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Preface

of perspectives. There are sweeping panoramic views from

which we can look at the competition between theories of lan-
guage and learning and how they play out against each other in
research and practice. We can look at literacy processes when multiple
cultures and languages come together in a particular setting. We can
inspect the ways that politics and education influence each other by
looking at changes in law and policy. Or we can scale down even
further to see how an individual learns the conventions of language; a
young writer demonstrates sufficient control over genre and letter-
sound relationships to achieve her goals by writing a personal corre-
spondence; a young reader comes to know the world through
literature. As professional educators, we can even turn our sights on
ourselves by asking how we can best come to know the breadth of
issues in this field and how we can advocate for our students and best
support their learning.

To find where the most dramatic changes in educational practice
are occurring, we need to look no further than those who are involved
with whole language. Within the past twenty-five years, modern theo-
ries of literacy processes and language learning have brought
astonishing change to the field of education with their implications for
child-centered, meaning-centered practice. As an educational philoso-
phy, whole language brings to the field a depth that can only come
from powerful explanations for the processes of reading and writing,
how people use literacy in their daily lives, how to meet the special
needs of learners, how to construct a meaningful curriculum, and how
we can move forward as professionals. These are the topics addressed
by the chapters in thus book. The contributors are among the most
respected writers, researchers, teachers, and teacher educators in the
field, and the reader will notice that the timbre of each voice is pro-
nounced—enhanced. This is because the chapters draw their inspira-
tion from presentations at “Many Cultures, Many Voices,” the second
annual Whole Language Umbrella Conference in Phoenix, Arizona.
Read on, and you will find that these writers describe perspectives and
practices which are bold and innovative.

Simple summations or characterizations cannot capture the es-
sence of something as complex as an educational movement. Yet when

_l—he field of education is changing. This is evident from a variety
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we watch our students at play and note that their use of language
mirrors the forms and functions of language used outside school;
when we visit whole language classrooms and marvel at the control
that their members exercise over the creation of curriculum; when the
meanings that we ascribe to what we see are changed by the thought-
ful writings of other teachers and researchers—then the metaphor of
renaissance seems so apt. A whole language classroom where learners
are invited to share in the creation of knowledge stands in stark con-
trast to the case of teaching as handing out programmed materials and
grading worksheets. Indeed, Ken Goodman (in press) has regarded his
psycho-sociolinguistic transactional model of reading, a concept cru-
cial to understanding how whole language works, in terms of the
Copernican revolution of thought about the universe, a scientific mile-
stone of the Renaissance. Just as Copernicus provided medieval as-
tronomers with an entirely new understanding of the heavens, the
theories of language and learning associated with whole language
have provided educators with a new way to think about learning,
curriculum, and pedagogy.

With its powerful explanations, whole language has implica-
tions for the professionalization of teachers; whole language repre-
sents a revolution in thought that liberates teachers to be professionals.

. Teachers who subscribe to holistic theories of language learning no
longer need to rely upon programmed materials, criterion-referenced
test profiles, or administrative edicts to tell them how to teach their
students. Instead, their curricular decisions are guided by what they
know about learning and the knowledge of the literacy lives of the
individuals in their classrooms. For whole language teachers who
have been invigorated by coming to know the world through and with
their students, for those who have undergone their own personal
revolution of thought, this, indeed, is a bright time.

Reference

Goodman, K. In press. Reading, writing and written texts: A transactional,
sociopsycholinguistic view. In Theoretical models and processes of read-
ing. 4th ed., ed. Robert B. Ruddell, M. R. Ruddell, and H. Singer.
Newark, Del.: International Reading Association.
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Introduction: Three Themes

Richard J. Meyer
University of Nebraska-Lincoln

Alan D. Flurkey
Kyrene Elementary School District, Tempe, Arizona,
and University of Arizona

involved with the school lives of children confront their own

professional identity each day. We respond to the many com-
plexities of our situations daily as we face children, other teachers,
researchers, and various other colleagues. In doing this, we continu-
ally present who we are by acting on our knowledge base, our beliefs,
and our understanding of the social setting in which we practice.
Whole language educators are reflective about professional identity,
and we work to be informed about research which, in turn, has an
impact upon our practice. We listen to the many voices around us and
learn from the diversity of cultures in which we live. These three
themes—identity, responsibility, and practice—are at the heart of this
book.

Identity and responsibility are not typically distinguished, and
although we separate them in this book, they most certainly overflow
into one another. Identity for whole language educators means undex-
standing who we are as professionals, being aware of the community
of educators to which we belong, and being aware of the issues which
affect our practice. Responsibility refers to acting upon our identity.
This includes being informed, being responsive, and being consciously
and personally accountable for what we do. We work to keep our-
selves informed of the research, politics, and other facets of education
which might affect us. We also act upon the research and politics in
order to advocate for those with whom we teach and do research. Such
action includes advocacy, change in practice, reflection, consideration,
and movement. As whole language educators, we are not comfortable
accepting an identity from the situation in which we find ourselves.
Rather, we form our own identities by taking responsibility for grow-
ing and learning as professionals.

Teachers, teacher educators, educational researchers, and others

12
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Practice is the easiest theme to separate from the other two.
Practice is tangible. Though there is not any single model of a whole
language teacher’s practice, there are many rich descriptions in the
literature (see, for example, Wortman 1991 for the primary grades;
Atwell 1987 for middle school; Newman 1991 for a description of her
work with teachers). Practice is visible and operational—it is the day-
to-day activity within the classroom which is informed by identity and
responsibility. Practice, then, is informed and guided by responsibility
and identity; identity is defined by practice and responsibility; and
responsibility implies action with an impact on identity and practice.

Finally, we recognize that these three themes are woven together
by the thread of reflection (Schon 1987; Newman 1991). As teachers,
we are occasionally asked to support procedures or practices to which
we do not subscribe philosophically. We may find ourselves con-
fronted with pressures to have our students participate in “test wise-
ness” programs, or to compete for a “quietest line-up award.” But
instead of impulsively yielding to these pressures, it is the reflective
quality that prompts whole language teachers to ask themselves diffi-
cult questions on a daily basis—questions like, “What will these chil-
dren remember about this experience years from now?” or “What is
the most important thing this student needs today?” or simply, “What
is most important?” Indeed, we believe that the thoughtful, reflective
stance that whole language teachers bring to their work best distin-
guishes them as professionals.

Identity

As whole language educators, we are part of a professional commu-
nity which supports and helps us explore our individual under-
standings of reading, writing, speaking, and listening. Recenutly,
influential writers have argued for restructuring preservice and in-
service teacher education programs in our country as a solution to
problems in the educational system (e.g., Goodlad 1990). Further, some
have even called for the establishment of a national curriculum (Smith,
O’Day, and Cohen 1990). There are many complex issues involved in
the professionalization of teaching, but it seems to us that programs
which target an entire system or span the country are flawed at their
core. Broad programs like these tend to lose focus on professional
choices that teachers make as individuals, and such programs are out
of touch with issues at the very heart of the nature of teaching and
learning. We argue that national programs which prescribe curricular

13
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goals without examining critical assumptions about the nature of lit-
eracy have the opposite effect on professionalization since they restrict
the number and type of choices that teachers can make.

Rather than submit to pressures for change which come from the
top down, we whole language teachers are taking control of much of
the change that is expected of us. It is a trend which has its roots in
more than twenty years of literacy research and which grows stronger
and more noticeable with each year. We control change by seeking
others who hold similar assumptions, thereby creating our own com-
munity of learners. And most importantly, we actively seek ways to
improve our understanding of the processes of literacy, literacy in-
struction, research, and the ways in which they overlap.

Literacy Residence

The importance of the linguistic richness that children bring to school
cannot be overstated. We need to begin with a respect for their knowl-
edge of language and to build upon it in a way that enhances what
they know. Our choice of what to do in the classroom will make the
difference between experiences that students understand as assigned
»work” and those that they see as authentic activity inan empowering
setting (Cummins 1991). These decisions affect and are affected by our
students’ literacy residences.

We have created the term literacy residence to refer, metaphori-
cally, to where an individual “lives” in terms of his or her literacy. It
includes the oral language life of the individual and the impact of that
oracy on learning to read and write as well as the functions of reading
and writing in the person’s life. It is extensive in that it includes all
aspects of the oral and written language(s) in which a person commu-
nicates, including the rich social and cultural dimensions. We know
that residence in a language is part of residence in culture and commu-
nity. To understand literacy residence is to recognize the complexities
of language. For example, in bilingual classrooms where language use
is valued and unrestricted, close observation has revealed that very
young bilingual children know to respond in different languages and
tones based on their understanding of the linguistic competence of the
receiver of their messages. They take into account a number of fac-
tors—the listener’s age, social background, and competence in either
language—so they can use language most effectively to meet their
needs. This enables bilingual students to write to one student in their
native language and speak to another in their second language—all
with the appropriate formality and tone (Whitmore 1992).
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A literacy residence, then, is a personal construction which is
built within and across the many settings in an individual’s life. There
are cultural, economic, social, ethnic, gender, and political facets of
literacy residence. In other words, literacy residence is that aspect of a
person’s identity which is related to literacy and language use. We
have windows into each person’s literacy residence when we listen to
them speak, hear them read, and read their writing. In everyday deal-
ings, our response to what a person shows us will affect what that
person is willing to present in future encounters. When the setting is a
classroom, the way in which students go about revealing their identi-
ties will be influenced by their perceptions of the teacher’s identity—
they wonder, “What is the teacher’s expectation?” “Will my
contribution to a discussicn or my piece of writing be warmly re-
ceived?” As such, literacy residence is an issue of identity for the
educator, as well as for the students—the tone of a classroom relies on
the teacher’s expression of his or her identity as well as issues related
to the students’ expression of their identities. Caring, sensitive educa-
tors who understand and value the many, complex aspects of language
use know this: the depths and complexities of an individual’s literacy
residence can probably never be known, but a search for insights into
its many issues can become an exciting point of departure for language
and literacy study with learners of all ages.

We understand that children must be allowed to write, read,
speak, and listen in order to come to terms with the language system
in which they have literacy residence. Just as children learn to speak
by learning language, learning about language, and learning through
language (Halliday 1988), they learn to read and write in a paraliel
way. A child’s first language is cultivated in the home (the residence),
as are almost all of the tacit attitudes and beliefs about language which
the child brings to school. Like learning oral language, developing
control over reading and writing processes begins before a child comes
to school and will continue in school under conditions supported by a
responsible teacher. Indeed, once a child enters school, his or her
literacy residence can be saturated by the literacy priorities in school.
Depending on these priorities, a child’s literacy residence is accepted
and built upon or is ignored. It may be devalued or even targeted for
reconstruction—usually at the discretion of a teacher. In Learning De-
nied, Denny Taylor (1991) juxtaposes the richly literate home life with
the school experiences of a child whose literacy residence is devalued
or completely denied—Taylor chronicles what amounts to a proclama-
tion of failure based upon a teacher’s and school system’s criteria for
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linguistic and academic competence. We believe that a teacher’s
stance—the way in which a teacher presents his or her identity to
students—-will either broaden the avenues of literacy development or
drive that development to take place elsewhere.

Literacy residence is a possibility, and “[w]hen we are cut off or
barred by others or by circumstances from the possibility of worth and
meaning in our lives, we reap the pain of frustration, disappointment,
hurt, and smoldering anger” associated with that denial (Carini 1987,
5). However, educators who cultivate their identities with a sophisti-
cated awareness of literacy and language use appreciate the culture
and language of individuals with whom they teach and learn. Intimi-
dation and linguistic hegemony give way to academic democracy and
opportunities for learning and teaching by all present.

Identity as a Condition for Teaching and Learning

Classrooms are not separate cultures unto themselves; however, de-
pending on the teacher s identity, a classroom can be either open to the
experiences of the world or closed-off and isolated. On the one hand,
teachers and children may create a mutually constructed and negoti-
ated setting which actively seeks to draw from the personal, social,
and cultural experiences of all members; on the other hand, students
may be relegated to the role of “recipient” in a completely teacher-
dominated setting. But far from being truly passive recipients, stu-
dents in either setting are aware of the parameters of the school setting.
An example of the struggle some individuals face in dealing with
restraints is found in Byrd Baylor’s Yes Is Better than No as two Native
Americans discuss ways of thinking:

“But of course here in town with the Anglos you have to
think in a different way. In their way.”

“Maria is trying to do that now .. . to think in their way. But
I still got me an Indian mind,” she says. “It won't think White.
It thinks Indian.”

“Mine too,” Rose says. “That’s our trouble.” (1991, 123)

The “trouble” is not with Native Americans—or African Americans, or
Hmong, or any other group—as much as it is with those people with
whom these groups must interact in settings where the valued literacy
residences are not their own.

Again, we want to stress that this is an area where teachers can
make a direct and important difference. In the classroom, the circum-
stances of learning and teaching follow the contours of a teacher’s
identity. In this way, educators with a well-formed sense of identity

16
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can help others in the development of their own. As Jerome Harste and
Carolyn Burke point out, the careful, thoughtful construction of the
“instructional environment” (1979, 33) is the teacher’s responsibility,
and they urge teachers to understand the impact that it makes upon
the children as learners.

Language and Culture -

Literacy is a social and cultural activity in that reading, writing, speak-
ing, and listening all have intended audiences and are purposeful
activities. In any classroom, languages and cultures either collide or
are woven together.

The bonds of family, neighbourhood, class, occupation,
country, and religion are knit by speech and language. We take
eagerly to the magic of language because only by apprentice-
ship to it can we be admitted to association, fellowship and
community in our social organisation which ministers to our
needs and gives us what we want or what we deserve. The
emphasis is on society and fellowship, in which a man [or a
woman] may find his {or her] personality. (Firth 1950, 11)

But to successfully weave language and culture together, educa-
tors must give thought to how literacy works. Frank Smith (1986)
offers one perspective in his development of the notion of a “literacy
club,” where prospective members learn to control written language
as they become inducted into a “club” that they want to join. Hopeful
initiates pursue membership because the activities that membershi
affords are useful, interesting, and enjoyable. And they like the people.
They are shepherded by proficient mentors with whom they want to
associate in much the same fashion that members are inducted into
clubs like chess clubs or sports teams. The responsible educator, acting
on behalf of children, understands the nature of clubs. Through his or
her understanding of the club dynamic, the teacher works to assure
that all students may join.

In the classroom, the teacher creates the context for the social
activity, which can be more learner-centered and “clublike” in tone or,
conversely, more teacher-controlled.

Because the teacher has the power to define the context of
the reading event, it is the teacher’s definition of sense that
becomes the criterion through which success is measured in
that event. The student’s failure to read the passage in a manner
consistent with the teacher’s definition of the context of the
event may reflect the limited extent tc which the teacher and
student shared a definition of the event. (Bloome 1983, 171)
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In describing the nature of literacy and laniguage learning in
school, Bloome and Green illuminate literacy’s complex and interde-
pendent variables by viewing setting as composed of concentric rings.
Language and individual expectations are at the center, and the rings
move outward to include instructional setting, institutional setting,
community setting, societal setting, and cultural setting (1982, 310-11).
Classrooms, being embedded in culture and constructed of individu-
als, consist of slices of all of these rings. In any act of teaching and
learning there is a complex interplay of personal, social, and cultural
variables that are unique to any group of students. Teachers who
recognize this are better able to nurture literacy and language learning.
In collaboration with their students, such teachers become community
builders—experts at arranging conditions which allow literacy to
flourish (Cairney and Langbien 1989; Hansen 1987, chapter 7).

Responsibility
As teachers, we assume professional responsibility when we choose
to gain an understanding of current research and reported practices
and to incorporate those understandings into individual practice. We
also exercise professional responsibility by contributing to the field’s
knowledge base as we report to our colleagues what we have learned
about what takes place in our own classrooms. Ferreiro (1991) dis-
cusses a teacher’s intellectual growth as “pedagogic consequences” of
professional responsibility; these are the decisions which the teacher
brings to the classroom, tacitly or explicitly. Whole language educators
are actively involved in understanding the learning that takes place in
the classroom and seek to make explicit, articulated, well-informed
decisions.

John Dewey knew the importance of teacher responsibility and
saw some of the roadblocks to it. His sentiments, poignant and fresh
after ninety years, could have been written yesterday:

The tendency of educational development to proceed by
reaction from one thing to another, to adopt for one year, or for
a term of Seven years, this or that new study or method of
teaching, and then as abruptly to swing over to some new edu-
cation gospel, is a result which would be impossible if teachers
were adequately moved by their own independent intelligence.
The willingness of teachers, especially of those occupying ad-
ministrative positions, to become submerged in the routine de-
tail of their callings, to expend the bulk of their energy upon
forms and rules and regulations, and reports and percentages,
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is another evidence of the absence of intellectual vitality. If
teachers were possessed by the spirit of an abiding student of
education, this spirit would find some way of breaking through

Linguistic Diversity

We have found that responsible teachers examine the source of their
attitudes about the way children use language in the classroom, and
beyond the classroom as well. The notion that certain dialects carry
with them a certain degree of prestige (Hymes 1967) is a reality in our
society, but the responsible teacher looks beyond that limited view. In
pointing out that all languages are composed of dialects, Ken Good-
man (1969) shows us that we need to accept the legitimacy of language
variation. It is parochial to think that the dialects spoken by residents
in eastern U.S. inner cities, the piedmont of North Carolina, or Latino
communities of the American Southwest are “incorrect” or poorly
learned versions of some “standard” form. Rather, all variants of a
language are equal dialects in the sense that they provide efficient
service to their users. As responsible teachers inform themselves of the
realities of language and education, they realize that apparent in-
equalities among dialects reflect the deeper structure of ethnic, racial,
and political forces. -

We understand that language variation has been used as a “tag”
to denote which children shall succeed and which shall not. In accord
with local educational policy, it is true that children have been placed
into categories in kindergarten and targeted for intervention. Those
children appear locked in place from the first two months of their
school careers (Rist 1970); however, responsible teachers are aware of
these biases and act as advocates for children by teaching in ways that
celebrate individuals and their literacy residences. Responsible educa-
tors permit, accept, study, and rejoice in the language varieties that
they encounter. The writings of kindergarten teacher Vivian Paley
provide a marvelous example of what can happen when a teacher who
is sensitive to language diversity works with children to create a set-
ting in which the contributions of all children are valued. About her
contract with her students, she writes: “[If] you will keep trying to
explain yourselves I will keep showing you how to think about the
problems you need to solve” (1981, 223).

We are learning about the influence of language upon schoolin
as we engage in studies of language in school and at home. Shirley
Brice Heath (1983) and Susan Philips (1971) offer particular insights
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into the literacy residences of children as they document patterns of
language use in the home and community. By understanding the cul-
tural differences in how users of particular dialects use language to
relate to each other in nonschool settings, we may better understand
the qualities of the linguistic diversity that different children bring to
the classroom.

Responsibility cften leads to consciousness raising. In his de-
scription of the lives of ”Burghersiders,” John Ogbu (1974) describes
members of various groups with lower socioeconomic status, finding
some being treated as immigrants and others like members of a lower
caste. Those treated as immigrants have a greater chance of achieving
the American ideal of success, while those treated as a caste are mem-
bers of that caste for life. Although speaking and listening in school are
but one facet of this study, the issues of language are expanded as they
stretch into the sociopolitical realities of our country. Ogbu (1981)
stresses the importance of focusing beyond the classroom as we con-
sider the state of schooling. Mehan encourages us to gain a more
complete understanding of “the role of language in education . . . [as
it] contribute{s] to an understanding of the role of schooling in social
stratification” (1984, 180). The classroom is but one part of a larger
ecological view that encompasses issues such as corporate economy
and stratification. When we make the commitment to examine lan-
guage, we are also making a commitment to understanding the com-
plex social and political web into which schools are woven.

Politics and Cultural Diversity

Teachers who seek to exercise their autonomy and professional judg-
ment often face unexpected pressures resulting from broad-based po-
litical and economic forces that influence the field of education:

To impositions from above is opposed expression and culti-
vation of individuality; to external discipline is opposed free
activity; to learning from texts and teachers, learning from
experience; to acquisition of isolated skilis and techniques by
drill, is opposed acquisition of them as means of attaining ends
which make direct vital appeal; to preparation for a more or less
remote future is opposed making the most of the opportunities
of present life; to static aims and materials is opposed acquain-
tance with a changing world. (Dewey 1938, 19-20)

As we grow in our understanding of the important connections
between language, culture, and text, it becomes impossible to discuss
one without the other. We are also very much aware of the ethnocentric
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nature of some professed understandings of culture (Hirsch 1987;
Ravitch and Finn 1987). These narrow views portray culture merely as
a list of accomplishments; a list which largely fails to recognize the
contributions of all the cultural groups of our society. Even so, there
are still teachers and teacher educators who would have us believe
cultural deprivation is a valid construct. We are a country of rich diver-
sity, yet when ore group assumes great amounts of power and wealth,
some would have us believe that the only group worth belonging to is
the one in power.

It is our responsibility to honor and validate the cultural diver-
sity within our classrooms. And one area needing critical examination
is the traditional practice of grouping:

One index of the persistent refusal of schools to develop a
means to empower minority and disadvantaged groups is the
widespread practice of tracking students into ability groups.
Tracking assumes that schools play a'part in the meritocratic
selection and allocation based on ability. In fact, however, track-
ing fosters the illusion of meritocratic competitions while in
reality functioning as a “ranking” system that legitimates differ-
ences based on race, gender, and social power and locks stu-
dents into positions of limited opportunity. (McLaren 1988, 49)

Professional responsibility requires the cultivation of a social
and political conscience (Giroux and Simon 1988). As critics of our own
teaching, we can develop our sense of personal, social, and political
barriers that block the paths to literacy. In this way we can act as
advocates for children and take an active hand in keeping the paths
clear.

Historical Perspectives

We cannot overstate the importance of understanding the history of
education—especially history which acknowledges the cultural, so-
cial, and political activities of various time periods—for the conse-
quences of these activities can be seen in our classrooms today. Just as
we are trying to understand our present culture, we are seeking our
historical roots so that we might have a sense of grounded philosophi-
cal, theoretical, and practical traditions as educators. Yetta Goodman
(1989) traces the roots of the whole language movement, showing the
rich tradition of evidence and justification in support of whole lan-
guage. Such evidence and justification are often absent from dry his-
tories of education. A mere time-line approach is insufficient because
it lacks a sense of the direction and rootedness of the powerful move-
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ments in education. We need histories that offer a commitment with
which we can dialogue and debate as professionals. Few historians
“would value a history of the Civil War which listed names, dates, and
places as the essence of that war. Language arts educators can settle for
no less. Patrick Shannon (1990), for example, offers a history which
educators may discuss and research further since it originates from a
specific point of view: a social and political account of one hundred
years of reading instruction in the United States. His text affords us an
opportunity to transact with a history of education.
The social, political, and historical realities within the classroom
are undeniably present. Responsible teachers willingly entertain di-
verse historical, social, und cultural perspectives on the world because
such invitations provide opportunity for challenge and understanding
by teachers and students alike.

Practice

Practice puts identity and responsibility into action. It expresses the
teacher’s beliefs and ideas (Wertsch 1991) as he or she transacts with
the minds and literacy residences of others. Because whole language
practice welcomes the contributions of all the minds at a particular
setting, it provides for a collective zone of proximal development for
teachers and learners (Vygotsky 1978; Moll 1990). Whole language also
allows for flexibility in the roles of teacher and learner as these roles
become less attached to age or time in a particular setting and more
attached to authentic expertise.

Whole language teachers give children permission to value their
own literacy. We know that language is relationship. Through lan-
guage we cultivate and continue relationships using written and oral
systems. The nature of the relationship is critical to language—and
literacy—development on personal and interpersonal levels across the
many functions of language.

Permission and Relationships

As teachers learn more about language and literacy, they begin to view
their classrooms as language laboratories. It can be no other way
because we cannot fashion a meaningful curriculum until we have
explored our students’ literacy residences, which requires permission.
For us, permission means allowing children to freely express those
ideas closest to their hearts and minds, to explore and cultivate their
self-expression. Permission also means granting ourselves the oppor-
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tunity to invest the time and energy required to really know and enjoy
our students in the face of traditional approaches to teaching, severe
time constraints, and attitudes of colleagues which might dissuade us.
It means giving ourselves permission to reallocate our time to simply
watch kids work and play so that we may better know what language
learning looks like. And beyond student and teacher, permission
means opening up the door of the classroom to parents who want to
help, to classroom aides, and to the involved principal. It means that
teachers and children have license to break with a curriculum which
has no relevance, to break longstanding codes of behavior which are
based on outdated assumptions from a time gone by (“children should
be seen and not heard”); it means that children will have a safe place
to explore reading and writing and speaking and listening and the
latitude to construct their own community of learners as they see fit.
Finally, teachers who are sensitive to the concept of permission
are builders of relationships. Ken Goodman (1986) said that whole
language teachers have been accused of “loving their students into
learning.” That is an apparent reality. In truth, teachers who under-
stand the nature of language learning and who are confident in their
identities as professionals kriow that the dynamics of the classroom are
deeply social. They are unafraid to cultivate rich, balanced, nurturing,
and long-lasting relationships with students, parents, and colleagues.
They realize that, above all, effective education is a human thing,

' Research and Practice

Of course, not all teachers and researchers are convinced of the demo-
cratic and humanistic trends supported by assumptions inherent in a
meaning-centered view of learning. Carole Edelsky, a whole language
researcher and advocate, was told that she “thrives in the midst of this
intellectually foundationless struggle [whole language], which is the
chief source of her smoke and mirrors” (McKenna, Robinson, and
Miller 1990). This is the voice of fear; it reflects a lack of understanding
of both the paradigmatic differences represented by whole language
and of the power of responsible, informed practice.

The “great debate” fostered by Jeanne Chall (1966) almost thirty
years ago seems to persist today as Marilyn Adams (1991) seeks to
reduce our understandings of human learning to a simple machine-
like technology. But Adams is being met with strong resistance as
informed advocates like Murphy point out that Adams “pays little
more than lip service to the theoretical and pedagogical implications
of the vastly growing literature on emergent literacy . .. {and the] sig-
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nificant demonstrations that reading is much more than the text-
bound perception of words” (1991, 203). Proponents of a mechanistic
view of learning and literacy seem to ignore the rich and complex
variables that are at play in any classroom. Howgver, Denny Taylor’s
work aspires to reveal such complexities; she offers sound eth-
nographic resezrch documenting classrooms in which “teachers and
children work together, becoming co-informants, as the reading and
writing strategies of the one inform those of the other” (1989, 190).

Research which supports meaning-centered practices offers in-
sights that fly in the face of conventional wisdom, and brings serious
implications for changing traditional classroom practices. Even so,
some educational materials and the policies that guide their use en-
courage teachers to relinquish professional responsibilities and deny
students permission to explore their own literacy residences.

