identified during our stakeholder interviews:

1. Class teachers who are staff of public education centres don’t receive any reward in addition to their salary if the lessons they give are within their range of duties.

2. Class teachers who are staff of a primary education school receive extra wages for extra lessons given in adult literacy. This wage amounts to 3 Million TL each lesson
 although we have also heard of different sums.

3. Class teachers who are staff of a primary education school and give Simplified Literacy Education receive extra wages from the Rotary Club which – as far as the teachers have told us – are higher than the MoNE’s extra wage.

4. The Foundation for Mother and Child Education (AÇEV) pays transport fees in those areas where volunteers live far away from the areas where they teach literacy or in the South East of the country where the foundation has encountered difficulties in finding volunteers. 

5. All other volunteers, coming from the AÇEV or from other NGOs like the ÇYDD, don’t receive any financial reward.

There are three concerns related to rewarding literacy teaching which should be taken into account if there will be any change in the reward system.

1. Volunteers experience that paid teachers are suspicious of them because they think volunteers undercut the market of literacy teaching, which may lead to a reduction of the extra wages that they receive.

2. The literacy approach of the Rotary Club is adopted by many teachers and administrators only because the Club pays a better extra wage which isn’t a burden on the MoNE’s budget. In an earlier chapter some critical remarks have been made to the contents of the Simplified Literacy Approach of the Rotary Club. If this literacy approach is adopted due to financial reasons although there are problems with its quality, this is problematic. 

3. Volunteer organizations face difficulty in finding illiterate people and/or classrooms because both have been recruited already by paid teachers who are sometimes given priority by Public Education Centres or schools which sometimes even receive extra donations by the Rotary Club. This undermines the motivation of volunteers.
 

None of these concerns must necessarily constitute a problem. Rivalry between different groups of literacy workers seems to be unfounded in the face of the great demand for literacy in Turkey. Yet in organizing literacy classes these concerns should be paid attention to, as otherwise the identified issues may lead to diminished motivation and/or quality in literacy teaching.

7.4
The Length of Courses

The length of literacy courses has been a topic of continuous discussion in Turkey. The official length of 1st grade literacy courses is 90 hours, whereas the 2nd grade course is 180 hours long. Four different opinions and practices concerning the length of 1st grade courses could be identified.

1. The administrators in the Ministry insist on the length of 90 hours. They maintain that, if the education program is followed closely it is possible to learn to read and write in this time. They also stress the factor that a longer course would imply higher expenditures for teachers and classrooms or less literacy courses.

2. The teachers and directors of Public Education Centres criticise the 90 hours limit on the basis that people don’t learn literacy and extend their courses by about 10 to 30 hours if necessary.

3. The volunteers of the Association for the Support of Modern Life generally extend the length of their literacy courses to a minimum of 120 hours.

4. The administrators of the Foundation for Mother and Child Education have, after negative experience with 90 hours, extended their regular course length to 120 hours. They have also introduced a further course of 80 hours within the 1st grade.

In summary, all teachers, volunteers and administrators working in the field advocate and practice a course length of at least 120 hours. Only the Ministry’s central administrators defend the 90 hours limit.

8.
The adult literacy program development capacity of the MoNE

The MoNE unit responsible for adult literacy education is the “office for reading and writing” within the General Directorate for Apprenticeship and Non Formal Education. The head of this office is Mr Ömer Gülbay who has only one person to help him, a civil servant. The office is positioned within the general directorate’s non formal education branch which is headed by Mrs Aynur Çılga. 

The “office for reading and writing” is not only responsible for developing adult literacy approaches, content and materials, but also for organizing volunteers’ training (see chapter 5.4), for stipulating changes in official regulations (laws and statutes), and for coordinating the “National Campaign to Support Education”. Thus the program development activities in adult literacy are virtually carried out by only one person in only a small share of his work time. In spite of these conditions the office has been fairly active in the past years. Several new or revised literacy books have been published since 1998, other materials are about to be published shortly.

The following procedure in the development of new contents and materials was described in an interview with Mr Gülbay: 

1. The need for new materials and contents is connected with either new adult literacy initiatives (e.g. for the national campaign to support education for which a revised edition of a literacy book was published) or with new situations among the illiterate (e.g. the need to address illiterate people in towns). So far, there has been no systematic mechanism to identify such needs. 