The use of basal reading systems in our classrooms amounts to
an economic and political scandal (K. Goodman et al. 1988; Shannon
1989a) as large publishing companies exert de facto control over edu-
cating children in the language arts. Patrick Shannon finds that

basals contribute to a hierarchical, class-based distribution of
literacy among the student population. . .. The illusion of scien-
tific validity of basals maintains the myths among poor and
minority students that they are solely responsible for their dif-
ficulty in learning to be literate and among middle and upper
class students that they are literate simply because they can pass
basal tests and other standardized tests. (1989b, 631)

Dolores Durkin’s (1981) study of five basal reader series re-
vealed that little time during basal reading instruction is actually spent
on teaching strategies of comprehension. The series she investigated
focused on evaluating mastery of skills or recall of facts and sequences
that children could recall from stories they had read; far from being
meaning-centered, this reflects a “skills evaluation” point of view.

Appearing to be scientific in nature, basal companies offer us
“cures” for our low-performing readers. They assume that we have no
understanding of the reading process or reading instruction and offer
us word-by-word instructions for children during reading instruction.
Ken Goodman calls the basal companies “unseen authorities” (1989,
304) who seek to run our programs of literacy instruction. We have
blindly relinquished our power over text, and

[tlhings have gotten so out of whack that our review of how
to teach reading comprehension shows that almost anything
teachers do beyond a basal reading program significantly im-
proves reading comprehension. (Harste 1989, 266)
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Reflecting a recent trend, some reading series have made an
effort to include “real literature” in their anthologies. However, Ken
Goodman (1988) points out that these works of literature are often
severely changed to the point of not being recognizable in order to
control the vocabulary or balance ethnicity within the story. Yvonne
Freeman (1989) presents evidence that state-mandated policies can
change literature programs from meaning-based to skills-based, un-
dermining the very heart of literature. The teachers in Barr and
Sadow’s (1989) study felt compelled to teach reading as specific skills
and, therefore, spent less time reading textbook selections. Those
teachers relied upon the skills segme..ts of the reading series and were
reluctant to use the many additional activities which are language-
rich.

Barr and Sadow did not investigate whole language classrooms
that were not using basals. If they had, we believe that they would
have found that whole language educators are actively incorporating
cutting-edge research into their daily practice and pursuing their own
research agendas in their classrooms.

Written Language Processes and Instruction

Frank Smith (1992) explains that if we truly have faith in children as
natural learners of oral language, then we ought to extend that faith to
the written word as well and commit ourselves to the naturalness of
learning to read. Reading is a process of making meaning that involves
the reader and the author in a unique relationship (Rosenblatt 1978).
In transacting with the author through the printed text, the reader
constructs his or her own singular meaning.

In our daily practice we understand reading to be more than the
“successive accurate identification of words in text” (K. Goodman
1991). Meaning construction is at the core of a complex process de-
scribed by language systems and strategies. As readers, we use cueing
systems to construct meaning: the letter/sound (graphophonic), the
syntactic (grammatic), and the semantic (meaning) systems (Harste
and Mikulecky 1984; K. Goodman 1984). As these systems work to-
gether, we use strategies to direct the construction of meaning: ini-
tiation, sampling of available cues, prediction, confirming and
disconfirming, correction, and termination (K. Goodman 1984, 104-7).

There are narrower views of the reading process which stress
sound/symbol relationships and that cast reading as mere word iden-
tification, but these perspectives lack a focus on meaning (Harste and
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Burke 1979; Y. Goodman, Watson, and Burke 1987). Ken Goodman
makes clear what reading is by addressing the notion of “decoding”:

The concept that underlies the use of the term “decoding” has
become so distorted that we need to re-examine it carefully. . . .
Both oral language and written language are [complementary]
codes. ... But if you look carefully at the term “decode,” it
implies that one is going from code to something other than
code. If, in decoding, we go from code to something else, what
else is that something else? An immediate answer is that if the
reader moves from code to code, no decoding has taken place.
If he moves from written language to oral language in some
form, however distorted or complete, he has not decoded any-
thing. In a similar manner the army signal corps operator re-
ceives a coded message that comes to him as a dot-dash signal
over a radio. He then transcribes that into letter sequences. But
he can'’t take that piece of paper with the letter sequences and
say “Here, I've decoded the message.” In fact, he has to get a
code book out and somehow reconstruct the message which has
been carefully obscured through several different encodings in
order to keep other people from getting the message. It isn't
until he gets the message that any decoding has taken place.
Anything short of :neaning, anything that doesn't, in fact, go
from code to meaning is not decoding. (1982, 53)

Teachers must cultivate an understanding of the reading process
in order to take ownership of reading instruction, transforming their
experiences into very real practice which can be shared with princi-
pals, parents, researchers, and other teachers. Nancie Atwell (1987)
does this effectively as she affords her middle school students the time
and ownership of learning that they require in order to create a class-
room where students can transact with texts to achieve a significant
depth of response. She points out that the reading experiences of her
students, closely linked to writing experiences, vary across many fic-
tion and nonfiction genres. She makes discoveries about the students’
reading, adjusts her prografn “+*meet individuals’ needs, and then
reports her practices, which are well grounded in a meaning-centered
theory of reading and writing research. Atwell’s sense of identity and
responsibility provide the framework for her practice.

Literacy research has shown us that even children as young as
kindergartners can be active participants in the literacy environment
of their classroom by approximating reading and retelling or con-
structing stories with a text in hand. Elizabeth Sulzby contends that
“[t}his indicates that, prior to formal instruction, important develop-
ment is going on” (1985, 479). When children are given permission to
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read and transact with whole texts, they engage in authentic reading
experiences, and as teachers, we have enhanced their understanding
of reading as a sense-making process.

Not all young children are so fortunate in their school experi-
ences. Recently, as Meyer (1992) sat in a kindergarten classroom, the
teacher sat the children or the rug in a circle so that each child could
see as the teacher read from a Big Book and used a pointer to show the
children where she was reading. It was a familiar story to most of the
children. The Little Red Hen had found a grain of wheat and could
find no help from three other animals in the planting, harvesting,
hauling, grinding, kneading, or baking of her bread. Finally, the hen
asks who will help her eat the bread, and she suddenly has many offers
for help—all of which she turns down. Ms. K, the teacher, closed the
book and smiled at the children. Allison and Kenny raised their hands
at the same time:

Allison: That’s not right.

Kenny: No, she should have shared.

Ms. K: But . . .

Allison: We're supposed to share with each other.

Kenny: Yes, we are and . . .

Ms. K: But look. Look at the book. The duck and the cat and
the pig . . . see them here. They are lazy. They are not help-

ing. [Ms. K turns to each page where the three animals are not
helping the hen.] They don’t deserve any bread!

The discussion ends in silence as Ms. K puts the book away and
dismisses the children to line up for recess.

The teacher had not permitted the children to own and express
their responses. Nor had she allowed time for discussion so that chil-
dren could do the things necessary for the negotiation of meaning;
share their transactions with each other, and perhaps adjust what they
thought originally, or defend it; or cultivate new thoughts collabora-
tively. She denied the literacy residences of the two children involved
in the discussion and set an example for the other children about how
meaning was made in the classroom; meaning was teacher-dependent.

The point we wish to make here is that reading involves a
relationship between the reader, an author, and a text. As teachers, we
need to help children cultivate that relationship by encouraging them
to take as nuch ownership as possible when they are reading. In the
classroom, reading must be a social activity which encourages and
capitalizes on the relationships between the readers as they negotiate
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the meaning of a text with each other. When a teacher seeks to control
these relationships rather than nurture and guide them, or when a
teacher relinquishes control to a reading program, their very nature is
changed, resulting in strange occurrences, such as children hating to
read or considering the “school work” type of “reading” as something
entirely different from reading outside of school.

Given the chance, young children come to know and understand
intentionality in print—the meaning function inherent in print. When
allowed to experience a variety of printed materials (magazines, cereal
boxes, Books, cassette tapes, newspapers), and by being read to and by
watching others read, children explore the functions of print just as
they explore them in oral language development. Meyer (1992) de-
scribes a writer far exceeding the expectations imposed by the tradi-
tional definition of writing in school. In home settings, he observed an
emerging writer create checks to purchase items while playing store,
design game boards, post signs for roads and buildings made out of
blocks, print play money, fill out deposit slips, compose tickets to
events, and make shopping lists.

While children are likely to have these experiences at home, they
might not have them at school. Language theorists are aware cf the
shortcomings of traditional written language instruction:

Until now, writing has occupied too narrow a place in school
practice as compared to the enormous role that it plays in chil-
dren’s cultural development. The teaching of writing has been
conceived in narrowly practical terms. Children are taught to
trace out letters and make words out of them but they are not
taught written language. The mechanics of reading what is
written are so emphasized that they overshadow written lan-
guage as such. (Vygotsky 1987, 105)

Writing serves many functions in our culture, and those
functions are likely to interact in complex ways with the nature
of school learning. Until we understand those interactions bet-
ter, simple suggestions for educational change are unlikely to

lead to major changes in the success of our schools. (Applebee
1984, 592)

But whole language educators do understand the complex ways
that functions of written language interact with schooling. JoBeth Ai-
len and her colleagues investigated seven kindergarten classrooms
and concluded that “the majority of their students will make progress
in writing without required handwriting exercises, or other tasks of
dubious value. . . . the children provide their own practice” (Allen et
al. 1989, 146). Ken Goodman writes: “Perhaps the most significant
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insight from this writer’s research is that children can literally teach
themselves to recognize unfamiliar words as they read. They do this
by regressing, by going back and gathering more information when

. they have made an error so that they can correct it” (1967, 5). One way
to characterize whole language practice is through its pronouncement
of faith in the linguistic brilliance of children. Whole language educa-
tors, through their awareness of how to support children’s explora-
tions of the functions of print, are the vanguard of change.

Classroom Research

The face of research is changing as the line between formal and infor-
mal research dissolves. This change is driven by shifting views of
learning; no longer do we accept definitions of learning as the acqui-
sition of skills. We now know literacy-learning to be the pursuit of
control over oral and writter: systems as learners seek to understand
the world. 1t is a pursuit which is developmental and which has
individual, social, and cultural aspects. Accompanied by this changing
view of learning are changing criteria for what counts as legitimate
research data. Paper and pencil tests are yielding way to rich anecdotal
-accounts of the learning process which inform practice and point the
way to further theory development and research. And this research is
no longer generated and handed down from “the ivory tower.”

Instead, teachers are assuming increased importance as they
demand a voice in the “why and how” of research that affects their
classrooms. For example, Sondra Perl (1983) reports on a school dis-
trict initiating the process approach to writing, which involved teach-
ers as collaborators in research. The teachers were involved as writers
in writing workshops for the purpose of gaining an understanding of
the writing process, the variety of genres, a sense of audience, and
other aspects of authorship. Like Atwell, mentioned earlier, many of
the teachers have published their results, thereby adding their voices
to the research literature on writing.

Cochran-Smith and Lytle are university faculty who include
preservice and inservice teachers in research projects. Individuals de-
cide upon a problem, define it, and approach it with sensitivity to
cultural, socioeconomic, gender, and ethnic issues. Cochran-Smith and
Lytle see teacher research as a vehicle for staff development and re-
mind readers that:

The cultural diversity of US. schools and schoolchildren
demands that every teacher, whether new or experienced,
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thoughtfully examine the local meanings of disparities between
home and school, community and school system, and teacher
and student and then take responsible action to improve the
educational choices and life changes of their own students.
(1992, 113) ’

To fully understand literacy processes, teachers of reading and
writing must be readers and writers themselves, sharing in the process
with children and colleagues. This close-up research where teachers
see firsthand how literacy processes unfold is the most important
because it has direct and immediate consequences for changes in prac-
tice. Teachers who engage in this type of classroom research also know
that they have a right to be critical of the research and literature
presented to them in various journals and books. As they sharpen their
“kidwatching” (Y. Goodman 1985) skills, they come to trust their own
informed choices as creators of curriculum. This is how the historical
boundaries which separate the territories of consumers and producers
of understanding are becoming “fuzzy” (Lampert 1991). These re-
search experiences enable teacher-researchers to conclude “that many
of the instructional assumptions currently made are faulty at best and
debilitating at worst” (Harste and Burke 1979, 177).

Closing Thoughts

Whole language educators take responsibility for understanding the
complex nature of literacy and are among the most responsible profes-
sionals in the field. They do not dismiss the importance of advocacy
for children in their pursuit of learning. And they understand that
teaching is more than filling an eight-hour day with activities to oc-
cupy children—they know that on every side, teaching faces multiple
politiczl, social, economic, and cultiral issues.

In her chapter in the first section of this book, Dorothy Watson
describes whole language educators as “uppity.” We concur, and it is
high time! As teachers, we are working in an era in which, for the first
time, it is possible to reinvent our profession, construct our own iden-
tities, and become leaders of change in education. We are committed
to greeting the new century with identity, responsibiiity, and well-ar-
ticulated practice.

Notice that each writer in this book has a distinctive voice—a
personal expression, a unique story to tell. These are the concepts that
we want to resonate throughout Under the Whole Language Umbrella:
Many Cultures, Many Voices. Read with these in mind.
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| Identity

Voice, culture, and story are key concepts in whole language. As meta-
phors, each can be explored in many different ways to help us compre-
hend what whole language is all about. We come to recognize the
value of each individual’s contribution in our classrooms by listening
closely to what he or she has to say. Our goal is to have our students
realize the value of their own voices and use their voices to make
contributions to their own communities. And we realize that we come
to know the world through the stories that we are told, the stories that
we share, and the stories that we tell to ourselves.

But how do we flesh out the meaning of whole language and our
identities as whole language educators? In this section readers will
" find that each writer has a different approach to this subject. In her
address to the second annual Whole Language Umbrella Conference,
reprinted here with minor revision, keynote speaker Dorothy Watson
suggests that we come to know who we are by sharing the stories of
authors, theorists, researchers, and learners. She points out that “we
hav e defined whole language linguistically, historically, pedagogically,
curricularly, and politically. Whole language has got to be the most
defined and redefined concept in education today.” Carole Edelsky
includes the concept of story when she focuses on the ways in which
research helps to determine what is involved in being whole language
educators. Norma Mickelson discusses how we can go about telling
others who we are. Judith Wells Lindfors, Patrick Shannon, and Adrian
Peetoom explore the relationship between the individual and the com-
munity, each from a different vantage point. Lindfors reflects on the
relationship of the individual to the community and how community
evolves in an elementary classroom. Shannon further illuminates the
concept of the rights of the individual learner by relating these rights
to the U.S. Constitution’s Bill of Rights. And Peetoom discusses what
happens when the rights of the individual and the community come
into conflict.




1 Many Cultures,
Many Voices

Dorothy Watson
University of Missouri-Columbia

en I was asked to address the opening session of the second
Whole Language Umbrella Conference, I was pleased but
nervous about the responsibility. At one point worry took
over, and my solitary attempts to write stopped dead in their tracks. It
was time to practice my unwavering belief in collaboration. I needed
friends. My first call for help was to Ken Goodman. I chatted with Ken
about his presentation at our first WLU Conference. I suggested that
because it was such a moving speech and because there were a lot of
people who had not heard it, it deserved repetition. And, I said with
hesitation, would he mind if I just read it again at the Phoenix confer-
ence? After what seemed to be an unnecessarily long silence, Ken
replied, “No, Dorothy, that would be a sin.” I controlled my disap-
pointment but could not resist telling Ken that as far as his work was
concerned, a lot of us had sinned. :

I was dismayed that Ken was not demonstrating the whole
language spirit of sharing, but, undaunted, I sidled up to another
friend. Years of experience have taught me that if I sounded pitiful
enough, Rudine Sims Bishop would always come to my rescue. I
reminded Rudine of a perfect talk that she had given several years
ago—a presentation that we always referred to as “the vitamin
speech.” “How about it, Rudine, that talk is just right for ‘Many Cul-
tures, Many Voices' . . . for old time’s sake?” After what seemed to be
another unnecessarily long silence, she caved in. But I could tell (I am
sensitive to these things) that she really did not think it was a good
idea. Something in her voice made me reconsider the value, no matter
what the struggle, of raising my own voice.

Under the Umbrella—Together

Whole language: What is this force? What is this collection of thought
and action that has brought us together from classrooms around the
world? What is the substance and essence of this philosophy of learn-
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ing and teaching that has inspired educators from diverse societies and
cultures to raise their voices—to tell their stories? Perhaps whole lan-
guage cannot be described or defined any better than to say, it is our
stories:

® Stories that have their roots in the works and messages of
countless researchers and theorists who help us see that chil-
dren, when given a chance, are smart, and that teachers are
the professionals who can best tap children’s intelligence,
energy, and imagination

Stories that are written by a community of teachers who, with
the help of their students, have dared to create new class-
rooms and important curricula

Stories that are told through the work of a growing number
of educators who are represented by us—teachers, adminis-
trators, librarians, authors, publishers, and parents gathered
under the umbrella tonight

Stories—often including pesky ones that keep getting us into
trouble as we create their plots and themes—that reside so
deep within us that they capture our learning, our teaching,
and our imagination; and once we have those pesky stories in
our heads, it seems that nothing can shake them out of us—
and no one can scare them out of us

Welcome

Welcome to the second Whole Language Umbrella Conference. Wel-
come to a festival of learners and of language. Welcome to a celebra-
tion in which we can experience the beauty and achievements of many
cultures, where we can listen to the stories told and songs sung by
many voices, and perhaps, to use Paulo Freire’s term, where we can
create a culture circle of our own, one in which no voice is lost.

To Jane and Alan Flurkey and all those who have artfully de-
signed this conference with such great dedication, we are indebted for
helping us take another step along the whole language path. To reach
our greatest potential and to distinguish our support groups from all
the other organizations available to us, we know that we must do more
than recognize cultures other than our own; we must give voice to
those whose lives place them on the fringes of society and schooling.
Thanks, Alan and Jane, for this invitation to become more sensitive
and more caring and for helping us find the courage to pull down the
barriers that wall out knowledge and understanding.

What can we expect of this conference? Last year, after our first
WLU Conference, Grace Vento-Zogby took all the evaluation forms
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back to Utica, where she spent days reading and digesting those
thoughtful comments. Of all our fine experiences in St. Louis, Grace
found that the experience that remained with everyone was the oppor-
tunity for talk—talk with other professionals who shared our interests
and concerns. Through our talk we sorted things out so that we could
inquire more deeply into our important questions and concerns, and
through our talk we could more fully celebrate our successes. This
year the conversations will continue—again there will be talk, inquiry,
and celebrations.

And if, through our talk, our beliefs are confirmed by a teacher’s
practices or if a teacher nods in agreement with our ideas (and even
takes notes on a suggéstion that we make), we can expect to feel
gratified that the work in our classrooms, in our schools, and in our
libraries is confirmed and valued by people whom we trust. But in
addition to the confirmation of our familiar practices, through our talk
we can expect to experience the unfamiliar—a tentative theory with
which someone is wrestling, a classroom strategy, a poem, a picture—
an idea that makes our pulses beat faster and that causes us to draw
fourth-grade stars and exclamation marks in the margins of our note-
books to remind us, when we return home, to reflect on these impor-
tant ideas.

We can also expect to have our blind spots revealed, to be
nudged into that discomfort zone of whole language where we must
make our intentions as teachers much clearer, and our agendas as
educators more explicit. At this conference we may make some tough
decisions—maybe some that we have been putting off—decisions
about how our students are evaluated or what materials are allowed
in our classrooms; we may make decisions about what really should
take up our students’ and our own time and energy—what is so right
and good that it can be called our curriculum; and we may make
decisions about those students who are overtly or covertly denied
because they bring their nonstandardized minds, bodies, ages, inter-
ests, and needs to a standardized classroom and curriculum.

_ During this conference, we, as individuals and as groups, may
make some “policy decisions”—decisions that require all our political
wisdom in order to conduct ourselves productively with both those
who support us and those who do not—colleagues, parents, adminis-
trators, publishers, and people who write about us in newspapers,
magazines, and professional journals. No one at this conference will
presume to make decisions for us, but here we can decide to do more
than just wring our hands over thorny problems—whether those prob-
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lems involve mandated tests that mask our students’ abilities and
worth, or how to exist ulcer-free with the skills-based eclectic next
door who fills the curricular cauldron halfway with obligatory texts
and tests, adds a numbing amount of workbooks and worksheets, stirs
in large quantities of direct “banking model” instruction, and, just to
add a bit of flavor to this tasteless ferment, sprinkles some whole
language on top. And if that teacher does not understand whole lan-
guage practices and principles, just put anything in and call it whole
languag: .

At this conference, we are educators doing our homework. Here
we will talk about, study, mull over, reason with, reflect or, and re-
ject some of what we see and hear. But here is our chance to be-
come enabled, which in turn gives us the anchor needed for becoming
empowered.

At this conference, we will be doing what we invite our students
to do. We will take ownership of our own professionalism by making
choices and taking risks. Choices and risks. If we have chosen whole
language, it necessarily involves both. I am reminded of the message
that Beverly Greeson wrote on the board one evening in our graduate
class called Whole Language Curriculum. The message was advice
from that wise philosopher Bert to his friend Ernie: “If you want to
learn to play the saxophone, you’ve got to lay down the ducky and
pick up the saxophone.” Choices and risks. If we have chosen to play
the saxophone, at this conference we will get to talk about how re-
warding and how scary it is to let go of the ducky. Here we can
experience with friends the theory and practice of playing the saxo-
phone, as well as the rewards and frustrations of learning to do so.

At this conference, we, as educators and as members of our
support groups, can expect to plan our next steps, even if they are
shaky and tentative ones. As members of an umbrella organization, we
must decide where we will place our next efforts as leaders in the
whole language movement. WLU is organized with an enthusiastic
advisory board. Our network of active interest groups has grown
stronger, but we need to move ahead in our responsibility to our
profession and to our membership. This is a working conference. We
can expect to get very tired this week, but we will not get sick and
tired. For this is our work, and it ignites us rather than burns us out.

Our Stories

This week we will hear voices of those to whom we eagerly listen—
authors, theorists, and learners—all emerging from a kaleidoscope of
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societies, ages, genders, experiences, politics, and cultures—and re-
sulting in the heartbeat of the whole language movement, the heart-
beat that gives life and meaning to our whole language culture circle.
But first we must recognize our own worth, reflect on our own history,
and realize our own strength that rises from the bedrock of our own
culture.

To help us with our inquiry, I am going to take the liberty of
defining culture as a powerful collective of all the qualities that define
us as human beings. Some of those qualities are expressed in the art of
Diego Rivera, R. C. Gorman, or Norman Rockwell; the music of
Mozart, Mariachi, or The Grateful Dead; the dance of Maria Tallchief,
Gregory Hines, or Mikhail Baryshnikov; the architecture of the Navajo
hogan, the high-rise apartment, or the row house; the poetry of Nikki
Giovanni, Lucy Tapahonsc, or Langston Hughes; the literature of Isaac
Bashevis Singer, Margaret Laurence, or Toni Morrison.

Culture is the nuances, the looks, the sayings, the lessons, the
jokes, the quirkiness, the rituals, the rules, the connectors, the contexts,
the designs of our lives that we as members of groups have in some
way allowed to emerge, not only from our past but from what is being
created right here and now in the circles of our families, our class-
rooms, our support groups—our lives.

In order to respect the lives of those outside our own groups,
we first need to understand the qualities within ourselves that have
contributed to the sum total of who we are and what we consider
of value and importance. Even though we may have consciously or
unconsciously rejected some attributes, we are inextricably shaped
by people, language, and experiences that were, or are, so pervasive
and powerful that they help identify us as human beings, just as
they help identify our culture circle: I know that I am FDR, the
New Deal, and Bible stories for Presbyterian boys and girls; I
am Saturday matinees, Shirley Temple, and Gary Cooper; I am also
Woody Guthrie, Patsy Cline, and Station KVOO in Tulsa. I am all
those side-splitting wisecracks from family and friends, stories that
I absorbed while sitting on the fender of our old Ford V-8 as it
moved around the town square on magical Saturday nights. I am “Idle
hands are the devil’s workshop” and “Fish or cut bait” (I rejected
“Pretty is as pretty does”). I am friendship rings and Girl Scout camp
songs. I am a lot of penny candy, home-canned peaches, and Chubbet

dresses.

We are all so many precious things of quality that we could make
E. D. Hirsch look culturally deprived. Through our cultures we make
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sense of our lives. But through culture shared, we are informed and
enabled; through culture shared, we make sense of the world.

And now let’s practice our own beliefs. I invite you to share a bit
of yourself, and in doing so begin the renewal of your own culture and
the search for other cultures, other voices. Would you, in your note-
books or the margins of your programs, write down some things
out of your past or present lives that are so pervasive and powerful
that they could be thought of as part of your culture, things that in
some way help define you as you—the person, the teacher, the human
being that you are? Now I invite you to spot someone whom you do
not know, to introduce yourself, to talk for a while, and to share
something from your culture specific list. Finally, I invite you to reflect
on, perhaps even write about, this experience and about your new
acquaintances.

We know that lasting and deep appreciation of diversity is not
gained by shaking hands and talking with someone at a conference for
a few minutes. It is also not gained through the February Brotherhood
Assembly and the Ethnic Food Festival. We cannot even be sure that it
will be achieved when learners of diverse backgrounds come together
in a classroom. These “tokens,” however, should not be belittled;
rather, they should be assessed for what they are—beginnings, or
perhaps even better, little celebrations along the way toward more
genuine recognition of the richness of many cultures and the beauty of
many voices.

Authors’ Stories

Whole language educators know that literature shared can be an
invitation to culture shared, and we depend upon authors to let us see
and feel the lives and hear the voices of others. I have chosen one
author as a representative of all those writers who have spoken so
eloquently to our students and to us.

Perhaps all of Katherine Paterson’s books are celebrations of
people and their relationships with others, but in her book Gates of
Excellence: On Reading and Writing Books for Children (1981) Paterson
directly shares her life with us. In the following passage she makes us
feel the helplessness of not being seen or heard for who we are. As you
experience Paterson’s story, I invite you to think about those students
whose lives are shaped by rich traditions and language that clash with
or in some way are not comfortably and conveniently matched with
the larger society, which includes organized schooling:
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I can remember clearly how it feels not to have any words. In
those months after I went to Japan in 1957, I would often find
myself being taken somewhere by Japanese friends, not know-
ing where I was going or whom I was going to see. When I got
to wherever I had been taken, I would find myself surrounded
by people who were talking and laughing away, but because I
did not know their words, [ was totally shut out. As I began to
learn a few words, people would try with infinite, exaggerated
patience to talk with me. And because my speech was so halting
and miserable, they would try to help me, try to put words into
my mouth, try to guess what on earth it was I was trying to
convey. When I was finally able to get out a sentence near
enough to Japanese so that my listeners could grasp what I was
driving at, they felt sure I'd appreciate knowing how 1 should
have expressed that particular thought, and they would gently,
firmly, and ever so politely, take my pitiful little sentence apart
and correct it for me.

I'm sorry to report that I was not grateful. I wanted to
yell, cry, throw a tantrum. I am not a fool! I wanted to scream.
If only you could know me in English, you would see at once
what a clever, delightful person I am. But, of course, I didn’t
say it. I couldn’t say it. I didn’t have the minimum daily re-
quirement in either vocabulary or syntax. The first time I saw
the play “The Miracle Worker,” I knew what had been happen-
ing to me in those days. It was the rage of those starving for
words.

In 1961, after four years in Japan, I boarded a jet in Tokyo
and landed about twenty hours later in Baltimore. [ was met by
my parents and one of my sisters and taken home to Virginia.
Every night for many weeks I would get out of the soft bed,
which was killing my back, and lie sleepless on the floor. I was
utterly miserable. “These people,” I would say to myself, mean-
ing my own family, “these people don’t even know me.” The
reason I thought my family didn’t know me was that they
didn’t know me in Japanese. (Paterson 1981, 7-8)

Real appreciation of someone else’s identity comes from long-term
experiences in which all the learners can, as Katherine Paterson put it,
see themselves and others in their own language, in their own achieve-
ments and successes, displaying their own trophies.

But if learners cannot come together face to face over time, we
must seek out the literature, explore the accomplishments, and build
communities in which respect for wide ranges of cultural diversity
becomes a way of life. And that way of life has no room for a killer
culture in which those in power have an inflated sense of their own
language and traditions.
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Researchers’ and Theorists’ Stories

As whole language educators, we listen to the voices of researchers
and theorists whom we trust. I am convinced that never has a group
of educators taken their profession so seriously, felt so responsible, or
studied so hard. Witness a TAWL (Teachers Applying Whole Lan-
guage) meeting where teachers are critically investigating the theories
and research of another educator, asking what all this has to do with
them and their students and how the assumptions and suggestions
stack up with what they know to be true about learners and learning.

Of all the researchers and theorists to whom we have attended
in understanding whole language principles and practices, I have
done the ridiculous—I have selected one to represent them all. I have
chosen Paulo Freire because of his influence on the lives of three
friends—teachers who have experienced such hurtful and shabby
treatment from colleagues that one of them seriously considered re-
signing from a successful ten-year teaching career, three teachers who
have virtually withdrawn to the saneness of their classrooms and
closed their doors. These teachers come together in an attempt to cope
with some of the torment that they have faced for almost two years.
would like to read an excerpt from Shor and Freire's A Pedagogy for
Liberation (1987) that touched them, and then tell you the reactions of
the teachers. '

This is a great discovery, education is politics! When a teacher
discovers that he or she is a politician, too, the teacher has to
ask, “What kind of politics am I doing in the classroom? That is,
in favor of whom am [ being a teacher?” The teacher works in
favor of something and against something. Because of that he
or she will have another great question, “How to be consistent
in my teaching practice with my political choice? I cannot pro-
claim my liberating dream and in the next day be authoritarian
in my relationship with the students.”

Freire’s words gave these teachers courage and perspective.
They had learned some hard lessons from the almost daily gut-
wrenching experiences that included being denied and ignored by
former colleagues. After a great deal of sorting out and struggling with
Freire’s words, they came to a realization and a question. They realized
that when they made the decision to live a whole language curriculum,
they had engaged in a political act. They did not set out to do so, but
it happened. This was scary, but the realization and the fear it brought
gave them an opportunity to be courageous. And their thoughtful
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question: “While we're proclaiming our need for freedom and libera-
tion, are we hearing all the voices within our own classroom? Are some
students’ beliefs, traditions, efforts, and abilities valued over others,
just as others’ opinions and practices are prioritized over ours?” As the
teachers asked liberating questions about the unquestioned obedience
that was expected of them, they began to investigate choice and voice
and ownership in their own classrooms. This is grass-roots whole
language politicalization.

These teachers began to heal and to become enabled when they
realized that Freire was right: education is politics (at least for them it
was), and they had to move politically both outside and inside the
classroom. But curiously, it was primarily their actions within the class-
room that enabled and empowered them. As one of the teachers said,
“I'm not so scared now, because I'm a teacher again, and one of the
things I am teaching my students is how to be heard.”

Learners’ Stories

And it is time that we heard from students. While listening to authors,
to theorists, and to ourselves, we urge learners to raise their inquiring
voices. I have chosen three examples of students’ voices to share with
you. I have selected these examples because they are quiet but power-
ful examples of kids becoming informed, speaking up for themselves,
and speaking out for beliefs that are worthy of their time and energy.

In a collaborative study, Kittye Copeland and Kathryn Mitchell
Pierce invited Copeland’s students to reflect on their science experi-
ence. William's learning log entry is typical of the children’s reflec-
tions: “Science. We went outside. I picked a group of onions. I learned
that an onion has a bud inside of it that makes it grow.” (See Figure
1.1.) Classmate Chip knew that his teacher encourages and expects
children to be candid about their learning and that they are not ex-
pected to play at schooling, so he was forthright in his comments: “1
like science. I picked a whole onion. It was neat. I did not learn
anything.” (See Figure 1.2)

Grace T was told that school board members would be visiting
her classroom because there had been a complaint about, among other
things, her lack of textbook use. The principal was supportive of
Grace's curriculum and suggested that she tell her students that they
would be having visitors and that they might want to welcome the
visitors and to explain what went on in the classroom. Grace told her
fifth graders about the visitors, and the kids talked about how they
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Figure 1.1. A science entry in William’s learning log.
Figure 1.2. A science entry in Chip’s learning log.

could make their visitors welcome. Then one of the students suggested
that guests to the classroom could not possibly understand, based on
one visit, everything going on there. On the student’s suggestion, a
committee of five children worked hard for a week making a guest

book and composing the following letter to be given to everyone who
visited their room:

Dear Visitor,

Thank you for coming to our classroom. We think you will
understand us better if we tell you a bit about our room and
offer a few suggestions.
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First of all, please take a walk around the room. Although
we try to run a tidy ship, this is a working classroom, so you will
find unfinished projects, work in progress, and OUR STUFFE.
WE do the bulletin boards (not Mrs. T by herself), we write our
assignments on the board, we arrange the books and try to keep
the files orderly. We live here.

We also have a say in what we want to study through our
special expert projects, and we choose our own books to read.
We would be glad to answer your questions about any of the 50
topics we have learned about this year.

Please read some of our completed stories. If you want to
talk to an author or if you want our autograph, just ask. If you
look at some of our unfinished stories or research reports you
might find different spelling or funny grammar. We call this our
rough draft spelling and writing. Don’t worry, we get better as
we go along. No, we don’t have spelling tests and grammar
sheets. We just write stories, poems, do research and draw pic-
tures to illustrate our work.

We also talk a lot to each other. If you think we are wasting
time, just listen in. But we can be quiet, too. If we are having
silent reading time, please join us by getting a book. You might
want to read some we’ve written.

Since we write a lot in this room, we hope you will, too.
Please sign our guest book. You'll notice that there is lots of
room in the book to write your comments and questions. If
there is something you like about us, please say so. If there is
something you think we should be doing differently, we are all
ears.

Sincerely yours,
Grade Five and Mrs. T
Yeh, Yeh, Yeh

In a second-grade classroom at Columbia Catholic Elementary
School, Gary Shaw encouraged his students to speak up for them-
selves and for others when they felt the cause was a worthy one. When
Kristen and Alexis noticed that only the boys got to be servers during
the communion services, they felt slighted and decided to talk with
their teacher. Shaw explained that he thought the priest chose boys as
servers in order to get to know and to bond with them; letting them
participate in the services might result in their growing up to become
priests.

The two girls did not buy the argument, so their teacher sug-
gested that they write to Father (see Figure 1.3). Kristen and Alexis did
not sign their letter initially, but then Shaw reminded them that the
priest would not retaliate, and that when people feel strongly about an
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Figure 1.3. Alexis and Kristen’s letter of complaint that girls were not
chosen as servers during the communion services.

issue they usually strengthen their position by signing their names.
Not only did the girls sign their names, but they drew pictures of
themselves and provided a little description (Alexis is tall, Kristen
medium).

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Many Cultures, Many Voices

Our Colleagues’ Voices

We respond to all our colleagues’ voices, not just the select group of
teachers who are as informed as we are. We encourage dialogue with
those who, in our eyes, are making a muddle of whole language
principles and practices, those who are “doing” whole language and
manipulating the “stuff” of whole language. We also listen carefully
and are sensitive to the hopes and potential of the enthusiastic but
scared whole language novices. We remember that perhaps the reason
we know better than they or that we are more successful in our prac-
tices is that we started before these teachers did; we have had a chance
to get it wrong and then get it right; we self-correct; we have col-
leagues and students to help us grow. And now it is up to us to issue
the invitation that moves less informed learners from simply talking
the talk and walking the walk of whole language to singing the songs
and dancing the dances of whole language—that is, to practicing
whole language principles not as a mimic, but as an artist, asa teacher.
It is easy to fall into a “stage theory” of whole language when we are
working with less experienced educators. When this happens, we
expect all teachers to walk the same thorny path that we walked and
to have the same conversations that we had. We think that if they read
the right books and if they attend the right meetings they will “de-
velop” into us. Educators with fewer experiences in whole language
are not automatically or necessarily less capable than we are. Some of
their experiences will be similar to ours, but they and their students
will also have unique and extraordinary experiences, some that will be
richer and more informative than ours, and some that will be tenuous
and confusing. Nevertheless, their voices must be heard.

We must hear the voices of the cautious skeptics and must at-
tempt to understand and respond thoughtfully to reasoned questions.
We must never avoid the questions of the skeptics just to keep an
ureasy peace. Such discussions can help us grow in our own under-
standing and will lead us to important inquiry.

We also must hear the voices of the dissenters—those who ask
us questions and then will not listen to our answers or do not like the
answers that we give. They dismiss us by saying that we are not
responsive or intellectual enough to talk with them. They are the ones
who say, “Those teachers can’t even define whole language.” We need
to point out to these detractors that we have defined whole language
linguistically, historically, pedagogically, curricularly, and politically.
Whole language has got to be the most defined and redefined concept
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in education today. We invite them to listen. I believe, however, that
there comes a time when we need to let the detractors, those whe
would minimize our efforts and our answers, know that we have had
enough. We can find ourselves emotionally and physically drained
from the struggle of defending our principles and practices. Our time,
energy, and hope must be available to those who will enter into a real
dialogue.

Sometimes people ask me if I believe whole language is for
all learners. I have no trouble answering that one. “Yes, all learners.”
I am also asked, “Is whole language for all educators?” My answer to
that one is, “Maybe not.” If that educator is not a learner, our efforts
to inform may be futile, and we may want to direct our efforts to-
ward those who are learners. Depending on how much energy, pa-
tience, and time we have, we can continue to invite, to highlight
articles and put them in mailboxes, even to get resisters to attend
conferences and classes, but we cannot feel responsible or guilty or

even angry when the invitations are ignored and our messages fall on
closed minds.

The Whole Language Umbrelia

The Whole Language Umbsrella is a network of whole language teach-
ers, an umbrella under which we can invite all educators, researchers,
theorists, parents, publishers, and learners to gather. Under the um-
brella we can sing the songs and dance the dances of all cultures. We
can search out the very best in us all, and we can create our own
culture circle.

Under the umbrella and in our TAWL groups, there is even
room for some whom we might never have expected to find there.
A miracle sometimes happens. One did in our area when a parent
complained to the school board about a teacher practicing whole lan-
guage. This parent caused a great deal of pain and undermined two
years of building a whole language curriculum. The miracle is that
eleven years later that parent called a local tutorial service to ask about
having her second child tutored—in whole language. Miracle or hard
work?

I suppose that we have to let it rest for some. There are those
Dicks and Janes who are always going to think that we are strange. But
don’t underestimate the funny Baby Sallys of this world—Sally just
might join us under the umbrella. (See Figure 1.4.)
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Look, Dick.
Look, Jane. |
See Sally. Sally

Figure 1.4. Sally and her umbrelia, from W. S. Gray, D. Baruch, and E. R.
Montgomery, We Look and See (Glenview, lIl.: Scott, Foresman, 1846).

References

Paterson, K. 1981. Gates of excellence: On reading and writing books for children.
New York: Elsevier/Nelson Books.

Shor, 1., and P. Freire. 1987. A pedagogy for liberation: Dialogues on transform-
ing education. Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press.

S0




2 | Hear Voices

Judith Wells Lindfors
University of Texas at Austin

Hear Voices.” I smiled to myself as I wrote this title, remembering
I an orientation program in which [ had participated many years ago.
It was 1961, and [ was preparing (along with 149 others) to go to
East Africa to teach English in a secondary school for two years. At one
point during our orientation program we were given a test that was
apparently designed to weed out those ameng us who were psycho-
logically or emotionally unfit for the experience of living and working
in an African setting—in a culture vastly different from our own. The
test was composed of a set of statements to which we simply had to
respond “yes” or “no.” One item on this test that struck me as being
especially unsubtle was this: “I hear voices that nobody else hears.”
And so I smiled as I wrote my chapter title and remembered this test
item, but also as I realized how different are the voices to which I refer
in my title from those of my long-ago psychological test. Those voices
were unreal and unheard (at least by most of us). In striking contrast,
the voices to which I now refer are both real and heard. They are the
nineteen voices in the kindergarten community in which my story
takes place. They are children’s voices—voices not in the sense of
disturbances of air waves and vibrations that impinge on ear drums—
but rather, voices in the sense of self and (distinctive) expression of
self, what Mikhail Bakhtin might call “the speaking personality”
(Wertsch 1991) or what in writing Don Graves calls “the person in the
print.” This is the voice [ mean: self-expression.

I describe the story of these voices and my discovery of the
children’s awareness of them for several reasons. First, I tell the story
as a way of validating—Ilegitimizing—classroom exploration. Not re-
search. That notion no longer needs help. By exploration I mean
wandering and wondering and noticing and reflecting and interact-
ing—and wandering and wondering some more. Second, I relate the
story as a way of thinking about classroom communities, especially
the balance of individuals and groups within them. And finally, it may
simply be of interest to readers to know what an outsider saw in a
classroom that could belong to a reader. Ways of life in a classroom
tend to be taken for granted by those within it, a case of the fish being
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the last to discover water. And so the look and sound of a classroom
to an outsider might be of some interest to readers.

Messing About

My story begins with my coming to Marion Coffee’s kindergarten
classroom. I had come because, to state it most simply, I needed to be
in an excellent classroom for a time. I had for too long been supervis-
ing student teachers in typical Texas classrooms. I had for ‘oo long
been frustrated by the task of trying to help my undergraduate stu-
dents imagine classrooms they had never seen, for their life experience
of education has been played out totally within Texas in its test-driven
era. I needed, in short, to have my vision and sense of possibility
restored. I needed to renew my belief that even in my test-driven state
of Texas, wonderful interactions among children and teachers can, and
do, still occur. As test mania has increasingly taken over in Texas,
classrooms with such interactions at their core are ever harder to find.
But I knew that Marion’s kindergarten was one. Test mania may come
and test mania may go, but Marion's classroom will always be that
kind of classroom. ,

We go back a long way, Marion and |, at least to 1970 when we
were fellow students in a graduate class at the University of Texas. We
continued over the years to be aware of each other, with our kids in
the same school and same grade levels, with my son in the Cub Scout
troop that Marion’s husband led, and with Marion often having U.T.
student teachers in her classroom and me on the U.T. faculty, often in
the role of student-teaching supervisor. But our connectedness has
increased during the past few years as we have interacted more and
more about, and have shared materials relating to, the inservice work-
shops and short intensive courses that Marion has increasingly been
calied upon to give. It was in the context of one of our professionally
focused conversations that I proposed that we do some sort of research
together in her classroom. Marion eagerly agreed.

The science educator David Hawkins is the one I have to thank
for giving a name (“messing about”) and dignity to the activity that
Marion and I engaged in that semester. In his article titled “Messing
About in Science,” Hawkins takes Water Rat from Kenneth Grahame's
Wind in the Willows as his starting point: ” ‘Nice? It's the only thing,’
said the Water Rat solemnly, as he leant forward for his stroke. ‘Believe
me, my young friend, there is nothing—absolutely nothing—half so
much worth doing as simply messing about in boats. Simply messing,’
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he went on dreamily: ‘messing—about—in—boats—messing—’ ”
(Grahame 1908 [1933], 12). Hawkins asserts that children’s classroom
learning in science should engage them in three phases, the most
neglected of which—"honoring the philosophy of the Water Rat”—he
calls “Messing About,” a time “devoted to free and unguided explora-
tory work.” He ends his article by returning to the Water Rat—the
ultimate educational philosopher, it would seem. Says Hawkins,

there ... are three major phases of good science teaching. . . and
- - - the one most neglected is that which made the Water Rat go
dreamy with joy when he talked about it. At a time when the
pressures of prestige education are likely to push children to
work like hungry laboratory rats in a maze, it is good to remem-
ber that their wild, watery cousin, reminiscing about the joys of
his life, uttered a profound truth about education. (Hawkins
1982)

Now if the importance of messing about is “a profound truth”
for children learning in school, I take it to be no less “a profound truth”
for teachers learning in school. So to say that Marion and I were not
engaged in formal research, which begins with an explicit research
question and systematically gathers and analyzes data related to it,
this is not to trivialize our undertaking, but only to say that it was
different, “the charm of it” (again in the words of the Water Rat) being
that “whether you arrive at your destination or whether you reach
somewhere else, or whether you never get anywhere at all, you're
always busy” (Grahame 1908 [1933], 13).

Busy we were, Marion and I. We had our river—our place to do
our messing about (Marion’s classroom). We also had our “boat”"—our
means of exploring. Two mornings a week I came to Marion’s room
and observed during Centers Time and Whole Group Study Time, the
time when the whole class sat in a circle on the rug and Marion focused
on a particular concept. I would drift from center to center or, durin
Study Time, would sit on the floor immediately behind the circle of
children. Notebook in hand, I would write furiously whatever I was
seeing and hearing that was interesting or intriguing—bits of conver-
sation, descriptions of activities, and interactions. No taping. Besides
the fact that, initially, I was not looking for or at anything in particular
and wanted to be completely free to drift, tape-recording the class
would have made this kind of exploration experience impossible.
Audiotaping in the classroom would have required a formal research _
proposal, submitted to the Austin Independent School District a year
in advance, with subsequent approval granted by everyone from the
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superintendent on down. But simply “observing” in Marion’s class-
room—wandering around and writing—required approval only from
Marion and her principal.

After Study Time the children would go off to P.E., and Marion
and I would sit and talk about what had been interesting that morning,
and Maricn would tell me about some of the other happenings that
had occurred when I was not there.

This went on for several weeks. I began to feel uncomfortable,
and I think Marion did, too. We had a boat and a river for our explor-
ing, but we had no topic or focus. You see, we were not pure Water
Rats, only modified Water Rats—Water Rats who had been to coliege.
I was waiting for a topic to emerge, and this was not happening. I felt
that Marion was waiting for me to suggest a topic, that she expected
the usual situation in which a university professor comes into a
teacher’s classroom as "Primary Investigator” to carry out some re-
search project and engages the teacher as a partner, more or less, but
never as one who jointly owns the research. And this Primary Investi-
gator role was one that I had every conscious intention of avoiding. So
Marion was waiting for me to suggest a direction, and I was waiting
for her—for some indication of an area of her interest. And we sat. And
we talked. And we feit uncomfortable.

Focusing

At last it happened. During our conversation one morning while the
children were at PE., [ happened to remark, “I noticed today that these
kids seem to have such a sense of community.” Marion said, “"Commu-
nity! Now that’s something I've always been interested in!” She went
on to talk with real feeling about how she has always attempted to
foster a strong sense of community in her classroom. She told me of
the frequent comments that visitors to her classroom had made about
this. And so we decided to look at it and for it: the children’s talk (and
other behavior) as it fostered and as it reflected their sense of commu-
nity. My notes and noticings became a bit more focused, and Marion
began writing down anecdotes that related to her interest in commu-
nity. Our stories accumulated; our talk continued.

I am glad now that we did not begin by defining community, for
as we went along, it became increasingly apparent that our notions of
community—though largely similar—were also interestingly and val-
idly different. I came from the outside and focused in, whereas Marion,
coming from the inside, focused out. I saw this classroom as an intact,
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self-contained unit, an entity whose workings I could examine, a mi-
crocosm. My focus was entirely within the classroom walls. But
Marion’s orientation was outward, beyond the classroom. She was
keenly aware of this classroom as but one society within a larger one.
Her interest in classroom community was driven by her goal that
her children would increasingly move out into and make a difference
in that larger community, taking their classroom community notions
with them. And so, in our conversations, Marion would tell me about
an incident that she had observed involving young adult men playing
baseball at a nearby park, or she would bring an article from the
newspaper telling of a public lecture being given about “community.”
And I would think, “Interesting, but what does this have to do with
what we're focusing on?” In time, I came to understand the connec-
tion. But if we had begun with a definition of community-—necessarily
a compromise, consensus definition—this difference in our perspec-
tives could not have flourished, and we could not have learned from it.

After the children’s expression of community became our focus,
I began to see and hear what I expected—which of course says more
about my limited ability to see and hear at that point than it says about
the children. One of the most obvious indications of the children’s
awareness of “our group” was the shared procedures that they carried
out and talked about, sometimes in ways that would make little sense
to an outsider, but that were perfectly understood by the children.
Here’s an example from my notes:

It’s Centers Time and Maria and some other children are play-
ing in Big Blocks. They have constructed a platform, their “ice
skating rink,” and they are “skating” on it in stocking feet. juan,
a monolingual Spanish speaker newly arrived from Central
America, comes to the edge of the group. He takes off one shoe.
Maria calls out, “Mrs. Coffee! Mrs. Coffee! Juan is seven.” The
classroom rule is “Only six in Big Blocks at a time.” It’s a rule
that David shows he knows when, on another morning, he
stands at the edge of Big Blocks and—with head nods—silently
counts the children already there. Six head nods. He turns and
walks away to another center.

We might expect members of a community to know not only
what the expected procedures are for its functioning, but also when
and how those guidelines can be suspended, those rules bent. One
demonstration of this knowledge came on a day when the children in
Big Blocks had made a wonderful long train. Tammy, one of the official
six in Big Blocks, tells Samantha (an outsider) that she can come for a
ride on the train. This will, she acknowledges, make more than six in
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Big Blocks, but Samantha will leave as soon as she finishes her train
ride. The Big Blocks group accepts this as a legitimate bending of the
“Only six in Big Blocks” rule.

One expected procedure was for the children to first help clean
up the centers in which they played and then help in any other centers
where help was needed. Cleanup time reverberated with comments
like, “Lindsay, you have to clean up with us” (because she had been
playing in that center but was not helping to clean up), or Marion'’s
~ comments to children not engaged in helping at other centers after
their own was clean:

“Which center would y‘all like to help in?”

“Big Blocks.”

“Good idea—they look like they can use some help,” or, “OK,
girls, we have lots of other places to help.”

. This is not to say that the cleanup rule was always complied
with; but its ex, ..ence was not challenged, as shown by this example
from my notes:

Edward has been sitting alone at the book center, very intently
copying the name of abook into his pocket spiral notebook. The
cleanup bell rings. He continues his copying, his concentration
undiminished. Janice, indicating the small blocks center in
which Edward had been playing earlier, says, “Edward, you're
supposed to help.” Edward replies, “I'm not in that center any-
more.” Janice says, “You're still supposed to help.” She walks
away. Edward continues with his copying.

Edward, like his classmates, knew the way it was “supposed” to be.
He shared with them an understanding and acceptance of “We do it
this way.”

Recognition of procedures—ways of doir.~ things—was not all
these children shared, of course. Evident to me from the outset was
their shared understanding that this was a place where helping each
other was valued. And exg ected. I have not yet figured out how this
was so well understood so early in the year, but it was. Examples in
my notes are abundant. I choose just two, both from Study Time.

The children are studying five. On the floor in front of each
child is a piece of paper with five lima beans on it. Marion has
told the children to turn their beans so that they are all on the
white side. Tammy, sitting beside Juan, sees that he has not done
this. She knows, of course, that he has not understood Marion’s
instruction, given in English. She reaches over, turns his five
beans to the white side, then turns back to her own.
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The topic is rhyming words. Marion asks Jamie for a word that
rhymes with “goat.” Jamie is stuck. He can’t think of any.
David: You know it, Jamie. It's something you wear.
Marion: That's a good clue.
David: 1t’s not a shirt.
Jamie: Coat.

These five year olds constantly played out their understanding that
they were responsible for others in the group. Helping someone func-
tion successfully was another aspect of shared understanding of how
we do things in this place.

A third area that I expected to find expressed as part of these
children’s sense of community was their common history, their shared
experiences. I knew these to be rich and abundant—going fishing in
the nearby creek and then setting up aquariums in the room, making
pumpkin pie, going to the observatory, and so on. I expected lots of
talk about “"Remember the time we ... ?” And there wuas a lot of such
talk, talk that fostered and reflected the we notion that pervaded this
classroom. But I had not expected that it would sometimes involve
what, to an adult, would seem like such inconsequential events.

Standing in line, waiting to leave the room for PE. one morning,
David says to Lindsay, “Remember how we went to the water
fountain and drinked? Remember how we went to the water
fountain and went around in a circle?”

Nor had I expected to find it so casually woven into conversation—just
a passing comment that we understand, as when Marion comments
that Juan’s drawing “looks like Saturn that we saw in the telescope
when we went to the observatory.” Sometimes ‘it was a markedly
in-group remark, a comment whose significance an outsider would
not grasp. For example, one day in December Marion and a small
group of children were sitting at the art table, glittering their Christ-
mas ornaments. The talk was relaxed and warm. Suddenly Janice said,
“Mrs. Coffee, what if we painted your porch?” Marion laughed and
said, “Well, it better wash off, that’s all I got to say.” The group—the
in-group—Ilaughed. They knew the reference was to Nicole’s show-
and-tell story earlier that day, of going to her friend’s house and
painting the friend’s porch.

Shared procedures, shared expectations of helping one another
and being responsible for one another’s welfare, shared history—now
that sounds like an adult’s notion of community, And our interest was
in the children’s notion. How could we get them to “define” community
for us, to tell us what it meant to them? It was easy enough to see
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reflections of our notion. But what was their notion? We decided to
have Marion interview the children individually to see if we could get
at this. This turned out to be a disaster—for two reasons.