2. A commission is then established by the office director. In this step it is very important to find the right persons for the commission. There are two problems faced in this step: Firstly there is no financial reward for the commission members which makes it difficult to find volunteers. Secondly, the commission members need expertise not only in program development but especially in adult education and in literacy. 

3. The commission is headed by a president who usually is a university professor. The other members are civil servants of the MoNE.

4. The commission develops new material or a new book. 

5. The material/book is edited by Mr. Gülbay.

6. The material/book gets approved by the General Directorate. (The General Directorate is not obliged to ask for the approval by the Higher Board for Education ( Talim ve Terbiye Kurulu.)  

7. The material/book is printed by the Ministry (sometimes with financial assistance of other organisations).

However, despite the procedure set out above, the director of the office for reading and writing recently has begun to develop material and programs by himself without consultancy of a commission. The reason given for this is that the cooperation with the academics was not very productive. 

This holds true also for the capacity of academics in researching literacy. As Mr Gülbay argues, academics in Turkey tend to either orient their studies towards primary school literacy or to adopt and adapt international practices to the Turkish situation. But there isn’t any fundamental research done on the literacy issue, in relation to its connection with the Turkish language, the process of literacy learning or its philosophical background. For this reason Mr. Gülbay expresses the need for establishing an independent body or institute for adult literacy which would be in charge of developing material. He adds the need to have a systematic evaluation process. 

As concerns current activities, Mr. Gülbay is about to finish a revised program for first grade adult literacy education. There is also a set of booklets which will be developed for post literacy. This set will concern basic life competencies and will be published with the financial assistance of the İnsanlık Güneşi Vakfı (Sun of Humanity Foundation).

In the recommendations which are formulated in the next chapter it is suggested to publish a new literacy text book, exercise book, teacher’s guide book and a resource book for adult literacy teaching which will take stock of the new concepts and vision on literacy education that exist inside and outside the MoNE. The SBEP project will take the initiative to design and publish a new generation of textbooks which will be published by the MoNE. 

9
Results and Recommendations

The following results and recommendations pertain in their major part to the quality of the MoNE’s program for adult literacy teaching. We start with results and recommendations which due to their urgent nature need to be taken up immediately (9.1). We then proceed to some results and recommendations which should be addressed during the duration of the Support to Basic Education Program (9.2). Finally we will deal with some results and recommendations the implementation of which lies beyond the scope of this program but should be a task for the MoNE itself (9.3).

9.1 Results and Recommendations Requiring Immediate Action

1. The MoNE’s 1st grade adult literacy course material addresses the experience of illiterate people in the countryside (chapter 5.3).

► It is suggested that, although there are some reservations (see points 3, 5, 6, 7, 8), this course material is continued to be used for literacy in the countryside and that it is supplemented by a resource book for adult literacy teaching (see point 3).

2. The MoNE’s 1st grade adult literacy course material doesn’t address the experience of illiterate people of big cities (chapter 5.3). There is urgent need for new material oriented towards life in big cities.

► It is suggested that new course material (textbook, exercise book and teacher’s guide book) be urgently developed which is oriented towards illiterate people in big cities and which pays attention to the recommendations of points 5 and 6 .

3. The MoNE’s 1st grade adult literacy course consists of primary education material hardly adapted to adults. It does not address the learning needs of adults (chapter 5.1).

► It is suggested that a new resource book for adult literacy teaching be urgently produced which provides adult literacy teachers in the countryside with hands-on advice for adult literacy teaching and other issues (see points 5, 6, 7, 8, 9).

► It is suggested that the new course material (see point 2) be adapted to the pedagogical needs of adults.

4. The class teachers who currently give adult literacy courses are not at all trained for adult education (chapter 5.4).

► It is suggested that the capacity of class teachers in adult literacy teaching be enhanced by teacher training. For this teacher training existing programs for teacher training in adult literacy (e.g. the Foundation for Mother and Child Education’s) should be taken into account.

► The capacity of class teachers in adult literacy teaching needs to be enhanced by providing them with the resource book for adult literacy teaching recommended in point 3.

5. The MoNE’s 1st grade adult literacy course, of which the majority of participants are female, takes a neutral standpoint as regards gender roles prevailing in Turkish countryside. Thus it reinforces traditional gender roles rather than to cross-examine them and to make participants aware of them (chapter 5.3).