First, the questions were wrong. In an attempt to be open and
not impose our categories on the children, we had come up with
questions that were meaningless and incomprehensible to them, ques-
tions to which they just could not respond:

» How would you know this was your class?
= If something was going wrong, what could you do to help?

= When you're in another group, does it seem different from
ours? How?

We wanted them to come up with the categories, but what they came
up with was puzzlement, a look that was the visual equivalent of
“Huh?”

Early in the interviews, Marion identified the second major
problem: interviewing children individually, instead of in small
groups. She was well aware of how individual children were better
able to understand a task by observing other children at the task. She
knew, too, how often these children picked up on and extended one
another’s ideas.

We tried again. This time Marion carried out group interviews—
focused discussions—with four children at a time. The focusing ques-
tion was this: “Suppose a new child came to our class. What would
you tell the child about our class?” If this proved too “open” for a
particular group, Marion would get more specific: “What would you
tell the child about how we do things here?” She also would ask soine
version of the question “We’ve done a lot of special things that the new
boy or girl would have missed. What are some of the special things
we’ve done that you'd like to tell the new girl or boy about?”

Given the shaping of the questions—the focus here on proce-
dures and shared experiences—it is not surprising that these are what
the children provided. These may not have been the categories the
children would have come up with on their own, but at least the
categories were not alien to the children, and they were able to elabo-
rate on the categories by providing a rich array of specific examples.

And now came Marion’s crisis, the crisis which engendered her
major discovery. It had to do with rules. Marion audiotaped the group
interviews, and I transcribed them. Examining the transcripts, Marion
felt inundated with the children’s listing of rules, many of the “Don’t
do...” variety, and many of them completely new to her—rules that
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she had never heard before, much less initiated. This was very upset--
ting. Marion fostered a free and responsible environment, and here
these children seemed obsessed with don’ts. And where did rules like
“Don’t swing the mouse by the tail” even come from?

It took an educational anthropology doctoral student, Sarah
Burkhalter, to help. When Marion told Sarah about this upsetting turn
of events, Sarah laughed and said, “Of course! That's how a group
defines itself. This is the children’s attempt to help the newcomer join
the group. "Here’s how we do things. Now you can be one of us. Now
you can belong.” ” Looking at the children’s responses again, from this
new perspective, Marion breathed easier. Now the child’s “Don’t
swing the mouse by the tail” seemed to be her specific, personally

meaningful rendering of “Be gentle with the animals,” a rule shared
by all. ' '

The Outsider’s View

My discovery was quite different from Marion'’s. I relate it with some
embarrassment. Sometimes we make what seems to be an important
discovery, but when we stand back and look at it, it suddenly seems
trivial and obvious—even silly—and we say to ourselves, “Well, any-
body would know that. What made me think it was such a big deal?”
My discovery was that kind. I suspect that it was not a discovery for
Marion because she knew it all along. And it may not be a discovery
for other teachers, who live in the classroom and who may know it,
too. But I was the outsider here and did not know it. So, embarrassed
or not, I relate my discovery, hoping that it may interest teachers to
know an outsider’s perspective. My observations may make opaque
an aspect of the classroom that may, to teachers, be transparent.

I carried with me a deep-seated (though unconscious) notion
that individual and group represented two opposite values, and that the
extent to which one was valued and fostered was the extent to which
the other was diminished. I imagined some total amount that was
distributed on the two sides of a balance scale. More on one side
meant less on the other; one side down, the other up. Now this was a
very simplistic view, and I suspect my notion came from a variety of
sources:

® from my acquaintance with anthropologically oriented litera-
ture such as Susan Philips’s Warm Springs Indian Reservation
research (1972, 1982) or Kathryn Au’s work with Hawaiian
children (1980) .
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» from my reading of the competition-vs.-cooperation debate
that has pervaded the educational literature for many years
now

= from my reading of feminist literature such as Carol Gilligan’s
In a Different Voice: Psychological Theory and Women's Develop-
ment (1982) or sociolinguist Deborah Tannen’s You Just Don't
Understand: Women and Men in Conversation (1990)—research
and writing that suggest males value and voice toward being
independent and individual, whereas females value and
voice toward connecting, affiliating, nurturing, supporting

But whatever the sources, this polarity notion was mine: The
more you value and foster group cohesion, the less you value and
foster individuality. The more you attend to the chorus, the less you
attend to the individual voice. It took a class of nineteen five-year-old
children to show me that, and how, I was wrong. I had been listening
for, and thus hearing, a group we:

We do it this way.
We help each other.
We share a history.

But I began to notice that the we that shared procedures, expectations,
and a history was not a faceless, voiceless mass we—not a pack, not a
herd—but a we of quite distinct individuals, recognized by the children
as distinct. Theirs was a we of Tammy and David, Molly and Samantha,
Jonathan and Jamie. Even in the first month of school, before the
children knew everyone’s name, they noticed and commented on indi-
viduals—their particular characteristics, preferences, clothing, activi-
ties, abilities, habits. What strikes me now as so remarkable is that it
occurred in such an unremarkable way, in unremarkable incidents like
these, as recorded in my notes:

It’s September 26. The children are seated in a circle on the rug
playing a game in which one child is blindfolded, another child
greets him or her, and the first child must guess which child
spoke. After one child has correctly guessed that it was Saman-
tha who was the speaker, Janice comments, “Samantha has a
deep voice; that's how she knew.” And now it is Samantha’s
turn to be “it.” She listens to the speaker (David) and says, "I
don’t know the name.” Marion says, “Then describe the person.
Tell what the person looks like.” Samantha says, “He has a shirt
that's blue and has stars on it.” (He does.)

1 enter the room during Centers Time and to my astonishment
find no one in Big Blocks. Kim sees my surprise. “What?!” I say
to her. “There’s no one in Big Blocks today.”




Judith Wells Lindfors

Kim: That's because someone isn’t here today.
Me: Who's that?
Kim: Orlando. He loves Big Blocks.

Samantha often comes late. One day she is absent and Trisha,

noticing her absence, tells Marion, “Samantha is really late to-
day‘ "

It is Centers Time and Samantha and I are sitting at the art table.
Samantha tells me, “Trisha knows a bunch of Banish.” (In fact,
Trisha knows no Spanish at all, but regularly pretends she does,
bending over Juan and emitting long strings of nonsense.)
Marion and four children (including Juan) are sitting at the art
table. The children are glittering their Christmas ornaments.
Each child has three colors of glitter and is supposed to keep the
three separate. Juan has mixed his together.

Trisha: Uh-oh, Mrs. Coffee.

Nicole: Juan did three colors.

Marion: That's OK. He didn’t understand.

'17zmmy:h Cause he speaks Spanish. But he’s learning En-
glish.

All unremarkable. Which may be why it took awhile for me to hear
them.

I also became increasingly aware of the children’s expression of
appreciation for individual expertise or accomplishment. Again, the
examples from my notes tend to be casual, easy, unremarkable. The
following all happened to occur in mid-October and all involve Jamie
(a child who was repeating kindergarten):

Jamie is at the computer. He has created a wonderful picture—a
variety of patterns and colors—and it is starting to print. Ed-
ward is watching as Jamie’s picture is progressively revealed.
He says, with unmistakable appreciation, “Oh, those are pretty.
How did ya make that?!”

Now Molly is at the computer with Jonathan. She tells him, “I
want Jamie to show me how to do it.” She calls to Jamie across
the room: “Jamie!”

It's Centers Time and Jamie and Trisha are at the art table. Jamie
looks at Trisha’s drawing and says, “Gosh, that’s a neat one!”

It’s Whole Group Study Time. The focus is patterns. Marion has
lined up several children in a row a couple times, to demon-
strate different patterns (e.g., alternating children with different
colored clothing). Now the pattern is boy-girl-boy-girl-boy-
girl. No one can guess what the pattern is. They try color of
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clothing (red-blue), height (tall-short), shoe fastenings (tie-
velcro), hair length (long-short), but no one can guess. Marion
is about to tell what the pattern is when Jamie mutters that he
thinks it's boy-girl. Marion says enthusiastically, “That’s right,
Jamie. Jamie got it!” The children burst into spontaneous ap-
plause. Jamie smiles.

Individuals within a Group

How does this happen? I asked myself so many times that semester,
and ask myself still. How can we have not individual or group, but
rather individual within group: group enhancing individual and indi-
vidual enhancing group? I don’t know the answer, but I do know that
it did not occur by accident in Marion’s classroom. No coincidence
here. Rather, a teacher deeply committed to a community of individu-
als, each contributing in unique ways to “groupness”—community. It
was inevitable that Marion would play this out in countless demon-
strations (to use Frank Smith’s term), demonstrations both intentional
and inadvertent. I expected to see her play out the “groupness” of we.
What I had not expected was the “individualness” comprising that we.

First, the room itself—the physical environment—demonstrated
a we of nineteen individuals:

= Nineteen small labeled containers in a group on the window
sill, each containing a seed that an individual child had
planted

= Nineteen leaves gathered on a recent walk, grouped on a
bulletin board, each labeled with name of leaf and child who
had found it

= Nineteen alien pictures—or Halloween pictures with dictated
stories—in a cluster on the bulletin board, each with art-
ist’'s/author’s name

s The “With a Friend” book the children had made, a book
Marion kept on the chalk tray where the children had easy
and constant access to it, one page of the book written and
illustrated by each child

= The “What's in Space?” mural covering one wall—a mural
with nineteen labeled sections

= Two large graphs on the wall, one of nineteen pairs of shoes,
the other of nineteen pets (actual or hoped for)

= Above the computer, a large sheet of paper listing things you
can do with computers, each suggestion provided by a child
and written down by Marion, along with the name of the
child whose suggestion it was
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Everywhere I looked I saw—literally ssw—the message: we are a
group of nineteen individuals and every one (note: every one) of us -
contributes. It was a powerful visual message.

Second, there were Marion’s frequent demonstrations of appre-
ciation for an individual child’s contribution to the group. Sometimes
these were explicit, as in the pencil-sharpening incident:

It's Whole Group Study Time and Marion begins by saying, I
wanna say some special things to some special people who did
some special things.” She write-talks “Th-a-n-k y-000-u” on the
chalkboard beside the rug where the children are seated in a
circle. “This was all started by Charles,” she tells them. “Charles
noticed that the pencils needed to be sharpened. I started sharp-
ening them, but it took too long. Charles started sharpening the
pencils and then others joined in. So the first one I want to say
thank you to is Charles.” She writes his name under the “thank
you.” Several children say, “I helped,” and Marion writes these
names in the thank-you list. She concludes, “These people really
helped us and really worked hard, and these pencils will last the
whole year.”

Often the demonstrations of appreciation were implicit—Marion read-
ing the children’s individually authored storybooks aloud at the start
of Whole Group Study Time or using two patterned easel paintings
done during Centers Time when the focus of Study Time is patterns,
or making a center using the tongue-twister game that Jonathan has
brought from home. But whether explicit or implicit, the message of
appreciation for individual contributions to the group was evident.

Third, Marion frequently followed a child’s suggestion. The fol-
lowing examples from Whole Group Study Time are typical:

Tke children, as a group, are dictating text for a picture story
about a girl getting lost from her mother in a grocery store.
Nicole suggests, “Ms. Coffee, why don’t we name the story?”
Marion says, “OK. Let’s name the story.” After they discuss and
finally agree on a title, a child suggests “She is lost” as the first
sentence, a sentence the other children accept. But Charles asks,
“Doesn’t lost mean that she’s in the store and her mother is
someplace else?” Marion replies, “That’s a good point.” The
children change their opening sentence to “She is lost from her
mother in the store.”

The focus of Group Study Time is rhyming words. Marion uses
a thumbs up/thumbs down activity: if Marion gives a pair of
words that rhyme, the children put their thumbs up; if the
words don't thyme, they put thumbs down. After providing
several word pairs herself, Marion begins to call on individual
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children to give the word pairs. She continues to put her
thumbs up or down, along with the children. Edward says to
her, “I think everyone’s got it.” Marion, recognizing this as a
tactful suggestion answers, “Oh, you mean I shouldn’t do it?”
Edward says, “Yes.” Marion does not do it on the next round,
and, indeed, everyone gets it. She says, "I think that was a good
suggestion of Edward’s.” Again the message is clear: Individu-
als influence what we do here. Individuals’ ideas are important.

But not only their ideas. The individuals themselves are important.
This was demonstrated most dramatically on those occasions when
the special situation of an individual child became the deliberate focus
of group concern. I give but two examples, both from the first month
of school. I include them in their entirety because they are so powerful.

It's Whole Group Study Time. Marion begins by telling the
children, “Samantha is sad today.” The children look for Saman-
tha in their circle and see that indeed she is sad. Samantha could
best be described as a downward droop vccupying rug space.
Head, eyes, shoulders all down. Marion continues, “She’s sad
because she wanted to play in Big Blocks, but there were al-
ready six people so she couldn’t. What could we say to Saman-
tha to make her feel better?”” Hands go up. Marion calls on a
child who says, “Samantha, you can play in Big Blocks tomor-
row.” Samantha continues to droop.
Marion: She’s still sad. What else can we tell her?

Another child: Samantha, you can play in Big Blocks first
thing when you come in tomorrow morning.
Still Samantha droops. :
Marion: What could we do to be sure that Sarnantha
gets to play in Big Blocks tomorrow?
Several children suggest, “Write it down.”
Marion: OK. I'll write it right up here on the chalk-
board. “S-a-man-tha. B-ii-g Bl-o-ck-s.”

And Samantha? As soon as she hears Marion begin to write, her

whole body lifts toward the chalkboard. Eyes, head, shoulders

up now, her whole body a unit focused intently on Marion'’s act

of writing,.

You see, Samantha knows that if you say something it could be
just a windy promise; but if you write it, it's a contract. The children
become concerned that the writing might be erased. Perhaps Marion
should write it higher. But even if she did, one points out, someone
could still climb on a chair and erase it. Marion says, “Well, you know
what I'll do? I'm going to do something I used to do last year and it
worked. I'll write right here ‘Do not e-ra-se.” ”
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The second example also occurred in Whole Group Study Time:

Marion plays a professional tape as she shows an accompany-
ing book about words you can use to make people feel better.
Then she tells the children that this book and tape are special,
different from the ones the children are used to, because this
book and tape include a Spanish version. She reminds them that
Juan doesn’t speak English, so often he doesn’t know what the
children are saying or what the stories are about. She tells them,
"“So today, we're going to make Juan feel better by playing the
tape in Spanish. So everybody needs to be quiet so Juan can
hear. You'll see what it’s like for him every day.” She turns her
chair so that it directly faces Juan. As the tape begins, Juan—
who until that moment has been idly looking around—sud-
denly stops, then turns toward her. The direction of her chair,
the inclination of her body, the position of the book, her eye
contact, her smiles, the language in the event—all these clearly
just for him.

The message? It matters if Samantha is sad. It matters if Juan can’t
understand the stories we read in English. Why? Because each is
important to us; each is one of us. Those three words say it all for me:
one of us, the one and the us both important and mutually enhancing,
This is what I found to be the essence of this kindergarten community.
Each one a distinctive, recognized, and valued one of us. The one not
sacrificed for the us, nor the us sacrificed for the one. Each voice heard,
recognized, valued—making us the we that we are.

Whole Language and Community

I believe that whole language has everything to do with community,
for it is within communities that language development and use nec-
essarily occur. It makes sense to me that whole language classrooms
should be each-one-one-of-us communities for the following reasons:

1. Tknow language to be at one and the same time unique and
universal. Each child creates and uses a language which—in its
specifics—is distinct from everyone else’s. And yet the general
pattern of its development and the purposes for which each
child uses it are common to us all: human ways and purposes.
Unique—the one. And universal—the us. Give me, then, a class-
room community that recognizes and values both the one and
the us.

2. T know language and self to be inextricably and wonderfully
entwined. Deborah Tannen, writing of individual conversa-
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tional style, reminds us that the style—the way of expressing—is
the person, the person is the style. Exuberant, reserved, empa-
thetic—each is both the self and the expression of self, Bakhtin’s
“speaking personality” again. Give me, then, a classroom com-
munity where individual voice—self and expression of self—is
valued.

3. I know language to be inextricably entwined with commu-
nity-—developing and existing within it, and through it, and
because of it. Give me, then, a classroom community where the
group is cohesive, supportive of the individual voices within it.

4. 1 know language to be inextricably entwined with thought
and its development. Vygotsky (1978) tells me that the many
voices of the child’s social experience become what James
Wertsch calls, in the title of his recent book, Voices of the Mind
(1991). Give me, then, a classroom community where children’s
distinct, individual voices can contribute to the development of
one another’s minds.

We have chosen for ourselves the label whole language. If lan-
guage in its wholeness—social, intellectual, personal—is what we seek
to help children develop, then each-one-one-of-us classroom commu-
nities are, I believe, good places to do it.

And I think of the Texas skills-and-drills classrooms from which
I was fleeing when I came to Marion’s kindergarten, and I feel sorry
for the limited opportunities that the children in those classrooms have
to come to know one another’s voices and to forge cohesive commu-
nities out of them. And then I think, in contrast, of the.accumulating
descriptions that whole language teachers are providing of life in their
classrooms—the portraits we find in Mills and Clyde’s Portraits of

Whole Language Classrooms: Learning for All Ages (1990), and in Edelsky,

Altwerger, and Flores’s Whole Language: What's the Difference? (1990).
Classrooms like Karen Smith’s and Carol Avery’s and Nancie Atwell’s.
As I read these descriptions, in my mind'’s eye and ear I see and hear
each-one-one-of-us classroom communities—classroom communities
like Marion’s. It is to her classroom that I turn for my closing example.

It concerns an event that occurred in September, during one of
my early visits. It was a quite unremarkable event at the time. Yet in
my subsequent reflections on that kindergarten community, this mun-
dane event has taken on special significance, coming to stand as a kind
of symbol of what I learned in that classroom, among those children
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who knew, and valued, the distinctive voices that comprised their
community.

The children were sitting in a circle on the rug, playing the
familiar game in which one child is blindfolded and tries to
identify the child who speaks to him or her. It was Edward’s
turn to be “it.” He walked to the one small chair in the circle and
sat down. Marion blindfolded him. The other children’s hands
went up, each child wanting to be chosen to be the speaker.
Marion chose Molly. In a voice that was her own—not dis-
guised—Molly said, “Hello, Edward.” A great grin enveloped
Edward'’s face. “Oh, that’s Molly,” he said confidently. “I know

that voice.” And so he did. In more ways than he ever dreamed.
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3 Whole Language
Assessment and
Evaluation: Connecting
with Parents

Norma Mickelson
University of Victoria, Victoria, British Columbia

we ever consider connecting with parents, there are certain princi-
ples about which we must be clear. These are briefly outlined below.
Our evaluations must be:

I n considering assessment and evaluation in whole language, before

1. centered in the classroom

2. consistent with our overall goals

3. consistent with what we know about language processes
4. comprehensive and balanced

Our evaluation procedures need to be:

numerous, leading to profiles over time
multifaceted
qualitative as well as quantitative

Ll N

based on what we know about the constructive nature of
learning

focused on the professional judgment of those closest to the
learner

«

. positive
noncompetitive
helpful in leading to growth for the learner

© ™ N o

adaptive
10. negotiated

It is also important, of course, to examine our own under-
standing of assessment and evaluation and to realize that we may be
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carrying around some unjustified assumptions—beliefs which I call
misconceptions. Among these misconceptions are the following:

1. Evaluation is separate from instruction.

2. Language is learned hierarchically; therefore, it should be
tested sequentially.

3. Evaluation is testing.
4. Tests tell us what children know.

5. Readability formulas are reliable and valid indicators of
difficulty levels.

6. Grade-equivalent scores tell us at what grade level a child
should be reading.

7. Standardized tests are “objective” measures of perform-
ance.

8. The “omniscient outsider” (Smith 1986) knows better than
we do.

9. Teacher observations are neither valid nor reliable.
10. Tests determine appropriate grade levels for students.

It is critically important, before any assessment (gathering of
data) is made or any evaluation (value judgment) is carried out, that
we as educators know what we are trying to do. Our aims, goals,
curriculum, methods, materials, and assessment and evaluation proce-
dures must be coherent. If they are not, the validity of our educaticnal
endeavors is in serious doubt.

One of the basic issues in educational assessment and evaluation
is that there are many voices which must be heard—voices which are
legitimate and which pose different questions. These include the
voices of students, teachers, parents, school administrators, district
personnel, local school boards, and ministry or state officials. Students,
parents, and teachers are concerned with individual children. Teachers
and school administrators need to know if programs are working.
District personnel, school board members, and ministry or state offi-
cials are concerned with systems analysis. Unfortunately, many at all
levels of the educational spectrum believe that methods of assessment
and evaluation are the same for each of these “voices”; of course, they
are not. Systems analysis is not concerned with individuals and can be
legitimately conducted through appropriate sampling procedures.
The assessment and evaluation of individual ¢hildren is best car-
ried out through performative procedures, one of which is portfolio
assessment.
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Because educational curricula, methods, materials, and assess-
ment and evaluation programs are changing, it is essential not only
that parents be informed but that they also be involved. Some of the
ways in which this can be accomplished are as follows:
home visits or information letters
orientation meetings
professional libraries
newsletters
information booklets
parent-teacher-child conferences

triangulated observations (those made by more than one
person)

N oG LN

@

classroom visits
9. parent helpers
10. parent advisory groups
11. parent-teacher or home-school groups
12. work samnples with informational notes included
13. letters to “incoming” parents
14. enlcouraging parents to become writers and readers them-
selves

Many of our teachers have now moved to parent-teacher-child
conferences where the children are responsible for planning, manag-
ing, and conducting the conference. This involves several important
steps:

1. discussing with the students the possibility of a student-led
conference

2. planning the conference
3. informing the parents

4. having individual students role-play the conference with a
fellow student :

5. organizing the conference day: welcoming parents, making
appropriate room arrangements, deciding on time alloca-
tions, providing refreshments, obtaining parent feedback

An important aspect of assessing student progress involves get-
ting information from parents. This can range from asking parents
what they would like to know about their children to having parents
provide information about their children’s home activities. Forms
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used for this information gathering are available in Evaluation of Liter-
acy: A Perspective for Change (Anthony et al. 1991).

After the conferences have been completed, “reports” go home
summarizing the students’ progress as outlined in the conferences and
indicating areas of mutual concern or plans agreed upon for future
focus. This is a marked change from sending home “reports” which
the teacher has written (or tabulated!) and about which the children
know little or nothing. Some sample “reports” written after parent-
teacher-child conferences are given below:

Dear Mr. and Mrs.

It was a pleasure to meet with both of you together with
Jennifer to discuss her progress. I am pleased that you were
satisfied with her achievement to date and am grateful that you
are willing to assist us in having her make independent choices
and assume responsibility for those choices in out-of-school
activities.

Dear Mr. and Mrs.

Our conference with Adam was most productive. I was
pleased that you felt his portfolio indicated areas in need of
attention and that you are willing to provide extra assistance in
arithmetic and spelling at home. Adam seems most enthusiastic

about our cooperative plans, and this points to success in the
future.

Dear Mr. and Mrs. ——

Brittany enjoyed organizing and preparing her materials for
our conference. [ was pleased that she was able to demonstrate
for you her high degree of independence and analytical skills.
Also, she is looking forward to your providing her with more
reading experiences and seems particularly happy about join-
ing the library and having her own personal library card.

Dear Mr. and Mrs. ——

Thank you for a most reassuring conference on Craig’s pro-
gress. | was pleased that he recognized his difficulty in concen-
trating on the task at hand and that he agreed to have you
provide him with opportunities to undertake and complete
tasks at home. It should also help him to work cooperatively
with others if you arrange more opportunities for him to mix
with other children.

Dear Mr. and Mrs. ——

Your comments during our conference were most helpful. It
was gratifying to note your recognition of Julia’s outstanding
ability in art and also your willingness to help her develop her
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reading to a higher level of achievement. Providing her with
opportunities to read interesting books should certainly help
her fluency; also, joining the public library would greatly bene-
fit her. :

It should be noted, of course, that information about specific curricular
areas has been provided during the parent-teacher-child conference.
The written report sent home simply confirms what was communi-
cated and agreed upon in the conference.

Parents are partners in the education of their children. If they are
fully informed and involved in the school’s curricular and evaluation
program, they will become not only strong advocates but also “whole
language parents.”
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4 Research about Whole
Language; Research
for Whole Language

Carole Edelsky
Arizona State University

educational professional has a way of distinguishing between the

two, a way of putting certain research into the category called
“research” and relegating the rest to the less desirable category of—
well—"research.” I realize that all those educational professionals
would have different meanings for those categories, that they would
have different bases for distinguishing, that they might divide up the
research world differently depending on why they were doing the
dividing up. The differences are not my concern here; it is simply the
division itself to which I want to call attention. The following discus-
sion is about one way that I divide research and one purpose for which
Idivide it: to strengthen the whole language movement. My categories
are "research about whole language” and “research that is about and
also for whole language.”

Before I explain those categories,.some general comments about
research are in order. First, it gets harder and harder to define research
in order to separate it from other creative endeavors, and, according to
some discussions, to separate research from life, since learning, talk-
ing, and thinking are creative endeavors. I do not find it helpful,
however, to think of everything as everything. We do not live that way,
treating things, people, and experience as though they were the same;
we do not analyze and critique, as though there were no conceptual
boundaries. We may find our categories to be overly simple and our
definitions to be inadequate. So much the better. We should keep learn-
ing and changing how we divide up experience and on what bases.
But it does not help us to come to grips with complexity if we refuse
to articulate the present bases for our ever-evolving categories.

In any case, it used to be pretty safe to claim the following
characteristics that distinguished research from other activity: research

There’s research . . . and then there’s research. My guess is that any

ry
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was systematic, intentional inquiry (Cechran-Smith and Lytle 1990).
But now, the times are marked by “blurred genres” (Geertz 1983)—eth-
nographies with fictionalized vignettes (as in Meredith Cherland’s
1990 study of girls’ reading), short stories as research (such as David
Schaafsma’s 1990 story of relating to someone labeled as mad), car-
toons as full-length novels (such as Art Spiegelman’s 1973 novel, Maus,
about survivors of the Holocaust). As research genres change, sys-
tematicity may not be a defining attribute after all.

The second general point is that research cannot get outside of
itself. It always “proves” its premises. Research premises are built into
the design of research; the most a research study can do is provide
some details about those premises. If the researcher’s premise is that
language is a resource for making meaning, the research will show in
what ways language is a resource for making meaning, or how people
learn that language is a resource for making meaning. It will not show
that language is not a resource for making meaning. Embedded in
every research question and in every plan for answering the question
are one or more basic premises. Premises in research about whole
language will relate in some way to the premises of whole language
itself. That is why research that pits whole language with its basic
premises against skills education with its basic premises cannot ever
answer whatever question that the research asks in some unbiased
way—that is, in a way free of any premises. Lynn Rhodes and Nancy
Shanklin discuss this issue at some length in the introduction to their
1989 bibliography on research bases of whole language.

If the activity of research of whatever stripe cannot break loose
from its own premises, it is also unlikely that educational research,
especially mainstream educational research, will blaze new trails or
seriously challenge prevailing practice. In a stunning analysis of the
relationship between U.S. social policies, educational policies, and
educational research, House (1991) argues that the last decade of edu-
cational research has followed rather than led governmental action.
Whether mainstream educational research fine-tunes, refutes, or cor-
roborates current practices, it legitimizes what is already going on by
taking current practice and policy as its research topic. An interesting
example of this legitimizing—with an added twist—can be seen in a
recent review of research on reading-comprehension instruction (Dole
et al. 1991). Dole and her colleagues aim to “inform instructional
practice” by discussing how reading is not a large set of separate skills
but a small set of strategies—as though this idea were new, as though
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it had not already made its way into even such conservative docu-
ments as state department frameworks on reading and language arts.
The interesting twist is that not only do Dole and her colleagues report
research that has to run to catch up to the practice it is trying to inform,
but they fail to cite any (and thus they marginalize all) of the nonmain-
stream research that did indeed lead practice in this area: for example,
the research by Ken Goodman (1969), Louise Rosenblatt (1938, 1978),
and Jerry Harste and Carolyn Burke (1977).

The research on which I want to focus in thinking about “re-
search about” and “research for” whole language, however, is not that
early research that led practice, nor is it the research that whole lan-
guage educators use as a base for their theory—the research of
Goodman, Piaget, and Vygotsky, some of the research on language
acquisition, or research from the field of sociolinguistics (see bib-
liographies compiled by Rhodes and Shanklin 1989, and by Diane
Stephens 1991). Leaving this research out of the present discussion has
nothing to do with wanting to marginalize it. To the contrary. People
interested in whole language must come to realize that whole
language is a perspective more infused with research and theory
than other educational perspectives which rest more F-eavily on tradi-
tion, conventional wisdom, and principles of scientific management

(K. Goodman 1989). Knowing some of the early research that provides

foundational support for whole language is crucial. For example,
thinking that “miscues” is simply another word for errors—not under-
standing the revolutionary premises about reading that are embedded
in Ken Goodman’s early (1969) miscue research—means not under-
standing key elements of a whole language framework.!

Research about but Not for Whole Language

Instead of that foundational whole language research, the present
discussion focuses on those categories mentioned above (“research
about,” “research for”) and uses examples from recent research. Re-
search done about whole language by people who are not whole
language educators or researchers is usually “horse-race research”:
which “approach” gets there faster/better? The recent meta-analysis
by Stahl and Miller (1989), pitting whole language and the Language
Experience Approach against basal reading approaches, is an example.
In that meta-analysis, Stahl and Miller wrongly describe whole lan-
guage as though it were based on a “getting-the-words” view of read-
ing, lump whole language together with the Language Experience
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Approach, and "“discover” that this mixed-bag “approach” was better
for teaching print concepts, while a basal approach was better at teach-
ing “the word recognition skills prerequisite to effective comprehen-
sion” (as measured by tests, of course). Another example is the
research agenda to investigate whole language in comparison to tradi-
tional methods for teaching language arts proposed by McKenna,
Robinson, and Miller (1990). They suggest that the main goal of a
whole language research agenda should be to evaluate its effective-
ness, primarily, though not entirely, on the basis of (improved) tests.

Not all of the research on whole language by non-whole lan-
guage researchers is a horse race, however. Some of the research in this
category asks questions like what features characterize classrooms
where minority children succeed, and it chooses whole language as
well as other classrooms as sites to investigate. A research assistant in
one of those studies, wearing her skills lenses as she observed, indi-
cated in her field notes that an exceptional whole language teacher did
not interact with children any differently than do teachers in skills
classrooms (Smith 1991).

Another piece of research in this category (Bergeron 1990) at-
tempted to derive a single definition of whole language from the
various writings about whole language, including writings by critics
and skills-framework researchers. That is, the views of those who
understand whole language from the inside as well as those who
(mis)understand it from the outside and are hostile to it are combined
(and confused) to derive this “definition” of whole language. (The
obvious question to ask of this—or any—definition should be, who
says so, and why?!) .

While research about whole language by non-whole language
researchers offers minor advantages (e.g., it publicizes whole lan-
guage;, in general, this research is a liability to the whole language
community and also to the general community. Horse-race research is
usually based on test scores. Most tests of language are based on two
decidedly non-whole language ideas: (1) language can be separated
into component parts; and (2) how one deals with the component parts
on a test is how one deals with those parts when they are integrated
into an instance of language-in-use. Research that relies on tests legiti-
mizes these erroneous but widespread assumptions. Because they are
about parts, tests are also about doing exercises—exercises in reading
or spelling or adding or using a map. Research based on tests further
validates exercise doing and makes it that much harder to reduce the
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preponderance of exercises in school curricula. Tests also reflect almost
nothing of what whole language teachers do. They not only shrink
whole language beyond recognition; they similarly shrink human be-
ings. No one is a 73 or a 4.6. But even worse, test-based research
legitimizes the ways in which tests are used, the prime way being to
sort and rank students. Such sorting and ranking in school contributes
to sorting and ranking people out of school, perpetuating a stratified
society. Thus, even when it puts whole language in the limelight,
research that augments and does nothing to diminish the existing
power of the preponderant uses of tests undermines important ideas
and goals of whole language.

Even when horse-race research on whole language done by
non-whole language researchers is not test-based, it damages whole
language. It uses supposedly neutral yet actually skills-based units to
compare whole language to something else. Skills-based units like
“lessons” and “time on task” are not appropriate units for looking at
whole language classrooms (Goodman 1989).

The most immediate danger from research on whole language
by non-whole language researchers, however, is that it pretends to be
about whole language but really is not. Because these researchers do
not understand what whole language is about—a theoretical frame-
work, not an instructional approach or a set of methods—they misrep-
resent it. They classify non-whole language classrooms as whole
language. They look at whole language classrooms through a skills
lens for evidence of “whole-language-ness” and thus fail to see any.
They downplay and distort key whole language concepts. And be-
cause their own unacknowledged theoretical biases teach them that
education is about methods rather than theoretical views, they refuse
to accept whole language’s claim to having a theoretical view.

Research about and for Whole Language

Research about whole language done by whole language educators
does not leave out that theoretical view. Indeed, foregrounding a
whole language theoretical framework—and getting it right—is an
absolutely necessary feature of research about whole language that is
also for whole language. Accounting for the theoretical framework
means to consciously and deliberately think about a whole language
perspective on language and language learning throughout the
breadth of the research process: planning the study, formulating the
questions, analyzing the data, and writing the report. Research that is
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for whole language serves the interests of the whole language commu-
nity; therefore, it also serves the interests of high-quality education in
a more democratic and more just society.

Purposes of Research

Most immediately, research for whole language is conducted for the
purpose of helping whole language educators learn more about what
happens in whole language classrooms, what happens in communities
where there are whole language classrooms, what happens to other
teachers who are colleagues of whole language teachers, or what hap-
pens within school districts when teachers get together to try to create
a whole language school. The purpose of research for whole language
is not to win adherents to whole language. (Whole language wins
adherents through example, through grass-roots organizing, through
print and visual media.) One main purpose of research for whole
language is to help us learn more about ourselves and this complex
enterprise in which we are engaged.

A more long-range purpose is that research for whole language
aims to be transformative. Like action research as described by Dixie
Goswami (1991), whole language research for whole language has an
agenda for change—not only to change the status quo of a basal-reader
technology, but to change the status quo of a society stratified by
gender, class, race, and a variety of other divisions. Obviously, research
alone cannot undo what is oppressive about an oppressive society.
Transformative, applied to research, does not mean research has to
accomplish transformation by itself. Transformative research is that
which, along with many other favorable conditions, at least has trans-
forming potential. Some research for whole language aims to “take on”
oppressive aspects of social categories like gender, class, or race (e.g.,
Solsken, in press). Some aims to transform relationships within class-
rooms with the intent of transforming conditions for teaching and
learning, including conditions of belief. In some of this research, the
classroom or district in which the research takes place is what is to be
transformed; in other research, the goal is for the readers of the re-
search report to learn something that will help them transform their
own practices at some future time. It is important to keep in mind that
the transformation intended by research for whole language is not just
any change; it is change geared to increased democracy and reduced
stratification, change geared to end terrible social imbalances in power,
privilege, and lived biographies. Research for whole language is part
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of envisioning and sometimes enacting a more equitable, emancipated
world.

Margie Siegel and her colleagues (Gitlin, Siegel, and Boru 1989)
describe some possibilities for such research; for example, researcher
and teacher collaborating to develop a curriculum that critiques as
well as empowers. And Jo Beth Allen, Barbara Michalove, Betty Shock-
ley, and Marsha West (1991) conducted such research, with the delib-
erate intent of transforming the viewpoint of the teachers, the
conditions of schooling for the children, and the attitudes of profes-
sionals who would read their report—attitudes that blame families
and home cultures for school failure.

[tis noteworthy that research aiming directly at social inequities
associated with race, gender, and class—research that ends up being
for whole language because it is so congruent with whole language
positions and because it is so useful to whole language educators—is
often done by researchers who do not foreground a whole language
theoretical frame. Denny Tay'or’s work comes immediately to mind.
Her case studies, written with Catherine Dorsey-Gaines (Taylor and
Dorsey-Gaines 1988), of the considerable literacy in black families—lit-
eracy that cannot overcome the desperate, societally constructed con-
ditions against which they have to struggle—expose the myth that
these families” struggles are of their own making and that improved
literacy would lift them out of the morass. Taylor’s lengthy case stud-
ies of academically failing children (1988, 1991) provide overwhelming
evidence that it is a failure of educational and institutional practice
that is the problem, not a failure of the child’s intellect. Pam Clark, a
committed whole language principal, says that her school psycholo-
gist read Taylor’s Learning Denied (1991), and though the psychologist
has made no overnight, dramatic turnarounds, she now stumbles over
the diagnoses she used to make with ease, and she seems uncertain of
her own recommendations for more testing. Clark thinks this Taylor-
induced cognitive dissonance is finally going to cause the psychologist
to shift her premises and her practice in a way that will benefit all the
academically troubled children in her school.

Issues

Criteria

If research about and for whole language has unique goals, it also
wrestles with unique issues—or with ordinary issues in unique ways.
As an example of the latter, researchers in general (mainstream and
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not-so-mainstream; qualitative and quantitative) are concerned with
criteria for the quality of research. Though the proposed criteria from
these different perspectives and power positions are different from
each other, a concern with criteria is common. Research for whole
language is concerned with criteria, too, but the criteria themselves
may be unique.

Dixie Goswami (1991) discusses an interesting set of criteria for
research that she calls action research. First, like research for whole
language, action research should be transformative. Not potentially—
actually. Something should change. What is changing is studied as it
changes. Second, action research is ethical (and non-exploitative).
Third, the research is made meaningful to all participants. Then, too,
it is generative (i.e., it energizes participants for years to come).?

It would seem that the category I have labeled research for whole
language could use these same criteria. But they do not all work, as can
be seen from the following examples of action research criteria and
research for whole language that do not—and should not have to—
meet these criteria.

1. Causing immediate change. Some research for whole language
does, in fact, provoke and study an immediate change. For example,
Cousins’s (1988) study in collaboration with a special education
teacher focused on both changing the curriculum and investigating the
role of language in learning with the new curriculum. Cousins con-
cluded that a curriculum rich in choice and opportunities for reflection
prompted children to use language for expanding ideas and trying out
different roles, and gave students a chance to look and be proficient.
In a traditional special education curriculum, however, students’ lan-
guage use was simplistic and minimal, and students acted out the
stereotypes of special-education students (off-task, uninvolved).

But not all research for whole language promotes immediate
change. Karen Smith'’s study (1993) of the bases for her students’ and
her own responses in a literature study, tape-recorded as it took place
several years ago, aims to change practice for others, elsewhere, but it
is not creating classroom change at the moment. That study reveals
what goes into responses in a literature study: the teacher’s knowledge
about literature, about learning, about students’ interests; the teacher’s
familiarity with students’ life histories in and out of school; the
teacher’s concerns for the power relationships in and therefore the
“feel” of the interaction; the teacher’s caring (caring about the stu-
dents, caring about the story world); students’ concerns about con-
structing a story world; students’ worries and reflections about
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reading strategies; and students’ caring for each other as readers and
as friends.

2. Making the research meaningful to all participants. My research
(in progress) on conversational structures during literature studies in
Karen Smith’s classroom from 1985 through 1990 was not made mean- -
ingful to the students who appear on the videotapes that I am tran-
scribing. Now, as a researcher, I am trying to understand what
conversational moves inside what conversational structures allow
Karen Smith and the students to make each other look so good. At the
time of taping, though, no one (least of all me) knew the videotapes
would be used for studying classroom interaction; those sessions were
taped for use in an undergraduate teacher preparation program.

3. Energizing the participants. It is not at all clear that it is the
research describing how writing or science or anything else operates
in a whole language classroom that is what energizes people for years
to come. If anything, it is the writing, the science, or the educational
activity itself.

The criteria for research for whole language are both positive
and negative. The positive criteria simply repeat the distinguishing
characteristics. That is, research for whole language foregrounds a
whole language theoretical framework and serves the goals of the
whole language community. The first negative criterion is that the
research does not violate basic ideas within a whole language theoreti-
cal framework (e.g., it does not treat practice as methods by investigat-
ing typical whole language events like literature sessions, writing
conferences, or theme cycle discussions without tying them to the
theoretical, philosophical, or political premises that breathe life and
meaning into them). The second negative criterion is that research for
whole language is non-exploitative. It may evolve into shared author-
ship and shared presenting at conferences. If it does more than observe
what is going on (i.e., if it takes students’ and teachers’ time), it gives
back more than it takes—for example, in new curriculum plans and
new learning for all involved in the project.

Other Concerns of Researchers

Some other issues for people doing research for whole language con-
cern audience, researcher, research genres, and power. Whole lan-
guage researchers do more than think about these issues. Based on
certain premises in their framework, they act in new ways in regard to
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audience research, genres, and power. In so doing, they help extend
concepts and practices of educational research.

Audience. As Elizabeth Long noted for ethnographies (1991), it
is highly unusual when the audience for research consists of the par-
ticipants or informants in the research. Researchers most often study
“down” (those less privileged and of lower status than themselves),
sometimes “up,” but in any case, almost always “different.” When
researchers study “same,” this is not only uniusual; it is also problem-
atic for the researcher. When the researched are also the readers of the
research, the researchers can be “found out”—for violating a voice, for
misrepresenting a scene, for deconstructing a myth. There are subtle
differences and rhetoric for conveying the more familiar persona of
trusted, empathetic outsider, the passionately inaignant outsider, the
pained but still objective outsider—and for conveying the far less
familiar and even more sympathetic or indignant or pained persona of
the true insider. The question follows: Can a researcher remain “in-
side” to the same extent if the other insiders are displeased with the
report?

Researcher. Issues connected to researchers are being resolved
with fewer potential shadows. Instead of staying in the hands of uni-
versity and research development office researchers, research for
whole language is the province of many people: classroom teachers,
principals, teachers with students, teachers and university researchers,
state department administrators with teachers, student teachers and
classroom teachers and university researchers, and other combina-
tions. Whole language research, therefore, is contributing part of the
new answer to the question: Who has the right to do research, to
produce knowledge, to define a reality? (See Cochran-Smith and Lytle
1990 for a lengthy discussion related to this question.) Practitioners
who create theory in reports of their research give new meaning to a
whole language faith in praxis.

Genre. Research for whole language comes in a variety of gen-
res. Much of this variety is related to the above issue of researchers;
that is, when teachers are doing the researching, types of research
include not only university styles of research but also journals, stories,
essays, and accounts of oral inquiry processes (Cochran-Smith and
Lytle 1990). Another source of new genres is the university. Some of
the newer research for whole language is novelistic—unabashedly fic-
tional. Barone (1987) has argued that since all texts are fiction or “fash-
jioned” through human agency, and since it is only the modes of fiction
employed in the “fashioning” that distinguish one genre from another,
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there is no reason to claim a distinction between admittedly and un-
wittingly fictionalized accounts. Researchers’ lack of awareness of
their own fictionalizing is no warrant for privileging their work, for
—ealling-it-“researeh”-while-relegating-deliberate-fietionalizing-to-the ————
realm of fiction. Barone does, however, distinguish between his own
genre (educational criticism) and the genre of novels. Novels, accord-
ing to Barone, focus more on characterization (appealing to life histo-
ries and psychodynamics); Barcne’s novelistic educational criticism
focuses more on action or a portrayal of events. Schaafsma’s novelistic
research (1990), however, does emphasize character. Unlike most short
stories, though, Schaafsma’s story of Lillie, a mentally disturbed
young woman, is framed in a prologue and epilogue defending story
as a mode of inquiry, explaining the inquiry focus (madness embedded
in a conservative religious community), and discussing the conse-
quences of the research for the researcher (Schaafsma was informed
yet thrown off balance by a story that harbored more complexity and
uncertainty than even he, its creator, knew).

It is easy to see the connections from research as something
fashioned to research as something fictionalized to research as fiction
to research as story. It is also easy to see the appeal of thinking of
research as stories. Such a metaphor fits the whole language theoreti-
cal stance on created or fashioned and “fictionalized” knowledge. It
makes it easier to foreground storytellers, storyteller rights, told sto-
ries, and untold stories (Bloome 1991). Moreover, it fits a general bias
in scholarship about children’s literacy—a bias in favor of narrative
(Pappas 1990). But like any bias, this one blocks out other possibilities.
Christine Pappas argues that literacy researchers’ and educators’ ten-
dency to make story primary prevents them from giving sufficient
attention to the information about nonstory genres that children ac-

- quire and the nonstory genres that children write. A preference for
metaphors highlighting story may or may not reflect a species prefer-
ence for story (Bruner 1986) but, according to Pappas, the educational
preference (including the research preference) for story also contrib-
utes to the loss of children’s early facility with nonfiction genres by the
time they reach middle childhood. Still, seeing a tie between story and
research has certainly expanded the range of types of research for
whole language as well as types of educational research in general.

Power. Whole language theory recognizes that knowledge is
socially constructed, that power arrangements enter into social con-
structions, that the perspective of the powerful is reflected in what
counts as both legitimate, “official culture” knowledge and everyday
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taken-for-granted knowledge. Thus, “everyone knows” (or at least
they knew it until women began to organize and to struggle together
about power distributed according to gender) that women are more

. emotional-and less_logical than men. And everyone knows (or they

knew it until whole language educators began to offer competing
knowledge and to reclaim their rightful power as professionals) that
people learn to read by learning to match sounds and letters first.
Research is always political in the sense that research is about knowl-
edge construction, knowledge construction is always tied to perspec-
tives, and perspectives always have some relationship to power.

Not all researchers understand that. Indeed, many positivists
maintain that it is possible to be above it all, removed, neutral, not
linked to any perspective and therefore neither supporting nor oppos-
ing existing power arrangements. Whole language researchers know
that just as there is no unbiased perspective, no truth devoid of con-
text, so there is no disinterested search for truths. Researchers, like
everyone else, have meta-narratives about what education and literacy
should be for (Luke, in press). A meta-narrative embedded in the
discourse of whole language researchers is that education and literacy
are ultimately for empowerment and equity.

Major Research Activities

Some research that I am calling research for may seem wrongly catego-
rized. But since research is an interested (i.e., political) activity, the
political context for a particular study must be considered. I am think-
ing here of a study by Carole Stice and Nancy Bertrand (1989) that
pitted whole language against traditional classrooms ‘n a contest for
test scores. This seems to contradict the purpose of research for whole
language. That purpose is not to prove whole language is better, but
to improve the whole language community and help it reach its goals.
Most of the time, that improvement comes from providing more infor-
mation on questions in which whole language is interested. But some-
times, for local political reasons, the whole language community needs
horse-race research. It was just such local reasons—a Tennessee legis-
lature that demanded test-score data as a price for granting permission
to “do” whole language—that prompted the research by Stice and
Bertrand. Their research showed that children in the “pilot” whole
language classrooms did as well as or better on tests than children in
the traditional classrooms. Not surprisingly, given their whole lan-
guage perspective, Stice and Bertrand did not stop with analyzing test
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scores. They also provided comparative qualitative data or: children’s
perceptions of themselves as readers (children in whole language
classrooms were more confident readers) and their strategies for solv-

.ing literacy problems. (children in whole language classrooms.talked . - - ...

about and used a much greater variety of strategies when they had
problems reading; children in traditional classrooms could “sound it
out” and ask the teacher, but after that, they were stuck). This research
and a few other test-score contests analyzed by whole language re-
searchers for whole language may not be the preferred genre, but they
have been politically necessary. Untii the movement for authentic as-
sessment becomes more widespread at the grass-roots level, such re-
search will continue to be useful for instrumental purposes.

Other research that compares whole language and non-whole
language classrooms does not offer a test-based finish line. For exam-
ple, Karin Dahl, Penny Freppon, and their colleagues have studied
primary children in inner-city whole language classrooms and tradi-
tional skills-based classrooms in order to understand what literacy
learning demands are made on the children in each setting, what they
learn, and what social relations and conditions provide the medium
for the learning (Freppon and Dahl 1991; Dahl, Purcell-Gates, and
McIntyre 1989). In general, learners reflected the curriculum that they
were experiencing; If the focus was letters, children learned letters. If
the focus was making sense, they learned to use print to make sense.
Traditional curricula promoted intellectual dependency; whole lan-
guage curricula promoted independence.

Another important research activity compares whole language
classrooms and whole-language-in-name-only classrooms. For exam-
ple, Glenellen Pace (1991) describes actual classroom events from
classrooms labeled “whole language” and carefully analyzes just why
it is that certain activities tied to a piece of literature did not reflect a
whole language framework, regardless of the label. And Jerry Harste’s
(1989) critique shows how three teachers with seemingly different
programs actually looked at reading comprehension in the same non—
whole language way: they equated it with the ability to answer literal,
text-driven questions. This research, called “gatekeeping” by some, is
clearly unsettling. Nevertheiess, it is important work. When Pace and
Harste critique practice against principle, they provide a much-needed
service to the whole language community. They foreground whole
language’s theoretical perspective in a way that cannot be ignored
(putting it “in your face”). When so much in education (tracts, publish-
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ed materials, teacher education, state department agency mandates,
district assessment programs) denies the existence of the very thing
that distinguishes whole language from other movements and from

" ‘prevailing educational ideology==that is, its theoretical-framework—

even solid whole language educators need occasional reminders of the
theory-practice fit that whole language is about. Rather than function-
ing as a gatekeeper, it is more accurate to say this research functions to
maintain the integrity of whole language and to ward off its coopta-
tion—not by teachers trying to learn a new way of thinking and prac-
ticing but by entrepreneurs who use the whole language label
opportunistically for their own gain. This research also helps whole
language change by providing updated versions of new classroom
instantiations of theory and of new meanings for theory based on the
ever-changing practice of whole language teachers.

Most of the research for whole language does not seek to make
comparisons, however. It looks in depth at one or a few classrooms,
teachers, or children in order to better understand aspects of whole
language education or phenomena spotlighted by a whole language
framework. A few of the questions such research has asked follow:

1. How do teachers reduce academic risk through their literacy
curricula? The answer of JoBeth Allen and her colleagues (1991)
was that teachers in one school encouraged genuine engage-
ment, used whole texts, provided adult models who loved to
read, gave children real reasons for reading and writing and
plenty of time to do so, and supported risk taking.

2. How do children come to learn to “do school” in a whole
language classroom? My collaborative study with Draper and
Smith (1983) proposed that children in one classroom started the
year with their antennae out. When the teacher held coherent
values, maintained a few ambiguous rules like “use your head,”
and offered a curriculum “deal” that consistently required
meaningful work, children jumped at the “deal.”

3. How do children learn about various sign systems in the
social world of their classrooms? Rowe (1987) described two
kinds of intertextual connections important to literacy learning:
connections between children’s existing knowledge and that
demonstrated by other authors; and connections between their
current texts and various aspects of their own past experiences.
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Most phenomena held up for close investigation have concerned
literacy. Not all of these investigations, however, have taken place in
whole language settings. For example, in taking the whole language
premise that literacy is grounded in culture, Meredith Cherland (1990)
showed how cultural themes of time, individualism, and gender were
reflected in girls’ reading in a small northern town. Margaret Phinney
(1991) investigated literacy as a medium for creatirg and displaying
identity, concluding that from moment to moment, two six-year-old
girls struggled with both separateness and connectedness to each
other as they talked and read and wrote together. Studying writing as
a thoroughly socially embedded activity, Anne Dyson (1987) helped
whole language educators by conceptualizing the writing that she was
seeing in a primary classroom in an urban magnet school as becoming
not less context-dependent as children’s writing abilities grew, but
more socially embedded, more entangled in a web of social relation-
ships. The whole language premise that assessment of literacy is tied
to theories of literacy was the anchor to a project conducted at adult
literacy centers in Philadelphia, using the assessment protocols devel-
oped by Lytle, Marmor, and Penner (1986). When adult clients were
asked to pick what they could read from pieces of community print
(actual menus, TV listings, bus schedules, and so on), they favorably
impressed both their tutors and themselves, engendering higher ex-
pectations for the subsequent tutoring sessions.

Questions That Need Investigation

Usually, research for whole language does not ask the question: Which
works better? That question is incomplete. It requires an addition:
Better for what? As Smith and Heshusius (1986) taught, “what works”
depends on what work one wants done, and that in turn depends on
through what lens one is looking. Some far more interesting questions
that have barely begun to be addressed follow:

1. What makes people become whole language teachers? Since
teachers today did not themselves go to whole language elementary
schools, and since we supposedly teach as we were taught, what
accounts for teachers who abandon how they were taught and create
their teaching from scratch? Life history interview research (Casey
1989) would be helpful here, as would life histories of whole language
programs (e.g., Bird 1989).

2. What content is learned in whole language classrooms? Do
children’s conceptions and misconceptions about science and social
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studies in whole language theme cycles look different from those that
have been described in other classrooms (Guzzetti and Snyder 1991)?
How are the ways and relationships through which children learn
content in whole language classrooms reflected in. what they learn?

3. How can people work with critique in whole language class-
rooms? What happens when teachers themselves try to learn and get
children to learn how to question authors’ premises, how to critique
discourse for the positions it creates for readers? What can be done to
help students critique the racism and sexism in their daily lives yet at
the same time refrain from promoting alienation?