► It is suggested that all new course material (point 2) and the new resource book (point 3) be sensitive to gender issues, (show teachers how to) address women and provide models for an innovative gender regime.

6. The MoNE’s 1st grade adult literacy course takes up neither issues of the democratic process and how to participate in it nor democratic rights and how to seek them (chapter 5.3).

► It is suggested that all new course material (point 2) and the new resource book (point 3) raise questions of democracy and (show teachers how to) introduce participants to participation in the democratic process and to seek democratic rights.

7. The MoNE’s 1st grade adult literacy course doesn’t provide any flexibility to adapt the course to the life experience of the adult participants (chapter 5.1).

8. ► It is suggested that teachers be provided in the new resource book (point 3) with instructions as to how to address the life experience of adult participants. This includes instructions on the development of literacy material by the teachers themselves.

9. The current program doesn’t provide the teacher with knowledge as to how to manage differences (of gender, age, milieu, ability) in the classroom (chapter 5).

► It is suggested that teachers be provided in the new resource book (point 3) with instructions which show them how to manage differences in the classroom. 

10. As is evident from the illiteracy figures (chapter 3) and the figures for participation in literacy courses (chapter 4), the success of literacy campaigns in Turkey is combined with the problem to reach the most marginalized, literacy-distant segments of the population.

► It is suggested to develop a new strategy within capacity building and teacher training (see point 4) in order to reach the most marginalized, literacy-distant segments of the population.

11. Official statistics of literacy courses in Turkey only cover the figures of participants divided by gender. This isn’t a sufficient basis for identifying problems in literacy education. 

► It is suggested to secure figures on participants of literacy courses including differences between those who have started courses and those who have successfully finished them.

9.2
Results and Recommendations Requiring Action within the Duration of the Program

1. As the 2nd grade literacy program of the MoNE doesn’t enable graduates to receive a primary education certificate anymore and as regulations to provide graduates with some special rights (driving license) will run out shortly (chapter 4), the low enrolment to 2nd grade literacy courses will fall even below its low current rate.

► It is recommended to develop a new strategy in order to enhance enrolment in 2nd grade literacy courses.

2. In the practice of adult literacy teaching a variety of literacy teaching techniques can be observed, some of which arise from the improvisations of the teachers (chapter 5.2). This leads to a confusing situation for both teachers and learners.

► There is a need to evaluate literacy teaching techniques currently in practice in Turkey, their quality, problems and successes. New solutions for the variety of techniques have to be found.

9.3
Results and Recommendations Referring to Tasks of the MoNE

1. The official duration of the 1st grade literacy courses of the MoNE (90 hours) is too short (chapter 7.4). 

► The official duration of 1st grade literacy should be extended also allowing a certain flexibility to adapt it to the learning needs of participants.

2. The MoNE’s 1st grade adult literacy program is a primary education program hardly adapted to adults. It does not address the learning needs of adults (chapter 5).

► Within the national curriculum for Turkish language education a specific version for adults should be developed. 

3. A major problem of the public education centres is the lack of permanent staff for literacy teaching (chapter 5.4).

► Public education centres should be equipped with staff (preferably class teachers) who are trained or will be trained for adult literacy.

4. The department for literacy within the MoNE is, in spite of the personal efforts of its staff, not sufficiently equipped to evaluate and reform literacy programs (chapter 8).

► The evaluation and reform capacity of the department for literacy needs to be enhanced in terms of quantity and quality.

5. The class teachers who currently give adult literacy courses are not at all trained for adult education (chapter 5.4).

► The university study of class teachers should include a compulsory adult/non formal education module.

6. The literacy programs of NGOs, especially those of the Foundation for Mother and Child Education and of the Rotary Club, though not without problems, provide interesting ideas and stimulating material for adult literacy (chapters 6.1 and 6.2).

► The interesting ideas and stimulating material provided in NGOs’ adult literacy programs should be appraised and utilized by the MoNE.

7. Adult literacy teaching is a task not only accomplished by professional teachers but also – and to a large extend – by volunteers (chapters 6.3. and 6.4). It has been a wise policy of the MoNE to share this task with volunteers and to train them (chapter 5.4).

► The involvement of volunteers in adult literacy should be supported on a sustainable basis.

8. The state budget for education and within this budget the share for non formal education is insufficient (chapter 4). 

► The budget for education and the share for non formal education should be increased.
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