4. Are whole language classrooms similar “culturally”? That is,
is there a general “whole language culture” that crosses settings, with
common norms of interaction, common roles, common means of or-
ganizing relationships, common narratives? If so, how does that cul-
ture accommodate and conflict with other cultures with which it
comes in contact in the classroom? What meanings are given to these
accommodations and conflicts by teachers? students? administrators?
parents? other community members?

5. What are the long-term consequences for children in whole
language classrooms for several consecutive years? What happens to
children as they leave a whole language elementary school and enter
junior high or, later on, high school? Are they different from children
who did not have a whole language education? In retrospect, as they
reflect on their lives thus far, what did their whole language years
mean to them?

6. What is the impact on the corumunity of a schoolwide whole
language program? At Machan School in Phoenix, parents have begun
to take a more obviously active part in their children’s education by
requesting teachers or attempting to stay within the school neighbor-
hood boundaries despite many household moves (Draper 1991). In the
neighborhood of another whole language school in Phoenix, sales of
children’s literature increased at a local bookstore as did use of the
public library (by parents as well as children). In other words, what is
the “whole language fallout” in students’ homes? on the street? in
other institutions?

7. Are there unwanted meanings that underlie such key whole
language narratives as “the child is an active learner” or “whole lan-
guage classrooms nurture all learners” or “reading is a process”?
Valerie Walkerdine (1990, 1991) urges us to look at the “mythical
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status” of these and any bedrock narratives and to ask: What do they
normalize? What do they pathologize? What do they blind us to? For
instance, for a long time, Solsken’s belief in whole language as an
———"equal opportunity” educational movement_ prevented-her-from-see-- —-——
ing the ways that gender arrangements at home and in the community
were being played out in whole language classrooms (Solsken, in
press). Sumara and Walker (1991) have begun to answer this question
by examining the actualities and limits behind a rhetoric of child-cen-
teredness and empowerment. Those notions not only have limits; ac-
cording to Walkerdine, they also have unacknowledged undersides.
Feminist, poststructuralist critique (e.g., Gilbert 1991; Lather 1951)
could suggest some possible directions to take. As with all research for
whole language, the value to the whole language community of these
efforts at deconstruction would be to help us better understand the
complexities of our work and adjust theory and practice in line with
those understandings.

Conclusion

As the whole language movement gains visibility, research about
whole language is becorning a more frequer:t topic. Those of us inter-

ested in strengthening whole language as a perspective (and therefore
ensuring that the movement has substance and not just numbers)
know that there is research about whole language . . . and then there is
research about whoie language. It is the research about whole lan-
guage that is also for whole language that interests us. It is that re-
search that strengthens and enriches and promotes the evolution of
whole language as a perspective.

Notes

1. On the other hand, every researcher whose early work is used by
whole language educators to support their theoretical perspective is not
necessarily a supporter of whole language. Charles Read, the phonologist
whose research on invented spelling informs a whole language view of what
children learn about written language, may be an example here. In a paper
prepared for the Orton Dyslexia Society ridiculing whole language (Liber-
man and Liberman 1989), Read is presented as being in agreement with the
authors: he supplied them with some material and apparently pointed out its
ridiculous nature. What was the material held up for ridicule? It was whole
language advice about encouraging children to focus on sense rather than
sound when they come to unfamiliar words.
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2. Dixie Goswami made a “generative” point herself when discussing
generativity. She distinguished between thinking about transformative, ac-
tion research as giving people skills and thinking about it as giving people
tools. She much prefers the latter metaphor. Skills are not so obviously cul-

firal as tools are (tools are considered cuttural-artifacts-and-are-displayed-as—-ome
such in museums). Tools are more clearly part of our material cultural reality.
Thinking in terms of tools makes it harder for us to hide from the fact that our
research, our literacy, our schooling, our living, is cultural and historical, not
natural or universal. Tools, if useful, get used; skills may or may not be used.
Goswami used the example of Charlene Thomas to illustrate the point.
Thomas, a poor Black parent who had dropped out of school herself and who
had difficulty reading to her children when she began working with re-
searcher Amanada Branscombe, learned to use research tools during the
research. She found those useful enough to continue to use them to study her
own children. Other poor parents also used the research tools to study ali-
mony payments and public housing activity—and to get action. Thinking of
people having skills often converts to thinking of them as having (or lacking)
traits (e.g., “literate,” “good speller,” “mediocre writer”). Thinking of people
as using tools directs us to think of people as actors in everits, as engaging in
cultural practices.
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5 Patriotic Literacy: The
—Intersection-of Whole

_anguage Philosophy
and the Bill of Rights

Patrick Shannon
Pennsylvania State University

am a patriot. That is, I am personally committed to making the
I United States honest and just in all its acts—just as I am committed

to making my acts with others honest and just. As a patriot, I am
vigorous in celebrating the good qualities and deeds of Americans and
our culture as we seek peace, freedom, and self-determined social
justice. As Americans, we are at our best when we act unselfcon-
sciously moral toward others, sharing what we enjoy with others
simply because they too are human beings who—if you make a seman-
tic substitution in our most valued text—are all equal with certain
inalienable rights.

As a patriot, I am just as vigorous in criticizing and urging
corrections of my country’s failures, omissions, and wrongs—and, as
such, I expect others to criticize me for the same. I act on these celebra-
tions and criticisms with my pen, with my time and strength, and with
my possessions. I actively struggle for a government and a set of
institutions which increase the possibility of our realizing peace, free-
dom, and justice. This struggle for better government is the patriotic
thing to do because patriots, just like me, have made a difference in
how Americans live today.

The Struggle to Continue

You must remember that when this country started, people of African
descent were considered only 3 human, that women had few rights of
property and no right to vote, and that Native Americans had no right
to live. Slavery was an accepted practice, supported by the govern-
ment, defended by the army, and at the center of the political spec-




86 Patrick Shannon

trum. Denial of women’s right to vote was accepted, supported, de-
fended, and at the political center. Leaving workers without pensions,
medical care, or the right to organize was accepted, supported, de-
—— fended, and at the political. center.. Unchecked monapolies,.exploita- ... ________
tion of the environment, and apartheid in schools and public life were
at the political center. All of these failures, omissions, and wrongs were
addressed only by patriots seeking peace, freedom, and justice for all
human beings.

Of course, these words and facts can be distorted so that peace
becomes the justification for the massacre of nonwhite male civilians,

- women, and children in Grenada, Panama, and Iraq; freedom becomes
the right to go without needed health care or to own a handgun; justice
is something that can be purchased; and patriotism is something you
can tie up in a yeliow ribbon. These distortions of truth show us that
language is political and at the essence of politics.

But I am a patriot who will not let government and its institu-
tions nor business or science take language or the right to use it
patriotically away from me or you or our students. In schools, this
struggle began at least one hundred years ago in this country. For
example, in 1884 Francis Parker wrote the following as a rationale for
what he called the “New Education”:

The methods of the few, in their control of the many, still govern
our public schools and to a great degree determine their man-
agement. The problem for these few is how to give the people
education and keep their from exercising the divine gift of
choice; to make them believe that they were educated and at the
same time to prevent free action of mind. The problem was
solved by quantity teaching. However, the new education is the
one central means by which the great problems of human lib-
erty are to be worked out. (436)

This is our struggle to continue. Itis a struggle which finds some
of its expression in the mass of principles which are associated with
whole language philosophy. Through their concerns about the politics
of process and content in literacy programs and all of schooling, whole
language advocates join Francis Parker in this century-long struggle
against quantity education—that is, schooling based on measurement,
on numbing drill and practice sheets, all for the glory of high test
scores so that politicians, state officials, administrators, and the public
will not have to think about schooling beyond this bottom line.

However, the stakes of literacy education and schooling are
higher than test scores. Parker declares the stakes to be the divine gift
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of choice and human liberty—and when anyone speaks of human
liberty and literacy, the text that quickly comes to mind is the United
States Bill of Rights.

~—---—We have recently-observed the 200th-anniversary-of the ratifica-- . .-

tion of this country’s most important set of ideas. In celebration of
these ideas, consider the following: governmental violation of the Bill
of Rights is a primary area of patriotic criticism, and schools’ failure to
prepare children to exercise those rights is cause for great concern. In

" this chapter, I situate whole language philosophy and its use in class-
rooms in a larger social context and discuss how whole language
philosophy supports the Bill of Rights and prepares students to
weather the storm of the systematic attack on civil liberties sure to
come with a conservative Supreme Court.

Rights and Responsibilities

You may remember from high school civics that the Bill of Rights was
written to limit the powers of government to infringe on the lives and
choices of individuals. The document was written because the framers
of the Constitution did not trust governments. That is, they did not
trust the individuals and groups who would run government to act
morally, ethically, and justly toward its citizens. Right from the start,
questioning and criticizing of government were built into celebrations
of a government that would recognize the rights of individuals.

For educators, then, the question becomes, “How dowe learn to
use in a responsible fashion the freedom that these rights acknowl-
edge?” The glib commentators who distort this question to, “How do
we keep kids from unlearning their natural inclination toward choice
and active use of mind?” are actually perpetrating a romantic myth
about a child’s mind. Yes, children are active, creative, and lovely in
their thought and deed, but they also are often reckless, rude, and
parochial. Most whole language advocates are not interested in offer-
ing students license to do as they please, as opponents often claim.
Rather, whole language advocates are interested in giving students
freedom to develop in ways that enhance the development of all other
students; a freedom in which the individual finds his or her greatest
expression within a group. Therefore, any question of rights is also a
question about the individual’s responsibility to other people.

Again we can look to the “New Education” for direction. In
1897, John Dewey offered this explanation for how schools can help to
prepare students to be patriotic:
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working hard for peace, freedom, and justice. Becoming a Nation of
Readers (Anderson 1985), What Works: Research about Teaching and Learn-
ing (1986), and Beginning to Read: Thinking and Learning about Print
(Adams. 1990) and its summary are among several government-en-
dorsed documents which declare whole language to be “indifferent,”
“unnecessary,” “unpractical,” “educational malpractice,” and some-
thing that must be stopped dead in its tracks. Each document was
offered at the same time the federal government was cutting its finan-
cial commitment to education—preschool through postsecondary.

Most recently, conservative interests have called for national
tests in all subjects and in reading and math at set intervals. If imple-
mented, this program of national tests would affect the literacy cur-
riculum in every school in the country. The defenders of this policy
who suggest that these national assessments might include portfolio
principles are naive. The federal government seeks state-by-state com-
parisons, but educators cannot compare stu ent portfolios without
making them into test substitutes. I doubt that any educational lobby
which regularly consults the pro-phonics Reading Reform Foundation
on literacy matters is going to produce a test which is good for educa-
tion, for students, for teachers, or for the Bill of Rights.

Blatant attempts to force a national curriculum through testing
seem unconstitutional to me. Perhaps, during whole language writing
workshops, students, parents, teachers, and administrators should let
our government know our constitutional concern immediately. We
should let all potiticians know that we want a real education president
and Congress, which will not tread on the rights of teachers and
students. '

There are only ten amendments in the Bill of Rights—some
important amendments came later: the end of slavery, equal treatment
under the law, women's right to vote. However, the Bill of Rights is
worthy of celebration by itself for the rights it grants:

Whole Language Amendment (First)

Risk-Taking and Support Amendment (Fourth)

Ethical Community Amendments (Fifth through Eighth)
Culture Amendment (Ninth)

Local Control Amendment (Tenth)

These are rights for whole language educators to celebrate, use, and
promote among their students. Despite what the federal government
declares, whole language advocates can be among the most patriotic
of educators.

10v
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To do this means to make each one of our schools an embryonic
community, active with types of occupations that reflect the life
of the larger society, and permeated throughout with the spirit
of art, history, and science. When the school introduces and
trains each child of society into membership within such a little
community, saturating him with the spirit of service, and pro-
viding him with the instruments of effective self-direction, we
shall have the deepest and best guarantee of a larger society
which is worthy, lovely and harmonious.

In other words, in order for citizens to act out the ideal of patriotism,
they must actually experience this patriotism at some more basic,
simplified level. Because traditional society and family have not pre-
pared citizens to exercise their rights in responsible ways, schools
must be reorganized along the lines that Dewey mentions. In this way,
students become citizens of the school community—citizens who have
the rights afforded all other citizens. Here the habits of service, caring,
choice, and“independence prepare students to be American patriots.
Dewey feiterates Thomas Jefferson’s belief that our system would
eventually decline unless invigorated regularly. Dewey stated that
“democracy has to be born anew every generation and education is the
midwife.”

For us, Dewey sets forth an august task. We must organize our
lives at school in order to allow students to act democratically in a
protected environment. With this type of schooling, citizens are pro-
tected from students’ immature responses, and students are protected
from the cynicism which surrounds and invades many adult civic acts.
It is my belief that a democratic classroom can be found at the inter-
section of the Bill of Rights and whole language philosophy. Let’s
examine the first ten amendments to the Constitution from a whole
language perspective.

Article I

Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or pro-
hibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the
press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the
Government for a redress of grievances.

Although James Madison would not have known it at the time
he wrote the First Amendment, this could be called the whole lan-
guage amendment. That is, the amendment implies voice, ownership,
response, choice, and many more axioms of whole language. But just
as with whole language, there is much more to the First Amendment
than slogans. There are issues of process and content to consider.
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The Constitution suggests that the state cannot favor one relig-
jion over another. As a result, the traditional public school practice of
celebrating holidays during the entire month preceding them has
fallen into disrepute of late. This seems a bit odd to me since the
teachers in my area celebrate Halloween (pagan ritual), Christmas
(Christian holiday), Valentine’s Day (pantheistic celebration), Arbor
Day (arguably a Druid ritual), and St. Patrick’s Day (often a celebration
of beer in this country). Of course, religion was not the real intent of
any of these holiday celebrations at school, although traditionally
school prayer, Bible reading, and pro-Christian history were intended
to help us all go to a Christian heaven.

Tod 1y, however, this fear of established state religion has fright-

ened teachers away from the study of religion as schools of thought -

and as an important part of history. You cannot understand several
aspects of contemporary history—the English in Ireland, Israel’s West
Bank, India’s north-south conflict, the conflict between the Native
Americans and the national governments in upstate New York and
southern Ontario—unless you have some sense of Protestantism, Ca-
tholicism, Judaism, Islam, Hinduism, Buddhism, and Spiritualism.
And perhaps we should know something about Shintoism as well, so
that we might better understand the Japanese. Unless religions are part
of the curriculum, we cannot hope to foster our students’ appreciation
for informed responsible free speech about our world. With the study
of religions in the curriculum, we can expect tolerance, if not apprecia-
tion and acceptance, of religious beliefs. For many of us, religion in the
curriculum means we have homework to do. Perhaps the current push
to raise student knowledge of geography affords us the opportunity to
study religions actively. In turn, this opens up productive contextual-
ized discussions of morals, science, and women’s rights.

In whole language classrooms, freedom of speech means much
more than the right to talk to your neighbor during class. Spee:hin the
classroom can be interpreted as broadly as has been done by the U.S.
Supreme Court-—dance, music, art, and symbols, as well as talk, are
included in the consideration of freedom of speech. Recently the Su-
preme Court considered a case which challenged Indiana’s law pro-
hibiting nude dancing ir. public and private places as a violation of
First Amendment rights. Before making a snap judgment on this issue,
consider that the nudity was part of dance—and dance after all is
protected, as speech and whole language advocates often include
dance with props as a means of response to literature and creative
expression. The question becomes, What's the difference between
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nude dancing and dancing the hokey-pokey with a hat on? Life ain't
easy with whole language or the Bill of Rights!

In such legal cases, the argument in favor of censorship typically
seeks to prohibit acts of obscenity, incitemment to deprive others of their
rights, and the pronouncement of known falsehoods—all are to be
prohibited from public communication. However, it seems to me that
this is where the ideas of responsible speech (of all types) must begin.
At times, popular culture pushes the limits of all three of these reasons
to censor. And MTV films and tabloid headlines bring much of
this into our homes. Madonna’s “Truth or Dare” masturbation video,
NWA'’s lyrics about Vietnamese and Iranian shopkeepers, Spike Lee’s
movie Do the Right Thing concerning Italian American and African
American relations, Andrew Dice Clay’s or Henny Youngman’s mono-
logues about women, minorities, and the disabled all tempt the censor
in us. And again, these may seem to be easy cultural artifacts to
dismiss. However, how do you separate them from (and I date myself
with the first example) Peggy Lee singing “Fever,” Stephen Foster's
”Old Uncle Ned,” Shakespeare’s Merchant of Venice, Bob Fosse’s chore-
ography for Cabaret, or John Ford's version of Native Americans—all
of which were popular culture in their day?

The lesson for and from whole language classrooms, of course,
is not to regulate or to censor, but to allow frezdom, to provide a wide
variety of opinions, to declare your own opinions, and to challenge the
assumptions upon which statements from pop culture and student
remarks are based. And we have precedence from the past again. Here
are Leila Patridge’s field notes from 1885—shortly after Little Big Horn
and just before Wounded Knee:

”We have still a few minutes left, let us talk more about the
people whor: we are going to study. Who are they, Henrietta?”

“The Indians.”

“How long had they been in this country when the Puritans
came?”

“I don’t kriow; I guess they always lived here.”

“Perhaps they did. No one knows certainly. When these
white men landed in the Indian country, how did the Indians
treat them?”

“Kindly. They were good to them, is the unanimous opin-
ion.”

“The children of the Puritans live here now; where are the
children of the Indians?”

“They’ve gone West! They've moved away!” are the vigor-
ous answers; but the omnipresent slow boy, who sometimes
says the right thing at the right time, takes his turn now and
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remarks in the most moderate and matter of fact fashion—
“Those that they didn't kill, the white men drove away.”

“To whom did all this land belong before the white men
came?”

"To the Indians,” assent the entire class unhesitatingly.

“How did the Indians get their living?”

“By hunting and fishing!” is the general belief.

“Yes, where did they hunt?”

“In the woods,” is the ready reply.

“Children, the white men came here to the Indian’s country;
settled on his land, without paying him anything for it or even
asking if they.might have it; cut down his forests to build their
houses and keep their fields; shot the wild animals that lived in
these woods, and often killed the Indians themselves. What do
you think of that?”

This is such a sudden sally, coming from within their own
gates too, that the young women and men look for a moment as
if they were indeed involved in thought. But presently, Douglas
finds an excuse and puts it thus: “Well, the Indians killed the
white men” concluding triumphantly, “and took their scalps,
too.”

*That is true,” grants the teacher, “but was it strange when
the white men took everything away from the Indians and left
them not even their land?”

“But this was a beautiful country and the white men wanted
to come here to live,” reasons a small sophist eagerly.

“So because they did, and because they knew more, and
because there were more of them, and because they had guns,
it was right for them to do it, was it?” [The lesson continues
until the students and teacher agree that they should study
Indians and their culture carefully.] (Patridge 1885, 452-53)

Such open discussion will work toward responsible opinion.
With a regular diet of this sort, responsible opinion will be defined not
simply as personal beliefs but as socially examined, justified speech.
And it's not just the explicit content that becomes problematic and
subject to student comment. -

When my daughter, Laura, started kindergarten, she entered a
classroom in which the teacher thought that children had to be con-
trolled in order to be good and that they had to be drilled on rules in
order to learn proper procedures. By the way, the district called this a
whole language school. This meant that music classes taught bus
safety by singing an adapted version of “Wheels on the Bus,” gym
classes taught bus safety by learning how to line up and sit quietly, and
art classes taught bus safety by putting the precut forms of people and
buses into preoutlined patterns on a different sheet of paper. This was

LG0
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called an integrated curriculum. After a month, my wife and I at-
tempted to switch Laura from one school to another rather than en-
dure this logic any further. After a one-hour visit to the Friend’s School
in our town, Laura pulled me aside during our observation to tell me
that she wanted to attend this school because there were, and I quote
ner, “no rules for art projects.” Freedom of speech to control art, music,
writing—broadly defined—is important to even the youngest of our
students. '

Whole language teachers further students’ understanding of the
First Amendment when they negotiate directions for the product and
the process of speech and when they find countertexts—movies,
songs, plays, and so on—to balance what appears to be the sexist,
racist, classist, and materialist values of popular culture across time.

Whole language advocates speak and write often about provid-
ing students with opportunities to write in different styles for various
purposes and audiences. At times, this means classroom or school
newspapers. The Supreme Court has not been kind to student news-
papers, affording administrators the right to censor any article without
notification or public rationale. I admit that a headline like “Shannon
Sucks” would not be pleasant to read. But it seems to me that whole
language advocates cannot make use of this right of censorship if they
wish to remain true to their convictions of ownership and their beliefs
about preparing students to be patriotic citizens. As a whole language
educator, I want to know if the article “Shannon Sucks” is responsible
journalism. If they’ve got the goods—Ilet ‘em print it, eh? My belief is
that after a brief flurry of “Shannon Sucks” articles, the tide will turn
to remarkable news reporting and editorials. And I speak from expe-
rience.

For example, at a local school close to where I live, a student free
press recently printed its third issue. The first issue had articles about
skateboarding (outlawed on public streets in my town) and seven
about teachers and love affairs among preadolescents (tabloid-style
stuff). Issue three, with no interference from teachers or parents, has
only one juicy article on what happens in the parking lot at the local
high school during lunch, and a series of articles on why a nearby
town must boil its water to drink and what the recent opening of a
Wal-Mart has meant to our town. Neither of these topics was ad-
dressed seriously by the local daily newspapers, and the students
wanted other students to know about them. I believe in freedom of the
press, even at school.
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The right . . . to petition . . . for redress of grievances is, I think, the
most important form of civic writing. And here again whole language
recognizes that writing is not limited to the use of the alphabet—it
includes posters, buttons, songs, T-shirts, cartoons, and marches, as
well as letters to the editors, petitions, and declarations of inde-
pendence. The above phrase was included in the Bill of Rights in order
to assure citizens of the rule of reason and reasonableness. Likewise,
students also need to know the reasons for authority, rules, and ac-
tions. I am not talking about the authoritarianism of Lee Cantor’s
Assertive Discipline. I mean reasons behind the laws of the school and
classroom. If teachers and administrators cannot provide a rationale
for a rule that others will find in the public interest, perhaps they ought
to reconsider the rule and accept students’ right to assemble peaceably
in order to redress the grievance.

With the sit-up-straight, no-talking, follow-the-rules, listen-to-
Christian pieties of traditional schooling, student participation in con-
trolled newspapers cannot help the participants or the paper’s
readership to understand the rights and responsibilities granted and
assigned to every citizen by the First Amendment. In fact, to be patri-
otic, students will have to unlearn all those school lessons. Yet, whole
language philosophy and practice encourage students’ freedom of -
justified beliefs, responsible freedom of speech and press, and active
peaceful assembly for the interrogation of governing rules and actions.
That is, whole language advocates support and promote the First
Amendment.

Articles I and 111

A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State, the
right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.

No Soldier shall, in time of peace be quartered in any house, without
the consent of the Owner, nor in time of war, but in a manner to be prescribed
by law. '

The Second and Third Amendments are not necessarily lan-
guage related, and I will not address them here (although much could
be learned from studying the rhetoric on both sides of the gun laws).

Article IV

The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and
effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and
no Warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause, supported by Oath or
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affirmation, and particularly describing the place to be searched, and the
persons or things to be seized.

The obvious point here is that whole language schools and
teachers cannot accept the recent Supreme Court ruling that warrants
are not necessary for search, if probable cause is strong. In other words,
if you expect trust to be established, you cannot violate students’ right
to security in their belongings—desks, lockers, cubbies—without an
impartial third party agreeing that a search is warranted. Fear of drugs
has pushed people to the point of violating citizens’ Fourth Amend-
ment rights. Fear is leading us to lawlessness against the lawless. In
this way, we live a contradiction that will work against our public good
in the long run. For at some point you must ask whose individual
probable cause will rule the day.

A less obvious but just as important point is a person’s right to
be psychologically secure in his or her person and home. This is a
whole language issue because it strikes at the heart of risk taking,
which allows students to outgrow themselves by trying and testing
new ideas and actions. Students will not become patriotic if they feel
insecure about their safety. Perhaps two examples from my daughter’s
first month at school will help make my point clearer.

Laura went to kindergarten believing that she could read and
write—and she could. Her first encounter with her teacher was as
follows—I quote from an audiotape that my wife, Kathleen, took as
data for a book she is writing on home-school connections.

Mrs. L: Can you write your name? Will you write your name
for Mrs. L?

Laura: Yes, L-A-U-R-A.

Mrs. L: Yes, but that's not how we write it at school. We write
L-a-u-r-a.

Laura: Those are hard.

Mprs. L: Can you write it this way?

Laura: Those are hard. | write L-A-U-R-A.

Mrs. L: Would you like to practice writing your name? Write a
for Mrs. L. ‘

Laura, who had been waiting “all her life” to go to school, stopped
reading and writing at home after the first day of school. She even
stopped signing her name, and she started yelling at her brother to
follow the rules and stop being bad.

What had happened here was a violation of Laura’s self-security.
Asignature is a very personal possession, and Mrs. L had taken it away
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from Laura, leaving her feeling insecure in her person. In the same
way, I should think that a teacher’s commentary on the contents of
journals, on vocabulary, on dialect, or on mannerisms could do the
very same thing.

Dismissal of home, history, or capability also seems to be an act
of violence—an act which violates the Fourth Amendment rights of
students. In my second example, Laura was plugging along during the
fourth week of school. She did not like school and said so often. But
ske saw some ligh at the end of the tunnel because Mrs. L was about
to open the art center after the rules of conduct and use were taught
for each article in the center. Laura painted her first picture and placed
it on the drying rack. Just before cleanup for dismissal, Mrs. L held up
Laura’s painting and asked, “What’s wrong with this painting?” Ac-
cording to the accounts of two students and a parent in the classroom
at the time, Laura claimed her painting. Still holding the painting high,
Mrs. L disclosed that, against the rules, the painting did not have a
name on it, and she threw it into the wastebasket in front of the class.
As you recall, Laura stopped signing her name after the first day.
Laura would not talk about school when she got off the bus that day.
She told her mother, “don’t ask about school,” and went up to sit in
her room. Our next-door neighbor told us what was wrong because
her son was crying at lunch about the incident. The mother in the
classroom that day confirmed our neighbor’s story. Laura thought that
she had been bad at school and that we would be angry with her for
breaking school rules. When we told her we thought that everyone
makes mistakes and that we thought throwing someone else’s work
away was a questionable practice, Laura responded that she had a plan
and that we should not worry. All the same, we made an appointment
with Mrs. L the next day.

Laura got off the bus the next noon, displaying a new painting
with only her name painted in foot-high letters—and they were all in
capitals. (You can see the intersection of the ideas behind the first and
fourth amendments in Laura’s response.) When we met with Mrs. L
later in the day, she told us that obviously the painting experience had
been good for Laura because that day she had signed her name to the
painting. Mrs. L missed the point that “L-A-U-R-A” was all Laura
painted and that it was all capitals. Laura never returned to the school.

In whole language classrooms, students must learn to be secure
in their person and papers so that they can get on with the business of
learning. Moreover, they begin to expect to be secure unless they
behave in an unreasonable or unlawful manner.
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Articles V, V1, VII, and VIII

No person shall be held to answer for a capital, or otherwise infamous crime,
unless on a presentment or indictment of a Grand Jury, except in cases arising
in the land or naval forces, or in the Militia, when in actual service in time of
War or public danger; nor shall any person be subject for the same offence to
be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be compelled in any criminal
case to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property,
without due process of law; nor shall private property be taken for public use,
without just compensation.

In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a
speedy and public trial, by an impartial jury of the State and district wherein
the crime shall have been committed, which district shall have been previously
ascertained by law, and to be informed of the nature and cause of the accusa-
tion; to be confronted with the witnesses against him; to have compulsory
process for obtaining witnesses in his favor, and to have the Assistance of
Counsel for his defence.

In suits at common law, where the value in controversy shall exceed
twenty dollars, the right of trial by a jury shall be preserved, and no fact tried
by jury shall be otherwise re-examined in any Court of the United States, than
according to the rules of the common law.

Excessive bail shall not +e required, nor excessive fines imposed, nor
cruel and unusual punishments inflicted.

These are the law-and-order amendments which are completely
consonant with whole language philosophy and practice. They ask us
to consider student deportment in a manner similar to the way in
which whole language educators handle students’ writing. In whole
lariguage classrooms, when students seek help with writing, they ask
for it, but they do not have to disclose all the problems that they are
having. They expect a reasonably timely response from their peers and
their teacher, and then they have a chance to ask these helpers what is
meant by the offered advice. Finally, they never expect to see papers
as we saw them when we went to school—dripping blood as a morally
superior teacher taught us our sins of inattention, lack of logic, and
poor small-muscle coordination.

In other words, during writing workshops students have the
right not to testify against themselves, to a speedy trial from their
peers, to confront accusers, and not to receive excessive punishment. I
am not making light of these rights. I am suggesting that the manage-
ment system of writers’ workshops—which is deeply embedded in
whole language philosophy and practice—can be a metaphor for a
classroom management system. And as such it will teach students
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their rights and responsibilities as citizens so that they can be patriotic
in, and later out of, school.

How does this work in classrooms? John Schmidt, third-grade
teacher at MacArthur Elementary in Duluth, Minnesota, starts with a
community of learners week in which he negotiates with his class a
student bill of rights, a procedure for identifying an accused transgres-
sor of those rights, a procedure for jury selection and for advocacy, and
a mechanism for conduction of this type of classroom business. His
students’ bill of rights for last year included the following:

We, the citizens of 201 have the right to be safe, to be treated
fairly, to study and learn, to hear, to get help, to give help, to a
quiet work space, to use school equipment, to be respected, to
tell how we feel, to have fun, and to tell what we think.

Laws (rules) were proposed to realize these rights, and all citi-
zens of 201 are responsible to one another to preserve those rights. All
must fill the roles of court recorder, court clerk, jury member, advocate,
prosecutor. But the accused has the right to pick his or her advocate
from anyone in the class. Tuesday and Thursday from 2:00-3:15 the
court can be in session, with John Schmidt as judge and the students
doing the rest. ]

Although time-consuming to accomplish, developing the law-
and-order rights as the basis for a classroom or school management
program pays literacy and citizenship dividends. That is, classroom
management becomes part of the curriculum. Moreover, it allows stu-
dents a stake in the conduct of schooling, which cut Schmidt’s disci-
pline problems in half. Again whole language principles of choice,
voice, and responsibility seem tailor-made to help students under-
stand, use, and expect the Fifth, Sixth, Seventh, and Eighth Amend-
ments to be used.

Article IX

The enumeration in the Constitution, of certain rights, shall not be construed
to deny or disparage others retained by the people.

The Ninth Amendment is ambiguous, and constitutional schol-
ars have argued over it for two centuries. According to constitutional
historians, James Madison offered the amendment in response to a
congressional complaint that the Bill of Rights could never be ccmpre-
hensive in the protection of human dignity. The Ninth Amendment
was supposed to cover issues not mentioned in the other amendments.
It has been called “the implicit amendment” because it supposedly
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allowed judges to combine the im plicit meaning of other amendments
in order to articulate new rights. For example, the right to privacy (not
mentioned in the Constitution) was construed from the implied under-
standing of the First and Fourth amendments. If you have freedom of
expression and the right to feel secure, then logically the Ninth
Amendment guarantees you the right of privacy from government
intrusion. Whole language practices of personal journals and optional
sharing of all student compositions can help students understand how
the Ninth Amendment could be used in privacy matters.

The First and Fourth Amendments might also be combined to
argue for an individual’s right to his or her culture. Culture is not
mentioned in the Constitution, nor has it been named in a court case
defining free speech. Yet Americans are beginning to acknowledge
America’s multicultural history and the multiracial and multicultural
composition of its population. With its philosophical acknowledgment
of the multiple meanings of text, of the roles of context in meaning
making, and of the role of culture in that context, whole language
promotes the right of individuals to their own culture. The fact that
whole language advocates utilize multicultural literature in class-
rooms expands the definition of voice and security so that our students
can acknowledge the rights of individuals and groups of Americans to
be and remain different from one another. This acceptance of differ-
ence is a major shift from traditional schooling which, through stand-
ardized tests, standardized curriculum, and standardized classroom
management schemes, attempts to homogenize students into some-
thing called American culture. In the whole language classroom, we -
can organize our language arts, social studies, sciences, and arts pro-
grams as part of a process of identifying our cultural differences,
locating those differences in relation to one another, and finding ways
in which we can live and work together with those differences. Cul-
tural differences are a fact of life in school and a right guaranteed by
whole language and Ninth Amendment.

Article X

The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor
prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the
people.

Education is a state’s right which is slowly being swallowed by
the federal government—which by the way, is decidedly anti-whole
language. Apparently, federal employees believe the federal govern-
ment would run more smoothly if there were not so many patriots
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Conclusion

Whole language advocates should engage the Bill of Rights in their
classrooms, but not because these amendments will single-handedly
eliminate the failures, omissions, and wrongs of our country once and
for all times. The pessimists and cynics speak about the impossibility
of singular acts of patriotism to change our way of life in the face of
overwhelming human suffering caused by greed, racism, and sexism.
Teachers promoting the Bill of Rights cannot change it all at once. This
cynicism has caused the middle class to retreat from public life and
public caring—what I am calling patriotism—because in the competi-
tive ethos of the United States they see no reason to act unless they can
win it all. And teaching is a middle-class occupation.

However, advocacy of whole language works against this unpa-
triotic pessimism—at least it does pedagogically. Most advocates
started individually to challenge literacy programs which their peers
and most educators considered to be unchangeable. That is, these
advocates began to act, often alone, because they sought a better life
for their students and themselves in their classroom. They took peda-
gogical risks, they resisted pressures to conform in an unquestioning
manner to tradition, and they now persist because they believe that
they can make a difference in the literacy development of the individ-
ual children in their classrooms. Of course, it would be easier for them
to become cynical because their acts do not charige literacy education
for the nation. But now with the support of others who think and feel
as they do, whole language advocates work confidently with individu-
als to make a difference.

In the same way that whole language has helped individuals
pedagogically, the celebration, promotion, and use of the Bill of Rights
within classrooms can help individuals politically. That is, it can help
all Americans—people of color, women, the poor, and the middle
class—to wake up and reengage in public life as patriots who seek
peace, freedom, and justice.
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6 The Bible and
Whole Language

Adrian Peetoom
Scholastic Canada, Chatham, Ontario

teachers for attacks. There is more to that ultra-conservatism

than fundamentalist, Bible-believing, and born-again Christian
impulses, of course, but those components play an important role in
that movement. Advocates of the Right do not like what some teachers
are doing with their kids and want those teachers to stop their prac-
tices. They say they base their claims on what the Bible teaches them.
My question is, Should these teachers stop? My answer is, Sometimes
they should, sometimes they should not.

Not all whole language teachers will agree about the “some-
times.” Here is the opening paragraph of an article by Lillian Hentel
in Centerspace, the newsletter of the Center for Establishing Dialogue
in Teaching and Learning:

Q rdent advocates of the Right have targeted whole language

A little first grade boy came up to me recently to tell me that
when Halloween comes, he is not going to celebrate it, because
it is the birthday of the devil. This little boy’s right, and his
parents’ right to do so or not is protected by the US Constitu-
tion, under freedom of religion. But, if his parents were to come
to me as a teacher, and say that they did not want any of the
students in his class, or in the school, or in the district, to
celebrate Halloween, this would be censorship, and this form of
censorship is creeping into the school systems more and more.
(Hentel 1991, 8)

My response is that this particular teacher might easily have
stopped Halloween celebrations in her classroom. I have a hard time

With great pleasure I expr2ss my profound gratitude to the following four friends
who read earlier drafts and who, each in their own way, had a direct hand in helping
me shape this work: Jane Baskwill, Henk Bruinsma, Fran Buncombe, and Connie
Weaver. My thanks also to Dr. Paul Marshall for freely sharing some of his thoughts
on tolerance and toleration, which shaped my own version. Of course, I remain
completely responsible for the content of this chapter.
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seeing the presence of a Halloween celebration as a benchmark case. 1
know a good many teachers who are getting sick of Halloween and its
substantial chunk of time and attention in many primary classrooms
each October. Teachers complain to me about having to build other
theres and more long-term curricular enterprises around Halloween
or other holidays. They are frustrated with an “events-driven curricu-
lum.” Could Halloween be reserved for life outside the schoot walls,
without damage to any tender psyches, child’s or teacher’s, and with-
out seeing it as a crucial civil rights case? The Hentel article implies
that to let go of Halloween might put “our educational system at risk.”
That is silly.

Let’s be serious. A number of years ago I first heard about
innovative teachers pejoratively being singled out as “liberal human-
ists” and being maligned by fundamentalist Christians in Alberta,
Nova Scotia, and Ontario. Some time ago, a Reverend Ken Campbell
orchestrated tense public meetings in places like Peterborough, On-
tario, around novels by Margaret Laurence and other Canadian
authors and accused some literature teachers of reprehensible long-
term objectives.

In both Nova Scotia and Alberta, Concerned Parents organiza-
tions have circulated newsletters that rail against teachers who sup-
posedly weaken our national destiny by refusing to teach phonics,
spelling, and grammar. These phenomena are not unknown in the
United States. In fact, the two national experiences mix. Not long ago
in the sleepy town of Bowmanville, Ontario, at a parents’ meeting
called to crucify the Impressions basal series (Holt Canada), the guest
speaker came from Florida.

I also need to point out that censorship and the casting of suspi-
cion on teachers and school librarians is not limited to religious types.
The secular concept of “political correctness,” which originates as far
out on the Left as the concerns that I first mentioned originate on the
Far Right, also demonstrates a penchant for intolerance toward books
and people. For example, a 1991 Toronto Globe and Mail story of “the
twisted trail of a book unfairly maligned” describes the unofficial
disappearance from Toronto school bookshelves of lan Wallace’s beau-
tiful picture book Chin Chiang and the Dragon’s Dance (Margaret K.
McElderry/Douglas and McIntyre, 1984), winner of Canada’s 1985
Amelia Frances Howard-Gibbon Illustrator's Award. Apparently there
was an unconfirmed and undocumented rumor that the ethnic Chi-
nese community might be offended by presumed slight inaccuracies
in some of the illustrations. In fact, the article implied that no one from
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the Toronto Chinese community actually objected, but that some from
outside the community decided that they ought to have objected. The
final paragraph of the article states:

“Chin Chiang” may not actually have been ordered off the
shelf. There has been no public statement criticizing it. Yet
everyone I spoke to knew it was “problematic.” There was no
genuine review process. This is how a good book becomes
tainted, and it shouldn’t have happened. (MacCallum 1991)

But back to Halloween. However that event may look to some
of us, to the parents of the boy mentioned previously it looks serious
enough that they do not want their child exposed to it. Let’s try to walk
in their shoes for a bit to understand how they might see Halloween
today, and why they would like teachers not to “celebrate” it in their
son’s classroom.

First, their tradition has taught them to take the Bible seriously
as their book of faith, a book to be interpreted literally and as written
for all ages. References to the Devil, Satan, and ‘an assortment of
demons are sprinkled throughout it. The reality of those creatures is
clear to them, as it has been to the long church tradition that nurtured
those parents. Halloween rose out of the Middle Ages, a time so full of
health and safety hazards that it was a miracle that anyone ever
reached old age. Those hazards were understood to be caused by
ever-present evil forces all around, demons and devils ruled by Satan.
A reasonable theory for its time, I would suggest.

However, Halloween was but a prelude to a more important
day, All Saints’ Day, usually November 1, the celebration of all those
who figured strongly in the stories of the church. These stories bound
church people together in a tight community, which set them apart
rom those who did not belong. Typically the Christian church, if not
its leadership then certainly its people, would juxtapose evil and good,
~ sin and grace, Satan and God, and do it with a fervor typical for the
times (see Huizinga 1924 [1969]). How much better to celebrate All
Saints’ Day if the night before you ridiculed their former tormentors,
the Devil and his demon helpers, with masks, songs, revelry, and,
above all, lights that would make them flee, for they shun the light and
seek the darkness. It is serious business, and risky too, but in a few
hours the combined power of the saints will protect and shield, and
after the th.eats of the previous night, the honor and power of those
saints can be appreciated so much more.

Not everywhere in Europe did the same specifics reign, but the
pattern was common: sheets, masks, can les or torches, knocking on
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doors, special songs and chants just for this occasion. As Protestantism
gained influence, the de-emphasis on the array of Catholic saints made
November 1 disappear from public view, observed only inside some
church walls. But Halloween remained public, turned into an inciden-
tal evening of revelry for the young. In fact, it was supposed to be for
the very young only, not for crafty ten year olds who would milk each
house for the maximum amount of loot. School paid no attention to it,
for it was a home-and-street ritual only.

Over the last thirty years Halloween seems to have become a
more present and iraportant event. For instance, in what has become
an October industry, school book-club publishers make sure that at
least one book related to Halloween is included, likely one of the high
sellers on the list.

For Christians who are still convinced that the Devil and de-
mons are real, the disappearance of childlike innocence is accompa-
nied with what to them looks like sinister adult stuff. The media and
pop-rock music seem full of evidence of Devil worship, Satan worship,
demon possession, witchcraft, and communication with the dead, as
presumed legitimate alternatives to the Christian faith. Astrologers,
soothsayers, palm readers, witches, séancers, and various strands of
New Agers have widespread fingers in our cultural pie these days.

As the Christian church is shrinking, and it is, so the un-Chris-
tian church is gaining ground, or so it seems to many Christians.
Halloween, always under some suspicion by Christian parents but
tolerated as long as it was a childhood ritual with definite borders,
seems now to have become a focused celebration of precisely those dark
forces that the original Halloween was supposed to unmask.

‘ The parents of the little boy described by Hentel (1991) are
beginning to fear that an elaborate and pedagogically controlled Hal-
loween looks like the essential school step into a world that no one
should take lightly and that all should fear. Their response is, “Not for
my son, please, and not for my neighbor’s children, if we can help it.”

Do teachers really want to say to such a parent: “It is my indi-
vidual right as teacher to insist that Halloween become part of my
classroom’s curriculum”? Do they insist that the boy, shielded at home,
become unshielded at school? Is it not against whole language views

to presume that the student can divide himself in two? And is excusing
him from the classroom for the time of Halloween a solution . .. or a
punishment? ‘

I want to ask teachers: Why Halloween? Can’t we let go? Can’t
we substitute something else not likely to hang out the same heavy
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signals? If the whole thing is light and innocent to us, why not drop it
and let students celebrate outside of school? But perhaps Halloween is
not innocent to you? What if inside your own soul lurks a need for
Halloween? And what if some parents insist on Halloween in your
classroom, for it is not innocent inside their souls either?

Battle lines are seldom clear and unequivocal. In fact, whenever
I study histories of human conflicts I end up smitten. So seldom do I
find the real conflict in the official records. So often the conflict is
represented by minor issues and symbols—a long-ago major church
schism about a single Greek letter in an obscure word or wars about
land the size of a farm. I always want to ask about any conflict: Is the
issue presented the real issue at hand? Is a battle about Halloween
really a battle about Halloween? Could be. On the other hand, not
likely.

My second reservation touches the heart of whole language, at
least the way I understand it, and it is a major reason for my admira-
tion for whole language. l am a Christian, and I take the Bible seriously,
too. Like the boy’s parents who disapproved of celebrating Halloween,
I have loved the Scriptures all my life, 1ot only as a splendid literary
text but also as my trustworthy, infallible book of faith. By infallible I
mean that it has never failed me. ,

But unlike some of these Christian opponents, I have also come
to be convinced that whole language, under whatever name, is a
jim-dandy approach to schooling, with many elements in substantial
harmony with what I read the Bible to say about how I ought to love
my learning neighbor as myself. I should think that at least some
whole language teachers are driver. by very similar biblical impera-
tives, often in an unarticulated way. Indeed, I know this to be the case,
and I would hope that some of these leaders read this book.

Unless I have misunderstood all these years, I am under the
impression that for whole language teachers there are neither winners
nor losers, only a wide diversity of people all to be taken seriously as
meaning makers—and Jesus taught me that before whole language
teachers did. Gone are the days, at least largely, when teachers
thought: If only they knew more English, had enough sleep the night
before, were white and middle-class, had a good breakfast, did not
watch as much TV or watched more uplifting programs instead, had
chosen a more stable family, did not have one or more parents in jail
or on drugs, had books at home, had been read to from birth, knew
about paper and pencil, were not Down’s syndrome, in a wheelchair,
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hearing-impaired, seeing-impaired, religion-impaired, traditions-
impaired. . . . If only, if only, if only . .. then we could. . ..

Gone are the days when al! I ever heard in staff rooms at recess .
was “those damned kids,” by which was meant those who did not
pliably walk the middle road of curricular compliance. Whole lan-
guage has wrought miracles in changed staff room stories, retold ever
more frequently at conferences and more and more in professional
journals and books: '

» “Listen to what Sally read; you wouldn’t have believed it!”
& “You wouldn't think that Jevon had it in him, but he wrote .. . “
& “When my class finished, the parents stood and cheered.”

These stories are more than evidence of better teaching. They are
evidence of increased acceptance. These are works of faith, a belief not
necessarily that all children are equally gifted in all areas, but that all
are gifted in some way. That faith demands works, for without works
faith is dead, as James writes in the Bible. Whole language is busy
working out that faith. My own career in publishing has been my
works of faith, imperfect, indeed in need of redemption, but meant to
follow the example of how Jesus met people, all people.

Christians often disagree, and in public, and not all Christian
educators and parents see it my way. At first I looked for opportunities
to attend public meetings to challenge the views of those people and
substitute my own views—much “better” views, of course. Fortu-
nately, I never had much opportunity to substitute my carefully rea-
soned exegesis of basic biblical concepts, little opportunity to pull
learned rank, so to speak. In many ways I am now glad that I did not
land in combat zones. Over the last few years some searing disputes
within the bosom of my own denomination and congregation have
made me realize how futile an exegetical duel is in settling honest
differences between people who see aspects of the world very differ-
ently. :

¢ The glasses of my Christian faith and other admirable humanist
traditions have us see classrooms in very much the same way. The
morning bell rings for school to begin, and you put yourself at the door
for the morning greeting. What do you see? A block of 70s, a smaller
black of 60s and another of 80s, a few 90s (bless their eager hearts), and
a few below 50s (what am I going to do with them today?).
Or do you see this? Different sizes, shades, first languages, back-
grounds, genders, demonstrated competencies, interests, gifts, tem-
peraments, sureties, eagernesses . . . but learners all, and we are going
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to have a full learning day today. Even those who really do not want
to be here for reasons we do not control are going to have a happy
learning day.

The latter view is what whole language teachers see and what I
see. Each day a new beginning and filled with promises. When we get
knocked down, we help each other get up again. Each person a voice.
Each voice a gift. Each gift a celebration.

But here is my point with all of this. When I hear some whole
language teachers talk, and especially when I read the report of the Dr.
Jan Jones CED workshop (Jones 1990), I do not hear and see quite the
same attitude toward adults. I see and hear talk of winning and losing,
mostly “they” are not to win and “we” are not to lose. I ask: Why one
attitude toward children and another toward adults? As we bend to
accommodate children, why can’t we bend to accommodate parents?
Why panic suddenly? Why tactics of dismissal? It does not seem to me

to be “in keeping with the situation,” as that marvelous line from A
Christmas Carol has it. :

An Old Problem

The central problem that we are addressing is not new. Our colleague
James Moffett, for so long a trendsetter for so many of us, has docu-
mented his own long-standing pain about it in his book Storm in the
Mountains: A Case Study of Censorship, Conflict, and Consciousness (1988).
More than twenty years ago he intended his Interactions literature-
based reading program (Houghton Mifflin) to be liberating and spiri-
tual, a way of empowering teachers and students then hopelessiy
stuck in the nonlanguage of basals and workbooks. But he was met
with fervent opposition, especially from born-again Christians in the
mountains of West Virginia, a region, incidentally, which he knows
well because of family connections. In fact, he loved those people in
those days, and he seems to love them still. But they rejected him and
in the end hated him.

So when I read Moffett's book or hear teachers’ stories about
what happened in school X and community Y or read about what has
appeared in the Congressional Record and has been embedded in legis-
lation, I bleed for teachers on the firing line. But I also bleed for those
who do these things with at least a modicum of honest conviction. In
fact, I wonder what has driven them to do what they do. I cannot
accept that it is some sort of personal evil that affects “their side” but
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not “our side.” Jesus tells me never to look past the beam in my own
eye for the splinter in someone else’s.

I need to interject something here so as not to have you get angry
at me for the wrong reason. Under the right conditions, with battle
lines clear and unequivocal, I can see myself joining your campaigns,
lending whatever verbal abilities and powers of analysis I might have.
In this chapter I simply ask: When? And when not?

Even when it is time to do battle, I cannot be happy simply to
outmaneuvre those persecutors, either on local levels or in the wider
arena of state/provincial and national politics. Some of our colleagues
have become very clever at sketching out battle plans on local and
broader levels, various mixtures of wile and of carrot and stick. But
there is something crucial missing from that list of strategies. I do not
encounter respect for our opponents as persons. I do not hear their
voice honored, only their politics attacked. I thought that whole lan-
guage people value voice, public voice, and that we do not ask first of
all whether any voice is convenient, melodious, or harmonious. Voice,
first of all, is legitimate. Christian is voice. Moffett's West Virginia
mountain shouts were voice.

I am not talking about differences of opinion that can be re-
solved fairly readily, with people of moderation and an ability to see
the other side, about children’s books that raise touchy issues, or about
parents who need to experience that what you give their children is
what they really want for them. Nor am I talking about concerns for
spelling, phonics, and grammar that can be translated into genuine
issues of literacy, given time and a judicious cup of coffee.

I am talking about conflicts that feature two different languages,
although both may be called English. “They” say that “you” are bad.
As Moffett describes in his book (1988), his opponents believed that
(authentic) children’s books could make offspring critical of parents’
values, rebellious even, could weaken the country, could prepare the
children for the “Reds” and all other global varmint. They advocated
areturn to “American” and “Judeo-Christian” values. They demanded
that schools keep on delivering the traditional civic faith, which their
community saw as a strong reflection of their biblical faith, as it had
always done for them and for their parents, too.

Those kinds of clashes are not about the competence of teachers,
the appropriateness of curriculum, or the primacy of certain school
subjects and the best way to teach them. They are, in my view, noteven
about censorship. These are harsh clashes about fundamental differ-
ences of what the “good life” is about. They are, I believe, about
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fundamental clashes between forms of community still remnant in our cul-
ture and the prevailing ideology of liberalism, between communal rights
and individual rights. Right now in our culture, individual rights are
winning on broad fronts, and that is what makes communities so
agitated.

Community is not even hinted at in the paragraph that I quoted
about Halloween. There the conflict is simple: between that boy (witix
a bow to the parents) and the teacher, and the deciding factor is
individual rights, the teacher’s individual rights. But I put it to you
that the real conflict is between the community to which those parents
and boy belong and the individual teacher. Moreover, the conflict is
between the Christian community to which those parents belong and
the doctrine of individual rights. Two faiths at war—that is what the
battle is, in my view. Those parents’ enemy is liberalism.

Paul Marshall, a professor of political science at the Institute for
Christian Studies in Toronto, recently stated:

I believe that liberalism is the most potent force in the destruc-
tion of Canada. In the pure form of such a society each person
is taught that . . . all differences between people (sex, race, re-
ligion) are irrelevant and therefore must be ignored in social
life. . . . This type of society has many things to commend it. . . .
But it is not a society which will retain communities or tradi-
tions. (1991, 10-11)

“This type of society has many things to commend it....” Anyone
even vaguely familiar with the last thirty years of politics and legisla-
tion in both Canada and the United States knows that laws and judicial
cases involving individual rights have beneficially addressed issues of
oppression: racial, gender, class, and other types. The job remains
unfinished, but progress is clear.

“But it is not a society which will retain communities or tradi-
tions.” Or preserve the country that we know as Canada. Canada faces
a short-term and crucial dilemma. One of its large provinces, Quebec,
a community of North American French thought, language, and his-
tory, is being threatened by the push of liberalist ideology in the form
of a Charter of Rights which it so far has refused to accept for itself.
The Charter of Rights enshrined in the Canadian Constitution says
that all those who live within Canadian borders shall be individually
equal before the law.

But Quebec says: We are French. French is language, and there-
fore traditions, culture, and community. Communally we are different
from you Anglos, and we want our definition of ourselves protected
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in law, or we will go it alone. You decide. We must be able to do
communal things our own way, and we must be able to resist forces
that undermine our identity, or we will disappear in the end. Do not
ask us to privatize and individualize our real identity—that is the way
of our cultural death.

The Charter of Rights is a typical liberalist document, for at its
heart is the concept that a nation is made up of individuals whose
relationships to the state must be scrupulously identical, certainly in
theory. There can be no communities whose essence demands a unique
place under the law. It cannot protect communities, except by allowing
for anomalies that violate its own spirit and are therefore sure to be
short-term.

For instance, our aboriginal people have certain unique hunting
and fishing rights that are not available to other Canadians. That
rankles the liberalist, Charter of Rights folks, and regular attempts are
made to eradicate those rights. These days conservationist arguments
are often invoked, but specific cases have always reflected current
popular fancies. The drama of the Canadian case is obvious, that of
most other cases is not. The last half-century has seen a gradual ero-
sion of genuine community all over the Western world, as the spirit of
liberalism has invaded our individual souls. For anyone interested in
seeing the details of those claims fleshed out, I recommend a best-sell-
ing book written by a group of writers: Habits of the Heart: Ind ividualism
and Commitment in American Life (Bellah et al. 1985).

What is community? Whole language teachers often use the
word to describe what we wish to develop in our classrooms. No
problem here, as long as we understand the limits of the word in the
way we use it: a group of children (plus one adult teacher) who work
well together for about nine months and get to like and teach each
other. My colleague Linda Cameron uses the term collaborative coalition
instead, an apt phrase that captures the limits of time and commit-
ment. She sees it as a group of people being collaborative around a
common purpose, without anyone surrendering vital personal com-
mitments.

Whole language teachers and l2arners might also use community
to embrace our educator friends, those who share our beliefs about
learning and teaching and who feel the need to huddle in the midst of
other educators who may not even like us, let alone understand what
we are trying to do.

But the authors of Habits of the Heart are more circumspect about
their use of the term community, as I would want to be. When I think




Adrian Peetoom

of community, I think about Dutch-Canadian Orthodox Calvinists. In
Chatham, Ontario, where I live, my church is largely made up of
post-World War 1I Dutch immigrants, and many have parents, sib-
lings, and now children and grandchildren who attend the same type
of church, sometimes the same congregation. Moreover, their English
continues to show traces of the Dutch spoken by the original immi-
grants, including their regional dialects. They meet at Christian school
and church meetings, both big elements in their communal identity.
They shop at the thriving Dutch delicatessen for their cheese, cold cuts,
and candies. The talk at birthday and other parties is incomprehensible
to members of other communities, not because it is Dutch (it seldom
is), but because the issues, shadings, iokes, and topics pertain to this
particular community. That would inciude talk about issues of church
and faith, and references to certain favorite parts of the Bible.

Above all, the members of this community recognize each other
as having a shared history and a common descent from people who
spoke their language. I used to write a monthly column in a weekly
journal read by a lot of them, and I sometimes wrote stories about our
lives before we came to Chatham, and after we came, and people in
church would let me know that they knew what I meant. A lot of those
stories would not mean anything to readers of this chapter.

In short, this group of Dutch people is typical of what Habits of
the Heart calls community:

Examples of . .. genuine communities are not hard to find. . . .
They are ethnic and racial communities, each with its own story
and its own heroes-and heroines. They are religious communi-
ties that recall and reenact their stories in the weekly and annual
cycles of their ritual year, remembering the scriptural stories
that tell them who they are and the saints and martyrs who
define their identity. (Bellah et al. 1985, 155)

Of course, communities seen this way are mixed blessings. I will
mention the fact that the members of my community do not read much
or write at all. Actually, they exhibit little intellectual curiosity, resist
changes in their church and family lives, and tend to judge harshly
those members who rattle and roll the gates that keep members in and
outsiders out. They spend enormous amounts of money on church and
church-related “causes” but are, as a whole, a bit blind and deaf to the
turmoil of the world, thinking that if people all over the world simply
decided to live the way they themselves do, hunger, poverty, and
misery would somehow disappear. The average family with children
will spend $6,000~$10,000 a year to send each one to the local Christian
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school, which receives no government funding of any kind, yet those
schools resist the very curricular and pedagogical renewal that their
rhetoric would lead one to expect. They are little more than mediocre
middle-class schools in whose parent newsletters the words skills and
discipline had better appear regularly or the supporting community
gets suspicious.

It is hard for a person like myself to belong. When I go to church,
I leave a lot of myself at the door, for that part of me would carry an
aura of the infidel to them. But belong I must, for it is community, and
without it I feel lonely and naked in a world of lonely and naked
people. I observe myself lapsing into Dutch, sometimes at the parties,
or in the Chatham post office when I meet my builder friend Ray, my
electrician friend Albert, or my insurance friend Jake. My now-retired
steel fabricating plant manager friend Tom and I keep swapping sto-
ries about what it was like to be a boy during World War Ii—we both
were. Albert, Tom, Ray, and Jake do not want liturgical renewal in the
church, for they lead busy lives and want church to be a comfort zone.
Those lovely people drive me up the wall sometimes. I hear them
judge the world, and what they judge does not exist, or does not have
the evil that they presume it to have. “Read,” I silently scream at them.
“You're ignorant, and igrurance is dangerous and un-Christian.”

But they are community. For decades I fought to change them in
places all over Canada—and they won, mostly. This community con-
tinues to teach its children and grandchildren legitimate limits and
productive ways of living decent lives, even though I might find those
lives a bit narrow and even blind in spots. Community provides bor-
ders and answers questions, a great gift to bewildered people living in
a bewildering world. Indeed, some descendants break out of all of it.
Some of those manage to keep their life whole. A lot of them do not.

My wife and I break out for some areas of our lives. While
communities are a blessing, they are a mixed blessing. I cannot trust
all of my life to community. For instance, my work has had to break
itself free from their Christian school model. In education I have had
to go it alone, and within the community I have had to pay a price for
that choice.

Separation from a community is also discussed in Habits of the
Heart:

we live in a society that encourages us to cut free from the past,
to define our own selves, to choose the groups with which we
wish to identify. No tradition and no community . .. is above
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criticism. . . . So we live somewhere between the empty and the
constituted self. (Bellah et al. 1985, 157)

Most North Americans no longer choose any community, but rely only
on individual choices for all aspects of their lives. Yet we cannot live
alone, and so the book also describes how we compensate.

While the liberalist language of growing up points to freeing
oneself from restraints such as family, work, and church, many people
act as if those prime communities are still important to them. Not long
ago [ saw a television program on the Amish, on which was inter-
viewed a former member, now a psychiatrist in Chicago. In my judg-
ment the man had a hard time not crying, clearly about the losses in
his own life caused by his departure from the community.

Ironicaily, people who have bought into this individualist ideol-
ogy with heart and soul tend to end up spending a lot of time and
money in various types of counseling. Community provides various
forms of intimacy. While ideologically individualists leave no room for
communal intimacy, their souls crave it, so they search for a suitable
confessional shingle and purchase human community in its profes-
sional form—every week one hour of intimacy for, say, $65. The expe-
rienced counselor authors of Habits of the Heart describe this
widespread phenomena in vivid detail.

I also sense that for a substantial number of whole language
teachers, this movement itself is a compensating attempt to gain inti-
macy, and whole language conferences have become a regular teacher-
comr:tunity fix.

Our culture still retains many remnants of community. People
still gather around shared memories. Others compensate for a loss of
community in various ways. But the individual-rights ideology is
winning. Civil rights, but for individuals only. Allow no exceptions.
Believe what you will, but believe it in private.

So who are they, those frustrated, angry, sometimes lashing and
slashing Christians? They are believers in the Bible as a unique book.
Among themselves they will differ about what that means, but even
the milder and more ambivalent and dynamic Christian Bible readers
meet a point at which they decide that this book is fundamentally
different from all others.

They also see their communal life as a reflection of what they
hear the Bible tell them about marriage, family, government, school,
work, justice, sin, faith, grace, heaven. They tend to relativize life on
earth, which for them is mostly a vale of tears, a passing dispensation.
They hear the Bible describe them as pilgrims and as colonizers, and
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the idea of moving on is clear in both images. They relativize human
ideas and solutions to problems. They do not believe that earthly
brokenness is fixable, ultimately, in human terms. With various de-
grees of eagerness, they await a new earth and a new heaven. If some
renewal comes even on earth, it is the work of faith and the Holy Spirit,
who may use human beings, even nonbelievers, but God is in control
and wills it.

All this runs fundamentally counter to liberalist ideas, which are
focused on this earth, with human beings the measure of all things and
possessing the ultimate power to fix. The notion of universal schooling
is essentially a liberalist idea, a belief that it is education and good
ideas through which human society will be renewed, as John Dewey
said in his preface to Democracy in Education (reprint, 1954).

Liberalism is winning. More and more these Christians sense
that public life is demanding that they give up (or privatize, which for
them is the same thing) citizenship in the Kingdom of God. They see
public life coming at them as a fundamental attack on all the values
that their community has held for generations.

The whole business gets even more complex for those segments
of evangelical Christendom that have seen America as the embodi-
ment of what God intended nations to be. American patriotism is
probably the most spiritual patriotism in the world, which causes it to
have an intensity and fervor which is a puzzle to many others, cer-
tainly to Europeans and even to Canadians. I cannot imagine an edu-
cational writer in any other Western country saying what James
Moffett observed in his book or being taken seriously by readers when
he wrote: “the United States has come closer to a Spiritual realization
of government than any other country on earth” (1988, 104).

Now, I have met many Americans whose searing criticism of
their own country demonstrates that they do not buy into that. On the
other hand, I have watched, especially on TV, the massive patriotic
outpourings of just such religious fervor. On the first Sunday of the
Gulf War, when both President Bush and Secretary of State Cheney
-were televised going into church, they conveyed to viewers their belief
that God is on the American side as always. As [ watched them enter
church, neither George nor Dick looked like a humble petitioner about
to submit his actions and thoughts to a higher power. They looked like
successful committee chairmen about to report to the chairman of the
board about a mission that could not fail.

I am not saying that other Western leaders have not done the
same thing in the past, but I am saying that 1 am unaware of any other
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such sustained notion of divinity of nationhood. The French statesman
Alexis de Tocqueville wrote about it in his book Democracy in America
(1830 [1954]), and while he admired it, he also warned against its
potential excesses.

I have not yet said that the spirituality that Moffett discusses is
necessarily Christian or linked to any organized religion at all. Moffett
also wrote, “The great majority of the founding fathers were freema-
sons and Rosicrucians as well as Christians” (1988, 147).

There is a side to American Protestantism, especially within its
fundamentalist, born-again wing, which comes close to identifying
American patriotism with Christian faith. In the trappings of a human
culture it spots the divine to the extent that aspects of national identity
are thought to have been placed this side of the Atlantic as an example
for all nations, and by God himself. The Stars and Stripes becomes
another version of the cross. American individual freedom equals
freedom in Christ. Every war is a Christian crusade. Such sentiments
were expressed in an article written by an American for a Canadian
audience in a then-Canadian magazine:

God founded the great nation of America using Calvinists, not
Jews or Roman Catholics. . . . Whatever is good in America, po-
litically, economically, and socially is rooted in the faith and life
of our earliest forefathers who gave birth to this nation in its
incipient stages. (The Christian School Herald 1960, 3)

I know full well that such sentiments are not universally shared by ali
denominations, but this identification is widespread enough for me to
regularly catch its presence, especially during the recent Gulf War.

Now my own prior knowledge, confirmed by Habits of the Heart,
would question whether the U.S. founding fathers were Christians,
but that is not the point here. These examples are important for signal-
ing that the link between Christian faith and American nationhood is
a strong one at least among some segments of the American people.
And 1 beiieve that this link is a key to understanding how those
opposed to whole language may become so strong in their actions and
reactions.

For against the background of that link, schools, especially pub-
lic schools, become the transmitters of American values, which are
seen as biblical values. Schools are seen as, and in the past widely
advocated being, the instrument of the state for the promotion of
American national spirituality. In his book Moffett seems to be saying
to his enemies: “I know what you want. It’s the same as I want, and I
want what our trusted forefathers, founding fathers, wanted: America
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the good, the true, and the beautiful. I'm giving it to you in my school
program. Why can’t you see that?” And the pages of his book bleed
with the hurt of rejection. But those West Virginia born-again Christian
mountain folk could not see that, and neither can many of their Chris-
tian pecrs today, urban or rural. For what is the perception of what is
happening in America?

1. The body politic is sick, with politicians on the take and the

country falling apart while the rich get richer and the poor
get poorer.

2. Canada is not the only country in a desperate search for its
own identity—MacNeil-Lehrer television interviews regu-
larly point to the problem of a lack of national vision.

3. Church attendance is decreasing rapidly.

4. Business is playing too many dirty games with consumers,
the environment, workers, governments. (Need I mention
savings and loans?)

5. Academia is proclaiming one truth one week, and another
truth the next, using statistics that we do not understand
anyway.

6. The media are full of reports about how families have be-
trayed their members, through physical and psychological
battering (including incest), breakup, alienation, and absence
of intimacy.

7. Roughly 50 percent of North American marriages end in
divorce.

8. George Bush proclaimed “a new world order” for interna-
tional politics, a proclamation met with howls of derisive
laughter around the globe.

9. The police are corrupt or powerless.

So when we meet the very hostile and the very docile in the
parents of our students, we are probably meeting uncontrollable be-
wilderment about most of life. What has remained of personal safety,
economic security, family loyalty, communal experience, personal
wholeness, personal and institutional ethical standards, religious doc-
trines, truth in advertising, reliable goods, useful taxes, a country
deserving patriotism, and a school that delivers the goods?

Schools have never been about skills and contents, but about the
meaning of life and the future of the human race. Immigrants came to
our shores and relied upon the schools to make their children into
Americans and Canadians—which in practice seemed to mean some
higher human race, some more virtuous, stronger, purer type of hu-
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man being. The evidence is thick in the documents of the early days of
public schools, as school promoters fought to establish their “holy
institutions.”

But schools no longer have a clear message, one contained in
textbooks used by all, in lists of skills worked through by everyone, in
one language. More and more schools, especially whole language
schools, hang out the message that somehow the past has been wrong
and the future is no longer guaranteed. I am not saying that whole
language teachers personally hang out that message. But when they
are seen as wanting to change the skills-based, textbook-dependent,
and, to all intents and purposes, proven and tested curriculum that
reigned when America was great and its institutions stable, then they
are seen as “the enemy.” Some of those parents see the trinity of
church, country, and school being broken for their children. They see
schools proclaiming the need for students to be independent thinkers,
but they fear that what that means in practice is adults who no longer
love God, country, and the primacy of the American people. Tre link
between these three is broken by too many too different books and by
children writing on topics of their choice.

What does it all mean? I have not tried to argue that the Chris-
tians whom I have described are right in all or even most of their
views. Indeed, [ have a profound skepticism about most of it, believing
that we live in a post-Christian age and that the whole notion of
Western Civilization being a Christian civilization is highly debatable
anyway, at any time in history.

But the question of right and wrong is a liberalist, rationalist,
technological, and scientific question, and not a community one. Lib-
eralist ideology compels all views to be judged, and to be discarded if
found wanting, or pushed back into the recesses of what people may
think privately, deep inside themselves.

I would suggest that community views are not necessarily a
teacher’s to judge. I would invite teachers to learn to feel the commu-
nity pain instead, as they always try to feel the pain of their students
and colleagues. Can teachers respect those folks for their loyalty to
their community, their history, and their Bible? Or must they push on
without compromise, convinced that salvation comes mainly from
their collection of children’s books and teaching strategies? In that case
they should not be surprised when they meet the kind of opposition
that they do. There may not be a solution in specific circumstances.
There may be times when you as teachers need to oppose and organize
for opposition. I cannot tell you when. There are uncouth demagogues
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in the world who will use any community for their personal gain—the
church is full of Jimmy Bakkers and Jimmy Swaggarts, and always has
been, like the monk Tetzel who opposed Luther in the 1520s.

I am not arguing that we should not resist injustice and tyranny,
and I would be happy to join Carole Edelsky’s hotline if it made any
sense for me to do that from Chatham, Ontario, Canada. I am only
hoping that we will not get ourselves into a “them against us” stance
all the time and perhaps sacrifice the children whom we profess to love
by our insistence on both our rights and our superior insights, leaving
the little ones bewildered between us and their parents.

The report to'which I referred (Jones 1990) only sees opponents
operating as a well-organized and well-financed bunch, with complex
tactics. But can I convince teachers to see at least some of the opposi-
tion as acommunity under assault and in pain? Would teachers respect
that? Would they make room for it? Would they restrain their own
private wishes in the face of it? Would teachers trust somehow that
even though they are able to quickly spot a community’s liabilities,
they know that it has substantial assets, assets that they could never
share and that they might not even see?

I am asking for teachers to be tolerating. I choose that word over
tolerance or toleration because I want a word that indicates a constant,
lived experience of respect for others that is expressed in a deliberate
and compassionate manner, living alongside things one dislikes, for-
ever if need be. '

Living like that is virtuous living, and close to impossible per-
haps. Liberalist gospel also preaches the virtue of tolerance, but I am
afraid that I ;. e liberals pervert the potential depth of tolerance most
often. Often liberals mean indifference, meaning believe what you want,
I don't care. Or, believe what you want, but keep it to yourself. Some-
times liberals mean tyranny—believe what you want, but do what I
believe. In Ontario that form of liberalism means that even though you
may not believe the doctrines preached in the public school in your
neighborhood, you must send your child there, or pay a crippling
financial penalty. Or they relativize all views, including their own—you
be’ieve what you want, and I will believe what I want, and it is neither
here nor there what anyone believes. Relativizing all things, yours and
theirs, cannot be part of tolerating either.

I believe that the best of whole language points to folerating: not
only letting things be when you dislike them, but honoring and, if
necessary, defending their existence, and that includes communities
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whose ideals you cannot share—sometimes at great cost or inconven-
ience to yourself.

Lillian Hentel points to “the emotional power of the group” as
reason for the reluctance of some whole language teachers to enter a
fray. I suggest that what she calls “emotional power” may well be the
eXistence of genuine community, a shared history that commands loy-
alty over and above, and sometimes in the face of, new currents that
keep coming. And those currents may be coming from you.

Not long ago I read a book called Amish Literacy (Fishman 1988),
which is a perfect model of what I mean, for the author respected the
community literacy already available and consciously refrained from
trying to change it.

Do whole language teachers have to win? Do they have to fight
back on all the issues that other people choose? Or could they some-
times, or often, go their way more placidly, living their own truth
without having to force it on others, even if it is true, or seems true,
that others force their own truths on these teachers and that they are
not able to completely act out their own belief system every day?

I will make this prediction. As whole language grows in size and
insight, more and more teachers will go the route that Nancie Atwell
and Lucy Calkins have gone and will establish their own schools. They
will come to realize that they do not have the right to push their beliefs
and ideas onto others. They will fashion or find a community for
which a school will be the representation, where parents send their
children not because it is in the neighborhcod but because the parents
know what it is like and approve of it.

I believe that public schools, under even more assault for indi-
vidual rights, will be weakened into institutions where nothing mean-
ingful can be said anymore, for there will always be somebody to
object to what someone else says or does, from the right or the left.
Maybe the whole notion of public schools is an anomaly whose weak-
nesses are becoming apparent as more and more teachers enter them
with definite, described, and passionately held belief systems that will
clash with other equally passionately held belief systems about chil-
dren, language, learning, and teaching.

Whole language teachers will be caught in the middle. They
invite individual voice in their classrooms, but they must often deal
with collective voice, with representative voice from outside the class-
room. That is the real world in which we live.

. Can whole language teachers under assault survive? Not easily,
perhaps, but possibly. I hope so.
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Il Responsibility

In the introduction, we defined responsibility as the choice that profes-
sionals make to gain an understanding of the state of the field and to
relate those understandings to their own practice. In this section David
Doake pays heed to this concept of responsibility by exposing myths
and espousing the realities of whole language theory and practice—
necessary information for both detractors and proponents of whole
language. Kathy Short illustrates how this responsibility is shouldered
as she lets us see what personal change looks like as teachers encoun-
ter new theories, develop new beliefs, and connect them to practice.
Ethel Buchanan, Constance Weaver, and David and Yvonne Freeman
offer chapters that push forward the edge of what is known and what
“can be” in education. Buchanan discusses how information on lan-
guage use can impact something so traditional in education as spelling
instruction. Weaver provides us with a new perspective on Attention
Deficit Hyperactivity Disorders: a transactional view with theoretical
and practical considerations. And the Freemans discuss how whole
la: guage theory impacts practice, especially when the focus is on
biliagual students.
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insightful way, refers to the great value of sharing our own stories
with the stories of others. When we do that on a universal basis, she
claims, we may begin to be able “to share each other’s dreams and de-
velop a sense of communal responsibility for the world of tomorrow.”

The phrase communal responsibility keeps ringing in my ears as I
look around the world in which I live. What I see all too often is a
world where competition reigns supreme, where a dog-eat-dog phi-
losophy seems pervasively present, and where everything is based on
a “here and now” view of life rather than looking to the effects on the
future of what we are doing now. In her article, Greene refers to a
prophetic observation made by the Nobel laureate Elie Wiesel at a
gathering of his peers in Paris in January 1988, probably in reference
to the ever-present possibility of a nuclear war (and still applicable
today): “It is a question of saving humanity—or at least our humanity.
We are all on a train that is running toward a precipice. We cannot
change trains, so we have to slow it down.” Greene comments: “For
Wiesel, human beings define themselves not only by a ‘thirst for truth’
but by a sense of responsibility. If we can exert any control at all, he
asked, how can we make sure that we will steer events ‘towards the
sun and not toward the abyss'”? (Greene 1988, 474-75).

When we examine the disastrous after-effects of Chernobyl and
ponder the fact that there are fifteen nuclear power stations of similar
design in the former Soviet Union, the train is still running. When we
consider the prospects of the predicted alarming consequences of the
“greenhouse effect” on the lives of the future inhabitants of this planet
and the fact that courntries such as the United States, Canada, and

| n an article in Language Arts, Maxine Greene (1988), in her usual
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Saudi Arabia refused, at an international conference in Geneva in 1990,
to agree to any limits being placed on the emissions of gases that
contribute to the loss of the ozone layer, another “All clear and full
steam ahead” signal has been given to the train drivers. When we
examine the results of a study conducted in Los Angeles on the lungs
of a hundred children who lost their lives suddenly, and find that the
lungs of 80 percent of these children had quite serious lesions and
damage and that the lungs of 27 percent showed very serious damage,
our train continues to belch out tons of lethal sulphurous gases with
impunity. When we look carefully at the oceans of our world and think
about the Exxon Valdez and similar disasters, about the millions of tons
of waste being dumped in them every year, about the blatant destruc-
tion of all forms of marine life through overfishing and overhunting,
our train does not stop at the ocean shore. Finally, when we link our
thoughts about the burgeoning world population growth, about pov-
erty, about the voracious swallowing up of valuable farmland by our
ever-expanding cities and roads, about the widespread desertification
of other lands, about the indiscriminate destruction of the rain forests,
and about the constant presence of devastating famine in various parts
of the world, our train appears to be bent on self-destruction. We seem
to be gathering speed in our headlong rush toward Wiesel’s abyss!
The oral tradition is no longer sufficient for us to “share our
stories” as Maxine Greene would have us do. Even if we stand on
street corners, shout our concerns, and offer creative solutions to the
problems, only those in hearing distance have the opportunity for
listening. We may even have the chance to have our voices heard at
international assemblies, but unless what we say is written down, it
will simply fade from memory with surprising speed. If our sense of
communal responsibility is to transcend local, national, and, most
importantly, international boundaries, and if we are going to share our
concerns and work together on their possible solutions, we need a
literate world in order for this to happen. More than ever before, we
need active, vigorous, and fully informed literate communities, which
choose their leaders on the basis of their demonstrated ability to turn
our train away from the abyss, rather than continuing to select those
who seem intent on helping the train gather momentum on its old
tracks. The corporate magnates, their dependent political puppets, and
their vacuous military generals would no longer be able to keep all the
signals at “Go” should our votes be cast for a different set of criteria.
-A public that was genuinely literate could make certain that these
forces would not be permitted to contiriue on their self-centered way
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but would insist on them being used for the common good. Scurrilous
negative political advertisements would be ridiculed or ignored. The
voting public would demand written evidence from those who chose
to offer themselves for public office of their suitability to deal with the
problems of the present and, more importantly, those of the future.

But we do not have a highly literate public. In fact, despite our
universal system of education, we have a public that is mostly furc-
tionally illiterate or marginally literate (they can read and write with
varying degrees of expertise, but only rarely do). Our school systems
are not producing genuinely literate people who use reading and
writing for all the necessary and desirable purposes of life. The causes
for this do not all lie within the way that reading and writing have
been (and are being) taught. The nonliterate environments of many
homes must bear some of the blame. But no matter how inadequate
children’s home experiences have been with reading and writing in
particular, the school has the ultimate responsibility to produce literate
citizens. It has not been doing this, and the major reason lies in ways
in which these language arts have been and are being taught. The
philosophy of whole language has the power to turn that situation
around, but it needs teachers who are thoroughly familiar with its
principles and practices. A surface-level understanding will lead to
surface-level implementation. The main purpose of this chapter is the
identification and clarification of these dangers to an educational
movement that could considerably reduce many of the limitations
present in the system, not only in the area of language arts but right
across the curriculum.

The Value of Being Literate

I am not one of those like Frank Smith (1989) or David Olson (n.d.)
who seem to be taking the stance these days that being fully and
functionally literate does not help our chances to make it in this world.
Some of us may at times overstate the case for the values that accrue
from being actively literate. We all know of cases where some people
have never “made it” although they are well-read and write well. We
can also quote cases of those who are not literate or actively literate,
but who have been successful. One retired president of the United
States provides us with a good example here. As long as you can read
the script presented to you in a convincing way, that is sometimes
enough. It is perhaps interesting to note that many of those who have
made it in the political arena do not begin to write about their views
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and experiences until after they have left office, and only rarely does
anyone get elected on the basis of what they have written. Mikhail
Gorbachev may be an exception here, but then his “election” was one
in name only.

I hold the view that in societies where being literate does play
an important part in the growth and development of that society, those
who cannot read and write effectively are almost always disempow-
ered by their illiteracy. It is no accident, in my view, that countries that
have high rates of literacy often seem to be very stable, caring societies.
Look at Norway, Sweden, Finland, Denmark, and New Zealand, for
example. There is no real poverty in those countries. The less advan-
taged people are usually found to be reasonably well-housed and
well-fed. These countries have systems of universal free medical care,
they have sufficient retirement pensions for all their citizens regardless
of their economic status, and they have a system of universal free
education from the preschool age group right through to the university.
They also have relatively low crime rates.

Compare this with what is happening in the United States,
which ranks about forty-ninth in the world in the literacy levels of its
peoples. It has something like 60 million functional illiterates. There
are some 35 million people living in the U.S. with no medical care.
There are millions of people who are living in abject poverty, millions
who are homeless, millions who cannot afford to send their children
on to college because of the high cost of tuition. According to Peter
MacLaren in his book Life in Schools (1989), 50-80 percent of all inner-
city students drop out of high school. The Chicanos and the Puerto
Ricans describe it perhaps more appropriately as being “pushed out.”
The consequences of schooling in the United States, according to
MaclLaren, are increasingly dependent on the social class of the child.
“It remains the case that one in every seven Americans and more than
one in every five children under the age of six live in poverty.” Drugs
and crime go hand-in-hand with poverty. Great wealth being flaunted
in the presence of this chronic destitution provides the catalyst for
these outcomes of hopelzssness. The gap in real income between the
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